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The SPEAKER (Hon. S. J. Plowman) took the chair at
2.05 p.m. and read the prayer.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
One Nation: preferences
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I refer
the Deputy Premier to his statement on 14 October last
year that Pauline Hanson was 'a blight on the political
system' and had done great damage to the rural
community. Does the Deputy Premier agree that the
best way to repair the damage is for all political parties,
including the National Party, to put One Nation last on
the ballot papers in the forthcoming state and federal
elections?
The SPEAKER - Order! That is an issue to be
decided by the parties themselves, not the Deputy
Premier. The question seeks an opinion from the
Deputy Premier, which is not in order. Does the Leader
of the Opposition wish to rephrase his question?
Mr BRUMBY - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
on 14 October last an almost identical question, which
you ruled in order, was asked of the Deputy Premier. At
that time the Deputy Premier refused to answer the
question. Sir, I put it to you that this is clearly a matter
within government administration.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY -

The Deputy Premier made it clear
in Parliament last year that he believed Mrs Hanson and
the One Nation Party had done great damage to the
rural community. The Deputy Premier - Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition is now debating the matter. I ask him to
come to his point of order.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr BRUMBY - You would be welcoming the
opportunity to answer this if you were really committed
to putting her last. But you're not, are you? You're not!
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! I have now seen the
question asked by the honourable member for Albert
Park last year - I think he was the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition at that stage. It does not relate primarily
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to whether the Pauline Hanson scourge - I am not sure
of the words the Leader of the Opposition used should be dealt with by the expression of preferences.
The question asked on 14 October 1997, which appears
on the bottom of page 474 of Hansard, relates mainly
to trade, not to where Pauline Hanson ' s party should
appear on a ticket and what preference it should be
given. Does the Leader of the Opposition wish to
rephrase his question?
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! He must relate his
question to government administration, which may be
the administration of the Deputy Premier as Minister
for Agriculture and Resources, but it should not relate
solely to how-to-vote cards or be expressed in the terms
he used earlier.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BRUMBY - I would have thought you would
have liked the opportunity to answer the question.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The house will come to
order.
Mr BRUMBY - Just to set the record straight, the
1997 question to which I referred and to which you, Sir,
have referred concludes:
Will the Acting Premier - -

Government members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition to take his seat for a moment. The Leader of
the Opposition has every right to raise a point of order
with the Chair about a question he wishes to ask. I ask
the government benches to remain silent and allow me
to hear and be able to judge the merits of the question
being asked.
Mr BRUMBY - Mr Speaker, the question you
allowed last year concludes:
Will the Acting Premier back the Premier's call for One
Nation candidates to be placed last on the ballot papers for
both federal and state elections.

That was the question you ruled in order last October,
Mr Speaker. The question I asked today is very similar.
The conclusion to the question is almost identical. The
Deputy Premier has made it clear that he believes - Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER - Order! The house will come to
order! The question asked on 14 October 1997 refers to
comments made by the Acting Premier about the views
of Pauline Hanson and their effect on trade and tourism.
The Leader of the Opposition might like to add
agriculture to that. If he wants to ask basically the same
question, he is entitled to do so, but he is not entitled to
ask the question as he originally phrased it. I ask the
Leader of the Opposition to rephrase his question.
Mr BRUMBY - My question is to the Deputy
Premier - the Minister for Agriculture and Resources.
I refer the minister to his statement to this house on
14 October last year that Pauline Hanson was 'a blight
on the political system' and that she had done great
damage to the rural community, a view shared at that
time by the Premier, who indicated that Mrs Hanson
had done great damage to Australia's trade. In light of
this, does the minister agree that the best way to repair
this damage to our primary producers and to trade in
relation to Victoria is for all political parties, including
the National Party, to put One Nation last on the ballot
paper in the forthcoming state and federal elections?
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask members on the
government benches to behave in the way they should
as representatives of the state.

Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Agriculture and
Resources) - That was probably the longest question
this Parliament has ever heard - 8 minutes. Many
people have said this is an opposition leader with
training wheels. I think the training wheels need to stay
on a little longer when it takes 8 minutes to ask a
question.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr McNAMARA - The question asked by the
Leader of the Opposition was whether the Hanson
group is a blight on the community, and I agree with
that - in fact that was my comment. We have several
blights on the rural community in Australia. One
particular blight is the Australian Labor Party.
I do not resile from any of the comments I have made
about One Nation's Pauline Hanson because, as I said
earlier this year, without a doubt the comments she
made have been reported internationally.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Thomastown. We have got a long week ahead of us
and we are not starting very well. I ask honourable
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members to remember the week ahead and see if we
can improve a little. I call on the Deputy Premier to
complete his answer.

Mr McNAMARA - As I said earlier this year, the
comments made by Pauline Hanson which were
reported internationally have done Australian farmers
an extreme amount of damage and have resulted in a
very poor perception of the Australian community
overseas. I know from personal experience in meeting
Asian business leaders overseas that they were
concerned that those comments reflected the general
view of the Australian community. When the National
Party makes a determination about the One Nation
party, which will be a decision made by the party
organisation, I can guarantee - Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition, the honourable member for
Thomastown and the honourable member for
Richmond should cease shouting interjections across
the table. Ifthey wish to hear the answer we will hear
the minister in silence, otherwise I will call the next
question.

Mr McNAMARA - I can guarantee that when the
National Party is doing its allocation of preferences it
will be making an assessment of the blights on the
Australian community. The two blights that stand out
are clearly Pauline Hanson's party and the Australian
Labor Party.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Richmond and the l..eader of the Opposition! I will
call the next speaker when the house comes to order.
The Chair has plenty of time.

Schools: curriculum
Mr PATERSON (South Barwon)- Will the
Minister for Education inform the house of the latest
developments in providing Victoria's students with an
up-to-date and rigorous curriculum?
Mr GUDE (Minister for Education) - I thank the
honourable member for his 15-second question. I am
very pleased to be able to inform the house that the
government has asked the Board of Studies to review
the curriculum and standards framework for Victoria's
curriculum for years prep to 10 to ensure that its already
high standing is enhanced even further. When the
coalition was elected in 1992, sadly there was no
curriculum for years prep to lOin this state. In addition
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we had a discredited VCE and an education system that
clearly was not delivering positive educational
outcomes for young people. That was reflected in the
surveys by the Australian Council for Educational
Research in areas like literacy and numeracy, which
demonstrated that Victoria's performance was below
the national standard. It was also demonstrated by the
appalling stock of Victorian schools - an $800 million
maintenance backlog - and the fact that there was not
a computer in any classroom.
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The board will look at ways of reducing time
requirements or setting time allocations for each key
learning area and year level. I have asked the board to
report back to me by the end of 1999 with a view to any
improvements being ready for the beginning of the
2000 school year. This review builds on the highly
praised Victorian certificate of education review and
should give our students a quality curriculum from prep
to year 10 so they can move into the next millennium.

Hospitals: funding
The former Labor government failed with a capital F. It
failed the people and students of Victoria. For several
years this government has delivered a curriculum and
standards framework for prep to year 10 based on the
key areas of learning. The one thing it will not do is sit
on its hands like the Labor Party did when it was in
government.
The government recognises that curriculum is a
dynamic process. Since the framework was released in
1995 there has clearly been increased emphasis on
literacy, numeracy and science. I have asked the Board
of Studies to review a number of areas of the
curriculum and standards framework, including
curriculum quality and coherence and international best
practice. It is important that we strive to further enhance
and raise the quality and standard of education in
Victoria, as good as it is. We do not want to be second
best to anyone anywhere in the world. The board will
also look at information technologies, available
research, community expectations and reporting to
parents, the impact of information technologies - Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr GUDE - The Deputy Leader of the Opposition
wants to trivialise this issue. One would expect that sort
of interjection considering the policy vacuum on the
other side. The board will be mindful of the physical
wellbeing of young children in the school system. It
will look at the amount of physical education children
need as they grow. The results of the highly prized
Moneghetti review are important.

When travelling around Victorian schools I have often
been asked about the crowded curriculum. I have
requested the board to look at ways the curriculum can
be made to fit in with the time constraints under which
schools work, while not sacrificing the rigour that has
been built into the system. The board will take account
of the finite time children spend at school, because we
cannot expect teachers to cram an unfair workload onto
students.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I refer
the Prernier to the statement by the Australian Medical
Association that a further 1.5 per cent productivity cut
to hospital budgets will cause a collapse in the quality
of care in public hospitals. Will the Premier fmally
listen to the experts and exempt Victoria's public
hospitals from this further budget cut of$27.6 million
next fmancial year or will he continue arrogantly to
ignore the doctors and other experts and destroy our
public hospital system?
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - Today we have seen
the Leader of the Opposition drown because he did not
receive support from anyone on his back bench. They
were embarrassed by his performance yet again.
Members of the government try to anticipate the first
question from the opposition at question time, but not
one person on this side of the house picked the question
today.

It is obvious that the Leader of the Opposition has not
yet read the budget papers, because they show a large
boost to the health budget, not just for recurrent
expenditure but also for capital expenditure. The
government is also happy to say that approximately
44 per cent of new capital expenditure in the health
portfolio will take place in rural and regional Victoria,
which has 28 per cent of Victoria's population. The
government has consistently said that it is an obligation
on the government of the day to manage the affairs of
the state - that is, both the services it provides and the
collection of revenue from the public - in a
responsible manner. Over the past five years, after
coming to grips with the inheritance left to it by the
former Labor government, the government has
managed to get back to a base from which it can now
effectively manage the state and deliver small budget
surpluses so that funding can be delivered to the
government's four priority areas. The first oftbose
priority areas is education, the second is health, the
third is law and order and the fourth, obviously, is the
transport system.

Mr Bracks interjected.
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Mr KENNETI - The honourable member for
Williamstown interjects inanely, 'What about jobs?'.
This government's policies have continually increased
the number of jobs available to Victorians. Figures
released last week reveal that 15 000 new jobs were
created last month, of which 10 000 were full time.
This government's policies, regardless of what it
inherited five years ago, have increased employment to
the highest level ever recorded in Victoria's history.
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That is where the former government got into
trouble - it spent more than it generated in revenue; it
did secret deals with its colleagues, particularly those in
the trade union movement; and by the time it left office
it left the people of Victoria with a debt of
$32 000 million. It is only through prudent
management practices that the government has not only
restored fmancial stability to the state but is now able to
deliver very real dividends in the form of quality
services that should be supplied by governments.

Honourable members interjecting.

Mr KENNETI - Who said 'Rubbish'? The
opposition is in blind denial. It is terribly important to
put in place a system of government administration that
ensures programs are reviewed continually and are
delivered in a way that adopts new technologies and
practices to improve the quality of services. That is one
of the reasons for the 1.5 per cent productivity savings
being in place. Productivity savings do not mean, as the
Leader of the Opposition suggests, that some functions
are subject to reduced funding.
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Geelong North by way of intetjection sought from
the Premier an explanation on another issue. The
honourable member for Williamstown intetjects, 'What
about jobs?'. If members of the opposition introduce
additional questions by way of intetjections across the
table they should not object when a minister strays from
the answer to the original question. If opposition
members interjected less across the table they might
have a better chance of getting an answer to the original
question.
Mr KENNETI - The 1.5 per cent productivity
savings ensure that government administration does not
become complacent and does not miss out on the
advantages of new technologies or better administrative
practices. The savings generated from this process have
not meant a reduction in budget outcomes. In fact,
spending on health and human services increased by
approximately 18 per cent from 1992 to 1998, on top of
which there have been increases in the consumer price
index.

The Leader of the Opposition continues to show his
ignorance of what has occurred in the past and
demonstrates that if Labor were ever to return to
government no discipline would be applied to
management and the delivery of services in line with a
government's responsibility to use public money
wisely.

Local government: rates
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) - Will the Minister
for Planning and Local Government inform the house
as to the number of local councils that intend to
increase rates in the 1998-99 fmancial year following
the government's indication that it will be lifting rate
capping?
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning and
Local Government) - I thank the honourable member
for Caulfield for raising the matter of council rates and
rate-setting proposals for the 1998-99 year. Early in
March I wrote to councils and asked them to set out
their proposals with regard to rates. To date, 73 of the
78 councils have responded. The shires ofMoyne and
Corangamite have indicated that they do not propose to
have any increase in rates. Of the remaining
municipalities: 40 have indicated intentions to increase
their rates by up to 5 per cent; 26 have proposed
increases between 5 per cent and 8 per cent; and a
group of 5 councils have proposed increases in excess
of 8 per cent. The proposals to increase rates and
charges in excess of 8 per cent are - and I choose my
words carefully - still under consideration.

The average increase in rates and charges proposed
across the state is some 4.6 per cent. That has to be
considered in the context of savings achieved of
$323 million, of which $264.4 million was returned to
ratepayers in the form of cuts in rates and charges,
representing a 17.7 per cent reduction from the 1993-94
levels. Since then there have been some small increases
in rates and charges in regard to environmental or waste
collection issues and the paying off of superannuation
liabilities. Now that responsible councils are putting
responsible proposals for rate increases it is proposed to
approve proposals for increases of 8 per cent or less and
to examine the proposals of and have discussions with
the handful of councils that were originally proposing
increases of more than 8 per cent to see if we can
negotiate better outcomes in those areas. It must be
remembered that the poorest people in the community
pay rates either directly on properties or through rent.
We have to be concerned about and be considerate of
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those people in the community for whom an increase
would be a real impost and difficulty.
Honourable members across all parties will be
conscious of the need for restraint in imposing new
charges on the community. However, we are hopeful
that some of the councils that have indicated a desire to
impose maximum rate increases will in preparing their
budgets choose lower rate increases.

Hospitals: employment
Mr THWAlTES (Albert Park) - I refer the
Premier to the admission last week by the Minister for
Health that 200 staff will be cut from the Austin
hospital because of its fmancial problems. I refer further
to the impending closure of the Essendon hospital,
which will lead to further staff cuts. Will the Premier
now admit that the claim made by the Treasurer that
there will be a extra 1000 health staff as a result of the
state budget is a sham and a public relations stunt that
will never be achieved, or is the Premier prepared to
stand by the Treasurer's statement?
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - Einstein must have
thought up this question that they have given to you to
ask! Can I say again, Mr Speaker, you can get a good
idea of what may happen if the Labor Party were ever
to be given the reins of government again. It would do
two things. Firstly, it would never be part of any change
whatsoever in the way health services are delivered. In
society today we are going through a period of great
and very exciting change. To give an example, today I
was at the Murdoch Institute. The institute is doing
work in genetics that will provide a wonderful
opportunity to reduce a lot of the diseases that affect
children. That is just typical of the changes that are
taking place that are brought together - Mr Brumby intetjected.

Mr KENNETT - The Leader of the Opposition
says, 'What about the 200 jobs?'. He has no concept at
all about change - nor does his deputy - in either the
new technologies or the new sciences, and the impact
of that change on the need for work forces and services
to change from location to location. Ultimately at the
Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre, in association
with the Mercy hospital, we are developing what will
be a wonderful new facility.

Ms Garbutt interjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Bundoora will cease inteIjecting.
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Mr KENNETT - Mr Speaker, you can only shake
your head in disbelief at this mob.
Ms Garbutt inteIjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! I make it clear to the
honourable member for Bundoora that she should cease
interjecting.

Mr KENNETT - With all the changes, and
through the new hospital in particular, we will deliver
something special in its ability to deal with new
technologies and new sciences, and that will be better
for the staff, and so on. We will build the new Knox
hospital,. and for the rest of the government's term there
will be a continual realignment of facilities. If the
Leader of the Opposition had looked at the budget, he
would have seen - Honourable members interjecting.

Mr Thwaites - Mr Speaker, on a point of
order-The SPEAKER - Order! Before hearing the point
of order, I suggest that if the honourable member for
Richmond wishes to raise a point of order with the
Chair he should rise to his feet, as he knows he should.

Mr Thwaites - Mr Speaker, the Premier is
debating the question. He must answer the question that
was asked, which was whether he would stand by the
Treasurer's statement that there will be 1000 extra jobs.
The SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the point of
order and ask the Premier to come back to the question
in relation to jobs in the health industry.

Mr KENNETT - As I was clearly explaining, the
number of jobs is directly in line with the policies we
have put in place, which we have been pursuing now
for five years and which are clearly indicated in the
current budget. The budget puts more money into
health in a whole range of areas. It is not just for the
disabled or hospitals but across the whole system. We
are now in a position where, hopefully, we have
sustainable surpluses and can introduce new and
different services, that will employ more people.
Mr Thwaites inteIjected.
Mr KENNETT - For goodness sake! If you were
not on this side and in govemment and you looked
across at the other side of the table you would have to
despair at what the opposition represents. The reality is
that more jobs will be provided in health and education.
I also make the point that one of the real tests is
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something we have to consistently do with the federal
government - that is, get away from this notion that
everything you spend has to be represented in jobs as
opposed to being represented in the quality of the
service that is being received by the community at
large.
This is a very exciting program. Not only do I stand by
the Treasurer, by whom I have been standing now for
five and a half years in government and seven years in
opposition, I stand behind, beside and in front of all my
mernbers, because that is the way we are. We are a very
happy family in government, as opposed to those on the
other side of the house where the Leader of the
Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition,
who is so concerned about - -

Opposition members interjecting.
Mr KENNETI - What is he concerned for in the
interests of the honourable member for Springvale?
Where is he? You have dumped him!
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier is now
straying from the question.
Mr KENNETT - Only just, Mr Speaker. The
commitment of this government to job creation in the
areas ofhea1th and education and in terms of the local
politics of the issue is clear to everyone and cannot be
matched in any way by the performance of the Leader
of the Opposition who, as I said earlier today, has
probably drowned in the clearest way possible.

Junior Landcare
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) - I ask the Minister
for Conservation and Land Management to inform the
house of details of Victoria's new Junior Landcare
initiative and how this will increase the level of
participation of young Victorians in the Landcare
scheme.
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Conservation and Land
Management) - I thank the honourable member for
Murray Valley for his interest in this new program
called Junior Landcare.
Last week I was with the honourable member for
Murray Valley, an honourable member for North
Eastern Province in another place, the Honourable Bill
Baxter, and the Premier in Rutherglen when we
announced the Junior Landcare program. There have
been many Landcare programs in the past but this is the
first one for which funding has been specifically set
aside to encournge young people from schools, church
groups, cubs, girl guides, young sporting groups - any
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group of young people - to work in conjunction with
one of 900 senior Landcare groups on restoring and
improving land and water management.
The point of the Junior Landcare program is twofold:
firstly, to give young people an opportunity to
understand and better come to terms with the problems
of land and water care in this state; and secondly, to
become actively involved as a support mechanism for
the senior Landcare groups. Despite the 900 Landcare
groups already in existence there is still a huge amount
of work to be done in restoring natural assets. A
program encouraging young people, as they grow older,
to assist and take the place of adult Landcare groups
will ensure the continuation of an outstanding program.
I was delighted that the Premier was able to launch this
program, providing $250 000 a year for the next two
years to the junior groups and funding projects at up to
$5000 each. The government anticipates widespread
participation as well as input by this broad variety of
young people, and we look forward to its being the
basis for strong increased support to Landcare groups in
the future.

Sale Hospital
Mr THWAITES (Albert Park) - I ask the Premier
to investigate whether there has been political
interference by the honourable member for Gippsland
South in the appointment of a new chief executive
officer to the Sale Hospital; and further, whether legal
advice has been obtained about whether a board
member and former National Party member of this
house, Mr Tom Wallace, acted improperly in
approaching one of the candidates for the chief
executive officer's position and should be disqualified
from taking part in board deliberations on this matter.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - This sounds as if
some aggrieved party might have been in touch with
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the same way
as yesterday the Deputy Leader of the Opposition ran a
story about an issue that may have resulted in the denial
of rights to a child in state welfare. I heard the
honourable member on air and thought, 'This does not
sound like Mr Thwaites; he must have been given
information from the inside'. I looked at the law fInn
that has been in charge of this and I think - Mr Batchelor - On a point of order,
Mr Speaker - -

The SPEAKER - Order! The question was clear.
It relates to a matter connected with the hospital in
Gippsland. It has nothing to do with the matter raised
by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition on radio.
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Mr KENNETT - The honourable member should
not come to this house claiming conflict of interest. We
know where he got his marching orders. Who were you
working for?

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will address
the Chair!
Mr KENNETT - Was it in the interests of the
child or the legal fIrm? I would imagine that in the
determination of a suitable person for any government
board there would be a lot of discussion by people
interested in the outcomes. The government does it all
the time to make sure it gets the best possible team to
run Victoria's hospitals, schools and everything
else-An opposition member interjected.

Mr KENNETT - 'To get the one you want', is
what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition says. I think
that after your performance yesterday you need to think
very carefully about your own conflict of interests, such
as who do you work for.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier will address
the Chair.
Mr KENNETT - I cannot take the complaints of
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition seriously when
clearly he has behaved in such a despicable manner
over the past 24 hours.

Housing: Wodonga
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - Would the
Minister for Housing inform the house of the latest
project of improving housing for older people in
Wodonga?
Mrs HENDERSON (Minister for Housing) - The
granting of$I.5 million for the development of units
for older people in Wodonga is another example of the
productive relationship that exists between the
government and the community. The project comprises
16 one-bedroom units and the development is to take
place on government-owned land which has been made
available through the demolition of some outmoded
housing.

The project is located in an established public housing
estate and represents signifIcant rejuvenation of public
housing areas while meeting the needs of older people.
This is the seventh time the government and the RSL
have joined forces to build homes for elderly veterans,
their families and dependants - a successful

1599

partnership that goes back a number of years to when
negotiations fIrst started to build units on RSL land at
Frankston. That project was completed in 1994 and saw
the construction of30 units at a total cost of
$1.67 million. In 1996 a second joint venture was
completed at Warmambool and in March last year
22 units and a community centre were completed in
Bendigo. By June of this year 15 units will be
completed at Sebastopol at a cost of$872 000.
This very important joint venture of major projects is
now under way at Moonee Ponds at a cost of
$7.4 million. It will see the construction - Mr Haermeyer - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
from my recollection of the question the minister was
asked specifically about housing development in
Wodonga. She was not asked for a tour of the state.

The SPEAKER - Order! The question was related
to Wodonga. Perhaps the minister can explain the
linkage between the other areas and Wodonga.
Mrs HENDERSON - The very important joint
venture project in Wodonga is being conducted with the
RSL, and I wanted to touch on a number of successful
projects that the government has had with the RSL,
such as the one at Wodonga. By August of next year
we will have a further 16 units at Moe as the result of a
joint venture with the Returned Services League.

I mention that example because joint ventures such as
those of which I have spoken demonstrate a
commitment by the government to work with the
community sector to provide appropriate housing for
older Victorians. Importantly such joint ventures
provide an opportunity for the government and the
community to pool scarce resources and share costs and
mutual aims. I wholeheartedly thank the RSL homes
trust for its contribution and I am grateful to the
honourable mernber for Benambra for his input into
such a successful joint venture. One of the challenges
the government faces is how to provide housing for
older people in the future, and important projects of this
type involving the community sector and the RSL will
certainly achieve that end.
The SPEAKER - Order! Before proceeding I
indicate to members of the public in the gallery that if
they wish to have discourse with members of the press
gallery they should do so not by waves and signals but
by leaving the gallery and talking to them directly.

NOTICES OF MOTION

Tuesday, 12 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

1600

NOTICES OF MOTION
The SPEAKER - Order! Are there any notices of
motion?

dental surgery or medicine be regulated to ensure
that only qualified and registered dental operatives
be allowed to praL1ise;
the restrictions on who may own dental practices
be maintained.

Notices of motion given.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

Member for Mordialloc
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) - I desire to give
notice that tomorrow I will move:
That this house condemns the honourable member for
Mordialloc for continuing to gush racially inspired filth in the
tradition of the neo-Nazi One Nation Party rather than acting
in the interests of his constituents as he was elected to do.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member to reword the notice of motion and remove the
word 'filth'. Honourable members should be careful in
the language they use in Parliament, particularly in
notices of motion. It should not be inflammatory.
Further notice of motion given.

Member for Mordialloc
Mr HAERMEYER (Yan Yean) notice--

I desire to give

The SPEAKER - Order! Is this a rewording of the
previous notice of motion?

Mr HAERMEYER - Yes, Mr Speaker. I desire to
give notice that tomorrow I will move:
That this house condemns the honourable member for

Mordialloc for continuing to gush racially inspired bile in the
tradition of the neo-Nazi One Nation Party rather than acting
in the interests of his constituents as he was elected to do.

Further notice of motion given.

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

Dental Practice Bill
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The hwnble petition of the undersigned citizens of the stale of
Victoria sheweth that the Dental Practice Bill 1998 has the
potential to undermine the high ethical and professional
standards required of dental care by removing the restrictions
on who may practise in the provision of dental setvices to the
community.
Your petitioners therefore pray that:

By Mr Ashley (40 signatures)

Helimed service: Gippsland
To the Honourable the Speaker and members of the
Legislative Assembly in Parliament assembled:
The humble petition of the members of the regions 9, 10 and
11 councils of the Victorian Urban and Rural Fire Brigades
associations, Bass Coast group of fire brigades and citizens of
the state of Victoria respectively and hwnbly request the
Premier, ministers and members of the Legislative Assembly
of the Victorian Parliament, including members of the
opposition and independent parties, to undertake the required
action to prevent the Minister for Health, the
Honourable R. Knowles, and his department from
withdrawing the services of Helimed I from the Gippsland
and Latrobe Valley areas.
This service over the years has proven to be a most valuable
and necessary service and with the development of the new
Latrobe Valley Hospital must be retained as a vitallifesaving
link to these areas.
We therefore ask that the government and all members of the
Legislative Assembly of Parliament give full support to the
long-term retention with long-term funding to the services of
Helimed I to the Gippsland and Latrobe Valley areas and that
the Helimed I service continue to be based in the
Latrobe Valley.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.

By Mr Hamilton (7001 signatures)

Laid on table.
Ordered that petition presented by honourable member
for MorweU be considered next day on motion of
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell).

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 4
Mr RY AN (Gippsland South) presented Alert Digest
No. 4 of 1998 on:

Appropriation (parliament) Bill
Appropriation (1998199) Bill
Road Safety (Amendment) Bill
Ambulance Services (Amendment) Bill
Melbourne and Olympic Parks (Amendment) Bill
International Transfer of Prisoners (Victoria) Bill
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Parks Victoria BUI
Fundraising Appeals Bill
Land Tax (Amendment) Bill
Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill
Rail Corporations (Amendment) Bill
National Parks (Amendment) Bill
Public Correctional Services Authority Bill
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill
Local Government (Amendment) BUI
Physiotherapists Registration BUI
Gas Industry (Amendment) Bill
Miscellaneous Acts (Omnibus No. I) BiU
Public Sector Management and Employment Bill
Public Sector Reform (MisceUaneous
Amendments) Bill
Melbourne City Link (Exhibition Street
Extension) Bill
Transport Accident (Amendment) BiU
Gas Pipelines (Victoria) BiU
Electricity Safety Bill
together with appendix and extract of proceedings of
committee.
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Planning and Environment Act 1987 - Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
All Planning Schemes - No. SR4
Ballarat Planning Scheme - No. L35
Boroondara Planning Scheme - No. L37
Colac Otway Planning Scheme - No. L 16
Doncaster and Templestowe Planning SchemeNo. L123
Glen Eira Planning Scheme - No. L24
Golden Plains Planning Scheme - No. L8
Knox Planning Scheme - Nos. L144, L163
Korong Planning Scheme - No. L4
Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme - No. L21
Metropolitan Region Planning Schemes No. SR4
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme- No. L33

Laid on table.

Port Phillip Planning Scheme - No. L64

Ordered to be printed.

Stonnington Planning Scheme - Nos. L46, L56

Subordinate legislation
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) presented 10th report
concerning statutory rules series 1997, together with
appendices.

Laid on table.

Whitehorse Planning Scheme - Nos. L4, L28
Yarra Planning Scheme - No. L72
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Adoption Act 1984 - S.R. No. 50
Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997 S.R. No. 46

Ordered to be printed.

Conservation, Forests and Lands Act 1987S.R. No. 47

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General - Special Report No. 56 - Acute health
services under casemix.: A case of mixed priorities, May
1998 - Ordered to be printed
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Act 1981 Documents pursuant to section 12H - Poisons Code
Amendment No. 3 to the Standard for the Unifonn
Scheduling of Drugs and Poisons No. 12, and
notice regarding the amendment, commencement
and availability of the Poisons Code

Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 - S.R.
No. 48
Supreme Court Act 1986 - S.R. Nos. 50, 51
Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Victoria) Act
1998 - S.R. No. 49
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 Minist~' exception certificates in relation to
Statutory Rule Nos. 48, 50

Minist~' exemption certificates in relation to
Statutory Rule Nos. 47, 49

Judicial Remuneration Tribunal - Report on Judicial Salary
and Allowances, 31 March 1998

Swinbume Univ~ity of Technology - Report for the year
1997

Police Regulation Act 1958 - Final Report of the
Ombudsman - Operation Bart - Investigation of
Allegations against Police in Relation to the Shutter
Allocation System, May 1998 - Ordered to be printed.

Youth Parole Board and Youth Residential Board - Report
for the year J996-97.
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The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were laid upon the Table by the Clerk pursuant to an
Order of the House dated 17 February 1998:
Alpine Resorts (Management) Act 1997 Remaining provisions on 30 April 1998 (Gazette
No. G 17. 30 April 1998)

Land (Reservations and other Matters) Act 1997 Part 5 and Item 19 of Schedule I and Schedule 12
on 8 May 1998 (Gazette No. G18. 7 May 1998)
Trans-Tasman Mutual Recognition (Victoria) Act
1998 - Whole Act on I May 1998 (Gazette No.
G17.30ApriI1998).

The SPEAKER - Order! The question is:
That the following reports be printed:
Auditor-General's special report no. 56
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Land Tax (Amendment) Bill
Melbourne and Olympic Parks (Amendment) Bill
Melbourne City Link (Exhibition Street
Extension) Bill
Miscellaneous Acts (Omnibus No. I) Bill
National Parks (Amendment) Bill
Parks Victoria Bill
Physiotherapists Registration Bill
Public Correctional Services Authority Bill
Public Sector Management and Employment Bill
Rail Corporations (Amendment) Bill
Road Safety (Amendment) Bill
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill

PUBLIC SECTOR REFORM
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
and PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT
AND EMPLOYMENT BILL

Interim report of the Ombudsman on allegations
raised concerning the activities of the operations
intelligence unit and other related issues *

Mr KENNETT (Premier) - By leave, I move:

Final report of the Ombudsman on the
investigation of allegations against police in
relation to the shutter allocation system.

That this house authorises and requires Mr Speaker to permit
the second-reading and subsequent stages of the Public Sector
Refonn (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill and the Public
Sector Management and Employment Bill to be moved and
debated concurrently.

Question agreed to.

Motion agreed to.
*Interim report subsequently removedfrom question.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent to:
SMay

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Mr GUDE (Minister for Education) - I move:

BuDding (Amendment) Bill
Credit (Amendment) Bill
Crimes (Family Violence) (Amendment) Bill
Evidence (Confidential Communications) Bill
Firearms (Amendment) Bill
Property Law (Amendment) Bill
Sea-Carriage Documents BUI
12 May
Electricity Safety Bill

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending further appropriation for
Land Tax (Amendment) Bill;
and appropriations for:
Ambulance Services (Amendment) Bill
Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill
Fundraising Appeals Bill
Gas Industry (Amendment) Bill

That, pursuant to sessional order 00. 6(3), the orders of the
day, govenunent business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 10.00 p.m. on Friday, 15 May
1998:
Public Sector Reform (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill
Rail Corporations (Amendment) Bill
Melbourne and Olympic Parks (Amendment) Bill
Melbourne City Link (Exhibition Street Extension) Bill
Gas Industry (Amendment) Bill
Parks Victoria Bill
Public Sector Management and Employment Bill
Ambulance Services (Amendment) Bill
Miscellaneous Acts (Omnibus No. I) Bill
Land Tax (Amendment) Bill
State Taxation (Amendment) Bill
Gaming No. 2 (Amendment) Bill
Business Licensing Authority Bill
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Bill
Tribunals and Licensing Authorities (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill
Catchment and Land Protection (Amendment) Bill.

Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - The
opposition opposes the government's business program
because this is the last week of Parliament this session.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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In what is becoming its all-too-familiar modus operandi
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the government wants to jam an exorbitant number of
bills through the house in its last week of sitting. The
Leader of the House requires that the house process and
pass 16 bills by the end of this parliamentary week. It is
true that an additional day has been made available for
Parliament to sit and we will sit additional hours on the
traditional sitting days, but nevertheless the government
expects this house to deal with twice the nonnal
workload.

cognately. The Public Sector Reform (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill and Public Sector Management and
Employment Bill will be debated cognately, which
reduces the number of debates to 15. The Business
Licensing Authority Bill, the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Bill and the Tribunals and
Licensing Authorities (Miscellaneous Amendments)
Bill will be debated cognately, further reducing the
number to 13 - one more than the number dealt with
in the last week of the last sessional period.

A more acceptable way of dealing with such a log jam
of legislation would be to sit for another week. The
very nature of the bills that are on the fonnallegislative
program this week would require more hours of debate
than are available in a traditional sitting week.
Parliament is expected to deal with an extraordinary
number of bills which, considering their breadth, will
mean the debate this week will be nothing but a sham
because it will not be possible for honourable members
to carry out their responsibilities in the manner required
to deal with these bills.

The whole point of debates in this place is not the
length oftime or the length of the speeches made by
honourable members, it is quality of the speeches. I
have been a member of this Parliament for 13 years and
have heard some honourable members speak for
4 hours. Some opposition members have recently
spoken for 2 hours or more, but an analysis of what
they say shows they are in breach of the standing order
that says that tedious repetition is not permitted - that
is something honourable members could use as a point
of order!

There are 16 bills in all, 5 of which are to be the subject
of significant government amendment. Honourable
members must deal with bills changing employment
status in the public service; the privatisation of country
rail freight; a grab for prime city parkland; the
extension of tolls beyond the City Link project; further
gas industry development for which no ESS process
has been completed; the authorisation of certain parts of
the bureaucracy already in place for 18 months; and the
abolition of the existing training centre for ambulance
officers. The Miscellaneous Acts (Omnibus No. 1) Bill
changes 10 different acts of Parliament. Another bill
completely restructures the administrative tribunal
system and a further bill retrospectively corrects major
mistakes made by the government in connection with
water catchments.

If we had punchy speeches that lasted for 10 minutes in
which honourable members explained the key factors
of the subjects they discuss instead of wasting their
time in a talkfest, standards would rise and the
Parliament would achieve what the honourable member
for Thomastown is arguing for.

Not only is the program extensive but the matters dealt
with by the bills are complex and the areas they affect
are significant. Important legislation will be debated
and passed late at night. The media will have no
opportunity to adequately observe and scrutinise what
happens in Parliament. The opposition believes there
should be an additional week of parliamentary sittings
to deal with the workload. It would be a more humane
way of asking honourable members to work, and more
importantly the parliamentary outcome would be much
better.
Mr E. R. SMITH (Glen Waverley) - The basis of
the honourable member for Thomastown' s objection to
the motion is that the house will deal with 16 bills. I
point out that some of those bills will be dealt with

In summary, we will not be having 16 debates, we will

have 13 - one more than in the last week of the last
sittings. The length of the speeches made by honourable
members is in their own hands. If honourable members
use their time to give quality speeches making pithy
and relevant points, the standard of debate will be
raised.
Mr Batchelor intetjected.
Mr E. R. SMIm - I take the point of the
honourable member for Thomastown. He does his job
conscientiously. He is a person with whom you can
have discussions outside the house. It seems they
cannot resist the temptation of banging the government
for the sake of doing so. It's just one of those things.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr E. R. SMITH - The Leader of the Opposition
is about to start in his usual way. Looking at their
speeches one sees an opposition devoid of ideas and
devoid of policies. If members of the opposition were
talking about policies they had developed that would
give us something important to listen to, but to spend
2 hours talking about time is simply wasting time that
could otherwise be spent debating the bills that will

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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come before the house. I oppose the view expressed by
the honourable member for Thomastown and ask him
to have his members give detailed, policy-type
speeches rather than rambling diatribes full of tedious
repetition.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I also
oppose the government business program. I shall make
a couple of points about the number ofsitting days we
have had in this sessional period. To support the point
made by the honourable member for Thomastown, I
note that by the end of this week this house will have
sat for 26 days during this sessional period. During
autumn sittings in previous years the house sat more
frequently. In 1995 the house sat for 28 days; in 1994,
for 28 days; in 1993, for 29 days; in 1992, for 26 days;
and in 1991, for 28 days. Although there have been
variations from year to year, particularly after 1996
when the number was very low, this year we will again
have had a low number of sitting days in the autumn
sittings. It would be totally appropriate for the house to
sit for a number of additional days next week so that we
can properly debate the matters on the notice paper.

As yet we do not know how many days we will sit later
this year; it is likely to be the 21 scheduled so far. That
would give us a total of something like 47 sitting days
for the whole of this year. Again I make the
comparisons. In 1995 the house sat for a total of
49 days; in 1994, a total of 58 days; in 1993, a total of
62 days; in 1991, a total of 56 days; and in 1990 a total
of 54 days. We are reducing the number 0 f days on
which we sit, with the consequence that we do not get
the opportunity to debate matters fully. Although I am
on good terms with the Leader of the House, he has
mis-scheduled and poorly organised the government
business program.
An honourable member inteIjected.

Mr BRUMBY - This is not a hurtful type of
debate. This is a debate in which the opposition seeks to
point out the facts. In the first sitting week in February
only five bills were debated; in the second week in
February, there were eight In the first sitting week in
March eight bills were debated; in the second sitting
week in March, one bill. In the last two weeks in April,
three and four bills respectively were passed.

This week 16 bills are to be debated. That demonstrates
how grossly the government has mismanaged the
business program. No legislation at the commencement
of the parliamentary calendar, none in the middle during the sitting week of24, 25 and 26 March just one
bill was passed - and yet this week we are expected to
debate and vote on 16 bills. On top of that, one of the
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bills to be debated this week is an omnibus bill that
amends 10 acts that range from gaming legislation to
legislation covering the Auditor-General, ports and so
on. Although 16 bills are scheduled for consideration,
there are in fact a further 10 that would ordinarily be
debated separately.
There has been a gross mismanagement of the business
program: 5 bills in the first week of sitting; in
subsequent weeks 8, 8 and then 1; 3 in one week in
April; and here we are with 16 major bills to be
debated. The bills to be debated this week include the
Parks Victoria Bill; the Public Sector Management and
Employment Bill; the Gas Industry (Amendment) Bill;
the Melbourne City Link (Exhibition Street Extension)
Bill, an appalling piece of legislation that has been
drafted to put a freeway along Exhibition Street and
charge a toll; and the Miscellaneous Acts (Omnibus
No. 1) Bill, which amend 10 separate pieces of
legislation.
The opposition opposes the motion. It believes the
government is mismanaging the program of the house.
The opposition demands that the government provide
more sitting days next week to enable quality debate to
take place so that the bills can be given the attention
they deserve.

Mr RICHARDSON (Forest Hill) - The
opposition is once again simply opposing for the sake
of opposing - An honourable member inteIjected.

Mr RICHARDSON - I know that is one of the
more hurtful remarks I have ever made. I can see by the
broad grins on the faces of opposition members that my
remark is right - they are being facetious in the way
they are presenting their objections to the government
business program. They do not believe anything they
are saying and are opposing simply for the sake of
opposing. The business program displays not the
inefficiency of the government, as claimed by the
Leader of the Opposition, but its great efficiency, and
particularly the efficiency of the Leader of the House.
During this sessional period the government has
brought forward many items of legislation, the work of
the house has gone smoothly, and despite the best
efforts of the opposition to disrupt things as much as
possible it has not been successful.
We are now entering the fmal week of the sessional
period and must deal with a number of important pieces
of legislation before the house rises on Friday night.
The opposition claims it wants to dislodge a number of
those items from the notice paper and the effect of the
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carriage of its views would be that they never see the
light of day. Which bills can be dropped off the notice
paper to satisfy the whim of the opposition? Is the
opposition suggesting that the Public Sector Reform
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, the Rail
Corporations (Amendment) Bill, the Melbourne City
Link (Exhibition Street Extension) Bill and the
Melbourne and Olympic Parks (Amendment) Bill are
not important? Are those bills that can be cast aside?
The opposition would probably like to see the Public
Sector Management and Employment Bill cast aside
because that is what its mates in the union want, but the
government will not allow the opposition to achieve
that aim. Are parks not important? Is the Parks Victoria
Bill something the opposition would cast aside? The
Land Tax (Amendment) Bill that will result in great
benefit - is that something the opposition wants to cast
aside?
The inconsistency of the Labor Party in all its dealings
in the house and the incompetence demonstrated by the
Leader of the Opposition at question time beggar the
imagination. Imagine what would happen if opposition
members were actually given an opportunity to run
things. The Leader of the Opposition is not even
capable of asking a question properly. He was pulled up
at question time and it took 8 minutes for him to ask the
question. It was the most incompetent display I have
ever seen. It was fascinating to see all the help he got
from his own side.
It was wonderful to see the eyes gleaming with
enthusiasm in those bright little faces as opposition
members all rushed forward to help their embattled
leader. It was a display of the sort of unanimity, unity,
brotherhood and sisterhood that only the Labor Party is
capable of They just sat there with looks of amazed
embarrassment all over their tiny ashen faces. They slid
down the benches because they wanted to be out of
sight; they didn't want to be anywhere near this poor,
pathetic creature who could not even ask a question
properly.

Those people have the audacity to suggest that the
government business program is somehow
incompetent. They should know all about incompetence
because they demonstrated it during their 10 years in
government and the Leader of the Opposition
demonstrated it magnificently today. I was proud of
him and so were his own people. If you are going to
have incompetence, that is the benchmark - just watch
the Leader of the Opposition.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.
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Mr HULLS (Niddrie) - What sort of state are we
living in? All Victorians want is fair dinkum
democracy. They want legislation that is properly
considered, assessed and debated, yet the way the
government runs the business program makes it
impossible for that to occur. By rushing through
16 pieces of legislation in the middle of the night the
government confirms absolutely the truth that the two
people running this show are Jackboot Jeffand
Guillotine Gude.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Niddrie knows he must refer to members by their
proper titles and not by those pseudonyms or epithets.
Mr HULLS - That is what it is all about rushing legislation through this place without
appropriate debate. The honourable member for Forest
Hill asked what legislation the opposition wanted
dropped off the notice paper. If he took the wax out of
his ears he would understand that we want an extra
week of debate. I would have thought the Leader of the
House would want an extra week because it would give
him another week to shore up his numbers. He is just
about there.

The SPEAKER - Order! We are discussing the
government business program. The honourable
member for Niddrie knows better than to stray from the
subject.
Mr HULLS - Absolutely, Mr Speaker, we are
discussing the business program. I would have thought
another week in this place would ensure the Leader of
the House would be able to continue to have little
drinkies in his room late at night.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Niddrie to come back to the business
program, otherwise I will hear him no more.
Mr HULLS - That is what it is all about. It is
interesting to note that the honourable member for Glen
Waverley, who I understand has been in this place for
13 years, said it is not really 16 pieces of legislation
because some cognate debate will take place. The fact
is that 16 pieces of legislation have to be debated and
voted on, whether or not there is cognate debate on
some of them. After 13 years in this place I should have
thought the honourable member for Glen Waverley
would have learnt more than he has. We are not talking
about insignificant legislation. We are talking about
parks and the possible theft of parkland. Opposition
members believe in public open spaces. They believe
governments should not be able to step in and take
parks away from ordinary Victorians.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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The house will also debate the establishment of a new
tribunal that will have enormous ramifications for the
community and should be assessed and considered on
behalf of all Victorians.

when the federal government's budget will be
announced.

The house will debate the Public Sector Reform
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, which will have an
enormous impact on public sector employees because it
will take away many of their rights. That legislation
should not be rushed through in the dead of night just
because the government has mucked up its legislative
program. Because it had a light legislative program in
the past six weeks it has decided to use the guillotine to
rush through extremely important bills in this last
sitting week. It will forget about democracy. It thinks
Bjelke-Petersen had it right when he rode roughshod
over democracy in Queensland, and this government is
doing the same thing!

Mr BRACKS - You wouldn't think of that· I
thought of it. The opposition believes many of the bills
listed on the government business program should be
delayed for further consultation and debate in the
community. The government voted against an
opposition motion seeking to delay debate on the Public
Sector Reform (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill.
What private sector organisation with 23000
employees would introduce significant changes that
will affect the rights and conditions of its employees by
a process like this rather than by consultation and
negotiation? No other organisation would do that. The
Leader of the House knows there should be more time
to debate this important issue.

The opposition will not stand by and allow the Leader
of the House and the government to do that to Victoria.
It will stand up for democracy and ensure that the
legislation is debated and considered properly on behalf
of all Victorians. That is why it believes this rotten
government business program should be opposed.
Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - In this last sitting
week the house will debate legislation that privatises
the gas industry, flogs off the country rail system,
introduces a new toll on our road system and disbands
the public service. Those four key planks of
government policy will be rammed through the house
this week.

The Leader of the House is responsible for this sham
legislative program. It is not appropriate to debate
legislation about public sector reform, the privatisation
of the gas industry, flogging off the country rail system
or imposing a toll on our public roads at 1 o'clock in
the morning. Those significant issues deserve at least
another week of debate.
Normally the opposition agrees to government
amendments, but the reality is that there will be 13
divisions on bills in this program. Most of the
contentious issues have been saved up for the last week
of the sittings of the house. The government has
deliberately decided to lump together five or six
important bad-news items such as flogging off the
country rail system, introducing a new toll and
privatising the public sector. It is a contempt of
Parliament. The political agenda run by the Premier and
his media unit is being transferred to the Leader of the
House, who will carry the burden of negative policies
and legislative changes. This is being done in a week

Mr Gude - Why didn't I think of that?

Mr Haermeyer inteIjected.
Mr BRACKS - The honourable member for Yan
Yean wants me to say that the Leader of the House will
be the next Premier if this sessional period extends a
further week. I do not think he is right; I think the
Leader of the House is a couple of votes short.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
should come back to the government business program.
I would not wish the honourable member for Yan Yean
to put words into the mouth of the honourable member
for Williamstown.
Mr BRACKS - I think it will take several weeks
for the Leader of the House to become the Premier of
the state. The opposition wants to support and assist
him, but it also wants the public of Victoria to have the
chance to debate significant legislation properly. The
government should not at I 0' clock in the morning
debate legislation that will privatise the road and rail
systems and get rid of the public service as we know it.
The opposition is asking the government to reconsider
its program and to extend the sittings for at least
another week so that these matters can be properly
considered in the community. Government members
should support the opposition on this issue and vote for
an extension of the sittings.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 55
Andrighetto, Mr
Ashley, Mr
Buri<e, Ms (Teller)
C1ark, Mr
Coleman,Mr

McLellan,Mr
Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or

GAS INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
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Cooper, Mr
Dean, Dr
Dixon,Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr (Teller)
Lean, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms
McGiII, Mrs
McGrath, Mr J.F.
McGrath, Mr W.D.
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Paterson, Mr
Penin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr E.R. (Tel/er)
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Wells, Mr

Noes, 24
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Baker, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Cameron, Mr (Teller)
Carli,Mr
Cunningharn, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett,Ms

Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Langdon, Mr (Tel/er)
Leighton, Mr
Lim,Mr
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs (Teller)
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Wilson, Mrs

Motion agreed to.

GAS INDUSTRY (AMENDMENT) BILL
Government amendments circulated by MrGUDE
(Minister for Education) pursuant to sessional orders.

LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Government amendments circulated by Mr GUDE
(Minister for Education) pursuant to sessional orders.

STATE TAXATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Government amendments circulated by Mr GUDE
(Minister for Education) pursuant to sessional orders.

VICTORIAN CIVIL AND
ADMINISTRATIVE TRIBUNAL BILL
Government amendments circulated by Mr GUDE
(Minister for Education) pursuant to sessional orders.
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TRIBUNALS AND LICENSING
AUTHORITIES (MISCELLANEOUS
AMENDMENTS) BILL
Government amendments circulated by MrGUDE
(Minister for Education) pursuant to sessional orders.

PUBLIC SECTOR REFORM
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
and PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT
AND EMPLOYMENT BILL
Second reading

Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

The SPEAKER - Order! Before calling the
speaker on this bill I advise the house that this is the
first of the cognate debates on public sector refonn and
I am of the opinion that an absolute majority will be
required on the second and third readings.

Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - The opposition
opposes both the Public Sector Management and
Employment Bill and the Public Sector Reform
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill. These are radical
pieces of legislation introduced by this government
which no other state government or the federal
government is replicating. The government takes
reform, in the loose use of the word, to the extent of
doing away with the Victorian public service. Under
this bill the terms 'office' and 'officer' will be lost, as
will all statutory arrangements that ensure a public
service across all of government.
The legislation effectively provides for eight
corporations to be run by individual department heads
according to their own rules; they have only to take
regard of directions or advice from time to time from
what used to be the Office of the Public Service
Commissioner, now to be called the Commissioner for
Public Employment. Essentially, the legislation places
state public sector workers under the same
arrangements as those who work under the federal
Workplace Relations Act under either awards or
Australian workplace agreements.
Mr Finn inteIjected.

Mr BRACKS - The member for Tullamarine says,
'My word it does!'. That sounds okay in a sense, except
for a couple of things. The first is that a previous High
Court decision on the Australian Education Union
matter oflong service leave and redundancies where
public servants move to a federal award ruled that
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public servants will no longer have any rights. Public
service workers in this state will therefore have inferior
conditions to those of people employed in the private
sector because they will now have to fight for long
service leave; they will no longer have recognition of
service, so that will not accrue for calculation of long
service leave; they will have to fight for redundancy
payments because there will be no guarantee of them as
there is for workers in the private sector. They will have
to have those provisions inserted in either awards or
Australian workplace agreements because they are
abolished under these legislative arrangements.
The intention is to have private sector conditions, but
that does not equate when one looks at the application
of these bills to the public sector in Victoria. There are
good reasons why we have a public service.
Historically, in all countries around the world that
follow the Westminster system there has been a public
service across the whole of the public sector because of
the important principle of ensuring an independent
public service that assembles and gives advice without
fear or favour, without coercion and without the threat
of penalties being applied to those who give advice to
their masters that is not favourable. Effectively this
strengthens the ability of department heads to
summarily dismiss employees on a non-executive level
almost at whim.
Clause 31 of the Public Sector Management and
Employment Bill goes through conditions of
termination of employment and states:
() ) The appropriate Agency head may tenninate the
employment of a non-executive employee(a)

on the ground of redundancy -

and it goes through a whole series of grounds. Clause
31 (1 )(i) states:
for any other reason consistent with the tenns and conditions
of his or her employment.

Effectively that means that none of the 23000 public
servants in Victoria have any hope of job security in the
future. All 23 000 public sector workers will be subject
to the whim of the department head, can be hired and
fired by the department head and, worse still - Mr Finn inteIjected.
Mr BRACKS - The honourable member for
Tullamarine says they will be like everyone else. If that
were the case we would have less cause for complaint,
but these are quasi-private employment conditions.
There is no negotiation. Which large companies
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employing 23 000 people would fail to negotiate with
their work force about workplace arrangements? Which
large companies would bring in these sorts of measures
without discussion or dialogue but simply ram it
through and say, 'Whether or not you like it, we will
not negotiate on these conditions. '? No large
organisation would do it. It is not a customary work
practice. No formal work agreement has been fmalised
with the work force or the state public service union,
which represents a fair proportion of the work force.
There has been no dialogue on any of these matters.
The reality is that under these bills the conditions
available to people in the private sector will not be
available to those in the public sector. These bills attack
the notion of the independence ofthe public service and
will for all time the concept of a career in the public
service.
People in the state and federal public sectors have made
a conscious choices in selecting their jobs. Some have
sacrificed the salaries they could have earned in the
private sector. They do so for a whole range of
reasons - they may like the role of a public servant
and the notion of doing something for the public good
or they may like the arrangements that enable thern to
work across the public sector.
A government member inteIjected.
Mr BRACKS - The minister who is inteIjecting
from the table should take a close look at these bills; he
will see that the Premier has taken him for a ride. Look
at the chain of command. It goes like this: the Premier
appoints department heads, often without reference to
the minister involved. Because there are several
ministers in one portfolio area the department head
often reports to three, sometimes four, ministers.
Because of past amendments the Premier has made to
the Public Sector Management and Employment Act he
has the power to hire and fire chief executives and
department heads at whim without reference to the
Governor in Council. But here is the rub: the Premier
also has weekly meetings with department heads and
the head of the Department of Premier and Cabinet to
set directions for the ministers.
The Premier is not happy with the control mechanisms
in these bills. He not only wants those controls, he
wants to control ministers through his weekly meetings
with department heads from which ministers are
excluded. Through this legislation he wants to control
non-executive public servants by giving department
heads the right to fire them at whim without any having
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any responsibility to place those officers in other
positions. The link goes right back to the Premier.
The ministers are left out of these arrangements, like
shags on rocks. This is a centralist government of the
worst sort. The Premier has no regard for cabinet and
every regard for department heads who are issued with
instructions by the Premier and the head of his
department, who then has to make sure the instructions
are carried out and recalcitrant ministers are brought
into line from time to time. It is just another step along
the way.
There is an argument for contract-based employment at
the senior levels of the public service - employment
arrangements that would mean the government of the
day could change the nature of the senior levels of the
public sector, whether they be department heads or
some other layer of the bureaucracy, to ensure its
policies were implemented. But where is the logic in
having those arrangements translate down to the
non-executive public sector workers who deliver the
services? There is no argument for doing that. It will
lead to the possible politicisation of the public service
and a sycophantic public sector, the members of which
because of the possibility of their being removed from
office - sacked - will want to do all they can to serve
their master. The public service will be politicised
because their master will be their department head, and
department heads will report straight to the Premier.
I have referred to clause 31(1). Amazingly,
clause 31 (l )( i) provides that an agency head can
terminate the employment of a non-executive public
servant 'for any other reason'. Clause 31 (1 )(a) provides
that non-executive public sector workers can be
removed from office on the ground of redundancy that is, removed from their jobs because there no longer
is an office under the bill. Except for this measure that
is a matter that would be contained in a termination
arrangement. Ministers, department heads and senior
public servants know that there is constant restructuring
and reorganisation of the work forces in departments
and that they often lead to public servants being
displaced. Under clause 31 (1 )(a) those public servants
will be made redundant, possibly without redundancy
payments being a guaranteed right.
Often restructured departments or agencies are
subsequently further restructured. Public servants in
those departments or agencies will lose their jobs
because they will be deemed to be redundant and will
not have the right to transfer to other departments. They
may have such rights under directions issued from time
to time by the Commissioner for Public Employment
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advising that they should be looked after, but there will
be no legislative arrangement stating that they must be
looked after. In simple terms we will not have a public
service. We will not have people loyal to the public
service, we will have people loyal to the firm, which
may happen to be the Department of Human Services
or some other department. The notion of a public
service will be gone. Honourable members must realise
that if they vote for the bill they will be saying they are
prepared to get rid of the public service.

Mn Henderson inteIjected.
. Mr BRACKS - It is not nonsense. I urge the
Minister for Housing to read the bill to see exactly how
that will happen. The bill also removes reference to
minimum conditions of employment.

An bonourable member inteIjected.
Mr BRACKS - Would you know what is in the
bill? Could you describe the termination arrangements?
The reality is that there are widespread misconceptions
about the bill. It effectively gets rid of the notion of the
public sector in Victoria. It is an enormously dangerous
bill that will lead to a centralist government having
absolute control over the public sector of Victoria.

The bill removes any reference to the minimum
conditions of employment contained in the Workplace
Relations Act. In 1995 a High Court decision involving
the Australian Education Union allowed for state
government employees to be dismissed with or without
notice on the grounds of redundancy and the minimum
conditions in the Workplace Relations Act concerning
notice on termination do not apply. Under this bill there
is no minimum period of termination. The opposition
obtained the draft directions of the Commissioner for
Public Employment from the Internet. The opposition
had asked for the directions at a briefmg and was told
they would be available from the Office of the Public
Service Commissioner when the legislation was before
the house. When the bill was read a second time the
directions were not made available. What great
consultation with public sector workers!
The draft directions do not provide for a minimum
period in relation to termination. The claim that current

government policies relating to redeployment,
redundancy and termination continue rings hollow the current government policy can be changed at a
whim and without consultation. I turn to an example. In
the budget delivered recently effectively 600 public
sector workers, most in the Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources, were made redundant because
of the state budget. Their rights as redundant workers
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will be diminished under the bill because following the
High Court decision concerning the Australian
Education Union I mentioned earlier they have no
guaranteed redundancy provisions.
The bill also removes the obligation to notify vacancies
and therefore opens the way for crony ism. The bill
removes the requirement for the advertising of positions
and leaves the decision to the designated agency head.
That will allow some members of the public service
executive to build empires by appointing mates and
cronies. The potential for that to happen is significant
under the corporatisation culture the bill will engender.
No person can build a career in any organisation ifhe
or she cannot apply for jobs. The removal of the
requirement to notify vacancies removes the ability for
public sector workers to appeal on the basis of merit.
How can a person appeal if that person does not know a
job is vacant? Even if a person knew about a job there
is no appeal because under the grievance provisions of
the bill there is no scope for merit grievance - that has
been eliminated from the legislation.
An employee who believes he or she was the best
person for the job will no longer be able to mount a
grievance on that basis. How can the government
guarantee that the system of appointments without
notice will not be abused when there is no reasonable
appeal mechanism to review such decisions? Despite
the claim that th~ bill will protect the application of
merit as the basis of public sector employment, it will
not do so because of the way it will be applied.

The bill also destroys the notion of consistency across
the public sector. There will be eight different
corporations - departments - and further
disaggregation because agencies yet to be specified will
also have the ability to be designated employers under
the arrangement and effectively have the same rights as
a designated head of a department. The bill will destroy
the notion of consistency across the public sector. The
retort from the government is, 'Yes, we will have
directions from the Commissioner for Public
Employment', but they are only guidelines and in effect
it will result in enormous disparity across every
department. It devolves employment powers; powers to
employ devolved to agency heads are yet to be defmed.
Under the bill there is a new layer of employer - the
agency head, who has the ability to set individual
employment procedures for different agencies. Both
departmental and agency heads have a direct
employer--employee relationship under the federal
Workplace Relations Act, without any significant state
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statutory oversight. Different employment conditions
will cause unnecessary pressures on departments.
In fact, the bill will return us to the situation that existed
before the 1970s, when there was fragmentation and
inconsistency in employment across the public sector.
That resulted in the Bland inquiry into the public
service. As recorded at page 146 of volume 1 of its
report the inquiry observed:
Employment under the Crown in Victoria is highly
fragmented.

It also observed:
Over the years there has been no philosophical framework
nor consistency of decisions as to a vehicle for the discharge
of functions of government. Fragmentation of the functions of
government has many disadvantages.

The inquiry also found:
Fragmentation presents many disadvantages - competition
for resources, misuse of resources, inadequate support
services, overlapping and problems of communication - to
mention but a few.

It is as though 24 years later we are returning to that
sort of fragmentation. That will be the outcome of the
bills. We will return to the types of arrangements that
were in place before the Bland inquiry in 1974.
Twenty-four years later this bill undermines
recruitment and selection policies, opening the way for
nepotism and cronyism; 24 years later this bill
undermines the ability of staff to appeal on merit
grounds in any effective way; and 24 years later the
notion of a career in the public service is eliminated.
I shall address ftrstly the elimination of a career in the
public service. Under the bill employees are no longer
attached to positions. Instead they are attached to bands
across areas, and they have no attachment to jobs. That
is the reality. References to types of employment permanent, fixed, temporary and casual - are being
removed by the bill. Instead, agency heads may employ
as many persons as they require, and presumably make
those persons redundant if and when they need to. As a
result, short-term employment will be the order of the
day and we will see much more casualisation of the
work force.
Although in one sense removal of those categories
might mean that some casual or temporary positions
might go, the reality is that all the positions across the
public service will become casual or temporary. The
bill states as an objective the placement of employees
on a similar footing to those in the private sector. The
government says employees will be on a similar footing
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to those in the private sector but it will not give those
employees the rights and salaries of employees in the
private sector. In fact, the problem for the government
is that it will face enormous demand pressure. When
People make sacrifices in salary for terms and
conditions such as long service leave or transfer rights,
which are essentially ways of ensuring some security of
employment, or redundancy provisions. That is the
reality of those sorts of arrangements. But under this
legislation the conditions are being sacrificed without
any compensation being provided, so there can be no
comparison with the private sector. In fact, 80 per cent
of all Australian employers pay their workers more than
the current Victorian government pays its workers. The
demands for equivalent and comparable working
conditions will take place.
The bill demonstrates the utter contempt the
government has for employees of the state. It says,
'Let's make the public sector like the private sector',
but it is not willing - this is a benchmark issue - to
negotiate with employees, as the private sector would
do, on proper working conditions and proper
agreements on those matters. That is the crux of the
arrangements in the bill.
When the second-reading speech was delivered to the
house two weeks ago the opposition pleaded that there
be further debate and discussion and that the bill lie
over for a further period to allow discussion in the work
force, but that was voted down. It is also understood the
government has had no effective discussion with the
CPSU. Th~ have been some early discussions about
principles and generalities but nothing about specific
terms and conditions. Which workplace in this state
would anyone reasonably expect to undertake these
arrangements unilaterally without discussions with its
own workers? But that is what the government is
saying to 23 000 public servants. It is saying, 'You will
fmd out on the Internet. You will fmd out later what
will happen to you' .

Mrs Hendenon intetjected.
Mr BRACKS - There is no chip on my shoulder.
The minister is agreeing to 23 000 public sector
workers in this state losing their job security. She is also
agreeing to a regime under which her department head
can dismiss non-executive staffat will when he or she
restructures or reorganises or for any other reason. That
is what the bill provides.

The bill also results in a net loss of conditions for
employees without negotiations or discussions. The bill
proposes to remove and reduce a wide range of
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conditions for non-executive officers. First of all, it
removes a period of notice for termination. Effectively,
the strict application of this bill will mean that the
termination notice is effectively one's pay period. If one
is paid weekly, one will get a week's notice; ifit is
fortnightly, one will get a fortnight's notice. The only
thing that will mitigate that is if the directions
documents are adhered to by departmental heads, if
they choose to do so, and they do not have to adhere to
thern. Under these arrangements employees will receive
only one or two weeks notice.
The bill also removes the requirement that vacancies be
advertised, making it more difficult for employees to
move around the public sector. The new grievance
procedures do not allow employees to mount
grievances even though they may believe they are the
best people for the job. The procedures are effectively
removed by this bill. There are no disciplinary
procedures other than what the department determines
is the policy. There could be enormous variation, and
there will be, as to how disciplinary procedures are
adopted and exercised.
Probably one of the two most negligent aspects of this
legislation is that it removes entitlement to long service
leave from the act. That will now have to be negotiated
as part of the award conditions or in a replacement
Australian workplace agreement. Under the old Public
Sector Management Act long service leave did not have
to be included in the award, but that provision is now
being removed by the legislation. Therefore, long
service leave will be open to be traded under
agreements.
When there is pressure to have Australian workplace
agreements, individual or collective contracts or even
awards, the government will place on the table the
possibility that employees can forgo their long service
leave if they can get something else. It will be used as
something to trade, but it should not be used in that
way. Long service leave has always been guaranteed
under the old Public Service Act and the Public Sector
Management Act, but this legislation is removing it as. a
right of state employees and it will be able to be traded
off in Australian workplace agreements.
Mr Doyle inteIjected'

Mr BRACKS - The admission from the
honourable member for Malvern is extraordinary. First
he suggests I examine section 28 and then asks, 'What
if they want toT. The reality is that the government's
agenda here is to make sure the conditions are reduced,
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and it will use long service leave as a bargaining pawn
to do it.

Mr Doyle inteIjected.
Mr BRACKS - You will do it. The bill also
removes any recognition of prior service for the
purpose of long service leave, which has been a feature
of the public sector in the past. Honourable members
opposite cannot say the arrangements under this bill do
not mean any loss of conditions - there is certainly a
loss of conditions.

The bill is reprehensible for three fundamental reasons.
The first is that it effectively means a loss of
independence by the public sector of Victoria. There
will be an opportunity for cronyism and nepotism to
occur in the public sector, where particular departments
and agency heads, for whatever reasons, do not adhere
to the general public service conditions but adhere only
to conditions and dispute resolution procedures that
they set for themselves. The independence of the public
service will be diminished. Secondly, for 23 000 or
more state employees the notion that they have job
security will be lost, as it has been lost in a range of
other areas under this government. Thirdly, unilaterally
and without any discussion or negotiation the
government is imposing a loss of transfer conditions on
public servants.
They are the three reasons why the bill should be
rejected. It is a bill which is not required, a bill which
has been pursued unfairly by the government and a bill
which has not been pursued by any other government in
this country. It effectively means that the Premier's
central control of the public sector - the control he
already has over department heads and ministers - is
now being extended.

Mrs Henderson inteIjected.
Mr BRACKS - The minister says it is nonsense.
Why then are ministers not able to have their
representatives present when the Premier meets with
department heads and sets the agenda every week? The
minister is one of several ministers in her department.
The department head is not controlled by the minister
but by the Premier. The Premier can decide to appoint
or remove a department head at whim and the minister
has no recourse under the Public Sector Management
Act.

The Premier is extending that. He is not happy with
control over ministers, department heads and senior
officers, he also wants to control non-executive public
servants. His mechanism for doing that is through
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hiring and ftring department heads, not through
ministerial responsibility. This is a Premier obsessed
with power, obsessed with control and obsessed with
central government, all of which are extended by this
bill. It is saying to non-executive public servants who
are delivering services, fighting bushfires, protecting
our children and doing the jobs they are required to do
as public servants that in the future they will not be
public servants, they will be asked to be sycophantic to
a department head and therefore to the Premier, and
ministers will have no part to play in it. This is a bill
that should be rejected outright by this house.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Chair
gave the call to the honourable member for Morwell
because he was the only honourable member who stood
up. Ifhe wants to accede to the honourable member for
Sandringham, the Chair is happy for him to do so. I
remind honourable members that the Chair will
recognise only those who have the energy to get to their
feet.

Mr mOMPSON (Sandringham) - In rising to
make some germane remarks on these bills I speak in
part on behalf of the honourable member for Malvern
who may be in the Chamber shortly. The honourable
member for Williamstown referred to a loss of
entitlements and conditions under clause 28. Ifhe had
read clause 28 it would have become apparent to him
that conditions are portable where there is a transfer
within an agency or from one agency to another.
In historical terms the public service provides a level of
competence below which no government can fall.
Victoria has been well served by an able public service
that has led to significant decisions being made and the
development of the state being underpinned by
impartiality, independence and a strength of purpose.

Last year Will Hutton, the editor of the Guardian
newspaper and a good friend from university days of
the Prime Minister of Britain, Tony Blair, gave a talk at
Parliament House. Mr Hutton made one very
interesting remark. He said, 'Socialism is dead. The
only issue governments in the future will need to
contend with is what form of corporate capitalism will
be put in place'. At the breakfast, which may well have
been attended by the honourable member for
Williamstown and other honourable members opposite,
Mr Hutton acknowledged that he was a fellow traveller
with left leanings and was the current adviser to the
leader of the Labour Party in England. That remark was
made by him, it did not come from this side of the
house. He said, 'The only issue that remains is what
kind of corporate capitalism will be put in place'.
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If Australia is to address its approach to economic
management in the future and if Victoria is to be able to
compete effectively with other states in Australia, we
need to improve the level of administration and
economic activity not just to a rate equal to that of our
competitors but to a rate that is superior to that of our
competitors. The words that appeared in the book The
Leopard by Giuseppe de Lampedusa may be germane
at this point:
Things must change in order to remain the same.

Clause 7, which delineates public sector employment
principles, states:
Agency Heads and public authority Heads must establish
employment processes that wi 11 ensure that(a) employment decisions are based on merit; and
(b)

employees are treated fairly and reasonably; and

(c)

equal employment opportunity is provided; and

(d) employees have a reasonable avenue of redress against
unfair or u/lrea'iOnable treatment.

I am sure the honourable member for Malvern will
emphasise those points in due course. I am pleased to
put them in advance on his behalf.
Clause 8, which outlines public sector conduct
principles, states:
(I) Public sector employees must in the course of their
employment impartially; and

(a)

act

(b)

act with integrity including avoiding real or apparent
conflicts of interest; and

(c) accept accountability for results; and
(d) provide responsive service.

Those approaches to employment are often seen in the
private sector. There has been a sea change in the
organisational role of governments in the delivery of
services as a consequence of the purchaser/provider
split and the competition refonns outlined by Hilmer,
which place government service providers on an equal
footing with private sector providers so that they can
compete equally.
In the area of housing, for instance, future governments
will need to ascertain whether they will deliver services
in community housing and tenant support or write
specifications and put the services out to tender. An
agency, either public or private sector, will have the
opportunity of competing for that work and the best
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tender will be accepted. The community can gain the
benefit of the best service for the best price. The best
price may not necessarily be the lowest price; it may be
that the best service entails a certain quality of service
that cannot be provided at a lower price. I am sure there
will be many examples of that being the case in the
future.
If one goes back through history one sees that China
was built on a great civil service that had entrance
exams and provided people with the opportunity of
careers in the public service. The Roman Empire had
people who were skilled and trained from an early age
in charge of a range of administrative functions. The
British civil service has developed strong characteristics
of its own, which have led to the development of the
etiquette and nuances of behaviour that are well defmed
in the text of Yes, Minister and Yes, Prime Minister by
10nathan Lynn and Antony Jay. We are all aware of the
shades of meaning of a remark such as, 'That was a
courageous decision, Minister'.
One might ask what the context for the implementation
of this legislation is. It occurs at a stage when Australia
has lost its competitive position compared with other
countries as measured by the proportion of export
income earned per capita. It occurs at a time when
Australia's traditional reliance upon agricultural
exports, with a number of exceptions in Victoria, has
been in a state of flux and comparative decline. It
occurs at a time when the European Community
confronts the issue of the eurodollar, and the increasing
aggregation of countries that form part of the European
Community are engaged in fonning a trading bloc that
will make it more difficult for some Australian
exporters to gain full access to European markets.
It comes at a time when the money that derives from
taxable income has to be expended as wisely as
possible. It is the view of the Victorian government at
this stage that the best method of organising a public
service is for it to be underpinned by the principles I
have enunciated as set out in clauses 7 and 8 of the
Public Sector Management and Employment Bill. That
will serve to strengthen the role of the Victorian public
service and Victoria's service delivery, as agency heads
will have the obligation to provide a range of services
on competitive terms with agencies elsewhere.
Wider ISsues might be ascribed to the present context of
the bill as well. I have alluded to the European
Community. The principal issues it confronts at present
are the globalisation of trade, the change in the
circumstances of peace as a consequence of the end of
the cold war, and the reduced reliance on armaments
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and annaments production. There is also the role of
infonnation technology and its radical effects on trade,
commerce and the organisation of government.
It is interesting to note that Will Hutton, to whom I

referred earlier, made the remark that socialism was
dead and that the only issue to be addressed today was
what form of corporate capitalism would exist. He
fonnerly had an editorial role in Brussels where he
observed the development of the European Community
and the emerging roles of government and the fact that
governments could not deliver all services to all people
in a way that had been envisaged post -1917 in Eastern
Europe. Accordingly, there are a number of issues that
governments need to respond to and address that take
account of changes occurring in other regions of the
world today if Victoria is to gain a stronger competitive
advantage down the track.
I confme my comments to those few brief remarks and
trust that the honourable member for Malvern, when he
resumes his place in the chamber, will take up the
debate with greater gusto and will comment on a
number of the provisions to which I have alluded. It
might be noted, too, that as the Victorian government is
developing a constructive role for the community in the
longer term to provide a better standard of living, it can
do so only from the tax it derives from various sources,
including payroll tax, stamp duty and excise on
cigarettes, alcohol and petrol, which are now
principally reimbursed by the commonwealth as a
result of a decision in the past 12 months that the right
of the states to collect that type of revenue was
unconstitutional.
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as one of the landmark achievements of the government
to date, at the same time as the restoration of the AAA
credit rating presented the opportunity for more money
to be delivered to the people of Victoria in important
areas of government expenditure.
In the context of changes that are taking place in the
wider international economic community and as tariffs
continue to come down, the Victorian government has
taken a pro-active role not just in improving the
delivery of government services at a rate equal to that
of our competitors but also in trying to set a policy
objective whereby the rate of reform in this state will
lead the nation and provide a model that will enable
Victoria to deliver good services within its charter
while facilitating the development of economic activity
and drawing enterprising industry to Victoria.

In a recent debate in this chamber I alluded to $5 billion
of investment that had been attracted to Victoria. One
billion dollars is being invested by Ford in Geelong in
the design, tooling and manufacture of the new Ford;
GMH is investing $350 million; $44 million is being
invested by Ajax Fasteners in Braeside; and a new PVC
plant is being established at Laverton. That investment
is in the industrial area. The Heinz agrigroup is
relocating its head office from South Australia to
Victoria. The Olivetti company is investing $27 million
to set up its head office in Victoria, and the National
Foods group is establishing a facility in the Morwell
electorate at a cost of$57 million. In the rural
industries, $100 million is being invested by
Dominance Industries at Wangaratta.
Mr Hamilton interjected.

In addition there is the reliance upon other forms of

revenue. Once governments collect the revenue they
must detennine how it can best be spent across the
various heads of government expenditure - education,
health, community services, the provision of police and
other services.
Mr Hamilton interjected.
Mr THOMPSON - I welcome the interjection
from the honourable member for Morwell because it is
timely. In tenns of the role of government, I am sure
the people of Victoria will be very interested to know
that in 1998 more money is being spent on health and
education than was spent in 199192. That is possible
because the aggregate state debt has been reduced from
$33 billion to $11 billion. That results in a net saving of
$2 billion by the state in interest payments. That money
is now being diverted, not into the payment of debt, but
rather to the delivery of important services. That stands

Mr THOMPSON - The honourable member for
Morwell has just suggested my comments on this
matter are not immediately germane. I point out to him
that one of the great tragedies of economic debate today
is a lack of understanding of those engaging in it. Ifhe
has not already taken his CPA trip to England he might
well go and have a chat with Will Hutton and learn why
he says socialism is dead and that the issue for
governments of the future will be what type of
corporate capitalism will emerge. Will Hutton is not an
adviser to the Liberal Party; he is an adviser to the
Leader of the Labour Party in the United Kingdom the New Labour. The honourable member for Morwell
might be on his own, to a degree, in this debate because
some of his colleagues travelled to England and had a
chat - in fact one of them came back to Australia -
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Chair is
having some difficulty in relating the remarks of the
honourable member for Sandringham to the bill. The
Chair would appreciate it ifthe honourable member
would relate his remarks to the bill.
Mr mOMPSON - I have referred to a
fundamental principle - the approach of governments
in Europe and Australia to the delivery of public
services. The bills reflect the intent of government to
have a model of government service delivery that is
more aligned to the private sector while ensuring that
certain public sector principles remain as outlined in
clauses 7 and 8. Members of the opposition would do
well to comprehend the rationale behind reforms that
are occurring not just in Victoria but throughout
Australia.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I support the
comments of the honourable member for Williamstown
and oppose this insidious, anti-Westminster bill. One of
the foundations of the Westminster system is service to
the public, but this bill not only takes the 'public' out of
public service but also removes the 'service' as well.
Public servants or officers as such will not exist.

The honourable member for Sandringham referred to
corporate capitalism. The govemment has not yet found
a way to privatise the public service, but this is a start to
the privatisation process. The government has sold
almost everything formerly owned by the state of
Victoria, and now it wants to privatise the public
service.
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sure people committed to the Westminster system
understand the value to government of a public service
that offers advice without fear or favour. It is ridiculous
to pretend that a public service can act in the same way
as corporate raiders. Not all our corporate capitalists are
children of unmarried parents, or to put it more strongly
not all corporate capitalists are bastards, but some are.
This government has gone over the top in its treatment
of people employed in public sector agencies who
provide services to the public.
The Parliament of Victoria is supposedly part of the
Westminster system of Parliament, and one would have
thought it would adhere to the basic principles of the
Westminster system. One of the fundamental principles
of the Westminster system is to have a public sector
that can do its job and offer advice without fear or
favour. These bills are designed to take away the rights
that make that possible.
The honourable member for Benambra is whingeing
and bellowing about clause 28. He says opposition
members should read that clause. One would have
thought the honourable member for Malvern, a fonner
teacher, would have understood the meaning of that
provision. It refers to transfer rights not constituting a
resignation or termination of employment. Clause 28
clearly states that the transfer or other movement of an
employee to other duties in an agency or to duties in
another agency does not constitute a resignation or
termination of employment.
Mr Doyle interjected.

This ideologically driven bill is based on the
government's firm belief that governments cannot
manage anything - they cannot even manage the
public service. This government does not believe in
service to the public. It expects anyone employed in a
government department or agency to be a slave and in
continual fear oflosing his or her job. We should not be
surprised at this legislation because in 1985 the New
Right thinktank said the only good employees are those
who fear losing their jobs. The honourable member for
Benambra may shake his head all he likes, but he must
believe that or he would not support the bill. The bill is
telling every public servant that he or she will no longer
have any rights and can be sacked after being given two
weeks notice.

Mr IIAMILTON - The honourable member for
Malvern should read the clause. The honourable
member laughs because he does not understand the
provision. He says clause 28 must be read in
conjunction with clause 25. One must interpret the
provisions in the context of the bill. Clause 25(1) states
that 'he or she may'. It depends on whether the
employee has sucked up to the boss or whether the boss
is in a good mood or has not been on the grog all day. It
is paternalistic! It will no longer be a right, a condition
of public service. The employee will be in fear of
having his or her employment terminated. This is
bullyboy legislation.

It is a sad day when the honourable member for
Sandringham, the son of a former Premier of this state
who recognised the value of a public service that acts
without fear or favour, supports these bills. It is unfair
to blame the sins of the child on the parent, but I am

Mr IIAMILTON - The honourable member for
Malvern's interjection is disorderly, and I ought not
respond to it. He should recognise that these matters
should be rights and not acts of generosity by heads of
departments on inflated salaries and with obscene
powers. The government should take this criticism on

Mr Doyle interjected.
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board and ensure that public servants have rights and
are not treated like employees of corporate capitalists.
In the electorate I represent the award rights of many
employees in the electricity industry are being stripped
away. Under the ruthless Reith legislation employees
have certain rights under their awards, but that does not
mean anything because those rights are being stripped
away so that the awards are meaningless. There will no
longer be any such thing as an award. Employees will
have to bow and scrape to their masters. I can name a
few heads of departments who are not too generous.
Some of them have come from very poor backgrounds.

Mr Doyle interjected.
Mr IIAMIL TON - The honourable member for
Malvern is talking about the bloke who crucified the
whole university system in Australia - don't get me
started on that! To return to the debate, the Public
Sector Management and Employment Bill raises
10 very important points of concern to every public
servant in Victoria The first is that the bill proposes
compromising the independence of the public service in
an environment in which employees are scared of
losing their jobs and employers have the power to
dismiss - or sack - them. The proposed legislation
will remove their right to transfer from one agency to
another. It will be a very courageous public servant
who stands up for his or her rights and who is not
concerned with doing only what might please the
Premier of the day or his appointed guru in a particular
department. It is a very serious criticism of the
proposed legislation. If the government wishes to
demonstrate that it acknowledges that concern it should
include in the bill not only discretions for employers
but also rights for public servants.

The second concern is that the proposed measure will
minimise the procedural fairness that has been very
much part of the public service culture in this state for
120 years. In the past one of the very important and
attractive aspects of working for the public service was
that a set of fair procedures was in place so that people
could take .their grievances through a proper process
knowing they would get a fair hearing independent of
political interference. The proposed legislation will
destroy the procedures and give absolute power to the
head of a department or agency.
The government oUght to be ashamed of that aspect of
the bill. Any employee ought to have access to a set of
decent procedures by which a grievance can be heard.
Decisions should not be made at the discretion or whim
of a single person. The proposal is a disgrace about
which members of the government should be ashamed
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and be bowing their heads. By removing the set of fair
procedures the government is treating employees as
cannon fodder - as if they are not human and have no
rights. It is an utter disgrace that public servants will
have no chance to exercise the right to have grievances
heard through a proper and fair process.
The issues of notice of termination, the ability to hire
and fire and the loss of job security fonn part of one of
the major social impacts on society of the legislation.
This sort of process is happening everywhere, and
people no longer have any security of employment. In
the past if you had a job in the public service you had a
job for life - provided you did nothing stupid.
Mr A. F. Plowman inteIjected.
Mr HAMILTON - Job security was a critical
element of working in the public service. People who
were prepared to dedicate their lives and talents to
providing a service to the public did not have to worry
about suggesting innovative or creative ways of doing
their jobs; they could provide that service without fear
or favour. They did not have spend their lives worrying
about what they had to do to get their next contract. The
current practice demonstrates a complete lack of
confidence or intestinal fortitude on the part of
managers to say, 'I can employ this person and I can
guarantee him or her a job' .

Mr A. F. Plowman - For life?
Mr HAMILTON - What's wrong with having a
job for life?

Mr Doyle - They mightn't be any good.
Mr HAMILTON - What a dreadful thing to say,
when a person could be concentrating on doing his or
her job instead of sucking up to his or her boss. You
would rather have them sucking up, wouldn't you?
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham) Order! The honourable member for Morwell will
address the Chair.
Mr HAMILTON - Members opposite consider it
amazing that anyone could have a job for life. I do not
have any problem at all with that. Good employers who
are good judges of character and good leaders will get
good work performances from employees who have
jobs for life. Government members want to sacrifice
those things and engage in the bloodthirsty, cutthroat
tactics the honourable member for Sandringham paid so
much attention to. They want to give individual heads
of departments and agencies the right to hire and fire -
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or sack - and yet they wonder why we have drug
problems and there is a record suicide rate in this state.
Is it no wonder that the social values of the community
are being destroyed because the government destroys
everything. The government does not count the real
cost of its actions. Government members talk about
accrual accounting but the best way to describe what
the government does is as cruel accounting - because
it never counts people and the value of people. All that
members of the government can do is add up numbers.

Mr McArthur inteIjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham)Order! The honourable member for Monbulk is
disorderly and out of his place.
Mr Doyle inteIjected.
Mr IIAMIL TON - It is good to hear that there is a
bit of sensitivity among members on that side of the
house. One wonders about them when they support
legislation such as is proposed in the two bills we are
debating.
The next point that is a problem and is of concern to
public servants is that the proposed legislation will
destroy the consistency in treatment of public servants.
The government is proposing to further devolve
employment functions and conditions so that they will
become inconsistent across departments, and perhaps
even within departments. Under competition theory the
former strong and homogeneous way of doing a job for
the public of Victoria will now be set up so that one
group is competing against another. That is great in
theory, but it means that inevitably there will be some
losers as well as winners. However, when you do not
care about people that does not count - unless with
accrual accounting you can count both sides and put
them on the plus side, no matter what happens to them.
That is a significant and very damaging aspect of the
proposed measure.
The next point of concern is that there will be further
casualisation of the service. Because members of the
government do not like people having a job for life they
want them all to be casual employees - they want
them to just come and go because it is cheaper. What
will happen to continuity in departments? Who will do
the forward planning and homework that is necessary?
The government has sacked 55 000 public servants and
expects the rest of them to pick up the ball and run, so
to speak. Then it proposes that others be brought in on a
casual basis. What sort of a management style is that?
Government members have been reading too many
Yankee books - that is what's wrong with them.

Mr Doyle -
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Look at their economy.

Dr Napthine inteIjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham)Order! The honourable member for Morwell, without
assistance.
Mr HAMILTON - One of the first things we
ought to do is nationalise the banks. That would fix that
up! Although we may jest, I believe there is something
extremely wrong with the number of casual and
temporary positions being created not only in the public
service but across the whole spectrum of employment.
It is a derogatory comment on what management is
about; management now has no confidence that the
right people can be selected for the right procedures.
Management has a range of wonderful new programs
that select people for jobs and yet it has no confidence
that it will select the right person. Clearly that
demonstrates an inferiority complex on the part of
managers in that they do not know what they are doing
so they have to have casual employees. And they
wonder why there is no progress, no innovation, no
creativity within their departments!
The proposed changes to the right to long service leave
have given rise to serious concerns. Long service leave
is something that half of the mob on the other side of
the house have always hated. One gets rid of long
service leave by not having anybody in employment
long enough to earn it. Those on the other side of the
house do not like long service leave and have been
crying into their beers ever since it became a right,
fought for by the union movement, to recognise long
and valuable service from an employee, whoever he or
she may be. They want to take that away, which this
bill does. It removes the right to long service leave
entitlement; it removes the reference to recognition of
prior service within the department so officers - who
are no longer called officers - will have no right to
recognition of prior service. One could have been a
loyal and valuable employee and his or her department
is suddenly gutted to make provision for a bit of money
to be spent in another department and that employee
receives no recognition for that employment.
A fundamental problem with this bill is that it destroys
the concept of a career in the public service. There are
thousands of career public servants in Australia who
have been loyal and valuable contributors. Back in
those Arcadian days when we had knights they even
used to give knighthoods to some people in the public
service, but this government does not want anybody to
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have a career in the public service or anywhere, and
that is also a sign of insecurity, of lack of confidence.
One of the other dangers is that under this legislation
the way is opened for the practices of nepotism and
cronyism. This government knows all about that; that is
what it has been full of ever since it came to
government. We have had a little bit of nepotism and
all of the 'isms' there are from this government,
because the way agency heads can hire and fire leaves
it open for selections to be based on cronyism and
nepotism.
The bill is falsehood in itself because it purports to
place employees on a similar basis to those in the
private sector, but it does not say which part of the
private sector. There are some private sector corporate
capitalists who provide career paths and jobs for
security and for life but, in purporting to do the same
thing, this bill is an absolute lie. It does not give
employees the legal rights nor the salaries that are
offered in large parts of the private sector.
The bill poses many concerns, and it is no wonder that
the Victorian public sector is suffering a great deal of
anxiety. Many loyal and valued public servants are now
worried, not just for their own jobs but for the future of
the public service as part of the Westminster system.
This government has Yankeefied things; it wants to get
out of the Westminster system. The next thing it will
want will be to get out of the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association. The only reason it does not
do so now is because its members like the junkets they
get. This bill is the greatest deceit that has ever been
enacted by this government, and it will pay for it
because the first thing the opposition will do when it
comes into government is to repeal this insidious and
dangerous legislation.
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) - Inevitably there will be a
chasm between the two sides of the house over this bill.
The interesting thing is that the principle espoused by
those on both sides is the same: the independence of the
public service, which is an ideal to which both sides
subscribe. The interesting part of this debate will be
how well the other side maintains its argument that the
way the government has enshrined this legislation will
not achieve that aim while the position the opposition
supports will. The debate here is not about the principle
itselfbut more about how we go about it, and that
chasm will grow larger during the debate.

Nowhere could that chasm be more clearly illustrated
than in the opposition's point about giving advice
without fear or favour. The honourable members for
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Morwell and Williamstown who made that point both
happen to be members from the other side for whom I
have some respect.
Mr Hamilton - You are ruining my reputation!
Mr DOYLE - Even I could not go so far as to do
that! My talents are limited in that direction and
certainly inferior to those of the honourable member. I
mean that in the kindest way, of course.

We have moments of levity, which are appreciated, I
am sure, by those on both sides of the house. However,
the principle is clearly detailed: how does one achieve
advice without fear or favour from the public service?
That goes exactly to the heart of what we are talking
about, and the honourable member for Morwell argued
that it is by giving a public servant a job for life. I
would argue that is the way you do not get advice that
is without fear or favour. If there is no answerability, no
accountability, no responsibility for that advice, how
can one be assured that it is the best advice possible?
What minister or member ofthe government wants to
get what he or she wants to hear rather than what he or
she needs to hear? Ministers and members need good
advice. The advice one wants to hear may serve one
very well in the comfort of one's own office; but when
one goes out to explain policies or implement them,
poor advice will show.
I would argue that the way to go about getting the best
advice is not by offering someone a guaranteed job for
life regardless of performance or merit, but rather by
offering jobs according to the work to be done. For
instance, the government will not create a position in
the public service which a person can then have for life,
which the honourable member for Williamstown
described as losing the idea of office or officer; my
view is that you describe the work that needs to be done
and then employ someone who can carry out that work
to the best of that person's ability.
I come back to the argument made by the honourable
member for Williamstown that the legislation provides
for eight corporations. He did not say why it would be a
bad thing that the public service would be organised
along the lines where the secretary would act like a
CEO. I do not see it as a bad structure where there is
answerability through that structure. However, in this
case there is a rider to that: that public servants will still
be employees of the Crown; so it is not quite the picture
he was trying to paint.
I notice that the honourable member for Williamstown
is back in the chamber now, and I am delighted to see
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him because I can take up a couple of points he made
that needed clarification.
The honourable member for Williamstown argued that
the secretary to a department will have to take advice
only according to the directions of the Commissioner
for Public Employment. Clause 39(3) directly
contradicts his assertion, which comes straight from the
Community and Public Sector Union. Clause 39(3)
states:
An Agency Head or public authority Head or public sector
employees in complying with the principles set out in
section 7 or 8 must do so in conformity with any directions
issued by the Commissioner under section 37( l)(b) that apply
to the Agency or public authority.

So those directions must be complied with. The
honourable member for Williamstown and I were on
radio last night where he again alleged - and I take it
he was incorrectly advised - that those directions were
just advice. It is enshrined in the legislation that it is not
just advice. The imperative 'must' is in there, and that
is a complete answer to the argument the honourable
member raised earlier.
A second issue the honourable member spoke of as
going to the heart of the independence of the public
service concemed clause 31 ( 1), which I will now
address. The clause contains a number of provisions in
paragraphs (a) to (h) about tennination of employment
for non-executives. Following a number of specific
provisions is a general catch-all. The honourable
member made much of the first part of that general
catch-all- that an agency head may terminate the
employment of a non-executive employee for any other
reason. His argument was that the legislation was a
mechanism by which dismissals could be unfair,
inequitable, unfounded or carried out on a whim or by
political direction.
The honourable member for Williamstown did not read
out the second part of clause 31 ( 1Xi), which states:
for any other reason consistent with the terms and conditions
of his or her employment

So pursuant to the commonwealth Workplace Relations
Act, under a number of mechanisms for dealing with
unfair dismissals and under a number of directions
which we now know under clause 39(3) are binding,
agency heads do not have the power of dismissing on
whim. I agree with the honourable member for
Williamstown that agency heads should not have the
power to dismiss or tenninate employment on whim.
That would be wildly inappropriate, as would be
terminations for political reasons. I would argue that
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clause 39(3), supported by those other mechanisms,
including enforceable directions, means that the general
catch-all should not have the worst possible
construction put on it, which was the construction put
on it by the honourable member for Williamstown.
I understand the argument the honourable member for
Williamstown was putting forward. I think it would
have some substance if the provision were to be abused,
but even if that were the case there are further reasons
why it could not happen. I cannot remember the
honourable member's exact words except for one
phrase. He argued that under that provision secretaries
could, and I quote him directly, 'Fire at will' any
employee. That is demonstrably wrong. Under a range
of other alternative grievance and redress provisions,
such as those provided in the commonwealth
Workplace Relations Act, that is demonstrably wrong.
The honourable member then went on to say that not
only will secretaries be able to fIre at will, but that it is
all part of the Premier's plot to somehow politicise the
public service. I take the first part in good heart. The
second part is good old-fashioned conspiracy theorythat in every wave there will be a shark, regardless of
what those waves might really hold. In this case, that is
not so - that general provision does not make that
allowance, and the honourable member knows that.
The third point I want to take up is the idea of a
restructure. The honourable member argued along the
lines that there will now be eight public service
corporations. As I have already demonstrated, because
all employees will still be employees of the Crown the
position is not quite as he painted it. He said their
loyalty will now be to the Department of Human
Services, for example. Again, I cannot see anything
wrong with that. I am the Parliamentary Secretary to
the Minister for Health and Aged Care and I regard it as
a plus, not a minus, if public servants in the Department
of Human Services have a great loyalty to that
department. It is important that they have that loyalty,
and that they have that corporate memory. This is a
long way from saying that there is politicisation of the
service.
At least the honourable member for Morwell had the
intellectual honesty to admit that the argument is not
about that. He said it is about the idea of a job for life.
When I come to clause 28 I will demonstrate why the
real argument is not about entitlements being
transferred but about whether they get a job for life whether they must be transferred or simply may be
transferred. I also ask: if you offer someone a job for
life, regardless of performance, how do you protect
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against incompetence? The honourable member for
Morwell took up my intetjection which went along the
lines of, 'What if they are no good', in reference to
public servants and seemed to take great offence. I
repeat the question: if after appropriate training,
counselling, warnings and all due process you still have
a public servant who is simply not doing the job, does
he or she still have a job for life? Why should the public
purse provide for someone in a way that no other
employer would? My argument is that the ftrst duty of
the public service is to the public of Victoria, not to the
public service itself. When we get to that point surely
the rights of the public of Victoria override the rights of
employment initiatives in the public service.
I turn to a couple of other points made by the
honourable members for Morwell and Williamstown.
One of the basic arguments was that they are worried
this will move the public sector closer to the private
sector. I am not sure what would be wrong with
promotion on merit, or having employment on
equitable terms rather than on terms that are in some
cases offered now, and certainly have been rife in the
past. I take the important point about the independence
of the public service. The honourable members were
saying there was something wrong with having
department secretaries directing the larger corporations
such as the Department of Human Services. My view is
that ifagency heads act independently, and the
legislation provides that they must - the enforceable
directions demand that they do - then you get freedom
from ministerial direction and political interference, and
that is the exact independence that I would want to give
to those agency heads.
A major argument of the honourable members for
Williamstown and Morwell was that the directions
from the Commissioner for Public Employment will
not be enforceable, yet clause 39(2) makes them
enforceable. Agency heads will be subject to the
directions of the Commissioner for Public
Employment. What are the directions? The answer to
that question is that under the old legislation certain
procedures were contained within the legislation itself
and there was a whole regulatory regime. The
directions will replace the regulatory framework and
procedures contained in the existing act. The
government is enshrining the previous regulatory
regime, which is what the opposition is asking for. I do
not ask opposition members to necessarily accept the
philosophical approach of this side of the house, but I
ask them to take on board the argument that the
legitimate questions they raise about the directions are
answered in the legislation.
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The other thing I cannot understand is the suggestion
that somehow this will cause public servants to curry
favour with agency heads or ministers. I reject that. I
suggest that any member of Parliament who obtains
poor advice, and I would constitute advice which is
merely what you want to hear as poor advice, is poorly
served. If a government does not recognise that it is
leading to its own downfall.

An honourable member intetjected.

Mr DOYLE - I will take up that intetjection. I
know the intetjection is disorderly, but in this case it is
important. I was asked, 'Don't you like public
servants - don't you trust public servants?' The
answer to that is that among our public service I have
met some very trustworthy, intelligent and creative
people. On the other hand, if what you are saying to me
is am I prepared to take as read everything every public
servant tells me at any time regardless of the
accountability mechanism for the advice, then my
answer is no. If the opposition's answer to that is yes, it
has some significant problems.
I shall discuss procedural fairness. The procedural
fairness criticisms from the honourable members for
Morwell and Williamstown are answered by clause
39(2) of the Public Sector Management and
Employment Bill. The directions are enforceable; the
public sector management regulations are replaced by
those directions and are enforceable and independent.
There are policies and processes to demand fair and
equitable employment. The decisions must provide
procedural fairness, must be documented and must be
capable of review. That will be part of what the
Commissioner for Public Employment will provide.
The bill also provides for dispute resolution
mechanisms, and there is a range of mechanisms and
institutions, such as the Ombudsman and the equal
opportunity commissioner, to whom any disgruntled
staff member can turn.
At least the honourable member for Morwell was
honest. The honourable member for Williamstown
skirted around it but the honourable member for
Morwell argued - this is where I turn to the part of
clause 28 of the bill with which they disagreed - that
somehow there are inequitable termination of
employment provisions. The commonwealth
Workplace Relations Act provides for termination. If
someone has been employed for a year, the provision is
for a week; if employed for more than 1 year but less
than 3 years, it is 2 weeks; if employed for more than
3 years but less than 5, it is 3 weeks; if employed for
more than 5 years, it is 4 weeks; and that entitlement is
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increased by I week if the employee is aged over 45
and has been employed for more than 2 years. That is a
clear provision in the Workplace Relations Act.
Let me turn to what the opposition says about what
happens to public servants who are not required by an
individual department. The act provides that those
employees will be considered on merit for vacancies
elsewhere in the public service in advance of other
people. However, the opposition would have us accept
that somehow there should be an automatic provision
that guarantees a job for life, regardless of an
employee's ability or the needs of the next agency if the
first agency does not need that employee. I simply do
not accept that.
That leads me to the opposition's argument about
consistency, net loss of conditions and casualisation of
the public service. It is in the context of clause 28 of the
Public Sector Management and Employment Bill that
the honourable member for Williamstown argued there
were not provisions dealing with transfer and protection
of entitlements. When the honourable member for
Morwell read out clause 28 he got a surprise - it was
probably the first time he had read it. It states:
A transfer or other movement of an employee to other duties
in an Agency or to duties in another Agency, whether in
accordance with this Division or otherwise and including a
transfer or movement at the initiative of the employee, does
not constitute a resignation or termination of employment and
the post-transfer or other movement service is to be regarded
as continuous with the pre-transfer or other movement
service.

Therefore, the benefit is transferred. But the real nub of
the argument came when the honourable member for
Morwell referred to clause 25 - he picked on line 3 which provides that the appropriate agency head may,
with the approval of the other authorities concerned,
transfer an employee. The honourable member for
Williamstown did not understand line 5, which is the
transfer provision; he thought it was an automatic
termination provision. However, the honourable
member for Morwell came to the nub of his argument
when he talked about how the agency head may
transfer employees. His beliefwas that policy should
dictate that they must transfer them, reiterating the
job-for-life argument. That demonstrates the
philosophical divide between the two parties in this
house about what will serve the people of Victoria
best - absolute, iron-clad, concrete guarantees of a job
for life, or transfer and employment on merit, which
seems to me to be absolutely reasonable.
Because I will conclude my remarks shortly I will not
be able to canvass the remainder of the opposition's
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arguments, but I shall address the accusation about
cronyism and nepotism. The opposition's argument has
been based very much on the fact that directions of the
commissioner will not be enforceable. Clause 28
demonstrates that they are enforceable. Like the
opposition I have pulled some draft regulations off the
Internet and examined them. One direction is that
selection methods are relevant to the work and their
application is free from unlawful discrimination,
patronage and nepotism. That should be the
commissioner's direction, and he is answerable to this
Parliament.
It seems to me that just as the regulations to the
legislation will be determined after legislation, as is
usual, so too the commissioner's directions will be
worked out in accordance with the regulations and what
is appropriate for the protection of employment. Again,
although I understand the opposition's philosophical
disagreement with what we are doing, I do not think it
has made a case as to why jobs for life should be
enshrined in this bill.

The opposition also suggested that in some ways the
government hates the public service. I reject that
utterly. It says we do not want people to have careers in
the public service. I also reject that statement. I want
people to have careers in the public service but they
should be based on individual performance, lifelong
learning and an opportunity to apply for jobs whether
they are in the private or the public sector. That seems
to me to be the basis on which anyone should build a
career, whether it is in the public or the private sector. I
do not want people to be able to enter the public service
at age 19 and be guaranteed they can continue in that
employment until retirement, regardless of merit or
appropriateness or the work to be done. The approach I
have outlined is appropriate, and that is the way I would
ask people to apply for careers in the public service.
The odd thing that has not yet been mentioned in this
debate is that there have been some anomalous
provisions in the public service. Can honourable
members imagine anyone in the private sector being
able to fme an employee or to suspend somebody
without pay? They are anomalous provisions that
would be unlawful in the private sector and it is
inappropriate that they be in the public sector. There
has as yet been no discussion of why they should go or
why they would be there in the first place if a job for
life was such a great idea.
Although I understand there is a philosophical chasm
between the two sides in this house, at the heart of this
debate is the same principle: the independence of the
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public service. It is incumbent on the opposition not to
throw accusations or simply take the 10 points of the
CPSU and parade them yet again without reading the
bill.
Mr Hamilton inteIjected.
Mr DOYLE - I wish I could believe those
inteIjections were directed at me but I think we all
know otherwise. I suggest that although the principle of
independence of the public service is held by members
on both sides, the opposition has scoffed and laughed
and expressed its wish to return us to a Jurassic public
service, but it has not shown how it would do it any
better or how it would do it at all.
I support the bills completely and ask honourable
members opposite to not simply bleat along the usual
union line but to read the legislation, understand its
provisions and help the government in passing these
very important measures.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader ofthe Opposition) - The
opposition's case has been put eloquently by the
shadow Treasurer, the honourable member for
Williamstown. At the outset, I point out that the
opposition believes this is appalling legislation that was
produced, drafted and introduced to Parliament by the
Premier without one iota of consultation with either the
employees of the public sector or the public sector
union.
As the Premier skulks out of the house, honourable
members ought to ask why he has not had the decency
to respond to the views expressed to him by employee
organisations. The Premier and other government
speakers have repeatedly said this is the sort of
legislation the private sector would put in place. What
nonsense! What rubbish that is! I can name dozens of
ftnns in the private sector that would express a different
view, whether they be Coles-Myer, Linfox, or Bonlac
at Damum - where I went to the opening of a plant
recently and where I heard the Premier, hypocrite that
he is, talking about a partnership with the employees.
However, there has not been one bit of discussion or
consultation on this bill with the public servants in this
state who provide their time, energy, enthusiasm and
commitment to providing advice to the government.
It is appalling for government members to come here
and say, 'This is modelled on private sector
organisations'. To obtain maximum productivity and
output every successful private sector organisation
would negotiate with members of its work force and
put agreements in place that take a partnership
approach and ensure that there is a win -win situation.
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That is good private sector organisation, but that is not
reflected in this legislation. The bills are arrogant and
show contempt for workers. They go back to the early
days of this government, when the Premier and other
ministers used to waltz through the departments, look at
public service employees and the work on their desks
and ask, 'What do you do? Are you working?'. That
contemptuous attitude towards the public sector is
reflected in this legislation.
At the outset I will explain why the opposition opposes
the bill and will repeal it. Firstly, this legislation is an
attack on both the Westminster system and the
independence of the public sector. It is the next, if not
the fmal, step in the total politicisation of the public
sector in Victoria. The opposition has said many times
that it does not want the public service to be politicised.
We do not care who is in government - Labor, Liberal
or any other party - we want an impartial public
service that provides advice without fear or favour.
The legislation will not allow that. It will enable
ministers and agency heads to pick and choose, and if
they do not get the advice they want to hear or the
answer they want, it will be a case of, 'Bang, you're
out' - no reason, no excuse, contract tenninated!
The opposition opposes the legislation because it builds
on a series of regressive bills that have already been
passed by this Parliament. Since 1992 the government
has abolished the Public Service Board and repealed the
Public Service Act, which was replaced by the Public
Sector Management Act; put all public service
employees on contracts; given the Premier the power to
hire and ftre; and stripped the Employee Relations
Commission of its power to settle disputes on behalf of
employees who were underpaid. On top of that more
than 50 000 public sector jobs have been cut. Has all
this been driven by the need for a more efficient public
service? Has it been driven by good public policy? It
has been driven by the politics of contempt and division
and the politics that have driven this government to
silence every critic who might provide honest and
independent advice.
The bill goes the next step and gives agency heads, who
are identifted in the legislation, the power to hire and
fIre non-executive staff with - and I emphasise thisno notice and for no reason. It shows that the Premier is
hell-bent on undennining the responsibility of public
servants to provide advice without fear or favour.
One does not have to be a genius to work out some of
the scenarios that will occur under this legislation.
Approximately three years ago a fax from a member of
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the Liberal Party came to my office. It was from a
person with a medium-sized business who was asking
the Premier for fmancial assistance to establish a new
business in one of the outer suburbs. The letter said, 'I
am a member of the Liberal Party. I have always
donated well. I have supported you well. I want an
industry grant to get my business established'. In my
office there is a strong sense of ethics so the fax was
ripped up because it was not our property. You can
imagine that fax going to the department and the
Honourable Phil Gude, who was then the Minister for
Industry and Employment, ringing up a public servant
and saying, 'Here is an application that has been made.
I want you to ensure the guidelines meet this
application so that it can be funded' .
We know that is how this government does business.
They don't put it in writing. They get on the phone they get on the eau de Cologne - and talk to the public
servant and they ask him or her for advice to fit the
application so that a member of the Liberal Party who
says he has been a member of the 2000 Club and has
donated and donated can get the industry grant he wants
to assist him.
In the past there has been some protection against
cronyism and nepotism, but once this bill is passed that
will no longer be the case. It is easy to imagine an
agency head or a minister ringing up a public servant
and asking for that favour to be done, only to have the
public servant say, 'I cannot do that because it would be
in conflict with the regulations. I am sorry, Minister or I am sorry Agency Head - I cannot give you that
advice'! 1 can tell you now what will happen: Whoosh!
Offwith their heads! Gone! No reason; out the door;
fmished! And for what? For providing decent, honest
advice without fear or favour. That is one example. I
could give dozens of examples of public servants who
will be victimised under this legislation for doing no
more than giving honest and impartial advice.
This bill also attacks the basic democratic rights of
Victorians because, although the government may not
think so, public servants are Victorian citizens who
have rights. To understand the government's view of
the rights of Victorians one need only look at its track
record of attacks on anybody who dares express an
independent view. Teaching Service Order 140 is
designed to silence the teachers. The former equal
opportunity commissioner spoke out a bit strongly on
issues such as Northland. The government legislated to
silence student organisations. It hounded the former
Director of Public Prosecutions, Bernard Bongiorno,
from office. Why? Because he dared to give
independent advice and to consider charging the
Premier with contempt. It has neutered the
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Auditor-General. Why? Because he has dared to
produce reports for tabling in this Parliament that are
critical of the government. It has removed rights to
appeal to the Supreme Court in more than 100 pieces of
legislation. It has removed funding for disability
advocacy groups. Why? Because the disabled groups
were paying advocates who were getting a bit noisy in
the community and putting fOIward the interests and
rights of disabled people. It has abolished the Land
Conservation Council. Why has it done all those
things? They are part and parcel of what the
government is doing in this bill. It is about silencing
those who won't sing the government's tune. That is
what it is all about. If you do not agree with the
Premier, the Minister for Education or the Treasurer, or
if you try to release a memo about funding or you do
not do what they say, you are in trouble. Under this
legislation you will get the sack!
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITOR
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham)Order! I interrupt debate to announce that Mr Roger
Bertrand, the Minister of Industry, Trade and
Commerce from the Government of Quebec, is visiting
Parliament this day. On behalf of all honourable
members of the Legislative Assembly, I make him
welcome.

PUBLIC SECTOR REFORM
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
and PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT
AND EMPLOYMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed.

Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - We
certainly welcome the minister and representatives of
the public sector, which is independent, impartial and
built around themes of excellence and a career
structure.

I made the point earlier that the basis of this legislation
is nonsense in that it is supposedly based on what the
private sector puts into practice. The best employers
and the most successful companies are those that sit
down with their employees and union organisations and
negotiate work arrangements. They are the ones that
succeed. If you try to buy their shares on the stock
exchange you fmd they are expensive. Why? Because
they are successful and are making a profit. The
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employees, the shareholders and the state are doing
well because those companies take a partnership
approach.
I have a strong view about this. I spoke on this subject
at the national conference of the Labor Party in January.
In stark contrast to this bill, my support for the
magnificent work of our public servants is on the record
of that conference. I was talking about the work of
public servants in fighting fires. The Premier and the
honourable member for Malvern seek to paint a picture
that suggests the public service in our state is made up
of people who sit behind desks and generate memos
and correspondence. Although some people who work
in the public sector do that, there are also people in the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment
who fight fires. All those people are in the public
sector. Of course on top of this legislation is the recent
state budget, which will reduce the work force - in
other words sack 300 employees - of the Department
of Conservation and Natural Resources.
During the January 1997 bush fires I visited the
Dandenongs with the honourable member for Yan
Yean and met the firefighters, both paid and volunteers.
They were a fantastic bunch, and they appreciated our
visiting. The Premier did not go there to thank them for
putting their lives on the line and saving the bush and
lives. Those are the people who in the future can be
sacked without reason, notice or excuse; and it may be
that some will be sacked for giving independent, honest
advice. One can imagine the advice given to the
Minister for Conservation and Land Management.
When she is given good advice on health or
conservation she saves it up. Her past behaviour is a
classic example. Imagine what will happen under this
legislation to the person who wrote the memo the cat
ate. It is a serious matter.

Mr Olszak wrote a memo warning that the privatisation
of the ambulance service contracts would lead to a
blow-out in costs and that the taxpayer would be less
well served. He did his job. He should have been able
to do his job honestly, without fear or favour. Imagine
ifMr Olszak wrote that memo today! Following the
passage of this legislation he would be straight out sacked - and all his years of service and of providing
honest advice would be gone. The opposition rejects
that.
The opposition has a view about the future. It wants to
see the state progress and do well. It wants to see job
growth, new industries and new opportunities. To
achieve that the state needs a dynamic public service
that offers impartial and excellent advice. It needs a
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public service based on merit and permanency that
offers a career structure for its employees. The
opposition is interested in building opportunities for the
future; it is not interested in the past. This proposed
legislation is the same sort of response as was seen
under the Thatcher ideology in the 1980s - it is not
modem or forward-looking legislation. It is a bit like
Terry McCrann' s argument that the government is
obsessed with the past and cannot look forward to 2005
or 2010. This backward-looking legislation is part of a
disturbing trend we saw two weeks ago when we dealt
with schools legislation that was based on Margaret
Thatcher's Schools of the 80s. What sort of policy was
that. It was a failure and an absolute disaster. That is
two pieces of backward-looking legislation in two
weeks with the same implications for the future failure, failure, failure.
The honourable member for Williamstown went
through all of the details. The opposition opposes the
bill for a number of reasons: the loss of independence,
the elimination of a career structure, the loss of
conditions and the fact it will destroy the concept of an
impartial public service. I have been given a copy of a
letter sent to the Premier by the Community and Public
Sector Union in which the union asks that he address
nine matters. I do not propose to go through all of them,
but perhaps if the Premier bothers to give us the
courtesy of his time during this debate, when he sums
up he will tell us why he was unable to respond to a
number of legitimate matters raised by the union that
represents the work force.
I will mention five of the nine matters listed in the
letter. The first is:
Given the proposed bill removes the right of an employee to
seek review of selection for appointment decisions on the
ground of merit, will the Premier undertake to give personal
examination of any cases brought to his attention by the
CPSU which involve allegations of appointment on a basis
other than merit (for example, cronyism or nepotism)?

How could anyone possibly object to responding to that
request? The union is saying if someone is appointed
and it is clear the appointment was made on the basis of
cronyism or nepotism the Premier, as the minister
responsible, should be able to personally examine that
matter. I support that concept 100 per cent. If there is
nothing to fear about the proposed legislation, there is
nothing to fear about giving that request the tick.
The second matter is:
Will the employer give an undertaking to negotiate with the
CPSU as to the form and content of the Commissioner for
Public Employment's directions to be issued pursuant to
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section 7 of the proposed Public Sector Management and
Employment Act, particularly in relation to provision of
appropriate detail to ensure certainty of meaning?

Again, in the public sector those negotiations would be
going on between the employer, the manager and the
union, so how could anyone possibly reject that
request?
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architects of the original industrial relations legislation.
It was done over two bottles of Scotch, but Victorians
get the hangover. Every night when the house is sitting
people go back to the minister's office at II or 12
0' clock to talk numbers. They are not talking about the
numbers in the public service or the school system, they
are talking about the numbers in the leadership
challenge.

The third issue is:
Will the employer continue to accord to each employee in the
Victorian public service long service leave as provided by the
Public Sector Management Act 1992, including all associated
provisions such as recognition of prior service, until such time
as this entitlement can be dealt with by way of award
regulation?

What is wrong with that if an employee has done 10, 15
or 20 years service? Public servants have formerly been
covered under an award and have accrued entitlements,
and all they want is a guarantee that those entitlements
will be carried forward under the new arrangements.
What is wrong with that? It would happen in every
other industry in Victoria, and I dare say in every other
public service in Australia. A failure to agree would
constitute theft - the taking away of the entitlements
of employees. The fourth matter is:
Will the employer undertake to advertise internally through
the Public Service Notices each and every employment
vacancy and temporary assignment of more than 6 months
duration within the public service?

Again, it is commonsense to advertise internally to
maximise efficiency and opportunities and give the best
people the chance of getting the available jobs. The
Premier has again made no response on that matter.
Point 7 of the letter states:
W ill the employer undertake to accord to each employee who
may have a discipline or personal grievance matter on foot as
at the date of the repeal of the Public Sector management Act
1992 the right to have that matter dealt with to finality
(including any appeal available) in accordance with the
procedure under which it was commenced?

That is a retrospectivity clause. It is asking whether if
people have had a grievance and it has been lodged and
is in progress the Premier will give a commitment that
they will be able to see it through. That is not an
unreasonable expectation, yet there has been no
response from the Premier.
The lack of response shows the conternpt and arrogance
that has become commonplace from the Premier. The
Minister for Education has just come into the chamber,
and I have to say again that it is disappointing he has
been introducing similar legislation. He was one of the

These bills reveal that the government is out of touch
with the needs of a modern Victoria, built around the
themes of partnership and a team approach to getting
the job done. The opposition rejects these divisive bills,
which will destroy the public service. They are an
attack on the basic rights of public servants. The Labor
Party has the highest regard for the work and
independence of public servants and in government it
will rip up this legislation and put in place decent
legislation that respects the rights of employees while at
the same time providing the quality service that is
required to build a modern, strong and united Victoria
The opposition will rip up this legislation.

Mr ROWE (Cranboume) - What a great
performance from the Leader of the Opposition! He is
perfonning for the people who support him and keep
him and his friends in opposition. It is fitting that the
Leader of the Opposition should talk of nepotism and
cronyism because members of the Labor Party were
masters of that behaviour in government. When the
Kennett coalition government was elected in 1992 there
were many vacant desks in the ministries of transport
and education that had been occupied by union cronies
and lackeys of the fonner Labor government. They
were emptied out as soon as the results of the 1992
election were known. It is typical that the Labor Party
should bow to the demands and pressures of those who
pay its dues and direct the policies that it wants to
inflict on the people of Victoria.
Concerns have been raised about public servants losing
their independence and being compromised. The Public
Sector Management and Employment Bill continues
the traditions enshrined in the Public Sector
Management Act. Agency heads are independent in the
exercise of their powers, a provision that is common to
the Westminster system of govemment, and the bill
prohibits ministerial direction in the employment of
individual public servants. Those provisions put paid to
the arguments of the Leader of the Opposition.
Concern has also been expressed about procedural
fairness. People should be employed on the basis of
ability. For too long dedicated public servants have
been denied promotion because of the archaic way the
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public service was administered in the past, when
promotion was based on seniority, membership ofthe
Labor Party, union favours or union representation. The
bill will ensure that all public servants are promoted on
the basis of ability. One would not expect the Labor
Party to understand the principle of promotion on the
basis of ability because Labor members of Parliament
were not chosen on the basis of ability but on how well
they could stack branches or give favours to the union
movement or how many of their Socialist Left, Centre
Unity or unaligned members were on the centrnl panel.
Not one of them has been promoted on the basis of their
ability but on the basis of mateship or cronyism. To see
that clearly one need look no further than the New
South Wales public service and the way the Olympic
Games authority has appointed members of the Centre
Unity group to senior positions. Almost every member
of the senior management of the authority is a crony or
a member of that faction.
I can understand why the Leader of the Opposition and
the Labor Party bleat about employment on the basis of
ability, because it is something that they have not
demonstrated either before or since 1992. Prior to 1992
senior public servants gave advice to Labor Party
ministers who chose to ignore it. Ministers of the
Crown allowed the state to run down and become a
basket case with a huge budget deficit and a grossly
overstaffed public service. The Kennett coalition
government is about efficiency in the public service and
in government administration. It has returned to the
state the AAA credit rating that was so easily lost by the
former Labor government.

In relation to the concerns about the notice of
termination being removed, I point out that the bill does
not to purport to alter, nor can it alter, the application of
the Workplace Relations Act to the termination of
employment. The minimum period of notice of
termination under that act will apply, except on
redundancy for which limitations as set out in various
High Court decisions exist.
The opposition also claims that consistency in the
treatment of public servants will be destroyed.
Employment conditions in the public service will be
similar to those in the rest of the community, and about
time. Why should any person be employed for life? On
what basis should a public servant be employed for
life? People who pass the entrance examination and the
physical examination can gain employment in the
public sector, but if they are incompetent they should be
dismissed. Is the opposition saying that public servants
should not be dismissed even though they may be
incompetent?
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Opposition members are suggesting that we should
have an overstaffed public service in which people can
be lost - where they can sit at their desks doing
nothing or go out for three-hour lunches but cannot be
dismissed. I suggest that the public service today is a
very different animal from what it was six years ago.
Now we have a dedicated group of people who work to
their full abilities and are promoted and continue to be
promoted on ability. They will continue to be able to
choose their places of employment and to transfer
within the public service, and they will be treated no
differently from anybody in the wider community.
As for what has been said about casualisation of the
public service and job security being destroyed, that is
just absolute nonsense. Members of the ALP ramble
on, raising concerns and suggesting that people will be
sacked at the whim of a particular minister. That is
certainly not the case now and is not intended to be the
case in the future. The rules and regulations of the
public service under which the proposed measure will
operate provide protection for public servants in the
manner in which they are dealt with by management.
Long service leave and other current entitlements will
be protected and continue. As with all private sector
employees, after 10 years of service, long service leave
will be available on a pro rata basis. All existing
standards will continue unless they are varied by
agreement.
I suggest that members opposite consider the workplace
conditions set down by the former Keating Labor
govemment. It put in place a system under which terms
of employment could be varied by agreement. The
claims by members of the ALP and the union that past
service in public sector employment would cease to
count is absolute codswallop, which is what we are
used to hearing from the Leader of the Opposition, his
deputy, and others opposite. I have yet to hear any
contributions from members opposite that are based on
fact or that have any veracity. They tend to say
whatever the audience in the chamber particularly
wants to hear on the day.
Today during question time we saw the Leader of the
Opposition perform to the gallery. One must note that
the people he was performing to have gone home - so
it must be past union work time. Members of the
opposition certainly could not be paid on the basis of
performance because they have not performed any
public service for this state, at least over the past six
years. It is a condemnation of members of the Labor
Party that they are unable to embrace changes for the
21 st century such as are proposed by the employment
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program that will be put in place by the two bills we are
debating.
I will answer some questions that have been asked by
some members of the public service about the Public
Sector Management and Employment Bill. The first is:
will my employment status change if these proposals
become law? The answer is no. The changes will not
affect their existing employment status. Another
question raised is: will I still need to seek approval to
engage in external employment? The answer is yes. Of
course they will still need to seek approval. That
requirement ofthe current code of conduct will
continue to apply. Another question that is asked,
perhaps prompted by the ALP and the union, is: what
will happen to my accrued entitlements, such as
recreation leave, long service leave and sick leave, if I
seek promotion? The answer to that question is that the
Public Service Management and Employment Bill will
not change existing arrangements for the portability of
leave entitlements for Victorian public sector
employees who seek promotion elsewhere in the sector.
Again the terms of employment will remain as they are.
The questions arise in the minds of members of the
public service not because ofthe proposed legislation or
the government but because a mischievous union and
the Labor opposition are bent on spreading
misinformation throughout the community. Another
question that has been asked is: will a redeployment
process continue to be available? The answer is yes.
Consistent with current arrangements the secretary of a
department will be responsible for the redeployment of
staff surplus to organisational needs. That is another
condition that will continue. Another question relates to
personal grievances: if somebody applies for promotion
in another department and that person is unsuccessful,
can that person lodge a grievance? What is the appeal
provision?
Mr Mildenhall- Where's that in the bill?

Mr ROWE - If you read the bill you will fmd it. If
honourable members do their own research instead of
just listening to the union, and if they speak to the
Commissioner for Public Employment, they will also
fmd that guidelines are set out under the Public Sector
Management and Employment Bill for the operation of
the proposed measure. It is typical for Labor members
to bleat, whine, whinge and moan and not to have done
the groundwork. They have vested interests do the
groundwork for them and they come up with objections
which are not real but which are designed to put fear
into the minds of public sector employees.
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Opposition members referred to protection against
unfair dismissal. Of course there is protection against
unfair dismissal. The protection against unfair dismissal
continues because the federal award coverage provides
that the Australian Industrial Relations Commission
may review decisions to terminate employment of
people within its jurisdiction. I again ask why public
servants should be treated any differently from
employees in the private sector. Why should anybody
have the right of ongoing employment, regardless of
ability? That seems to be what opposition members are
concerned about. They do not care about ability or
performance or best practice, which is what is being
achieved currently by public servants in the
departments of Justice, Education and Infrastructure.
Employees in the public sector are working to the best
of their ability and achieving outcomes greater than
have been achieved in the past decade. That is because
they have been encouraged to perform at their best, and
that will give them the opportunity to advance. It is a
true career structure because anyone who shows he or
she is able to do a job will get that job, and employees
are promoted if they do their jobs better than the next
person. That is what competition and rising to the top is
all about - but it is something that opposition
members know nothing about.
The question is raised in relation to unfair treatment.
Certainly there is the ability to seek an independent
review of unfair treatment; such avenues exist through
the Equal Opportunity Commission and the Australian
Industrial Relations Commission.
A traditional career is available for people entering the
public service. The government values the experience
of long-term public servants because they are the ones
who advise government, regardless of its colour, over
the period. They base their advice to government on a
number of years of experience of working within the
public sector. People who are able to demonstrate that
they are exceptional in what they do are the cream and
will rise to the top, which is what happens throughout
the Australian community.
I support both these bills and commend the government
for having the foresight to put the public sector into a
lean, mean and efficient organisation and to give people
in the public sector who are dedicated to serving the
people of Victoria and the government of the day the
opportunity to be rewarded for their ability and their
efforts in delivering that service. I commend the bill to
the house.
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Mr MILDENHALL (Footscray) - I t gives me
great pleasure to speak on this legislation, in the sense
of at least having a say. Unlike public servants in this
state, members of Parliament will be able to have a say
on the legislation, provided the debate is not closed off
or gagged in a peremptory way as is the practice of this
government.
I find it a little sad to have to follow the speech of the
honourable member for Cranboume. It was a sad and
pathetic speech. It is regrettable that a fonner public
servant of some years could have such a short memory
and that the honourable member would come into this
place and characterise the public service, at a time when
he was a member of it, as being laced with cronies and
lacking in focus and the output ability that he regards as
desirable. I am sure he would regard his own
contribution to the public service as a dedicated one. I
am sure he would characterise his own perfonnance as
focused, worthy of some praise, and committed to
improving the life of the Victorian community. I
therefore find it regrettable that he would come into this
place and, as it were, rat on his mates, on fonner fellow
members of the Victoria Police Association. I am sure
the Police Association will not support this legislation.
I have an interest in this legislation because I, too, was a
public servant for some 11 years prior to coming into
this place. I was employed initially by a Liberal
government and subsequently stayed on foHowing the
change of government in 1982. Without qualification I
would say that the work force that I was part of, the
coHeagues I worked with, had an overwhelming focus
on providing service to the community and to the
public. We were able, with some encouragement and
certainly some obvious authorisation by the legitimate
intent of our office, to provide fearless advice, to infonn
the minister how things were, to teH him how it was on
the ground, how the objectives could be achieved and
how we could deliver a high quality service. Those
principles of independence, a focus on service and a
commitment to a favourable outcome to the community
were the motivations that drove us.
It is with some disappointment and certainly a sense of
moving backwards at lightning speed that I see this
legislation. Some of my colleagues might characterise it
as moving into an era of a highly politicised, very lean
employment pattern with a high level of domination by
authority structures that is some sort of model of the
future. I see that as being correct to a certain extent in
that it is certainly the style of legislation that lends itself
to the Reith model, to the sorts of practices that we have
seen carried out by such organisations as Patrick
stevedores. I look at the platitudes in this legislation that
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say, 'We will be good to people, we will endeavour to
be fair', and I am sure Chris Corrigan signed up to the
company directors code of conduct that says we ought
to be good corporate citizens. Yet without robust
regulation, some sense of certainty and clarity, these
platitudes - these vague guidelines that characterise
this legislation - are worthless. As I am sure my
colleague the honourable mernber for Williamstown
pointed out, a close examination of the details of the"
legislation clearly shows that it is without significant
enforcement powers or teeth and is nothing more than a
series of platitudes.
In looking at the intent of the legislation I am prompted
to pose the question: what sort of strategy infonns this
legislation? What is the government trying to do with
its work force when it assembles legislation that creates
employment conditions that are less fair, less
permanent, less independent and more open to
corruption and cronyism, and that significantly reduce
employment conditions and create very real
possibilities of poorer pay for employees?

One would think that the object of an organisation in
using its employees as resources would have been
based on something such as improving the quality of its
service, its output, effectiveness, or efficiency. Is that
achieved by taking the big stick to employees? In the
public sector the most important resource, alongside the
revenue, is the employees. The executives are the
means of implementation, the front line of the service.
The legislation signals an extraordinary philosophy of
employment. I take on board the remarks of the Leader
of the Opposition - that is, the failure of the
government to consult with its staff and take its
employees into its confidence. The government praises
them for their skills and integrity yet treats them like
dirt. This legislation turns back the clock in many ways
so that employees are not taken into the government's
confidence nor will the government negotiate with
them and work in a partnership. The government has
not allowed sufficient time for the faults, defects and
details of the legislation to be considered, and that
reveals a fundamental weakness in the attitude of
members of the government to their staff. Members of
the government are driven by a fundamentally negative
view of public servants which leads them to want to
dominate and apply an overtly authoritarian regime
over their employees. They want to intimidate their
employees and subject them to threats. They want them
on a short leash.
The government operates under the philosophy that the
best way of getting quality work out from the work
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force is to incite fear and to seek to control, intimidate,
dominate and terrorise the work force with the prospect
of worse conditions, the threat that employment can be
withdrawn at short notice without reason and the
possibility that employment conditions can be amended
via confidential agreements with employees.
That is the approach that drives the government; it is
obsessed with control and using a range of measures to
dominate and enforce the will of the employer over the
employee. Of course, that is part of the fundamental
philosophy of the employers the government represents
and includes among its ranks. If the government knew
anything about modern work force management - that
is, how teams are built and how productivity and
quality are generated - it would focus on a positive
range of strategies rather than cutting back, intimidating
and dominating. It would look to strategies involving
attracting and rewarding talent, building capacities and
resources, recognising effort and providing feedback to
its staff.
My experience when I worked in the public sector was
that by far the most important feature in motivating
officers was a clear relationship between the effort put
in and feedback as a result of that effort. That feedback
can take the form of seeing an improvement in the
community or receiving comment from the people
whose responsibility it is to test the impact of services
provided. The government should be building teams
and services and valuing participation and partnership
among its work force. It should motivate its work force
by setting challenges and working with it in a
partnership.
I listened to the point made by government speakers
about seeking to replicate private sector practices and
conditions, but, as the Leader of the Opposition
eloquently stated, that is not good employment practice
and is not best practice in the private sector, which
includes team building for the work force rather than
divisive individual contracts and the domination and
control exerted by this legislation.
In seeking to examine the traditions and essence of the
public service and the concept of independent and
impartial advice, I came upon some historical
information that I thought was quite informative. The
Bland report referred to an 1859 report on the Victorian
Public Service. When I read the terminology used in the
report it struck me how backward this legislation really
is. The report refers to the royal commission of 1859
conducted by Mr Richard Grice, and [ quote from
section 3.9 of the Bland report:

1629

It pregnantly observed that the 'radical defect of the present
condition of the Civil Service is the total absence of any
general rules ... There is no rule as to appointments; no rule
as to promotions; no rule as to dismissals; no rule as to leave
of absence; no rule as to superannuation', and that •F rorn the
absence of any formal regulations, the service has practically
become fragmentary and is split up into small departmental
subdivisions, each of which regards itself as distinct from
even kindred officers'.

In one sense we are hurtling back to the 1850s with this
legislation and its fragmentation and Balkanisation by
providing that each secretary to a department is the
employer of his or her own staff. The bill replaces firm
guideliQes, obligations and responsibilities with general
platitudes.
Sitting suspended 6.15 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

Mr MILDENHALL - One of the litmus tests in
ascertaining the difference between the government and
the opposition on legislation like this is the way
individual clauses are interpreted. One of the tests of
the debate is the way the differences over clauses are
debated and resolved. One of the opposition's main
contentions on this legislation is that the government
has no commitment to or interest in its employees - its
work force. The attitude of government members and
their total indifference to this debate are symptoms and
indicators of that.
I was speaking about the differences of opinion over
particular clauses. Government members have raised
the rights of transfer. The government argues that
employees' rights of transfer between departments are
preserved. The opposition argues that they are relaxed,
watered down or eroded.
Clauses 25 and 26 provide that an agency head may, if
he or she considers it to be in the interests of the public
sector to do so, arrange for the transfer of an employee
to duties in another agency on the employee's existing
terms and conditions of employment. That is an entirely
discretionary process. Again, the government has
shown absolute indifference and lack of concern about
the employees of the state, and that is no more clearly
indicated than by government members' indifference to
this debate.
Under the existing system, before considering
termination or redundancy there is an obligation on
department heads to go through a process of seeking
comparable alternative positions for the affected
members of the public service. That is light years from
the provisions of this bill, which leave it as an entirely
discretionary and optional process. There is a clear
difference between the views of the government and
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those of the opposition, and between the existing rights
of public service members compared with the lack of
rights they will have after the passage of this bill.
The honourable member for Malvern spoke at length
about the role of the Commissioner for Public
Employment being a symptom of whether the public
service will be more or less independent and whether
advice will be offered without fear or favour. The
honourable member would have us believe that the
commissioner's orders and directions must be obeyed,
that a serious level of authority is applied to them, and
that they must be complied with by agencies or chief
executives. The honourable member for Malvern
referred to clause 39(3) of the Public Sector
Management and Employment Bill, which states:
An Agency Head or public authority Head or public sector
employees in complying with the principles set out in section
7 or 8 must do so in conformity with any directions issued by
the Commissioner under section 37( l)(b) that apply to the
Agency or public authority.

I have looked at this many times, and it does not say
unequivocally that directions must be complied with. It
is qualified, obscure and indirect. Despite the platitudes
about a grievance process a tribunal will not be part of
the public sector structure after the bill is proclaimed
because no framework is established by the legislation.
A tribunal may be set up by the minister responsible,
but given the Premier's well-known dislike of courses
of appeal or avenues of redress I fear the platitudes will
remain exactly that. No robust mechanism or clearly
identifiable course of review is provided for in the bill.
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I shall now deal with the removal of the requirement to
advertise positions. Whether positions should be
advertised will be left to the discretion of the agency
head. The advertising of positions is fundamental to the
operation of the principle of merit in the public sector,
which is the principle on which the public sector
decides tenders. Advertising tests the merit of
applicants, tests the marketplace and tests whether
value for money is being achieved. It is clearly a step in
the wrong direction to allow the staffmg of government
agencies to be merely at the whim of a chief executive
or based on offers made through political party
networks, social networks, sporting networks or
networks of any other sort. That is why rules were
originally introduced into the public sector.
The honourable member for Sandringham said merit
was one of the fIrst principles established in the ancient
Chinese public service and the administration of the
Roman Empire. This is reprehensible legislation which
must be opposed.
Debate adjourned on motion ofMr A. F. PLOWMAN
(Benambra).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

RAIL CORPORATIONS (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 AprU; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

The honourable member for Malvern cannot claim
clause 7 means that the directions of the Commissioner
for Public Employment must be complied with. The
clause does not say that, despite being one of the major
planks of the government, and I defy honourable
members opposite to argue that it does. Clause 7 states:
(a)

employment decisions are based on merit; and

(b) employees are treated fairly and reasonably; and

(c)

equal employment oppOOunity is provided; and

(d) employees have a reasonable avenue of redress against
unfair or unreasonable treatment.

If there is no protection or enforcement of those
principles of employment those platitudes remain
merely platitudes and unachievable goals. This is a
litmus test of the sincerity of the government. I invite
any member of the government to explain how that
provision will work.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! As the
required statement of intention has been made pursuant
to section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act 1975, I am of
the opinion that the second reading of this bill requires
to be passed by an absolute majority.

Mr BATCIlELOR (Thomastown) - In putting the
opposition's views on the Rail Corporations
(Amendment) Bill I signal at the outset that it opposes
the proposed legislation. The opposition is
fundamentally opposed to the fragmentation and
privatisation of the Public Transport Corporation. The
bill is a further step in the process of both those
objectives, and members of the opposition fmd it
absolutely objectionable.
The bill will further facilitate the destruction of the
Public Transport Corporation as an integrated body
working towards achieving the provision of integrated
public transport services in both Melbourne and rural
Victoria The sum of the whole is absolutely and
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unquestionably greater than the sum of the individual
parts. We have a whole at the moment, but the bill
seeks to take that whole and rip it asunder. In doing so
it diminishes the benefits that would otherwise accrue
to rural Victoria. The benefits that accrue to Victorian
taxpayers and our society as a whole will also be
diminished. Without a doubt this is a retrograde step
that will have a disastrous impact on the Victorian
taxpayer and the rural communities that rely, and in
some cases depend, upon the public rail network
providing an effective freight service.

announcement by the government underpinning it that
this was not an attempt to drive down prices and the
cost of using rural freight services in country Victoria
but rather a process designed to deliver a better sale
price to the Treasurer. Once again the farmers,
manufacturers and producers in rural Victoria and
people who live in the bush have been sacrificed by the
government in its pursuit of ideological rather than
economic outcomes. The government will stand
condemned for pursuing such an ideologically based
position.

The bill reveals where public transport reform is
coming from within the government. The
second-reading speech for this bill was given by the
Treasurer. This is a bill that sets up institutional
arrangements that are being driven and determined by
Treasury, not by Transport. These arrangements are
designed not to produce a good transport outcome to
help farmers and rural communities move their freight
quickly and efficiently but to deliver a bigger and better
sale price for the Treasurer in his obsession with the
AAA rating.

Originally the government was moving towards
privatisation based on an open-access model where the
infrastructure of transport in the bush would be owned
by one party and the services provided by a range of
companies that would compete against one another and
drive down prices so that the farmers, the
manufacturers and the people of rural Victoria would
benefit. It was this desire to use competition, either real
or threatened, to drive down the prices that was the
cornerstone of the government's justification.

In spite of the fact that the AAA credit rating has now

been restored and the government has achieved that
objective - notwithstanding the social, political and
economic costs endured to achieve it - the
government blindly, in an ideological way, pushes
ahead with the privatisation of the Public Transport
Corporation, firstly because of its hatred of the
corporation, and secondly because the government is
determined to sell off anything that stands still long
enough, as ifby selling it off and transferring it to the
private sector will in some way undermine the benefits
that accrue to the Victorian community from the
provision of those services by the public sector.
We believe the bill will set Victoria back. It is
interesting to see historically how this proposal has
developed within the government. When privatisation
was first proposed for public transport in Victoria it was
intended in the conceptual stages as a way of providing
competition in an institutionalised way within the very
structures of public transport so that prices charged to
consumers would be driven down.
When the government talks about V!Line Freight, to
which the bill is primarily directed, it tells farmers and
manufacturers in rural Victoria that it is trying to reform
public transport and will deliver a system that will drive
down the prices for them as rural freight customers.
Nothing could be further from the truth. It was not
intended to be a truthful position at that point in time.
Now we can see from the set of institutional
arrangements contained not only in the bill but in the

Many people in rural Victoria are deeply suspicious of
what the government says because they have observed
over a long time that what the government says and
what it does are completely different. That is what
happened in the development of a transport policy,
because from the way the bill sets out to provide the
facilitation and institutional arrangements for the sale of
V!Line Freight we now see that the sale or privatisation
of V!Line Freight will occur not in that open access
competitive model but in a restricted model that is the
complete antithesis of the competitive model laid down
by Professor Hilmer. This bill provides not for an open
access model but for a system whereby the ownership
of the infrastructure - that is, the track, the rolling
stock, the signalling and other essential equipment will be transferred to the private sector.
That is shameful in itself, but it is triply shameful when
we understand that it will be transferred to the provider
of rural freight services in future. The people or
companies that buy V!Line Freight will effectively buy
the infrastructure and set themselves up as a private
monopoly, and out the window will go any concept of a
competition policy or returns from competition to the
rural sector. Once again we will see members of the
National Party going along with this specific and
deliberate government policy to undermine rural
Victoria, rural manufacturing companies and primary
producers, and once again selling out the bush.
The Minister for Police and Emergency Services looks
surprised. What a mock display of surprise, because he
has been overseeing this sell-out of rural Victoria ever
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since the Kennett government was elected. It is
significant that he is in the chamber on behalf of the
government when it is selling out rural Victoria by the
sale of V!Line Freight. Rural Victoria is going to be
sold off, disadvantaged and left behind because the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services - a
stalwart of the National Party - is here to ensure his
members toe the Liberal Party line and deliver this up
to the government and the Treasurer. Is the Treasurer in
the chamber? No! The National Party is left to deliver
this measure like the head of John the Baptist on a
silver platter. His actions as the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services have undermined rural Victoria
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Thomastown might touch on
the bill on the way through, perhaps.
Mr BATCHELOR - Absolutely; I would be
delighted to do that. The distraction provided by the
minister was hard to resist. This proposal is going to
work to the detriment of rural Victoria. How will that
be done? I explained earlier that under the
government's new proposal- it was not announced; it
just oozed through in a slimy, sneaky way - the
government proposes to change the institutional
arrangements from the way everyone was expecting.

The government is taking responsibility for the
maintenance and ownership of the infrastructure away
from Victrack and leasing the infrastructure to V!Line
Freight through renewable IS-year leases. The concept
of renewable leases is government newspeak for
transferring effective control and ownership of rural
infrastructure to V!Line Freight for 45 years, because
there will be three renewable leases each lasting
15 years!
The provisions in this bill are even more audacious than
those used by the government in its attempt to transfer
control of metropolitan roads to Transurban via the City
Link project. The City Link proposal effectively means
that ownership of the freeways, parklands and
underground areas involved in the transport
infrastructure ofMelboume will be transferred to
Transurban for 34 years, but this proposal will
effectively transfer absolute control of country rail
infrastructure to V!Line Freight for 45 years. It means
that the responsibility for maintenance, ownership and
control of rural infrastructure will be transferred under a
renewable lease structure to V/line Freight.
Many people may think that is not such a bad thing
because V!Line Freight is a government business
enterprise, but the proposal includes selling V!Line
Freight to private industry. That means selling the
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operating leases with all the infrastructure. It is the
complete antithesis of the institutional arrangements for
the restructuring of public and freight transport systems
that the government originally proposed. Something
has happened in secret, behind closed doors, that has
forced the government to make a U -turn. Neither the
Treasurer nor the Minister for Transport has issued a
press release announcing these changes. As I have said
previously in this place and there have been some
reports in the media, multinational companies have
lobbied the government to change its mind about
having an open access model and have persuaded it to
have a private, closed-door model that is
anti-cornpetitive.
The opposition says it is anti-competitive because the
operator of the freight services, which will end up in
private hands through the sale ofV!Line Freight, will
determine who gets access to the rural rail
infrastructure, the tram infrastructure and the signal
operating decisions and when that access will occur.
Those crucial issues, which are the core of a successful
freight operation in rural and provincial areas, will not
be determined by a company separate from the one that
provides the freight operations but by a monopoly
provider.
The sale of the V!Line Freight operating leases will
mean that the V!Line Passenger Corporation will pay
the private freight provider. Decisions about access will
not be made by Victrack but by a monopoly transport
company. A number of problems will occur as a result
of that.
The bill establishes the V!Line Passenger Corporation
and changes the functions and powers of V!Line
Freight and Victrack. The government wants a clear
separation between the provision of passenger services
in rural Victoria and the provision of freight services.
To circumvent national competition policy principles
and objectives the bill gives V!Line Freight power to
direct, control and charge for access to country rail
infrastructure. V!Line Freight will have the power to
establish, manage and maintain infrastructure and
acquire and operate rolling stock. The bill provides for
Victrack to have the power to lease tram or rail
infrastructure. It gives the Treasurer and the Minister
for Transport the power to direct the V!Line Passenger
Corporation in any way they see fit and requires the
corporation to comply with those directions. Those
features of the legislation reflect the institutional
arrangements I referred to earlier.
Of particular interest and a sign of what will be the
privatisation of the metropolitan public transport system
is the provision to allow Victrack to lease not just the
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rail infrastructure but also the tram infrastructure. On
every occasion that the government has introduced
similar legislation that facilitates the break-up,
destruction and privatisation of public transport,
whether it be passenger or freight services, there has
been an indicator of what it will do in other areas. Why
would a bill dealing with rural freight include a
provision that vests in Victrack the power to lease not
just rural rail infrastructure but tram infrastructure?
There is no PTC -controlled tram infrastructure outside
the metropolitan area. Why is the government
proposing to give Victrack the facility to lease the tram
infrastructure when in essence the bill is about setting
up V!Line Freight and the provision of freight services
to rural Victoria? The bill proposes to set in place a
series of powers that will be devolved through the
fonns and structures of government from Victrack
through to the V!Line Freight corporation. Once that is
done the government will flog ofTV!Line Freight with
operating leases intact.
To try to protect itself from the criticism of abrogation
of competition policies the government proposes to set
up a statutory access regime that will apply to rail
infrastructure that has been declared. The bill sets out a
procedure for third parties to apply for access. If V!Line
Passenger Corporation wants to use the rural rail tracks
it can apply to the purchaser ofV!Line Freight, and if
that purchaser wants to charge too high a price for
V!Line Passenger Corporation to use those rail tracks
and it considers that to be unfair it can take the matter to
another body to resolve the dispute.
The bil1 proposes that the dispute-settling procedure be
undertaken by the Office of the Regulator-General. It is
interesting that in spite of the proposal for a procedure
for disputes to go the Office of the Regulator-General
the government is not proposing that the
Regulator-General will be required to make a
detennination. The bill provides that the Office of the
Regulator-General mayor may not require access to be
given in circumstances where a third party would want
to gain access to a track in rural Victoria The
government has put up a false protection or structure, so
that it appears that an independent agency wil1 be
helping to resolve access issues, when what the Office
of the Regulator-General will be able to do will be
significantly different from what is actual1y required of
a statutory authority in helping to resolve access issues.
It is even more interesting to note that the
Regulator-General may have to follow pricing and
other principles that are detennined not by the
principles of market competition - not by the
principles of the great market force - but by the
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government. The government also proposes to
withdraw the right of any injured party that goes to the
Office of the Regulator-General from taking an appeal
to a higher body. The government will specifical1y
change the constitution again to prohibit a party
aggrieved by a determination by the Regulator-General
from taking the matter to a higher authority, such as
another tribunal or a court.
The government intends setting in place a mirage of a
protection model in which a party which wants to gain
access to the rural infrastructure and which takes a
matter to the Regulator-General but is not happy with
the outcome is denied the option or possibility of taking
the matter to a higher body, such as another tribunal, or
even before the courts. The government can do that
only by altering the Victorian constitution, and it is
prepared to do so. The bill goes even further. Clause 10
provides that:
The terms and conditions of access may vary according to the
actual and opportunity costs to the operator ...

That will give whoever purchases V!Line Freight a
licence to involve themselves in a set of cost shifting
operations where their freight operations wil1 be
effectively subsidised by other users. The bill proposes
to allow whoever purchases V!Line Freight to charge
different access prices and attempt to justify it, as the
bill provides:
... according to the actual and opportunity costs to the
operator...

Everyone knows how the application of the theory of
opportunity costs will apply. It will allow an operator
who wants to use a line or a service that is marginal to
go ahead, but where the purchaser of V!Line Freight
will be able to maximise its profits by providing freight
services it will allow the charging of higher access
charges on those services. So a system of
cross-subsidisation in a private corporation will apply,
and in the future rural Victoria will pay through the
nose, so to speak, for the provision of freight services.
That proposal, together with a number of others, will
work to provide real barriers to entry, so the whole
concept of and the underlying philosophy used to
justify the fragmentation and privatisation of V!Line
Freight will crumble or collapse.
Tonight the opposition has demonstrated that what the
government is seeking to do will show what the
government has said in the past to have been lies,
fallacies or misjudgments. As a result of the bill being
passed a private company will be able to drag higher
access charges out of competing providers and will
benefit by either receiving those higher access charges
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or because potentially higher access charges will drive
away alternative competition by other corporations. It
will act as a barrier to the entry.

Government members interjecting.

Mr BATCIlELOR - I can see the member for is it Bennettswood or Forest Hill? Where are you these
days?
Mr Perton inteIjected.

Mr BATCHELOR - It is in proposed
section 38E(2) inserted by clause 10. The honourable
member for Bennettswood is congenitally incapable of
reading these clauses. I suspect you were not told about
this in the briefmg that was given to the party room by
the Treasurer. I suspect you were kept in the dark; you
were given the mushroom treatment.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! The honourable member for Thomastown
should address his remarks through the Chair, and the
honourable members for Bennettswood and Doncaster
are out of their places and disorderly.

Mr BATCIlELOR - I endorse your comments
100 per cent, Mr Acting Speaker. The members are
absolutely disorderly and they give you, Sir, a hard
time. It is unfair that they pick on you, Mr Acting
Speaker.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! If the honourable member for Thomastown
wishes to continue to enjoy the protection of the Chair,
he should not take it lightly.

Mr BATCIlELOR - I refer the honourable
member for Bennettswood to clause 10, proposed
section 38E, at page 12 of the bill. He will fmd that
very conveniently sandwiched between pages 11 and
13 in this document. lfhe cannot find it he can have a
look at mine; I have a red ring around it and it might
help the honourable member for Bennettswood to find
out what he does not know, what this bill actually
relates to. We are concerned not only about the broad
philosophical thrust of this bill but also about the
minutiae, the particularity, the individual clauses that
are contained therein.
Mr Perton - You've been doing the crossword,
have you?

Mr BATCHELOR - I will have a very cross word
with you in a minute! However, I will not repeat what
you said before. The opposition is concerned about all
aspects of this bill, but its primary concern relates to the
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disastrous impact that its implementation will have on
rural Victoria. The farmers and manufacturers of the
provincial towns and cities, the people living and
working on farms right across rural Victoria, will be
disadvantaged by this proposed legislation.
One would expect that people would have learnt by
now that the whole process of privatisation is subject to
huge rorts and abuses. Victorians have already seen the
interference of government in the tendering process for
maintenance contracts in rural Victoria for rail
infrastructure. They have already seen a process where
tenders were called by Victrack, the Victorian Track
Corporation - -

Mr Coleman inteIjected.

Mr BATCIlELOR - You will hear about the
success and the potential difficulties that the various
workshops are now going to face because of that. We
have other members who can speak first hand of that,
and if the honourable member for Bennettswood were
to listen he would hear. We hope he is able to stay
awake for that later contribution that will specifically
deal with those regional issues.
Government members interjecting.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! Honourable members on my right will assist the
Chair if they allow the honourable member for
Thomastown to get on with his speech.

Mr BATCIlELOR - This privatisation of rail
assets comes to Australia because of the activity of the
Treasurer in the United Kingdom. We know that the
Treasurer was sponsored for a three-month study tour
in the United Kingdom to learn how to privatise
community assets that were then in the hands of the
Victorian people. He has come back as an ideological
zealot, selling off everything he can get his hands on.
Despite all the best advice from the transport area that
this is not the best way to go the Treasurer has
detennined that it is the preferred way, not for
Transport but for Treasury, because it gets him a better
sale price.
The opposition says to the Treasurer that he must learn
from the analysis of the privatisation of British Rail in a
more contemporary sense. Since he visited the shores
and academic institutions of the United Kingdom and
privatisation was set in place there, there has been some
time in which to analyse its impact. By way of
example, it is interesting to refer to the report dated
3 March by what is in effect the Auditor-General in the
United Kingdom, because it demonstrates that the
privatisation process in the United Kingdom was
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extensively undermined by the friends of the then
Thatcher government.
That report deals with a whole range of issues,
including the privatisation of the rolling stock and
leasing companies. It is interesting to note how much
the public of the United Kingdom was disadvantaged
by the privatisation process. The British leasing
companies were sold in November 1995, with
completed sales being undertaken early in 1996. The
corporate institutions, including management buy-outs,
that purchased the UK companies went on to sell the
corporate entities for exorbitant profits shortly
thereafter.
I take the Porterbrook company as an example: its
resale price in 1996 showed a massive 56 per cent
increase. In a period of less than 12 months the people
who got in early and purchased these British companies
and were able to sell them to their other private sector
mates made a massive profit. They purchased the
Porterbrook company early in 1996 for £528 million
and then in August 1996 sold it for £826 million - an
increase of some 56 per cent - to the Stagecoach
Company, which is rumoured to be interested in
picking up some of the Victorian privatisation sales
when the public transport system in the urban area is
completed. The other two companies, Eversholt and
Angel, were on-sold very quickly. Eversholt was sold
in February 1997 for a 40 per cent increase on the
purchase price and the Angel company was sold, as I
understand it, in December 1997 for a price that
represented an increase of some 58 per cent.
The opposition is concerned that on the one hand the
government will set up institutional arrangements that
will undermine the effectiveness, competitiveness and
cost structure of freight in rural Victoria to the
detriment of fanners and on the other hand will
privatise a saleable commodity a la the British
experience where the purchasers will be able to
capitalise on massive profits and steal from the public
purse as has occurred in the UK - hundreds of
millions of dollars in their case and millions of dollars
in ours - by transferring those benefits to other private
companies at a later stage.
With those comments I conclude my contribution so
that my colleagues can make full contributions and deal
with the rorts that are institutionalised in these
arrangements. It is important for the government to
acknowledge that it has erred and has developed a set
of institutional arrangements that will not only sell out
Victoria but will sell out the public interests in Victoria.
It will result in the further fragmentation and
destruction of the Public Transport Corporation and in
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assets that are currently in public hands being
transferred to private companies. That will allow what
occurred in the United Kingdom to be replicated here.
Once the assets are in the hands of private companies
huge profits will be able to be transferred on and the
companies that get in early and participate in the
destructive breaking up of our public transport system
and the penalisation of rural Victorian freight services
will be clearly advantaged.

It is inappropriate for the government to proceed with
the bill. It is in the best interests of rural Victoria and
Victoria as a whole that we have further time to
consider these matters. However, if the government
chooses to proceed at full steam ahead it does so at its
own peril.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) - The contribution of the
honourable member for Thomastown has been fairly
light on even by the standards of the present opposition.
He spent the first part of his speech in laboured terms
trying to persuade the house of the fact that the
government was to provide the purchaser of V!Line
Freight with leases over the infrastructure, something
which is well known by everybody. He then spent a
considerable amount of time trying to invent a motive
for that and ignoring every possible reason that could
be given for it. He has not touched in any great depth
on the overseas experience; a passing reference to the
UK was about the limit of it.
I should have thought a reasoned contribution would
have looked in some depth at the issues of access
regimes, national competition policy and the experience
that has evolved in areas such as electricity and gas;
would have looked in particular at where the UK
privatisation has succeeded and where it has
encountered difficulties; would have compared the
propositions put forward by the Victorian government
with the UK experience, the New Zealand experience
and the privately run operators in the United States; and
perhaps would have drawn some comments from those
comparisons. We have not heard any of that. At the end
of the day we have unsubstantiated assertions about
alleged loss of services and complaints about the
structure that the government puts forward, which as I
will demonstrate do not hold true.
The honourable member for Thomastown said in effect
that the infrastructure was being sold, but that is not the
case. As he conceded later in his remarks, leases are
being given over the infrastructure. Secondly, in an
even graver error of logic he implied that the granting
ofleases to the purchaser ofV!Line Freight over the
infrastructure was equivalent to giving a monopoly over
the system to that purchaser. That is not the case, and
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the honourable member's subsequent remarks about
access regimes show it is not the case. The honourable
member also claimed that there was nothing on the
public record from the government to show it had made
public the policy that is reflected in the bill. That is also
untrue.
I simply refer the honourable member to a news release
issued by the Minister for Transport dated 8 April 1998
and entitled' Rail freight to prosper under privatisation'.
The opening paragraph states:
Treasurer, Alan Stockdale and Minister for Transport, Robin
Cooper, today announced that VlLine Freight, Victoria's
main rail freight business, wil1 be sold larer this year. Its new
owner will inherit a long-term lease agreement with the
government which will give the company management
responsibility for the country rail network on which it
depends.

The government's policy position could hardly have
been made more clear.
The honourable member asserted that the fact that the
purchaser of the V!Line Freight business would have
management rights and a lease over the infrastructure
meant that everybody else would pay for that. The
honourable member seems to think. that if some other
entity retained control over the track somehow no-one
would pay for it. It is the free lunch argument of
spurious economic validity that is common from the
opposition. If rail infrastructure is provided, whether by
the public sector or the private sector, it has an
economic cost that has to be met. It could be met
explicitly, or implicitly by taxpayer support, in a variety
of ways, but it has to be met in one way or another.
The fact that the purchaser of V!Line Freight operates
the infrastructure and receives an income stream for
doing so does not alter the economic cost and therefore
does not mean there is likely to be any greater cost to
consumers. The cost level to consumers and users of
the rail system will be determined by how efficiently it
is operated, how efficiently capital investment decisions
are made and how well targeted those decisions are to
present and future demands. It is those sorts of
decisions that are likely to best benefit from the regime
that the government has adopted. If the honourable
member had looked closely at the OK regime he would
have seen that one of the areas of emerging difficulty
there is the separation between infrastructure ownership
and control on the one hand and the operation of
primarily the passenger services but also the freight
services, on the other hand.
There are considerable economies and synergies to be
achieved if a user of the infrastructure - the operator
of a service, be it passenger or freight - has a degree
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of day-to-day control over the infrastructure and has
some capacity to control its own destiny in relation to
the degree of capital expenditure that is put into the
infrastructure. In the OK the operating companies are
seeking to persuade the rail track owner to undertake
capital investment, and because there are delays in that
taking place they are not achieving the optimal
outcome.
Under the regime this bill permits, the combination of
the lease terms and the access regime will on the one
hand give one of the major users of the infrastructure,
the freight business, control over its own destiny to the
extent that it can determine capital works that will be
economically beneficial to its operations, the
maintenance patterns and arrangements, the day -to-day
operations of the signals and the scheduling and so
forth to obtain operational synergies which may well
not have been able to be captured as well ifthere were
both a track operator and a train operator. However, on
the other hand, both the terms of the lease and the terms
of the access regime will enable third parties to obtain
access to that infrastructure on fair and competitive
commercial terms.
The suggestion that a monopoly will arise from this
measure is false. Indeed, I am surprised the honourable
member for Thomastown is not aware of the fact that
already there are multiple operators of freight services
on the rail system in Victoria. For example, Patrick
stevedores runs a freight service to Adelaide which is
highly successful in bringing business to Melbourne.
Similarly, privately operated freight trains bring grain
down to the port ofMelboume. That regime will be
continued. One can expect competitive services to
continue and indeed flourish. The regime that is
established by the bill whereby the Regulator-General
can determine the terms of access is designed to
achieve that very outcome.
In conclusion I point out that, contrary to the claims of
the honourable member for Thomastown, this bill is
calculated to pick up on and learn from the lessons of
the best of overseas experience and, as with many other
areas of industry reform within Victoria, to capture the
benefits and efficiencies of an open and competitive
industry while also ensuring very high levels of
customer service, which the Minister for Transport has
spelt out in considerable detail on other occasions and
which should flow to Victorian rail users as a result of
the reforms the government is introducing.

Mn MADDIGAN (Essendon) - I join my
colleague the shadow Minister for Transport in totally
opposing the Rail Corporations (Amendment) Bill. I
was rather curious about the speech by the honourable
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member for Box Hill, who hopped up and took extreme
exception to the honourable member for Thomastown,
claiming that he did not have a whole lot of overseas
examples and had not expounded the views of
competition. However, the honourable member for Box
Hill produced little by way of example, so he perhaps
had as little success in fmding examples as did the
honourable member for Thomastown!
The point he seemed to miss entirely is that this bill has
nothing to do with competition; it is about creating a
private monopoly. In fact the minister's second-reading
speech says that quite clearly, so I do not know why the
honourable member for Box Hill persists in believing it
is providing competition. One need only examine the
clauses of the bill to gain a clear understanding of the
powers the owner of V!Line Freight will have. Clause 5
states that V!Line Freight - no-one else, just V!Line
Freight - may:
direct, control, and charge for access to, and movement of
rolling stock on, railways.

There is nothing about fair or equitable charges. There
is nothing about the fairness the honourable member for
Box Hill spoke about. Clause 5 also states that V!Line
Freight:
may establish, manage and maintain rail infrastructure and
acquire and operate rolling stock for the purpose of carrying
out its functions.

That is what the honourable member for Thomastown
said, so I cannot understand why the honourable
member for Box Hill had so much difficulty with it.
The people of Victoria must be amazed at the period for
which this government is happy to sign away assets that
belong to them. It has already given road transport
away to the City Link Authority for 34 years. Indeed,
another bill to be introduced later today or tomorrow
will sign away the Exhibition Street extension to
Tran surban , and now the government will give V!Line
Freight away, no doubt to some lucky friend of the
government, for 45 years. One wonders whether the
government has any concern about what will happen to
V!Line Freight. The answer is obviously no. Are there
any provisions in the bill for monitoring what happens
if the contract is not met? No, because the government
has not decided on the penalties to apply if guidelines
are not met. Have there been any guidelines about what
scrutiny should be applied to V!Line Freight? The
answer is no. Does the government have any
comprehension of what will happen to V!Line Freight
at the end of 45 years? The government would probably
say - as I am sure it does with regard to other pieces
oflegislation - that that will be someone else's
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problem. I am sure it thinks, 'We will not be here at the
time, so we do not have to worry about it'.
It is absolute nonsense to suggest that leasing V!Line
Freight to a private monopoly will improve the lot of
people in rural Victoria. Certainly there is no evidence
to support that. It is interesting that the other creation
relates to railway passengers in the rural area. That is
the creation of the V!Line Passenger Corporation. For
the benefit of the honourable member for Box Hill, the
provision for its establishment is contained in proposed
division 2E. It is a coincidence that only this morning I
heard on the radio the remarks of a gentleman from
England. The United Kingdom has been referred to as
the great place from which the Treasurer gets all his
ideals - he is the acolyte ofMargaret Thatcher. The
gentleman on the radio was Mr Peter Hadley, the
national director of the Central Rail Users Committee,
and he was describing to Victorians what they might
expect to get under the V!Line Passenger Corporation.
Some of his comments relate to the sorts of services
that might operate in V!Line Freight as well.
I am sure our rural residents would be interested in
some of the comments from the United Kingdom. The
first is that the number of complaints has doubled over
the past year to 20 000 - since British Rail was taken
over by private providers. In anybody's language that is
a fairly substantial increase in complaints. What has
happened in England is exactly what is happening here.
The government is raising expectations by saying in the
second-reading speech that with this process better
service will be given because the government believes
privatised services are better than public services,
despite the fact that it has no evidence to show that. The
government is building up expectations that services
will be improved. The same thing occurred in the
United Kingdom but services were not improved at all.
That will happen here in the long run.
It was interesting that the national director from the
United Kingdom said there has been an increase in the

number of passengers because of the high expectations
built up by the UK government's promises of the joys
of privatisation, but now the problem is that the trains
are overcrowded because the private providers will not
invest in train stock because it is so expensive. Exactly
the same sort of thing will happen here. The lessons
from the United Kingdom can be clearly seen. What a
pity the government never takes any notice!
The government also assures us that cost advantages
are the side effect of privatisation. In England staff
numbers were cut by 30 per cent, but that does not
mean the same jobs were not being done or that rail
services were not costing as much - just that they
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were contracted out. The honourable member for
Bendigo West will talk at length about the problems of
contracting out of the services at the Bendigo railway
workshops. I am sure the honourable member for
Gippsland South and others will be keen to hear that
infonnation, especially the honourable member for
Bennettswood, who has shown such an interest in the
Bendigo workshops - I hope it is not too late at night
for him; I shall try not to speak too long.
Mr Coleman intetjected.

Mrs MADDIGAN - The honourable member for
Bennettswood suggests I stick to freight. I can assume
only that he has not read the bill because it clearly
refers to the establishment of the V!Line Passenger
Corporation. That carries passengers, which will not
come as a surprise to anyone, but it certainly does not
carry freight. Passengers are important, even though the
honourable member for Bennettswood does not think
so. It is interesting that the government subsidy in the
United Kingdom has increased from £ I billion when
the railways were run by British Rail to £2 billion now
that they are in the hands of private companies. A
number of private companies are involved, so at least
they can claim there is some form of competition,
unlike V!Line Freight, which will be a private
monopoly.
Taxpayers in the United Kingdom are subsidising
private companies to the tune of £2 billion, and who
gets the benefits? The shareholders of course. Where
have we heard that before? It is an interesting scenario
and one the people of Victoria, both in the country and
in the metropolitan area, can look forward to.
Where is this great example of privatisation and
competition put forward by the government? It does not
exist. For members of the government to believe it does
shows that they do not bother to keep up to date with
what is happening in other parts of the world They
certainly have not provided any example for us tonight.
The bill reveals an interesting government policy that
brings to mind the Crown Casino tendering process.
This is an indicative tendering process, and where does
that model come from? The United Kingdom. What
makes this an interesting tender process is that you do
not tell people what you want in a service. You do not
put out a tender saying you want to provide
XXX freight and passenger services to the people of
rural Victoria; you just allow interested parties to put in
expressions of interest. The idea is that you wait to see
what bright new ideas people come up with, and after
you receive them you tailor your tender to fit in. If that
does not sound like a Crown Casino process I do not

Tuesday, 12 May 1998

know what does. There is nothing in the legislation to
ensure that the people of Victoria will receive a better
service or one where the process is transparent and
open.
There is little in the bill that the government can be
proud of The government has not explained why it is
bringing in the legislation apart from some general
waffle about privatisation and the benefits of
competition. As I said, there are no benefits in the bill,
so that is a furphy. I emphasise the point made by the
honourable member for Thomastown about
cross-subsidies. A private monopoly will have control
of access to V!Line Freight areas. The businesses
involved will be in a fine position to work out what
they wish to charge on the basis of what suits their
businesses. People in rural Victoria will be left in a
difficult position.
The Office of the Regulator-General may have some
controls, but most of the provisions relating to controls
have not been detennined. Presumably they will appear
in regulations at a later date, but the bill contains no
finn principles aimed at ensuring that the people of
rural Victoria gain a benefit from this attempt to create
a private monopoly, particularly with V!Line Freight.
As the honourable member for Thomastown said,
proposed section 38Q ensures that there can be no
appeals against determinations. The powers being given
to V!Line Passenger Corporation and V!Line Freight
are broad. Apart from the powers in section 5 of the
principal act that I cited earlier, under proposed
section 7A V!Line Freight will have power to force
people to clear trees from their land if it is within
60 metres of a railway track and will be able to take
action against them if that work is not carried out.
Proposed section 7B states that there is no obligation to
fence railway lines, which gives rise to concerns about
safety in the future. Proposed section 7C gives V!Line
Freight power to break up roads and divert traffic from
any road on or adjacent to which there is rail
infrastructure that is operated or maintained by V!Line
Freight.
V!Line Freight will have significant rights over a whole
lot of organisations that include other government
bodies and municipalities. V!Line Passenger
Corporation is also given those sorts of rights. Wide
powers are being given to a private monopoly and there
is no opportunity for Victorians to have an input
because the action that can be taken if disputes arise is
extremely limited.
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The bill sets out to destroy what is left of the Public
Transport Corporation. Part 3, which amends the
Transport Act, provides for the appointment of a public
transport administrator to oversee the final winding up
of associated activities, which will be completed within
a fairly short period. The timetable will not give the
community much opportunity to understand exactly
how things will change. The sale process is expected to
be completed by 31 March 1999. It is envisaged that the
business will be totally corporatised by 1 July this year,
which will be followed by the strange indicative
tendering process that will take place before checks for
fmancial and managerial capacity are carried out. The
government has already gone quite a long way down
that path in an effort to put those processes in place. We
will then have to live with them for the next 45 years.
The honourable member for Thomastown explained the
main problems the opposition foresees. After talking
with people who use railway services both as
passengers and to move freight, I have no doubt there is
great concern about the rapid changes in the public
transport system in Victoria and the process of
corporatisation and privatisation. With the
establishment of the four metropolitan companies the two tram companies and the two train companies as well as V!Line Freight and the V!Line Passenger
Corporation, we are entering into a new area where
there are no guarantees of improved services. It is not
good enough for the government to simply reiterate its
standard lines on competition without dealing with the
specific clauses of this bill and the way the bill will
operate.
The privatisation ofV!Line Freight and the wide power
it will have to determine access to railway lines by
other providers could be used to restrict access. The
clause that relates to access is broad and does not
convey a clear understanding of what controls over the
provision of access the government will leave in place.
The community's uncertainty and concern is not
allayed by the way the bill is drafted. The government
has made no attempt in the second-reading speech, the
bill or any infonnation it has put out to explain in detail
how the system will operate, what the problems might
be and what procedures might be put in place to
overcome them. That is because the government does
not know those details.
In its usual haste to rush this sort of legislation through,
the government has not thought out how it will manage
these contracts over 45 years and what processes it will
put in place to ensure that Victorians are protected. It is
disgraceful that the government has again been so
careless. It is not interested in what impact its
legislation will have on individuals such as farmers
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who will use V!Line Freight or how the changes to
V!Line Passenger Corporation will affect road and rail
travellers in rural Victoria. The government claims the
bill follows its privatisation ideology, but there is
nothing about competition in it.
The opposition is totally opposed to the bill. I cannot
see anything the government could do to this bill to
improve it, apart from withdrawing it, redrafting it and
being far more exact about what it wants to do. If the
government were to do that it would be providing to the
community reasonable assurances about the effects of
the bill and assist in understanding it. The claims about
competitive elements in the bill are wrong. The bill will
do nothing more than transfer control to a private
monopoly. The same happened in England, as was
stated on 3LO this morning by Peter Hadley, the
national director of the Central Rail Users Committee.
It will do nothing more than transfer taxpayers' money
into shareholder returns.

Mr CAMERON (Bendigo West) - I am thankful
for the opportunity of joining my colleagues in the
debate on the Rail Corporations (Amendment) Bill. I
particularly want to dwell upon issues concerning
country people. In the middle of last year the
government went about establishing corporatised
models for passenger and freight services, and gave the
people ofBendigo, and no doubt people in the rest of
country Victoria, the impression that this was a great
thing.
An article published in the Bendigo Advertiser of 2 July

1997 under the headline 'City wins in rail split' states
that Bendigo would win out as a result of the
corporatised model. In the week before that article
appeared - in late June - the government responded
to concerns about possible job losses by stating:
All staff had been retained and 8endigo looked set to benefit
from the privatisation.

In other words, people were given the distinct
impression that the goods service would remain intact,
that Bendigo workers would retain their jobs, and that
the pay packets that go into the Bendigo economy
would continue to go into the Bendigo economy in the
future. That was not the truth. The people ofBendigo,
and no doubt the people of country Victoria generally,
were gravely misled by a fundamentally dishonest
government.
I turn to look at what actually happened. I will firstly
concentrate on train drivers. Train drivers were
separated into freight drivers and passenger drivers and
the government dished out redundancies. I am proud of
the Bendigo train drivers because they stood up and
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took the fight to the government in public, not
something you often see from government employees.
Only three Bendigo drivers were made redundant, and
although they did quite well, sadly drivers from other
parts of country Victoria were given the bullet.
Contrary to the expectations and promises made to
them, the families of drivers who were made redundant
will no longer have breadwinners.

In Bendigo 12 jobs were lost at V!Line Freight 3 drivers and 9 non-drivers. Some were transferred to
Melbourne and in some cases the functions were
transferred to Melbourne. Country people are only too
aware that the government is a centralist government
and where an opportunity arises to take jobs from
country Victoria that is exactly what the government
sets out to do - and 12 families in Bendigo could tell
you that is precisely what happened.
I return to the article of 2 July 1997 to see precisely
what the government promised. Mr Gavin Clancy, who
is a spokesman for the Minister for Transport - he is
only doing his job, and no doubt he gets his orders and
has to follow them as part of his job - is reported as
speaking on behalf of the government. The article
states:
In addition, the new freight service would look to compete
with road transport, probably removing some of the larger
freight vehicles from major roads such as the Calder
Highway.

That was an express commitment that there would be
see less freight on the road and more freight on the rail.
That makes a lot of sense. Because the cost of
maintaining the rail track is substantially the same
whether a lot or very little freight uses it, the cost per
unit of moving freight is less if more freight is carried
on the track. No doubt that proposal was welcomed by
the people ofBendigo and other rural areas where a
similar promise was made. However, the government's
promise was far from the truth.
Honourable members will appreciate that Fast Track is
part of the operations ofVlLine Freight. I will now read
the ftrst few paragraphs of a memorandum dated
29 April 1998 from Mr Keith Murphy of Fast Track,
VlLine Freight Corporation, Post Office Box 287,
World Trade Centre, Melbourne 3005. The subject is
'Restructuring of Fast Track line haul and delivery
services' , and it states:
VlLine Freight proposes to change its method of operation to
various country destinations.
Predominantly this change will involve line haul, however
our present freight distribution network may also be impacted
by changes.
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The areas affected by the proposed changes are: Swan Hill.
Colac, Leongatha, Sale, Kerang, Maryborough, Warragul,
BaimsdaJe, Bendigo, Ballarat, Seymour. Warrnambool,
Geelong and Echuca.
The revised requirement will include the road line haul for
freight from Melbourne to country and return with potential
to incorporate deliveries/pick-ups to customers.

In the tenders section of newspapers in recent days
advertisements for tenders have appeared under the
heading 'VlLine Freight'. In the advertisements Fast
Track Freight asks for expressions of interest for the
provision of road transport for freight. The government
was originally trying to give the impression that more
freight would travel by rail- that would be a good
thing because we would see less freight on the road,
which would improve public safety and help preserve
the roads - yet recently it has placed newspaper
advertisements actively seeking to ensure that even
more freight travels by road.
According to the expression of interest document for
Fast Track Freight, expressions of interest have to be
lodged by 4 p.m. on Wednesday 13 May 1988 tomorrow. The first part of that document states:
VlLine Freight Fast Track Business
VlLine Freight Corporation operates an overnight freight
service tor country Victoria The service is based on parcels
and pallet loading to and from country Victoria and between
several country locations as well as within the Melbourne
metropolitan area
A significant part of this service is from Melbourne to country
destinations with several destinations providing a back load
when available.
By June 1998, operational changes are expected to be made
to our current method of performing this freight service.
Several of these selVices will require road transport tor the
delivery of freight

The article also points out the rail lines on which it will
operate. As I said, there is probably not a line left in
Victoria! To use the Bendigo example, the nine freight
drivers in Bendigo are concerned for their future as a
result of the government again being fundamentally
dishonest. I urge the Minister for Transport in closing
the debate to give a categorical assurance that those
nine Bendigo drivers can continue to expect to be
employed and that their families can continue to expect
the breadwinners in their homes to continue to be the
breadwinners.
I again refer to the article of 2 July 1997 in which the
government explained how great rail privatisation will
be. The article reports Mr Clancy as saying:
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... another spin-off was that the rail system would need
people skilled in rail maintenance and upkeep - who also
could be found in Bendigo.

In fact V!Line Freight has a maintenance depot in
Bendigo; it is known as the Roundhouse. In 1992 there
were 40 workers at that depot, but as part of the
government's centralisation policy many of those jobs
were moved to Melbourne and some workers were
made redundant. Only eight are left. They do not know
what their futures hold because the government will not
give them any commitment to future employment. All
they know is that they were assured that only 25 per
cent of Public Transport Corporation workers will be
put out of work. That promise was made to them late
last year, but it is quite different from the comments
made in the middle of the year. People in Bendigo can
do the rail maintenance and upkeep work but they have
been given no undertakings about future employment.
In his contribution to the debate the honourable
member for Bennettswood touched on the contentious
issue of the railway workshops in Bendigo. In 1992 the
North Bendigo rail workshop had 262 workers and the
Liberal and National parties made an express promise
to them at that time.
Mrs Maddigan interjected.

Mr CAMERON - It was that there would be no
reduction in the number of jobs at that workshop.
Mrs Maddigan interjected.

Mr CAMERON - The honourable member for
Essendon wants to know what happened. She suspects
the government might not have been honest. I have to
say that her suspicions are correct. Today the North
Bendigo railway workshop does not have even
100 workers. There are 162 fewer jobs in Bendigo, 162
fewer pay packets and 162 more families that would
have had breadwinners if the government had been
honest.
Mr John interjected.
Mr CAMERON - The honourable member for
Bendigo East says that the agreement has been kept.
His mates made an express promise in 1992 that there
would be 262 jobs at the North Bendigo railway
workshop. You can call me old fashioned, but I like to
count the simple way. If one went to the workshops and
counted the number of people employed there at the
moment one would fmd there are not even 100. The
honourable member for Bendigo East wants to squawk
because he is severely embarrassed that there are
162 pay packets of blood on his hands. It is a shame.
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Mr John interjected.
Mr CAMERON - The honourable member for
Bendigo East may ask, 'Who lost the election?' but if
he had told the truth the result may have been
fundamentally different. Normally I do not worry about
the honourable member for Bendigo East, but since he
has perked up I will again refer to the article of2 July
1997 in which the honourable member was reported
welcoming the new corporatised system. The article
records the honourable member as saying:
... he believed Bendigo had the capacity to become a major
rail hub.
'Goninans is firing on all cylinders with rail repairs and
maintenance,' he said.

Goninans is the North Bendigo railway workshop, and I
wish it well in increasing employment in the future.
However, it now has fewer than 100 employees
compared with 262 at the workshop in 1992. The
honourable member for Bendigo East says that it has a
track record in rail expertise that is second to none.
Sadly the honourable member has cheered from the
sidelines while the many employees at that workshop
have been retrenched since 1992.
I also urge him to say publicly that each and every one
of those nine freight drivers in Bendigo will continue
his employment. The government has previously given
the impression that employment will continue but that
impression has proved to be wrong. I urge the
honourable member to take on the government, just as
the drivers in Bendigo have done, and see to it that the
government does not persistently mislead the people of
Bendigo and cast aside working people.
Having made those brief remarks about the
fundamental dishonesty of the government and the way
jobs have been taken away in Victoria, particularly in
central Victoria, I join my colleagues in concluding that
the bill is nothing more than a regime to enable the rail
system to be privatised, and is bad legislation.
Ms GILLEIT (Werribee) - I will make a brief
contribution on the Rail Corporations (Amendment)
Bill and in doing so join with my colleagues to oppose
what is clearly another stage in the process of
privatising a public asset.
The people ofWerribee know only too well the price
that will be paid for the privatisation of public assets.
Just over two years ago a tragic accident of enormous
proportion occurred on the privatised rail link that runs
through Werribee. A young woman, the mother of
young children, lost her life on that privatised rail line.
She paid the highest possible price for the negligence

RAIL CORPORATIONS (AMENDMENT) BILL

1642

ASSEMBLY

and lack of care that is shown when public assets are
put into private hands. The Werribee experience of the
transfer of important public assets such as public
transport is sad because, as I have said in this place on
other occasions, it is one of the four tiers of public
infrastructure that are important for an equitable and
civilised society.
When one of those pillars is removed we run the risk of
losing part of our civil society and what sets us apart
from countries such as the United States and the United
Kingdom, which have privatised and forgone access to
important public transport systems. People have been
subjected to this claim for so long that they believe it to
be a self-evident truth: that the only thing that ever
matters is the bottom line.
The government's position is that there is only ever an
economic bottom line. It will be my submission for as
long as I have the honour of representing the people of
Werribee that that is a myopic view. Balance sheets are
inadequate tools for reflecting the development of a
community - and that is our responsibility. It is not the
responsibility of a parliament or a government simply
to look at a balance sheet. As I have said, there are
important and intangible things that cannot be added up
or subtracted on a balance sheet.
The Rail Corporations (Amendment) Bill is clearly the
next step in the process of privatising public transport in
Victoria. We will realise at some time that for so-called
economic viability the community is incurring an
unbearable price - one that is too high to pay. In the
debate on the address-in-reply the same observations
were made by many of my colleagues. It is beholden on
all opposition members to continue to remind the
government that it is responsible for providing not just
for the economic wellbeing of Victorians, but that it is
fundamentally and most importantly responsible for
providing for the social, community and civilising
values of the people of the state.
The bill does not in any way, shape or form bring us
closer to achieving the goal of attaining an equitable
and civilised community. The corporate manoeuvring,
juggling and farnarkeling that are obvious in the bill
rival what was called restructuring on the part of the
National Farmers Federation, Patrick stevedores and the
federal government. Honourable members ought to
remember that the Federal Court and the High Court
found that despite the corporate manoeuvring - called
restructuring - an enormous human price was paid by
the people involved. The honourable member for
Bendigo West indicated very clearly that the human
cost incurred in the ideological obsession with a very
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fat black bottom line does nothing to improve the living
standards of Victorians.
Honourable members are here to provide a balance
between economic and societal factors so that we
produce wealth not just in monetary terms but in
improvements in society. The bill simply does not do
that. It proposes to establish a set of circumstances in
which the government will sell off an asset that
contributes to maintaining balance and equity in
society, and one that in the short term it will be
impossible for the community to reinvest in. What
would the government have the community invest in?
What would it consider to be an appropriate investment
for it to make? I suggest the answer is nothing. The
government is not prepared to invest in people. It
restructures organisations so that people are the ultimate
losers - both the employees, of whom there are fewer
and fewer, and the communities they serve, which get
an increasingly lower level of service.
The government demonstrates that it is narrow-minded,
myopic and oh sessional in its race to sell off everything
that the community owns. Opposition members observe
that race with enormous distress, understanding how
difficult it will be when Labor regains government for it
to reinvest for the community. It is no good people on
the other side sniggering. Unless members of the
government learn the lessons of history they will be
doomed to repeat them. Mr Acting Speaker, you are
noted as understanding all things historic and cyclical.
You might explain to your colleagues that everything
that goes around comes around - and their time is
coming.

In Werribee we understand a lot of things. For example,
we understand that fair is fair. If the government
delivers to us less than we deserve as a community we
will call the government to account for that. The toxic
dump proposals that have been on the agenda for us
over the past two years are a clear demonstration of the
government's lack of perspective. With its myopic view
the government will sell everything we have. The social
dividend for Werribee is a toxic dump - as it is for the
people ofNiddrie and Tullamarine. The government
will not listen to the 15 000 people who have expressed
a very strong view based on their understanding of their
democratic right to have a view and to be heard.
The bill is nothing more or less than a demonstration of
the government's obsessional drive to sell everything
we have and to deliver for the community what it refers
to as a social dividend. For Werribee that means a toxic
dump - and a privatised rail line that has cost our
community a fme woman and mother.
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An honourable member inteIjected.

Ms GILLEIT - It is absolutely true. The
coroner's report should be read by everyone on the
other side of the house. It is an absolute disgrace, and it
is not something the opposition wants to see repeated.
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I oppose the bill. Who will
be the winners and who will be the losers if the bill is
passed - who stands to gain and who stands to lose?
The bill proposes furthering the regime of privatisation,
which means deprivation for many. In this instance
privatisation for the state will mean deprivation for the
rural communities that will suffer a continuing loss of
rail freight services in particular but also passenger
services. The bill will result in a further decline in
service quality and the end of many of the freight
services that have served the state so well and have
been the lifeblood of many communities.
The government has commenced moving towards
privatising public transport by proposing the creation of
new corporate entities. In the meantime, rather than
having Victrack as the main body to sublease the
privatised railway infrastructure to all corners by open
access the government is proposing to grant
45-year leases to the new corporate entities - V!Line
Freight and V!Line Passenger Corporation. What is the
reason for granting the new corporate bodies
45-year leases that will largely entrench a monopoly?
Although it will be open to third parties to seek to use
the infrastructure, essentially the bill proposes the
creation of monopolies.
The Regulator-General will oversee the proposal and
ensure that third parties can enter into the system and
use the infrastructure, but they will be limited by the
fact that assets will continue to be owned by foreign
multinationals that will swoop and buy up the
infrastructure that has been invested in by generations
of Victorians - which we have all built up as part of
our heritage in this state, so to speak. The foreign
multinationals that buy the assets will earn a monopoly
rent. They will earn good money.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Perton) - Order!
The time appointed by sessional orders for me to
interrupt business has arrived.
Sitting continued on motion of Mrs TEHAN (Minister for
Conservation and Land Management).
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - We will see these
monopolies emerge in the railway system in Victoria
and they will provide very good investments for foreign
companies, which will repatriate the profits and earn
considerable amounts of money for shareholders. No
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doubt the managers of the system will receive large pay
increases and the losers will be the consumers,
particularly those in rural communities who have
depended on freight and passenger services.
That is common to this government. There have been a
series of privatisations, all of which have been carried
out in the belief that the state system is grossly
inefficient and overly bureaucratic and that somehow
moving services to the private sector will make them
more effective, cost efficient and, more importantly,
better. However, the reality has been large cutbacks,
loss of work, considerable cost cutting in terms of
infrastructure and a significant decline in services. We
rulve seen this occur throughout all areas of
privatisation. Dare I ask, since this model comes from
Thatcher and Great Britain, whether we are surprised to
fmd that services such as gas, electricity and water have
resulted in increased household bills, increased returns
to investors and extraordinary increases in the wages of
chief executive officers but enormous job losses and a
decline in services in the form of increasing
disconnect ions? These things have occurred since the
break-up of British Rail. Not only have the quality and
frequency of services deteriorated but there has been
corner cutting. The first train system that was privatised
in Great Britain, South West Trains, showed a rapid
increase in the number of accidents after privatisation,
and why? Because there was cost cutting and corner
cutting on every occasion and because the private
monopoly that took over South West Trains wanted to
earn a monopoly return for its investors and to show as
much profit as possible to enable it to pay its chief
executive officer.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Perton) - Order!
The house is looking a little like a coffee shop at the
moment. I would ask members having conversations to
take their seats and speak quietly.
Mr CARLI - The corner cutting and attempts to
earn great profits and ensure that members of senior
management have their snouts in the trough mean that
the profits of the sale of those assets go to the private
sector. The winners are in the private sector: they are
not consumers, not communities. This government has
bombarded Victorians with propaganda that says they
should accept the sale of assets and the importance of
bringing down state debt; that the state sector has been
inefficient and that somehow the public sector cannot
manage major assets. That is patently untrue, given the
rich history in this state of building up assets and
creating the necessary infrastructure in every area
imaginable from train systems to gas and electricity
supply and so forth.
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Victoria also has a history of privatised train systems.
The first system we had was a privatised system, and it
was so chaotic, unmanageable and riddled by profiteers,
particularly land speculators around railway lines, that
the state had to interfere and take it over - and why?
Because the state believed it had to give the benefits to
the majority of people. We have to give benefits to the
people, the clients, now; and we have to create the
infrastructure to ensure there is economic growth and
that people's basic needs are being met. However, this
legislation is yet another example of the coalition
government's retreat from providing such basic needs.
It is also testament to the fact that the government is a
prisoner now to other interests, to those companies that
are seeking to pick up public assets and profit from
them by buying up state monopolies. Why are they
doing it? Because such properties make good
investments. Why wouldn't they? Not only have they a
declining group that is more or less guaranteed but they
also get to dictate the prices to anyone else who wants
to use the infrastructure. They are the ones who say
how much that use will cost and under what conditions
the use can take place, so why wouldn't it be a good
investment? Why wouldn't a lot of companies come to
Australia to take advantage of those investments? In the
main they will be foreign companies because that has
been the experience in Victoria They will make profits
and destroy a valuable system that has been in place for
many years. They will utilise these assets over a
45-year lease and maximise the return on those leases.
Not only have we seen the break-up of the railway and
tram systems and the establishment of corporate entities
to prepare for privatisation but we know they are part of
a much murkier agenda, which is to benefit the few those individuals who have their snouts in Victoria's
trough, whether they be accountants, public relations
finns or other entities negotiating the terms of the
agreements such as lawyers, the whole apparatus of
privatisation, and those companies have been trying
hard to influence government policy and have so
successfully and convincingly turned what started out
as the vision of the Treasurer as a result of his study
tour of Britain into some sort of vision for the future.
However, it is a series of propaganda-like visions; it is
about winners and losers, and some ofthe communities
that will lose out are represented by people on the other
side of Parliament, members of the National Party. By
accepting this bill they will undermine their own
communities.
The opposition opposes this bill. It is bad legislation
and will undermine the freight - Mr Kilgour inteIjected.
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Mr CARLI - Places like Shepparton will miss out
just as Mildura has missed out already. It is your sort of
community that will miss out, and members of that
community will be asking those questions. You will be
the person they will be going to.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Perton) - Order!
The honourable member for Shepparton will restrain
himself. The honourable member for Werribee will do
the same.

Mr CARLI - The National Party has yet again
failed its constituents. One day National Party members
will be held accountable. When we see further increases
in the price of the use of infrastructure and freight
services; when we see a decline in service and the
closure of more rail lines, that is when they will be
going to members of the National Party.
The constituents will ask the question of members of
the National Party, 'Where were you when the rail
system of this state was being dismantled and sold off
to foreign multinationals?'. The answer will be that
they were there following the orders of a Liberal
govemment, supporting their mates and all those with
their snouts in the trough who will make money out of
these changes. The communities represented by
National Party members will miss out, and those
members will be held accountable by those
communities.
All opposition members oppose the bill most strongly.
The opposition opposes the fragmentation and breaking
up of the rail system, the creation of monopolies within
that system, the granting of power to those monopolies,
and the fact that they will be sold off to multinationals
leading to a major deterioration in services and the '
beginning of the end for many rural freight and
passenger services.

Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) - I am pleased to
make a few succinct remarks on the bill. The purpose of
the bill is to further corporatise country rail passenger
and freight services in preparation for the sale of those
services in the not-too-distant future. We can discern
from the bill and from the second-reading speech that
the government's intention is to increase the return to
Victorian taxpayers as a result of the sale. However, the
bill also raises a number of very serious questions.
Clause 5 details the arrangements for VlLine Freight
and Rail Track. Subclause (2) states that most
organisations:
may establish. manage and maintain rail infrastructure and
acquire and operate rolling stock for the purpose of canying
out its functions.

RAIL CORPORA nONS (AMENDMENT) BILL

Tuesday, 12 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

That clause poses the question of what level of freight
traffic is envisaged in the future, especially in rural
areas. That question is being frequently asked in
Victoria generally, but particularly in western Victoria.
Late last week I had the pleasure of visiting western
Victoria - and to take up earlier intetjections of
members opposite, yes, I certainly do enjoy the
opportunity of getting out to country Victoria. I am sure
you, Mr Acting Speaker, would wholeheartedly
endorse the habit of honourable members from time to
time getting to places such as Warmambool and
Portland and enjoying what the country has to offer.
The only downside of visiting Portland last week was
that on more than one occasion people in that part of
the world would say to me that I looked very much like
the local member for Portland. I am a modest person,
but I will have to get plastic surgery - The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr PertoD) - Order!
While humour is appreciated, I ask the honourable
member for Mitcham to keep his remarks to the narrow
ambit of the bill and the philosophical issues related to
it, and not stray to the similarities of appearance
between himself and the honourable member for
Portland.
Mr ROBINSON - I made that comment because it
was in the same breath that people in Portland would
also raise with me the problem of rail gauges and the
interaction between the future privatisation of rail
freight services in country Victoria and the benefit that
might not be delivered as a result of the government's
proceeding down that path when further government
action and leadership is urgently required on the issue
of gauge alterations.
The port of Portland is the hub of the Western District
rail freight network. It is a very efficient port because it
has access to shipping channels and consequently has
lower piloting charges than the ports ofMelboume and
Geelong. It is also a more attractive port to shipping
using the southern ocean because ships can access the
port and its rail head more easily than is possible at
Melbourne or Geelong, and save time in the process.
The freight network that services the port of Portland
was converted to standard rail gauge in 1995 as a result
of the former Labor federal government's allocation of
some $20 million for that purpose. It was envisaged
that that would lead to a rapid increase in the amount of
freight being directed to the port of Portland, but
comments made last week suggest that the tonnage
going into the port of Portland has not increased
significantly as a result of that expenditure.
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The changes to the rail gauge were welcomed in 1995.
Although the standard gauge between Melbourne and
Sydney was introduced as recently as 1963 to avoid
passengers having to change trains, it appears that the
work in western Victoria was only half done. So
although the standardisation of the rail network feeding
into Portland offers some potential benefits, those
benefits will not be fully realised until further
standardisation is carried out on the northern lines that
currently converge on Bendigo. Through the
expenditure of further sums it would be possible for the
rail line that services the Swan Hill district and the area
up towards Ouyen to feed into the rail line servicing the
port of Portland. That would offer significant savings
down the track for farmers in rural communities that
rely on rail freight because the port of Portland would
be able to compete very efficiently with the port of
Geelong, which because of the dual rail gauge system
that exists in westem Victoria currently handles traffic
from those more northern lines.
The bill provides an opportunity for members opposite
who represent areas in the northern part of Victoria to
speak up about the lack of foresight being shown by the
government concerning the rail gauge issue. I should
have thought that farmers in Birchip, Wycheproof, Sea
Lake and up towards Ouyen, Chinkapook, Quambatook
and Boort who are serviced by the old 5-foot-3-inch
gauge on lines that will fall under private operation as a
result of the bill would have been very keen to hear
from their representatives in this place and the
government about what further steps may be taken
ahead of the privatisation to incorporate those lines into
a standardised gauge system because that could allow
their produce to be freighted to Portland. However, we
have not heard anything.
The basis of competition policy in its true form is that
two separate entities can compete on level terms. The
ports of Geelong and Portland are not able to compete
on level terms because Portland cannot receive freight
from the northern part of Victoria because of the rail
gauge differences. Further expenditure is required if the
port of Portland is to compete effectively and if the
consequent savings are to be passed on to farmers in
northern Victoria.
It makes great sense for the government to announce

plans now for the conversion of the Victorian gauge to
standard gauge, if such plans exist, rather than waiting
for the privatisation to proceed and having the
encumbrance of a third party involved in the situation.
The government should at least spell out how any
conversion of the gauge will occur under a privatised
system. I have not heard anything from honourable
members opposite about how that will occur.
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The government owes it to country Victorians,
especially the fanning community, to explain whether
there is any substance to the rumours circulating in
Portland and other parts of country Victoria that the rail
line in Birchip through to Speed, Tempy and beyond
may be closed in future and farmers who currently use
that line for freight purposes will be forced to convey
their product to the Wycheproof-Sea Lake line. I would
have thought this was a very convenient time for the
government to come clean on whether it has any
proposals to close rail services either ahead of this
privatisation or immediately after, but we have not
heard anything at this point.
The job of delivering efficiencies in rail transport to
country Victorians, certainly to those in northern
Victoria, has been only half done. I heard it said earlier
that the expenditure of$20 million by the federal
government on rail gauge standards was worthwhile.
We would all welcome investment in rail services that
provide efficiencies that have been long overdue. We
have been talking about gauge standardisation in this
country for more than 100 years. But at this time when
the operation of railway lines is set to pass to the private
sector it makes eminent sense for the government to
give some direction on how it will capitalise on this
$20-million investment. That investment will be fully
realised only once further standardisation work is done
in the northern part of Victoria. It does not have to be
an extremely expensive further investment; a
considerable amount of country rail line was converted
from the 5-foot-3-inch gauge to the 4-foot-8Y2-inch
standard gauge in 1985. I imagine a great deal more
line could be converted with that additional
$20 million.
I oppose the bill because it smacks of indecent haste. I
draw a parallel with the TAB sale some years ago,
when opposition members suggested the privatisation
was proceeding too quickly. Of course, the market
realised that and Tabcorp has now capitalised at three
times its value. Therefore, in effect that is a net loss of
hundreds of thousands of dollars to this state because of
the government's fIre sale of a public asset. Further, as
we have just recently found out, the government's
indecent haste in pushing ahead meant that the ABC
was no longer able to provide country racing services
because that would effectively be providing a service to
a private organisation and would be in breach of its
charter. If the government had taken heed in 1994 of
the constant suggestions from the opposition that it was
proceeding too quickly, as indeed it is doing in this
case, the ABC may not have had to cut its services
some years after that. All this could have been avoided
if the government had on that occasion taken into
consideration the implications of its privatisation plans.
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Country Victorians, especially those in the northern part
of the state, who rely on rail freight services that
currently need standardisation are owed at least some
further consideration by the government, rather than the
government proceeding too quickly down the
privatisation path. That is why the bill ought to be
opposed.
Mr JOHN (Bendigo East) - I shall make a very
brief contribution because of the agreements that have
been made between the government and the opposition
about the passage of the bill, which I who leheartedly
support. It is excellent for regional Victoria.
The honourable member for Bendigo West showed his
inexperience in his contribution to the debate. Twenty
years ago the old Bendigo railway workshops
employed some 650 people under a Liberal
government. At the time of its privatisation to Goninans
there were only 100 people or so left. The honourable
member did not explain how under Premiers Cain and
Kirner the Labor Party lost 400 jobs. Since 1992 we
have had greatly improved administration, many more
services, faster trains and so on. Now the travel time
from Bendigo to Melbourne is no longer 2 hours
10 minutes; it is 1 hour 35 minutes.
There has been a 10 per cent increase in patronage,
fares have been frozen for two years, and the
government guarantees that future fare increases will be
in line with increases in the CPI until the year 2000.
Therefore, the Liberal-National party coalition
government has been enormously successful. It gives
12 guarantees for public transport passengers, including
the maintenance and expansion of service levels; the
maintenance of fares at the level of inflation, the CPI;
the continued provision of all concessions, including
those for pensioners, senior citizens, students and those
in need; and improvements in performance and
ticketing, customer service, information and
compensation for passengers for poor service.
Importantly, the government guarantees that the rights
of all passengers-Mr Savage - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member is reading his notes
rather than simply referring to them.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Perton) - Order!
There is no point of order.

Mr JOHN - The last point I make is very
important. The government is clear that the rights of all
passengers will be recognised and respected and all
private operators under the new scheme will be
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required to demonstrate that they are catering properly
for people with special needs and disabilities.
Mr ROWE (Cranboume) - It has been interesting
to listen to the input from opposition members, who
obviously have not understood the bill's provisions.
The opposition spokesman on transport has obviously
not understood or listened to the briefmgs he has been
given, nor has he provided adequate briefings to his
colleagues since they failed to understand the
commitments in this bill to full, free and open access.
The provisions in the bill will ensure that V!Line
Freight, which is the lessor of the rail lines, not the
owner - they are not being sold or given to it - must
operate under certain performance criteria in the first
15 years, with an option of extending it a further
15 years, and then another 15 years after that.
It was interesting to listen to the contributions of
opposition members, who failed to recognise the
excellent service offered to the people ofWarrnambool
and Shepparton by a privatised rail service. Without the
support of members representing areas along the
Warrnamboolline and the support of the honourable
member for Shepparton those services would not have
been provided for their local communities. The
government supported the rural communities of
Shepparton and Warrnambool by allowing a private
operator to provide a fast, safe and efficient service.

Country people will receive a better quality service. By
allowing privatisation the government is ensuring that
other operators will be able to obtain access to the rail
lines, and rail services may be resumed on lines on
which they are not currently provided.
I am disappointed in the honourable member for
Werribee, whom I understood to be a caring person and
an honourable member of Parliament. Unfortunately
her outlandish claim that privatisation of the
Warrnambool railway line led to the death of an
individual at Werribee has tainted her reputation. She
could not be further from the truth. The carriage that
was derailed at Werribee was not a West Coast Rail
carriage, it was a PTC carriage that had been leased
because of the increased number of passengers West
Coast Rail carries on that service. It was a carriage that
had been inspected by a PTC safety inspector. It was
not West Coast Rail rolling stock that was at fault. The
accident had nothing to do with privatisation. The PTC
was responsible - -

Honourable members interjecting.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Perton) - Order! I
ask that the honourable member for Cranboume be
heard in silence.

Mr ROWE - It is important that honourable
members do not use the tragedies suffered by others to
make cheap political points. The family involved has
been through enough without cheap political sniping
from opposition members who make false accusations
and statements about privatisation. Let us get the facts
right and not do what the honourable member for
Albert Park does - chase ambulances. Let us not chase
hearses and revictimise the children and husband of the
unfortunate woman who was killed. That is beneath
contempt. The house is brought into disrepute when
honourable members misrepresent the facts of such
tragic events.
The privatisation of railways is not new to other
nations. The world's greatest railway nation is the
United States of America, which built its rail system on
the commitments of private operators. The opposition
makes selective use of facts about privatisation in the
United Kingdom in the same way as it makes selective
use of facts in its reflections on the ticketing system. It
is opportunistic and bears no relationship to the truth. I
commend the bill to the house and wish it a speedy
passage.

Mr REYNOLDS (Minister for Sport) - On behalf
of the Treasurer I thank all honourable members for
their contributions to the debate. Given the passions
displayed during this vigorous and interesting debate, I
am sure the Treasurer will take on board many of the
suggestions made and give them the consideration they
deserve.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Perton) - Order!
As the required statement of intention has been made
pursuant to section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act
1975, I am of the opinion that the second reading of this
bill requires to be passed by an absolute majority. I ask
the Clerk to ring the bells.
BeUs rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 53
Andrighetto, Mr

Ashley, Mr
Burke, Ms (Tel/er)
Clark. Mr

Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Dr

McLellan,Mr
Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson. Mr
Penin, Mr

MELBOURNE AND OLYMPIC PARKS (AMENDMENT) BILL

ASSEMBLY

1648

Peulich, Mrs
PhiIlips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr E.R.(Teller)

Oixon, Mr
Ooyle,Mr
Elder, Mr

ElIiott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr

Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr

Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett Mr
Kilgour, Mr (Teller)
Lean,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr

Smith, Mr l.W.

Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Wells, Mr

McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms

McGiII, Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.

Noes. 24
Hulls, Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr
Cameron, Mr (Teller)

Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
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Thwaites, Mr
Wilson, Mrs

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

Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

MELBOURNE AND OLYMPIC PARKS
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of Mrs TEHAN
(Minister for Conservation and Land Management).

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan)Order! As the required statement of intention has been
made pursuant to section 85(5Xc) of the Constitution
Act 1975, I am of the opinion that the second reading of
this bill requires to be passed by an absolute majority.
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Ms GARBUTT (Bundoora) - The bill takes away
public parkland and leaves us with nothing more than
promises from a minister whose credibility is in tatters.
It is a trust-me bill because the minister promises to
provide more parkland but the bill steals it and offers no
land to replace it. The bill excises 7.56 hectares of
parkland next to the National Tennis Centre and
temporarily reserves it for when the government may
want to use it for something else. The bill does nothing
but excise 7.56 hectares of parkland - it steals it from
the public. The minister's second-reading speech
promised other details and other projects but they are
not contained in the bill. The only thing clearly spelt out
in the bill is that we are losing public parkland. It is
obvious that honourable members opposite have not
read the bill because that is all it says.

The minister says, 'Trust me, all will be well', and
spells out a phantom project, because it is not in the
public arena. There are no details. The minister
promises in this trust-me bill that a multipurpose
velodrome will, mayor could be built next to the tennis
centre on the land that is being taken from the parkland.
The multipurpose velodrome will include a basketball
facility. Basketball will be transferred from the
Glasshouse - the Melbourne Sports and Entertainment
Centre - over the road. We do not know what will
become of the Glasshouse.
This mUltipurpose centre is to have 10 000 seats and a
retractable roof, but we have not seen any details or
designs of the centre. It is to be an international level
velodrome and basketball centre. We believe an
jnternational~lass velodrome and basketball centre are
needed. We have no objection to and are pleased with
and welcome that proposal. We also welcome
Victoria's commitment to the 2006 Commonwealth
Games and we are told in the minister's speech that this
project is part of that commitment.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan)Order! I ask honourable members to lower their voices,
or leave the chamber, as it is difficult to hear the
honourable member for Bundoora.
Ms GARBUTT - I am advised that the
government wants the bill passed so that facilities will
be ready for the Australian Open in 2000, which will
mainly be conducted at the National Tennis Centre, as
well as forpre-Olympic events. The bill excises 7.56
hectares from Yarra Park and the park reserve next to it.

Mr McArthur - Wrong again!
Ms GARBUTT - You will have your opportunity
later when we will hear another fantasy. Apart from a
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multipurpose centre the facilities will include a water
feature. a plaza and pathways. The 7.56 hectares of land
to be excised is larger than the original allotment of
land reserved for the National Tennis Centre, which
was only 6 hectares, so it is a huge excision of public
parkland - a huge hole.
I will outline some major concerns. No-one knows
what the project will look like. No plans are available
for public discussion. Where are the plans or drawings?
The public has not been told about the project. We do
not know how much it will cost or how it will be paid
for. Will funding come from the Community Support
Fund? Is it another raid on a fund set up for the benefit
of the community? Many projects are fmanced from the
Community Support Fund regardless of whether that is
appropriate. The government uses it as a slush fund. I
would not be surprised if the project is to be fmanced in
that way.

No-one knows what is being talked about; it is a pig in
a poke. The government says, 'Trust us. It will look all
right'. I am not prepared to take the government or the
Minister for Conservation and Land Management on
trust. The minister cannot remember memos and her
credibility is in tatters. The opposition has no idea of
the details of the project because there are no plans, no
drawings, no costings and no environment effects
statement. This project will have an enormous impact
on public parkland and one would normally expect that
an environment effects statement would be produced,
but there is silence from the government on a bill that
steals 7.56 hectares of public parkland.
The community has been told that basketball will no
longer be played at the Glasshouse. Will the Glasshouse
be renovated? I am told it could be a training centre for
the Victorian Institute of Sport. How definite is that
proposal? The government is asking the opposition to
take it on blind trust, but no-one can take the Kennett
government on blind trust. The opposition certainly will
not. The opposition is being asked to agree to the
excision of7.56 hectares of public parkland by a
government that has a history of raiding parkland and
exploiting it for profit. The minister has ruined the
ambulance service and public hospitals and she is now
doing the same thing to our parkland. The minister said
that when the project is completed Victoria will have an
additional 14 hectares of public parkland.
Because we cannot take the minister on trust we must
look carefully at the proposal. The minister and the
government are fudging the figures. We know that
7.56 hectares is being excised from Yarra Park and the
adjoining public park reserve for extra tennis courts, a
water feature, a plaza and pathways. However, the
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minister did not mention the loss of other public
parklands. Those losses somehow slipped her memory,
just like the missing memo. The minister has past form
in forgetting or mislaying things. The City Link project
wilt take a hectare from Gosch' s Paddock. The
Exhibition Street extension will take 0.5 hectares from
Speakers Corner. The new tram line from Flinders
Street to Swan Street will take 0.3 hectares. That adds
up to 9.4 hectares.
I do not know how the community will have an
additional 14 hectares of public land. The minister says
only a small amount of the 7.56 hectares will be used
for buildings. She does not count all the excised
parkland as lost parkland, only 1.4 hectares. The
footbridge is being counted, but the rest of the land is
still being regarded as parkland even though it will be
excised from Yarra Park and the adjoining public park
reserve. That is the first fudge, and it is something you
will not fmd out from the minister's second-reading
speech.

The minister says that the 4.5 hectares of former army
land will be public parkland, but that has been set aside
for the National Tennis Centre. The minister is double
counting. She says the new riverside park and
Federation Square will deliver an extra 8.7 hectares.
Funny about that, because the Melbourne City Council
estimates those projects will deliver 6.1 hectares - a
2.6 hectare difference! The minister also says the
Olympic Park greyhound racing stadium will be
demolished and that land will revert to public parkland.
What will happen to that 3.5 hectares? We are told it
will become an events car park. I will not be walking
my dog on it because it will have armoured grass. We
have never before had armoured grass that is counted as
public parkland.
I WIll summarise the lost parkland. City Link will take
1 hectare; the Exhibition Street extension will take 0.5
hectares; the new tramline, 0.3 hectares; and the new
entertainment centre will take 7.56 hectares, making a
total of9.45 hectares. The minister says the proposed
compensation will include new parkland on the former
army site, the riverside park and Federation Square,
which may be 8.7 or 6.1 hectares, and the former
Olympic Park greyhound racing stadium site, which is
3.5 hectares, but that will become an events car park.
With the new development, the existing Melbourne
Sports and Entertainment Centre and the National
Tennis Centre in operation there will hardly be a day
when there will not be an event in the area, so it will be
used as a car park on almost every day of the year.
Again the government is fudging the figures - it is not
counting all of the losses, it is counting some of the
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land twice, and it is counting as parkland land that will
be used as a car park. The result will be that we will
lose parkland. It is hard to work out exactly what the
loss will be because no-one agrees on the figures and
the minister certainly does not spell it out clearly.
Obviously Melbourne is not getting 14 hectares of extra
parkland. Melbourne has lost parkland as a result of the
projects in the area and the bill provides only for the
excision of parkland from Yarra Park and the public
park reserve.
I suggest that the minister look at the parklands code
developed by community groups - parks groups and
friends groups - some time ago when the government
made a series of raids on Melbourne's public parklands.
The code is a good document for the government to
work from when it is proposing the sorts of things that
are proposed in the bill. The code states in part:
Any proposals that would alter existing fonns of recreational
use or diminish or degrade parklands must be subject to full
and open community consultation and objective assessment.

Clearly the bill proposes an alteration to existing forms
of recreational use. There is no doubt about that
because the minister has admitted to it up front.
However, there has not been full and open community
consultation or objective assessment. The bill contains
the first anyone has heard of either the new velodrome
or the changes to the Glasshouse; and there has
certainly been no objective assessment, not even
objective figures from the minister. The first thing that
the minister should do is take the public into her
confidence, undertake a process of full and open
community consultation and make an objective
assessment.
The parklands code also proposes:
Positive environmental and social outcomes must be
demonstrated before any changes are made.

There is not even a proposal to consider. We have only
a bill that proposes taking away parkland. The minister
should be attempting to demonstrate the positive
environmental and social outcomes of the proposalsif there are any. As part of the 'trust me' process the
minister assures us there will be positive outcomes. The
opposition has just shattered the nonsense claims that
there will be 14 hectares of extra parkland. The
opposition does not doubt that there will be positive
social outcomes from establishing an international class
velodrome and an international class basketball facility
and accepts that we must put in a sincere and
committed bid for the Commonwealth Games, but the
minister has not demonstrated that.
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The third point in the parklands code to which I direct
the minister's attention is:
There must be an undertaking that any open spaces lost are
replaced with areas comparable in size and quality.

What the minister has spelt out so far is not comparable
in size and quality to the areas lost. When the minister
counts armour grass car parking areas as public park it
makes the opposition doubt that the minister is at all
sincere about replacing the public parkland that has
been lost in the area.
The minister should have considered the three points
that I have read from the parklands code long before the
bill was introduced. I am surprised she has not done so
because her leader has spelt out his attitude to the sort
of deal where parkland is taken and turned into
something else. I direct her attention to what the
Premier, then the Leader of the Opposition, is reported
as saying in 1985 when the National Tennis Centre Bill
was debated. The report at page 501 of Hansard of
1 October 1995 states:
The gardens and parklands of Melbowne belong to the people
of the state. The parklands of the city are something the
politicians have inherited to hold in trust so that they can be
passed on to future generations. It is not our right as members
of Parliament in ) 985 to say simply that the original plan of
Melbowne and the parklands are ours to give away.

If 1998 were substituted for 1985 that comment would
be directly applicable today - and the minister should
take note of it. How did the Premier suggest in 1985
that the then government should deal with the situation?
He said that the then opposition:
... not only wanted the land identified but it also wanted a
timetable which indicated when the replacement land would
be returned to the people ofYictoria. I shall go one step
further to say that the return of such land should accompany
the proposed legislation now before the house.

In other words, the Premier wanted to see the proposed
compensatory land in the legislation. In the case we are
dealing with it should be provided for in the principal
act the bill is amending. Instead we have only a bill that
robs the people of Melbourne of7.65 hectares of
parkland and the minister's vague promise that at some
time in the future we will get some parkland back.
Already it is obvious that the promise is widely
exaggerated and that in reality we will probably lose
parkland. That compensation is certainly not included
in the bill as the Premier suggested it should be all those
years ago.
The minister should note that the Prernier also said:
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I bitterly oppose the concept of stealing parkland. I recognise
that Melbourne's parkland is one of its greatest strengths. It
will be difficult to replace that parkland.

Mrs Maddigao - Who said that?
Ms GARBUTT - The Premier when in opposition
said that he wanted the compensatory parkland and a
timetable included in the bill, yet there is nothing like it
in the bill we are debating.
It is interesting to read what the then shadow minister,
now the Minister for Sport, said about the original
National Tennis Centre Bill. His proposed amendment
to the bill, as reported at page 562 of Hansard of
2 October 1985 was:
That all the words after 'That' be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof the words 'this houses refuses to
read this bill a second time until the government provides (a) a binding guarantee that parkland alienated for the
National Tennis Centre will be replaced by land of equal
quality and area and public disclosure of the details of the
location of such land, the timing of such replacement and any
other relevant details ...

Where is the Minister for Sport? Did he tell the minister
that this is what he said he wanted in 1985? His
amendment continues:
(b) full and frank details of all costings of the centre and
associated works, public infrastructure works. replacement of
park lands and relocation costs and any other relevant costs ...

We do not have even a concept plan, let alone detailed
costings. The amendment concludes:
(c) full and frank details of the method and cost offmancing
the project and other relevant works including the full extent
of borrowings, revenues and other financial details.'

That spells out for the current minister what the
expectations of her colleagues were in 1985. The
minister has failed to live up to the expectations of her
own Premier and her colleague the Minister for Sport.
It is no wonder, because this government's record on
parks is abysmal, whether they are parks in the heart of
Melbourne, the garden city, or in the garden state.
Optus has taken large slabs out of what was Princes
Park and more relevantly, the Spring Gully reserve will
be stolen from the people ofNiddrie and used as a
highway to enable 200 trucks a day to get to a toxic
dump. The minister has a very poor record to stand on
and this bill cements that record because it will result in
the loss of even more of Victoria's parks.
This is a government and a minister with a record of
plundering and violating Victoria's natural heritage and
parldands; with a mind-set of relentlessly exploiting
Victorian parks for commercial gain. This state will end
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up with a whole series of national and public parks
being turned into theme parks.
Swan Street, Richmond. is another issue that is not
addressed in the bill and should be. Anyone who has
driven down Swan Street on an evening when there is
one event, let alone two or three, in one of the nearby
sporting venues knows that the traffic is horrendous, the
parking is impossible and there is no public transport to
be seen. It is already inadequate for one centre. Public
transport is limited; Richmond station is far away.
Obviously traffic congestion would be worsened by this
sort of project. A total of 10 ODO seats in a multipurpose
centre will generate a huge amount of traffic, especially
at night, and it already goes into residential areas.
There is nothing in either the bill or the minister's
second-reading speech to give any clue as to what the
government is thinking about on that issue. It could, for
example, increase the use of the MCG parkland. which
would be undesirable and may even impact on events at
the MCG if they were all on at the same time; so those
sorts of issues need to be addressed. It is not impossible
to address them. Clearly we should use public transport
much more, as well as using existing car parking in the
city. It does not take much effort to think of a tram
shuttle between the two places: there could be
park-and-ride car parks which are very common
overseas.
There are answers to these questions but this bill does
not give them. All the bill requires is blind faith that the
government will replace some parklands, will
eventually tell us what it is proposing and might even
address the traffic and transport issues as well as the
issue of parking, but this bill does not spell that out.
The opposition has serious concerns about the bill,
although it welcomes anything that supports the
Commonwealth Games bid.

Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - What an appalling
exercise in hypocrisy! Here is the honourable member
for Bundoora standing up and accusing this government
of stealing parkland from the people of Melbourne
when she was proud to be part of the government
which, in 1989, just prior to her coming into this
Parliament and under the leadership of John Cain, stole
parldand from the people of Melbourne which it
promised faithfully that it would replace. In the seven
years from 1985 when the principal act which this bill
amends was put through until 1992 when the people of
Victoria threw Labor out of government the Labor
government did absolutely nothing to replace the
parkland on which the Melbourne Tennis Centre now
stands. In spite of all the promises that John Cain and
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loan Kirner made about public spaces in Melbourne,
not one square metre of parkland did they replace of
that which they had taken for the National Tennis
Centre.
I welcome the addition that the tennis centre has made
to Melbourne but I deplore the hypocrisy of the
honourable member for Bundoora in saying that this
bill steals from the people of Victoria parkland that will
not be replaced, because clearly she has either been
misinformed or is ignoring the briefing she received
from the minister's departmental advisers on these
issues, or perhaps she fails to comprehend any of the
information she has so carefully been given.
The honourable member started off her contribution by
saying that this bill excises parkland. I suggest that she
do two things: first, read the first line in the third
paragraph of the printed version of the minister's
second-reading speech, which says:
If the government approves the development of a proposed
multipurpose velodrome ...

If - a word that the Spartans were quite familiar with.
The story was that the Athenians sent a message to the
Spartans saying, 'Unless you pay us a huge ransom we
will lay waste to your city, rape your women and do all
sorts of things if we win'. to which the Spartans replied
with a very succinct message - 'If.
The second-reading speech provides that if the project
is approved certain other things will follow. The
honourable member for Bundoora does not need to rely
on the minister's second-reading speech because clearly
she fmds it difficult to believe the minister could be
telling the truth in the speech. For the life of me I
cannot understand why that would be the case. The
honourable member for Bundoora might turn to
clause 5 of the bill which amends section 25 of the
principal act and inserts a new 25E( 1), which provides:
(I) The Minister administering the Crown Land (Reserves) Act
1978upon-

(a) receiving a plan ofswvey ofa portion of the land
known as Yarra Park ... ; and
(b)

being satisfied that the land described in the plan of
swvey corresponds as nearly as practicable with the
land shown cross-hatched in the plan in Part 4A of the
Schedule-

may recommend to the Governor in Council that the land
shown in the plan of survey be excised from the reservation
of the land known as Yarra Park.
(2) Upon receiving the Minister's recommendation, the
Governor in Council may, by proclamation published in the
Government Gazette, revoke the Order in Council ...
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and excise that land. This bill does not excise that land;
it does not excise 7.5 hectares or even 7.5 metres. What
it does is provide a head of power under which, if
certain conditions are met in the future, the land may be
excised and transferred to the tennis centre operations
for the construction of a multipurpose velodrome.
A government member inteIjected.
Mr McARTHUR - Absolutely. I take up the
inteIjection of the Minister for Planning and Local
Government. The honourable member for Bundoora
said she welcomes the addition and the opposition
welcomes it too, but the opposition does not seem to be
able to comprehend that in order to go ahead with a
project of this size certain powers have to be established
to allow it to proceed, and that is all this bill does. It
does not say that this project will necessarily succeed; it
simply says that if the project goes ahead, if the figures
stand up, if it is clearly shown to be a commercially
viable project, the land may be set aside for that
purpose. That is all the bill does.
I turn now to the project itself The honourable member
for Bundoora said nothing has been heard about this. I
refer to an article written in February earlier this year
based on a document so secret that Michelle Coffey and
Nick Richardson were writing about it in the public
media:
A super stadium for tennis, basketball and cycling will be the
centrepiece of a $50 million revamp of Melbourne's
world-famous sports precinct.
Melbourne Park will get a hi-tech thrt»in-one arena - a new
tennis show court that can be transformed into an
Olympic-class velodrome and basketball court.
Four thousand of the 10 000 seats for tennis fans wi II be
retracted into the ceiling to expose the velodrome.

This is a multipurpose proposal. It will be able to be
used as a world-class velodrome, for the Australian
Tennis Open and for basketball - three major
world-class sports that have a very strong following in
Melbourne and throughout Australia, and which put
Melbourne on the world stage.
The project is in a position to be used as part of
Melbourne's bid for the 2006 Commonwealth Games. I
hope the bid is successful and I am sure all Victorians
and Melbumians will welcome the Commonwealth
Games to Melbourne in 2006. Ifthe honourable
member for Bundoora is still here in her position as
opposition spokeswoman on conservation and
environment issues in 2006 she will be quite happy to
go along and have a look at the Commonwealth Games
cycling in the wonderful new multi-sports velodrome. I
put on the record quite clearly that I hope it proceeds.
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All honourable members would hope that the project
proceeds because it will greatly benefit people in
Melbourne and Victoria over many years to come. It
will provide a wonderful new facility in what is clearly
acknowledged to be a world-class sporting precinct.
I turn to traffic congestion, another issue lamented by
the honourable member for Bundoora. She stated quite
rightly that the traffic gets busy in Swan Street when
there is a football game on at the MCG, entertainment
at the Glasshouse and something on at the National
Tennis Centre. She asked what it would be like when
we have a velodrome and how anyone would ever get
there. I suggest that the honourable member for
Bundoora cast her eye all the way down to the fifth
item on the notice paper, the Melbourne City Link
(Exhibition Street Extension) Bill. The bill provides for
a flyover extending Exhibition Street across the
railyards and carrying a tram line that will give
excellent public transport access to that world-class
Melbourne sporting precinct. It will be possible to hop
on a tram in Flinders Street, which will do a right-hand
turn into the Exhibition Street extension and proceed
into the middle of the sporting precinct.
People who live in the suburbs will be able to park in
the city, hop on a tram and go there. There will be no
need to worry about parking at the MCG. There will be
plenty of places available in central city car parks and I
imagine that any half-smart city car park operator will
look at marketing a package so that people can park for
a number of hours to watch a cycle race, the tennis or
the basketball at this new multi-sports velodrome.
Perhaps people will pay a 3 or 4-hour parking charge
and get a free tram ticket to the new velodrome, the
National Tennis Centre or somewhere else in that
sporting precinct. That would be pretty smart marketing
on behalf of the central city car park operators. I am
sure one or two will wake up to that and use it to their
advantage. I am sure many Melburnians and country
Victorians will take advantage of that because they will
find it a lot easier than fighting their way out of the car
parks around the sporting centres. This is a terrific
project and I certainly hope that it goes ahead.
However, the legislation does not guarantee or
prescribe that it should go ahead. It simply provides a
head of power so that if the project is approved the land
can be set aside. That is as it should be.
The bill also contains a section 85 statement that is
identical to the statement in the principal act, the
Melbourne and Olympic Parks Act, which was
introduced by the former Labor government. There is
nothing new about the act containing such a statement.
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The honourable member for Bundoora lamented the
loss of parkland. In the last five and a half years that the
government has occupied the Treasury benches in this
place it has done more to increase public open space
and add to the parkland in the central areas of
Melbourne than the Labor Party did when it was in
government between 1982 and 1992. Honourable
members have only to look at the demolition of the Gas
and Fuel towers, the Federation Square project, the
addition of the old army barracks land, the Jolimont
railyards redevelopment, which will provide large areas
of open space, and, as the honourable member for
Dromana pointed out, the Olympic Park grandstand
land.
A large number of areas have been added to public
open space and parkland right in the heart of
Melbourne. Those areas will add to the quality oflife of
people in Melbourne and visitors from all over rural
Victoria, and will attract interstate and overseas visitors
to our world-class sporting events, whether it be the
Australian Tennis Open, which will be in a position as a
result of this initiative to be the world's largest
international tennis tournament, or the Commonwealth
Games in 2006. Visitors will have a vastly improved
stay in Melbourne as a result of the actions and
initiatives of the Kennett government. It is something of
which all Victorians can be proud and thankful for
many decades to come. The bill deserves the support of
all honourable mernbers in this place and a speedy
passage.

Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) - The honourable
member for Monbulk certainly had 50 cents each way.
First he told us that nothing was happening, that this bill
was just allowing something to happen. He then went
on to spend the rest of the time telling us what he was
going to build on it, and that makes his contribution a
little strange. The second-reading speech is also a little
strange. Any innocent soul who had an interest in parks
and came along and read the second-reading speech
and then went and got a copy of the bill would be quite
justified in thinking he or she had picked up the wrong
bill because the majority of what is mentioned in the
second-reading speech does not appear in this bill. The
minister may have it put away in her back pocket for a
later time and, as the honourable member for Monbulk
said, might produce it in years to come.
The bill does nothing of what the minister mentioned it
would do in her second-reading speech apart from
taking away the 7 hectares referred to by the
honourable member for Bundoora. It is interesting that
when the honourable member for Bundoora was
speaking the minister yelled out, ·What did the Labor
Party do' , or words to that effect. I have been to a
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number of discussions with people involved in the
planning of parklands who insist that the metropolitan
open space plan brought in by the Labor government in
1988 is still the best planning and park protection
document Victoria has ever had. I understand that many
people would like to see it acted on because I
understand it has not been removed.
I will read two paragraphs of the document to show the
difference between the current government and the
previous Labor government in their concern for public
open space and the consultation process. The Labor
government was keen to provide that process but it is
rarely seen under the current government and has been
non-existent with this bill. The metropolitan open space
plan states:
The status of land reserved in planning schemes as public
open space will not be changed without the opportunity for
public comment. where such land is assessed as having a
high current or potential value for conservation or recreation,
the following changes will only be permitted if it is agreed to
be in the community's interest and only then if a replacement
site in the immediate area-

not a couple of kilometres away, like Docklandsand equally valuable for conservation or recreation is reserved
at the same time: (a) sale of the land, (b) rezoning. or (c)
restriction of access through enclosure of a significant area for
purposes other than conservation.
Strategic importance is a major determinant of the value of
land as open space. These high value areas will include
existing (and areas set aside for) major parks and district
parks ... Existing public land immediately adjoining
waterways and coasts will remain in public ownership and
developments which could prevent public access along these
open spaces will not be permitted (other than in exceptional
circumstances where full public participation, possibly
including an environmental effects statement, will be
required).

That is a very solid basis for planning and parklands
and is very different from what the govemment is
giving.
Dr Miles Lewis, whose name is probably familiar to
members of this house, was at the Town and Country
Planning Association meeting that drew up the
parklands code, as the honourable member for
Bundoora mentioned earlier. In a speech given by
Dr Lewis at the Hands Off our Parks rally he sums up
what the government has done for this state:
There are plans for the commercialisation of all national
parks, and there are existing or threatened developments in
almost all metropolitan parks. National parks are being
logged, mined and drilled for oil, and handed over for tourist
and commercial uses. Metropolitan parks are being delivered
up as free real estate for the building of hospitals and
museums, given to commercial sporting organisations and
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private clubs. turned into roads and car parking. And if there
are any parks which do not fit into any of those categories these are the ones now targeted for hazardous chemical
storage and toxic waste dumping.

He has certainly hit the nail on the head there. His
speech continues:
Is this the viSIOn Victorians have for their parklands? Do we
want Victoria to be one giant suburb, theme park and
development site? Or do we want to preserve the wilderness,
the coastal habitat, the scenery. the foreshore, the open
spaces, the landscapes and the gardens? Does Victoria' s
growing population require less parkland or more? Should we
pass on to our children and grandchildren less park than we
inherited ourselves. and that in a worse condition?

That is the sort of thing the current state government is
giving us. I shall read one more short excerpt from the
speech:
When the govemment is arrogant and self-serving the
planning system is moribund, and when the planning system
is moribund the parks are threatened. When the government
turns to economic rationalism the planning system is taken
out of the public arena and the parks are commercialised.

He could not have summed up the current government
better and the intent of this bill more clearly.
Melburnians and Victorians are getting heartily sick of
the way this government treats public open space as an
unused building site that it can use for various purposes
of its own. That has happened not only once or twice
but has been an ongoing process throughout country
Victoria and in the city. Some of the areas that have
been mentioned, particularly by people interested in the
preservation of parklands, are the Niddrie quarry, to
which the honourable member for Bundoora also
referred, a.nd Albert Park, which has been discussed in
this house. Also included is the land taken by the City
Link Authority for road purposes; the huge amount of
parkland lost following the sale of school properties and
the lost playground areas for local school children, to
say nothing of the vast areas of public land and open
space sold by commissioners put in place by the
government in their bid to meet savings targets imposed
upon them by the government.
The government has no commitment to protecting
parkland in these areas and I heartily endorse the call of
the honourable member for Bundoora for a parkJands
code. To that end, I move:
That all the words after 'That' be omitted with the view of
inserting in place thereof the words 'this house refuses to read
this bill a second time until the government has (i) recognised the 'parldands code' by undertaking public
consultation and objective assessment of the proposed
changes to parldands, and demonstrating how lost parkland
will be replaced with areas of comparable size and quality;
(ii) provided the public with full details of the project
including drawings, costings and proposed financing; and
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(iii) provided for traffic, public transport, and parking
requirements for the multipurpose velodrome'.

The parklands code to which the reasoned amendment
refers was first drawn up at a meeting I attended in
October 1995 organised by the Town and Country
Planning Association. The conference took all day and
more than 40 organisations were represented there.
Many were friends of parks, but the representation
extended to a much larger planning area as well. There
is no doubt that the 200 or so people who attended were
very concerned about the erosion of parkland in this
state. The park lands code was drafted and later
formalised. I will not go through all the details of it, but
the parklands code details the sorts of guidelines of
which any government would be proud and which
would give Victorian residents the belief that they can
trust some of the government's actions in protecting
their assets. It was certainly quite clear at the
conference and in my discussions with people since that
time that very few people trust the government's
promises because they have been let down so many
times before. The Minister for Conservation and Land
Management has on previous occasions proved she has
an extremely bad memory, so the promises she makes
in the second-reading speech which do not appear in the
bill are not likely to be believed by people who have an
interest in parks. Establishing a parklands code would
be one way of this government showing it was sincere
in its promises about restitution of land in the context of
the Melbourne and Olympic Parks (Amendment) Bill.
Like the honourable member for Bundoora, I was
somewhat surprised at the land the minister suggested
she would give back to the community for parkland.
One really wonders what the minister understands
'parkland' to be. Federation Square has been suggested
as replacement parkland. If one examines that
development, which is also some distance away from
the land covered by this bill, to say that is parkland
underestimates the extent of the development site there.
I am not sure how much of the square the minister calls
parkland, but 6.1 hectares sounds like a fair amount. Of
course most of it will have buildings, shard and all sorts
of things on it, but it will certainly not be parkland that
people can walk through and take their dog for a walk
in, as they might have been able to do in the area
around Olympic Park.
To suggest that the Olympic Park greyhound area,
which will be a car park with armoured grass and a few
plastic trees and daffodils, is parkland suitable for
passive recreation is absolute nonsense. At the same
time I understand the honourable member for Monbulk
says this may never happen because this is, after all, an
enabling bill - it does not mean the government will

1655

actually do these things, so it is in the future. If the
honourable member is correct and these things may
never happen, what guarantee is there that the things the
minister says will happen by way of restitution will
actually occur? A member of the government has said
this may never happen, so what guarantees is the
government giving? There are certainly none in the bill.
As a number of other opposition members want to
contribute to the debate, I will not speak for much
longer. They want to raise problems such as the loss of
municipal land such as the Niddrie quarry,
responsibility for which the Minister for Conservation
and Land Management was happy to hand over to
another minister without any concern for its future.
I conclude by again referring to the reasoned
amendment. If the government is sincere about
replacing any public land it takes over, it should have
no hesitation in endorsing the park lands code. If it
believes this is a wonderful project that Melbourne
residents will be pleased with, the government should
have no problem with consulting the community. Given
what the Premier and the Minister for Sport have said
on previous occasions, they could not be happy with a
second-reading speech that contains proposals for
buildings for which there are no co stings, designs or
traffic details.

Mr DIXON (Dromana) - It is a privilege to
contribute to the debate on a positive bill which has
been treated negatively by opposition speakers. The bill
will facilitate the building of a multipurpose
velodrome - and the word 'multipurpose' is a vital
aspect of the measure. There are many calls on public
land and open space, whether for sporting or
recreational facilities or cultural events. The
mUltipurpose nature of the proposed facility will meet
many needs. The more formal need, providing a sports
stadium, is only a small part of the development. It also
includes open space, walking paths, plazas, gardens and
water features. This is certainly a multipurpose use of
open land for the public's benefit.
The site is an obvious place for such a facility, being
near to the Melbourne Cricket Ground and the various
other parklands that are either developed or about to be
developed Members of the opposition claim that there
is some doubt about the government's ability to deliver.
But just this morning as I drove past the Jolimont rail
yards I noticed that work had commenced. If members
went down there tonight they would see work
proceeding under floodlights. We are delivering more
open space down there. It is not some wishy-washy
idea; it is happening now.
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There is no way known the Olympic Park greyhound
stadium grandstand will not be demolished. The dog
track is no longer there and half the land has been taken
over by City Link, so there is no longer any need for the
grandstand. The asphalt car parks will be dug up and
the area returned to parkland. The precinct includes not
only the MCG but also the National Tennis Centre,
which can also be used as a recreational facility. They
also include Olympic Park, which is used for athletics
and soccer. As an aside, I am pleased to note that the
mighty Carlton Soccer Club is in the grand fmal after a
great win on the weekend. The area is the sporting,
cultural and recreation centre of Melbourne, It is
therefore the obvious place for a clever use of public
land.
The opposition also raised the problem of access,
referring to it specifically in its reasoned amendment.
Of course access is not mentioned in the bill because it
is not a public transport bill, a planning bill or a roads
bill. It is a bill about the use of already public parkland.
Nevertheless, the access issue needs to be addressed
because the facility will be used by the public in a
number of ways.
The problems caused by the traffic on surrounding
roads will be largely eliminated by future
developments - and they are not promises, they are
already happening. City Link will remove a large
amount of traffic going east and west along Swan
Street, which will become a local road to be used by the
patrons of the various sporting facilities in the area. The
Exhibition Street extension, which was mentioned by
the honourable member for Monbulk, will also feed
traffic onto the City Link, so once the activities at any
of the venues have fmished traffic will clear quickly
rather than banking up at traffic lights. A new
footbridge will link the tennis centre, the velodrome
and the MCG. That will disperse the heavy pedestrian
traffic that occurs whenever more than one event is held
in the precinct.
The Exhibition Street extension will also allow the
re-routing of the tramline, feeding people from car
parks and other places to the tram stop right next to the
facility. The public will have excellent access, and
those travelling to the facility by car, on foot or by
public transport will be well served. Listening to the
opposition you would think the building of the facility
will mean the loss of pristine parkland. However when
you look at the area you see that the two ovals, the Old
Scotch oval and the Old Xavierians oval-Mr Lean - No loss!
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Mr OIXON - As the honourable member for
Carrum says, it is no loss as an oval. The area is
underutilised. The last time I was there was two years
ago when I played in a cricket match against the press
gallery. The oval is a waste of space in an otherwise
excellent precinct close to the city. The multipurpose
velodrome will make far better use of the open space.
The tennis courts and the plazas are all good uses of
parkland and public open space.
It is easy to change defmitions according to the
argument, but the bottom line is that the open space will
be used for a multitude of purposes. If you compare the
unused open grassed area there now with the proposed
velodrome, with its sporting, cultural and recreational
uses, you will appreciate the range of facilities people
will be able to enjoy. The velodrome will be an adjunct
to a precinct that is a showpiece of government
initiatives. I refer to the development of parkland on
both sides of the river and Federation Square
development, with its parkland down to the river. The
demolition of the army barracks, the greyhound racing
stadium and the old swimming centre, and the
rationalisation of the 10limont rail yards will enhance
an area that has been underutilised in previous years.
The proposed additions to Melbourne Park will add to
the first-class facilities such as the aquatic centre, the
planned netball and hockey centre at Royal Park and
the development of Olympic Park. The velodrome will
enhance our reputation as the sporting capital of
Australia and one of the great sporting capitals of the
world. The flow-ons, both sporting and economic, will
be vast. Not only will it increase our chances of staging
the 2006 Commonwealth Games, but it will enable us
to provide frrst-class facilities for any overseas teams
training for the Sydney Olympics.
As a number of other members want to contribute to the
debate, I will conclude by agreeing with the honourable
member for Bundoora that the development will have
positive social outcomes. Those social outcomes will
flow not only from the velodrome but from the
redevelopment of the area. This and other government
initiatives are helping to develop a brilliant precinct for
Melbourne, the state and the country. It will be used by
an ever-increasing number of people for a wide range
of active and passive recreational activities.

It will also be used to provide more sporting venues and
facilities for the people of Victoria The total area will
provide for advanced cultural events and entertainment
of both local and international scope. I cannot think of a
better social outcome from this legislation. I support
this positive bill, which will be great for the people of
both Melbourne and Victoria as a whole.
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Ms GARBUTT (Bundoora) - I support the
reasoned amendment moved by my colleague the
honourable member for Essendon. I shall refer to some
points made by the honourable member for Monbulk in
his contribution to the debate.

Mr McArthur - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Bundoora said she
intends to rebut issues I raised in the second-reading
debate. I put to you that she is entitled to speak only on
the reasoned amendment. She has already spoken in the
second-reading debate. I ask that you advise her of the
narrow limits of what she is entitled to discuss.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan)Order! I uphold the point of order and remind the
honourable member for Bundoora that she must confme
her remarks to the reasoned amendment.
Ms GARBUTT - Certainly, Mr Acting Speaker. I
remind the house that the reasoned amendment calls on
the government to recognise the Parklands Code by
holding public consultation and making an objective
assessment of proposed changes to parklands. As I said
earlier, there has been no public consultation and no
drawings, plans, costings or details are available for the
public to consider.
An Insight article in the Herald Sun of2l February
states:
The state government is expected to unveil the plans within a
month.

The government has not unveiled the plans, yet
government members claim there has been public
consultation and that there is a plan out in the
community that the public can talk about. All we have
is an Insight article from the Herald Sun that speculates
about the project and says:
It is believed the remaining $25 million will be funded partly
by Melbourne Park, with the rest from the Community
Support Fund using gambling taxes.

It is nonsense to claim that that constitutes any sort of
public consultation. There is reason for alann because
the article further states:
Melbourne Major Events supremo Ron Walker described the
river as one of our most underused assets.

The alann bells should be ringing. Far from being
public consultation, this is a public warning that the
government is after more of our public parkland. In the
same article Melbourne Major Events supremo, Ron
Walker, is quoted as saying:
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People love lining the banks of the Yarra. and I can see more
and more sporting events occurring there next century.

More of our public parklands will be stolen by the
government for whatever projects take its fancy or the
fancy of the Melbourne Major Events supremo, Ron
Walker. He has already taken part of Albert Park, the
government is pinching this park and he has his eyes on
the remainder ofYarra Park. Obviously the grab for
public parkland will not stop with this bill, and more of
our parks will be taken by the government.
I also draw to the attention of the house the warning
from the Melbourne City Council that with the new
stadium and the other changes the government has in
mind we will lose 13 hectares of parkland. An article in
the Herald Sun of 12 March states:
Melbourne City Council has wamed a new stadiwn at
Melbourne Park may mean the loss of 13 hectares of
parkland.

The opposition is not alone in expressing concern about
the impact the bill will have on Melbourne parkland.
For that reason I strongly support the reasoned
amendment moved by my colleague.
Ms GILLETT (Werribee) - I am pleased to be
able to make a contribution to the debate on the
Melbourne and Olympic Parks (Amendment) Bill,
which was accurately described by the honourable
member for Bundoora as the Trust Us Bill. It provides
for the removal of public parkland without specifying a
clear purpose for its use. The minister's second-reading
speech made some suggestions about her thoughts on
what might happen to the land, but if the details of the
use to which the land will be put are not provided for in
the bill the Victorian public has a right to feel
concerned that a minister is saying, 'These are the
things I think we may do, but in the bill, which has
legislative force, all I am prepared to do is to
take land' - not to give, but to take.
In her second-reading speech the minister referred to a
multipurpose velodrome and some basketball stadiums.
We are dealing with an area of Melbourne that is well
understood to be parkland on which we have major
sporting facilities. What will happen if a velodrome
proves not to be economically viable? The track record
of the government reveals its lack of regard for
community needs unless the facilities are profitable.
Unless it can make a profit, the facilities are not built.
The government is doing all this despite the fact that the
casino, which was supposed to be our saving grace,
continues to lose money and to require restructuring to
enable it to bail itself out.
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What will the land to be excised be used for? The great
difficulty the opposition has is the increasing gap
between what the government says and what it does.
That has led to a crisis in confidence that has never
been better demonstrated than in Werribee recently. On
the one hand we have a minister who produced a
perfectly fine strategy under the EPA called Zeroing in
on Waste but on the other hand we have the fact that on
the very day that strategy was released the minister
announced three prescribed waste facilities - one in
Niddrie, one in Werribee and the extension of the
existing facility in Tullamarine. That causes us to worry
and wonder about the disparity between the words of
this government and its deeds.
The Tullamarine prescribed waste facility is very close
to a parcel of land called Woodlands Park, which was
compulsorily acquired by the government a couple of
years ago. The government spent a considerable
amount of money on the compulsory acquisition of the
park yet, if we compare words and deeds, the minister
for planning disasters, who is also the local government
minister, put his hand in the air when he announced the
extension of the prescribed waste facility for
Tullamarine - he does not actually have a proposal but
he has flagged it - and said, 'Listen, I am perfectly
prepared to entertain a proposal by anybody out there
who may be interested in an extension of the existing
prescribed waste facility - the toxic dump at
Tullamarine' .

Mr A. F. Plowman - On a point of order,
Mr Deputy Speaker, the honourable member for
Werribee is straying from the bill. I ask you to bring her
back to the bill before the house.
Mr Hulls - On the point of order, Mr Deputy
Speaker, as you would know, it is not only the bill that
is being debated but also the reasoned amendment
which refers to the Parklands Code and the house
refusing to read the bill a second time until:
... the government has - (i) recognised the 'Parklands Code'
by undertaking public consultation and objective assessment
of the proposed changes to parklands, and demonstrating how
lost parkland will be replaced with areas of comparable size
and quality - -

The Parklands Code refers to parklands generally and
how parklands should be replaced if they are being
taken over by government. As I understand the
honourable member for Werribee, she was referring
generally to parklands and to a specific park that has
already been compulsorily acquired by the government.
I am sure that reference fits well within the reasoned
amendment moved by the honourable member for
Essendon.
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Niddrie would be well aware of
the Speaker's ruling on reasoned amendments as they
relate to the bill; he said reasoned amendments should
relate specifically to the bill and do not provide a forum
for a wide-ranging debate about a whole range of
unrelated issues such as a toxic dump at Tullamarine. I
uphold the point of order raised by the honourable
member for Benambra and ask the honourable member
for Werribee to relate her remarks to the bill and the
reasoned amendment.
Ms Gll..LETI - The reasoned amendment in the
name of the honourable member for Essendon indicates
that one of the things requested is a recognition of the
Parklands Code. In speaking to the reasoned
amendment I raised the issue of Woodlands Park, a
government-owned compulsorily acquired parkland, an
area that should be acknowledged by the code. I direct
the attention of the house to the fact that two weeks ago
the Minister for Planning and Local Government
advised the house that he was prepared to entertain a
proposal for an extension of the prescribed waste
facility at Tullamarine into that parkland. This issue is a
perfect example of why we need a Parklands Code. If it
is good enough for the Minister for Planning and Local
Government to flag the fact he is prepared to receive a
proposal for the extension of a prescribed waste facility
such as exists at Tullamarine into parkland there can be
no more crying and demonstrable need for a Parklands
Code. Woodlands Park must have cost the government
a considerable amount of money. One wonders why the
government would be seeking now to offset the cost of
that compulsorily acquired parkland and make it
available to commercial interests who may seek to
extend the prescribed Tullamarine waste facility.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Werribee may not have
understood my earlier ruling. My ruling is that a
reasoned amendment, irrespective of the words that it
might pick up, does not allow for a wide-ranging debate
beyond the intent of the legislation before the house.
The honourable member for Werribee might well
choose to draw as a passing reference on an experience
of another park, and the Chair will tolerate or accept
that. But the Chair will not accept other issues being
drawn into the debate. I suggest to the honourable
member that she has probably made sufficient passing
reference to Woodlands Park as it relates to the code
referred to in the reasoned amendment, but that
reference does not facilitate a wide-ranging debate.
Ms Gll..LETI - In all sincerity, Mr Deputy
Speaker, the last thing I would do would be to disregard
a ruling of yours. I was making only passing reference
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specifically to the reasoned amendment, the Parklands
Code and Woodlands Park. I had fmished my remarks
on the matter when you again reminded me of your
previous ruling. I understood your ruling, Sir, and I
would never deliberately flout such a ruling.

the minister to handle, this excised parkland might
become an appropriate repository for toxic waste. How
can one trust what the government says when it is often
the case that what it says and what it does are
diametrically opposed.

The crisis in confidence Victorians face with this
government comes directly from the gap that exists
between what the government says and what we watch
it do. The Minister for Conservation and Land
Management seems to be doing to the environment
precisely what she did to the health system. It is
impossible to trust what she says she intends to do. To
some people it may seem petty that the opposition
wants to have in the proposed legislation the minister's
precise plans because it is not prepared to accept what
she says in her second-reading speech as being what
she intends to do. It is a case of several times bitten and
being very, very shy. If it is good enough to refer to the
excision of land in a second-reading speech, it is good
enough for the minister to explain to the house and the
community what it is she is intending to do with the
land, how much it will cost, who will build it and why
that is the best option available for the land.

Mr HULLS (Niddrie) - I am pleased to take part
in this very important debate about the excision of
public parkland. I take up the point made by the
honourable member for Bundoora who raised a number
of questions with the minister, including the fact that
the house does not have before it many details about the
proposals.

The opposition and my constituents have severe
concerns about the capacity of the minister to deliver
what she says in her second-reading speech through the
legislative process. The opposition also has concerns
about the types of facilities to be provided - for
instance, how can we be certain that a velodrome and
basketball courts are what the Victorian public needs as
an addition to the facilities already provided? The
bottom line is we cannot and that we have no input into
it. Werribee has a healthy, growing, strong and active
rugby league sporting club. A couple of times over the
past few months it has been my enormous pleasure to
attend Olympic Park and watch what I, as a Sydney girl
born and bred, never thought I would see here - a
Melbourne rugby league team, the mighty Storm. But
we could not all fit in! Perhaps on a proper, thorough
and reasonable assessment of what is an appropriate
development at Olympic Park we might consider an
extension of the park to assist in the development of an
extraordinarily popular foundational rugby league code
in Victoria. It may be that is a far better option for the
use of that land, but the public has no say. The
legislation simply says, 'We're taking the land but we
won't tell you what we are going to do with it.'.

In a few months the heat will become unbearable for
the Minister for Planning and Local Government on a
number of issues unrelated to this bill but having some
relation to the areas represented by the honourable
member for Niddrie and me. Far be it for me to suggest
that, if those extraneous issues become far too hot for

One of the issues I want the minister to address is who
will actually build the velodrome or sports stadium. The
minister has a very bad track record when it comes to
the open tender process. I hope this will go out to an
open tender process so that Victorians can be assured it
is a squeaky clean, unlike other processes in which the
minister has been involved. Honourable members know
this minister is a recidivist when it comes to bungling
her portfolio areas and the opposition will closely
monitor this proposal, particularly in relation to any
tenders that are called for and entered into for the
building of the stadium in question.
The second-reading speech of the National Tennis
Centre Bill was presented to this house on 1 October
1985, and it is interesting to note some of the comments
made at the time, particularly those of the then Leader
of the Opposition, Mr Kennett, in relation to the
parkland that was acquired by the then government to
build the National Tennis Centre. At page 501 of
volume 377 of Hansard the now Premier is recorded as
having said a number of things about park lands,
including this:
The gardens and parklands of Melbowne belong to the people
of the state.

Nothing could be further from the truth now. He went
on to say:
The parklands of the city are something the politicians have
inherited to hold in trust so that they can be passed on to
future generations. It is not our right as members of
Parliament in 1985 to say simply that the original plan of
Melbourne and the parklands are ours to give away.

I wholeheartedly endorse those comments made in
1985 by the then Leader of the Opposition. He went on
to say:
I recognise that one of the greatest assets of Victoria and
Melbourne is the parldands within the city and around the city
edges. One has only to visit other cities in the world to realise
that very few can boast the sorts of greenery Victoria has, the
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wildlife within that greenery and the open spaces that provide
an opportunity for people to rest and enjoy themselves.

Again, nothing could be further from the truth now. He
then went on to say - and this is a very interesting
point and something to which I will refer later:
J bitterly oppose the concept of stealing parkland. I recognise
that Melbourne's parkland is one of its greatest strengths. It
will be difficult to replace that parkland.

I again wholeheartedly endorse the comments of the
then Leader of the Opposition that it really is theft when
a government decides that public open space should
simply be taken away from the owners of that space the people of Victoria.
To reinforce that view, as recently as February 1996 the
Premier blasted some local government commissioners
who had decided to sell some public open spaces to
increase the bottom line of their budgets. The Premier is
quoted in an article in the Herald Sun on 27 February
1996 as saying:
I don't know what they're (commissioners) mindset is, but it
just doesn't seem to be an acceptable form of administering
responsibility, particularly when, increasingly, we value more
our parklands and our open spaces.

The Premier is further quoted in the article as follows:
He stressed that he was opposed to the sale of 'genuine
parkland'.

Indeed, I would think. most honourable members would
be vehernently opposed to the sale or, to put it another
way, the theft of open parkland that belongs to all
Victorians. There is concern that that is what is
happening in relation to the proposal now before the
house. We need only look at what the elected council of
the City of Melbourne promised in relation to parkland.
An article by Loon Gettler, which appeared in the Age
of 4 March 1996 under the headline 'Parklands get high
priority from business', states:
A group of city business leaders vying for this month's
Melbourne City Council elections has promised to find space
for new parks in the central city.
The Melbourne First group said it would compensate for the
recent loss of open space by examining potential sites and
every major zone of the central business district.

The article said they wanted to ask - in fact
demand - the commissioners to halt work where
practicable so the new council could make democratic
decisions after the election in relation to public open
space. That is what we are talking about with this
velodrome proposal. The first time the proposal came to
light was in an article that appeared in the Herald Sun
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of 19 December 1997 written by Kylie Hansen and
entitled 'Show place in the park':
Melbourne will have a major events precinct with the
development of a riverside park on the Yarra.
The public may be called on to help name the eight-hectare
city park.

Indeed, Cr Ivan Deveson, Melbourne's Lord Mayor,
spoke about wanting to get the public involved in
naming the park. He suggested that something
Aboriginal would be appropriate, or Riverside or
Federation park.
Honourable members heard earlier that Ron Walker has
suggested that there should be further development in
the area and that it is under-utilised. I place on the
record now that the opposition will oppose any move
by the government to call this park Walker Park! That
would not be at all appropriate. The opposition will also
oppose any moves to call it Williams Park or Kennett
Park, or even Tehan Park! The minister is becoming
more and more known as Toxic Tehan because of her
approval for toxic dumps located throughout the
western suburbs.
A further article about the proposal appearing in the
Herald Sun of21 February states as follows:
A super stadium for tennis, basketball and cycling will be the
centrepiece of a $50 million revamp of Melbourne's
world-famous sports precinct ... The state government has
previously announced $25 million for a velodrome. It is
believed the remaining $25 million will be funded partly by
Melbourne Park, with the rest from the Community Support
Fund using gambling taxes.

That raises the issue of whether Victoria has in place
appropriate legislation to set proper guidelines for the
use of the Community Support Fund for such projects.
In the recent state budget the government announced
that $25 million a year for six years is to be taken out of
the Community Support Fund for health and education.
On one view, that is an admission of guilt by the
government that it has not appropriately financed those
areas. However, it raises the issue of whether the
Community Support Fund is continually being used to
prop up areas that the government should be funding
out of the normal budgetary process.
It is interesting to note that it is envisaged that the
velodrome is to be funded in part from the Community
Support Fund. As the honourable member for
Bundoora pointed out earlier, some concern has been
expressed by Melbourne City Councillor, Carrillo
Gantner, about the loss of parkland as a result of the
proposal. On 12 March Scott Thompson, the urban
affairs reporter for the Herald Sun, stated in an article
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that the Melbourne City Council had concerns about the
loss of 13 hectares of parkland as a result of the
proposal. The article states:
The council preferred the government consider the Docklands
and Melbourne Showgrounds for its plans rather than
developing Melbourne Park at the expense of prime parkland.

Mr Gantner is quoted as saying that:
'This could see a reduction in size - or the complete loss of the Old Scotch Oval and part of the Old Xaverians Oval
which might be used to extend the bus parking area in Swan
Street'.

I would be very interested to observe how the Deputy
Premier, being an Old Xaverian as I understand it, will
explain to his alma mater that the government is
apparently stealing, according to Carrillo Gantner, part
of the Old Xaverian Oval for the proposal.
The article goes on to state that:
[Canillo Gantner] said the council would only be partially
compensated for the loss of parkland by the proposed
6.1 hectare riverside park adjacent to Federation Square.

That comment is very interesting, particularly in light of
some of the previous comments of the Premier and
others about the loss of public open space. The
opposition has moved the reasoned amendment because
it makes it clear that the government should recognise
the parklands code. The opposition implores the
government to undertake appropriate public
consultation and objective assessment of the proposed
changes to parklands and demonstrate how lost
parkland wiIl be replaced with areas of comparable size
and quality.
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open space for many years. In June of last year the
Minister for Planning and Local Government rezoned
the land, at the council's request, as public open space.
It appears that the government has put forward a
proposal like its tennis centre proposal, which would
mean the government being involved in aiding and
abetting the theft of public parkland from the people of
Niddrie - that is, the land zoned as public open space
just a short time ago, in June 1997. The government has
decided that that public open space is to be stolen from
the people of Niddrie to allow a developer to dump
toxic waste into the Niddrie quarry. I acknowledge your
earlier ruling, Mr Deputy Speaker, and I do not want to
defy it by talking in depth about the Niddrie quarry. I
will discuss that at another time.
The only way the toxic waste development can take
place is for the government to compulsorily acquire the
public open space to enable the developer to gain
access to the site. It is an extraordinary thing for a
government to be aiding and abetting the theft of public
open space. The question that must be asked is whether
the developer wants to be part of that proposal and
wants to join a number of developers and business
people who are prepared to get involved in the quid pro
quo arrangements that typify the white shoe brigade
mentality of the Bjelke-Petersen era. I would hope the
developer does not. The people ofNiddrie are
vehemently opposed to the proposal and to the theft of
their public open space. It has been an open space for
quite some time and was rezoned in June 1997. The
land is used regularly by the people ofNiddrie. It must
remain in their hands and should not be stolen by the
government or a developer.

The reasoned amendment is fair; it is not very different
from the reasoned amendment moved, as I recall, by
the then opposition in relation to the original National
Tennis Centre Bill. The opposition is asking the
government to recognise the Park lands Code. It is also
asking the government to provide the public with full
details of the project, including costings and its
proposals for public transport access, Nothing could be
fairer, particularly when one looks at the statements the
coalition has made in the past about public open space.

The opposition supports the view expressed by the then
Premier in 1985 that public open space and public
parklands belong to all Victorians. It would be theft for
any government to simply grab that open space without
good and proper reason. The opposition has moved the
reasoned amendment because it wants a further
explanation from the government about the proposal.
Niddrie residents are vehemently opposed to the
proposed use of their open space. I hope the developer
will see sense and not be involved in the theft of public
open space from the people of Niddrie.

When a government decides to use this type of
parkland it has to compulsorily acquire it. When it does
so without proper consultation and without giving
proper reasons the community is entitled to think the
government is stealing a natural asset from ordinary
Victorians. To see that one has only to look, for
instance, at a park like the Spring Gully Reserve in
Niddrie. The Spring Gully Reserve -I mention this
simply in passing - was zoned as proposed public

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Conservation and Land
Management) - The bill will facilitate the minister
administering the Crown Land (Reserves) Act
recommending to the Governor in Council that the land
shown in the survey plan be excised from the land
known as Yarra Park and the land known as the public
park reserve and re-reserved for the purposes of the
National Tennis Centre.

MELBOURNE AND OLYMPIC PARKS (AMENDMENT) BILL
1662

ASSEMBLY

This simple bill will enable the development of part of
that land for the purposes set out in the second-reading
speech, including a multipurpose building that will
predominantly be operated as a velodrome but will also
be used for other purposes. If the proposal does not go
ahead it is obvious to anyone reading the bill that the
reservation will remain and the land will continue in its
present use.
The bill will facilitate the development of what will be
an outstanding feature of the sports precinct of
Melbourne, which as was said by an honourable
member during the debate has a tremendous reputation
as the sporting capital of the world. Hundreds of
thousands of people are attracted to Melbourne's sports
precinct every year, yet all the opposition can do is
make negative comments about the bill. It criticised the
government for introducing the bill and moved a
reasoned amendment that would effectively gut it. It
moved the reasoned amendment on the basis that some
parkland will be lost, but it knows full well from the
briefmgs it has had and the government's public
statements that there will be a net gain in parkland in
that vicinity. The opposition does nothing but criticise,
whine, moan and take a negative approach even when
there is a major public benefit. If anything exemplifies
the reasons for the opposition's lack of support in
public opinion polls and elsewhere it is its attitude to
this bill.
The loss of public parkland that occurred when the
National Tennis Centre was built in 1985 was opposed
by the Leader of the Opposition at that time, who is
now the Premier. The Cain Labor government sought to
allay the fears of the then opposition by saying that the
parkland would be replaced, but that parkland was
never replaced despite the assurances and promises
made by both the Cain and Kirner Labor governments.
This government is restoring land taken in 1985 for the
development of the National Tennis Centre. The
increase in parkland will be made possible through the
restoration of the Old Scotch Oval and the
establishment of the new car park. comprising
3.5 hectares, the 4.5 hectare site of the old army
barracks and parkland that will be gained in the
riverside park and Federation Square, comprising
'8. 7 hectares.
The second-reading speech refers specifically to a net
increase in public open space as a result of a change in
use. There will unequivocally be an increase in public
open space despite the loss of the 1.4 hectares on which
the multipurpose velodrome will be built.
The arguments put by opposition members were
incorrectly and inaccurately based and geared to prove
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their point. Mernbers opposite fail to recognise that the
public supports the building of improved facilities in
the sporting precinct as part of our bid to win the
Commonwealth Games for Melbourne in 2006. The
opposition is seeking to hamper that effort, despite its
professed support for the Commonwealth Games bid.
The reasoned amendment would defeat the bill's
objective, which is to facilitate the building of a
multipurpose velodrome. In the event that it does not go
ahead, the status of the land would remain as is.
Had opposition members sought briefmgs on the bill
and considered the additional parkland the Kennett
government has already made available, they would
have realised, as the people of Melbourne and Victoria
have, that the building of the multipurpose velodrome
will lead to a major increase in public open space. That
is in direct contrast to what happened when Premier
Cain built the National Tennis Centre - and a great
tennis centre it has proved to be. At no time did he or
his successor, Premier Kirner, return that public open
space.
The honourable member for Monbulk clearly set out
the details of the legislation. He quoted subsections E
and F of proposed section 25, which state that this is
facilitating legislation. They spell out where the facility
will be built and the basis on which the minister will
make a submission to the Governor in Council to effect
the excision of the land and the change in the purposes
to which the Crown land reserve can be put.
I am both amazed and disappointed by the opposition's
negative attitude to a bill that I am sure will be accepted
by the public. It shows how out of touch it is with
public opinion. Members opposite are unable to
appreciate the net gain in open space and have instead
tried their best to show that that is not the case. There is
nothing in the reasoned amendment that commends
itself to the government. I commend the bill to the
house.
House divided on omission (members in favour vote no):

Ayes'. 54
Andrighetto, Mr
Ashley, Mr
Burke, Ms (TeJler)
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Or
Dixon, Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude,Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Penin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Reyno1ds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
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Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr (Teller)
Lean, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur,Mr
McCall, Ms
McGill, Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr

Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr E.R. (Teller)
Smith, Mr l.W.
Spry, Mr
SteggaIl, Mr
StockdaIe, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Wells, Mr

Noes. 22.
Hamilton, Mr
Hulls, Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Leighton, Mr
Lim,Mr
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs (Teller)
MildenhaIl, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Wilson, Mrs

Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks,Mr
Cameron, Mr(Teller)
Carli, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dollis, Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett,Ms
Haermeyer, Mr

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

Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

MELBOURNE CITY LINK (EXHIBITION
STREET EXTENSION) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning and Local
Government).

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! As the
required statements of intention have been made
pursuant to section 85(5)(c) of the Constitution Act I
am of the opinion that this bill is required to be carried
by an absolute majority of the Legislative Assembly,
Mr BATCHELOR (Thomastown) - In leading
the debate for the opposition on the Melbourne City
Link (Exhibition Street Extension) Bill I advise that the
opposition will be vigorously opposing it. The
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opposition does not accept road tolls on highways. It is
a pernicious fono of taxation. Not only will the
opposition be opposing the bill but when members of
the public are forced to experience the tolls that will
come with the Exhibition Street extension and the City
Link project they will vigorously oppose it, too.
The toll that arises from this bill and the original City
Link project will create a huge cost burden for
individual motorists, although it may well be that those
in company cars provided for them through salary
packages may not find that fmancial impost such a
burden.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! There is far
too much audible conversation in the Chamber.
Honourable members need to consider the Hansard
reporters. It is extremely difficult for them to hear while
so much audible conversation is going on in the
chamber. I ask honourable members to lower their
voices or perhaps leave the chamber to partake of more
supper.
Mr BATCHELOR - As I was saying prior to
your request, Sir, for more attention from the chamber,
the tolls people will have to pay as a result of this bill
and the original City Link Bill will be a huge impost on
ordinary working people. For many working people the
monthly or quarterly toll bills will be greater than their
electricity bills. From the day at the end of 1999 when
the tollway switches are flicked, people who have been
used to travelling on existing roads and new sections of
the tollway will be required to pay these substantial
amounts of money. The only way they will be able to
deal with that is if they are prepared to make cutbacks
in their personal budgets, because one day they will be
travelling free and the next, once the green switch has
been thrown, they will have to pay substantial tollway
charges. For a privileged few in our community, the
lucky minority whose cars are supplied and whose
motoring costs are met as part of a salary package, there
will be no real difficulty, but for the bulk of people
there will be substantial costs.

In essence this bill is a repeat of an earlier bill. When
the Exhibition Street project was ftrst before the house
the debate both within the chamber and in the public
arena canvassed many of the issues that need to be
canvassed here tonight. When the matter was last
before the house changes were set in place that allowed
the government to facilitate a project that would link
Flinders Street and Exhibition Street over the railway
yards, around the tennis stadium and down to the Punt
Road interchange - a description of the Exhibition
Street extension. The previous bill and subsequent act
enabled the government to facilitate the negotiations
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and contractual arrangements that are now part of this
further Exhibition Street extension bill. Because of that
I envisage that this debate will be somewhat shorter
than might otherwise have been the case. Many of the
issues were canvassed then and there is no need to go
over them again. However, there are some issues I shall
deal with briefly.
Earlier I described the physical changes that will take
place at the Punt Road to Flinders Street section.
Changes will also take place at Burnley to provide
better access for people living in areas to the east to get
to and from the City Link. The major physical impact
of the project will be at the city end. By its very nature
the project has created difficulties and procedural
problems for the government because of the original
City Link contract, which was a commercial agreement
entered into and endorsed by the Parliament. There
were strict and defmed requirements for compensation
that would arise if certain adverse effects occurred at
any stage during the life of the project - which will be
34 years from the time it is completed at the end of
1999.
Even before the City Link project is commissioned
there is potential for the occurrence of an event that
could cause a claim for compensation to be made
arising from the changes to the City Link project
because of the Exhibition Street extension. Previously
the bulk of the traffic coming from the south would
have been expected to use the long tunnel. Those
travellers will now be provided with an alternative
option, which will be used by many people coming in
from the south-eastern suburbs and the Kew and
Hawthorn areas. In effect drivers will choose to go off
what was previously known as the City Link project
and instead of travelling through the tunnel wil1 travel
along the Exhibition Street extension. If no tolls had
been imposed on this road there may have been a
material adverse impact on the modelling for the City
Link project which would have triggered a claim for
compensation.
The negotiations that arise from this form the basis of
the bill, the Exhibition Street extension concession deed
and the integration and facilitation agreement, the
cornerstone of the contractual agreements for the
Exhibition Street extension. They are based on trying to
overcome the claim for compensation that could arise
because of the material adverse effect on the traffic
modelling of the original City Link project. One of the
agreed traffic measures is being changed to a
substantial degree. The original City Link contract
required Batman Avenue to be closed off. The closure
will now take place closer to St Kilda Road by virtue of
the Federation Square project coming down to the
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Yarra River, providing new parklands and overtaking
the land currently occupied by Batman Avenue and the
tramline at that location. Nevertheless there was still a
possibility that a claim for compensation could arise
and one of the difficulties that we have with the bill is
that it is not abundantly clear to us that it provides for a
process under which a potential claim for compensation
cannot be made.
I raised this issue at a meeting with the Melbourne City
Link Authority to brief the opposition on the detail of
the bill. When I asked the authority's representatives to
point out the exact spot in the bill that prohibits a future
claim for compensation that would arise as a result of
the construction of the extension project they could not
do so. Because of the complex nature of the legal
documents, which in essence form the bulk of the
legislation, the authority undertook to get back to me
with an answer on that specific question, and on seven
broad issues in all, before the debate was resumed.
Unfortunately that has not happened. I attempted to
contact the authority late this evening but could not get
through and was unable to establish whether its
representatives had the information or had been able to
resolve the specific or general issues.
I will seek an assurance from the minister that these
matters will be answered. There is a need to discuss the
issue both here and in the upper house. The opposition
would like all those issues addressed, but in particular
the issue of how the bill will prevent a claim for
compensation being made as a result of the bill. If the
bill fails to do that, and prima facie that appears to be
the case, the Victorian taxpayers of the future could
well be exposed to a potentially disastrous fmancial
position. The opposition seeks clarification on that
before it can take those issues further.
In recent days we have also seen the impact of

privatisation on the issuing and collection of
infringement notices. The opposition notes that the
contract has been won by a former partner in
Transfield, an integral part of the City Link project. The
real issue in the discussions that took place was whether
it was made clear in the tender process that the function
of issuing and collecting infringement notices for
people travelling on the tollway who do not pay a toll
or pay an incorrect toll would be handled by the
company that is the preferred tend~rer for the policing
contract.
It is important to know that, because it has been put to

me that in the tendering process entered into for the
privatisation of the issuing and collection of
infringement notice procedures only the preferred
tenderer knew that there was likely to be an extension
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of the task to collecting these City Link tolls and
penalties. The opposition would like the minister to
explain exactly what the situation is and who will be
collecting the unpaid tolls and the fines imposed on
people who use the City Link tollway and the
Exhibition Street extension tollway but fail to pay the
tolls. Who will collect the unpaid tolls? If it is the
consortium that has been successful in tendering for the
police functions recently mentioned in the media, was
that information also made known to the competing
tenderers when expressions of interest and tenders were
called for?
The physical dimensions of the project have been
known for some time and have been previously
debated, but the contractual arrangements are new. The
details that apply to the City Link project will also
apply to the Exhibition Street extension. Actions that
could lead to claims for compensation under the City
Link project are the same sorts of actions that could
lead to claims for compensation under the Exhibition
Street extension project. Most, if not all, the provisions
relevant to aspects of the City Link bill have been
picked up in this bill.
Differences between the two projects relate primarily to
who will pay for the actual construction of the
Exhibition Street extension. The bulk of the City Link
road construction is being paid for by Transurban. IfI
were to divide the Punt Road to Flinders Street section
of the extension into two, with the so-called Punt Road
end being the section from Punt Road to about Olympic
Park and the so-called city end being from about
Olympic Park to Flinders Street, the government will
pay for the construction of the city end of the freeway
and Transurban will pick up the cost of the Punt Road
end. However, later Transurban will pay $35 million to
cover a substantial part of the construction costs of the
city end of the project. The entire project is worth more
than $90 million; the bulk of the construction cost will
be borne by Transurban and will be paid for by tolls.
The Exhibition Street extension will have two toll
locations: one between Swan Street and Punt Road and
the other between Swan and Flinders streets. When a
driver leaves the City Link freeway the tolls will
continue to tick over. If a driver is travelling on the
Exhibition Street extension into the south-eastern
corner of the city beyond Flinders Street, he or she will
drive through two toll locations and then encounter the
same two toll locations on the return trip. Each toll will
cost 63 cents, measured in March 2000 dollar
equivalents.
Under the City Link project and the Exhibition Street
extension scheme the tolls are already increasing. They
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will increase quite dramatically under the formulas laid
out in the City Link contract. The tolls will increase by
4 per cent or the rate of the CPI increase, whichever is
the greater, and Transurban has shown its preparedness
to make sure it chooses the maximum amount
allowable to increase its toll charges. In a short time the
toll charges on the Exhibition Street extension will
increase rapidly, just as they are increasing on the City
Link project.
The tolling system will be the same as the system on
the City Link. The same transponders and the same
accounts will be used for those tolls. As the honourable
member for Gippsland South says by interjection, it is a
simple system. It proves what the opposition has been
saying: once the transponders are in place, tolls will be
extended from the City Link project to other roads.
That is exactly what is happening: the tolls are
extending from the City Link system into the city and
onto a transport route which in the past was Batman
Avenue.
Toll charges will no longer be confmed to the City Link
project. There will be transponders in some 600 000
cars in the metropolitan area. The technology is
available, and the government has made a special
provision in contracts that allows it to use the tolling
technology wherever it likes. Within a short time the
government will be fully capable of extending the use
of tolls as taxing mechanisms beyond City Link and the
Exhibition Street extension.
It is interesting to note that when asked to rule out the
use of tolls on new projects the Minister for Roads and
Ports in another place refused to do so. When he was
asked specifically whether the government would
introduce tolls on roads beyond the City Link and the
Exhibition Street extension he failed to rule it out, and
that was a deliberate and decisive act on his part.

We know the government has plans for future tolls on
other projects. It has canvassed them in a range of
areas. There have been proposals for road tolls on the
Scoresby and Momington freeways and the Great
Ocean Road. There has been talk about tolls here and
tolls there, and the government is determined to ensure
that once the transponder technology is in place it takes
advantage of it. Of course the way the technology is
constructed allows that to happen easily. There is
spare-recording capacity on the transponders. I
understand four communication channels are available
on each transponder. One will be used to provide
information on the City Link and Exhibition Street
extension tolls and the vacant channels will be available
for use on other tolling projects at a later date.
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Much of what the opposition has said in the past is
borne out in this bill, which enables the contractual
arrangements the government has entered into with a
subsidiary of Transurban to have the force oflaw. The
set of arrangements put in place will bind future
governments for the next 34 years. The fmancial
arrangements and contractual obligations will for the
fIrst time enable tolls to be charged on roads other than
City Link roads and will be a huge fmancial impost on
families, particularly those in the south-east. The
opposition opposes the way tolls will be used on the
City Link project and the Exhibition Street extension,
and it opposes the bill.
Ms BURKE (Prahran) - The main purpose of the
bill is to ratify the commercial agreement relating to the
Exhibition Street extension and its integration with City
Link. The extension will be a four-lane divided road
connecting the central activities district to the South
Eastern Freeway. If one relied on the description given
by the honourable member for Thomastown, the project
would be hard to recognise.
On 3 June last year Parliament passed enabling

legislation for the Exhibition Street extension, which
goes across Flinders Street and over the 10limont
railway yards, around the tennis centre to Batman
Avenue and then down Swan Street, ending at the ramp
at the South Eastern Freeway. The project has two
parts. The fIrst is the abutment, which has been
tendered for and which is now under way. The second
is the connection to the South Eastern Freeway.
This bill, the size of which is considerable, is the
outcome of negotiations between - Dr Napthine interjected.
Ms BURKE - I would like to go through it bit by
bit, but I am sure we all have other things to do. The bill
is the outcome of negotiations between the parties
involved and puts the agreement on the building of the
project beyond doubt. Furthermore, any changes to the
agreement will go through the same process that
planning amendments must go through. The signifIcant
thing is that all the City Link agreements are open for
the public to view.
This project is important for many reasons, not the least
of which is that it is the fIrst major roads project in the
city area for some time. We have heard a fair amount of
complaint from the opposition about tolls, but the
Exhibition Street extension does not signal the
government's intention to build an extensive network of
toll roads. Anyone who looks around will clearly see
that the parkland and river environment in which the
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City Link road network is being built has an enonnous
amount of history associated with it. A road in such an
environment will not be built in the same way as a road
that is heading out into the country. The environment
must be respected, which this process has ensured. The
Domain Tunnel under the river is more visually
pleasing to those who live in the area than a road above
the ground.
These roads are not being built from the usual funding
sources. The lack of road building during the Cain and
Kirner years left a void the effects of which are now
evident. The government has found that the most
appropriate way to bring our system up to world
standards is by providing a transport network that not
only meets the needs of people travelling to work each
day and of tourists but also lessens the impact on the
environment of heavy, banked-up traffic - instead of
the Claytons freeways the Labor Party was particularly
good at building over the years.
Moving to important areas that have not been touched
upon, I point out that the link that will be created with
public transport running behind the tennis centre and in
front of the MCG, which will connect those areas to
both tram and train routes, will be a benefIt to users of
public transport. Flinders Street and the tram route
running behind the tennis centre through to Wattle Park
will also be linked, which will be a further advantage.
I turn now to issues concerning the impact of the
proposal on the river bank. When the project was under
consideration the government believed the way the road
network linked into the parkland was important. The
amazing renovation of the Jolimont railway yards and
the removal of a number of lines have created an area
of open space. As the Minister for Conservation and
Land Management said in the previous debate, more
than 8 hectares of open space previously unavailable to
the community will be opened up.
The planning history of Melbourne shows that there
was clearly a preference for putting roads between
parklands and waterways. The current project is an
example of how the government learnt from mistakes
made in the past and will not repeat them. The
8 hectares of parkland is right on the river and will be
open to people to enjoy without having to cross a road.
No doubt this area will be the venue for many events
Victorians will be proud of in the future.
I refer now to Speakers Corner, an important area to us
all. Although Speakers Corner has not been used for
public debate since the 196Os, those humps hold many
memories of wonderful debates in the past. Importantly
to all honourable members who like free and open
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debate, the heritage of Speakers Corner will be
preserved. Strangely enough, although the humps
stayed on the ground, the community moved public
debate from those humps to the area outside the State
Library. The people were well ahead of us, and we will
now follow their initiative and move the humps for
history's sake. Public debate is held now in areas other
than Speakers Corner. You constantly hear debate in
the City Square and see speakers outside the library.
The important thing for my community, and for me in
particular, is that the Exhibition Street area will
be-Mr Hulls inteJjected.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Niddrie should be aware that at
1.25 a.m. the Chair is really scratching to find some
tolerance. I will just leave him with that caution.

Ms BURKE - Thank you, Sir. In my experience
there is more to trying to get to work than the cost of a
toll. For many people there will be a toll they will not
want to pay, but they have other ways of getting to
work than by using the freeway. Those who want to get
to work quickly will have that option. At least the
government allows options rather than forcing people to
do something that only one section of the community
wants to do.
We have improved public transport and created another
route into the system that will provide faster and more
convenient travel. Traffic in many of the residential
streets will be relieved, particularly on the northern side
of the river. Alexandra Avenue will be a much more
pleasant street to drive along. City Link will help that
enormously.
This is a very good bill that has been well thought
through. The parkland and all the related processes will
be of benefit to Melbourne. As we use these roads in
the future or take advantage of the new public transport
services to the Melbourne Cricket Ground, the National
Tennis Centre and Wattle Park we will look back with
pride and say that we contributed to the improvement of
Melbourne.
The government has maintained Melbourne's heritage
and its important land and streetscapes while at the
same time making traffic and movement for the people
of Melbourne much more appropriate to the times we
live in. I commend the bill to the house and look
forward to further contributions from other honourable
members.
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Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) - Like my
colleagues I strongly oppose the Melbourne City Link
(Exhibition Street Extension) Bill as the Labor Party is
opposed to tolls being used as a method of paying for
roads. I was surprised by the honourable member for
Prahran's comments. I do not know where she has been
since the original City Link bill was passed, but
according to her we can all rest happy because the
provisions of this bill give the same protection as those
in the City Link bill. I suggest that is not likely to offer
comfort to Victorians.
I do not know whether the honourable member is aware
of the concern in the community about how badly
schedule 5 matters were covered on both sides of the
city - on the western link and on the eastern link but if she had any idea at all about the concern in the
community she would certainly not be making the
statements she made in the house tonight. The fact that
a government member said it would be wonderful to
have a tram along Exhibition Street, therefore providing
a public transport alternative, while this bill specifically
restricts public transport along the western link, shows
little understanding of how the bill will operate.
The residents of the western suburbs are heartily sick of
being treated as second-class citizens by the
government. City Link is not the only issue. There are
many others - toxic waste dumps, planning matters
and so on. It is nonsense to suggest that the government
is providing alternatives to western suburb residents
because of City Link legislation. When the original City
Link bill was introduced the government gave many
assurances that tolls would not be used on other roads.
But on the first major road the government proposed
after that assurance - the Exhibition Street
extension - it immediately imposed tolls.
The tolls being provided for are 63 cents - one in the
vicinity of Batman Street and the other in the vicinity of
Punt Road It is unfortunate that in all the tolls that have
been placed on City Link and along the Exhibition
Street extension no concern - Mr Gude - On a point of order, Mr Deputy
Speaker, I apologise to the honourable member for
Essendon, but I am having great difficulty hearing her
contribution. Colleagues on her side are obviously
chattering and it is very difficult to hear. I wonder if
they might quieten down.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The Chair
upholds the point of order made by the Leader of the
House. I expand on it: the loud voices are coming not
only from the opposition benches but also from the
government benches. I ask all honourable members at
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this late hour to restrain themselves and allow the
honourable member for Essendon to continue without
assistance.
Mrs MADDIGAN - Thank you, Mr Deputy
Speaker. It is a condemnation of the government that in
imposing tolls, even though it has been asked on a
number of occasion, it has refused to consider allowing
discounts not only for those on aged and other pensions
but also for students. Much of the traffic on the western
link, and indeed a lot of the traffic over the Exhibition
Street extension, will be students travelling to
educational institutions. Obviously they are not
fmancially able to spend that amount.
The honourable member for Prahran seemed to suggest
you can only expect a fairly direct route from one side
ofMelboume to the other if you can afford to pay for it.
Presumably that is the logic of the government - you
only get services if you pay for them, regardless of
whether you have the capacity to pay. That may be the
opinion of the honourable member for Prahran, but it is
not mine.
The Exhibition Street extension shows exactly what is
wrong with the City Link project - it does not work if
you want to get to the city. That is why the government
is building an extension to Exhibition Street, to try to
fIx the South Eastern Freeway link. The honourable
member for Prahran says, 'Rubbish.' Perhaps she can
tell us why the extension is being built if it is not to
allow people to get into the city faster. If not, it is a total
waste of money. I am not sure what she thinks it is
being built for. Sooner or later, you end up in
Exhibition Street.
In discussions with the City Link Authority there was
confusion about what would happen if Exhibition Street
became extremely crowded. This bill, like the previous
City Link bill, makes no provision for traffic
management when people come off the City Link. That
was a major problem with the previous bill. What will
happen in the streets of Melbourne because people are
seeking to avoid paying the toll? It may enable people
who can afford to pay the toll to get to Exhibition Street
faster, but there is no provision for people from the
western side of the city who are trying to get to the city.
They will still end up in Flemington Road, which will
not increase in size, although there is provision for
increasing the number oflanes. However fast you may
be travelling along the City Link road, if you have to sit
in a car twice as long before you get into Flemington
Road it will cost more.

Some honourable members lack understanding of how
difficult it is at the moment for some people to meet the
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many increases in taxes and charges the government is
placing on them. The honourable member for Prahran
lacks understanding of the problems of the City Link
legislation, how poorly it has been handled by the City
Link Authority and the government, and the
dissatisfaction of the residents on both sides of the city.
The opposition does not support the bill, nor will it
support other bills that rely on tolls for road funding. I
remind honourable members of Victoria's history of
funding roads, apart from the West Gate Bridge, with
money coming from all the community rather than by
forcing one small section of the community to pay for
thern because they happen to live in the area.
Mr COLEMAN (Bennettswood) - The
honourable member for Essendon is proving to be an
expert on virtually every topic; yet again she has
demonstrated that she does not understand the
principles behind the bill. Honourable members who
have actually walked down Flinders Street and seen the
work going on at present will realise the legislation that
was passed last year is materialising into construction
that has the objective of meeting the conditions set out
in the bill. What is being demonstrated throughout the
city is the urgent need to complete this project and the
eventual connection through the City Link system,
which will benefIt all Melbumians - in fact all
Victorians. It is clear that unless this project is
completed on schedule the blockages that have
occurred daily will continue, and there will be a further
impost on anybody doing business in the metropolitan
area.
The proposal in the bill and the design of the Exhibition
Street extension provides an entrance into the city that
was previously denied to most traffic. It will offer an
opportunity for people travelling east to have access to
the City Link project along the newly constructed
section rather than negotiating the awkward entry into
the project along Punt Road. As the honourable
member for Prahran said, the relocation of the tram
route will provide an important access route for people
attending the tennis centre, the Glasshouse, Olympic
Park and the MCG. Patrons attending those venues will
have much better access travelling along the Swan
Street section of the Riversdale Road tram route. More
importantly, it will lead to a reduction in the demand for
parking as more people realise how much easier it will
be to gain access to those venues by tram. The location
of the extension at the rear of the tennis centre adjacent
to the existing 10limont yards will be a substantial
improvement in access for people using that public
transport route.
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I was intrigued by the comments of the honourable
member for Thomastown about what he perceived to be
a capacity by the operators of the City Link project to
pursue compensation due to the potential change in
patronage of City Link. I would have thought the
reverse would be true, and that the Exhibition Street
extension would enhance the patronage of City Link
and that therefore any potential claims would be
obviated. The fact that the government is prepared to
build the city end of the extension across the Jolimont
yards and to deal with the issues concerning the
interface between the construction and the PTC is a
statement of faith on its part. The fact that the
contractors are prepared to build the Punt Road end,
where they are undertaking a substantial amount of
work, is a statement of faith on the part of the City Link
operators. A claim based on changed traffic usage could
not be contemplated, and I am intrigued that the
honourable member for Thomastown raised the matter.
The minister will no doubt be providing a response as
requested, but as I understand it substantial agreement
exists between all parties, and the fact that those
statements of faith have been entered into augurs well
for the future.
Clearly some teething problems will be experienced.
However, they will be outweighed by the benefits of
removing the roadway and the tramway from outside
the Glasshouse through to Flinders Street at Princes
Bridge, creating the extra space for parkland in that area
and extending Federation Square right down to the
river. The project's advantages and the importance of
this legislation will be clearly recognised in the future.
They will provide a much better entrance into the city
centre than is presently available at Batman Avenue,
where traffic seeking access to the eastern end of the
city is disgorged at Princes Bridge, and will therefore
be of benefit to all.
As the representative of an electorate on the eastern end
of the project, I say that the more quickly it is
completed the better for all concerned. Road users and
the project contractors have cooperated extremely well
to get us to this point. Considerable work has been done
at night to facilitate the continual use of two lanes in
either direction. I do not know whether the construction
period will be extended, but I am sure drivers currently
using the route will be thoroughly conditioned to
delays, so anything that ameliorates them will be
welcomed. After all, using the City Link will not be
compulsory. Although some roads will be redesigned,
people will be able to exercise a choice. Not everyone
will want to use the freeway all the time. Some people
will make other travel arrangements and ultimately
people will be conditioned to the traffic movements and
will use different methods of entering the city.
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The project will significantly improve
cross-metropolitan travel. Anyone who takes note of
the traffic using the South Eastern Freeway will
appreciate the enormous number of commercial
vehicles that use the freeway and will be aware that the
great bulk of traffic using the new roads will be
vehicles with a commercial need to travel across the
city. That can only improve Victoria's capacity to
compete with other states and enhance export markets
because the cost of delivery must be reduced as trucks
utilise this much faster route. All of us will benefit if
that is achieved.
The bill should be supported. I am sure the issues raised
by the opposition in this debate were raised when the
Melbourne City Link Bill was debated. Anyone who
has looked at the work now being undertaken can
visualise the benefits to be gained from the extension
project.

Mr eARLI (Coburg) - The opposition objects to
the bill for two reasons: the first is the creeping use of
tolls and the second is the general concern about the
City Link project. The use of transponders is spreading
beyond City Link. The honourable member for Prahran
said that has to occur because roads have to be built and
someone has to pay for them. The extension of the
Eastern Freeway is being done without tolls, yet tolls
will be imposed on a road that impacts on the
south-eastern, western and northern suburbs. What
Victorians will get out of this overengineered project is
more cars coming into the city and continuing problems
associated with City Link and the application of
schedule 5. Part of the problem is making existing
roads toll roads.
There could be an argument for introducing tolls on
new roads, but introducing tolls on existing roads will
impact on current users. Clearly people who currently
use not only Exhibition Street but the Tullamarine
Freeway and the South Eastern Freeway will have to
pay tolls. Schedule 5 will fail to meet requirements for
landscaping, noise walls, traffic management, traffic off
the freeway and so on. Exhibition Street is not a major
thoroughfare but it will be a major ramp coming from
City Link.
Historic trees will be removed and there will be an
impact on the environment around the Yarra River as
has happened with the Tullamarine Freeway and the
South Eastern Freeway because the requirements of
schedule 5 have not been met. The community is
concerned that promises have not been kept.
We had a debate in this place about the City Link
project and the desire of Victorian commuters to bypass
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the city. The government argued that people wanted to
travel from the eastern to the northern suburbs, but now
there is a realisation that people want to come into the
city. The Exhibition Street extension will take people
into the city. We are building big freeways to take
traffic into the city to make it ever more congested,
which in turn will create environmental problems. I am
against the whole concept of City Link because it will
be a major environmental failure, particularly in terms
of traffic movement.
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning and
Local Government) - I acknowledge the contributions
made by the honourable members for Thomastown,
Prahran, Essendon, Syndal and Coburg. I note that the
honourable members for Prahran and Syndal support
the legislation and the opposition opposes it.

I regret that the information sought by the honourable
member for Thomastown has not been made available.
I did not realise that the bill would be debated at this
time in the early hours of the morning, and I regret that
I have been unable to get the information from City
Link for him. I assure him that he will get the
information as quickly as possible for use by his
colleague in another place.
It struck me that the honourable members for Essendon
and Coburg were not talking about the Exhibition Street
extension because it is not there. This is merely
legislation which allows it to be built. All the disasters
they were picturing about people not being able to use it
because of a toll are absurd because people currently
cannot use it. If they did they would fall on the rail
tracks because the freeway is simply not there. The
Labor Party members have the difficulty that they do
not know whether to welcome the City Link project or
not to welcome it. They do not know whether it will be
obscenely profitable or whether it will have such a high
toll that nobody will use it and commuters will travel
the side streets.
The honourable member for Coburg is obviously a
side-streets person, as is the honourable member for
Essendon. They say that no-one will use City Link
because of the toll and commuters will travel up the
side streets in Coburg and Essendon. I know the
honourable member for Thomastown has a different
view. His view is that so many people will use the City
Link that it will be obscenely profitable. It seems to me
that members of the opposition need to try to resolve
those difficulties to present a united front to the public
as to the reason why they have a critical view about the
proposal.
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The honourable member for Coburg says that people do
not want to bypass the city; they want to go through the
city. I suppose anybody who uses Brunton Avenue,
Kingsway or any of the other entrances into the city
would already know that. I do not know whether the
honourable member for Coburg was trying to tell us
that he had discovered some unique truth not known to
anyone else. Of course people want to go into the city;
many of them work there. Many of them go into the
city and unfortunately park in and crowd the streets and
do not use public transport enough. There is nothing
surprising about that. There is nothing surprising either
in that the proposed Exhibition Street extension will
provide the opportunity for public transport to be
improved to the sports and entertainment facilities in
the immediate area, and that it will enable those who
want to go south-east or east to escape having to use
Punt Road.
I do not expect the honourable members for Essendon
and Coburg to be expert about the traffic movements in
that part ofMelboume - they are probably more
expert on the traffic movements in the areas they
represent - but they should at least understand enough
to know that the proposal will provide a new
opportunity. If people do not want to use it they do not
have to use it. If they do not want to pay the toll they do
not have to use the road - they are not being forced to
do so. It will be merely another opportunity, which is
tolled. Brunton Avenue, for example, is not tolled, so
there will be opportunities to use the existing road
network that they use now and not pay a toll, or make
the choice to use the extension and pay a toll.
That seems so devastatingly simple that I am surprised
that it evaded the understanding of the honourable
members for Coburg and Essendon. They are left
stranded, opposing the project. It crosses my mind that
we ought to put up a great big notice in Flinders Street
that reads, 'Labor opposes the Exhibition Street
extension', so that the public will be aware of the
position of the Labor Party on the project. We could
say, 'This is another coalition government project
which Labor opposes'. We could say it about the
Museum, City Link, the exhibition building, the casino
and just about every project that exists because the
Labor Party is unable to get its mind around the reasons
for the projects.
The spokesman for the opposition says, 'We are
opposed to the toll' and other members say, 'We are
opposed to the project'. The honourable member for
Coburg is opposed to the project; the honourable
member for Thomastown is opposed to the toll; the
honourable member for Essendon is opposed to the
project.
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Mr Batchelor inteIjected.
Mr MACLELLAN - I understood the honourable
member for Thomastown to be opposed to the toll, not
the project. I know that means he says he is opposed to
the proposed legislation, but the honourable members
for Essendon and Coburg went further and said they are
opposed to the Exhibition Street extension. That needs
to be affinned and made public. We ought to be
grateful that at about 2 o'clock in the morning the truth
fmally comes out - Labor is opposed to just about
every project in this state.
We will have an excellent result here. I will see ifl can
get the answers for the honourable member for
Thomastown. I thank him for his patience; I am sorry
he has been delayed in getting the information. I am
sure that government members wish the bill a speedy
passage and the project itself a safe and speedy
construction.
House divided on motion:

Ayes. 53
Andrighetto, Mr
Ashley, Mr
Burke, Ms (Teller)
Clark, Mr
Coleman, Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Or
Oixon, Mr
Doyle, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn, Mr
Gude, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper,Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kennett, Mr
Kilgour, Mr (Teller)
Lean, Mr
Leigh, Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms
McGill, Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.O.
McLellan, Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan,Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe, Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr E.R. (Teller)
Smith, Mr l.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure,Mr
Wade,Mrs
Wells,Mr

Noes. 22
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr
Cameron, Mr (Teller)
Carli, Mr
Cunningham, Mr
Oavies, Ms
Dollis. Mr
Garbutt, Ms

Hamilton,Mr
Hulls,Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Leighton, Mr
Lim,Mr
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs (Teller)
Mildenhall, Mr
Robinson, Mr
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Gillett,Ms
Haenneyer, Mr

Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr

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

Third reading
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning and Local
Government).

ADJOURNMENT

Mr MACLELLA~ (Minister for Planning and
Local Government) - I move:
That the house do now adjown.

Taxis: EFfPOS machines
Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - I raise for the
attention of the minister representing the Minister for
Roads and Ports in another place a matter concerning
the fitting of electronic funds transfer point of sale
machines in taxis currently being undertaken.
I am advised by representatives of the taxi industry that
these machines are to be fitted by direction of the
Victorian Taxi Directorate at a point on the centre front
of the dashboards of taxis or in the middle of the
vehicles. The problem that arises is that in vehicles that
are licensed to carry five passengers rather than four the
machines are being fitted at a point in front of a
designated passenger seat.
It has been brought to my attention that with vehicles
licensed to carry five passengers the fitting of these
machines in that position constitutes a potential safety
problem for passengers travelling in that seat where the
seat belt is not a sash type but a lap type, and in a
collision or serious braking situation people could be
thrown forward and into the fitting.
I understand that inquiries directed to Vicroads receive
the answer that the fitting of these machines complies
with Australian Design Rule no. 21 which says that
sharp projections and edges that could result in head
injuries on impact are not to be fitted directly in front of
the seating position. Vicroads is saying that it will book
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any vehicle fitted in this manner. However, the
Victorian Taxi Directorate is insisting that these
machines be installed in all vehicles including those
fitted for five passengers.

management require the state to allow Mrs Donnelly to
buy her housing commission home.

I ask the minister to look into this matter as a potential
safety breach and one in which it seems at the moment
that two parties, Vicroads and the taxi directorate, are
operating at different standards and asking different
things of the drivers.

Mr HAERMEYER - I refer the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services to the conupt process
by which the government allocated new police stations
and police station upgrades in the last budget. I ask the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services to make
available - -

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

Housing: East Doncaster
Mr PERTON (Don caster) - At 2.05 a.m. I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Housing on
behalf of a very special constituent of mine, Mrs Joan
Donnelly. Mrs Donnelly is a resident of 2 Thea Grove,
East Doncaster. Very early in her life she came under
the care of the state and was given over to a religious
order which was to care for her during her younger
years. Her ill-treatment ultimately came to my attention
when she sought to find her mother. Legal proceedings
were commenced against the state of Victoria and the
religious order. They were settled last year.
Mrs Donnelly has worked hard all her life but has been
poor all her life. She lives in a housing commission
household in 2 Thea Grove.
An honourable member intetjected.

Mr PERTON - As an honourable member
inteIjects, one's heart goes out to her. I am quite sincere
about that. After the settlement her circumstances
changed dramatically and she wishes to buy the house
in which she has been a resident for 10 years. She
brought up her children in it and it is the kind of house
the Office of Housing should sell to its resident. Given
her treatment by the state early in her life and
subsequently, she is owed this one by the Parliament
and the state of Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr PERTON - I thank the honourable members
behind me for encouraging my stand The department
has indicated that it does not intend to deal with her
application for a period of months. I ask the minister to
set aside bureaucratic administration and red tape to
allow Mrs Donnelly to buy the house in which she has
been a resident for more than 10 years and in which she
raised her children. As an honourable member
inteIjected, the minister is a can-do minister. In these
circumstances compassion, good sense and good

Police: station upgrades

Mr MacleUan - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the member has implied that corrupt practices have
taken place. Although he is entitled to request some
action, an accusation of corrupt practices should not be
raised on the adjournment but by way of substantive
motion.
The SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the point of
order. The honourable member for Yan Yean should, as
I mentioned earlier in the day, be temperate in his
language. He cannot make allegations when raising
matters. He might fmd better words to describe what he
is trying to say.

Mr HAERMEYER - I am referring to a process
by which the new police stations and the police station
upgrades were allocated. If one examines the facts one
fmds that nine station upgrades will take place in
National Party electorates, seven in Liberal Party
electorates, two in the Independents' electorates, which
were formerly held by the Liberal or National parties,
and one in an ALP electorate. I can understand why
some members of the Liberal Party are upset about the
National Party getting nine upgrades when the Liberal
Party received only seven. I ask the minister to make
known to the house the process by which the upgrades
were allocated. Was it done on a whiteboard? Was it
done by virtue ofa pollster's figures? The process has
been most irregular.
The police have their own priority list of capital works
for police stations. At the top of that priority list is the
. Preston police station. It is an absolutely appalling
police station where police have less than 12 inches
between desks. Flemington, Heidelberg, Seymour and
Moe stations also need attention yet they do not appear
on the government's priority list for capital works.
What has gone on here is a political process that has
thrown the priorities of the police force out the window
and put the priorities of National Party and Liberal
Party polling at the top of the list. It is a conupt process.
Mr Thompson - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the honourable member for Yan Yean read out a list of
police stations. He omitted the Sandringham police
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station, which the Labor Party promised to upgrade in
1988.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Chair does not
appreciate frivolous points of order at 10 past 2 in the
morning.

Natural gas: 8undalong
Mr JASPER (Murray Valley) - I have spoken in
the house on many occasions about how grateful we are
to see the extension into my electorate of the natural gas
pipeline at a cost of$IOO million. I direct to the
attention of the Treasurer the representations I have
received from people living at the junction of the
Murray and Ovens rivers at a small settlement called
Bundalong, which is an expanding area of
250 allotments. Despite the fact that the natural gas
pipeline is going right through my electorate of Murray
Valley and will service almost every town, large and
small, currently Bundalong is being bypassed. I have
received extensive representations from a large number
of residents in the area who believe the town should get
an extension.
I inspected the area last week with representatives of
Transmission Pipelines Australia, and the inspection
party included a former education minister, the
Honourable Don Hayward. Although major pipelines
are being extended through the electorate, Stratus the former Gascor and former Gas and Fuel
Corporation - which is putting in pipelines around the
townships, has not extended the pipeline to the
township of Bundalong. I seek from the Treasurer
support in ensuring that the pipeline is extended by
5 kilometres to the township of Bundalong.
In a most important development today the major
transmission pipeline was extended under the Murray
River between Wahgunyah and Corowa, and in a
breakthrough, following the connection of the gas
pipeline gas will be delivered to Rutherglen,
Wahgunyah and Corowa in probably June or July of
this year. Further, following a successful negotiation the
pipeline goes under the River Murray despite the Yorta
Yorta claim on the river and the air above the river. At
this advanced stage in the installation of the natural gas
pipeline I seek an assurance from the Treasurer that he
will investigate whether natural gas can be extended to
Bundalong.

Murrayville: ground water
Mr SAVAGE (Mildura) - I refer the Minister for
Agriculture and Resources to the adjournment debate
on 25 March when I raised a matter about ground water
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reserves in Murrayville or zone lOB. Since then a
meeting held at Murrayville attracted 230 people who
discussed the ever-increasing crisis about depleted
ground water reserves. The ground water depletion now
affects about 351 square kilometres. The crux of the
problem is rampant irrigation pumping on the South
Australian side of the border near Murrayville.
Recently a member of the Murrayville and districts
ground water task force hired an aircraft and from the
air counted 42 centre pivot irrigation systems pumping
water on the South Australian side of the border. None
of the centre pivots has any metering device so the
amount of water being pumped is unknown.
On 25 March the Minister for Agriculture and
Resources observed that some of the shallow bores may
be impeding the development of the area. The problem
is that a shallow bore may require $10 000 to make it
deeper, which is a serious impost on many farmers who
use the water for stock and domestic purposes. A drop
of 14 metres is considered to be catastrophic.

I have received a letter from a Mr Wheeler whose
postal address is Pinnaroo but who lives in Victoria,
who says a hydrologist at the meeting was asked about
the solution to the problem. He said there was no
problem and they should deepen the bores, lower the
pumps and hope the water levels will rise again next
winter. No business can operate with hope at the helm.
I ask the minister to carry out the four resolutions of the
meeting. The first is that an independent survey be
camed out; secondly, no further approvals be allowed
pending the results of an inquiry and that no activation
of unused allocations be allowed, that all transfers be
frozen; thirdly, the proposals to be effective from
7 April to prevent bodies taking advantage of the time
lag between the start of the survey and a ministerial
order; fourthly, that the department make contact with
South Australia to urge the implementation of meters
and levies - -

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

Buses: route no. 704
Mr LIM (Clayton) - I direct to the attention of the
Minister for Transport the decision of the
Clayton-based Ventura Bus Lines Pty Ltd to close its
route 704 service. I ask the minister to intervene to stop
that happening. The Ventura route 704 takes passengers
from Clayton shopping centre to Oakleigh shopping
centre, passing through Huntingdale shopping centre
and by the Huntingdale railway station. People use the
route to connect to other bus routes to travel to the
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major regional shopping centre at Chadstone at the
eastern end of the route; at the other end, people can
take the bus to Monash Medical Centre, Monash
University and beyond. It is an important route.
The concern that my elderly constituents have
conveyed to me is that the closure of the route will
force them to negotiate a user-unfriendly, poorly lit and
unsafe pedestrian path under the Huntingdale railway
station to cross from Clayton to Huntingdale. They
suggest that is a disaster in the making and a dangerous
proposition, to say the least. Local residents who have
frequented the service for many years, especially those
with no alternative means of transport, consider the
threatened bus route closure to be a violation of their
quality of life. They are in the process of organising a
petition and rallies. The Ventura company's action is
uncalled for and unwarranted. My constituents query
the rationale behind the closure of the route because
they believe route 704 is commercially viable and well
patronised. The response I have received from the bus
company is that although it does not intend to close the
route immediately it cannot guarantee the service in the
long term.
I ask the minister to do everything in his power to
ensure the security and longevity of this service for the
benefit of the residents of Clayton.
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I would like to know how Mr Prichard came to choose
the company that he used. He is now threatening
Mr Papadopoulos, a body corporate member, with legal
action for daring to do his job as a body corporate
member. His letter to Mr Papadopoulos dated 1 May
states:
Please note that unless the secretary authorises a meeting of
members of the body corporate, any such meeting by
'Mr Lucky Papadopoulos' is invalid and of no legal effect. In
short, the meeting would be illegal.

That is despite the fact that Mr Papadopoulos has up to
18 signatories to his form expressing the desire to get
rid of this man.
Mr Prichard has done this sort of thing to numerous
people before. In my view he is a charlatan and ought
to be put out of business. Mr Papadopoulos is very
upset. He has been threatened with legal action and
subjected to all sorts of activities, including being
doorknocked by Mr Prichard bothering him late at
night.
I seek an investigation by the Attorney-General as to
how Mr Prichard took the approach he did. I am
seeking to assure Mr Papadopoulos that he has done the

right thing; the body corporate has every right to
change its managernent.

Mentone Body Corporate Management

Greensborough Highway: noise barriers

Mr LEIGH (MordiaUoc) - I raise for the attention
of the Attorney-General a matter concerning Mentone
Body Corporate Management. As long ago as
5 October 1993 I raised concerns about the activities of
the operator of the company, Mr Michael Prichard,
against some members of bodies corporate on whose
behalf he was supposedly working. I fmd it hard to
believe how this man can continue to operate.

Ms GARBUTT (Bundoora) - The matter I raise·
for the attention of the Minister for Planning and Local
Government, who is the representative in this place of
the Minister for Roads and Ports, concerns the need for
noise barriers on the Greensborough Highway. I ask the
minister to monitor the noise at Grimshaw Street and
the Greensborough Highway and to review the decision
not to install noise barriers. I have received numerous
telephone calls from constituents who live near that
intersection expressing their concerns that the noise is
already intolerable and will get worse. When the
Western Ring Road is completed next year the traffic,
which is already heavy, will increase enormously and
the noise will increase in proportion.

The matter I raise today concerns a property at 94 -96
Cavanagh Street, Cheltenham. There is a property at the
back of a large number of units which the body
corporate decided to sell. It asked Mr Prichard to do his
job and for some reason he came up with a company
that valued the property at $106 000. One of the body
corporate members, Mr 'Lucky' Papadopoulos, made a
complaint because he believed the land was
underpriced and decided to enlist the support of other
residents in fighting against it. A large number of
residents signed a form indicating they were unhappy
with what was happening. Mr Prichard then obtained
from another company a valuation of$157 500, and
there are sworn valuations up to $170 000.

I wrote to the minister three times in the past six

months and it took five months to receive a reply,
which is an insult to my constituents. He says in his
reply that he does not consider the road to be a
freeway - yet it is part of the ring road - and that in
his view the noise is not high enough to warrant noise
barriers.
I shall place on record some of the complaints my
constituents have expressed to me. When emergency
vehicles use the bypass it sounds as though they are in
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the house. Even when trucks are passing, the rattle of
their empty trays and the noise of their exhausts and
brakes are enough to make life intolerable. They also
report that a Vicroads worker who was doing some
monitoring told them that the noise level was one of the
highest in Melbourne.
It is inconceivable that the minister should refuse to
install noise barriers on that section of the road. When I
first wrote to the minister I was told that the noise
would be monitored when the works were finished. The
works have now been fmished, and extra monitoring is
needed - during the peak periods, of course, when the
noise is at its worst. I am sure that if adequate
monitoring is carried out at peak times it will show that
the noise is absolutely intolerable and well over the
limits necessary for the minister to take action and
install the noise barriers that have been requested.

Trams: Toorak Road
Ms BURKE (prahran) - I ask the Minister for
Planning and Local Government to raise with the
Minister for Transport the concern of a constituent of
mine, Mr Mervyn Davies, about the tram tracks on
Toorak Road.
The historic no. 8 tram line runs down Toorak Road.
The community understands that the dust and dirt on
the tracks is associated with the brakes, but Mr Davies
has drawn to my attention the fact that the tracks sit
above the road pavement. As a result, when elderly
people and mothers with prams cross at the traffic lights
at the intersection of Mathoura Road and Toorak Road
to go to the Tok-H shopping centre they have a problem
with tripping. In wet weather the problem is worse,
because the road becomes slippery. As most members
will appreciate, many of my constituents are frequent
users of public transport.
The issue is particularly important, given the
government's Walksafe road safety initiative. The tram
tracks at a crossing at Malvern Road, which runs
through another major shopping centre, are also slightly
higher than the road pavement, which also causes
problems for my elderly constituents in particular. An
elderly citizens home in which two blind ladies reside is
also situated in Mathoura Road.
I would appreciate the minister giving some attention to
the road pavement, particularly at the intersection of
Toorak and Mathoura roads. I ask him to do something
about it as soon as is practicable.

1675

Golden Square Primary School
Mr CAMERON (Bendigo West) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Education the maintenance
of the Golden Square Primary School, which is better
known locally as the Laurel Street Primary School. I
refer in particular to painting the inside of the building.

The school asked Haines Paint to give it an estimate of
the cost of the paint needed for the entire inside of the
building. The company estimated that it would cost
$13 000 and said that if the school acquired all the paint
it needed, it would donate half. That is an attractive
offer, given the costs that would otherwise be involved.
The school asked the department to assist it with the
other half of the cost of the paint and the labour, but it
has provided no support at all. I ask the minister to
investigate the matter to see what assistance he can give
to the school, given that it has arranged for Haines to
give it half the paint at no cost. The school is having a
major reunion later in the year and the school
community would like to present the school buildings
in the best possible way. I ask the minister to take up
the matter and assure him it would be appreciated by
the school community.

Responses
Mr MACLELLAN (Minister for Planning and
Local Government) - The honourable member for
Geelong North raised for the Minister for Roads and
Ports in another place the matter of funds transfer
machines in taxis and the possible safety implications
of the machines being placed on the dashboard. I will
direct the matter to the attention ofthe Minister for
Roads and Ports and ask him to reply.
The honourable member for Doncaster raised a matter
regarding a constituent's desire to purchase a ministry
house. I will pass that on to the Minister for Housing
and ask her to respond to the honourable member.
The honourable member for Murray Valley has
apparently discovered one town in the Murray Valley
that is not being provided with reticulated natural gas.
He asked the Treasurer to investigate whether there
could be 100 per cent coverage of the Murray Valley
with natural gas. Given the predilections of the
honourable member, who represents Murray Valley so
vigorously, I am surprised that it does not already have
100 per cent coverage. I will certainly raise the matter
with the Treasurer.
The honourable member for Mildura directed to the
attention of the Minister for Agriculture and Resources
the falling levels of underground water in the
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Murrayville area. I will pass his comments on to the
minister and ask him to respond to the honourable
member directly.
The honourable member for Clayton raised with the
Minister for Transport a matter concerning the Ventura
bus group and the reallocation of services. On behalf of
his constituents the honourable member expressed a
desire that services be maintained as they are. I will
direct the matter to the attention of the minister.
The honourable member for Mordialloc raised for the
attention of the Attorney-General a matter involving a
body corporate and the possible sale of an allotment in
the body corporate for less than its true or sworn value.
He desires to ensure that the management of the body
corporate is fair and effective in obtaining proper value
for any assets disposed of.
The honourable member for Bundoora raised for the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Ports in another
place a matter concerning noise barriers. I would have
thought it a matter also for the local council to ask the
Environment Protection Authority whether it would
like to test noise levels in the area to see whether they
meet the current standards. I shall take the matter up
with the Minister for Roads and Ports.
The honourable member for Prahran is concerned that
her constituents who might be heading from Mathoura
Road to the Tok-H shopping centre face a difficulty in
getting across the tram barriers in Toorak Road. The
honourable member did not make it clear whether that
was on the way to the shopping centre or whether it was
when they were burdened with the purchases they had
made and were returning. I will assume for the
purposes of the night, it being 2.30 a.m., that the
elevation of the tram lines above the road surface is a
problem for people crossing both ways. I will ask the
Minister for Transport to request an inspection of that
area on the no. 8 tram route to see whether the tram
lines meet the proper standards so that the honourable
member's constituents will no longer be troubled when
they are either going to or returning from the Tok-H
shopping centre. There are providers of a wide range of
retail services on the other side ofToorak Road at that
point and I understand that none of the honourable
member's constituents would be going across to the
other side except for medicinal purposes at that time of
day.
The honourable member for Bendigo West raised a
matter regarding a primary school that has been the
recipient of some fraternal kindness being extended
from Ballarat by Haines Paint, which has been kind
enough to offer paint at approximately half price. This

Tuesday, 12 May 1998

generous offer from Haines Paint in Ballarat having
been secured, the honourable member for Bendigo
West wants to know whether he will now be lucky
enough to persuade the Minister for Education to
provide the rest of the bargain. He would then get the
cost of the labour and the other half of the paint, so the
school would contribute nothing towards the repainting.
If the honourable member is successful, this is likely to
become a widespread school activity. I imagine the
Minister for Education might well be curious about
whether the school intends to make some substantial
contribution towards having the school ready for the
reunion the honourable member mentioned.
The honourable member for Yan Yean asked in his
seemingly inimitable way whether the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services had corruptly decided
on which police stations should have major repairs and
rebuilds.
The SPEAKER - Order! As the minister knows,
he took a point of order about the word 'corrupt' and
that was ruled in favour of the minister. The honourable
member then changed his language. The minister
should follow the change of language accepted by the
honourable member for Yan Yean.

Mr MACLELLAN - Indeed, Mr Speaker. When
a careful inspection is made of the Hansard record of
the remarks of the honourable member it will show that
at the very end of his remarks he again used the word
'corrupt' and was not corrected by you, Sir, nor did he
correct himself.
The SPEAKER - Order! Ifhe did so it was out of
the Chair's hearing, otherwise he would have been set
down in a hUrry.
Mr MACLELLAN - I entirely understand,
Mr Speaker, that it would be without your noticing it,

but it was not done accidentally by the honourable
member for Yan Yean; it was done quite deliberately,
and it is to that I respond. I respond to the second and
last comments of the honourable member because the
honourable member, rather than sharing with the police
the acceptance of a large program of rebuilding,
renovating and building of new police stations - a
most welcome program - simply tries to denigrate the
whole idea by telling us what the political allegiance of
the areas represented in the Parliament is. After
10 years of Labor Party neglect of the priorities of
rebuilding and renovation of police stations in this state
there is such a backlog that it would not matter how
many years ministers of police and emergency services
undertook a program such as we have now, there would
still be many police stations needing additional work.
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The honourable member ought to consider a less florid
and extreme fonn of presentation. The argument he
puts and the question he raises for the attention of the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services could be
quite neatly put; the honourable member could ask for
an explanation. In my attempt to pass on the heart of the
remarks the honourable member for Yan Yean makes I
will try to put that to the minister and ask him to reply
to him. However, when the honourable member for
Yan Yean decorates his question with his usual excess
of florid language and uncontrolled outburst all he does
is destroy a good argument by the very way in which he
puts the question. He then scoffs and laughs, as he is
doing now at 2.40 in the morning. The honourable
member needs to consider how he presents matters in
the adjournment debate and how he might present them
so as to get useful advice rather than presenting matters
in an offensive way with unparliamentary expressions
attached to them and inappropriately - Mr Haermeyer intetjected.

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member for Yan Yean to cease intetjecting. Ifhe
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continues to behave in that way when the Chair has
ruled against him, I will name him.
Mr MACLELLAN - I do not feel the need to
repeat what he said, but I would like it recorded in
Hansard. Mr Speaker, I dare say because you corrected
him it will be recorded in Hansard. The honourable
member has done it again. He has an uncontrollable
urge to deliberately challenge the ruling of the Chair
and the process of Parliament, not by substantive
motion but by open-mouthed assertion. His problem is
that what he cannot do by deliberate and substantive
motion he seeks to do either on the adjournment debate,
at question time or at other times.
It is very difficult to respond to the honourable member
if one has to try to respond to what might have been the
kernel of what he wished to raise and to reinterpret it,
rather than to take the exact words he uses, because the
exact words he uses are unreliable and unbecoming.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned 2.41 a.m. (Wednesday)
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The SPEAKER (Hon. S. J. Plowman) took the chair at
10.04 a.m. and read the prayer.

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

Dental Practice Bill

1679

HOSPITALS: AUDITOR-GENERAL'S
REPORT
Mr 11IWAITES (Albert Park) - I desire to move
that the house do now adjourn for the purpose of
discussing a defmite matter of public importance namely, the Auditor-General's findings in relation to
the acute health system contained in his special report
no. 56.
Required number of members rose indicating approval of
motion being put.

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

Mr 11IWAITES (Albert Park) - I move:

The hwnble petition of the undersigned citizens of the state of
Victoria sheweth that the Dental Practice Bill 1998 has the
potential to undermine the high ethical and professional
standards required of dental care by removing the restrictions
on who may practise in the provision of dental services to the
community.

That the house do now adjourn.

Your petitioners therefore pray that:
Dental surgery or medicine be regulated to ensure
that only qualified and registered dental operatives
be allowed to practice.
The restrictions on who may own dental practices
be maintained.
And your petitioners, as in duty bound. will ever pray.

By Mrs McGill (103 signatures)
Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General - Report on Ministerial Portfolios,
May )998 - Ordered to be printed
Construction Industry Long Service Leave Board
(CoINVEST) - Report for the period ended 30 November
1997
Police Regulation Act 1958 -Interim Report of the
Ombudsman - Allegations Raised Concerning the Activities
of the Operations Intelligence Unit and Other Related Issues,
May 1998 - Ordered to be printed.

The SPEAKER - Order! On Tuesday, 12 May,
the Interim Report of the Ombudsman - Allegations
Raised Concerning the Activities of the Operations
Intelligence Unit and Other Related Issues was
inadvertently included in the list of reports ordered to
be printed. As the report has only now been tabled I
have directed the Clerk to remove the paper from the
list of papers ordered to be printed yesterday.

The Auditor-General's special report no. 56 tabled
yesterday is a damning indictment of the Kennett
government and the way it has mismanaged the
hospital system. It is a damning indictment of the way
massive budget cuts were introduced at the same time
as the case-mix system, and it is a damning indictment
of the way the current Minister for Conservation and
Land Management mismanaged the health portfolio
when she had responsibility for it, just as the current
Minister for Health is mismanaging it now.
For the first time the Auditor-General's report tells it
like it is. It reveals clearly that the quality of care in our
public hospitals is declining, that the morale of doctors
and nurses is at an all-time low and that our hospitals
are facing a fmancial crisis. The report also reveals that
the equipment and staff numbers in our public hospitals
have been run down. Despite that, all we get from the
governmeht is the blame game; instead of fixing the
problem the government is blaming its federal
colleagues.
The government is looking around for anyone it can
find to pass the blame to. It is time to fix the problem; it
is time to stop the blame game; it is time that patients
were put first. However, the government will not do
that.
It is interesting to note that the response of the health
department to the report was not to say 'We will look at
this seriously and make the changes that are
recommended in it'. Instead the department has actually
hired consultants to bag the Auditor-General and his
report. That response is an indication that the
government will never fix the problem - it is never
prepared to address the issues that experts have raised.
For years members of the opposition have been saying
what is now contained in the report. I can understand
that for political reasons the government did not accept
everything we said, but we have been proven correct on
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every single point. Everything we have said is borne
out in the report. The doctors and nurses have said it;
even some members of the government have said it. I
remember that the honourable member for Murray
Valley stood up for his local area, but he was chopped
down.
Most members of the government do nothing. The
honourable member for Monbulk is happy to see his
local Angliss hospital downgraded so that the proposed
privatised Knox hospital can be more successful. I note
that the front page of his local paper this week makes it
c1ear that the Angliss hospital will be downgraded. The
honourable member for Mordialloc is interested in
raising issues in every other electorate but his own.
What happened to the Mordialloc hospital while the
local member was off looking in rubbish bins and in
gutters for unsigned affidavits and unsourced
allegations? His hospital was being closed.

Mr Leigh - On a point of order, Mr Speaker, in
view of the fact that the material was supplied in this
chamber, there were signed copies of the statutory
declaration.
The SPEAKER order.
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people that the hospital system is working. The
independent report of the Auditor-General contains the
views of senior doctors and senior nurses who work in
the hospital system. I am sure that the next step will be
to try to undermine the credibility of the doctors: the
government will probably hire consultants to say that
the doctors do not know what is going on. Or perhaps it
will be to say that the nurses, who are saving lives
every day, do not know what is going on. I have no
doubt that the next list of consultancies will include
payment for a detailed report by KPMG or Coopers and
Lybrand on why doctors do not know what they are
talking about.

It is time the government started listening to the
experts - that is, the doctors, nurses and
physiotherapists who work day after day in the hospital
system saving lives. The government might also listen
to some of the patients who are left lying on trolleyssometimes for up to 25 hours. Two weeks ago we were
at the opening of the Northern Hospital and the Premier
was trumpeting its great success.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to address the Chair, not the caucus.

Order! There is no point of

Mr THWAITES - The point of order just shows
that the honourable member for Mordialloc, like all
members of the government, never learns. Do the
people ofMordialloc really care about that sort of stuff?
No - they want their hospital back and they want
health services. They want to know that they do not
have to wait two or three years for an operation. Due to
the great support and representation of the honourable
member for Mordialloc not only have they lost their
hospital but they must go to Sandringham or Monash,
where they are put at the end of a waiting list queue that
has more than trebled under the Kennett government.
The waiting list at Monash is now three times as long as
it was when the honourable member for Mordialloc
entered Parliament People are being discharged too
early in Mordialloc, BaJlarat and Melbourne - all over
Victoria Yet all we get from the lot opposite is the
blame game. They have looked to anyone to blame,
including private insurance and their federal colleagues.
The situation is now in writing in the independent
Auditor-General's special report, Acute health services
under casemix: A case ofmixed priorities, which tells it
like it is. I call upon backbenchers opposite to read the
report because I assure them that the people in their
electorates are more interested in what the
Auditor-General has to say than in the public relations
material the government puts out to try to convince

Mr THW AITES - The opposition certainly
supports the new Northern Hospital- a project the
government delayed by two years. But on that same
day a Mr Billington revealed that after having a stroke
he had had to wait 25 hours on a trolley because there
were not enough beds. Having waited for 25 hours to
get a bed, he was in hospital for some weeks and was
discharged on the Thursday before Easter. He went
home to his 73-year-old wife, who is frail and suffering
from illness and cannot look after him. The government
does not care. The government has no vision for health.
Labor has a vision for a high-quality health care system
in which the quality of the health care a person gets
depends on need, not on wealth. In other words,
Labor's vision is that a high-quality system of health
care should be available for all Victorians - and it
should not be based on a person's wealth or how much
money the hospital can make out of a patient.
The Auditor-General's report contains the damning
criticism that the chronically ill, the aged and the poor
are those who suffer most.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the Deputy Leader
of the Opposition to address the Chair, which is in this
direction.

Mr THWAITES - They are people who cannot be
treated as quickly as younger people can be treated.
That is why the experts are saying that they are
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suffering under the government's policies, including the
case-mix system. The government's management of the
health system amounts to nothing more than a string of
broken promises. For example, the honourable member
for Monbulk presided over the promise to establish a
Lilydale integrated care centre. In the last election
campaign the government promised that there would be
a day hospital for Lilydale. Apparently that has
disappeared - and I am sure he will disappear along
with the broken promises! The Minister for Youth and
Community Services, the honourable member for
Portland, is thought of so highly - The SPEAKER - Order! I have asked the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition to address the Chair, not the
caucus. The Chair is in this direction.
Mr THWAlTES - The honourable member for
Portland is so highly regarded by his local principals
that they have written expressing their disappointment
in his performance, complaining that they do not have
any decent youth services, which are part of his
portfolio.
Hospitals are in chaos after five years of the Kennett
government's cuts. The result of the government's
performance is that 12 country hospitals have closed;
four city hospitals have closed and another, Essendon
Hospital, is about to close its doors; 1400 hospital beds
have closed; more than 10 000 staff, including
3000 nurses, have been taken from the system; the
number of people waiting for surgery has increased by
more than 20 per cent from around 33 000 to around
40 000; each month hundreds of people are forced to
wait more than 12 hours on hospital trolleys; and, as the
Auditor-General's report says, people are being
discharged too soon from hospital. Why is that? It is
because, as I have indicated, the government does not
have a vision for health. It has only one idea for health,
and that is efficiency - it is concerned only about
efficiency.
The government ignores effectiveness, quality, equity
and the opportunity all Victorians ought to have to have
a first-class health system. The government is forcing a
Third World health system on Victorian public
hospitals. Now, apparently because it is a bit nervous
aboutit-The SPEAKER - Order! I remind the honourable
member of standing order no. 84, 'Members to address
Mr Speaker', which states:
Every member desiring to speak shall rise in his place and
address himself to Mr Speaker.
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I ask the Deputy Leader of the Opposition to address
himself to the Chair, not to his backbench.
Mr THW AlTES - I am addressing this to the
Chair, and I am also intending to address the whole
house.
The SPEAKER - Order! You address the Chair.
Mr THW AlTES - It is the government members
who will lose their seats over the health issue, and it is
the government members who ought to start listening to
what the Auditor-General says. Government members
such as the honourable member for Monbulk have sold
out their constituents. He allowed the local integrated
care centre proposal to be knocked on the head; he
allowed the local hospital, the Angliss Hospital, to lose
services and face closures. It is the government
members who ought to be listening; they are the ones
who are responsible for the problems.
The key fmding in this report is that quality of care in
hospitals has declined. I refer in particular to the survey
of senior doctors, which I will read from. The doctors
were asked about the overall effect of the government
reforms on the quality of clinical care. Seventy per cent
of senior doctors said the system had deteriorated, and
just 6 per cent of doctors said the system had improved.
The SPEAKER - Order! I have asked the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition to address the Chair, but he
continues to address his backbench. Ifhe continues to
flout standing orders I will no longer hear him. I
suggest he address his remarks to the Chair, not to the
opposition backbench.
Mr THW AlTES - I will be pleased to do that, and
I hope the same ruling is applied in question time when
the Premier turns his back on the Chair and speaks for
5, 10 or 15 minutes on every question to his backbench
members, rah-rahs them up - The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
shall accede to the Chair's request rather than reflecting
on the Chair. If during question time the honourable
member wishes to raise a point of order about the
Premier or any other honourable member - perhaps
himself - he may do so, but in the meantime he is to
address the Chair.
Mr THWAlTES - I will certainly do that, and I do
not expect I will need to raise a point of order on that
matter because I am sure the Speaker will draw the
attention of the Premier to the standing order, just as he
has drawn my attention to it now.
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I will continue with the views of the clinicians and
charge nurses. Asked about their attitude to the
effectiveness of government reforms on the quality of
clinical care, just 15 per cent of charge nurses believed
the quality of care had improved; by comparison,
67 per cent of nurses believed it had deteriorated.
I turn now to some of the comments made by senior
doctors, in which I believe the Speaker will have some
interest. The doctors said that the disadvantages of the
current system include inappropriate early discharges
and the pressure to admit patients with clinical
conditions that attract a higher payment under case mix,
which leads to patient disadvantage.
A doctor said:
I have witnessed patients being falsely ... categorised to
ensure that the best financial outcome is achieved. In addition,
at some executive meetings, prioritisation was directed
towards the most financially beneficial clinical services.
These measures have the capacity to conupt the best
community clinical outcome.

Another doctor's comment was:
Throughput and keeping within budget are the goals.
Outcomes and quality do not rate a mention unless they are so
bad as to generate complaint.

They are talking about the hospital system the
government has presided over. These are the points
which the doctors raised and which are in the
Auditor-General's report.
The clinicians were also asked about supportive care that is, communication with patients, information
provided to patients and cleanliness in hospitals. What
do they have to say about that? Of all the senior
doctors, 22, which is only 8 per cent, believed there had
been an improvement, whereas 73 per cent believed
there had been a decline. A total of 67 per cent of
charge nurses believed that the quality had deteriorated,
and the issues they raised included cleanliness of
hospital facilities. Seventy-one per cent of senior
doctors and 76 per cent of nurses believed there had
been a decline in the level of cleanliness, which accords
with the information I receive as shadow minister.
Every week I receive a call or a letter from someone
complaining that wards are filthy, and that is because
something like 40 per cent of cleaners have been taken
out of Victorian hospitals.
That is the system the government is presiding over and
is not doing anything about. That is nothing to be proud
of. The budget contains nothing to put back those
cleaners; the budget contains nothing to fix up the
problems of the Victorian health system. In fact, the
budget is a fraud. It purports to provide extra money for
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hospitals, and there is a claim that $47 million in
growth funding is to be provided. What the government
has not told us is that it is taking 1.5 per cent, or
$27 million, out of that for a productivity cut, leaving
just $20 million for all hospitals in Victoria - and that
is meant to fund growth of 1.6 per cent. That represents
about 0.8 per cent ofthe health budget, yet hospitals
have to treat 1.6 per cent more patients. In other words,
Victorian hospitals will be worse off next year than
they are this year.
I am sure that if the Auditor-General were to report on
hospitals next year he would say that the system had
become even worse, just as he has now. However, the
problem is that there will be no Auditor-General's
report next year because the government has decided to
knock him off. When we have an Auditor-General who
reports adversely, the government appoints a private
consultant to bag him and say his report is no good. By
paying out that money it gets rid of the independence of
the Auditor-General. Victorians will never get a report
like this again. Victorians are not likely to see the
private accounting firms that benefit to the extent of
millions of dollars from government contracts making
the sorts of criticisms the Auditor-General makes in this
report.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable mernber
is now straying from his own motion.

Mr THW AITES clear interest - -

Those private frrms have a

The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the honourable
member to come back to his motion.

Mr THW AITES - The matters that are raised in
the Auditor-General's report are matters of serious
public interest. Unless there is an independent
Auditor-General these matters will not be raised in the
future. That is the concern I have.
I turn now to the issue of rural hospitals which was
raised in this report. There is no doubt that rural patients
are suffering under the government's version of case
mix. This report reveals that not only the budget cuts
but also the version of case mix that the Kennett
government has adopted have disadvantaged rural
hospitals.
I will refer to some of the findings in the report. Firstly,
the report found that the case-mix public medical
payment disadvantages small rural and large regional
hospitals because they have higher medical costs which
the case-mix formula does not take into account.
Secondly, the majority of rural hospitals believe the
Department of Human Services does not equitably
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administer the tender process for extra case-mix
funding. The majority of rural hospitals believe
hospitals cut corners on non-clinical aspects of quality
such as cleaning and waiting times in casualty as a
result of the introduction of case mix. Half the rural
hospitals believe case mix has not achieved its primary
objective of improving efficiency and funding equity
without reducing quality of care. A total of92 per cent
of rural hospitals believe staff morale has not improved
since the introduction of case mix. Smaller hospitals are
under-represented in the department's cost-weight
studies for case mix.
That summary of some of the points in the report gives
an indication of the ways in which the inflexible
version of case mix and the budget cuts imposed by this
government have adversely affected country hospitals.
To find a hospital that is really suffering one need go no
further than one that is the responsibility of the
honourable member for Gippsland South - the Sale
hospital. The hospital is being gutted and will lose
services to assist the government's privatisation plans
for the Latrobe Regional Hospital. The
Auditor-General's report makes a number of adverse
comments about privatisation in the health system but I
turn first to the Sale hospital. Senior medical staff at the
hospital have written to the Minister for Health saying
that they are outraged following indications from the
regional director of the Department of Human Services
that the Sale subregion will lose some specialist
medical services and that funding formulations will be
recalculated, which will severely disadvantage their
hospital.
Last week the Minister for Health admitted when
giving evidence before the parliamentary Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee that 750 case-mix
WIES are likely to be removed from the hospitalthat is, more than $1 million. The beneficiary will be
none other than the privatised operator of the Latrobe
Regional Hospital down the road. That is what this is
all about. I am disturbed that the honourable member
for Gippsland South is prepared to sell out his hospital
and his community to advance the interests of the
privatised hospital. The honourable member has been
clearly told that ifhe wants a career - ifhe wants to go
on and knock off the leader of the National Party - the
best thing he can do is support the privatisation. The
result is that the people of Sale are the victims of the
leadership ambitions of the honourable member for
Gippsland South.
If the 750 WIES are removed from Sale, as no doubt
they will be, the critical care and neonatal special care
units are unlikely to be viable. The government wants
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to force specialists and patients out of the Sale hospital
and into the privatised hospital because clearly the
contract the government has entered into with the
private operator of the Latrobe Regional Hospital gives
that operator a monopoly. The government allegedly
opposes monopolies and was vociferous about alleged
monopolies on the waterfront, yet when it comes to its
mates and its policies it embraces them. The
government loves monopolies. In the Latrobe region
the government has given the operator a 20-year
monopoly on medical services, yet apparently that is
not enough - the government also has to gut the other
hospitals in the area to ensure the profits of the
privatised hospital are maximised.
The next hospital in the gun is at Warragul. The
Warragul hospital will suffer as a result of the
privatisation in the same way that the Sale hospital is
suffering now. It will lose specialist services and
government funding to support the Latrobe Regional
Hospital. A disturbing matter linked to the privatisation
is the interference with the Sale hospital board. The
honourable member for Gippsland South is now trying
to get up his candidate as the CEO of the hospital
because he wants to ensure that the person who runs the
hospital will toe the government line. Currently he is
trying to interfere with the board to ensure it does his
bidding and appoints someone who will not complain
about the downgrading of the hospital.
The SPEAKER - Order! I direct the honourable
member back to his own motion, which concerns the
findings of the Auditor-General. I do not think the
Auditor-General's report deals with the appointment of
board members to a hospital in the Gippsland South
electorate.

Mr THWAITES - I will quote what the
Auditor-General says about privatisation and
competition:
Around two-thirds of rural hospitals, senior doctors, charge
nurses and senior allied health professionals agreed that
embracing the culture of the marketplace in a predominantly
publicly funded system runs the risk of failing to distribute
health care services equitably, and leads to more inappropriate
and unnecessary care ...

It is audit's views that these sentiments need to be borne in
mind when introducing private sector competition into the
delivery of what has traditionally been a public domain for
soundly based reasons.

That is what the Auditor-General said.
The SPEAKER - Order! That has nothing to do
with the actions of the honourable member for
Gippsland South.
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Mr THW AITES - It has eveI)'thing to do with the
way in which the Sale hospital is being downgraded to
funnel profits to the private operator of the Latrobe
Regional Hospital.
The SPEAKER - Order! That may well be the
case. If so it allows the honourable member to develop
that theme, but it does not allow him to speak about the
honourable member for Gippsland South in the terms in
which he did.
Mr THW AITES report:

I will quote further from the

A number of networks indicated to audit that the application
of competitive neutrality under competition policy has the
potential for the government to pay more for the provision of
services than would otherwise have been the case.

In other words, efficiency will be sacrificed at the altar
of ideology. The government is more interested in
funnelling profits to the private operators than in
looking after taxpayers' money and ensuring patients
get the care they deserve. lbat is exactly what is
happening in the Latrobe Valley. The Latrobe Regional
Hospital was set up, the deal was done and some of the
shareholders in the private companies made a
$30 million windfall profit. Those shareholders were
Messrs Scan Ion and Corrigan, who are well known for
their views on monopolies on the waterfront, yet they
benefited from a monopoly in the Latrobe Valley.
Dr Naptbine inteIjected.

Mr THWAITES - The minister is saying it is not
a monopoly, that patients have choices. The point is
that the patients at Sale will not have a choice because
their services are being cut. They will be forced to go
along to the private operator. The worst thing of all is
that the spruiker for the private operator is the
honourable member for Gippsland South. He is out
there doing the bidding of the government, spruiking
for patients to come to the private hospital while he
sells out his community. The people of Sale are awake
to him and awake to the effects of privatisation on their
hospital. They are awake to the fact that the
government does not want a universal health system
that is available to all. Instead the government wants to
funnel profits into private operators and bring an
American-style health system into the Victorian public
health system.
Mr DOYLE (Malvern) - I am delighted to join the
debate. I noted with interest that only in the last
4 minutes of his lengthy contribution did the
honourable member for Albert Park deign to quote
from the Auditor-General's report. I intend to quote
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substantially from that report during my contribution. I
begin with what the Auditor-General said in the very
first paragraph in the foreword:
... there is considerable scope for a divergence of views to be
expressed.

I agree with that. I will later deal with some of the
points raised by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
regarding the methodology of the questionnaire on
which much of the Auditor-General's report is based,
but the fact that the report is subtitled' A case of mixed
priorities' gives no great credit to the ability of the
Auditor-General's office to offer an impartial and
objective view of case mix. In his excellent response to
the Auditor-General's report the secretary to the
department picked up that point and called the
Auditor-General's report a case of mixed opinions.
lbat is one of the thernes I hope to develop during my
contribution.
The other point is that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition again ran what was essentially a
commentary on the present health system thinly
disguised as a debate on a matter of public importance.
He said the opposition has a vision for the health
system. When the shadow Treasurer, the honourable
member for Williamstown, was responding to the
budget he was unable to detail, for instance, the
costings of the opposition's health or education policies
because they will only be produced later this year. How
difficult it must have been for him to make a budget
response when he could not cost the promises Labor
was making about education and health - and they are
the two major areas of the budget. The honourable
member for Albert Park says the opposition has a
vision, but that is apparently not based on any policy.
The honourable member's Northern Hospital argument
is superficially logically attractive but fallacious. He
directed to the attention of the house the case of
Mr Billington. I agree with him that the case of
Mr Billington is not just unfortunate; that sort of thing
should not happen. I unreservedly offer a public
apology to Mr Billington and his family. But to then
say an evaluation of the Northern Hospital should be
based on Mr Billington's case is a fallacy. Is he saying
that the entirety of people's experiences of the Northern
Hospital should be judged by Mr Billington 's case
alone? I reject that, and if that is his vision ofLabor's
health policy, it is not based on much substance.
The Auditor-General himself raises questions about the
methodology. He says in the third paragraph of his
foreword that this:
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... multitude of views, based on the professional judgment of
senior clinicians often with more than )0 years experience in
the Victorian public hospital system, may be seen as
dominating the report and influencing the reader to fonn a
negative view of the public hospital system.

I suggest the Auditor-General is saying that the report is
based on anecdotal evidence from concerned but vested
interests. That is the issue I take up regarding the
methodology of the survey used. The other point I
make is that in response to the Department of Human
Services the Auditor-General says:
... apart from some quibbling about the audit
methodology ...

Our questions about the audit methodology are not
quibbles, and that is why an expert body was asked to
comment on it. Those questions have been fairly asked
by the Department of Human Services to ensure the
Auditor-General's report is objective and accurate.
We must consider the climate in which the report was
made, because all audits are snapshots. This audit was
undertaken from 1996 until late 1997, at a time when
the networks were establishing themselves after
individual hospital boards had been abolished and when
there was an emphasis on planning and objective
benchmarks - which I will discuss when I get to
paragraph 1.1.9. It was a climate of uncertainty, change
and resistance to change compared with the present
period, which is about consolidating that change.
Therefore, of course there will be colourations in the
fmdings. Did the Auditor-General attempt to use more
sophisticated filters than just those questionnaires? No,
he did not, and that is why we have questions about the
whole methodology.
Let us examine the key issues relating to the audit
method. Large parts of the report refer to responses to a
questionnaire, which consisted of more than
1()() questions sent to all network and rural hospital
CEOs and responses to questionnaires sent to doctors
and nurses about quality. There were also responses to
personal interviews with management staff, as well as
11 public submissions. I certainly want to get back to
them later. The responses were quoted in the report and
interlaced with audit commentary, but there was no
attempt to analyse, weigh up, interpret or validate them
with any data. That is our problem with the
methodology. It has led to major internal
inconsistencies, and there is little consistency between
the executive summary and the detailed fmdings in later
chapters.
The questionnaire was very long. We engaged external
consultants to examine the survey design, and they have
not only questioned the effectiveness of the survey but
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also commented on its sloppy preparation. Let us
examine the questionnaire on which most of the report
fmding is based. For a start, it has no baseline. There is
no comparison with the pre-case-mix environment or
any other alternatives. So what is this questionnaire
comparing the responses to? It assumes a knowledge of
the pre-case-mix system, although no explicit
comparison with the pre-case-mix system, or with any
other system, is specified.
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to
question 19 in the network questionnaire. It asked for
quantification of efficiency gains but did not explicitly
ask 'compared to what' or 'since when'. Without that
baseline data the question is highly dubious. I also
suggest questions 21 A and 26 to 33 all imply a
comparison but it is left up to the individual respondent
to deduce the need for it.
Let us look at three of the questions. Question 23 asks:
Do you believe that any risks associated with early discharge

have been adequately safeguarded by initiatives to improve
home nursing care?

The underlying assumption is that there is a risk in early
discharge, so the answer is weighted towards a quality
issue that would be taken up not by just anyone but by
someone saying there had been a quality cut.
Question 26 on rural doctors is a beauty, and it was the
one the honourable member for Albert Park dwelt on. It
asked:
In your opinion has the issue of any shortages in the supply of
doctors for rural hospitals impacted upon the level of access
to acute hospital services in rural Victoria?

In other words, it asked whether the shortage of doctors
was a problem. I think I would answer yes to that, but it
is a weighted question. But even if one answered yes,
what on earth has that got to do with case mix? The
answer is that the mechanisms that determine the
spread and plot ratio of doctors throughout rural
Victoria have nothing to do with the mechanism by
which hospitals are reimbursed for the procedures they
enact. Yet that question was included, and that is part of
the reason why we question the entire methodology.
In regard to staff resourcing, question 28 asks:
Do you believe staff resourcing issues since I July 1993 have

impacted on the quality of patient care?

I would expect that, prima facie, our clinicians would
answer yes to that question. But it is interesting to note
that earlier when the government did its own health
solutions survey, which included a much greater sample
than this one, the clinicians who answered did not and
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could not identify the levels of cuts made. So again, the
audit commentary is anecdotal perception
masquerading as fact without analysis. We have some
serious questions about the methodology. We question
the poor survey design, and so we should.
The questionnaire was lengthy; it was presented in an
unstructured fonnat; the layout was poor; and there
were complex question skip patterns that were likely to
result in missing data.
Mr Thwaites interjected.
Mr DOYLE - If one is going to base one's report
on a questionnaire, one should get the questionnaire
right; that is the answer to it. In many other cases it was
suggested by the experts that a Likert scale - that is,
one that goes from 'strongly agree' to 'strongly
disagree' - is an appropriate measure. But there was
no such sophistication; the scales were dichotomous,
with 'agree', 'disagree' and 'don't know' responses.
Therefore even the methodology of question answering
is questioned. If one is basing a report on a mixture of
opinions one should at least make sure one is measuring
the opinions accurately. That is the problem with the
methodology.

The government does not agree with the
Auditor-General that it is merely quibbling about the
methodology. The government argues that the
questionnaire on which most of the report is based is
seriously flawed. Leaving aside the question of whether
the methodology is acceptable, the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition did not quote the good parts of the
Auditor-General's report. Those parts exist, and I am
happy to quote them. The report states:
The continuous refinement of the fonnula, which is a
substantial improvement over the previously historically
based funding system, has been designed to prevent
manipulation of the system by networks and hospitals and to
provide a more equitable basis for funding. In addition, the
initial development of the case-mix formula and its smooth
inttoducrion, despite the radical change in the method of
hospital funding, remain a significant departmental
achievement

If the case-mix system is so flawed - and the
Auditor-General does not say that - what would the
Labor Party do? Return the state to the historically
based formula which the Auditor-General specifically
rejects? I am sure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
is terrified that, should the Labor Party ever come to
power - and thankfully that is a long way off - that he would be the health minister and would have to
answer those questions. However, I do not think that
will ever be a problem!
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As I said, the government questions the methodology
used in the report. If you are going to ask people about
the hospital ,system, the ideal people to ask are the
patients. There were only 11 public submissions, yet a
patient satisfaction survey involving 9918 patients from
92 hospitals shows:
A majority of patients - 90 per cent - said their waiting
period for admission was acceptable, ranging from 87 per
cent in the major urban hospitals to 98 per cent in smaller
rural hospitals.
Eighty-four per cent of patients rated compassionate,
reassuring attitudes of all staff as either excellent or very
good ... comfort aspects were rated highly ...

In opposition to the statement of the Deputy Leader of

the Opposition, the survey shows:
Most hospitals achieved high cleanliness ratings, with 82 per
cent of patients rating cleanliness excel1ent or very good.

In conclusion, the government will act on positive and
constructive criticisms to improve the system and looks
forward to working with the Auditor-General to
achieve that. There are major question marks about the
methodology on which the report is based, and the
government argues, as does the Auditor-General, that
the system has moved on. There have been flaws and
problems in the health system, but as the honourable
member for Morwell says, 'It was ever thus'. All the
government can do is address them as squarely as it
can.

Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) - The contribution
of the honourable member for Malvern clearly
illustrates the government's total lack of concern for the
acute health network in this state. I do not think the
patients got a mention during the past quarter of an
hour. The Auditor-General was attacked, the opposition
was attacked - Mr Doyle interjected.

Mrs MADDIGAN - No, you have not. You
attacked everyone who said something the government
did not like. The honourable member for Malvern was
trying to assure honourable members and the people of
Victoria that there was nothing wrong with the acute
health system. Obviously, he has not spoken to the
Minister for Health. I heard on radio this morning a
joint press release issued by state ministers for health
indicating that because of yesterday's federal budget
the acute health system in Australia was about to
collapse. It would be nice if the government worked
with its federal colleagues to ensure that case-mix
funding is adequate.
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The report indicates that case mix alone is not the
problem; it is the continual cuts in funding by the
Victorian government that are the real problem. Under
the former federal Labor government the state
government consistently took more than its share of
health funds, but the current federal coalition
government, obviously having less concern for patient
care in Victoria, has said that is enough and that it will
no longer tolerate this government's actions. What is
the result? Victoria gets nothing. Victoria is at the
bottom of the barrel because of the Premier's attacks on
the federal government. All the other states have come
to some agreement on their health care arrangements
and have received increased funding, but Victoria will
get less money from the health budget.
The blame rests with the Premier and his outrageous
comments about health funding, as well as his
government's refusal to acknowledge that it has
mucked it up. The Auditor-General's report clearly
demonstrates that. Patient care is the important thing,
not proving that you can get economic rationalism
right - who would want to get it right, anyway!
Patients in Victoria are suffering because of this
government. What is its response? Are we given any
idea of what it intends to do to improve the situation?
No. Instead we got a I O-minute diatribe from the
honourable member for Malvern about how the
Auditor-General failed to ask the right questions. We
already know the government's view of the
Auditor-General. We already know how worried it is
about anyone investigating its activities. We already
know that it has done everything possible to prevent the
Auditor-General from bringing to public scrutiny some
of the outrages the government has perpetrated. How
stupid does the government think Victorians are? They
are considerably smarter than most of the honourable
members opposite, and they will not fall for the
constant rhetoric of, 'We're really doing it better; it's
more efficient', when they know their families and their
friends are suffering because ofthis government's
health cuts.
There could not be a better example than the closure of
the Essendon hospital. As the honourable member for
Albert Park, the shadow health minister, said, this is
one of many hospitals the government is closing. It
shows clearly that the government is completely
ignoring the vital matters of patient care and access to
services referred to in the Auditor-General's report.
Members of the government could not care less what
happens to Victorians or whether they have access to
health services so long as they can stand over there
defending themselves, abusing the Auditor-General,
abusing the federal government, abusing the opposition,
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abusing the doctors, and abusing the patients. It is
everybody else's fault, they have done nothing wrong,
and they have nothing to report to the community.
To illustrate my concerns about the Essendon hospital I
will quote from the executive summary of the
Auditor-General's special report No. 56 entitled Acute
health services under casemix: A case ofmixed
priorities:
Vulnerable patient groups
Greater focus on high-risk and vulnerable patient groups
through improved monitoring of access to acute health
services by the aged. those who are chronically ill and
socioeconomically disadvantaged groups ...

That is one of the suggested strategies for the future, but
what is the government doing? It has announced it will
close the Essendon hospital by October, or earlier if it
can get the patients out faster. That area has one of the
oldest populations in the state, and the hospital provides
health services to 20 000 patients a year, many of
whom are aged and chronically ill. Why is the
government closing the Essendon hospital? It says it is
because it loses $2.5 million a year. It does not lose
$2.5 million a year, hospitals do not lose money like
that unless there is some incredible accounting
mismanagement.
What the government means is that it costs $2.5 million
a year to run the hospital. What is wrong with that?
Isn't that why we pay taxes and rates - to ensure
people have the sort of access to services to which ~he
Auditor-General refers? Isn't that what the populatIon
wants? The answer is yes. The government does not
want to hear that because it does not care whether
people have access to hospital services or not. For
example, I will refer to the services provided by the
Essendon hospital for the years 1995 and 1996.
There are three operating theatres at the Essendon
hospital: in general surgery A, 967 operations were
done; in general surgery E, 2309 operations; and more
than 1000 ophthalmology services were provided. We
are told these services are being moved to
Broadmeadows, but it is interesting that the
Broadmeadows centre does not yet have an operating
theatre. The government is happily phasing down and
closing Essendon hospital, despite the fact there are
many people on the waiting list at Essendon and even
more people on the waiting list at Broadmeadows. This
is the government that tries to convince us it is giving
the people of Victoria equitable access to health
services.
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I have an anecdote to relate. The other day I was talking
to one of the many surgeons who use Essendon hospital
and who wish to continue using it. They have made
their views known to the government, but like everyone
else they have been ignored. This surgeon, who has an
excellent reputation Australia wide, has 200 patients on
his waiting list. He has been told by hospitals that
because of the funding crisis gall bladder patients have
to be released on the same day they are operated on
because the hospital cannot afford to keep them
overnight.
The Minister for Youth and Community Services,
Or Napthine, is shaking his head. Is he denying this is
true? Is he saying the doctors are lying?
Dr N apthine interjected.

Mrs MADDIGAN - Talk about out of the mouths
of babes! The government is not listening. Well, that's
something - Honourable members interjecting.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! After this fit of pique you can both calm down.
The honourable member will return to the narrow scope
of the motion, which is the Auditor-General's fmdings
on health services under case mix. It is a narrow debate.

Mrs MADDIGAN - I was making a passing
reference to the fact that the Auditor-General's report
outlines certain strategies the government does not want
to listen to or hear about. What is going to happen to
those patients? It appears the recommendations in the
Auditor-General's report, as clearly indicated by the
previous speaker, are going to be ignored, apart from
the government saying, 'We will have a look at it'.
What hypocrisy! After accusing the Auditor-General of
not being able to ask the right questions and after
accusing people of replying ways that do not suit him,
he denigrated most of the report, refusing to accept all
the negative responses but then saying, 'Where the
Auditor-General says we are doing okay in a very
limited area, that's okay, we accept that'. What sort of
response is that? It comes from someone who has
totally lost his way in health, as this government clearly
has, particularly when it comes to acute health services.
Another strategy initiative for improvement that is also
relevant to Essendon hospital is referred to on page 22
of the report. The Auditor-General states:
Five out of the six networks indicated there was a need to
relate funds to the health needs of their catchment population.
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What is happening to the catchment population of the
north-west region around Essendon? There is certainly
no attempt to relate case-mix funding to that. On the
contrary, all services are being removed from the local
area. When you ask the people from the north-west
network what is going to happen to the Essendon
hospital and the patients who rely on it, they say,
'That's not our responsibility. We've got to meet our
government budgets. You go and ask the government.'
When you ask the Minister for Health about the
government providing better health services under
case-mix funding he says, 'It has nothing to do with
me. I have set up an independent health care network to
look after the needs of your population, so you go and
tell thern'.
Once again, that is a clear example of the government's
continual desire to try to shift responsibility for its own
policies. The people of Victoria are not swallowing it;
they know what is going on and they know the
government is not interested in improving acute health
care or any other health care. The government has
provided no support for residents in my area in the
north-west or indeed in the 12 country areas and 4 city
areas where hospitals have been closed.
As the honourable member for Albert Park said,
1400 hospital beds have been closed. We know what
that means to waiting lists and to people who need
access to health services that could change their lives.
By taking people off waiting lists and putting them on
booking lists six weeks before they go into hospital the
government is attempting to claim that the number of
people on waiting lists has dropped. It is a lie that
everyone is now well aware of. It is a clear indication of
the way the government has mismanaged the health
system.
The staff at Essendon hospital are going on strike from
11 o'clock today - just now, actually. They have
started a campaign of industrial action. That reflects
some of the comments made in the report about
case-mix funding and the lack of support for the health
process under the government. Although the
government tries to say these people do not know what
they are talking about and there is no evidence, we
know these people have worked in the health system
for years and know exactly how health services have
changed and that the government is doing absolutely
nothing.
We heard from the Treasurer in the budget speech that
the government was going to increase the number of
nurses. What he did not say is that nurses are
continually losing their jobs. Putting 1000 jobs back
into the hospital field - the government still has to
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show us precisely how or when it intends to do that means nothing when more than 1000 nurses have been
taken out of the hospital system. Nurses at Essendon
hospital are about to lose their jobs. They are nurses
with experience and skills in areas such as
rehabilitation. The government is going to throwaway
that experience and those skills because it does not care
about hospitals.
When the government suggested Essendon hospital
may be closed in about the year 2000 it gave a
commitment that people in Essendon would have
equivalent health services. The government is closing
what is probably the best rehabilitation unit in Victoria,
which has not only a gymnasium but a hydrotherapy
pool. Three operating theatres are being closed, one of
which is for specialist orthopaedic surgery. What health
services are people getting in return? None. The
government has refused to say what health services will
be available and accessible. It is no good telling patients
in my area, 'We are building better hospitals for you at
Werribee and Broadmeadows' if they cannot get there.
To try to tell elderly, frail people who might, for
example, be on a dialysis machine three times a week
that they can just as easily go to Broadmeadows is
absolute nonsense. It shows that the government neither
knows nor cares about what is happening to patients in
the state.
That view is endorsed by the majority of the
recommendations in the Auditor-General's report on
acute health services under case mix, and it just shows
the government is out of touch with health; it is not
prepared to fund it properly. Once again, as with
education, it has lost its understanding of what
government is and what residents expect from the
government in the provision of public services for
health in this state. Again the government stands
condemned by the people of Victoria who continually
come to my office and to those of other members of the
opposition complaining about the terrible experiences
their relatives have had in hospitals and about the dirt,
the lack of patient care and the lack of response of
anyone in Human Services to assist them.
Or NAPTIDNE (Minister for Youth and
Community Services) - I will do something different
from what the previous speaker did - I am actually
going to speak about the motion before us and the
Auditor-General's report on acute health services under
case mix.
The fundamental nub of the question put before the
Auditor-General was, 'Is the case-mix funding system
the appropriate funding systern for public hospitals in
this state?'. We have not heard the opposition's view on
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that matter. Opposition members have not presented
their view as to whether, if ever they were to come to
government, they would continue the case-mix funding
system. I shall be interested to hear, if there is a
contribution from the next member of the opposition to
put on record, whether they support the case-mix
funding systern - yes or no. It is a simple question:
does the opposition support the case-mix funding
system or not?
The Auditor-General's report strongly endorses case
mix. At page 5, paragraph 1.1.9 of the special report
states:
It is audit's view that case mix, which is a sophisticated
output funding insnument, is clearly a superior mechanism to
the previous historically based budgeting process ...

The Auditor-General has found that case-mix funding
is better than the system previously used in Victoria's
public hospitals. The Auditor-General has given a tick
of approval to case mix and to the government for
introducing it into the public hospital system.
Paragraph 1.1.10 states:
One of the major objectives of govenunent since mid-I 992
has been to secure substantial efficiency gains in the hospital
sector. This objective has been effectively met Significant
ef'ficiencies have been achieved in tenns of increased
throughput ...

The Auditor-General says more Victorians are now
able to receive hospital treatment than under the former
Labor government. Increased throughput means more
patients can be dealt with by our professional doctors
and nurses in the hospital systern. The Auditor-General
says case mix has improved the funding system and
increased throughput as well as leading to productivity
gains, cost savings in hospital services, improved
access to professional services, shorter hospital stays
and fewer situations in which hospitals have needed to
revert to ambulance bypass.
The Auditor-General has clearly stated that case mix is
better than previous funding systems. He makes it clear
that Victorians now have better access to public
hospitals. The report gives a positive answer to the
fundamental question being asked: has case mix
delivered a better outcome for Victorians? To that
proposition the Auditor-General clearly says yes. I hope
the next opposition speaker on this motion says whether
the Labor Party endorses the Auditor-General's
cornments on case-mix funding and whether it would
continue with that system if it ever came to
government.
We ought to look at what the report actually says. The
report identifies increased accessibility to public
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hospitals. Under this government we are now treating in
excess of200 000 more Victorians in our public
hospitals each year than were able to receive treatment
under the former Labor government. When the Kennett
coalition government was elected in 1992 more than
900 category 1 patients - urgent, high-priority cases
involving people being treated for life-threatening
diseases such as heart problems or major illnesses that
may cause death if not treated - were waiting more
than 30 days for access to hospitals and life-saving
surgery. Following the introduction of case-mix
funding and the other reforms to the public hospital
system not one Victorian is now waiting for more than
30 days for life-saving surgery. That is something to be
proud of. It stands up to scrutiny and compares well
with what is occurring in other Australian states and
throughout the Western world.

In 1992 the number of category 2 patients - a national
standard of patients who are waiting for semi-urgent
surgery - waiting longer than 90 days for surgery was
more than 5800, but that figure has been significantly
reduced to 2600. With continued improvements in the
hospital system the figure will be further reduced. The
report states at page 149:
... the department has been effective in reducing those in the
urgent and semi-urgent categories.

The Auditor-General acknowledges that case mix is
effective in improving the hospital system and
accessibility to it for all Victorians. At page 157
paragraph 6.24 states:
Examination of statistical data relating to the perfonnance of
emergency departments in hospitals shows that:
All emergency category I patients (resuscitation
cases requiring immediate treatment, e.g. major
trauma, cardiac arrest, unconsciousness, shock)
were treated immediately;
Patients in emergency category 2 (emergency cases
requiring treatment within 10 minutes, e.g. severe
trauma, chest pain, severe pain, severe breathing
difficulty) and emergency category 3 (urgent cases
requiring treatment within 30 minutes, e.g.
moderate trauma, infection and breathing
difficulty) were treated within the standards set by
the AustraIasian College for Emergency
Medicine ...

The Auditor-General's report says that the govemment
is providing better services than were provided under
the administration of the former Labor govemment.
The report states that the government is delivering
better services for people on urgent and semi-urgent
waiting lists and better emergency seIVices. The graph
on page 159 of the report shows significant reductions
in ambulance bypass incidents. More hospitals are now
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able to take patients in need of urgent treatment. The
evidence on access to public hospitals and improved
services shown by the statistical data is clear:
Victorians now have a significantly better system under
this government and case-mix funding.
The opposition would have us believe there has been a
significant shortfall in funds being provided for health
services. When the government was elected in 1992 it
said because of the enormous debt imposed on all
Victorians by the incompetent Cain and Kimer Labor
governments it would have to make budget reductions
across the board. The figures are clear. Health service
expenditure in this state is higher than it has ever been.
It is higher than it was under the former Labor
government both in total dollars and real dollar terms.
Since 1992 health outlays have increased by 25 per
cent - well ahead of inflation. In its recent budget the
government provided an additional $133 million for the
acute health sector.
I am quoting extensively from the Auditor-General's
report because it is a good report in the overall context
of case-mix funding. In his foreword to the report the
Auditor-General states:
It was reassuring to find that subsequent to the audit,
additional funding has been allocated through the 1998-99
state budget to improve the delivery of acute health services.
Particular initiatives include additional funding to:
meet demand pressures arising from a growing and
ageing population, and the continuing decline in
the nwnber of patients with private health
insurance; and
provide for new capital investments in relation to
infrastructure development in metropolitan and
non-metropolitan hospitals, and the upgrade of
equipment.
It was also encouraging to find that the goals and strategies
identified in this year's state budget address, in a positive
manner, many of the issues raised in this report.

The Auditor-General, in his own words, is
congratulating the government on what it is doing with
the public hospital system.
Another major issue raised in the report is quality. It is
an important issue because quality is the core of
hospital services. Although Victorians need to have
access and new technologies, those things are of less
importance if the quality of the seIVice is not adequate.
We need a high quality service that relies on highly
trained professional clinicians supported by nursing
staff, allied health staff and other hospital staff.
Victoria can be proud of the quality of its health care
professionals and administrators, and of its hospitals,

HOSPITALS: AUDITOR-GENERAL'S REPORT

Wednesday, 13 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

1691

community health services and mental health services.
At point 1.1.6 at page 4 of the executive summary the
Auditor-Genernl's report deals with the quality issue
and states:

2.3 per cent and the Australian average is 2.3 per cent to
5.4 per cent. So statistical data is available and could
have been used in considering quality. On those
statistical indicators Victoria does very well.

The lack of universally acceptable perfonnance measures to
assess quality is a problem not unique to Victoria, but is an
issue facing health care adminIstrators across the world.

Finally, I remind honourable members that if a survey
is undertaken it is important to consider whose opinions
are taken into account.

The report goes on to state that the Victorian
government in genernl and the Department of Human
Services in particular have made significant strides in
providing more and objective assessments of quality in
the health care system. That is one of the areas about
which the government differs to a degree with the
Auditor-General on the way in which he has conducted
the report and presented the information. I am reminded
of the saying' In God we trust - the rest must bring
sound data and statistics'.
If in my previous career as a veterinarian somebody had
asked me who was the best person to ask for an opinion
in determining whether sheep or cattle were heavier or
were gaining weight, the farmer, the stock buyer or the
stock agent, all of whom would have a vested interest in
the outcome, I would have suggested buying a set of
scales and weighing the animals - to provide some
objective measure rather than seeking an opinion,
especially if the opinion is given by people who may
have a vested interest in the outcome.
The fundamental flaw in the report is that it is based
largely on a survey of opinions of various people who
have a vested interest in the situation. By contrast,
although the Auditor-Genernl also alluded to other
matters he did not give them sufficient weight - for
example, the accreditation of hospitals. The Australian
Council of Healthcare Standards (ACHS), which is an
eminent body which is respected worldwide, accredits
hospitals across Australia Currently 83 per cent ofbeds
in Victorian hospitals - the highest percentage in any
Australian state or territory - are accredited because
they meet the highest quality standards in management,
clinical practice and services to patients. It might have
been better for the Auditor-General to have considered
some scientific analysis.
I refer to a couple of other statistics that could have
been used and considered further. For example, the
Auditor-General's report states at page 35:
ACHS measurement of care in Australian hospitals provides
aggregate indicator data according to state (all hospitals) ...

It lists comparisons of statistics. The rate in Victoria for
clean wound infections is 1.3 per cent and the
Australian average is 1.3 per cent to 2 per cent.
Victoria's rate for contaminated wound infection is

Mr Brumby interjected.
Dr NAPTHINE - You should listen to the doctors
and nurses, but you should also listen to the patients;
and 9918 patients from 92 hospitals have said
overwhelmingly that they are satisfied with the quality
of care and the delivery of services in this state.
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I
cannot say that it is a pleasure to follow the Minister for
Youth and Community Services, who represents the
Minister for Health in this place, because the
Auditor-General's special report no. 56, entitled Acute
health services under casemix: A case ofmixed
priorities, states that the case-mix system in this state is

not working. We have just heard the minister ask., 'Who
says it is not workingT. The answer is that doctors right
across the state - specialists in metropolitan hospitals
and country doctors - have been surveyed and they
say it is not working. They have looked at the output
measures and have seen the quality of care decline.
They say the government has mismanaged case mix. A
system that should have worked for the benefit of all
Victorians is not working; it is failing.
Today I will talk about country Victoria and what
happens when the case-mix system is applied to small
and medium-sized rural hospitals. The government
applies case mix in country Victoria by forcing
hospitals to apply the measure and when it does not
work simply closes those hospitals. Over the past few
years government members have been far more
interested in the gaming industry, including casino
licences, and in looking after their mates than they have
been in implementing a decent health care system. Case
mix has been implemented at the same time as the
government has been reducing funding to the health
system by $300 million per annum. The combination is
a recipe for disaster.
Victorians have seen plenty of new spending by the
government in public relations, on advertising, on waste
and mismanagement, on useless propaganda, and on
consultants. An example of waste is what has happened
in response to the Auditor-General's report. The health
department paid private consultants with taxpayers'
money to prepare a case to attack the Auditor-General's
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report. Is that a good use of taxpayers' money when
country hospitals are crying out for funds and for extra
staff? The government has plenty of money for waste
and mismanagement, consultancies, public relations
and advertisements each week in the Herald Sun, but
none for the hospital system. I repeat: health has been
cut back by $300 million a year.
Case mix has not been working; the government has
mismanaged it because of funding cutbacks. I point out
that case mix does not work when dealing with the
chronically ill and the aged because the system is not
designed for it. A good government would be looking
at whole-of-life and whole-of-episode treatmentfrom the beginning to the end - so that those who are
chronically ill and the aged can get decent treatment
right through the system. But that is not what the
government does because it has a narrow, myopic focus
on only hospital treatment. The attitude of the
government is to forget about whole-of-episode
treatment, to just put patients on the conveyor belt and
push them out.
The other area where the government has failed in
applying case mix is country hospitals. There are plenty
of references in the Auditor-General's report to the
failures of the case-mix system in country Victoria. I
begin with a quote from a statement made in 1993 by
the then Minister for Health, the current Minister for
Conservation and Land Management:
I give an unequivocal assurance that neither I ... nor my
department has any plans to shut any hospitals in Victoria

That is not bad, is it? That is what the former health
minister said in 1993. At least in 1995 the National
Party was a bit more honest. The state president,
Mr Brian O'Sullivan, was asked on ABC radio, 'So
you are actually supporting the closure of some smaller
country hospitals, are you?'. He replied, 'Well, yes, I
am'. The then Minister for Health was misleading the
house. There is nothing new in that - she misleads the
house every day she is in here; she has misled the house
on every issue she has ever dealt with and in every
portfolio she has ever held.
How many country hospitals has the government driven
into the ground and subsequently closed as a result of
the application of case mix? The government has closed
12 country hospitals: Kaniva in 1993, Jeparit in 1993,
Murtoa in 1996, Elmore in 1996, Eildon in 1993,
Clunes in 1994, Macarthur in 1994, Koroit in 1993,
Mortlake in 1994, Lismore in 1994, Beeac in 1995, and
Birregurra in 1996. Moe, which is a major provincial
hospital, not a country hospital, is set to close in 1998,
and Traralgon is set to close in 1998.
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Later I will refer to the other hospitals around the state
that are under threat. The Auditor-General's report
states that the impact of case mix on country hospitals
has been a disaster. The report states that the audit
found that 70 per cent of senior doctors surveyed
indicated that the Kennett government's changes to
health care had led to a deterioration in the quality of
health care.
The findings of the Auditor-General in relation to rural
hospitals are made in seven key points in the executive
summary. Firstly, the case-mix public medical payment
disadvantages small rural and large regional hospitals
because they have higher medical costs which the
case-mix formula does not take into account. Secondly,
the majority of rural hospitals believe the Department
of Human Services does not equitably administer the
tender process for extra case-mix funding. Thirdly, the
majority of rural hospitals believe hospitals cut corners
on non-clinical aspects of quality such as cleaning and
waiting time in casualty after the introduction of case
mix. Fourthly, half the rural hospitals believe case mix
has not achieved its primary objectives of improving
efficiency and funding equity without any reduction in
quality of care. Fifthly, 92 per cent of rural hospitals
believe staff morale has not improVed since the
introduction of case mix. Sixthly, smaller rural
hospitals are underrepresented in the department's
cost-weighted studies for case mix. Finally, 86 per cent
of senior doctors in rural hospitals believe shortages in
the supply of doctors impact on access to acute health
care in rural Victoria.
Twelve country hospitals closed. Two more are in the
barrel in Moe and Traralgon - and I will come to
Mildura later - but there is worse to come. One would
think the government might have learnt something from
the Auditor-General's report but no, the government
has learnt nothing. It has now embarked - which is
what the opposition asked about in Parliament
yesterday of the Premier - upon a 1.5 per cent
productivity cut which will exacerbate the impact of
case mix on provincial and country hospitals.
Have a look at the much-lauded state budget which is
supposed to be good for country hospitals. Members of
the house have already seen the Treasurer walk away
from his commitment that there will be extra nurses in
hospitals. He is not prepared to stand up in Parliament
and back that commitment. It is the case of the
disappearing nurses; one day there are to be 1000
additional nurses and the next day, none whatsoever.
No wonder there are not going to be any new nurses have a look at what the hospitals, on top of this report,
have to come up with: Ballarat Base Hospital- a
funding cut of $665 000. I wonder how many

HOSPITALS: AUDITOR-GENERAL'S REPORT
Wednesday, 13 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

operations, oncology services or chronically ill
patients-A government member interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - If it is a great hospital why aren't
you looking after it? Why are you cutting $665 000 out
of it?

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! I understand the passion that can be generated,
but do restore order. Would the Leader of the
Opposition continue without any assistance from his
side or obstruction from the other side? I am becoming
irritated.
Mr BRUMBY - The funding cut to Bendigo Base
Hospital, $535 000; Latrobe Regional
Hospital, $561 000; Geelong Hospital, $1.1 million;
Warrnambool Hospital, $377 000; Wimmera Hospital,
$240000; Mildura Hospital, $373000; Goulburn
Valley Hospital, $479000; Bairnsdale Hospital,
$187 000. Funding cuts in the recent state budget to
rural and provincial hospitals across the state will now
compound the errors, the misjudgments and the
mismanagement exposed in the Auditor-General's
report. The report discloses $8.5 million worth of cuts
to country hospitals. Get that figure right $8.5 million of productivity cuts.
Dr Napthine and you know it.

They will all get additional funding,

Mr BRUMBY - I want that on the record from the
Minister for Youth and Community Services, because
in the relatively short time of five years that I have been
in this house the minister has been forced to make
personal explanations for misleading the house on at
least two occasions in relation to youth unemployment
and nursing homes, and I suspect today we have seen a
third, where the minister has just said that all these
hospitals will get additional funding.

I am not allowed to use the words, 'That is a lie' so I
will not say that; but it is straight-out wrong; it is
straight-out dishonest. It is not accurate, and he will
come to regret that statement because the fact is that
these hospitals are having their funds cut back and the
number of staff they are able to employ is fewer, not
more. A total of$8.5 million has been taken out of
provincial and rural hospitals in recurrent funding.
Dr N apthine interjected.
Mr BRUMBY - I'll tell you what, I would not
believe anything you said in this house. I would like

1693

you to get Alan Stockdale up today to stand by
his--

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson)Order! Both the Leader of the Opposition and the
minister know they are out of order.
Mr BRUMBY - The combination of funding
cutbacks of$300 million a year each year for the past
five years, case mix and the latest productivity cuts has
left the public hospital system in disarray.
A visit to Gippsland will show you that the Moe and
Traralgon hospitals will be closed this year so that
support can be given to a new privately run, privately
operated, privately owned and privately managed
hospital. What is the government doing? I have
documents here from the doctors in Sale that say the
government is conspiring to ensure that specialist
doctors at Sale are forced to provide their services to
the new private hospital to assist the profitability of that
hospital. If that is not corrupt behaviour by a
government mismanaging and interfering in the way in
which doctors are able to practise by pushing patients
from the public to the private system, I do not know
what is.

In the north-east of Victoria Beechworth Hospital is
under threat and last year was forced to dramatically
slash the number of acute beds. The people of Corryong
are trying to save their hospital. In the north-west of
Victoria the Mildura Hospital is about to be
privatised - privately owned, managed and
operated - and who will miss out? The older patients,
the chronically ill patients, those with complex cases the private hospital will not be interested in them. Two
years ago the Wimmera Hospital in Horsham wanted to
provide an oncology service but was faced with a
$200 000 productivity cut. One would think that if the
hospital could make that cut, maybe the government
would release sufficient funds to enable the provision of
oncology treatment from Horsham for the people of the
north-west. But does the government do that? No, it
does not. It is only interested in looking after its mates
in metropolitan Melbourne.
This system does not work. It has been introduced with
a combination of cuts. As far as the Labor Party is
concerned, a Labor government will abandon case mix
for small rural hospitals; it will reimburse appropriate
rural hospitals for accident and emergency attendances;
it will remove compulsory competitive tendering for
health services and restore elected positions to
community health centre boards. Those are the
commitments of the Labor Party. and they will be
circulated widely.
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I am of course delighted to see in the gallery the - -

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! The Leader of the Opposition knows that he
cannot make reference to persons in the gallery. The
honourable member's time has expired.
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - We have just seen
a demonstration of the ability of the Labor Party in
Parliament. The party's leader does not know the rules
of the house and has not been able to learn, in the five
years he has been here, the procedures in this place. He
completely misses the point on most of the things he
says here.
The Minister for Youth and Community Services did
an excellent job in rebutting the issues raised by the
honourable member for Albert Park, who spent very
little time discussing his motion.
I will touch on two other matters in the
Auditor-General's report before turning to more local
issues in rebutting what was said by the honourable
member for Albert Park. I refer honourable members to
page 14 of the report. Under the heading 'Equity of
access to hospital services' it states:
The Department of Hwnan Services should be commended
for introducing financial incentives to reduce waiting times
for elective surgeI)' and emergency treatment or admission.

The report further states:
Access to emergency services has improved.

The report also states:
Since the introduction of case-mix funding, the number of
urgent and semi-urgent cases on the waiting list has declined,
however, the overall number of non-urgent cases and the total
patients on the waiting list has increased.

That reflects the increasing demand. The report
continues:
There has been a substantial increase in elective surgeI)'
throughput from July 1993 to July 1997.

The conclusion of the Auditor-General in relation to
access to public hospitals is that it substantially
improved between July 1993 and July 1997 following
the introduction of case-mix funding.
Why is this important? Labor members beat their
breasts about issues relating to access and a whole
range of other matters but who is it that needs access to
public hospitals? I suggest it is the battlers - the mums
and dads, the blue-collar workers - not
Chardonnay-sipping socialists such as the honourable
member for Albert Park, who is on more than $100 000
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a year, can afford private health insurance and can have
surgery where and when he wants it; or the Leader of
the Opposition, who is in a similar sort of salary bracket
and has the same tastes in wine and politics.
The people who need imprOVed access to public
hospitals are those who cannot afford private health
insurance. They are the battlers - mums and dads,
struggling young families and pensioners. They are the
people who live in Bayswater North and Kilsyth South
in my electorate. Those people have to consider
carefully where their next dollar is coming from and
how they will spend it. The Auditor-General found in
this report that those people now have improved access,
mainly through the introduction of the case-mix
funding system, and that is to be welcomed. It is of
great benefit to the people in my electorate, to people in
metropolitan Melbourne and to Victorians generally.
Access to public hospitals for emergency admissions
and elective surgery has improved full stop! There are
no ifs or buts; it has improved. The Auditor-General
says that that is the case, and because the Leader of the
Opposition is keen on everything the Auditor-General
reports perhaps he should look at those matters.
Another matter touched on by the Minister for Youth
and Community Services with which I am sure the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition is familiar, because he
was at the hearing last week of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee at which the Minister for Health
appeared and would have heard the minister speaking
about it, is the target in this year's budget for
accreditation for hospital beds. Currently approximately
70 per cent of hospital beds in Victoria are accredited
under the national accreditation scheme. The target for
this year's budget is to get that up to 90 per cent, which
would put Victoria at the top ofthe rankings in
Australia for the provision of quality hospital beds.
That is a reflection of the quality service that people can
expect when they go to public hospitals in Victoria.
That is to be welcomed.
I understand the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will
soon be the Leader of the Opposition as he clearly has
more support from the Labor backbench than his
leader. Most of them were in the chamber to hear him
but only three of them were present to hear the leader!
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition made a number
of wild assertions about the future of a range of
hospitals in metropolitan and country Victoria. I will
now turn to some of those. He followed the line that
Sue Craven, the ALP candidate for Bayswater - and I
understand a nursing federation flunkey - has been
running recently. She recently issued a press release
stating basically that the Angliss hospital is under threat
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because there is no capital allocation to it in this year's
budget. Her press release states:
The government must give a commitment to maintain
services at the Angliss hospital. It appears that services at this
hospital are being allowed to run down in the light of the
construction of a new 'public' hospital at Knox.

Let me state two things about that. Firstly, she is wrong.
Services are not being run down at the Angliss hospital.
Secondly, all government members in the outer eastand I have discussed this with all of them over a
number of years - support the construction of the new
tertiary hospital at Knox. Like many of the men and
women who live in the outer east we cannot wait to see
a tertiary hospital, such as the Monash Medical Centre
and the new Knox hospital, in the suburbs where people
live. Tertiary hospital facilities will be available for
people where they live - they will not have to use their
cars or use ambulances to go to the city to get highly
specialised treatment because it will be available close
to them.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! I ask the honourable member for Monbulk to
return to the adjournment motion and the report of the
Auditor-General.
Mr McARTHUR - I am rebutting the assertions
made by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, who
stated that the Angliss hospital is under threat because
of the construction in the near future of the Knox
tertiary hospital. That is not true. In recent years the
Angliss hospital has increased its throughput and has an
enormous level of support throughout the outer-eastern
area. The CEO of the hospital, Mr Doug Chaimers, was
so concerned about the issue being run by Sue Craven
that he wrote a letter to the editor of the local
newspaper. He is convinced of the future of the hospital
and states in his letter that he wishes to clarify a number
of issues raised in an article in the Knox News headed
•Angliss under threat'. The letter states:
I. The Angliss will continue to have a role as an acute
hospital in a post Knox teaching hospital environment. The
services provided at the Angliss will be complementary to
both the Knox teaching hospital and Maroondah Hospital.
2. In addition to the above, the Angliss intends to expand its
range of services with the establishment of an in-patient
palliative care service, su~acute aged care service, and an
acute rehabilitation service.
3. I should also point out that Angliss has received $750 000
in this year's capital allocation, to establish an Ambulatory
Care Centre, which will include a l6-bed Day Surgery Unit
and shall enable us to expand renal dialysis, and see the
establishment of day chemotherapy in the outer east. This
should be fully completed in August.
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The letter continues:
The hospital is also in the process of upgrading its emergency
department (Department of Human Services funded) and
establishing a 13-bed critical care unit which includes
coronary care, high dependency and telemetry beds at
significant capital costs.
I trust that the above will convince you and your readers that
the Angliss has a strong viable role as a community hospital
that continues to be the first choice for our patients.

So much for a threat to the future of the Angliss
hospital. The CEO has clearly outlined the increase in
services that the hospital is offering to people who live
in the outer east and the secure future the hospital has in
providing complementary services to those available at
Maroondah and to the new Knox hospital when it is
built, and its strong future in providing excellent expert
services to men and women who live in outer-eastern
suburbs.
The assertions by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
should be taken for what they are - simply assertions,
with no foundation and no possibility of being proved
true.
The honourable member also made some comment
about Gippsland and alleged that the Sale hospital was
under threat as a result of operational changes in
Gippsland hospitals. He has got it wrong again. It is a
regular habit for the honourable member for Albert
Park; he comes in here and makes assertions that have
no foundation in fact and fmds out later that he has egg
all over his face.
I shall quote from a press release issued by the Minister
for Health - not the local members from the area on 8 May this year:
Mr Ryan wanted to clear up unfounded rumours that the state
goverrunent would reduce services at Gippsland Base
Hospital as a result of the new Latrobe Regional Hospital .
Mr Knowles said .. , I have given him, and his community,
the assurance that all services will be retained, including
accident and emergency, adult critical care and neonatal.
These services are critical to the Sale and Central Gippsland
region, and also to the offshore industries and the RAAF base.
It is the responsibility of the local hospital to retain and attract
the necessary clinicians to provide such services.

Of course, that is as we would expect. The press release
continues:
I am very disappointed that unfounded and scurrilous
rumours are currently being spread in the region.
The govemment has a strong commitment to the Gippsland
Base Hospital, which is a fundamental part of the Gippsland
health service structure.
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That is a guarantee from the Minister for Health for the
future of the Sale hospital. The honourable member for
Albert Park also went on to question the future of the
Heathlands Community Health Service which serves
the Mordialloc area. I am not sure where he is coming
from in this case because he seems to be contradicting
himself. Perhaps it is worth his time to go back and
examine press statements he has made. I remind him
that one member of the new board of the Heathlands
service is the Honourable Peter Spyker, formerly a
member ofthis place and a minister of the Labor
government between 1982 and 1992. He is quite happy
with the future of that centre and is a member of the
board.
The Mordialloc-Chelsea News of 29 October last year
reported:
Mr Thwaites said he supported the redevelopment because
the former hospital would remain a centre for health.

It quotes the honourable member as having said:
Having the centre at that location will make it more
accessible, and I look forward to community health becoming
a part of everyone's lives ... this is the best possible use for
the building.

They are not my words or those of the government, but
the words of the honourable member for Albert Park.
He says it is the best possible use for the building. He is
not questioning the future of the facility there. He says
it is wonderful. He is so proud that he has been quoted
in the local newspapers of Cheltenham and Mordialloc
as saying this is the best use for the building. So much
for questions over its future!
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Ricbardson) Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr HAMILTON (Morwell) - I want to make a
contribution to this debate because it is one of the most
sensitive areas in the whole of government
administration. It is certainly my opinion that the
portfolio is most inappropriately named because all of
this expenditure has nothing to do with health - it is
about sickness. The Auditor-General's report, Acute
health services under casemix: A case ofmixed
priorities, deals with sickness and not health. We

should all take very serious cognisance of that.
The report makes a number of severe criticisms of what
has happened to the health system under case mix.
Indeed, it is no secret from anyone that there is a
genuine and acute perception in the community that
there are problems in the hospital system. There is no
doubt about that. Indeed, the reaction from both state
and federal governments to the way health care has to
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be funded is creating a great deal of political in-fighting
within the Liberal Party. However, it is a response to
the concern that has been shown in the polls all over the
country. This is probably nowhere more visible than in
country and regional Victoria.
Probably the most effective part of the whole
Auditor-General's report appears at page 99, which
contains a very telling piece of imagery of what has
happened. Under the heading' Has the goal of
efficiency competed directly with quality?' there is a
picture of scales which show quite clearly that although
efficiency may have increased with what has happened,
the great crime in all this is that the quality of services
provided by public hospitals has decreased. Indeed,
damaging comments on what has happened to the
quality of services are scattered throughout the report.
But we do not really need to look at the report because
all members of Parliament would have received
complaints from patients in their electorate offices
about what is happening. One of the most serious
complaints directed to my attention was from a patient
who was in the critical care unit following a heart attack
at the Traralgon campus of the Latrobe Regional
Hospital two weeks ago. His comments and those of his
family were that the standard of cleanliness ofthe
hospital was absolutely appalling. The staff were so
overworked that an incapacitated person on a frame
was left sitting at the toilets and showers for something
like half an hour. But the report that only one person is
allocated to the task of making every bed in that
hospital is alarming. The quality and standards of care
at public hospitals are on the record and are known.
The standard of communication between the hospital
and its community is absolutely disastrous. A young
woman who is expecting a baby in September came
into my office two weeks ago saying she had been up to
the hospital to book in to have her baby. Apparently she
was told it was not known what would happen, that
Traralgon may be closed and the new hospital might
not be open, and that she could not have a booking. The
woman was devastated; there was no way she wanted
to go down to Melbourne or elsewhere to have her
baby.
We have since followed that matter up with the CEO at
the hospital. There was a breakdown in communication,
which was admitted by the staff at the hospital, and the
woman bad been given very bad advice. In fact, the
guarantee gained from the hospital was that this woman
would be able to have her baby in a Latrobe Regional
Hospital campus. But that is not the problem; the
fundamental problem lies in the breakdown in
communication and the perception that something is
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wrong. The problems are exacerbated in the Latrobe
Valley with the creation of a new, expert private
hospital, which is the first in Victoria being set up under
the--

Dr Napthine inteIjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson)Order! The honourable member is straying from the
motion.
Mr HAMILTON - I am talking about the quality
of care and the complaints made.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! This is quite a narrow debate. The honourable
member must continue to make reference to the motion
and to the Auditor-General's report. He knows how to
do that.
Mr HAMILTON - Thank you, Mr Acting
Speaker. Page 11 of the Auditor-General's report
summarises the causes of deterioration in public
hospitals. The causes include: the administrative
workload, and I gave an example of how administrative
workload led to a breakdown in communication with a
prospective hospital patient; the cleanliness of hospital
facilities and the number of cleaning staff, and I gave
examples from a hospital in my electorate; the
maintenance of equipment; and the maintenance of
hospital buildings. That factor is significant at the
Latrobe Regional Hospital, where the two campuses are
being allowed to run down. They are closing to give a
monopoly to a new, privately owned and operated but
publicly funded public hospital in the Latrobe Valley.
The new hospital may provide a better service than the
present hospitals, but there is a real problem with the
secrecy about the contracts.

The honourable member for Monbulk referred to
locally expressed concerns about the clinical services
provided by the Sale hospital and the guarantee given
by the Minister for Health. I am pleased the minister
gave that guarantee. The opposition does not want
services taken from Sale and brought to the Latrobe
Valley. That is not fair. However, given that guarantee,
in lived in Warragul I would be worried. Undoubtedly
AHC, the conglomerate that is setting up the new
privately run hospital in the Latrobe Valley, has
requested a review saying that it cannot provide the
required services under the contract. The honourable
member for Gippsland South has saved the hospital in
his electorate, but watch out Warragul, watch out the
honourable member for Narracan - they will be after
you! There are and always will be problems so long as
those secrecy provisions remain.
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A major area of community concern relates to the
facilities and equipment in hospitals that are being
closed. Local communities have provided great support
for all country public hospitals. As the Moe and
Traralgon hospitals close questions are being asked
about what will happen to that publicly funded
equipment. Will it be given to the new, privately run
hospital? Will the government recognise that the
community paid for it or that SEC workers supported
the building of the Moe hospital by making donations
from their pay packets every week?
Even if the answer is, 'Bad luck, it belongs to the
government; the government can do anything it likes
with the equipment' - because that is the cynical and
arrogant response the community is receiving - that is
just the start of the problem. The real problem with this
experimental hospital in my area is that it will not have
that same community support. The sense of community
ownership typical of country culture in Victoria will be
lost. That is why country communities express outrage
and condemn any government that closes a local
hospital. You can talk about efficiency and case mix,
but country people have a sense of ownership and
provide enormous support to their hospitals, as every
honourable member representing a country electorate
knows. That is what the government must grapple with.
I was pleased to hear the Leader of the Opposition give
a guarantee that we would not expect small rural
hospitals to be encumbered and badgered by the
case-mix formula because it does not work for small
hospitals. It does not work in a number of regional
hospitals. The inequity in hospital funding is something
we need to be acutely aware of.
Page 208 of the report sums up the feelings revealed by
hospital staff - the people who are forced to work in
them. More than two-thirds of country hospitals and
about the same proportion of metropolitan hospitals
have identified 'major barriers to achieving improved
service efficiency'. The report lists the issues those
barriers are centred around. They include 'an attitude of
staff feeling pressured and targeted'. There is no doubt
about that. When around $300 million is knocked out of
hospital budgets followed by a great example of
creative accounting that enables the government to say,
'We've actually spent more money but dozens of
nurses and cleaning staff have been lost from every
hospital', we are left to wonder where the money goes.
If it is all being put into the health system, where the
devil has it gone? It has not gone towards staffing,
nurses or health care. What has happened is that there
has been a great creative accounting exercise. Staff do
feel oppressed and targeted.
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The next item is 'the time taken to change cultures and
historic work practices'. That issue has not been
adequately addressed. The next issue is 'industrial
implications' .
Dr N apthine inteIjected.
Mr HAMILTON - I do not have a problem with
supporting the unions, Minister, because without the
unions workers would be treated like dirt, as they have
been. The report also identifies problems with site
facilities, a shortage of funding for equipment, a lack of
consistency in the integration of methods of funding,
and community opposition. Both the government and
the opposition know that there certainly is community
opposition. That will be a major issue when we come to
the next election in this state.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 27
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bmcks,Mr
Brumby, Mr
Cameron, Mr(Teller)
Carli, Mr
Cole, Mr
CUMingham, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dollis.Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett,Ms
Haenneyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr

Hulls,Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Leighton, Mr
Lim,Mr
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs (Teller)
Mildenhall, Mr
Pandazopoulos, Mr
Robinson, Mr
Savage, Mr
Seitz, Mr
Sheehan, Mr
Wilson, Mrs

Noes, 48
Ashley, Mr
Bucke, Ms (Tel/er)
Clark, Mr
Colernan,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Dean, Or
Dixon, Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
Elliott, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude, Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
John, Mr
Kilgour, Mr (Teller)
Lean,Mr
Leigh, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall,Ms
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan, Mr

Motion negatived.

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Penin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr E.R. (Tel/er)
Smith, Mr I.W.
Spry,Mr
Steggall, Mr
Tehan,Mrs
Thompson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, Mr
Wade, Mrs
Wells,Mr
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RURAL VICTORIA: MINISTERIAL VISITS
Mr KILGOUR (Shepparton) -

I move:

That the house congratulates the government on its continued
willingness to consult widely across rural and regional
Victoria through a program of ministerial visits under the
Rural Victoria 200 I program.

It is with great pleasure that I move this motion because
since the Kennett government came to power we have
seen as never before ministers and other government
representatives going into regional Victoria and
meeting with country people to discuss how they can be
helped and what needs to be promoted. The
government is gaining a better understanding of country
Victoria: what happens there, what is grown there and
what are the needs of rural Victorians. I am pleased to
see the introduction of the government's Rural
Victoria 2001 program under which cabinet ministers
are travelling as a group to country Victoria, listening to
people and getting a better understanding of what the
state is about.
Never during the 10 years of Labor rule did we see a
group of ministers or members of Parliament travel to
country Victoria to talk about the problems that existed
in the areas that provide so much of the food and
resources of the state. Clearly Labor did not care about
country Victoria. Last night honourable members
witnessed the absolutely shocking perfonnance of the
honourable member for Yan Yean on the adjournment
debate when he tried to say that the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services was in some way supporting
country Victoria against the city through the upgrading
and replacing of police stations. When the police station
in Shepparton opened it was too small and it was
necessary to buy the houses next door, or to describe
them more correctly, the rat-infested properties next
door. The police at Shepparton have to cope with a
shocking accommodation situation at the moment. The
Minister for Police and Emergency Services saw what
was happening and has been able to provide resources
where they are needed most.
Never during its whole period in power was Labor
interested in police stations in country Victoria and it
will probably take another five years for the standard of
country police stations to catch up with the standards
that apply in the city. I understand some police stations
in the city also need to be upgraded but country
Victoria is a long way behind. For example, the
Katamatite police station needs to be upgraded. The
honourable member for Murray Valley will be pleased
to hear that the Shepparton police station is to be
upgraded. I look forward to the redevelopment of the
Shepparton police complex in the not too distant future.
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Arrangements are in hand for the current station to
close and police activities to be moved to another area
of town while the new station is under construction.
That is a typical example of what happens in country
Victoria when ministers of the Crown and the Premier
have an understanding of what is happening there. I am
pleased to see this program is developing right around
country Victoria and has already achieved so much.
I fully understand what information can be provided to
members of Parliament because I was involved in the
first regional development committee put together in
regional Victoria. Talks were held with representatives
from municipalities - shire engineers and mayors and members of the community, and the government
was told what it could do to help. I was proud to be a
member of the regional development committee that
went to places such as Portland and saw how thermal
water was used to heat the hospital and other places.
We also visited Phillip Island. It is a pity the honourable
member for Gippsland West is not in the chamber at the
moment.
When visiting Phillip Island the regional development
committee was apprised of a major problem at the local
airport. Apparently plane loads of Japanese tourists
were landing at the airport but a powerline at one end of
the airport was of concern to the pilots. Some of them
believed that under certain conditions a crash could
occur, which would be catastrophic for the tourism
industry. Members of the committee discussed the issue
with the council and airport officials and then arranged,
through the minister responsible at that time, for the
powerline to be put underground It was a small
initiative but it was significant for regional Victoria.
The committee visited Bendigo to see whether it could
help factories in that city. It has assisted in many ways
to get country Victoria on the move. Members of the
committee visited Mildura and spoke to an engineer
who buys used Qantas plane tyres from which he
makes wheels for large agricultural machinery that he
sells to Perth, Northern Australia, the Northern
Territory and other parts of Australia. He does that
because a grant from the government enabled him to
study the special techniques required to make the tyres.
In some small way the committee helped him to
improve his business.
The committee visited the Goulburn Valley where it
saw the magnificent fiuit growing operations. It visited
a number of packing sheds and saw tomatoes - a new
crop in the Goulburn Valley - being packaged for sale
throughout Australia. It also visited northern Victoria
and cities such as Wodonga and Wangaratta, where it
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visited many factories. I was able to see how ministerial
visits benefit rural Victoria.
The Rural Victoria 200 I program, launched by the
Premier in early 1995, sets out the government's
long-term program and recognises the social needs and
economic importance of rural Victoria. It has been one
of the great success stories of the government. The
program aims to ensure that rural Victoria is well
provided with services and employment opportunities
in world competitive industries. The government now
recognises that those industries exist in rural Victoria
and understands the role they can play in the economic
development of the state.
The allocation of money for waste management has
created enormous opportunities for rural food
industries, which now know that the government
supports them and understands their importance. They
need water of World Health Organisation standard to
treat factory waste and the government has provided
significant funding to enable that to be done. That sort
of thing does not happen unless ministers of the Crown
visit country Victoria and fmd out the needs of the
people and the industries in the regions.
Rural Victoria 200 1 enshrines rural Victoria as part of
the government strategy to position the state as a
vibrant and well-served business centre in the
21 st century. People from interstate no longer laugh
about Victoria's economic plight. No-one talks about
the Rust Bucket State. They ask, 'How did you do what
you have done to turn your state around, to increase
production and make vibrant industries out of what
were once dying industries?'.
Rural Victoria 200 I delivers initiatives that are grouped
around a number of major themes, which I will refer to
individually. The program is building new
infrastructure and community assets. One of the most
important problem areas in infrastructure is roads.
Industries must be able to get their produce to market
efficiently and quickly. The Goulburn Valley and the
Murray Valley, represented by the honourable member
for Murray Valley, produce liquid gold. The food
industries in Shepparton, Numurkah and Wangaratta
must have access to domestic and international markets.
Those cities do not have the historical values of
Bendigo and BaHarat, but they produce liquid gold
using irrigation water from the River Murray and the
Goulburn River, which makes that country what it is
today, albeit that it has been well flooded over the past
40 years. The food industries in these regions have
become productive, rich and vibrant. They play a vital
role in country Victoria, but they need the support of
roads and infrastructure development.
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The honourable member for Murray Valley appreciates
the benefits those areas have derived from the extension
of natural gas. The ministerial visits under the Rural
Victoria 200 1 program have enabled ministers to meet
with local municipalities and gain an understanding of
the need for the extension of natural gas so that those
regional centres can compete with Melbourne. Country
Victoria must be a world leader in fresh and processed
foods, and through Food Victoria, of which David
Taylor, the managing director of Ardmona Industries, is
a board member, it is developing more overseas
markets than ever before, which augurs well for the
food processing industry. Victoria should be the major
food producer in Australia. It must increase its
value-added capacity. Rural Victoria should not export
only bulk foods. It needs to add value to those products
so that it can export value-added produce.
Regional Victoria needs to build a diverse and
specialised manufacturing business base. The small
manufacturing businesses throughout rural Victoria
have great expertise and skills, and TAFE colleges are
giving people the opportunity to further develop their
skills so that they can be used in the marketplace. Local
industries are now producing trailers and agricultural
machinery that were once produced in Melbourne, but
we need to further improve Victoria's educational and
training capability.
I am pleased about the additional educational facilities
in country Victoria The science and technology centre
at Maguire College in Shepparton has made a
significant difference to the outlook and training of
students, not just among the college's students but
among primary and secondary school students
throughout the Goulburn Valley who visit the college
for half-day and day programs. Students can now gain
an understanding of the needs of industries. These
initiatives have been taken because the government
consulted with local communities to discover what they
need most to develop rural Victoria
We need to support and improve agricultural and
regional industries so they can gain international
markets. Over the next five years many exciting
programs will emerge to assist industries to develop
their international competitiveness. Some growers in
the Goulbum Valley have gone overseas to find
markets for their produce. They are not just sitting back
waiting for the government to put out a brochure. They
are marketing their produce themselves and are visiting
countries such as Taiwan and South Korea. They now
send container loads of fruit that we thought would not
be sold overseas to countries around the world. They
have found markets, and as a consequence they are
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providing more jobs, training and infrastructure to the
many farms and orchards in the region.
We need to ensure also that we are providing quality
services tailored to the needs of rural communities. We
can no longer expect that services can be provided for
country Victoria from the city. We need to be able to
provide services in country Victoria to ensure that the
industries that are growing as Victoria continues on the
move are well serviced. As part of that effort, the
government is committed to listening to rural
Victorians and to acting on the express needs of rural
communities. I have seen it in my area and I know that
it has happened in the area represented by the
honourable member for Ballarat West, who continues
to tell me of the great things that are happening in
industry in Ballarat and what the government has been
able to support there.
A key to the commitment are the ministerial visits
around Victoria. They have been instigated by the
Premier and provide individuals and organisations in
rural communities with the opportunity of meeting a
number of government ministers and discussing issues
of particular concern. The program of visits
commenced in May 1995 and they now are an integral
part of the Rural Victoria 200 1 program. More than
20 visits have been organised. It is not easy to get a
group of ministers together for two or three days, but
that has happened. Ministers have listened to the
problems of rural Victorians and heard them express
their visions.
The most important thing to come out of the program is
that now ministers of the Crown understand that
country Victorians have a vision for the future. It may
not be as grandiose as the vision that Mr Grollo has for
building the sort of tower he wants to build in
Melbourne, but it is a vision about where the
food-processing and value-adding industries could take
us. When travelling around Victoria ministers have
been surprised to hear that country Victorians have a
full understanding of where Victoria needs to be in the
future.
Country Victorians support the government's
programs. Although there are a few problems along the
way country Victorians are prepared to work with the
government to ensure the best results are achieved in
the future. People around country Victoria have raised
concerns and the ministers have taken on board the
community-driven initiatives that have come out of the
meetings. The ministerial visits follow a set fonnula,
and the same thing is done in each area around country
Victoria in providing public meetings. In some areas as
few as 15 or 20 people have attended the public
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meetings, so there appear to be no major problems in
those areas.
Generally people do not have difficulties working
through their problems with local municipalities, and
the government's restructure of local government has
aided that process. We now have very strong entities in
rural Victoria. The Shepparton municipality has an
excellent local government organisation that is run by a
group of councillors who have a vision for the future.
Most of the councillors are experienced. They
understand where the government is coming from and
are willing to put their shoulders to the wheel to ensure
they provide the best opportunity for the development
of their area.
Greater Shepparton City Council has a cohesive
economic development department. Such initiatives
were not thought of years ago but now the strong
municipal entities in country Victoria are putting
together their own development corporations to ensure
they provide the opportunity for a better understanding
at grassroots level of what municipalities need to go
ahead into the next century. I suggest that some
meetings with ministers have not drawn large crowds
because there have not been any major problems about
infrastructure or major requirements in the particular
area being visited. The small numbers probably
indicated that the local municipalities had done their
jobs in providing structures for community consultation
with local groups to consider the future development of
the areas.
All the ministers making the visits have issues raised
with them. The questions are recorded and on returning
to their departments in Melbourne the ministers
immediately follow up the issues and contact the people
who raised them to assist in the resolution of any
problems. Rural Victoria is a very diverse place with a
diverse range of problems. Some things that people are
concerned about are of absolutely no concern to people
in other parts of Victoria. Honourable members tend to
be very concerned about any problems in their own
areas and sometimes it might be assumed that the same
problems exists across Victoria It is often found that an
important problem in one area is not a problem in any
other area and sometimes people in other areas do not
have any interest in that problem.
Earlier I mentioned police stations. I listened with
interest last night to the allegations raised in the
adjournment debate that the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services had made special provisions for
electorates represented by members of the National
Party. As ministers have travelled around the state they
have seen the deplorable conditions in small country
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police stations and now have a full understanding that
dollars must be provided to ensure that the people
charged with keeping law and order in country Victoria,
who daily go into communities and put their lives and
health at risk, have decent facilities in which to work
and are provided with the latest in communication
techniques. I applaud the decision of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services to make provision for
extra police stations, not only in Shepparton and
Katamatite but throughout country Victoria. I look
forward to the completion of those facilities.
Education funding has been brought up regularly with
the ministers. That issue was put before cabinet, and the
budget includes $70 million for extra educational
facilities. Importantly that funding is to be allocated in
the areas of education that are considered to be lagging.
It seems that some students entering the system no
longer get support in their homes. They are not given
the opportunity to read, do a few sums, and so on,
before starting school and are expected to learn those
skills entirely from teachers. As a result a literacy and
numeracy problem has arisen in the early school grades.
Extra money will be expended to provide more teachers
in classrooms and more services where they are
needed - in the early years. I support what the
Minister for Education has done. It would not have
happened without wide consultation throughout country
Victoria
School fees have been raised and explanations have
been given of the reasons for their introduction. School
buses have been asked about. A suggestion was made
that country students should pay for riding on school
buses. I was a member of a committee whose members
travelled around country Victoria and talked to people
about problems with school buses and what would
happen if they had to pay for their children to ride on
school buses. The committee was able to tell the
minister that many schools in country Victoria were
closed so that schools in other areas could develop, that
school buses were provided to enable students to get to
schools further from their homes, and that it would be
wrong to expect the students to pay. That is another
example of a response to information gained during
visits. The visits have achieved a lot.

An interesting point raised at one of the meetings
concerned speed limits on open roads. People suggested
that on some of the excellent roads, particularly in
north-western Victoria, the 100 kilometres per hour
speed limit is too slow. They cited figures that show
that there are very few bad accidents on those roads.
The government needs to consider that issue further,
but it is an example of government representatives
listening to the people of country Victoria, who have
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said, 'In our area we have a special problem that you
should look at'.
I was a member of a task force that looked at firearms
and went around to 17 different meetings in country
Victoria, and country Victorians told us in no uncertain
terms about their feelings on the firearms legislation.
Some felt that what was done was the right thing;
others felt they had been treated like criminals in the
way the firearms legislation was introduced. That
consultation enabled government members to come
back to the minister and discuss any problems we
found For example, one problem arose over the
anomalies between states because the people at Swan
Hill who shot with the local field and game association
had their field and game area over the river in New
South Wales, which created problems for them. It was
necessary to come back to the minister and say that we
needed to have a look at this matter. There were also
problems about the storage of frrearms, and the issuing
of permits to junior people was of real concern.
Because members of the government went out to
country Victoria, sat down and talked to people, the
government has been able to make the necessary
changes; despite all the hoo-ha that we heard from the
media all around Australia, including the likes of John
Laws and similar people who told lies in the media, and
the media's decision that there was a story there for it to
run. All we were doing was bringing Victoria into line
with other states and listening to people who were
dealing with frreanns on a daily basis - sitting down
in places such as Horsham, Mildura, Swan Hill,
Gippsland, the Goulburn Valley, north-eastern Victoria
and Warrnambool and listening to people's problems
because the people in Melbourne who were sitting at
desks fonnulating this legislation did not have a full
understanding of how a farmer uses a firearm as his or
her tool of trade. It was because of those meetings that
the cabinet came to understand that changes were
necessary, and those changes rightly went through
without watering down the frreanns laws but allowing
more effective use of fireanns by people in rural
Victoria This program was about going out and
consulting with people and coming back and doing
something about it.
I talked about road conditions. Something that
continually comes back to our ministers is the need to
upgrade roads in country Victoria. The condition of
bridges is a bombshell that will hit us more in the next
10 or 15 years. Although in the electorate I represent
there are no major problems with bridges needing
repair, in some areas where there are many creeks - in
one former municipality there are 10 or 15 bridges there will be problems. Do we have to wait until a milk
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tanker goes through a bridge or a fire truck on its way
to a fire crashes through? Programs should be planned
now to fix such problems, and that is the sort of
information that is going back to the cabinet through
the Victoria 200 I programs, and something is being
done to address these issues. A bridge replacement
program across the Murray River into New South
Wales is also needed. Time and again the honourable
member for Murray Valley talks about getting the
federal government on board to support the state
government in providing arterial routes in the state with
much-needed new bridges.
Recycling has been talked about in the rural
Victoria 2001 programs. There is a problem with
recycling in that although a tremendous job has been
done to ensure that people have a better understanding
of recycling, it has not been possible to ensure a market
for recyclable products. I feel for the municipalities that
are now trying to come to grips with this issue, where
the contractors who are going around picking up the
recycled products have to get more support from the
ratepayers and from the councils because they cannot
on-sell the product at a reasonable price. I know the
minister who was at the table before the Minister for
Transport is trying to deal with issues of what to do
with the products that are being picked up weekly.
Victorians fully understand what needs to be recycled
and they leave the products out, but there is still quite
some work to do. It is good that ministers talk to
constituents to gain an understanding of those
problems. I know that people from community groups
have been pleased to have the opportunity to talk to
cabinet ministers about the need for something to be
done in the recycling area.
People have also raised the issue of Workcover. It was
because of the problems in country Victoria that major
changes were made to Workcover because there needed
to be an understanding of why people in some
industries were not experiencing Workcover problems,
yet others were having major problems. When the
Minister responsible for Workcover in another place
was able to talk to the people in industry who were
having problems - perhaps being in the wrong
category, perhaps being categorised in an area they
should not be categorised in which was costing their
business much more than it should have to cover their
workers for Workcover - he was able to get a better
understanding of the way the policies that were being
developed would work in the workplace.
Library funding was also brought to the attention of the
cabinet and dealt with. Next Monday I will announce
grants to the regional library in Shepparton. Library
supporters will be pleased to know that the government
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understands the need for continued support for libraries.
One of the counsellors in my municipality suggested
last week that his council should be supporting libraries
more. I agree with that, and I am sure that counsellor
will be pleased that next week the government will be
making some extra grants to the Goulbum Valley
regional library.
A government member inteIjected.
Mr KILGOUR - I will be letting him know, ifhe
does not know already. Public transport in country
Victoria has been studied. I am pleased to see the
current Minister for Transport at the table because one
of the first things that minister did on achieving office
was to travel around country Victoria. He did not use a
chauffeur-driven car; he came to Shepparton on the
train in order to gain a full understanding of what the
new privatised country transport is offering the people
of country Victoria The minister was pleased to be
offered a cup of tea or coffee on the train free of charge.
I am sure the Minister was happy he did not have to
fork out for that. The service provides complimentary
tea and coffee and information. The minister gained a
full understanding of what Hoy's rail service has done,
including refurbishing a beautiful room in the old
Shepparton station to make it more comfortable for
passengers. As the minister goes around he fmds out
what the needs of country Victorians are, and I know he
has been vet)' pleased indeed to be a part of the rural
Victoria 200 I visits because he has had a first-hand
opportunity to see and understand what the rural
stations are all about, to talk to the people on the
stations and to the people who are using the service.

The Deputy Speaker is happy to use the rail service
from Warmambool. West Coast was the first
organisation to be involved in that privatised rail
service and I know that the Deputy Speaker receives
many compliments and comments from his own
constituents about the top-class service the government
has provided.
I look forward to the future when Sprinter trains will be
available to travel further out through country Victoria
I know the minister is working hard with the privatised
services to see what can be done to improve rolling
stock. The minister is spending $10 million on the
Warmamboolline, and that once again comes as a
result of consultation on what is needed.
As we have travelled around on the Rural Victoria 200 I
visits we have heard about catchment management. The
new catchment management program brings together
the management of rivers and other areas under
catchment management authorities. It is important for
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ministers to get a full understanding of how the new
catchment management operation is working and where
changes are needed. As is the case with any new
organisation, there is a need to make changes as things
get rolling.
River management is an important part of catchment
management. Victoria's rivers must be looked after to
ensure their banks are not falling in and creating extra
turbidity, and that we do not have a repetition of the
sort of mess that is evident in my area where the
Broken River flows into the Goulburn River and
Sevens Creek flows into the Broken River. The
turbidity of those streams as they pass through pastoral
land is particularly evident when viewed from the air.
We need to protect streams and their banks and ensure
members of the farming community understand that
they need to play their part in helping prevent excess
turbidity and improving water quality.
That can be done in the catchment management area
where I live. I am sure ministers who on those Rural
Victoria 200 I visits have spoken to people such as John
Dainton, the chairman of the local catchment
management authority in my area, and John Gray, who
is experienced in the area, were able to learn a
tremendous amount. What those local experts have said
will now be converted into action on the ground, and
that will be good for rural Victoria.
A number of planning issues in rural Victoria are
completely different from issues that are relevant in city
areas. The Minister for Planning and Local
Government has been out on the Rural Victoria 200 1
visits and people have been able to say to him, 'We
have a problem in the area that we need to deal with
quite differently from what is done in a highly
developed metropolis like Melbourne'. The areas are
different, and as a result of the program for the fIrst
time there has been an understanding by government
that country Victorians have different problems from
city dwellers. Whereas the Labor government did not
know what happened beyond the tramlines, the
government has a full understanding of problems in
rural areas and programs are up and running as a direct
result of these visits.
Apart from the rural Victoria programs, on Monday
cabinet met in Ballarat. A civic reception was put on by
the delightful new mayor. She is doing an excellent job
as the first lady mayor of the City ofBallarat. She and
her councillors were able to meet with the whole
cabinet. Cabinet had gone to country Victoria and said,
'We are here to show that we care' - that is the most
important thing - and 'What is it that we need to talk
to you about that we can help you with?'. The whole
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Victorian cabinet was there, headed by the Premier.
Later the Minister for Planning and Local Government
was able to look at planning issues. It has been a
tremendous initiative by the government to go out and
say, 'Yes, we care about you, we want to look at the
problems on the ground. We want to get a first-hand
appreciation of the problems'. I am sure the Minister
for Planning and Local Government looked at the
beautiful old Ballarat railway station and was very
pleased to see the result of a restoration program.
Following the visits, including cabinet's visit, the
government has a much better understanding of the
needs of country Victoria generally, not just of little
pockets or of areas represented by members of
Parliament who achieve progress through their
approaches to various ministers - the needs of the
whole of country Victoria, regardless of parliamentary
representation. The minister in charge of Workcover
needs to look at farm safety. He was able to sit down
with people who had specialised tractors and who had
problems with farm safety concerning tractor rollover
bars. Those tractors are necessary but the rollover bars
damage the fruit. We were able to achieve a change to
operations for orchards so that the fruit was not badly
affected by those tractor rollover bars. That was
possible because we were able to sit down with the wit
growers and say, 'What is the best way we can ensure
your workers are working in a safe environment but at
the same time not doing any damage to the product that
you are producing?'. That is another thing we have
been able to achieve because of consultation, and
something happened that was worthwhile in rural
Victoria.
Another area of which we need to have a better
understanding, not so much in my electorate but in
areas near mountains, is major pest animal problems. In
the past there has been kangaroo culling because
animals were dying, particularly in the Mallee parks,
and some time ago there was a problem in the
Strathbogie Ranges with wild dogs. The then minister,
a former Premier, the Honourable Joan Kimer, travelled
up to the Strathbogie Ranges and in language which I
am sure she may not have understood originally was
told her idea of catching the wild dogs and castrating
them was actually not going to work. Firstly, there was
a problem working out how they were going to catch
the animals. However, I suppose it was understandable
coming from somebody who came from the
metropolitan area and did not have an understanding of
country Victoria.
An honourable member intetjected.
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Mr KILGOUR - They do not have wild dogs in
Williamstown, but I am sure that the government works
differently because we have been able to go out and sit
down with those farmers and say, 'What is the best way
to deal with these pest animals?'
There were other areas of health care concerning
hospital needs. Some towns had hospitals with four or
five acute-care beds that were not being used by the
local community because the local community was
voting with its feet and going to the hospitals in the
larger towns or regional centres. In some of those areas
the facilities have been turned into the most effective
health care units that those small towns could have.
While we hear from other people about the closing of
hospitals it is necessary to look at the health services
that are being provided. Those health services are what
are required for the people. It was not necessary to keep
the five beds open because there were only a couple of
people using them and those people could have gone to
other hospitals. We were wasting our facilities. Now
those facilities have doctors calling in on a regular
basis. The nursing sisters from the major hospitals visit
and outreach programs are providing what is needed for
the people, especially the ageing people of small towns
in rural Victoria.
These are the issues that come to the Rural
Victoria 200 1 table - to the Premier and his cabinet
colleagues as they sit around and listen to country
Victorians. They listen as no-one has ever listened
before. Country Victorians now have an extra voice in
the government, in addition to the Liberal and National
Party members who represent them so very effectively
in country Victoria Cabinet has said, 'We will go out to
country Victorians, not only to listen to what they have
to say but to act on matters that come before us and
ensure that country Victorians will lead a better life,
will have the facilities they need and the infrastructure
that is required to make sure that Victoria remains the
top state in Australia, and that country Victoria plays
the vital role that is necessary for the future ofthe
state'.
Debate interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Commonwealth specific purpose grants
Mr BRUMBY (Leader of the Opposition) - I refer
the Premier to the state budget forward estimates of
$2.84 billion in projected commonwealth specific
purpose grants to Victoria and to yesterday's federal
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budget which delivered just $2.52 billion for Victoria,
some $300 million less. Will the Premier now admit
that Victoria is the big loser from the federal budget and
that the poisonous relationship between the Premier, the
Prime Minister and the federal Treasurer, Mr Costello,
has cost Victorians hundreds and hundreds of millions
of dollars?

Mr KENNETI (premier) - Firstly, I congratulate
the Leader of the Opposition on asking a fairly succinct
question. Secondly, I say to him and his deputy that it is
always better to lead from the front rather than the rear.
I can say only that in the future I hope the Leader of the
Opposition and the Deputy Leader of the Opposition
will actually see out the night like the rest of their
troops did last night. I have not seen a poorer example
of leadership than was demonstrated yesterday. From
the start of the day through - The SPEAKER - Order! Those remarks are not
relevant to the question.

Mr KENNETI - The question asked today is
another indication of the failure of the Leader of the
Opposition to even understand what the federal budget
is all about. We all know the Leader of the Opposition
is a very, very slow learner and that he gets most of his
questions either from the honourable member for
Niddrie or from newspaper cuttings. I refer him to
page 22 of budget paper no. 3, which deals with the
total commonwealth payments to the states. It shows
Victoria's total payment has increased by 3.1 per cent.
Mr 8rumby inteIjected.
Mr KENNETT - The Leader of the Opposition is
bleating, 'You are down $300 million'. I can only say
to him that he is totally wrong.

Mr 8rumby inteIjected.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will cease inteIjecting and making
comments across the table. It is impossible to get a
direct answer when he is continuing to inteIject. I ask
him to contain himself.
Mr KENNETT - The media will love this new
role. This will give them something to do now, because
obviously the Leader of the Opposition has no faith in
his own research or that of those who back him up.
Page 22 of budget paper no. 3 shows total payments to
the states from the commonwealth for the year 1998-99
and that the Victorian government has received an
increase of 3.1 per cent. I cannot account for the failure
of the Leader of the Opposition to understand either the
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papers or the changes in the nuances that occur from
year to year. For example, the changes in the original
Medicare agreement have changed the way the state is
actually compensated. What was originally part of the
general revenue allocation has gone across to the
specific purpose payments. That is all there in the
budget documents. I know the Leader of the Opposition
has to go home early at night time - he has to go home
and make sure he does the exercises to keep himself
looking well- but even those of us who stayed here
until 2 o'clock this morning have no trouble - -

Mr Thwaites - Mr Speaker, I draw your attention
to standing order 84.

The SPEAKER - Order! I advise the house that I
had considerable trouble this morning with one
honourable member whom I had to ask continually to
address the Chair. I ask the Premier to do so.
Mr KENNETI - It is a pleasure, Mr Speaker.
You may remember that at 2.00 a.m. this morning
when you and I, along with all our colleagues, were in
this place two people were consistently absent.
The SPEAKER - Order! That has nothing to do
with the question betore the Chair.

Mr KENNETT - I can only say that honourable
members on this side of the house and you, Sir, have no
trouble reading the federal budget document. It appears
that two people opposite are getting too much sleep and
not doing the work!

Gippsland: farm produce exports
Mr TREASURE (Gippsland East) - I ask the
Minister for Agriculture and Resources to inform the
house of the government's support for Gippsland
farmers in the export of their produce.
The SPEAKER - Order! The question is very
broad and the answer is to be kept well within
4 minutes.
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Agriculture and
Resources) - All Victorians would recognise the need
for continued waterfront reform to ensure delivery of
efficiencies to the rural community right across
Australia.
An honourable member interjected.

Mr McNAMARA - The inteIjection referred to
people allegedly representing East Gippsland farmers
who turned up last week on the docks in Melbourne. I
have a note from the VFF pointing out that the group
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supposedly supporting the dock workers did not
represent East Gippsland fanners. The president of the
East Gippsland VFF, Mr Chris Nixon, stated that the
East Gippsland farming community strongly supports
the National Fanners Federation's waterfront reform
platform.
There is a need for waterfront reform. If the efficiencies
that have been achieved in New Zealand and other
countries can be gained there will be an immediate
benefit to the hip pockets of all Australians, particularly
people in rural communities. The group purportedly
representing the farmers of East Gippsland comprised,
in the main, local ALP branch members. Lyn Roder
was the ALP candidate for Gippsland East at the last
election. She does not reside in East Gippsland and has
no connection with farming. Margaret Edmonds, an
ALP branch secretary, stood for preselection for
Gippsland Province at the last election, and John Clark
is an ALP member who regularly attends ALP branch
meetings. Neither person has a farming background.
Also in the group were George from Johnsonville, a
well-known ALP supporter and a regular caller to ABC
talkback radio, and Bill Bolitho, both junior and senior.
Bill Bolitho, Snr, correctly represents himself as a
former chairman of ANL, but I am told Mr Laurie
Brereton sacked him because he was too left wing for
the Labor Party.
Only one person in the group was known to have any
association with the rural community. Before the media
gives coverage to an event such as that in the future I
hope it will check the bona fides of those involved. This
was a fraud perpetrated by a group of ALP hacks
purporting to take meat to a barbecue - the meat was
obviously nicely packaged in a butcher shop, not from a
fann; you might even have seen a bar code on it!

Mr Batchelor - On a point of order, Mr Speaker,
the minister has now been speaking for more than
4 minutes, and I ask that you direct him to conclude his
answer.
The SPEAKER - Order! I uphold the point of
order. The minister has been speaking for just more
than 4 minutes, so I ask him to complete his answer.

Mr McNAMARA - The Treasurer just asked the
honourable member for Thomastown who printed the
invitations for the dockside barbecue!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER - Order! I ask the minister to
wind up his answer.
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Mr McNAMARA - In 1996 the report by the then
Industry Commission, the stocktake into
microeconomic reform, put the annual savings on GDP
on benefits on the waterfront at around $1 billion. That
would be better spent assisting the competitiveness of
our export base industries to ensure we get some real
benefits, particularly for the rural community of this
state.

Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre
Mr TIIWAITES (Albert Park) - Given that the
Auditor-General has found mismanagement and
possible corruption in outsourcing contracts by the
Metropolitan Ambulance Service and further criticised
the Department of Human Services for privatising the
Latrobe Regional Hospital without any cost-benefit
analysis and has today found procedural deficiencies in
tendering and outsourcing practices in the department,
will the Premier guarantee that the government will
publicly carry out and release a full cost-benefit
analysis before it privatises Melbourne's second largest
hospital, the Austin and Repatriation Medical Centre?
Mr KENNETT (premier) - I thank the honourable
member for his question and for attending today. The
government welcomes the Auditor-General's report.
The purpose of the Auditor-General, his office and the
new bodies that are being set up to examine the
operation of government departments - Mr Thwaites - Mr Speaker, the Premier is
continuing to flout your ruling in relation to standing
order no. 84.
The SPEAKER - Order! I was not aware of the
Premier flouting that order at that time. I will keep an
eye on the Premier, but at the moment he is generally
addressing the Chair.
Mr KENNETT - As I was explaining before the
honourable member for Albert Park rose in his place,
the government welcomes the Auditor-General's
reports on a whole range of issues. It is supportive of
the report handed down yesterday on the delivery of
medical services. The Auditor-General has recognised
that case mix is working pre-eminently well in this
society. Yesterday's report supported the government's
endeavours to correct the appalling legacy of the
previous government. In all his reports the
Auditor-General raises a number of issues based on the
research and work that he has done where he believes
the government can perform better or should have
certain matters brought to its attention. The reality is
that the government is delivering to this state and its
community the best health system within Australia.
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Mr Tbwaites - On a point of order, Mr Speaker, a
very specific question was asked in relation to the
Austin hospital and a full cost-benefit analysis. I ask
you to direct the Premier to respond to that.
Tbe SPEAKER - Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The Premier is giving facts in relation to the
question.
Mr KENNETT - It is a sign of pettiness that this
young man who has to go home early at night or, like
his leader, takes time off to go down to the club and
then does not even return to this place to work while the
rest of us are working - Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier shall direct
his remarks to the question.
Mr KENNETT - All that we are doing in the area
ofhealth-Honourable members interjecting.

Mr KENNEIT -The Leader of the Opposition is
inteIjecting, Mr Speaker. He wasn't here last night
because he is shadow minister for the arts and he
thought it was more important, in a very important
week when his colleagues here were arguing for more
time to debate issues, to be down there at the theatre
having a good night out. What a wonderful time. What
time did the show fmish?
Honourable members interjecting.

Tbe SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Yan Yean is no-one to make suggestions to the
Chair. The Premier should return to the question.
Mr KENNEIT - Returning to the question, it
raises a very important issue: where were you between
10.30 p.m. and 2.00 a.m.?

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier, on the
question.
Mr KENNEIT - What a great leader this man is!
We will take on board, as we always do, the
Auditor-General's report. We will look at these areas
where he believes we can do better, and as we have
done in the past and will do in the future we will
respond to the areas raised with us by the
Auditor-General that need our attention.

Mr Thwaites - On a point of order, the Premier
has been going now for 5 minutes - -
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Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable
members for Swan Hill, Doncaster and Bendigo East
should cease interjecting and giving instructions across
the chamber. The honourable member on his point of
order.
Mr Thwaites - On the point of order, the Premier
has been speaking for 5 minutes; he has still not
addressed his answer to the question, which related to
the release of a cost-benefit analysis of privatisation.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Premier may have
been speaking for 5 minutes but in that time we have
had three points of order. It may have been 5 minutes
since the Premier started - I have not checked the
clock - but there have been three points of order and
intetjections across the table, so it is little wonder the
answer is elongated.

Budget: Tricontinental
Mr JENKINS (Ballarat West) - On a great
Australian day, will the Treasurer infonn the house of
the impact that the failure ofTricontinental has had on
the state budget?
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I can understand
why-Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will cease interjecting across the table!
Mr STOCKDALE - I can understand why
Motonnouth has gone into overdrive - he doesn't
want to hear the answer to this question. I will grant the
Leader of the Opposition that it is unfair to pick on this
one instance of the 10 years of Labor
mismanagement - there were so many low lights
during that time - but to single one out, no matter how
important it is, in itself is a bit unfair. We should put it
in the context of the monumental incompetence of the
fonner Labor government. Some honourable members
are still skulking over here. They do not seem to have
the support of the current leadership but they are still
here representing the party that brought the state to its
knees.

If Victorians were asked to name the consequences of
the darkest day of the 10 years of Labor
mismanagement they would in the main name the loss
of the State Bank of Victoria and Tricontinental. This
was no accident of history.
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Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER - Order! The Leader of the
Opposition should cease interjecting. Ifhe does so
again I will name him forthwith. I have had enough.
Mr STOCKDALE - The Leader of the
Opposition claims this is not a contemporary issue.
How then does he account for the fact that just
yesterday the Auditor-General released a report on this
matter? He is very fond of pleading Auditor-General's
reports, but when the Auditor-General reports on an
update of the cost to Victoria of the previous
government's mismanagement the Leader of the
Opposition suggests it is not an issue; that the loss of
the State Bank is no longer relevant - it is ancient
history and we should wash our hands of it.
I need to remind the house that not once has any
representative of the Victorian Labor Party admitted
culpability for the damage done to the state by the
former Labor government. It was no accident of
history. This was not some conspiracy of world capital
markets, as people like Kenneth Davidson would have
us believe; this was the outcome of the deliberate policy
of the Cain Labor government.

The SPEAKER - Order! The question is asking
the Treasurer about the impact ofTricontinental on the
state budget. The history of what went before is not
relevant to the question. I ask the Treasurer to come to
the question directly in relation to Tricontinental and its
effect on the state budget.
Mr STOCKDALE - Nothing could be more
relevant than how we got to that mess. It was a matter
of deliberate policy by the previous Labor government.
The collapse ofTricontinental, according to the
calculations of the Auditor-General, has cost the
Victorian taxpayers $2250 million. It has cost
$1966 million in debt and loans made by Tricontinental
which were assumed by the Victorian government both
before and after the sale of the State Bank. It has cost
taxpayers $365 million in subsidies provided from the
consolidated fund between 1991 and 1995 by way of
fmancial support. It cost $181 million in costs
associated with servicing the debt assumed by the
Victorian government, and it cost the 'trifling amount'
of $17 million to conduct a royal commission into the
affairs of Tricontinental to fmd out how it came about.

This is a reminder from the Auditor-General in the past
24 hours of how desperately the Victorian taxpayer has
suffered through the policies of the Labor Party. They
have never been repudiated. Labor Party members
stand here day after day when Parliament sits and

Wednesday, 13 May 1998

reiterate policies based on the same lack of values, the
same misunderstandings of how the world works, the
same philosophies that have failed so miserably around
the world as well as in Victoria. The Auditor-General's
price ticket on the failure ofLabor is $2250 million
down the drain.

Catchment management authorities
Ms GARBUTT (Bundoora) - I refer the Minister
for Conservation and Land Management to her
establislunent by media release in June last year of
10 catchment authorities or CMAs. Is it not a fact that
the CMAs were not properly or legally constituted and
that as a result millions of dollars have been illegally
collected from Victorian landowners and once again the
minister has totally bungled and mismanaged her
portfolio responsibilities?

Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Conservation and Land
Management) -With the change of portfolios and the
advent of the second term of the Kennett government in
1996 it became apparent that there was across the state
a plethora of organisations, including the catchment and
land protection boards that had been established by
legislation in 1994.
A review of the range of organisations was conducted
by a panel of experts in natural land management and
their strong recommendations were that we should
establish authorities called catchment management
authorities that would have committees under them
bringing together a group of organisations responsible
for catchment and land management in the nine regions
across Victoria. The catchment management authorities
have been operating since I July last year.
The government has said legislation will be introduced
for those organisations. The first part of that legislative
program will be debated later this week and the
remaining legislation will be introduced in the spring
sessional period.

Buses: Nightrider
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - Will the Minister
for Transport inform the house of the outcome of the
retendering process for Nightrider buses?

Mr COOPER (Minister for Transport) - The
house will recall that the Nightrider bus service was
introduced in 1993 and it has been an outstanding
success. The Kennett government recognised the need
for the service and implemented it, unlike the Labor
Party and the honourable member for Thomastown,
who whine all the time, criticise every decision and
have no policies. I note from the interjection by the
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honourable member for Thomastown that he is already
criticising what I am about to say, even though he does
not know what I will say! He is in criticism mode.
The Nightrider bus service has carried more than
350000 people since its inception and currently carries
more than 80 000 people each year. More than 5500
people used the service on New Year's Eve and a
similar number was carried during the grand prix week.
The service operates between 12.30 a.m. and 4.30 a.m.
on Saturday and Sunday mornings and has a flat fare of
$5 for all journeys, except the longest journey to
Melton, which as the honourable member for Melton is
aware, costs $7.
Passengers are collected from major city entertainment
areas such as King, Lygon and Chapel streets and the
Crown complex, as well as a number of nightclubs in
the central business district. The services run to
Bayswater, Craigieburn, Croydon, Dandenong, Eltham,
Epping, Frankston, St Albans, Melton and Werribee as
well as areas in between.
I advise the house that the contracts have been
retendered, and they will provide increased services,
financial savings on the present cost structure and
vehicle improvements. From 1 July when the new
contracts cut in, the service to Bayswater will be
extended to Belgrave for three trips each night of
operation. I am pleased the honourable member for
Monbulk asked the question because he will be
delighted to learn that the service to his electorate and
other areas surrounding his electorate in the eastern
suburbs is being expanded. In addition, 12 of the
22 buses requ ired to operate the service will be
low-floor accessible vehicles. By January 1999 three of
the Nightrider setVices will be operated solely with
low-floor accessible buses. The Victorian government
has the proudest record throughout Australia of
providing accessible transport. These initiatives confirm
the importance it puts on making sure that services on
all transport systems are accessible.
The SPEAKER - Order! The Minister for
Transport has been speaking for 4 minutes and I urge
him to wind up his answer.

Mr COOPER - I was distracted by an intetjection,
so I am trying to catch up. This is a very important
subject. All N ightrider services will be retendered in
two years. The government aims to have every
Nightrider service operated by low-floor accessible
buses. The new contracts will save 7 per cent over the
old contract price. That again demonstrates the good
business sense of the Kennett government - a
government that gets things done. Unlike the
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opposition, which carps and whines, this government
provides tangible benefits for the entire Victorian
community.

LIVESTOCK DISEASE CONTROL
(AMENDMENT) BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mr McNAMARA (Minister for Agriculture and
Resources) introduced a bill to amend the Livestock
Disease Control Act 1994, the Plant Health and Plant
Products Act 1995 and the Stamps Act 1958 and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

TRANSFER OF LAND (SINGLE REGISTER)
BILL
Introduction and first reading
Mrs TEHAN (Minister for Conservation and Land
Management) introduced a bill to amend the Transfer of
Land Act 1958 to further streamline procedures for the
conversion of general law land and to make consequential
amendments to the Property Law Act 1958 and to other
acts and for other purposes.
Read first time.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Privilege
Mr GUDE (Minister for Education) - I move:
That this house authorises the publication in written or
electronic fonn of any report, paper, votes or proceedings
within the meaning of section 73 of the Constitution Act 1975
by such persons, offi~ or servants as may be nominated in
writing from time to time by Mr Speaker.

Motion agreed to.

AMBULANCE SERVICES (AMENDMENT)
BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of
Dr NAPTHINE (Minister for Youth and Community
Services).

Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - The Minister for
Youth and Community Services has urged me to read
the second-reading speech, but I will not do that
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because to do so would be to mislead the house. The
second-reading speech contains a statement that is
untrue and misleading. It refers to two parts of the bill:
the first abolishes the Ambulance Officers Training
Centre and the second abolishes the Victorian
Ambulance Board. In relation to the Ambulance
Officers Training Centre, it states:
The AOTe staff have been consulted and fully informed of
the changes that the bill wilI enact. Furthermore, the union
representing the staff is both aware and supportive of these
changes.

I was interested to hear that statement in the
second-reading speech. The practice of the opposition
is to consult widely before debating bills. Part of that
process on the Ambulance Services (Amendment) Bill
was to consult with the union, the Ambulance
Employees Association of Victoria I consulted the
head of the union, Mr Rod Morris, because it was stated
in the second-reading speech that he and his union
supported the bill. I refer to the letter Mr Morris wrote
to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for
Health and Aged Care:
I find it rather alanning that the minister has misrepresented
the union by stating in Parliament that the union representing
the staff ... is both aware and supportive of the changes.
You and your minister are both very aware that there has been
no recent consultation with the union on these matters and
that the union and the employees have not yet been afforded
rights to meaningful and informed consultation.

In the last week of this parliamentary session so many
bills are being rushed through that the government does
not know whether it is coming or going.

Ms Gillett - It's going.
Mr TIIW AITES - I think that is what is
happening; but that is putting the kindest complexion
on the behaviour of the government because if that is
not the case there would have been a deliberate
misleading of Parliament by the minister, and I am sure
he would not have done that. Honourable members
cannot trust the government even to deliver accurate
second-reading speeches.

I refer further to the letter sent by the Ambulance
Employees Association to the parliamentary secretary.
After the reference to the union not having been
afforded the right to meaningful and informed
consultation, it states:
For example, notwithstanding that I was a member of the task
force, I have just become aware, via hearsay, that the
arrangement between the government and Monash University
provides for ambulance training to be conducted at the
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Peninsula campus and, further, that appropriate
accommodation facilities may not be available.

The bill proposes to set up a new ambulance officers
training facility that is not now available. It will be the
ambulance officers training centre in the ether. Given
that currently the Victorian public is facing a continuing
shortage of ambulance officers we need more than an
ambulance officer training school in the ether - we
need a place, some certainty and more ambulance
officers. But the bill will not provide that. The letter
continues:
Further, I am astounded that the government is spending up to
$3 million on the Monash building option, which will not be
on-line prior to January 1999 at the earliest, when the vur
was rated by the task force as a very close contender and only
required $1 million ...

So the government is spending $3 million when it could
have spent $1 million - it is wasting $2 million of
taxpayers' funds. If the government has achieved
success beyond imagination in any area it is in the
waste of funds in ambulance services. I do not criticise
the government for cuts in the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service, and I would be commending the government if
the money spent on the ambulance service was well
spent, but it has not been well spent. Year after year
country ambulance services are facing cuts in their
funding, yet the Metropolitan Ambulance Service has
had an absolute bonanza, with a massive increase in
funding.
The government is spending about 400 per cent more
on the ambulance service in Melbourne than it was
spending four years ago - but we are getting nothing
for it. Millions of dollars have gone into the pockets of
shysters, crooks and charlatans. Millions of dollars have
gone into the pockets of consultants who in most cases
have been appointed without any proper tendering
process. The result is that ordinary Victorians are not
getting the ambulance service they deserve. If the
money had been well spent and had gone to providing
more ambulances and ambulance services people
would not be waiting so long when emergency calls are
made. Currently Victorians are literally dying while
they are waiting for ambulances to arrive, and millions
of dollars that should have gone into the ambulance
system are going into the pockets of consultants.
Ms McCaU interjected.

Mr THWAITES - The money is being spent on
contracts such as the Intergraph contract, which blew
out from $7 million to $38 million. The honourable
mernber for Frankston seems to be a bit nervous about
the issue, and well she might be. I understand that she
was a teacher in the business area and that she has some
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knowledge of business. Anyone with even a modicum
of knowledge of business would be absolutely appalled
about the un businesslike way that the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service has been managed. Anyone with
even an ounce of business acumen would be appalled
by the fact that the Intergraph contract, which was to be
a $7 million contract, is now costing the ambulance
service $38 million. That does not mean that some of
the other doozeys that have been entered into should be
ignored.
The fleet maintenance contract was going to save
money but ended up costing more. The financial
management contract to consultants Arthur Andersen
was supposed to save money but ended up costing
more. The contract with Mr Grant Griffiths of Griffiths
Consulting was to have been for $45 000 and ended up
costing $1.4 million. That is the sort of mismanagement
for which the government is responsible. Many
government members must bear responsibility for that,
including the minister at the table, who was the
parliamentary secretary throughout the period of the
ambulance bungles. The Minister for Youth and
Community Services has always sought to avoid
responsibility. He ran a million miles last year when he
was asked about the matter. His face turned the same
green as the seats in this place when he was asked about
the contracting and what the then Minister for Health
and her office knew. The Premier had to help him out
and remind him of his knowledge of the memo missing
from the office of the then Minister for Health.
But it is not just the minister at the table who should
bear the blame, because the current Minister for
Conservation and Land Management and the current
Minister for Health are also responsible for it. The
parliamentary secretary has skulked out of the chamber
in embarrassment because he has been caught out.
Presumably he advised whoever wrote the
second-reading speech that there had been adequate
consultation on and that the union had agreed to the bill.
Now that the parliamentary secretary has come back
into the chamber I hope he can explain how Parliament
has been misled through the second-reading speech.
I return to the union's letter to the parliamentary
secretary. It states:
Finally, contrary to the assertion in your letter that no clear
priority order was established between VUT and UMTC, as
alternatives to Monash, it is my clear recollection, supported
by my notes and other task force participants, that if the
Monash option was not to proceed, then the offer would be
made to VlJf.

That is another example of the government's
proceeding in haste when a little bit more attention to
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detail might have produced a better result. The
government has brought the bill on for debate in the last
week of the parliamentary sitting. It has done it for no
apparent good reason because I understand the facility
in Frankston will not be built for another 18 months.
Why does the government not wait and get things
right? In this matter, as in most matters, the government
considers it is right. It never consults or listens to
criticisms, and that is why it makes so many mistakes.
That is why instead of responding to serious criticisms
of the hospital system made by the Auditor-General the
government engaged a consultant to bag the
Auditor-General.
The second part of the bill follows the same principles:
it abolishes the Victorian Ambulance Board, a body
that might give the government some good advice on
how to run the ambulance system. If there is anything
the government needs it is advice on how to run the
ambulance system. Surely that would be a priority for a
government that has presided over bungling,
mismanagement and possibly corruption.
The minister at the table has some concern about which
way the opposition is going. The opposition will
oppose this bill because it believes the government
ought to have proper advice from a properly constituted
board to give it some desperately needed guidance on
running the ambulance service. After a litany of
mistakes, a litany of bungling, a litany of corruption
I should have thought the government would benefit
from independent advice from an independent board.
The Victorian Ambulance Board was set up under the
previous labor government and gave very good advice.
In fact the then head of the board, Mr Stan Capp, is
someone for whom this government has stated it has
the highest respect. He currently runs the Geelong
Hospital. In his report to the former government
Mr Capp made recommendations for the better
management of the ambulance service in Victoria. He
suggested there be one ambulance service for the whole
of the state.

Mr A. F. Plowman intetjected.
Mr THWAITES - The honourable member for
Frankston East seems to be very keen to besmirch the
name ofMr Capp, which is interesting, given that the
government supports Mr Capp. I hope the honourable
member makes a contribution and puts his statement on
the record, because certainly the current and former
ministers have expressed high praise for Mr Capp.

Mr A. F. Plowman interjected.
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Mr TIIWAITES - He doubts his personal life very good. Throw that stuff around and I am sure the
honourable member for Frankston East will do what he
did during the Auditor-General debate. He will not have
the honesty to say what he thinks in this place; he will
go out and skulk in the bathroom perhaps and not come
creeping into this place.

Mr Capp came up with a proposal that would have
benefited all Victorians, and that is that there should be
one ambulance service for the whole of Victoria - get
rid of all the regional bureaucracies that are currently
expending money and leading to more red tape. The
government would probably receive hundreds of
thousands of dollars if it did this.
The Labor Party put this up as a policy in the last
election. The Labor Party is a party of efficiency, a
party that is against red tape. It is the party that wants to
get rid of bureaucrats, but the response of the coalition
government was not to support the Labor Party's
efficient suggestions, but rather to criticise it for
allegedly taking money out of country Victoria. That
was completely wrong and misleading. The minister at
the table was part of that misleading publicity. The
opposition said every penny saved by the amalgamation
of the country ambulance service, every penny saved
by getting rid of that bureaucracy, would go back into
providing more ambulances and ambulance officers in
country Victoria.
The government had no policy but to keep pouring
millions of dollars into the pockets of rip-off
consultants. It is still doing it now. The Labor policy
was to save money and to save lives at the same time,
and we will do that when we get into government next
time because we will make sure that ambulances are
providing services where there are no services now in
country Victoria. The Labor government will see an
end to the situation that exists now where people call
ambulances in country Victoria and are asked to drive
the ambulance themselves. That is what this
government has - a drive-yourself ambulance system,
and you are lucky if you get an ambulance in the first
place but if it does come you drive it yourself. Pity help
you if you do not have a licence or if there is some
other reason why you cannot drive.
It is constructive to have a look at country ambulance

services and the treatment they are getting from this
government as compared with that given to the
Metropolitan Ambulance Service. In 1991-92 the direct
government grants and capital grants amounted to
$16 million. Last year the funding for the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service was $47 million - a massive
increase. One would have thought that if this was a
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government that truly supported the needs of patients in
country Victoria, it would have provided the same
increases in spending on the regional ambulance
services as occurred in the metropolitan service.
Let us look at what the country areas received. The
north-eastern region in 1992-93 received total funding
of$5.285 million. By last year that had dropped by
nearly $1 million to $4.641 million. But in real terms
after deduction for inflation it was very much less $4.1 million. The western region in 1992-93 received
government funding of $4.0 17 million which by last
year had reduced to $3.606 million, or in real terms,
$3.211 million. In 1992-93 the north-western region
had government funding of$8.256 million. By last year
that had reduced to $7.149 million or in real terms
$6.355 million.
It can be seen from those figures that right around
regional Victoria ambulance services are paying the
cost of the Intergraph bungle. The regional ambulance
services are paying for the consultants, the lawyers and
the publicity agents that have been engaged by the
government and the Metropolitan Ambulance Service
in Melbourne. It is not as if we were seeing any
improvement in the ambulance service in Melbourne.
We are paying more and getting less, and that
characterises most of the major areas of service delivery
under this government. The taxpayers are paying more
but getting less.
One way to improve the system would be to adopt the
advice of the Victorian Ambulance Board, which
issued an excellent report in 1992 under the leadership
ofMr Capp. One of the key recommendations was, as I
indicated, to amalgamate all ambulance services into
one for all Victoria. My understanding is that one of the
reasons for this legislation is that the government will
go halfway; it will amalgamate the country ambulance
services into one but leave the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service on its own. One has to ask, what is the sense in
that? If one is going to go through an amalgamation
process, why not have one ambulance service for all of
Victoria, just as there is one police force? Why not have
one ambulance service which can then communicate
right around the state in the most efficient way?
If someone is injured in Bendigo or Bacchus Marsh,
that person is just as likely to end up at the Royal
Melbourne Hospital or St Vincent's Hospital. Under the
current system there are six regional ambulance
services and under the new system there will still be
two, so money that would be better spent on
ambulances and ambulance officers will be spent on
bureaucracy and red tape.
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The stOt)' of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service is
instructive in that regard. Millions of dollars that were
spent on consultancies resulted in a massive reduction
in the number of ambulance officers on the road. When
this government came to power there were something
like 800 ambulance officers on the road saving lives in
the metropolitan region; three years later the figure was
down to fewer than 600 ambulance officers. The
government paid out $6 million in voluntary departure
packages to get rid of those 200 officers - $6 million
of taxpayer funds - and then what happened? The
government realised it had made a mistake, had
bungled, and started employing them back again. The
government is now shoving ambulance officers through
the Ambulance Officers Training Centre to enable them
to catch up to where they were before the government
came into office.
They forked out $6 million for VDPs, they got rid of all
the people who were saving lives, and now they are
desperately trying to get ambulance officers back on the
road through the ambulance officers training course.
The legislation is not going to help things at all because
it will abolish the course by mainstrearning it and
replacing it with a course at Monash University. In
principle the opposition does not oppose that aspect of
the bill because in principle mainstrearning is not a bad
idea. The problem is that by introducing the bill now,
before the facility is built and at a time when there are
not enough ambulance officers, there is no guarantee
that the pre-employment training of officers will
provide enough officers on the road. Under this new
system we are going to have people doing the course
before they become ambulance officers whereas
currently officers train on the job. The advantage of
having people training on the job is that they are there
now to save lives, whereas under the new system they
are not going to be able to get on the job and be in an
ambulance for the two or three-year period of the
course.
No doubt we will see another bungle by the
government, another situation where there will be a
shortfall of ambulance officers in the interim period
while the government gets its act together, just as we
saw the government spend $6 million on voluntary
departure packages. That $6 million was a complete
waste of money - every penny was money down the
drain - and the Minister for Youth and Community
Services knows it because he was there at the time. He
ought to be very ernbarrassed about that, just as every
government member ought to be embarrassed because
when their constituents come to them and say they need
money for an ambulance station or a new ambulance
they will have to tell thern that there is no money
because they wasted $6 million on VDPs and they

1713

wasted money on the Intergraph, fleet maintenance and
Grant Griffiths contracts. The govemment stands
condemned for its mismanagement of the ambulance
service.
This is not merely a historical matter because we are all
still suffering. Rural ambulance services are suffering
because they do not have enough money to fix their
ambulances. For example, the ambulances at the
Ballarat station, which I visited, are now old and some
have been driven too many kilometres, yet the regional
ambulance service has not been able to update them
because it does not have enough money. Gradually they
will be updated, but it means that in the meantime
ambulance officers are driving vehicles that could be
unsafe. I use the word 'unsafe' in light of the
government's definition of how many kilometres a
vehicle ought to be driven before it is replaced. Right
around Victoria there has been a problem with ageing
vehicles not being replaced, and the problem has been
made much worse because the government has not
given regional ambulance services enough money to
update those vehicles.
The next area that ought to be of concern is the
abolition of the Victorian Ambulance Board and the
removal of any independent advice to the government
on ambulance matters. The ambulance board
recommended the new structure, but it also made a lot
of other recommendations to improve the management
of the ambulance service. All that was thrown out the
window when the government chose to go down the
privatisation route and employed Mr Jack Firman,
whose previous experience had been at Melbourne
Water and the Port of Melbourne Authority. I think it
was at Melbourne Water that Mr Finnan got to know
Mr Griffiths, and subsequently they had contact over a
period.

Mr Finnan was appointed chief executive officer of the
ambulance service on the basis of a consultancy. One
would have thought he would have had an ordinary
salary contract like other chief executive officers, but he
was appointed as a consultant and his company,
Pinelow, was paid approximately $160 000 a year for
his services as CEO. Honourable members might say,
'What is wrong with that?'. It is that the Australian
Taxation Office is not too keen on full-time employees
being paid through companies as a tax dodge. Currently
an Australian Taxation Office investigation is
proceeding into the payments to Mr Firman. That is of
great concern when given that it is not an investigation
into a consultant or private company but into a
government agency for dodging tax.
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Instead of taking the advice of the Victorian
Ambulance Board and Mr Capp on an appropriate way
to manage the ambulance service, including proper
employment arrangements, the government went down
a so-called business route and ended up in a
tax-dodging scheme in respect of which it is now the
subject of an investigation. Mr Finnan was CEO for
about two years and in that time managed to make a
complete mess of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service.
His contract was not renewed, and for that I think we
can be fairly grateful. He was replaced by Mr Olszak,
who is the current head of the service.
I have a bit of time for Mr Olszak because he has been
handed a poison chalice - an ambulance service that is
tied to contracts, some of which are extremely
expensive, are not delivering and have many years to
run. Mr Olszak has spent the last two and a half to three
years of his appointment writing notes expressing his
anger and frustration at the performance of those
contractors, particularly Intergrnph. Mr Olszak has been
writing to the Bureau of Emergency Services
Telecommunications saying that Intergraph is not only
not performing but that it is worse than the old system,
that it does not have enough staff, that its staffhas
inadequate training and that it is breaching its contract.
However, rather than taking that advice seriously and
taking action against Intergraph, the government has
done everything it can to cover up the problems. There
are dQCuments in existence that show that the
government received legal advice that it could make
claims against Intergraph and that it would not have to
pay Intergrnph the sort of money it is paying, yet rather
than pursuing that legal advice and acting properly the
government has given Intergraph more money and
relaxed performance standards to keep these matters out
of the public arena. In other words the public has had to
pay extra money to keep the Intergraph problems out of
the public arena and avoid embarrassment for the
government. Ifwe had the Victorian Ambulance Board
Iamsure-Dr Naptbine intetjected.
Mr THWAITES - The minister laughs, but the
point about having an independent board is to oversee
these roles, to oversee what is happening in the
ambulance service and to give independent advice. One
of the reasons we have all these problems with
Intergraph is that the government would not take advice
from anyone except the consultants who were making
the money. It is not surprising that you get ripped off if
the people who are making the money out of you are
the ones who are giving you all the advice. That is why
you need an Auditor-General.
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It is to the credit of the honourable member for
Frankston East that he raised this issue honestly in his
party room. He was dead right when he said we need a
watchdog over $17 billion of public money, just as the
Victorian Ambulance Board is a watchdog over the
much smaller but nevertheless significant amount of
money involved in the Metropolitan Ambulance
Service. A good government needs fearless advice that
points out problems and does not just tell it what it
wants to hear.
The new system of the Auditor-General using private
sector auditors will lead to exactly the same problems
we have had in the ambulance service. Despite their
best intentions, the people giving the advice - Coopers
and Lybrand, Arthur Andersen and the like - have a
conflict of interest: if they tell the government
something it does not want to hear they may lose
contracts themselves.
In the case of ambulance services, the government was
getting advice not from the ambulance board but from
people like Mr Griffiths from Griffiths Consulting.
However, an interesting point that has been revealed
recently is that he was not advising only the
government; he was on the payroll of Intergraph at the
same time. The government was getting advice on its
contract and what tenns and performance standards
ought to be included in the Intergrnph contract, but the
same person giving that advice to the government was
also being paid secretly by Intergrnph to help it get the
government's $170-million emergency dispatching
system. What a conflict of interest!
Even ifMr Griffiths were completely honest, how
could he possibly give free and frank advice to the
government and ensure strict provisions were included
in the Intergraph contract when it was in his financial
interest to help Intergraph and make sure the contract
was as weak as possible?
The first term anyone would expect to see in the
Intergraph contract would be 'response times' - how
quickly Intergraph intended to get the ambulances to
respond. It is absolutely amazing that out of the
foot-high stack of papers that comprised the Intergraph
contract there was not a single word on response times.
The government paid millions of dollars for consultants
and contractors around this contract, yet it did not
contain a single performance clause. Any independent
ambulance board would have told the minister that
above all else the one thing needed in the Intergraph
contract was strict performance targets because that is
what people pay for. The government talks about
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purchaser-provider, transparency and a more open
contracting system.
I know a bit about contracts, and I know that what you
put in a contract is what you want the other party to
perform. But that is one thing missing from this
contract. It was only a year after the contract was
signed, under a new minister, that the performance
standards were even put in the contract. That not only
represents the height of negligence but also means that
in all that time the public was getting a second-rate
service because there were not benchmarks to which
Intergraph had to respond. It also means that Intergraph
is now not responding to anything like the level of
performance it talked about when it was involved in the
bidding process.
When Intergraph entered the first contract with the
ambulance service it said it would dispatch 90 per cent
of ambulances in 40 seconds. I think it said it would
answer 95 per cent of calls within 5 seconds. They are
good, fast response times, but they were never included
in the contract. The result is that we do not now have
performance targets anywhere near as strict as that, and
Intergraph has been able to make the performance
targets as easy and as slow as possible so it can
perform. The role of an independent board is to oversee
the contracting out and management of the service in
that way.
The government's other way of responding was to not
only ignore the ambulance board but also sack the
ambulance committee of management and replace it
with a person who was a partner in one of the
accounting firms. Mr Perrins did not cover himself with
glory, either. The Auditor-General found Mr Perrins
deserved criticism for his failure to oversee this whole
process. The government was so intent on pursuing its
ideological position that it was blinded to all the
problems, crooks and charlatans. What the government
needed above all else was an independent regulator.
It is interesting to note that in his report on acute health
services tabled yesterday the Auditor-General talks
about the need to question the market approach in
health care. If one takes the market approach one needs
to have an independent regulator. That has been
acknowledged even by the government to a degree in
the way it handled the electricity privatisation. Of
course the opposition opposes that privatisation and
believes it is wrong. It also does not believe the
regulator in that area is sufficiently empowered or has
adequate staff and resources, but nevertheless there is a
regulator. However, there is no regulator in the
ambulance privatisations, and that is why there are so
many problems.
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Let us consider the privatisation of the non-emergency
transport. In 1994 the government decided to privatise

non-emergency transport. If there had been an
ambulance board, presumably it would have overseen
the probity of that process. However, the house may be
interested to know that the person who oversaw the
process of the privatisation of non-emergency
ambulances had a pecuniary interest in a private
ambulance company that won the biggest contract. The
offices of Clinictrans were not too far from that of the
honourable member for Frankston East down on the
Momington Peninsula. The fellow in charge, Mr Bill
Wood, set up the company with Mr Tony Cormick
from the Cranbourne ambulance station.
Mr Wood thought it was a nice little earner to set up an
ambulance operation. He got leave from the ambulance
service to set it up and was a shareholder and director.
Having done that, he went back into the ambulance
service and managed the private ambulance area. He
purported to divest himself of his interest in Clinictrans,
and certainly resigned as a director. He has
subsequently claimed that he also resigned as a
shareholder at the time, but there is enough in the
subsequent behaviour to make one very suspicious of
that claim, not the least of it being that when he was
asked about this issue in the Administrative Appeals
Tribunal he claimed to have sold his interests to
Mr Cormick for a certain sum. Mr Cormick told a
conflicting story about the amount of money paid for
that interest - they could not get their stories right.

However, even ifMr Wood divested himself of those
shares we know he had a pecuniary interest. In fact, he
had two types of pecuniary interest. The first was on the
basis that he had given or guaranteed a loan to the
company from the Westpac Bank; that resulted in a
mortgage over his home. As anyone would know, a
mortgage over one's home would concern one greatly,
so ifClinictrans was unsuccessful and Westpac called
up the loan, Mr Wood could have lost his home. It was
clear he had an interest in the shares of Clinictrans and
therefore it probably would not surprise members of
this house to learn that not only did Clinictrans win an·
ambulance contract but it won the largest one.
The disturbing aspect of this whole affair is that the
minister at the time, now the Minister for Conservation
and Land Management, misled the house about the
contract. She told the house on a number of occasions
that Mr Wood had no interest in Clinictrans. She
maintained that position and did not seek to correct the
statement despite having been specifically advised in
ministerial briefmg notes ofMr Wood's pecuniary
interests. Undoubtedly because of that advice the case
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of the missing memo occurred. When that missing
memo--

and about which it could have advised the minister of
the day.

Dr Napthioe - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, both the house and the Chair have been
extremely tolerant of the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition. The bill is narrow and deals with changes
to ambulance officer training and the abolition of the
Victorian Ambulance Board. This debate is not an
opportunity to canvass perceptions about ambulance
service management and operations. The Deputy
Leader of the Opposition has been speaking for several
minutes on a range of issues of spurious relevance to
the proposed legislation. He has had a free rein, but I
ask that the Chair bring him back to the bill and uphold
the point of order.

On the minister's evidence she never saw the memo,
despite the government admitting that it was received in
her office. One can only presume that the department
and her office conspired to hide it from her or that she
was also involved in a conspiracy. She says she was
not. The Victorian Ambulance Board would ensure that
matters of the sort raised in that memo were brought to
the minister's attention and acted upon.

Mr THW AITES - I will not pursue this matter at
length; I was merely bringing into the purview of the
bill the need for an ambulance board to give
independent advice to the minister. My concern is that
the former minister did not receive that independent
advice.

The ACTING SPEAKER
(Mr Andrianopoulos) - Order! I have listened to a
substantial portion of the debate. The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition has in the main been speaking to the
bill. The Chair was distracted during the past 2 minutes.
I advise the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that he
should confine his remarks to the bill, particularly the
provisions concerning the education and training of
ambulance officers. I do not uphold the point of order,
but I will monitor the debate and bring the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition back to the bill should that be
necessary.

I also have concerns about the current Minister for
Health. The minister received advice from Haines and
Polites in April 1996 that in working for both the
ambulance service and Intergraph at the same time
Mr Griffiths had a severe conflict of interest.
That is the sort of advice the Victorian Ambulance
Board may well have given the government, but the
board would have taken the next step and also
recommended disciplinary action, restructuring or
management changes to overcome that major tendering
shortfall. That sort of thing did not occur, and it did not
occur because there was no structure for the provision
of independent advice. The Haines advice was provided
by outside consultants, but those consultants, who are
the auditors of the ambulance service and who did an
excellent job, had no role to follow up the matter and
make recommendations to the government about the
proper oversight of ambulance contracts. That was not
their role. They had a private sector role to deliver one
report, whereas the much broader brief of the
ambulance board would have enabled it to give the
government independent advice about which way to go.

Mr THW AITES - Thank you, Mr Acting
Speaker. The point I make is that the bill goes beyond
education and training; it goes to the role of an
independent board advising the minister. The
opposition has deep reservations about whether the
former minister received that independent advice. On
the minister's own evidence she was not warned about
serious matters relating to management of the
ambulance service. That is the sort of thing the
Victorian Ambulance Board would do.

The current Minister for Health says his response was
to refer the matter to the Auditor-General. On paper that
seems like a reasonable response, but when one
examines it more closely one realises that it is fairly
empty. The Auditor-General was already examining the
ambulance service at that stage and had already
commenced a full performance audit. That had been
reported to the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee. The opposition had also requested an
investigation into the whole private ambulance scandal
by the Auditor-General some months earlier.

The memo to the minister of 19 February 1996 from
the head of the ambulance service advised her of those
serious matters. Principal among them was the
engagement of Grant Griffiths, the fact that that
engagement had not been properly tendered for and the
contract blowing out from $45 O()() to $1.3 million or
$1.4 million. The memo contained information which
would be of concern to the Victorian Ambulance Board

The private ambulance fiasco is yet another example
where the government would have benefited from
independent advice. It is not clear who has advised the
government on ambulances. The Minister for Youth
and Community Services denies that he played any role
as parliamentary secretary. The department seems to be
running for cover and appears reluctant to answer any
questions about the matter. The manager of the
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ambulance division of the Department of Human
Services was asked a fortnight ago, before the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal, what happened to the
missing memo of 19 February 1996. He had a QC to
respond for him; he refused to answer on the ground
that it might incriminate him. We have a situation
where a senior public servant, the head of the
ambulance division in the Department of Human
Services, is refusing to answer questions.

government on ambulance matters. In order to do that I
have to explore who may be advising the government,
and whether it is those people one would think would
be advising the government - the bureaucrats
responsible for determining what the situation will be
when the board is abolished. I have to talk about the
bureaucrats who will fulfil the role that has so far been
carried out by the Victorian Ambulance Board but will
now not be able to be carried out because of the bill.

The ACTING SPEAKER
Order! I ask the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition to explain how that matter
comes within the confines of the debate on the bill.

Mr McLellao - On the point of order. Mr Acting
Speaker, the honourable member for Albert Park has
for some 40 minutes now been canvassing a wide range
of suppositions and, as the minister said, to justify it
mentions the ambulance board. It is obvious that the
honourable member for Albert Park has been on a
world tour and has not related his comments to the
structure of the bill or to what the bill is to achieve.

(Mr Andriaoopoulos) -

Mr THW AITES - The role of the ambulance
board was to provide independent advice. I am
exploring who is providing that advice now. Is there
anyone to replace the board?
Or Napthioe - Do an Indiana lones!

Mr THW AITES - You have to do an Indiana
lones; you have to explore every cavern to find
someone who will own up to advising the government
on ambulances because it has been such a bungle that
no-one wants to take responsibility. I was explaining
that this particular gentleman, through a QC,
advised-Or Napthioe - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, you have just brought to the attention of the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition the issue of the
relevance of his remarks to the bill. He does not have
carte blanche to say anything he likes or anything that
comes into his mind about ambulance services and
claim that because the bill has something to do with an
ambulance board this issue is relevant because the
board mayor may not have had something to say.
The bill is relatively narrow. I suggest, Mr Acting
Speaker, that you direct him to confme his remarks to
the nub of the bill, which is about ambulance officer
training. A very small component of the bill deals with
the abolition of the Victorian Ambulance Board, but
that is not a charter for the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition every 5 or 10 minutes to make comments
that may relate in any way, shape or form, however
remotely, to the management of ambulance services
and say it may have had something to do with the
board, just to pretend it is relevant.
Mr THWAITES - On the point of order,
Mr Acting Speaker, this is absolutely relevant because
the bill abolishes the independent advice the
government receives on ambulance matters and it is
therefore relevant to know who now advises the

The ACTING SPEAKER
Order! I have heard
sufficient on the point of order. It is the view of the
Chair that the lead speaker in the debate can canvass
other issues that relate to matters contained in the bill.
However, I tend to agree with the minister that the
Deputy Leader of the Opposition has been doing that
for some considerable time. I ask him now that he has
made those points to return to the essence of the bill.
(Mr Andriaoopoulos) -

Mr TIIWAlTES - Thank you, Mr Acting
Speaker. I must say that your ruling typifies the balance
ofpower-The ACTING SPEAKER
Order! I ask the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition not to reflect on the Chair or
its ruling.

(Mr Aodriaoopoulos) -

Mr TIIWAlTES - If the board is not there who
will fill its role? That is the question. The government
has not given any indication of who is going to be there
to fill the role. The current head of the ambulance
section in the department cannot fill the role because he
is on record as saying he cannot talk about these matters
without incriminating himself He is also on record as
saying he is the subject ofa police inquiry, so we
carmot look to him. Perhaps we should look to the
ministerial adviser because if no-one in the department
is going to do the job presumably the ministerial
adviser or parliamentary secretary will do it.
The previous parliamentary secretary has always said
he had nothing to do with ambulances. As soon as it
was mentioned he ran a hundred miles an hour in the
other direction. We are not going to get anything out of
him. We do not know about the current ministerial
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adviser. I must say that in the dealings I have had with
him he has been a channing and helpful person. He is
helpful, but the danger in all of this is that it may well
be that the ministerial adviser who is handling it is
much like the adviser who handled these matters for the
previous minister, the current Minister for Conservation
and Land Management. That adviser is apparently also
the subject of a police inquiry into these matters for
possibly destroying documents, so presumably he
would not be in a position to offer free and frank
advice.
In conclusion, the minister has reminded me of a very
important clause - clause 9 - about which the
honourable member for Mitcham will inform
honourable members at some length later and which I
understand relates to the appointment of members of
Parliament to regional ambulance committees. Perhaps
members of Parliament will provide advice; perhaps
their advice will be objective. I look forward to
honourable members from this side of the house being
appointed. Perhaps the honourable member for
Sunshine will be appointed because he has considerable
experience in fmancial matters and has had
responsibility for tax matters; or the honourable
member for Mitcham, who has had a fair bit of
financial experience; or the honourable member for
Dandenong, who worked for the fmancial sector
union - and McDonald's! I look forward to members
from both sides of the house being appointed in a
bipartisan way to these committees.

Of course when the previous Labor government was in
office it appointed Liberal members to hospital boards.
A member of the Liberal Party was on the Fairfield
board and no doubt there were others on other hospital
boards. Unfortunately the current government does not
have a great record of bipartisanship on these important
matters. However, I look forward to a change as a result
of the enacting of clause 9. Perhaps I will be offered a
position on the ambulance service board. I will wait to

see.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr THWAITES - It is important to have a level
of bipartisanship. For all my criticisms about the
management of the Metropolitan Ambulance Service,
and particularly mismanagement by the minister and
the department, the officers of the ambulance service do
a fantastic job. I know most people get a good service.
Most people fmd that the ambulance service does its
best to provide good quality service, but unfortunately
Victoria's ambulance services are being severely
hampered by the government's mismanagement
because they do not have enough resources because
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money is going into the wrong things. Instead of money
being spent on the ambulances and ambulance officers
it is being put into the pockets of crooks and charlatans
such as Griffiths, Finnan and others who ripped ofT
millions of dollars. Ambulance services have been
hampered by the mismanagement of the government in
spending $6 million on VDPs for ambulance officers
and then seeking to re-employ them.
Mr McLELLAN (Frankston East) - I will confme
my contribution to addressing the bill, although I might
wander a little and answer some of the matters raised
by the honourable member for Albert Park.
An Honourable Member - Go on.

Mr McLELLAN - Yes, I will, just for the hell of
it. The purpose of the bill is to establish the as a body
corporate to provide education and training programs
for ambulance services. The process was not initiated at
a whim; it has been going on since early 1997. The
process was set up by the minister following the report
of the ministerial task force chaired by the honourable
member for Malvern, who is the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister for Health and Aged Care.
The report has been out for discussion and has received
an enormous amount of input from interested parties.
The parliamentary secretary should be congratulated for
the work he has done on the bill.

The bill provides for an ambulance study centre to be
established at the Monash University Faculty of
Medicine. It is to be named the Monash University
Centre for Ambulance and Paramedic Studies. The bill
provides that all education and training programs
undertaken by the Ambulance Officers Training Centre
are to be transferred to the Monash campus in
Frankston and endorses the university's acceptance that
the programs will cover both the initial education and
training and refresher and continuing education courses.
The transfer in responsibility will be carried out in two
phases, as the honourable member for Albert Park said.
Monash University will conduct the training programs
from the Queens Road site from 1 July 1998 following
finalisation of the role of the board of management.
Monash University will manage the transition to its
Frankston campus and the introduction of
pre-employment ambulance officer training from the
commencement of the 1999 academic year.
The honourable member for Albert Park referred to the
facility in Queens Road. I understand it was a motel,
and I am sure the honourable member for Frankston
will say more about its history. I do not suggest that she
knows more about motels than others in this place, but
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she does know about the history of that establishment.
The Queens Road site was not purpose built, but the
campus at Frankston will be purpose built and will be a
boon to the local community.
The Frankston campus will offer opportunities for a
close association with the School of Nursing and
flexible learning will be a feature of the course delivery,
which will benefit the whole of Monash University's
infrastructure and its interaction with other bodiesfor example, the Frankston Hospital and the Peninsula
Health Care Network are keen to be associated with the
development.
The ambulance officer training course will be at
diploma level, and the paramedic course will be at
advanced diploma level. The new fmal year program
will allow paramedics to complete a degree coursesomething ambulance officers are not able to do today.
Monash University has undertaken to have the
ambulance education and training courses directly
articulated to develop credit transfer opportunities into
other courses of study where that is appropriate. That is
a step forward for ambulance officers who have
undertaken paramedic courses and have gone as far as
they could go. They will now have the opportunity of
doing a TAFE diploma course and enhancing their
qualifications. On completion of the course they will
have the opportunity of gaining a certificate that is
widely recognised.
The ambulance study centre is part of the Faculty of
Medicine and will be subject to the normal faculty and
university scrutiny and approval process, which is a
good thing. It puts a stamp of approval on certificates
gained by ambulance officers and paramedics, and they
will be something the officers can be proud of.
The Frankston campus was chosen from the Clayton,
Caul field, Parkville, Moorabbin and Berwick sites
because at those sites there was either no space in
existing buildings, no space for new buildings or the
cost of development was considered to be much greater
than it would be at the Frankston campus. The
honourable member for Albert Park said the Frankston
campus site would not be ready for at least 18 months.
It will be ready at the start of the 1999 academic year.
Even though I achieved only an eighth grade education,
I know that does not mean 18 months!
The honourable member for Albert Park referred to
Mr Stan Capp. He thought I had said something about
Mr Capp, who I have known for several years. I said
Mr Capp came to Frankston and brought with him his
personal staff. The honourable member pricked up his
elephant ears and thought he heard me say something
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of a personal nature about Mr Capp. The honourable
member is an expert in character assassination. He is a
verbal bully. The honourable member repeatedly makes
statements in this place that he will not repeat outside it.
One day he may get rid of the yellow stripe down his
back and repeat his statements outside this place, but I
doubt it.
The Monash University campus development at
Frankston will be a great boost for the people of
Frankston. The campus has been operating for the past
year and the new facility will fit in well with the health
care network and auxiliary structures that surround the
campus. The honourable member for Albert Park said
the Frankston campus would have insufficient
accommodation. In fact, it has a lot of accommodation.
Private accommodation for 200 students is now being
built and will be completed later this year. Access to
that accommodation will be available for students on
the campus and for people from remote areas of the
state who wish to undertake courses at the Frankston
campus.
This bill will enable ambulance service delivery and
training to move into the next century. It has been a
long time coming. Prior to going to Vietnam I worked
on ambulances for three months, and I appreciate the
hard work ambulance officers do. Ambulance drivers
require considerable training, and I congratulate them
on the job they do, because their work is often
unsettling and one can understand how they can
become case hardened and appear to be uncaring. It is
part of the job of picking up people who are injured and
ill. They often have to cope with the death of people
involved in road accidents. It is difficult not to be
emotionally involved when doing their work, but that
can affect their job. I commend the paramedics who
drive the ambulances and do the work. I know their
training and qualifications will be enhanced and they
will have greater standing in the community. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) - In my contribution
to the debate on the Ambulance Service (Amendment)
Bill I will not go into the detail the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition covered in giving his expert assessment
of the deficiencies of the bill. I will concentrate on
clauses 8 and 9.

Clause 8 refers to the payment of committees of
management and clause 9 refers to membership of such
committees not being an office of profit. Proposed
section 20(9) states that members of the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly may be members
of a committee but are not entitled to be paid
remuneration.
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Clause 9 inserts proposed section 20A in the 1986 act
and provides that membership of an ambulance
committee would not be an office of profit. Clauses 8
and 9 are unusual because it is unusual for Parliament
to be debating proposed legislation with specific
provisions of an absolutory nature. I am indebted to the
parliamentary library for some advice on the point. It
prompts a question as to why the government has
chosen to incorporate such provisions in the
Ambulance Services (Amendment) Bill, and further
whether the inclusion of the provisions demonstrates
how high the government's motives are.
The parliamentary library has advised me that since
1966 only four pieces of proposed legislation
containing an absolution provision have been debated.
The first was the National Gallery of Victoria Bill in
1966, clause lO(a) of which deemed that membership
of the council was not an office of profit. Some
13 years later in 1979 the Victorian Arts Centre Bill had
a similar provision in clause 12(a), under which
membership of the trust was deemed to be not an office
of profit. The following year the Geelong Performing
Arts Centre Trust Bill contained clause 12(a), which
determined that membership of that trust was also not
an office of profit. In 1981, clause 3 of the Docklands
Authority Bill deemed that membership of an advisory
committee was not an office of profit.
The unusual thing is that the four bills introduced over
the past 32 years represent 0.0016 per cent of the
legislation that has been introduced into the house. All
honourable members are entitled to ask why any bills
introduced in this place should contain such a provision
and why the government of the day feels compelled to
include such a provision in proposed legislation. The
other significant point is that prior to the introduction of
the bill the other four bills that have contained
absolution provisions have all been massively
non-contentious compared with the legislation being
debated today. There was no huge public division or
loss of confidence over the fate or operation of the
Victorian Arts Centre, the Geelong Performing Arts
Centre or the National Gallery of Victoria The
operations of those committees and their advisory
arrangements have to my knowledge always been
conducted in a truly bipartisan manner. They
demonstrate clearly that on occasions it is possible for
representatives on both sides of this place to work in a
constructive manner.
The Ambulance Services (Amendment) Bill does not
rest easily with the other four bills. Its provisions relate
to a massively divisive and contentious issue. Over the
past four years the Metropolitan Ambulance Service
has suffered monumental damage and as a consequence
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of the huge cut to its resources and operational changes
has a substantially reduced capacity to deliver the
services needed in the late I 990s. During the past
32 years the subjects of the other four bills I mentioned
have not involved ongoing Auditor-General's reports
hinting at potentially corrupt behaviour and processes,
police inquiries or coronial inquiries from time to time
that have reflected poorly on the operation of the
subject organisations. In respect of the Metropolitan
Ambulance Service we have the trifecta:
Auditor-General's reports, police inquiries and coronial
inquiries - all reflecting very poorly on the changes
that have been inflicted on the service.
Another significant aspect of clause 9 is that it amends
the Ambulance Services Act, which does not contain a
similar provision. It would be one thing for the
government to say that the 1986 act being amended
contained an absolutory provision and that there was
therefore a need to update that provision, but that is not
the case. Again it prompts the question as to why the
government feels the need to insert the provision. This
is the first time the house has had to deal with proposed
legislation containing an absolutory provision that
touches in part on the constitution - in particular
section 55 of the Constitution Act goes to an office of
profit - since that infamous occasion in 1994 when the
house absolved the Premier of his breach of the
constitution. In that sense I suppose we could call
clause 9 the Kennett clause.
It is worth spending a bit of time considering the 1994
events to gauge the impact and effect of clause 9 into
the future. Prior to 1994 the standing precedent in this
place on office of profit was the Val Callister case the case of the then honourable member for Morwell. In
1984 advice had been received from the
Solicitor-General that a breach of section 55 of the
constitution had taken place and the then Premier John
Cain declared the seat ofMorwell vacant forthwith. I
believe that seat was vacant for some days until
Parliament determined on further advice under
section 61(a) that the breach of section 55 had not been
met. As I said, the then honourable member for
Morwell was not allowed back into this place until the
matter had been dealt with. It was a difficult decision
for the govemment of the day, but in upholding
standards under the constitution it was considered a
necessary step.

The government's reaction in 1994 was very different
from the former Labor government's reaction in the
early 1980s. In 1994 the Premier had, according to very
strong opinions on this side that were shared by many
people outside Parliament, breached section 55 of the
constitution in May 1993 by being the director and
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major shareholder of a company that entered into a
$180 000 contract with a government agency. One
would have thought that if the government actually
believed it was upholding standards it might have
looked back to the 1980s and read about what had
happened with the then honourable member for
Morwell and determined that until the matter could be
discussed by Parliament the seat ofBurwood should be
declared vacant. That is what section 55 and the
concept of office of profit entail.
We know that that did not happen. We know that the
government's reaction was just the opposite, and that
the case was put most strongly for the government by
the then Minister for Planning, now the Minister for
Planning and Local Government, who if PhDs were
available in legalese and slipperiness would certainly
qualify with flying colours. The then Minister for
Planning moved the motion absolving the Premier of
any wrongdoing under the constitution.
I gather that clause 9 of the bill will remove the need
for Parliament, under similar circumstances in the
future, to do the same thing. The motion moved by the
then Minister for Planning was quite unusual. It
specified:
(I)

that this house is satisfied that no action of the honourable
member for Burwood is or was inconsistent with a breach
of section 55 of the Constitution Act; and further

(2)

that in case there has been any act matter or thing that has or
may have caused the honourable member for Burwood to
be disqualified from election to this house or have caused
the honourable member's seat in this house to become
vacant this house is of the opinion that the said acts, matters
or things:
(a)

have ceased to have effect;

(b)

were in all the circumstances of a trifling nature, and;

(c)

were incidental or due to inadvertence -

-

This is all very convenient. On the one hand the
government was saying it was absolutely convinced
that the Premier had not breached the constitution; but
just in case it was wrong, it was going to let him off if
he had done anything wrong. If the Minister for
Planning and Local Government is ever looking for a
job outside this place he could probably ring
.
Chris Corrigan, who no doubt in the months ahead wIll
be needing someone with skills in legalese and
slipperiness.
The opposition at the time put forward a clear and
logical argument with regard to this matter, and that
was that the government's motion to excuse the
Premier on that occasion was clearly contradictory and
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nonsensical and that it said two things that were
mutually exclusive.

A government member inteIjected.

Mr ROBINSON - This is relevant to the bill
because the government wants to include in the
principal act a new section as set out in clause 9.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) - Order! I
ask the honourable member to come back to the bill
instead of making passing remarks.
Mr ROBINSON - We are trying to deal with a
provision that is rarely inserted in bills and that relates
strongly to circumstances that were last debated in this
place in 1994 and involved the Premier. On that
occasion the government played a hypothetical game,
and yesterday we saw the honourable member for
Monbulk engaging in a similar style with regard to the
Exhibition Street extension bill.
If the slippery skills and logic of the Minister for
Planning in 1994 are in any way representative of the
present government, it does not bode well for this bill,
particularly the new section inserted by clause 9. The
implications of the clause are that the likelihood of the
parties taking a bipartisan approach to the ambulance
service issue is greatly diminished.
The temptation for the government will be to use these
new committees as halfway houses or retirement
houses for political hacks. It could, for example, use
them as safe houses for aspiring coalition members of
Parliament who may be planning to take over from a
substantial number of ministers who are preparing to
retire - for example, the Minister for Conservation and
Land Management, the Minister for Planning and Local
Government, the Minister for Transport and the
Minister for Sport. It could well be that the intention is
to have people tucked away in these committees planning parliamentary careers, earning nice little
incomes - being elected to this place in safe coalition
seats, although there will be fewer of those after the
next election, and using the new provision inserted by
clause 9 to defend themselves from any potential action
under section 55 of the Constitution Act.
There is the alternative example where the government
might well be planning to set up the new committees as
retirement houses. We have seen people such as the
former honourable member for Ripon fmding
themselves neat little spots on committees in their
retirement.
The overwhelming need of the ambulance service is to
have greater expertise injected into it, not less. If a
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bipartisan approach were adopted by the government,
expertise from honourable members from this place
may go into the ambulance service and the committees
that are overseeing it and its development. However,
the overwhelming likelihood is that this bill will only
further the incompetence that has surrounded the
ambulance service over the past few years and will
result in people with inadequate skills being appointed
to supervisory positions.
I should have thought, given the bungling of the
ambulance service by the fonner Minister for Health in
particular - by her bookmaker appointments - that
we need further expertise. Perhaps the government has
the view that it has done so much damage to the
ambulance service that the appointment of a few more
incompetent personnel could do no more harm. Perhaps
it is right, but the system has been comprehensively
wrecked and desperately needs some expertise, and I
am not convinced that this bill provides for that
expertise.
The ambulance service has been damaged enough. The
bill does absolutely nothing to further public confidence
in the system. The confidence of people working in the
service will not be strengthened by this bill. What is
desperately needed is confidence, and that is something
that today's government cannot deliver.
Ms Mc CALL (Frankston) - I t is always
disappointing that when some good news comes into
this chamber all the opposition can see is the bad side to
everything. As the other member responsible for the
Frankston area, I am delighted to stand here with my
colleague for Frankston East, who spoke before, and to
say we are delighted that Monash University has won
the right to provide excellent training in ambulance
skills on the Peninsula campus at Frankston. I
commend in particular the vice-chancellor, David
Robinson, and campus director Professor John White,
who worked along with all ofus to see that Frankston
was the best place for the new Ambulance Officers
Training Centre to be placed.
It will bring some positive benefits to Frankston and
provide security for the Peninsula campus. Despite
what the Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, there
are provisions for accommodation, particularly for rural
and overseas students. Some of them may be in
on-campus accommodation, others will be off-campus.
I am delighted to see that we have received the support
of the medical profession in providing off-campus
accommodation in recognition of the valuable service
the training centre will provide, particularly because of
its proximity to the Momington Peninsula and its health
care network.
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This bill is all about education. It is about the search for
excellence and a recognition that the quality of training
currently provided to ambulance officers is at the
highest standard. It is a recognition of the fact that as
times change, technology changes and skill levels need
to be upgraded. By providing degree, postgraduate and,
eventually, doctorate courses in ambulance skills we
are not only professionalising the training levels but
providing graduates with a piece of paper bearing a
proud university logo to show how much importance
we place on the training and skills of ambulance
officers.
Education is life long; it is not just something one is
obliged to undertake between certain ages. To correct
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, I was not a
teacher in business; I ran my own small business and
was an undergraduate lecturer in areas of business,
particularly industrial relations and human resources. I
have therefore always maintained that education is
lifelong. You may begin by learning something in
grades 3 or 4 or you may in later life wish you had
learnt it a little more thoroughly and in greater detail,
and the opportunity to return to the TAFE sector or the
university sector to further those skills is excellent. I
would encourage the Ambulance Officers Training
Centre that will be based at Frankston to offer upgrade
courses for both mature-age and young students to
recognise the multitude of skills, backgrounds and
experience that all contribute to making people valuable
assets to the ambulance officers training corps.
One of the other things my colleague from Frankston
East mistakenly alluded to was how well I knew the old
motel where the old officer training centre was located.
I accept that it carries a bit of history. It is in rather poor
condition now and I could probably wax lyrical on
some famous visitors who stayed in it when it was a
motel in the 1970s - namely, the Rolling Stones. In
my misspent youth I was a bit of a fan of the Rolling
Stones, so I can only hope that when the building is
converted into something more interesting there will be
a little plaque stating that the Rolling Stones stayed
there - at no cost to anybody, particularly not to the
government.
It is important to recognise that at the moment the

Ambulance Officers Training Centre provides limited
certificate courses. That is not to belittle the certificates
currently issued, but it is important to recognise that
academia has changed. In the perspective of lifelong
education and the provision of ambulance officer
training in the university sector, in an ideal world and I am an eternal optimist - we would all like to see
training courses in which a registered nurse sat
alongside an ambulance officer and a doctor. You
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would then suddenly have integration and recognition
of all the different skills that are needed when serving
the public and, for example, recognising health signs
which an ambulance officer may be better equipped to
deal with but which a registered nurse or doctor would
understand by the time the person arrives at the
hospital.
I am dismayed that the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition always takes the opportunity to have a go at
the ambulance service and say how bad it is. I would
like to reassure the house that the ambulance service is
first class. It has one of the best reputations and covers
one of the largest areas in the world, in spite of the bad
publicity it has received. It is always easy to pick on
bad stories, but there are as many good ones. The
Deputy Leader of the Opposition always harps on the
bad stories of am bulance call-outs, such as whether
people got the right ambulance at the wrong time, and
belittles the task that ambulance officers undertake so
efficiently and well.
I particularly recall calling out an ambulance for my
father in November of last year in the Frankston area.
In support of the fantastic job the Frankston ambulance
drivers do, I advise the house that one of them has
recently been christened Wings because he drives one
of the fastest ambulances on the peninsula. When my
father was lifted into the back of the ambulance, and
after the ambulance driver had taken all the necessary
precautions and found out what was wrong, the driver
asked my father when was the last time that he had
travelled in an ambulance. My father was pleased to
reply that it had been in 1947. The driver suggested that
he would be delighted to see that ambulances had
changed a little bit since then and said, 'We are
constantly upgrading not only our ambulances but also
our skills' .
The ambulance drivers have since said they are looking
forward to the opportunity of having a partly qualified
trainee with them in the ambulance who will not
necessarily take any responsibility but must always
travel with a qualified person to see what happens at the
sharp end. It is appropriate to get an empirical view of
what being an ambulance officer is all about. I am
pleased that the bill adopts the international
terminology by referring to ambulance officers as
paramedics. The term 'paramedic' means much more to
us than 'ambulance officer'. It suggests not just flashing
lights on a television program late at night but that they
are medical people who know what they are doing and
are qualified for the task facing them. The public can
have confidence that when they get into the back of an
ambulance - and it is unfortunate if they ever have
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to - they will be treated by the very best people with
the very best skills.
One of the issues about placing an ambulance training
centre under the auspices of a university is that there
will be some very rigid performance measures of the
quality of teaching and its outcomes. Most of us do not
like sitting exams or being rigorously assessed by any
process, but with something like ambulance officer
training it is obviously not inappropriate that rigorous
academic standards be set for the knowledge and skills
that are necessary - whether it be knowledge of
anatomy, biology or anything else - as well as a
person's ability to instinctively react appropriately and
respond to and rapidly diagnose medical conditions.
I refer again to the quality of education that will be
achieved as a result of the centre being located at
Monash University. Monash has an international
reputation for producing high quality standards of
education and training. It will also have the advantage
of being placed at the university's Frankston campus
and being close to what will be the new Chisholm
Institute ofTAFE. Chisholm will be the body formed
following the amalgamation of Peninsula, Casey and
Barton T AFE colleges. There is clearly some
opportunity for articulation of courses, for some close
community involvement, and - with the business
centre located in the centre of Frankston - for input
from business providers and others outside the
ambulance service. There will be opportunities for
people to give their views on and support to what I have
no doubt will be a very profitable training centre.
On behalf of the people of Frankston, and together with
my colleague from Frankston East, I am proud that we
will have the Ambulance Officers Training Centre at
the peninsula campus of Monash University. We will
look after it well. The people of Frankston are delighted
to welcome the training centre. We thank the
government for its initiative and acknowledgment that
the centre's current location is not appropriate in the
latter half of the 20th century and for the move into the
high technology necessary for the next century. I
commend and support the bill.
Dr NAPTIDNE (Minister for Youth and
Community Services) - I thank the Deputy Leader of
the Opposition and the honourable members for
Mitcham, Frankston East and Frankston for their
contributions to the debate. They raised various issues,
some of which I will address.
The honourable member for Mitcham provided a
dissertation on clauses 8 and 9 under the heading of
office of profit and referred to the fact that this issue
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fIrst came to the attention of the Parliament when a
Labor member of Parliament, Val Callister, a former
honourable member for MorweIl, was determined to
have held an office of profIt. While she did not accept
any payment for that position, if! remember correctly,
it was determined to be a position where a payment
entitlement could accrue and she was therefore
determined to hold an office of profIt under the Crown.
As a result the government of the day, and subsequent
governments, have had to think about this issue when
making appointments to boards and committees of
management.
The honourable member for Mitcham said he had done
extensive research on this matter and suggested four
acts of Parliament were relevant. I did not seek to do
extensive research. I thOUght I could perhaps look up a
couple of examples where my recollection was this
situation had existed, and I do not think the Health
Services Act was one of the four acts mentioned by the
honourable member for Mitcham. Section 38 of that act
states:
Membership ofboard not office ofprofit
A member of a board of a public hospital shall not be taken to
hold an office or place of profit under the Crown which
would(a)

prevent the member sitting or voting as a member of the
Legislative Council or Legislative Assembly; or

(b)

make void the member's election to the Council or the
Assembly; or

(c)

prevent the member continuing to be a member of the
Council or the Assembly; or

(d)

subject the member to liability to a penalty under the
Constitution Act 1975.

I understand the wording in the Health Services Act
pertaining to public hospitals is exactly the same as the
wording in this bill. I should have thought there was a
fair degree of parallel between - Mr Robinson intetjected.

Dr NAYfIIINE - It is in the act. The honourable
member said that there were only four acts where this
existed, and I am pointing out from my simple research
that I have found another act. Not only does that other
act contain the same provision, but it is also a fairly
close parallel to the bill before the house. Both
measures deal with committees of management in the
health services area, one with ambulance services and
the other with public hospitals. I suggest that is a
reasonable parallel to draw.
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Members of Parliament have made a valuable
contribution in serving the community on such
committees. For example, the Honourable Geoffrey
Connard, who was a Liberal member of the other place,
was a long-time member of the Faimeld hospital board.
He made a positive contribution to that hospital board,
to which he was appointed by the Liberal, National and
Labor parties. A more recent example is the positive
contribution of the honourable member for Springvale
to the Springvale Community Health Centre both as
president when the board was elected and also in an
appointed position in which he continued for some
time. That service continued while he was a Labor
member of Parliament, having been appointed to the
board position by this government.
There are numerous examples of members of
Parliament giving such service. I understand the
honourable member for Preston was a member of a
hospital board while being a member of Parliament.
The honourable member for Keilor was involved in a
community health centre board, and an honourable
member for Gippsland Province in another place,
Mr Philip Davis, was a member of the Sale hospital
board for a period. Numerous members of Parliament
have made positive contributions to hospital boards at
the same time as being members of Parliament.
Similarly, there may be an opportunity in the future for
people who are members of Parliament to make
positive contributions to the community as members of
the ambulance board. Clauses 8 and 9 merely ensure
there is not a conflict in respect of section 55 of the
Constitution Act. As I said, there is a distinct parallel
between the situations of ambulance services and public
hospitals as outlined in the Health Services Act.
On the fundamental issue of ambulance officer training,
which is the nub of the bill, the government and
probably the whole community have the greatest
respect and admiration for ambulance officers. They do
a first-class job in responding to emergencies,
transporting patients and dealing professionally and
efficiently with critical situations in both metropolitan
and rural areas. They are supported by management
teams that are similarly well skilled and qualifIed and
by committees of management of ambulance services
across the state.
Last week I had the pleasure of meeting with
ambulance officers working at the Portland ambulance
station and discussing the bill with them.
Mr Bracks - That would have been fun.
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Or N APTHINE - It was illuminating to talk to the
ambulance officers about ambulance officer training
and so on. They endorse the proposed change, and I
believe that reflects the view of most ambulance
officers across the state. They recognise the bill
provides additional training opportunities for current
ambulance officers and better training opportunities for
new entrants into the field; it provides the diploma,
advanced diploma and degree levels of training;
significantly, it provides articulation into other courses
of study; it provides more flexibility for those
undertaking the training; it provides more
professionalism and the opportunity for them to take
advantage of being part of the faculty of medicine of
Monash University, which has a worldwide reputation
for its training and education courses.
The opportunities I have outlined have come about
through this process and the bill will bring enormous
benefit to the community of Victoria by way of better
qualified and trained ambulance officers. It will be of
enormous benefit to ambulance officers already in the
system who want to upgrade their skills and take
advantage of further training and research opportunities
that are opened up by this new system. It provides
better and increased opportunities for young people
who wish to embark on careers in the ambulance
service.
I take this opportunity of placing on record my
congratulations to the honourable member for Malvern,
who has spearheaded this process. It has not been easy.
The process has involved discussions with a wide range
of interested parties, all of whom had the fundamental
objective of improving ambulance officer training and
support, but there are often different views in such a
process. The honourable member for Malvern has spent
almost two years guiding and steering the process,
listening to what people have advised him, and working
with thern to get the best outcome using the collective
wisdom of all involved. He deserves the
congratulations of Parliament and the broader
community for his achievement.
On behalf of the community and the government, I
express thanks to the many staff at the Ambulance
Officers Training Centre in Albert Park who work there
now and who have worked there in the past in its years
of operation. It has performed its task well. It has
provided undergraduate, postgraduate and specialist
training for ambulance officers. The staff at that school
have done that with dedication and skill, and certainly it
is to their credit that they have recognised that as time
moves on and new opportunities are opened up for
formal tertiary education for ambulance officer trainees
it will to the benefit of the system and the trainees.
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They have been prepared to participate in the process
positively rather than adopting a negative attitude. I
thank all the staff at the AOTe for their excellent work
over a number of years and their ongoing work through
this transfer process.
The bill represents a significant step forward for
ambulance services and officers in Victoria and will
further improve their ability to respond quickly and
effectively to the community's needs. I commend the
bill to the house.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 55
Andrighetto, Mr
Ashley, Mr
Burke, Ms (Teller)
Clark, Mr
Coleman,Mr
Cooper, Mr
Davies, Ms
Dean, Or
Dixon,Mr
Doyle,Mr
Elder, Mr
ElliOlt, Mrs
Finn,Mr
Gude,Mr
Henderson, Mrs
Honeywood, Mr
Jasper, Mr
Jenkins, Mr
JoIm, Mr
Kilgour, Mr (Teller)
Lean,Mr
Leigh,Mr
Lupton, Mr
McArthur, Mr
McCall, Ms
McGiIl, Mrs
McGrath, Mr W.D.
McLellan,Mr

Maclellan, Mr
McNamara, Mr
Maughan, Mr
Napthine, Or
Paterson, Mr
Perrin, Mr
Perton, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Phillips, Mr
Plowman, Mr A.F.
Reynolds, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Rowe,Mr
Ryan, Mr
Savage, Mr
Shardey, Mrs
Smith, Mr E.R. (Teller)
Smith, Mr LW.
Spry, Mr
Steggall, Mr
Stockdale, Mr
Tehan, Mrs
Thornpson, Mr
Traynor, Mr
Treasure, M r
Wade, Mrs
Wells, Mr

Noes, 25
Andrianopoulos, Mr
Batchelor, Mr
Bracks, Mr
Brumby, Mr
Cameron, Mr (Teller)
Carh, Mr
Cole, Mr
CUMingham, Mr
Dollis,Mr
Garbutt, Ms
Gillett,Ms
Haermeyer, Mr
Hamilton, Mr

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Hulls, Mr
Langdon, Mr (Teller)
Leighton, Mr
Lim, Mr
Loney, Mr
Maddigan, Mrs (Teller)
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Seitz, Mr
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Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

LAND TAX (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - The opposition
does not oppose the Land Tax (Amendment) Bill,
which is the second piece of legislation giving effect to
the land tax refonns introduced in December last year
when the first phase of the changes was put in place.
The 1997 bill changed the land tax scale and announced
that there would be further changes to exempt the
principal place of residence from land tax. The
aggregate tax lost to the state, the benefit lost to
Victorians, was estimated at about $33 million, and that
was reflected in the recent budget.
The opposition did not oppose the legislation in
December last year but expressed concern about some
aspects of the changes. The opposition does not oppose
this tax relief measure or the exemption of the principal
place of residence from land tax. Its concerns are
directed at the government's decision to introduce tax
relief in the area of land tax. The number of people who
are affected by land tax compared with the number who
are affected by high motor registration charges, petrol
taxes and a range of other user-based charges is small.
A comparison of the people who will benefit from these
reductions in tax with those who would benefit from
reductions in other taxes and charges makes it obvious
that the government had a choice and elected to provide
land tax relief.
The opposition expressed concern about the
government's priorities because it could have started
somewhere else. The sorts of people who will be
assisted-An honourable member inteIjected

Mr BRACKS - All the more reason for my
concerns being genuine and strongly felt. The
government flattened out the progressive nature of the
land tax arrangements.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) - Order!
There is too much audible conversation in the chamber.
It is rude to the honourable member on his feet and also
makes it difficult for Hansard to hear.

Mr Leigh interjected.
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Mr BRACKS - The honourable member for
Mordialloc is as usual showing his absolute obsession
with the Labor Party. He does not care about his own
constituents. He is totally obsessed - The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) - Order!
The honourable member for Williamstown will confine
his remarks to the bill.
Mr BRACKS - The honourable member for
Mordialloc is an obsessive character. All he does day
after day is try to find out bits and pieces about the
Labor Party that are totally irrelevant. He couldn't give
a stuff about his own constituents.
Honourable members interjecting.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) - Order! I
ask the honourable member for Williamstown to
withdraw that word.
Mr BRACKS - I absolutely withdraw the word
'stuff' - he has no stuffmg, I have to say - but I

withdraw that word.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr BRACKS - Oh yeah! Look, I'm trembling.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Seitz) - Order!
The honourable mernber for Williamstown will ignore
the interjections, which are disorderly. I ask honourable
members on the government benches to contain their
feelings or leave the chamber if they feel the need to
disrupt the proceedings of the house.
Mr BRACKS - The land tax changes that were
passed in December last year essentially helped the big
end of town, those who own property with an
unimproved land value of more than $540 000. Not too
many people or organisations own land with an
unimproved value of more than $540 000. That was
where the big benefits went at the end of last year.
There was also a benefit for the principal place of
residence for landowners whose unimproved land value
is more than $200 000.

The opposition accepts and supports the proposed
legislation. However, if one were looking at priorities
for driving economic growth in the community and
where to provide relief to assist people who are hurting
unfairly because of high taxes and charges, one would
not start at this level- owners ofland with an
unimproved value of $540 00 - or with people who
could already afford to pay a fair contribution in land
taxes.
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This is not a simple bill. There are winners and losers.
The winners are those who have unimproved land
valued at $540 OOO-plus or $250 OOO-plus. The bill will
create a category of losers - people who have never
before paid land tax because their land value was less
than $200 000 - because the scale is being reduced to
about $86 000. That will net a whole new series of
taxpayers, principally struggling small businesses.
People who are fmding it hard to make ends meet in
marginal small businesses and who might live away
from the small business premises will now have to pay
land tax for the first time.
The second category of people who will be hit by the
land tax are those with investment rental properties the
land value of which is below $200 000. They will pay
land tax for the first time. The original legislation that
went through in December last year contains an
arrangement that prevents landlords from passing on
the land tax to tenants, but that provision is almost
impossible to police. Even iflegislation says it should
not be passed on, how does one scrutinise it and stop
rents from going up? People may not be told that their
rent is going up because of the land tax arrangement but
it would be hard to prove that the increase was not the
result of land tax changes. The reality is that will
happen and it will unfairly affect tenants.
If one takes the example of rental properties with a land
value of about $150 000, which is a reasonably typical
property, land tax of $150 will be payable for the first
time. The parliamentary secretary can check that figure
but I think it is about right. Property worth about
$190 000 will attract a land tax of about $190. That
may not be seen as a large amount, but it will be passed
on to tenants. It is probably the wrong end of the scale
to provide tax relief because the tax relief will not give
advantage to those who need it most.
Another concern is the compounding effect of several
measures introduced by the government on small
business. Recent changes could affect 30 000 or
40 000 businesses who will pay that tax for the first
time. The briefmg I received indicated there would
probably be about 55 000 to 60 000 new taxpayers,
some of whom will be property investors and some
small businesses. It will have a compound effect on
small business.
Honourable members have already seen in the budget
before the last one that the change in superannuation
affected 500 to 600 small businesses that will have to
pay payroll tax for the first time. The change to the land
tax legislation will mean that 40 000 to 50 000 small
businesses will have to pay land tax if their unimproved
property value is $190 000. Some of these small
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businesses have already been trapped into paying
payroll tax for the first time.
Other measures introduced by the government have
unfairly affected small businesses, including increases
in fees for statutory bank charges such as the grease
trap charge which imposes a $353 flat charge on small
businesses. It is not as though small businesses are not
hurting already.
I hope the Treasurer has paid attention to the latest
bankruptcy figures for the period between January and
March this year. Victoria fared worst of all the states
according to those statistics. The graph shows that
Victoria had a 24.55 per cent increase in the number of
bankruptcies. The next were New South Wales at
14 per cent and Western Australia at 7.2 per cent. The
aggregate across Australia was 11.3 per cent. In that
three-month period a total of 1106 small businesses
went into bankruptcy in this state. Since the
government came to office in 1992 more than
10 000 small businesses have gone into bankruptcy.
Small businesses in Victoria are hurting more than in
any other state. New principles have been applied to
small businesses with land valued at down to $86 000
and 600 companies were caught up a year ago having
to pay payroll tax for the first time. It creates a pressure
cooker environment for small businesses.
The coalition pretends it is small business friendly but
nothing could be further from the truth. The measures
introduced by the government have proved that the
government is anti-small business and has been since
1992. Its measures have hurt small businesses unfairly
and this land tax will also hurt small business and will
have a compound effect.
Estimates show that 300 000 householders who live in
their principal residences will receive relief under this
arrangement. That is welcomed but the opposition puts
a rider on it and questions whether this is the best place
to start tax relief. A broader issue is the description of a
principal place of residence. Some issues that are hard
to resolve have been taken account of in the bill. On the
question of adjoining properties, where a block of land
was bought next to a house and the landowner owns the
house, land tax liability would depend on the fencing
arrangements and the integration of the block of land
into the property currently occupied and characterised
as the principal residence.
Some confusion will occur with the growing level of
consultancies and people who operate businesses from
home, whether architects, draftspersons, lawyers,
accountants or consultants. There will always be
defmitional problems about the percentage of business
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activity conducted at the principal residence. The bill
refers to the proportion of activity related to the
business being subject to land tax and that related to
residency being exernpt from land tax. It is a sensible
provision, but there will be disputes. I am sure it is an
issue the Australian Taxation Office will deal with. I
assume there will be communication between the State
Revenue Office and the Australian Taxation Office.
More and more people are working from home and see
their residences as being their principal business
addresses.
The bill clears up the difficulty with the principal place
of residence for a person who has moved overseas for a
period. I accept that the exemption will extend for two
years, after which there will be an extension for two
years or more at the commissioner's discretion. Where
an owner dies the exemption is transferred to the
beneficiaries of the estate for a lO-year period.
The opposition does not oppose the bill. The notion of
exempting the principal place of residence from land
tax is not opposed, nor was it opposed in the 1997 bill.
However, the opposition questions the govemment's
priorities when it says, as it did in December last year,
in effect that it wants to give tax relief to owners of
property with an unimproved land value of more than
$540 000 and to reduce the progressive nature of land
tax. Small businesses and property owners who rent or
lease to tenants will be caught up by this arrangement.
The people who will pay will not be the land owners or
the developers but the tenants. Even though the bill says
the tax cannot be passed on, the reality is that it will be
passed on in some guise or other.
As I said, the opposition does not oppose the bill but it
is concerned that there is a sting in the tail. Small
businesses will be unfairly affected, as they have been
by other arrangements introduced over the past five
years. People operating small businesses will have
another tax imposed on them, and that should not be a
feature of the bill.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) - I welcome the fact that
the opposition does not oppose the bill, and I commend
the honourable member for Williamstown on his
measured and reasoned contribution to the debate. I will
respond briefly to some of the matters raised by the
honourable member. He asked why it is that land tax is
the subject of reform by the government. Later in his
contribution he answered his own question. He referred
to the impost of taxation on small business. However,
he did not acknowledge that the government has done
more than most to reduce the impost on small business
through a range of reforms, including electricity pricing
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reform, the restructuring of water pricing and the
reform of taxation measures such as land tax.
It is worth making the point that since the change of
government there has been systematic reform and
redrafting of a range of taxation measures. The changes
to the land tax regime are by no means the first. The
reforms are designed to make the administration and
payment of taxes as smooth and efficient as possible. It
is never a pleasant matter to pay tax, but the objective is
to make taxation laws as clear and as easy to comply
with as possible.
I mention in particular the recently passed Taxation
Administration Act, the rewriting of the stamp duty
legislation between various jurisdictions, which is
nearing fruition, the changes to the method of
assessment of payroll tax, the reforms of return
arrangements and the move to computer-based
production of annual returns by small businesses. I refer
also to the fact that the State Revenue Office has
recently introduced an extensive range of ruling
references and other material on the state government's
newly launched business channel, the introduction of
arrangements for payment of stamp duty by return in a
wide range of circumstances and the introduction of the
CHESS system of payment of stamp duty on share
transfers. I also mention the halving of stamp duty on
listed share transactions, which is another significant
revenue reform measure directed to business.
Land tax is thus by no means the frrst or the only piece
of taxation reform the government has undertaken, but
it is significant. There are many arguments about the
merits in principle of land tax. Sound arguments can be
put that, in principle, so far as taxes go, land tax is not
the worst of the relatively limited range of taxation
measures open to state governments. However, over
past years some features of the Victorian land tax
regime have made it difficult and have impacted
adversely on business. That goes back to the days of the
former Labor government. I recall the massive
increases in the land tax burden and the justifiable
response of small business to that regressive step.
The features of the Victorian land tax regime that have.
added to the unfaimess and difficulty of its operation
include the aggregation arrangements under which all
the person's landholdings were aggregated. That is
necessary to prevent avoidance of taxation through the
separation of different holdings, but when it is
combined with a relatively progressive scale of tax a
relatively modest move in property values can have a
significant impact on the taxation bill of the taxpayer.
That occurred under the former Labor government and
was one ofthe difficulties faced by this government in
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1993, to which it responded by imposing caps and
floors on the maximum variation in land tax prior to the
commencement of the new valuation. That was an
effective short-term measure to deal with the problem.
The long-term solution was to flatten out the land tax
scale. That was achieved by the package of measures
announced last year of which the bill now being
debated forms part.
The package as a whole is significant, and will put land
tax on a fairer and more equitable basis so that the
impact of short-term, year-to-year fluctuations are
reduced to the benefit of all taxpayers, particularly
business taxpayers.
The honourable member for Williamstown referred to
the provision that prohibits the passing on of land tax to
residential tenants. He mounted the argument that if
rentals change over time how will one know whether
that amounts to a passing on of land tax. The answer to
that is that it is probably correct to say that in the long
run changes to the rates or levels ofland tax fall on
landlords rather than tenants, so that in the long run it is
probably not possible for land tax to be passed on. The
simple way of demonstrating that is that since the levels
of land tax apply to the unimproved value of land as a
generalisation they do not alter the incentives for the
development of land or other use of property, and
therefore do not affect the supply of land coming onto
the market - although there are perhaps some minor
exceptions to that.
On the other hand the changes to the rates of land tax
do not affect the demand for rental properties.
Therefore over time the incidence of land tax should
fall predominantly, ifnot exclusively, on landlords.
However, in the short term it may be a different matter
and it is primarily towards the effect in the short term
that the prohibition on passing on is directed. It will
mean that if there is a variation in the level of land tax
within the term of an agreement that is something that
is at the risk of the landlord rather than the tenant. It is
perhaps worth mentioning that in the past tenants,
particularly retail rather than residential tenants, were
among those who suffered most when land tax rates
increased rapidly under the previous government.
The honourable member for Williamstown referred to
the levels ofland tax on properties of various values
and mentioned taxes of $150 for properties valued at
$150 000 and $190 for properties valued at $190 000.
Those figures are correct but it is worth making the
point that land tax applies only to the unimproved land
value of properties, so the figures that he nominated
should not be taken to refer to the aggregate value at
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which a property might sell on the market. The land tax
applies only to the land component.
The honourable member for Williamstown referred to
the various measures the government proposes to put in
place to address particular circumstances, and his
general support for those is appreciated. He referred in
particular to consultancies and home businesses and the
questions that may arise both for land tax and for
income and other taxes as patterns of doing business
change and people increasingly work from home. He is
right that as working patterns change various taxation
regimes will need to adapt to that change. The regime
that is proposed to be established by the bill is probably
more flexible, sensible and fairer to the taxpayer than
that applying in other states.

In particular, before the use of the property for a home
business renders any part of it liable to land tax there
has to be a substantial use of the property. The mere use
of a study as a part-time home office, for example,
would not attract the apportionment provisions of the
proposed legislation. Even once the threshold of
substantial business activity is crossed the proportion of
the property that becomes liable to tax is pro rata to the
extent of business use, so it is not an all-or-nothing
regime. It is therefore proposed that it will apply in a
way that is as fair and equitable to the taxpayer as
possible.
In conclusion, I repeat that the contribution by the
honourable member for Williamstown and the fact that
the opposition is not opposing the bill are appreciated.
The bill completes the implementation of a very
substantial package of reform to land tax by the current
government.
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) - I join with the
honourable member for Williamstown in supporting the
Land Tax (Amendment) Bill. Further to the concerns he
expressed about certain aspects of the bill, I wish to
raise a number of minor concerns. It is fair to say that
we should judge the alterations to land tax against the
social advantage test that has been the benchmark of the
government since Parliament reconvened in February.
The land tax alterations were introduced first in late
1997 during the Mitcham by-election, so it is an issue
in which I have a particular interest.
The benefits which will flow from the proposed
changes will deliver a disproportionate favour to people
who own properties of high value - in excess of
$200 000. To help compensate the government for that
tax loss, the land tax net is cast more broadly and for
the first time second and subsequent properties worth
$86 000 and above will have tax applied to them, and in
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the main that is people who run shops. The effect on
residents and people who run businesses in the
Mitcham electorate is that now hundreds who never
paid land tax will be paying it, and very few people will
fmd themselves exempt from paying it. In crude
arithmetical terms there will be far more losers than
winners in an electorate such as Mitcham as a result of
the implementation of the proposals.
Late last year following the Mitcham by-election, when
the proposed land tax alterations were first discussed,
the Treasurer said that one of the problems confronting
the government was that it had not communicated its
message and that was one of the reasons for its very
poor perfonnance in the by-election. I do not know that
he has come to grips with that. It seems that at the same
time as he is trying to convince people in Victoria
generally and people in Mitcham in particular that the
government is committed to lowering taxes he is
imposing a substantial number of new taxes - just as
the people in Mitcham face having to pay a new tax,
they are also expected to believe the Treasurer when he
says that the government is delivering an entirely new
tax regime.
I am not entirely sure that the people ofMitcham or
anywhere else are absolutely sure they know what is
going on. As I said, there will be more losers than
winners as a result of the implementation of the
proposals. Evidence of that can be gained from
statistical data. In Mitcham, 41 per cent of the people
earn less than $300 per week and only 6 per cent earn
more than $999 per week. Property values in the
electorate are close to the median across Melbourne.
There are few properties worth more than $200 000.
Speaking from first-hand experience as somebody who
doorknocked extensively last year, I can vouch for that.
Therefore very little of social advantage is delivered in
this piece of legislation.
I am concerned about the impact that this bill will have
on people in small businesses, particularly people
running small operations in strip shopping centres. The
Mitcham electorate has a number of old-style strip
centres - for example, in Labumum; South Parade,
Blackbum; Springvale Road, Nunawading; along the
Maroondah Highway in Mitcham; Mitcham Road in
the Rangeview shopping centre and at fringes of the
Vermont shopping centre. The shopkeepers in the
Mitcham electorate will tell anyone who inquires of
them about the condition of business that they have
been badly hit by the rapid increase in the number of
poker machines. The government may dispute that
claim and may say that independent research dismisses
these concerns, but they come from people who are
involved in the industry and need to be taken seriously.
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Additionally, we would not argue that consumer
confidence at the moment was raging; we would say
that consumer confidence is a fickle thing and that the
business community, certainly in some of the older
style shopping centres, is doing it quite hard. The other
pressure on the older style shopping centres and
storekeepers in the Mitcham electorate is that they face
competition from large regional shopping centres. This
is nothing new; shopping centres are coming to tenns
with that in different ways, but it is a real pressure on
their operation. The last thing that small retail
operations need in the Mitcham electorate is another
impost, and even though this impost might not be
substantial it is nonetheless an impost for which they
have to find and put money aside.
Some work has gone into defming exemptions and the
principal place of residence in the bill. I trust that the
arrangements that have been put in place will prove
adequate to deal with what can at times be complex
arrangements regarding property ownership. The
Mitcham electorate is populated by people who in the
main own their own homes. The home ownership level
is up around 48 to 49 per cent, and that would be
typical of middle Victoria However, it appears that
with increasing regularity property ownership is
characterised by the presence of family trusts, company
arrangements and superannuation fund asset
arrangements. As I said, this is not the mainstay of
Mitcham families but it is happening across Victoria
with increasing regularity.
As a member of this place I now fall into a group of
Victorians who are more likely than average Victorians
to utilise some of those arrangements for property
ownership in the future, and there is a duty on members
of this place to ensure that we set some examples.
Similarly, there is a need to ensure that the provisions
of the bill do not allow members of this place or other
Victorians who are relatively well off and may have
complex property arrangements to pay anything less
than their fair share. We would not do the reputation of
this place or its politicians any good if we found down
the track that people were employing relatively novel
tax-minimising devices such as those of one federal
member of Parliament who was arguing in a forum that
his principal place of residence on certain occasions
was his car that was parked in a truck parking bay on a
highway in the outback. I trust that the Treasurer has all
these bases covered in so far as dealing with the
increasing complexity of property arrangements is
concerned. Certainly opposition members would
support adequate efforts being made in that direction.
The alternative test of social advantage is whether the
$33 million of forgone tax revenue could have been

LAND TAX (AMENDMEN1) BILL

Wednesday, 13 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

used in any better way - that is, to measure the actual
opportunity cost of the $33 million. Could it, for
example, have been applied more constructively in
some other way? Would a benefit delivered elsewhere
have been of more lasting benefit to Victorians,
particularly the bulk of those on average incomes such
as the people in the Mitcham electorate? Would tax
relief of $33 million, if applied in another area, deliver a
more constructive benefit, for example in fuel taxes or
vehicle fees? I suspect it probably would. I suspect you
would probably end up with a benefit that was more
fairly distributed than the benefit that will be delivered
by the changes in the bill before the house this
afternoon.
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It is gratifying for the people of Victoria that there is
bipartisan support for this measure. It introduces a fairer
land tax system. A recent report suggested that land tax
was one of the less undesirable, to put it in neutral
terms, features of state tax bases. It is obviously
difficult to avoid and less distorting than a number of
other state taxes, and it behoves all members of
Parliament to endeavour to move to a tax scale that is
less distortionary, more equitable and simpler across the
state tax base. Land tax is still a complex tax and the
government would certainly aim, when circumstances
permit, to continue the reform of land tax. I thank the
house for its support.
Motion agreed to.

Nevertheless, along with the honourable member for
Williamstown, I welcome any step by the government
in the general direction of tax relief All Victorians are
strongly of the opinion that the government can
certainly afford more tax relief. We might argue in this
place as to the mix of that tax relief, but we welcome it
and I look forward to many more examples of tax relief
being provided to middle Victoria in particular.

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank the Labor
Party for its support of this measure. It is an important
matter because it addresses a highly discriminatory
aspect of the Victorian tax base, which has been an
issue of policy with the coalition for a considerable
time. Revenue constraints and the overall budgetary
position have inhibited the government's dealing with
the implementation of its policy for a number of years,
and the government is pleased to have the opportunity
finally to implement an important equity initiative to
produce a fairer tax system.
At the same time, the removal of land tax from
principal residences has also given government the
opportunity to engage in reform which moves in the
direction of a fairer overall scale. For many years the
fact that in Victoria alone of the mainland states land
tax applied to the principal residences of Victorians
inhibited the government. It is fair to say it inhibited the
previous government once it allowed the revenue base
to ratchet up so much in the mid-1980s. It has inhibited
both this and the previous government from producing
a more equitable scale.
I do not think anybody would regard this measure as
the end ofland tax. In the longer term we need to move
towards a flatter scale that wil1 overcome many of the
features in the legislation such as anti-avoidance
measures and aggregation, which has an undesirable
effect, particularly on business taxpayers. The
government will therefore continue to review the land
tax scale.

Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clause 1

Mr THW AITES (Albert Park) - In speaking to
clause 1, the purpose clause, the opposition states that it
does not oppose the legislation, but it is worth
mentioning that the way the government is currently
changing the land tax scales may not necessarily be
entirely equitable. The shadow Treasurer has made that
point previously in relation not only to homes and
households but to its effect on businesses. I therefore
endorse the comments made previously by the shadow
Treasurer. I thought I should put that on the record.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 4 agreed to.
ClauseS

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
I.

Clause 5, page 4, line 26, omit "or trustee".

2.

Clause 5, page 5, lines 14 and 15, omit "land was purchased
by the owner or trustee" and insert "owner or trustee
became the owner of the land".

3.

Clause 5, page 9, lines 21 and 22, omit "within 12 months
after the pW'Chase" and insert ", commencing within
12 months after the date on which the owner or trustee
became the owner of the land".

4.

Clause 5, page I0, line 24, omit "following the year".

These are mainly drafting issues, for example, to
remove a reference to the date on which a trustee
became a trustee because the date on which the
ownership of the land commenced is the date relevant
to the imposition of l?Dd tax. They are mainly technical
amendments. They obviously have substantive effect,
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but they are not in a real sense significant to the clause.
They are mainly corrections and drafting alterations.
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Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clause 6 agreed to.

STATE TAXATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Clause 7

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I move:
5.

Clause 7, page 17, line 2, omit "some" and insert "one or
more".

6.

Clause 7, page 17, line 8, after "residence" insert "is liable
to pay tax and".

7.

Clause 7, page 17, lines II to 35 and page 18, lines I to 33,
omit all words and expressions on these lines and insert '(2) A joint owner ofland that is exempt from taxation
under Part HA in respect of a year ("the tax year")
because of its use and occupation as the principal place
of residence of another joint owner of the land is not,
in respect of the tax year, liable to payor be assessed
under section 45(30 for tax in respect of the land -(a)

if, at any time during the first year before the tax
year, the land was used and occupied as the
principal place of residence of the first mentioned
joint owner and that other joint owner of the land;
or

(b)

if-

(i)

at any time during the second year before the tax

year the land was used and occupied as the
principal place of residence of the first mentioned
joint owner and that other joint owner of the land;
and

(ii) there is no other land that is exempt from taxation
under Part HA in respect of the tax year because
of its use and occupation as the principal place of
residence of the first mentioned joint owner.
(3)

Despite anything to the contrary in this section or Part
llA, if a joint owner of land ("the PPR land") who,
because of sub-section (2), is not liable to be assessed
under section 45(3) for tax in respect of the PPR land
in respect of a year ("the tax year"), resumes use and
occupation of the PPR land during the tax year, the
joint owner is liable for tax in respect of the tax year in
respect of any other land that, but for this sub-section,
would be exempt from tax under Part HA in respect of
the tax year.

(4)

Except to the extent set out in sub-section (3), nothing
in this section takes away from or affects the operation
of Part 1lA.'.

Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 8 to 10 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.

Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

Mr BRACKS (Williamstown) - The State
Taxation (Amendment) Bill gives effect to some parts
of the recent budget, but also makes other minor
changes. There is a change to the debits tax providing
for a new class of excluded debit. As a result of the
Appropriation Bill, where there is a restructure, closure
or amalgamation of a branch, neither debits nor FID
will apply. It is a welcome measure that provides for
the fact that there is currently an enormous amount of
restructuring in the banking industry. Some branches
are closing, and when that happens depositors and other
customers should not be unfairly dealt with. Some relief
on FID is therefore a sensible arrangement. That is
obviously supported.
The bill also provides a technical amendment
concerning FID to recognise a change in the ownership
or name of a particular financial institution, the
Victorian Credit Cooperative Association. Nothing
more needs to be said about that. The bill also contains
other changes to the Taxation Administration Act and
allows for any person to lodge an appeal regardless of
whether tax has been paid. The commissioner will
determine whether tax should be paid before the appeal
is heard.
Another minor and intriguing change is an amendment
to the Stamps Act to provide an exemption from stamp
duty on the transfer of the family farm. The last
amendment bill contained a similar arrangement. It
almost seems that this provision reverses the change
introduced last year after concerns were expressed by
members of the rural community. In basic terms the
exemption has been broadened and now uses the same
definition of primary production land as the Land Tax·
Act. It removes the single fanning enterprise
requirement and extends the exemption where land is
transferred to a discretionary trust. This appears to
reverse the changes put in place last year.
Turning to changes to payroll tax, the reduction in the
level of payroll tax from 6\4 per cent to 6 per cent is
welcomed. We now know there are new categories of
employers - medium-sized businesses - which are
now paying payroll tax for the first time. Recently in a

STATE TAXATION (AMENDMENT) BILL

Wednesday, 13 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

question on notice in the Legislative Council the
opposition asked for the number of firms that incurred a
payroll tax liability over the period of the government,
from 1992 right through to an estimate of the 1997-98
figure. The answer to the question on notice was
supplied by the Treasurer, and on the Treasurer's own
estimate there are 600 new enterprises paying payroll
tax. In 1992-93, 11 686 firms were liable to pay payroll
tax, and the estimate for 1997-98 is about 14 800 - an
increase of about 26 per cent.

In every year the government has been in office there
has been an increase in the number of finns paying
payroll tax. The figures are as follows: 11 686 in
1992-93; 12025 in 1993-94; 12884 in 1994--95;
13 604 in 1995-96; 13 961 in 199fr.97; and the
estimate for 1997-98 is 14 800. No-one can say there
has been a corresponding increase of 26 per cent in
economic activity or in firms starting up in the state.
Although there has been some new employment
generated during that period and unemployment has
come down, it has been up and down and we still have
a higher level of unemployment than the national
average.
The figure has certainly begun to creep up as fInns that
were just under the threshold have now passed over it. I
welcome the fact that the rate is coming down, but it
should be noted that a larger number of firms in
Victoria are now paying payroll tax than was the case
in any of the past five years and certainly since 1992.
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that takes away the industry's ability to promote itself
and encourage major events through stake money and
general investment will have a flow-on effect on the
industry.
We know that gaming now represents approximately
14.5 per cent of the total revenue base for taxes, fees
and fines collected by the state; that is a significant and
increasing amount. One need only look at the budget
figures on racing as a component of that gaming
revenue to see how static they are; the figures have not
changed much. The figure for the casino has
increased - although because of the problems it has
had over the past 12 months it has not done as well as
the temporary casino. The revenue gained from
electronic gaming machines has increased by some
25 per cent. In the previous year the gaming machine
revenue component of taxes, fees and fines was some
40 per cent, so there has been significant growth, and
that will continue. But racing revenue as a proportion of
gaming revenue has remained almost static. In last
year's budget the figure took a slight dip
proportionately and I believe the figure for this year has
remained reasonably static.
Of course, the problem is that if you start taking out
from metropolitan thoroughbred, greyhound and
hamess racing events the contribution that should go
back to the industry to promote itself and make it more
attractive, the racing industry's ability to attract for
itself the discretionary dollar - and it is a discretionary
dollar that is available across gaming - is diminished.
Whether or not it is unintended, that will have a
significant effect on employment levels and turnover in
the industry in the future and its ability to promote
itself.

I mentioned that overall the opposition will not oppose
the bill and other budget measures. One measure that
did not need to be included in the budgetary changes is
the Racing Act. That one will draw the major
controversy because it effectively abolishes the rebates
from bookmakers' turnover tax collections at
metropolitan thoroughbred, harness and greyhound race
meetings. There are absolutely legitimate concerns
about that provision. Previously bookmakers' turnover
was taxed at 2 per cent, and one-third of that was
returned to clubs under section 119 of the Racing Act.
According to the Victoria Racing Club the money is
distributed and used for stake money, promotion and
general investment. The removal of the rebates could
jeopardise and in some way hamper the bookmaking
industry.

I understand the rebate for the 2 per cent of turnover
will still be available for country racing for stake money
and the like. That is welcomed and should continue, but
the big events are in metropolitan Melbourne and its
removal will significantly affect the industry. It will
mean the competition for the discretionary dollar will
put the racing industry at a disadvantage compared with
its previous position. This provision will have a
negative impact on the racing industry; it is a negative
for Victorians who are employed by it or who regard it
as an avenue of recreation in the future.

This is no small measure because the racing industry in
Victoria is one of the biggest in the country. It is an
industry worth more than $1 billion. That is bigger than
any other gaming industry in Victoria. It affects not just
6000, 7000 or 8000 employees, as is the case at the
Crown Casino; 32 000 people are employed either
directly or indirectly in the racing industry. Something

I am happy to acknowledge that there has been a
decrease in state taxes and charges in the past couple of
years, but on average Victorian state taxes are still
$220 million higher than the average for all Australian
states. It is uncertain whether Victoria or New South
Wales is the highest taxing and charging state in
Australia. That will not be known until the Grants
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Commission infonnation is available. Despite the
Treasurer's predictions, the opposition will wait to see
what the Grants Commission says about which is the
highest taxing and charging state. I will not believe the
Treasurer just because he says it is true.
On average, Victoria's taxes and charges are
$220 million higher than the average for all the states.
Mr Stockdale interjected.
Mr BRACKS - I understand what the Treasurer
says, but we will wait to see the figures on what the
flow-on from New South Wales is and how it works. If
anyone wants to see an example of a contradiction or
hypocritical position, one need only examine the way
the state deals with taxes and charges - unfairly
keeping the taxes and charges the highest in Australia
for four, if not five, years - compared with the
discipline it applies to local government. It effectively
legislated for a rate reduction across all councils, no
matter what the base was. The base in a particular
municipality may not have been viable for its future,
but that was reduced by 25 per cent and rate capping
was introduced at an artificial ceiling in the marketplace
across the state. The government is not prepared to
apply that sort of discipline to its own setting of taxes
and charges.
Mr Stockdale - I have brought down the tax
burden by $400 million.

Mr BRACKS - I welcome the interjection from
the Treasurer, but the reality is that it is hypocrisy for
the government to enforce a rate reduction and then a
cap on another tier of government when it will not
apply the same discipline to itself.
The opposition has done some work on how the taxes
and charges affect the community.

Mr Kennett did you do that?
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who are better off and disadvantaging those who can
least afford it.
In regard to the amount of tax paid in 1992 by 19 to
25-year-old single people - Mr Stockdale interjected.

Mr BRACKS - This is research based on data
provided in the budget papers and ABS statistics. Of
course, one has to make assumptions on certain
spending patterns of people when talking about taxes
and charges; one has to take into consideration whether
people use electronic gaming machines, whether they
use public transport and so on.
On the opposition's assumptions in 1992 a 19 to
25-year-old single person paid $2619 in tax; in 1997
that person paid $3936 - an increase of approximately
50 per cent since 1992. Taking tax as a percentage of
total income, it was approximately 8 per cent in 1992
and 10 per cent in 1997 for that category of worker.
A dual-income family with an average income paid tax
of$4780 in 1992 and $6686 in 1997 - an increase of
39.9 per cent. As a proportion oftotal income in 1992
tax was approximately 12 per cent and in 1997 it was
approximately 15 per cent. The Treasurer should have
provided tax relief for those two categories of workers,
not to people whose properties have unimproved values
of $540 000 or more.
A dual-income family on a high income paid tax of
$4032 in 1992 and $5432 in 1997 - an increase of
approximately 34 per cent. That family paid tax
amounting to 3.6 per cent of total income in 1992 and
4.1 per cent in 1997. Under the present government
people who can afford to pay have had the lowest
increases. Looking at the Land Tax (Amendment) Bill
that has just been debated one can see why that would
be the case.

Have you done some work? When

Mr BRACKS - I am happy for the Premier to
examine the work the opposition has done. The
opposition has considered the effect of taxes and
charges on various groups of Victorians, and not just
their levels. We have picked the following groups: 19
to 24-year-old single people; dual-income families with
average incomes; dual-income families with high
incomes; and aged pensioners who are single. We have
considered the impact of taxes and charges not just as
external costs but in the way they affect individuals and
their standards of living. The figures show the
distortion in the state system and demonstrate that the
government's changes are unfairly advantaging those

An aged pensioner - someone who on any test should
receive support from the government - paid tax of
$2090 in 1992 and $2838 in 1997 - a 35.8 per cent
increase. As a proportion of total income in 1992 that
person paid approximately 20 per cent, but in 1997 he .
or she paid approximately 24 per cent. State taxes, by
their very nature, are indirect, regressive and unfairly
applied in general. There are some progressive taxes land tax is one, although that progression has been
levelled out by the government. Under this government
tax reliefhas not been afforded to the people who
should receive it.

In both absolute and relative terms the family on an
average income is paying higher state taxes than

STATE TAXATION (AMENDMENT) BILL
Wednesday, 13 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

families with higher incomes. After five years of the
coalition government being in office that is the effect of
its application of taxes and charges. As a percentage of
income, pensioners are paying six times more in state
taxes than a high-income family. Almost a quarter of a
single aged pensioner's income goes to paying state
taxes. That is a horrifying statistic.
Since 1992 the high-income group has experienced the
lowest increase in state taxes while the young single
person aged 18 to 25 is paying a bigger slice of taxes
and fees collected by the state government.
The opposition is happy to support the budget measures
in general - the reduction in payroll tax and assistance
to people paying bank taxes when branches close but it points out that over the past five years the
government has provided tax relief for the big end of
town. There is no government tax policy for middle
Victoria. As the honourable member for Sunshine says,
the big test of social advantage is whether you live in
Brighton. If you live in Brighton you will get land tax
relief
If you live in Mitcham or Essendon you will get
absolutely nothing. There is no great tax relief for you.
In Mitcham, for example, how many properties would
have an unimproved value of $200 000 or more? How
many small businesses would own land with an
unimprOVed value of$86 OOO? The net disbenefit of the
land tax arrangements we have just heard about will
unfairly disadvantage Mitcham. However, people living
in Brighton will be advantaged, as will others who pay
high property taxes because that is where the tax relief
is to be provided, and that is what the figures show.
The opposition will support the bill and the budget
measure, but not the government's policy direction of
reducing taxes for those who can afford to pay them
while those who are suffering under the burden of high
taxes and charges - travelling to work, paying high
motor registration charges and being affected by other
indirect taxes - get no tax relief under this
government.
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) - I will speak
briefly on the State Taxation (Amendment) Bill, and I
hope the Opposition Whip is aware of that fact. I refer
to clause 10 in part 5, which amends the Racing Act
and abolishes rebates for bookmakers' turnover tax
collected at metropolitan race meetings.

The racing industry is important in my electorate,
which is home to the Mooney Valley Racing Club and
the Harness Racing Board, and just across the border is
the Victoria Racing Club. Racing provides employment
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in the Essendon district, particularly in the Ascot Vale
area. People forget how many jobs an effective racing
industry can provide to a local community. Veterinary
clinics that specialise in the treatment of horses and
large animals and saddlery shops are just a couple of
the many related fields of employment. Many students
are employed in casual positions at racecourses. It
would be of great concern if any of those jobs were lost
because of government policy. I am sure the Treasurer,
who has promised some 150000 more jobs in Victoria,
would be equally concerned ifhe thought those jobs
would be lost.
Racing clubs will suffer serious fmancial disadvantage
because of the bill. It is estimated that Moonee Valley
Racing Club will lose about $500 000 a year and the
Victoria Racing Club significantly more. The Harness
Racing Board will also be severely affected. In the past
the money they received has been used to promote
racing. As the honourable member for Williamstown
said, the racing industry has been under considerable
threat in recent years. The spread of electronic gaming
machines and the establishment of Crown Casinoremembering that Crown Casino is not far away from
the racing clubs on my side of the city - have resulted
in a downturn in attendances at racecourses.
The racing industry has been pro-active in its atternpts
to increase racing attendances and to turn racing into a
family attraction, even though there is gambling.
Moonee Valley advertises family days. In January it
introduced night racing in the hope of winning back
younger people to racing. Those measures have been
successful, but they are costly. Some of the money
Moonee Valley Racing Club received from the turnover
tax has been invested in promoting the new activities in
an effort to increase its revenue base and support the
industry. Many people would have seen on television or
heard on radio advertisements for special race meetings
such as the Irish Day or the Manikato Stakes Day, all of
which have been aimed at keeping the industry vibrant
and the jobs in place.
The last thing the western suburbs need is a further loss
of jobs because of government policies. Some of the
money is spent on advertising special events and some
goes into prize money for racing. The amount of prize
money is significant in encouraging owners of
first -quality horses to run them, which in turn
encourages more people to go to the races. Any action
that would have a detrimental effect on employment
prospects in my area should be deplored. Certainly the
racing clubs and bodies such as the Harness Racing
Board, the Moonee Valley Racing Club and the
Flemington Racing Club are concerned that the loss of
the rebate will significantly reduce their income and the
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activities they are able to engage in which have
supported the employment base.
I understand the racing industry sought a deputation to
the Treasurer to explain the problems but unfortunately
got little response. As I recall it, the Treasurer's view
was that it is unusual for the government to levy a tax
and then remit it to another body. Apparently he
suggested that next year the industry itself might collect
it. I am not sure how that is supposed to help, but
obviously this cut is unwarranted and could have
serious effects on the racing industry. The government
should reassess it if it is sincerely interested in keeping
up employment levels in the industry, particularly for
young people. The racing industry employs young
people in the stables - there are a number in the Ascot
Vale-Flemington area - as strappers, stable hands and
training jockeys. A huge range of opportunities exist for
employment in the industry. I do not want to lose those
opportunities from the western suburbs, and particularly
from my electorate.
As the Treasurer said, the opposition is not opposing
the bill because it is part of the budgetary process.
However, it is a great concern that the government has
so carelessly removed an income base that has been
effective in keeping up employment levels in the racing
industry in my area, which is centred around the
Moonee Valley and Flemington racecourses.

Mr P ANDAZOPOULOS (Dandenong) - I join
the debate on the State Taxation (Amendment) Bill. I
will relate my comments particularly to the Racing Act.
It is extraordinary that the government is trying to suck
$2.1 million from the racing industry to bail itself out of
problems in other budget areas it has mishandled health and education. The government is making
changes through this bill in a hurried way and without
proper consultation with the industry. The government
does not know what consultation means - it basically
pays lip-service to it and everybody is supposed to
accept things as a fait accompli and cop it on the chin.
The impact of taking $2.1 million out of the racing
industry will be the creation of significant problems for
the industry at a time when it needs to be most
competitive. Given the privatisation of the New South
Wales TAB and that the fact that the New South Wales
racing industry is starting to get its act together,
potentially Victoria could lose its reputation as the
leader in the racing industry in Australia. The racing
industry has faced massive competition from other
betting products - there has been a massive explosion
in the number of gaming machines and casino
gambling - yet it has held its ground through a
coordinated industry effort between the racing clubs,
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owners, trainers, breeders, jockeys and local
communities. The government has given the industry a
big slap in the face by taking $2.1 million out of it.
The bill amends the Racing Act and abolishes rebates
from bookmakers turnover tax collections at
metropolitan thoroughbred, harness and greyhound race
meetings. It is basically the metropolitan clubs that are
affected because that is where most of the revenue
comes from - 80 per cent of the bookmakers turnover
tax is .collected from metropolitan race clubs so 80 per
cent of the money is being taken out of the industry in
Melbourne, and that will have an impact across the
whole of Victoria. The government is trying to give the
impression it is protecting regional Victoria, but it is
harming regional Victoria because that is where a lot of
the owners, trainers and breeders agist their horses and
do their breeding. They pay their bills from Melbourne.
Any action that has an impact on the industry in
Melbourne and forces it to cut back the number of race
meetings or the amount of stake money will affect the
viability of all owners, trainers and breeders in regional
areas.
The government is trying to make it look as though it is
protecting country racing when it is taking out 80 per
cent of the bookmakers turnover tax that is normally
poured back into the industry. The government
currently takes 2 per cent of the bookmakers turnover
tax, and Victoria has the highest tax of any state. When
on the adjournment debate a couple of weeks ago I
raised the need for the minister to do something
urgently to assist struggling bookmakers in the state the
minister, again in a half-smart way, said, 'You are
trying to say New South Wales has only a 1 per cent tax
but it has another 1 per cent that goes back to the clubs.
In Victoria they pay 2 per cent and the clubs get
nothing' - but at least in New South Wales 1 per cent
is guaranteed to go back into the industry. In Victoria
2 per cent is being taken out of the industry to be used
for other purposes.
Under section 119 of the Racing Act one-third of the
turnover tax is currently returned to clubs. In the case of
thoroughbred horses it is distributed through the
Victoria Racing Club for such things as stake money, .
promotions and general investments in capital works.
Capital works improvements are needed to keep the
metropolitan facilities up to the standard that average
punters want nowadays in a modern business
environment. They want appropriate facilities for
sponsors and everyday punters, such as reasonable
facilities away from inclement weather and a
reasonable standard of food. If money is taken out of
the industry, as is starting to happen now, it will reduce
the ability of the industry to do those sorts of things.
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Annually more than $8 million is collected from all
codes and approximately $6 million comes from
thoroughbred race meetings in the metropolitan area.
This year the impact on thoroughbred metropolitan race
meetings will be a $2.1 million loss for thoroughbred
racing clubs and a $90 000 loss for the harness racing
industry. In the past four years harness racing has made
ongoing annual losses. The government is taking
money out of racing at a time when it is most needed.
The harness racing industry has significant problems. If
honourable members read page 2 of yesterday's Age
they will see that the Auditor-General is investigating
the harness racing industry in relation to a $1.7 million
computer contract that was not tendered out
appropriately. The project has gone over budget and
over time. The industry is in financial difficulties, yet
the government is taking money away from it. The
greyhound industry is facing a cut of $22 000 from its
industry development.
What is the impact on the industry? The VRC claims
that all the reserves of the big clubs are already
committed and that they cannot take out money they
have already committed for capital works or
developmental promotion to meet this sudden
$2.1 million loss. The only choice they have is to make
the hard judgments being forced on them by the
Kennett government to reduce either stake money or
spending on capital works. It is certainly not
appropriate to rob Peter to pay Paul; and there are no
reserves to fmd $2.1 million that has been taken out by
the government.
When asked a few weeks ago prior to the budget about
the impact on his portfolio the Minister for Sport said
that everything will be okay. There is no doubt who
rules the roost. The Treasurer has taken his pen to the
sport, recreation and racing budget and, without
consultation, has slashed $2.1 million from the racing
industry. In effect the government was fibbing to the
racing industry when it said there would be no negative
impacts from the budget. The State Taxation
(Amendment) Bill is enabling legislation to enforce
policies set out in the budget.
The opposition does not want to see the racing industry
being forced to reduce the number of race meetings
because of the new funding arrangements. The industry
will be forced to make hard decisions, which may
include reductions in the number of race meetings. Job
losses will occur, and there will also be a loss of
confidence in the industry at a time when it can least
afford it. The racing industry thought the government
was supportive, but it now knows it is not supportive
and is making it harder for the industry. Surely the role
of government is to assist industry and to assist people
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to invest in that industry. Unemployment is already
increasing in the industry and the abolition of rebates
from bookmakers' turnover tax collections will result in
more unemployment.
The government is sending out the wrong signals to
owners and breeders. There will be less incentive to be
an owner or a breeder of racehorses, which will affect
the quality of horses. Victorian horses no longer
compete with interstate or overseas·horses. The number
of New Zealand-bred horses competing in Australia has
increased significantly, and we do not want that to get
worse.
Mr Reynolds interjected.

Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - The minister does not
want to say anything on the record. As I said, this
provision is sending the wrong message to breeders and
owners of racehorses. We should be supporting
Victorian breeders and owners rather than making it
harder for them. They already subsidise the industry.
Each year approximately $490 million is invested in the
racing industry in Victoria, yet only $118 million is
offered in prize money. This bill will potentially reduce
prize money to $116 million or less and reduce
government revenue.
The Victoria Racing Club has said that an additional 8
to 10 mid-week and Sunday meetings will have to be
cancelled. The cancellation of race meetings will affect
not only the earnings of metropolitan race clubs but
government revenue. The government estimates that it
will receive $4.5 million in additional revenue from
those 8 to 10 meetings, so their cancellation will
directly affect government revenue.

Mr Maclellan interjected.
Mr P ANDAZOPOULOS - The Minister for
Planning and Local Government represents the
electorate ofPakenham. The Pakenharn Racing Club is
part of a significant industry in that area, yet the
minister interjects that he is opposed to more betting.
The government supports increased gaming in Crown
Casino to support its mates, but it does not want to
spread the gambling dollar among the grassroots
communities such as racing clubs so they can provide
sufficient prize money.
Currently the government collects $130 million from
racing each year. This bill will affect that revenue. Even
though the government receives more revenue from
TabcOIp, the quality of the racing product is important.
This bill will force clubs to reduce the quality of the
racing product; it will mean fewer race meetings and
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less revenue for Tabcorp, the government and the
bookmakers.
I refer to some of the concerns of bookmakers.
Mr Reynolds inteIjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - The minister asks
how it will affect them. The bookmakers wrote to the
minister, but he obviously does not read his
correspondence. In their letter they spelt out the
implications of the measure for them and how it will
affect metropolitan racing clubs. They asked the
minister to defer his decision on this issue.

I understand that some weeks ago the minister met with
representatives of the bookmakers, but he has obviously
not read his correspondence. He is too busy working on
his regional development portfolio because of the
shellacking the government is getting in regional
Victoria. Bookmakers are worried that ifrevenue
collected from them does not go to racing clubs the
clubs will have no incentive to promote bookmaker
services that are in competition with Tabcorp.
This measure will reduce competition for the betting
product. If the Caul field, Sandown, Moonee Valley and
Flemington racing clubs are not earning sufficient
revenue from bookmakers why should they provide
facilities for them? Racing clubs have to provide
adequate facilities for bookmakers, who have been an
important part of the racing culture. There will be little
incentive for racing clubs to promote bookmakers. The
additional revenue will go to Ross Wilson and add to
his $8 million package. The Treasurer acknowledged
that that salary package is the most embarrassing issue
for him in his period as Treasurer of the state. He said
that ifhe had the chance over he would not give
Ross Wilson such a massive salary package. This
measure will increase Tabcorp's revenue and, in a
competitive environment, bookmakers will suffer.
The privatisation of the New South Wales TAB will
force racing clubs to make a hard decision. They will
ask themselves whether they still require bookmakers at
the track and are prepared to provide adequate facilities
for them or whether they should encourage punters to
bet on the TAB.
If punters are betting on the tote clubs can make some
money out of it, but if they are betting with bookies
they will not make any money. The management
decision that is being forced on metropolitan racing
clubs is to overlook bookies, who are already fmding it
hard. The bookmakers' share of total racing turnover
has declined from 33 per cent - -
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Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr PANDAZOPOULOS - The disrespectful
minister continues to inteIject, but he does not concern
himself with the real impact of the proposal on
bookmakers. As I said, the bookmakers' share of total
racing turnover has declined from 33 per cent in 1985
to IS per cent in 1995, including a fall from 74 per cent
to 54 per cent of on-course turnover. The bottom line is
that it is much harder for bookies under this
government.
Mr Reynolds interjected.
Mr PANDAWPOULOS - The minister might
well ask what Labor has done. When Labor was in
government in 1985 some 33 per cent of the racing
turnover was going to bookies; and it dropped to 15 per
cent in 1995 under the current government. In the past
10 years bookmakers' turnover has dropped by 38 per
cent overall, and that has been on top of the
government's decision to delay consideration of the
sports betting inquiry, which removes another potential
source of income for bookmakers. Sports betting is a
growing product.
Mr Steggall- Not in Victoria.
Mr PANDAWPOULOS - It is a growing
competitive betting product. Now there is more interest
in sports betting and the bookies have a chance to be
beneficiaries of it. The fact is that currently in Victoria,
due to the absurd restrictions placed on them,
bookmakers get only 0.25 per cent of their average
income from sports betting, which is hardly enough. At
the same time the vast majority of sports betting in
Australia goes to the Northern Territory and Vanuatu,
so Victoria is missing out.

Sports betting provides a great opportunity.
Bookmakers are being knocked about by the
government's taking out $2.1 million from the racing
industry. The government could alleviate their
problems, but it is doing nothing. In an adjournment
debate I asked the minister to consider introducing
interim measures such as issuing temporary permits to
assist bookies to access opportunities in sports betting, .
but nothing eventuated from the meeting that the
minister had with the bookies. They were told, in effect,
'This is going to happen; you have to cop it'.
Turning to look at fixed-odds sports betting, in 1994-95
bookmakers collected some $3.4 million in revenue,
which is about 4 percent of turnover, and the TAB had
16 per cent with $12.8 million. However, the Northern
Territory had 71 per cent of sports betting at a
collection rate of$56.4 million. Because we in Victoria
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are not getting our act together on sports betting to
assist bookmakers money is spent by Victorians on
sports betting out of the state and out of the country. In
an environment in which the industry is finding it hard
the government is dragging its feet, so to speak. During
the sports betting review the government said that it
would work in cooperation with the industry. Everyone
participated in good faith, and made a submission, only
to be told, 'It's all on the backburner because now we
are going to look at it from the different angle of
national competition policy'.
Under the government bookmakers potentially face
extinction on Melbourne race tracks - where most
bookies are employed and earn their money. I would
like to bet more at race meetings, including with
bookies, but until it is tax deductible for the minister
and the shadow minister it is very expensive, isn't it,
Minister?
Mr Reynolds inteIjected.
Mr P ANDAZOPOULOS - I recall it being said
on many occasions that the minister and shadow
minister always have an advantage - but we know that
is not the case, and that is why we do not spend much
money.

At a meeting last week with the minister and the
Treasurer, bookmakers were told by the minister that
the proposed tax change would be going ahead and the
government would do nothing about it. They were told
the government would provide no assistance with
sports betting and would not try to defer passage of the
bill. The government is proposing to take $2.1 million
to bail itself out of problems it is facing in other budget
areas it has mishandled - education and health.
Let us consider what happens in other states. In New
South Wales, the turnover tax going to racing clubs is
1 per cent and the government collects an additional
0.5 per cent to 1 per cent. In Queensland 1 per cent of
turnover tax goes to the government and the clubs can
charge bookmakers an additional 0.33 per cent for the
benefit of clubs if the racing clubs choose that option.
This year the Queensland government is giving all of
the I per cent directly to clubs. That is a one-off
contribution by the Queensland government, which is
doing its bit to help its racing industry in the
competitive national marketplace. In Western Australia
all of the 2 per cent turnover tax goes straight to the
industry. A national average of 0.6 per cent of betting
turnover goes directly to clubs. Only in Victoria does
the government get more than 1 per cent of
bookmakers' turnover tax. In Victoria the government
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gets 2 per cent. The government is taking the money
out of the racing industry to bail itself out in other areas.
The industry has been telling opposition members that
it is in danger. Members of the VRC, bookies, those
involved in greyhound or harness racing, and owners,
trainers, breeders and jockeys are disappointed with the
government and the minister. They are saying that the
industry is in danger and that the government is sending
out the wrong messages. As a result of the
government's proposed tax grab Victoria's position as
the nation's leading horse-racing state is clearly under
threat. A couple of years from now when the New
South Wales industry gets its act together Victoria will
not be as healthy as it was in the past and we will all be
able to reflect on the government's decision and
recognise that this was the time when things started to
become more difficult.
The proposed tax changes will result in less investment
and in a decline in the racing product in our industry.
Many codes are already struggling. We know that
greyhound racing and harness racing are struggling.
The government has not been helping the industry. As I
said, it is sending out the wrong messages. The minister
has not been as supportive as he should be. The
minister and the government should assist the industry
to adjust to a competitive environment, not hinder it and
make things harder for its members. That is what the
bill proposes and that is why the opposition is
concerned about the proposed amendment.
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (Benambra) - Over the
past almost 30 minutes honourable members have
heard a harangue about the racing industry and that part
of the State Taxation (Amendment) Bill that deals with
that exclusively. The bill deals with a host of issues,
most of which are beneficial to taxpayers in Victoria.

I want to confine my remarks to specific areas. One is
to the amendment in the bill to the Debits Tax Act
1990, which overcomes a situation that occurs in many
smaller country towns in the electorates of the members
for Swan Hill and Gippsland East, my electorate of
Benambra and many others where because of the
rationalisation of the banking industry small towns are
losing their banks.
Banks have to make those decisions on a purely
commercial basis, but it means that people lose the
opportunity to bank locally and have to transfer their
banking arrangements to other banks or financial
institutions. In the past they have been forced to pay a
debit tax on the transfer of that business, which is
totally inequitable. It is not the fault of the individual
who happens to live in that country town or district. To
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the credit of the Treasurer and his department, an
amendment in the State Taxation (Amendment) Bill
will overcome this difficulty.
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into a school or a hospital to say, 'It cannot be true that
this government is taking more and more taxes' .
Mr A. F. Plowman intetjected.

The other area I wish to refer to very briefly is the
amendment in the bill to the Stamps Act 1958. The bill
overcomes an anomaly that was introduced recently in
other amendments to the Stamps Act where there was a
difficulty in transferring farming property from one
generation to another so that the transfer was free of
stamp duty. In many cases when a property is passed
from one generation to another it is impossible to
maintain the property as a whole. When the last
amendment was put through there were certain
restrictions on the transfer from one generation to
another. Again, I commend the Treasurer and his
department on the work that has been done on this
provision, which now enables the transfer of property
from one generation to another and the partial
fragmentation of property without the loss of the
concession on stamp duty. I commend the bill to the
house and congratulate the Treasurer on his role in
producing it.
Mr CAMERON (Bendigo West) - I wish to make
some preliminary remarks about the State Taxation
(Amendment) Bill. When one looks at the issue of state
taxation, one has to say that this government takes the
cake when it comes to taxation because it is the highest
taxing government in Victoria's history. When it comes
to sucking taxation out of Victoria, this government
knows every trick in the book.

Recently honourable mernbers were given statistical
data that is put out by the parliamentary library from
time to time, and I refer to the comparison of taxes, fees
and fines for Victoria. It shows that a massive increase
in taxes has occurred under the coalition government.
The figures come from the Australian Bureau of
Statistics data produced by the Taxation Review
Australia Service. According to the ABS figures, in the
1991-92 financial year, the last year of the former
Labor government, Victoria took as a total of taxes,
fees and fines the sum of $600 1 million.
One has only to look at that statistic five years later to
see how the government is going with its tax take.
Victorians have had more than a 50 per cent increase in
only five years; a total of$9.2 billion was taken from
thern. As honourable members are well aware, in the
current fmancial year there was another increase and,
from the budget forecast, the government expects that
in the next financial year it will take even more.
Victoria has a government that is about taking from
Victorians and giving little back, yet one has only to go

Mr CAMERON - Victorians are experiencing
enormous increases in taxes, but this government's
priorities have nothing to do with helping people,
getting jobs or providing services. If one goes to the top
end of town and calls on the consultants to
government - the public relations consultants and the
accountants - that is where one sees the money being
spent. Those at the top end oftown are doing pretty
well, but ordinary Victorians are not. Ordinary
Victorians are the victims ofthis government, which is
the greatest taker of taxes in Victoria's history.

Having made those opening remarks, I will turn to the
provisions in the bill concerning the change to the
Stamps Act. This change is a welcome one. It fixes up
the bungling of the government last year and essentially
reverses the previous position. It is pleasing to see the
honourable member for Benambra and other
honourable members of the government recognise the
bungle that was made last year by supporting this
provision now.
Concerning the proposed amendment to the Racing
Act, as honourable members are aware, the bookmakers
pay a turnover tax of 2 per cent. One-third of the funds
collected was handed back to the racing industry to
promote it and give it a kick along. This is no longer to
be the case. As members will appreciate, with the
recent success of the Moonee Valley night racing plan
the industry has to continually find new ways to remain
viable in an era when the casino dominates. However,
the coalition government is not fussed about such
matters. It does not care about trying to be fair to
everyone but goes out of its way to promote the casino
to Victorians.
In this legislation the government is going out of its
way to affect another gaming industry - the racing
industry. As honourable members will appreciate,
things are difficult in the racing industry because of
competition from the casino. Owners and trainers,
many of whom come from country Victoria, rely on a
strong industry across the state. Of course, it is the
dream of every owner and trainer to have a Melbourne
Cup or Derby winner, and we need a strong industry in
Melbourne just as we hope to have a strong industry
across the country.

I therefore say to the government: 'Look at what you
are doing and at how you are hurting racing. Stop being
palsy-walsy with the casino owners and stop going out
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of your way to promote the casino; try to protect an
industry that employs a great many people not only in
Melbourne but throughout country Victoria'. I fully
support the comments made by the shadow Treasurer.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.

Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) - I am pleased to
make a contribution on the State Taxation
(Amendment) Bill. My personal experience equips me
well to make a constructive contribution to the debate,
in particular the part of the debate that touches on part 5
of the bill dealing with amendments to the Racing Act.
I will also make a few general remarks about methods
of tax collection.
The bill will change the arrangements for rebates
offered to racing clubs on revenue raised through taxes
on bookmakers. The bookmaking industry has
developed very rapidly in the past 15 years. It has come
a long way from the turn of the century when there
were incidents such as a bookmaker who could not
honour his debts being kicked to death by disgruntled
punters. No-one was ever charged for that offence.
Today it is obvious that bookmaking is capable, when
given the right conditions, of flourishing and
developing into other lucrative areas, which in turn
provide a direct benefit to governments through the
revenue streams they generate. That is the case with
sports betting in particular.
Honourable members would no doubt be aware that
since the 1980s there has been a growth in the style of
bookmaking and changes in the forms of betting.
Betting is now available on a wider range of events and
is not confined to the thoroughbred, harness and
greyhound codes that have traditionally been the
province of bookmakers. Since the mid- 1980s it has
been possible to legally place bets interstate on the
voting for the Brownlow Medal. That initiative was
developed interstate and I was keen to avail myself of
the opportunity of making a bet on the count. I recall
with some fondness collecting well on the Brownlow
results when I bet on Peter Moore and Jim Stynes, one
of whom was and one of whom is an outstanding
Melbourne player.
Although it is now increasingly possible to place bets
on golf, cricket, football and tennis, it is not so
practicable to place a bet with a sports bookmaker with
any degree of confidence on a grand prix. I think it is
probably the only sport in which rigged finishes are
tolerated - certainly until this year. Sports betting has
now flourished in a number of areas. My fondest
memory of witnessing this development was in respect
of the 1993 federal election when a bookmaker in Alice
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Springs was offering odds. It was the sweetest collect
that I ever had. I obtained generous odds of 5 to 2, and
Labor bolted in. That generous prize was courtesy of
mug Liberal punters around the country who recklessly
backed their team in to the prohibitive odds of 7 to 1
on. Although I come to the debate having had a few
collects in my time, I could still be considered the
bookies' friend.
Victorian racing urgently needs a vibrant and
competitive bookmaking industry. We on this side of
the house certainly recognise that. We also recognise
that the industry in Victoria is falling behind
developments in other parts of the country. I doubt very
much whether the bill, in particular part 5, will do
anything to address that state of affairs. Victoria led the
way in developing forms of sports betting in the early
1990s by capitalising on the growth of sports betting, in
the Northern Territory in particular. The successful
growth in sports betting turnover in Victoria in the early
1990s was reminiscent of the way the TAB experienced
substantial growth in the early 1960s by soaking up
illegal SP betting.

In the briefmg paper that accompanied material relating
to the sports betting review of last year, the Minister for
Sport acknowledges the growth of sports betting, but
the government is sitting on its hands. Sports betting is
now growing rapidly interstate, but is stagnant in
Victoria I turn to some earlier figures the bookmakers
association was able to provide which detail this point
graphically. The figures are from 1995-96 into the
1996-97 year. In that period sports betting turnover by
bookmakers in New South Wales was·said to increase
10-fold from $2 million to $20 million. In the Northern
Territory it was expected to grow from $56 million to
$80 million. In Tasmania there was a six-fold increase
from $3 million to $20 million. In the ACT, where
inter-sports betting had not been previously undertaken,
it was anticipated in the first year to grow to
$20 million. In Queensland no change was expected. In
Vanuatu there was a 10 per cent increase to
$22 million. However, the stand-out figure was the
figure for Victoria, which had led the charge in the
early 1990s.
By the mid-1990s it was envisaged that turnover in
sports betting would decline from $3.3 million to
$3 million. It is evident that Victorians love to have a
bet. We are told that Victoria is the sports capital of the
country, but it is not the capital of opportunities to place
bets with bookmakers on sporting events.
Part 5 of the bill represents a nail in the coffm of the
bookmaking industry and for that reason it should be of
great concern to all honourable members. It reduces the
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incentive - this is the point - to race clubs to do
anything constructive to facilitate bookmakers'
presence on course. That is what the Victoria Racing
Club will tell anyone who takes the time to ask.

to Victoria. I suspect it cannot be argued that
government policies in any way deliver an economic
benefit to Victoria. Nevertheless the challenge is there
for the government.

The government is removing from race clubs money
generated by bookmakers at those clubs. Therefore, if
clubs are given opportunities from this point on to
invest in facilities for bookmakers or totalisator
facilities, they will be forced to choose the latter. It is
not good enough for the Minister for Sport or the
Treasurer to simply say that will not happen, we will
always have bookmakers on course and their presence
on courses will never die out. Where are the
bookmakers in New Zealand? There are none. Where
are the bookmakers in the United States of America?
There are none. I have been to racecourses in the
United States. The atmosphere at the Santa Anita
racecourse and the Aqueduct in New York is appalling.
By comparison Victorian and Australian racecourses
are much more vibrant and exciting places to be. I
certainly hope the courses here never reach the point of
not featuring bookmakers, but that is the direction we
are heading in with this bill.

As things stand, the Treasurer's promotion of part 5 of
this bill only helps someone like Ross Wilson. The
Treasurer is already on the record as saying Mr Wilson
has caused him some rethinking. That is one error of
judgment he made, and I suspect this bill might
ultimately cause the Treasurer to add another error of
judgment to that tally.

The only beneficiary of the government's policy on
bookmakers as evidenced by this bill will be Tabcorp.
Part 5 does a great deal to assist Tabcorp indirectly
because of the disincentive it provides for race clubs to
invest in bookmaking facilities as opposed to further
totalisator facilities.

It has been suggested that temporary permits for
bookmakers be introduced to enable them to compete
on level terms with their colleagues interstate. That is
all they are after: they want to compete on level terms
with their interstate colleagues to try to drag some of
the massive interstate turnover on sports betting back
into Victoria. Victorian bookmakers currently enjoy a
share of sports betting turnover which should embarrass
everyone. It is down to something like 5 per cent.

The clubs do not benefit as a result of these provisions,
and certainly the government does not benefit because
in the medium term it will set in place policies that will
diminish its revenue flow as the number of bookmakers
continues to decline. Certainly because of the
diminishing presence of bookmakers the clubs do not
stand to gain either. The only beneficiary of this bill in
the racing world will be Tabcorp. We can reflect on the
removal from the racing industry of the $2.1 million
generated by bookmakers on metropolitan courses. This
measure represents, in my lifetime at least, the second
great bookie robbery. The first one occurred in 1976
but those bandits would blush at the success with which
the government will remove $2.1 million from the
industry.
The government could do everyone a favour by
demonstrating the impact it believes part 5 of the bill
will have on the racing industry. The government has
consistently delayed the opening up of competition for
bookmakers to put them on level terms with their
colleagues interstate. However, the government has not
explained the economic benefit this continued delay
and defiance of national competition principles delivers

The government has the opportunity in considering the
bookmaker arrangements to increase state revenue.
Government members constantly inform the opposition
that it is not enough to stand up here and oppose the
things the government is doing and that you cannot just
spend, spend, spend. That is the mantra of the
Treasurer. What needs to be put strongly to him is that
the government has the opportunity to increase the
revenue stream to bookmakers in Victoria and, as a
consequence, to the government. That could be done
quite simply.

As the pre-eminent state of sporting interest in this
country Victoria should be encouraging that figure to
grow. Bookmakers are capable of doing that, if given
the opportunity. However, instead there has been a
delay in the sports betting review. It was set up last year
and people made contributions to it, only to be told this
year that it will be included in some grander and vaguer
review of sports generally. We could all lay odds now
that the finding of that review, no matter how general,
will be that sports betting in Victoria is overly
restrictive - that is, that the government ought to act
immediately to free up the sports betting restrictions on
bookmakers to enable them to compete on level terms,
which will result in their generating an increased
revenue stream not just for themselves but also for the
state.
Not long ago bookmakers put to the government the
suggestion that it could increase its efficiency through
the collection of tax by instituting some changes at the
State Revenue Office. As I recall, the suggestion by the
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bookmakers association was that the more than
$2 million collected which eventually found its way
back to race clubs was collected in a cumbersome way
and that the job could be carried out by the SRO in a
revenue-neutral manner by phasing out some of its
functions, which would save the government some
employment expenses. At the same time the
bookmakers would like to see more of the revenue
collected for them going to race clubs. That makes
eminent sense.
So far as I know the suggestion has not been acted on.
A succession of suggestions and proposals has been put
forward by the bookmakers association in good faith
but that has not been reciprocated by the government.
At a meeting last week the bookmakers walked away
pretty much empty handed.
Another issue relating to the State Revenue Office
concerns procedural matters. Some time ago I
expressed concern about Heath Heights Pty Ltd, a car
dealership that collapsed. The results of inquiries I
made from the Treasurer and the SRO have been
unsatisfactory, in my view. The company collapsed
owing some $182 000 in stamp duty. The proposition I
put forward on behalf of a constituent who had been
caught up in that situation and suffered some trouble,
which is being handled in other ways, was that the SRO
should have acted with more vigilance and haste in
addressing the revenue problem. I wrote to the
Treasurer about this matter following an adjournment
debate and suggested the SRO could have acted more
assiduously. In his response the Treasurer said he was
satisfied that the SRO had followed appropriate
procedures regarding Heath Heights Pty Ltd.
I am not convinced. I understand the SRO procedure is
that duty payable in a certain month is payable by the
21 st day of the following month, so that duty payable in
March would become payable by 21 ApriL Should a
car dealership or other business fall behind in duty
payments a first default letter is issued 21 days later. In
the case of the March example the first default letter
would be issued on 12 May. If funds are not received
within a further 30 days the default is referred to the
revenue management section of the SRO. That means
the duty payable in March would not be referred to
revenue management until June.
Heath Heights ceased trading in late March or early
ApriL No action was taken for some time and the
director did a runner. The government was the largest
creditor, being owed $182000 in stamp duty, but it was
left with little chance of recovering the money. It is all
well and good for the Treasurer to say that the
procedures were followed, but commonsense appears to
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be missing. No-one at the SRO telephoned the car
dealership when it started to fall behind in its stamp
duty payments before the first default letter was issued.
Had that been done, at the cost to the taxpayers of this
state of 25 cents, the SRO would have known that the
number had been disconnected - a good indication
that the people running the company might be planning
to do a runner or might already have done so. A signal
would have been sent to the SRO to act quickly rather
than relying on a process set in concrete that involves
sending a letter some weeks afterwards. By the time the
SRO acted the director of the company had sold his
Middle Park property.

In my letter to the Treasurer I said that earlier action by
the SRO might have saved Victorian taxpayers
$182000. The Treasurer's view was that nothing more
could have been done and that the Middle Park
property sold by the director who had fled did not form
part of Heath Heights' assets. That does not entirely
exclude the possibility of utilising that property. The
advice of the official liquidator states:
There are procedures available to obtain Mareva injunctions
over property of directors where there has been misfeasance
or a breach of duty by directors - which may have occurred
in this case.

The liquidator goes on to say:
I am currently engaged in litigation involving another case of
misfeasance and breach of duty by directors in which I have
Mareva injunctions over property whose value exceeds
$2 million.

It is not good enough for the Treasurer to say he was
satisfied that nothing more could be done when
$182 000 owed to taxpayers has not been paid. Perhaps
the Treasurer could consider the processes in the SRO
for chasing outstanding duty and think about whether
an investment of25 cents, the cost of a phone call to
companies owing money, might not be a good
investment.
This bill in no small measure lacks commonsense.
Part 5 is certainly deficient and will do harm to
Victorian revenues in the medium term because it will
lead to a decrease in the operations and number of
bookmakers.
If the Treasurer and the Minister for Sport want to back
a winner, I can give them a sure-fire tip: they should
give bookmakers enough rein to compete effectively
with their colleagues interstate in chasing the lucrative
sports betting turnover, which has disappeared from
this state. That would benefit the racing industry and all
the taxpayers of this state.
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Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) - I thank members
of the opposition for their qualified support of the bill. I
understand the irresistible temptation to criticise any
measure that returns revenue to the budget.

Victorian racing industry had been protected for
decades against any form of competition, much of
which existed in other states of Australia without
creating enormous social disorder.

It is worth commenting on the remarkable feature of
this debate. For anyone who had been present
throughout the whole debate it would be compelling
from its sheer force: despite the fact that the bill
encompasses wide-ranging measures covering various
taxation acts, the only thing that has excited attention is
the repeal of a provision that hypothecates revenue
back to racing clubs. That has been a strange feature of
this debate against the background of the heat and lack
of light generated in recent times over issues involving
gambling.

Even today Victoria's gambling turnover is less than
that of New South Wales, but I expect honourable
members believe New South Wales is an inherently
more evil place than Victoria because people there
spend more per head on gambling. The only saving
grace of this obsession with gambling is that it does not
seem to be shared by the electorate, because all the
polls and indeed the 1996 election results suggest that
obsession is not something - -

The bill deals with family farms, payroll tax, the
implementation of important budget measures
concerning stamp duty on real estate transfers, debits
tax and fmancial institutions duty exemptions for forced
closures of accounts - a matter to which the
honourable member for Williamstown did refer even in
passing - important taxation administration provisions
dealing with protecting appellants against having to pay
the tax before their appeal is dealt with, and the
bookmakers' tax issue.

Mr STOCKDALE - Gambling got you the seat.
You won the seat ofMitcham over gambling. What is
more important in the long run is the other side of the
coin for this measure: that it is not just $2 million the
government collected but, as is recited in the budget
papers, it was part of a deliberate strategy to provide
additional funds for health and education, a matter
about which Labor Party members have also been
bleating extensively over recent years. When we
actually do something about it they oppose every
measure that frees funds to be redirected to these
unquestionably high priority areas. This debate is
another example of that.

Probably 80 per cent of the debate has been taken up
with the bookmakers' tax issue. It is a rather strange
obsession for a party that is so concerned about the
level of gambling. Indeed, the honourable member for
Mitcham spent most of his time arguing for an increase
in the level of gambling in this state, saying in relation
to both bookmakers' turnover and sports betting
turnover we could be increasing the amount of betting
and gambling taking place in Victoria No doubt the
Leader of the Opposition has found another play to go
to tonight, which explains why he is not here yanking
the honourable member into line with the party's
policy-Mr Bracks -

He's at the races.

Mr STOCKDALE - He's out at the trots tonight
is he? Doing a bit of research for the next bill? It is
interesting, Sir, that the Labor Party has chosen to seek
to obscure the fact that it made the decisions about
introducing gaming machines and casinos into this
state. It was less concemed in those days about the evil
of gambling that has become such an enormous focus
for the totality of the Labor Party's attention to public
policy issues. It was not an issue back when the Labor
Party was in government and was increasing gambling
opportunities, and I might say doing so with the support
of the present government on the ground that the

Honourable members interjecting.

It is far more important to take a short-term, narrow,
inconsistent political position than to recognise that the
only way to increase spending to the extent it has been
increased in the budget on health and education is to
redirect funds from other areas. The measure about
which there has been so much complaint today is a
direct contributor to the increased priority given to
spending on health and education in the 1998 Victorian
budget.

The government met with representatives of the racing
industry about this matter, and I have to say the
government enjoys a relationship with the racing
industry that would be the envy of governments around
Australia. It is certainly better than the relationship the .
industry said it enjoyed with the previous Labor
government when people used to complain to me every
time I went to the races about how the Labor Party had
no idea of the importance of the industry.
Through the privatisation of the TAB the government
has provided extremely beneficial arrangements for the
racing industry. The industry has been loud in its praise
for the new arrangements and has attributed the
resurgence of interest in racing in the state over the past
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three or four years to the circumstances flowing from
the privatisation of the TAB. Nonetheless, while
making it clear to the racing industry that this measure
and the hypothecation of the bookmakers tax make no
sense on public policy grounds, the government has
invited submissions from the racing industry on how
improvements might be made to capitalise on the
improved condition of Victorian racing over recent
years. I have to say, and I do not think. anybody at that
meeting would cavil at this proposition, that it was an
extremely amicable meeting from both sides, reflecting
the cordial and constructive relationship between the
Kennett government, the Premier himself and the
racing industry.
I am confident, without committing to any particular
response to the submissions made by the racing
industry, that we will work effectively together to
capitalise on the enormous success of racing in this
state. I am somewhat disappointed the Labor Party has
so little confidence in the ability of the racing industry,
including the bookmakers, to maintain the colour and
attraction that is so much a feature of events like the
spring racing carnival and racing performances
throughout the year.
I put it to the racing industry - and it produced more
than one smile around the table - that while one would
expect the industry to object to the measures in the bill
we shared a confidence that racing would continue to
prosper in Victoria and would go from strength to
strength. The government will continue to work with
the industry to build it up and meet the challenge of a
privatised TAB in New South Wales.
This measure is very important in the priority we are
giving to health and education, and even more than the
Labor Party, the racing industry is prepared to
acknowledge that it is an important measure in
facilitating important initiatives in health and education.
The original hypothecation of this revenue was not
justified; the new spirit of the industry running its own
affairs, taking responsibility for its own actions and
having freedom to develop the industry as it sees fit
could also be applied to this measure. What sense does
it make for the government to collect revenue from the
industry and then repatriate it back to the industry? It
would be far better, if we did not need the money for
health and education, to leave it to be disposed of by the
industry itself. It is the paternalistic attitude of the
Labor Party that says the government ought to provide
handouts to the chosen few. That is not the course the
government has taken. On public policy grounds, this
hypothecation is not desirable and there are a number of
measures the government has taken that will promote
racing in this state.
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I am sure that in future we will continue to enjoy not
only a mutually fruitful but cordial relationship with
those people who run racing in this state. The other
measures are also important but since they have
attracted so little attention I do not need to add to the
second-reading speech. I commend the bill to the
house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Committee
Clauses I to 11 agreed to.
Clause 12

Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer) -

I move:

Clause 12, page 12, after line 28 insert "(4) Sections 71A and 71B of the Stamps Act 1958, as in
force immediately before the commencement of this
section, continue to apply to a conveyance executed on
or after that commencement as a result of an
agreement entered into before that commencement.".

This is an extremely important amendment which
inserts a transitional provision into the bill to preserve
the effect of section 71 A and 71 B as in force before
they were amended by the bill so that they continue to
apply to any conveyance executed on or after 1 July
1998 which is the result of a contract or agreement to
convey real property entered into before 1 July 1998. It
clarifies the original intention.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 13 to 17 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendment

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

GAMING No. 2 (AMENDMENT) BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 April; motion of
Mr REYNOLDS (Minister for Sport).

Mr HULLS (Niddrie) - The opposition does not
oppose the Gaming No. 2 (Amendment) Bill.
Honourable members should cast their minds back to
the reasons behind the introduction of the bill. I will not
go into the history of gaming in Victoria because the
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Premier gets touchy when the opposition discusses
gaming and his close relationship with people in the
industry. The debate on this bill gives one the
opportunity to discuss some of those issues, but because
of the late hour and the fact that the Premier is weary
from the late sitting last night it would be inappropriate
to upset him more than he already is.
During the debate on the original Gaming No. 2 Bill the
government was warned by the opposition that it had
not got right the changes that bill made to minor
gaming, particularly at bingo centres. The Minister for
Education gave the second-reading speech on that bill
behalf of the Minister for Sport.

Mr Bracks inteIjected.
Mr HULLS - The bill does deal with numbers and
at that stage the Minister for Education was keen for his
numbers to come up. The Minister for Education said
that the original Gaming No. 2 Bill would:
... separate the regulation of minor gaming activities, such as
raflles, bingo and the sale of lucky envelopes, from the
policing of il\egal gaming and betting, which will remain in
the Lotteries Gaming and Betting Act.

That is what that bill was supposed to do. The minister
then said:
The bill substantially continues the present regulatory scheme
for gaming activities of a non-charitable nature such as trade
promotion lotteries, Calcutta sweepstakes and
investment-related lotteries, as weD as the licensing of bingo
centres. However, the criteria under which a trade promotion
lottery pennit may be granted have been tightened to ensure
that these activities are conducted only to genuinely promote
the products or services of a business and not to promote a
business which exists only to conduct lotteries.

In effect the bill separated out minor gaming from its
regulatory framework. At the time I made some
observations about the opening of the temporary
casino - the permanent casino had not yet opened. I
was concerned about funds being drained out of
charitable organisations that are dependent on bingo,
lucky envelopes and raffles because of the continual
promotion of the casino and electronic gaming
machines. During the second-reading debate I said
there was anecdotal evidence that many charitable
organisations had been drained of funds and that the
government should look at ways of ensuring that those
funds were returned to the charitable organisations. It
would be false economy if that did not occur, because if
the money those organisations could raise was
restricted they would be more dependent on
government fmancial assistance. It was important that
charitable organisations could exist in their own right
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and that they could use minor forms of gaming to assist
their fundraising activities.
The government, while trying to get the right balance
between having a squeaky clean gaming industry and
ensuring that a particular charitable or sporting
organisation could raise funds, actually mucked up the
balance. It put too great a burden on bona fide
volunteers at bingo centres. I envisaged the possibility
that many of the bona fide charitable organisations
running bingo operations would close them because of
the onerous burden imposed on them by the
government.
The government ignored the opposition's concerns, but
they came true. Many bingo centres in Bendigo and
other regional centres found it difficult to continue
operating because of the imposition of the $115 fee on
bona fide volunteers and the complex forms they had to
fill in. In fact, it was easier to obtain a gun than to be a
volunteer at a bingo centre. That is how onerous the
regulations are. The government has fmally admitted
that it got it wrong and the opposition was right.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Niddrie has spent a lot of time on the history of the
legislation. He should relate his comments to this
narrow bill.

Mr HULLS - It is important to remind the
government how it mucked it up. It is a warning that
the government should not continue to rush through
legislation late at night, because it gets it wrong more
often than not.
The Gaming No. 2 (Amendment) Bill delegates to the
Director of Gaming and Betting the responsibility for
determining applications for trade promotion lottery
permits rather than the Victorian Casino and Gaming
Authority.
The SPEAKER responsibility .

Order! It transfers

Mr HULLS - That is right, Mr Speaker, that is
exactly what the legislation does. Mr Bill Lahey is the
Director of Gaming and Betting and the legislation will .
enable him to make decisions about trade promotion
lottery permits. That is a sensible arrangement. The
Victorian Casino and Gaming Authority has many tasks
to perform, including making sure that Victoria has a
squeaky clean gaming industry. It is appropriate that the
delegation take place, and who better to have that
responsibility than Mr Lahey, a sensible person who
will perform the role admirably?
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I make just one point about clause 4. The explanatory
memorandum states that it:
... provides that if there are any applications to the AA T for a
review of an authority decision in relation to the
determination of an application for a trade promotion lottery
permit., these can be determined as if this act had not been
enacted.

I will be interested to note whether all the applications
that are currently on foot actually get through the
AA T - I am not sure how many there are - before
further proposed legislation which is to be introduced in
the next couple of days changes the entire structure of
the AA T. The government intends to introduce a super
tribunal structure. If applications have not been decided
by the current AAT we might have to be back in this
place further amending the Gaming No. 2 Act to take
account of the incorporation of the AAT into the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal.
I thank the minister for providing me with a brief from
his department! The opposition had to get it under FOI.
I am advised there has been absolutely no reduction and the word no' is outlined in capital letters in the
briefmg note - in the level of probity checks through
the administrative change. It is important to note that
probity was mentioned in the debate on the Gaming
No. 2 Bill last year. It was made quite clear that in any
application for a permit under the act the authority had
to have regard to whether an applicant was of good
repute, having regard to character, honesty and
integrity, and also whether a trade or business to be
promoted by the lottery was conducted in good faith
and produced or sold a product or service other than a
lottery.
4

Opposition members will monitor the assertion by the
department that the legislation ensures there will be no
reduction in the level of probity and probity checks
following the change. The opposition has been
absolutely vigilant in attempting to ensure that Victoria
has a squeaky clean gaming industry, whether it be the
operation of gaming machines or the casino. The last
thing Victorians want is for shonks and charlatans to be
involved in the industry, or even a perception of them
being involved. Victorians do not want a perception of
that the government has as its head a de facto director
of, for instance, the casino.
The SPEAKER - Order! The honourable member
for Niddrie is again testing the patience of the Chair.
The bill is a very narrow measure. I direct him back to
the bill, which as he knows does not allow him to
canvass the issues he is now canvassing.
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Mr IIIJLLS - In conclusion, the opposition will
monitor the measure to ensure there is no diminution of
probity requirements for gaming in this state, because
once a question mark hangs over people involved in the
industry a cloud will hang over the industry in Victoria.
That is the last thing anyone wants. The opposition
agrees with the proposed amendment. It is sensible for
the Director of Gaming and Betting to have powers of
delegation in relation to trade lotteries. On that basis,
the opposition supports the bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Remaining stages
Passed remaining stages.

PUBLIC SECTOR REFORM
(MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL
and PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT
AND EMPLOYMENT BILL
Second reading
Debate resumed from 12 May; motions of
Mr STOCKDALE (Treasurer).

Mr A. F. PLOWMAN (8enambra) - In
continuing the debate I suggest that the issues relevant
to the debate emanate largely from the opposition that
has been expressed to the proposed legislation. That
opposition is based on a few basic tenets. The first is
that the proposal will result in the independent advice
that is given by members of the public service will no
longer be available. The opposition suggests also that
members of the public service which we have grown to
know, appreciate and need, will no longer be able to
give independent advice. I ask whether this suggestion
can be given any credence. Anyone who works or has
worked in the public service knows why he or she
chose to do that work. The answer is that they like to
work in a theatre that provides the opportunity of
working independently of politics. That is why they are
there and that is why they enjoy their work.
The suggestion that the proposed legislation will
change all that is nonsense. What is in the bills that will
do that? What is in the changes proposed that will make
all those independent public servants who have spent
their lives giving advice to governments of all sorts
change their minds about their jobs? Is the government
proposing something that will cause them to think that
their jobs will change? Is the government creating a
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threat to their lives sufficient for them to believe that a
change is being proposed to the fundamental thing that
makes them want to be public servants? I doubt it.
I had the good fortune to spend five years of my life
working with the public service, not as a public servant
but with public servants on a day-to-day basis. As many
other honourable members have said, the public service
is made up of a fme body of people. They are experts in
their own terms and in their own spheres of influence
and advice. Why would any of those people say, 'I'm
going to walk away from the basic ethic of my
profession - that is, to give independent advice. '?
Mr Bracks inteIjected.
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN - The honourable member
for Williamstown suggests that the government would
sack them. If they were to walk away from their
independence the government would be right in sacking
them, because that is their fundamental role, and they
respect that.

We as members of the government respect the same
thing, because if we were not to give the credibility to
the public servants who have traditionally given service
to all governments and continue to do so, they would
not be part of that public service.
Mr Spry inteIjected.
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN - Whatever the
competition, precisely. The honourable member for
Bellarine sums it up well. He has a good understanding
of the role of public servants, having worked closely
with people in Queenscliffwho play a fundamental role
in the specialist area of expertise in the fishing industry.
They are there only because they know and love that
role and continue to do it. The reason they are
independent is that they do not want to be part of the
political scene, and I do not blame them for that. In fact
I respect them for their views. However, to suggest that
this bill will do something so fundamental as to change
their situation is complete nonsense.

I make a point about something said by members of the
opposition, particularly the honourable member for
Williamstown, because I drew him out by way of
intetjection. He suggested that jobs should be for life. It
is archaic to think that people going into any profession
should expect a job to be theirs for life. What could be
more restrictive on the individual than being told, 'You
have that job for life'? It is a little like a sentence.
Mr Acting Speaker, would you like to be told that what
you do when you leave school and go to your first job
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you will be doing forever? If that were the case you
would not be sitting there at the moment. I put it to you,
Sir, that even the honourable member for Williamstown
would not be doing what he is doing now had his first
job been a job for life. Maybe that is not such a good
thing; maybe he would have been better off where he
was before! Be that as it may, I suggest that his life
would be greatly diminished ifhe were not able to do
what he is doing today, and that means that he had the
opportunity of choice; that he was not restricted by
going into the public service and being told, 'This is a
job for life; this is what you will be doing forever'. I
know quite well that if I were doing forever what I did
for the first part of my life I would still be chasing
flyblown sheep! I would much rather be up here doing
something that is a little bit different.
A government member inteIjected.
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN - I spend most of my time
talking to my dogs. I must admit, though, that when I
talk to the dogs they listen to me, but it does not seem
to apply here! However, I still say that the opportunity
to do more with one's life than stick to one profession
should not be the hallmark of the public service. If
anything has been restrictive in the public service it has
been the intrinsic belief that people were in the job for
life.

Of all the people I have worked with those I felt the
most sadness for are those who were hanging on to jobs
they had been in for 10 or 15 years and knew they had
another three or four years before they could take their
package at the end of it and that was why they were
there - because the package was at the end. That is the
worst thing you can have, just to look forward to the
package at the end of your career. It is much better to
stay in a job because you really want to be there.
Public servants should never be restricted by that
concept of staying to the end of their careers in order to
get a package. The government is changing that view,
and, frankly, I think that is a great thing. It is one of the
best things we have done in this legislation and one of
the best things we have done for people who work in
the public service. I repeat that I do not deny that such
people are great people because they are dedicated to
what they do and to their professions; they are experts
in their fields. Those on the opposite side who said that
the public service is a job for life should take the point
that I say that is like a sentence. This change now gives
people the opportunity to exercise choice, to look at a
broader sphere in life and determine to learn what they
can while they are in one position to set themselves up
for a good start in the next job.
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Ms Davies intetjected.
Mr A. F. PLOWMAN - I suggest that the
honourable member for Gippsland West would enjoy a
change; she would have enjoyed the change she
experienced in coming to this place. Every public
servant should have that opportunity.
The other point the opposition made concerned the
threat of dismissal that was referred to in a few meagre
passages in the bill. The opposition claimed that the
government would change people's lives, that they
would have a threat hanging over their shoulders, that
Big Brother would be looking at them 24 hours a day
and might say, 'Your job is gone if you do the wrong
thing'. What absolute nonsense!
I take the point that many people in the public service
are not particularly happy with the jobs they are doing
at the moment, but who among them feels threatened
with dismissal because of what they are legitimately
doing? This legislation does not impinge on that side of
their lives, nor should it. Anybody who thinks that this
legislation poses the threat of dismissal to public
servants is not aware of the role of public servants.
Clauses 7 and 8 clearly state that the public sector
agency has a defined role to play: that it must employ
on merit and decisions about employment must be
made on merit; that employees must be treated fairly
and reasonably; that equal employment opportunities
must be provided; and that ernployees must have a
reasonable avenue of redress against unfair and
unreasonable treatment.
People have said, 'What about the unfair dismissal
provisions?'. What about those provisions that look
after people in the public sector? That is what they are
there for. We do not need to have such provisions in
this legislation because they are clearly enunciated in
other legislation. Anyone who looks at this legislation
and says that the government is making undue threats
against employees in the public sector through the fear
of dismissal is saying that the unfair dismissal
provisions are worthless; that they do not work. Of
course they work; it is a safety net and the reason that
people will not be dismissed unfairly. If that is the
major threat in this bill, it is a hollow threat.
The other matter raised in the debate concerned
opportunities for transfer. The honourable member for
Williamstown highlighted the point in the bill that says
a department head may transfer an employee. Frankly,
that is unbelievable. Does the member for
Williamstown say that department heads must transfer
people against their will? If they do not want to be
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transferred, must they be transferred? The department
head may transfer because to do so would be in the best
interests of an employee if that employee is going to a
job that best suits him or her; but to suggest that there
should be a 'must' in the legislation obviously means
that employment in itself is the end goal. To my mind,
the person who is happiest in employment is the person
who is doing ajob he or she enjoys. Work is not work
when you are doing something you enjoy doing. Ifwe
had compulsory redeployment or compulsory
transfer - for example, someone who has had a career
in a certain area and been told he or she must transfer to
another area - that would be different.
That is the area of greatest concern because it means
you will have square pegs in round holes. You will
have dissatisfied workers. I suggest that this area of
concern by the opposition is fallacious and denies the
respect I have for people in the public service who
enjoy the work they perform and are quite happy to
move within the service, providing they move to a job
that suits them. That must be on the basis that a
departmental head 'may' transfer them, and not 'must'
transfer them.
Finally, it was claimed that conditions of employment
are going to be denied public servants. That is also
nonsense. Where is it stated in this amendment that
conditions of employment are under threat? They are
not under threat. As I said in relation to clauses 7 and 8
of the bill, departmental heads have a responsibility and
must adhere to that responsibility. Part of that
responsibility is to ensure that there is fair play. You
can have different politics and different opinions, but
one thing Australians consider paramount is fair play
and they will come out and say so if they believe it is
not there. I suggest there is nothing in the bill that
denies fair play.
Those five factors - independence of advice, a job for
life, the threat of dismissal, the opportunity to transfer
and conditions of employment - are all fallacious. The
arguments put by the opposition completely deny the
justice in the bill. I commend the bill to the house.
Given my knowledge of the people I have met who
have worked in the public sector, I believe public
servants will support the bill.

Mrs MADDIGAN (Essen don) - I join my
colleagues in strongly opposing both bills. It is a delight
to follow the honourable member for Benambra; his
rustic simplicity is very relaxing on an evening
following a late sitting. Iflife were as simple and as
black and white as he would have us believe, the world
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would be a wonderful place in which to live and we
would be happy with our jobs.

Mr Spry - We are!
Mrs MADDIGAN - I am glad the honourable
member for Bellarine is happy with his job because on
my calculations he has only a year or so left, so he may
as well enjoy it while he has the opportunity and before
he is defeated by the Labor candidate for Bellarine,
Kerry UrIer. The opposition is looking forward to that
with enthusiasm. The honourable member for
Benambra has missed the point of the bill, and the
honourable member for Doncaster, whose
understanding is limited to the one plane of a computer
screen, also probably cannot understand what is
involved and why the community is so concerned about
it. The bill is not funny because it will have a disastrous
effect on public servants. It is unfortunate that public
servants in the state are the victims of the government's
absolute obsession with privatisation. It is an obsession
because despite experiences - -

Mr Perton inteIjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan)Order! The honourable member for Doncaster is out of
order and out of his place. I ask him to either resume his
seat or leave the house.

Mrs MADDIGAN - The only 'out' you forgot,
Mr Acting Speaker, was out of his mind. The bill is a
serious bill for public servants in the state. It is all right
for the honourable member for Doncaster to sit there
laughing and chortling, but it is a serious bill that has
serious consequences for the 23 000 people currently
employed in the public service. I feel sorry for public
servants. Ever since the government came to office they
have been pushed around from pillar to post with a total
lack of care because of the government's obsession
with privatisation. The bill is an effort to try to knock
them off for all time and remove what is a basic tenet of
the Westminster system - an independent public
service that can operate without fear or favour.
The provisions of the bill quite clearly remove that
protection and the sense of independence that is
necessary if Victoria is to be a truly democratic state.
That will come as no surprise to people who live in
Victoria, because much of the legislation that the
government has put through Parliament shows quite
clearly that democracy is not a tenet it holds very dear.
We have become used t6 that, but that does not make it
any more pleasant for the rest of Victoria. I know that
many people are looking forward to the next election so
they can give the Kennett government a clear
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understanding of what they think about it. Certainly the
opinion polls the opposition has seen recently have
made that point of view fairly clear.
I was somewhat surprised by the honourable member
for Benambra, who suggested that if public servants
have the right to transfer from one department to
another they are being forced against their will to work.
That entirely misses the point again. The point is that
we have public servants who are skilled and well
trained. If for reasons of government policy some
policy area closes down do we want to lose those
experienced people or do we want to have the
opportunity for them to be transferred to another part of
the public service and provide their expertise to the
public of Victoria? That seems to me to be a reasonable
and very sensible use of resources. The government
speaks to us continually - and it is better on rhetoric
than action - about efficiency and economic results,
and one would have thought it would realise that
experienced public servants are a worthwhile and
valuable economic resource. Why then does the
government seem so keen to take this action?
Yesterday the honourable member for Williamstown
very clearly went through the 10 points of concern that
have been raised not only by the State Public Services
Federation, but also by a number of other members of
the community. I have had a number of representations
from public servants who live in my electorate asking
for the government to postpone the bill until the spring
sitting. When the government introduced the bill the
opposition sought that it should be held over to the
spring sitting to allow a consultation process to be
undertaken because it radically changes the face of the
public service. In its usual manner the government said
no, because the last thing it wants to do is talk to the
community of Victoria. It is a great shame because
these provisions are so different from what currently
applies and public servants have not been given the
opportunity to discuss them, ask questions or go
through some of the processes.
What is the rush? Is the whole state of Victoria going to
collapse if this bill is not passed until September? The
answer is no. Why is the government so frightened of
allowing the bill to be held over until Septernber to
allow public servants to discuss it, to allow discussions
to go on and to - An honourable member inteIjected.

Mrs MADDIGAN - They are on the move right out the door; and I am glad to say it will not be too
long before you join them. You will be no loss to
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anyone, either. The poor old public servants are going
to be on the move. They will lose their jobs if the
government gets its way. What is·the rush with the bill?
There is no need to force it through, except that the
government is obsessed by privatisation.
It seems strange that the government still follows this
line when so far it has not been able to bring forward
one instance of any place in the world where it has been
proved that privatised organisations can do things better
than public organisations. Removing working
conditions and making people insecure is not likely to
improve productivity. If the government makes its
employees wonder from one day to the next whether
they will have a job, and makes them frightened to tell
the truth in case they offend their bosses, who can sack
them at will, will it really get the best productivity from
its work force? I do not think so.
I should think human resources managers anywhere
could have explained that to the government if it had
taken the time to discuss and consult with them. It is
nonsense to try to suggest this is a well-thought-out bill,
that it is the best thing for Victoria and that it is giving
something positive to public servants.
The area I shall concentrate on tonight deals with
women, because they are in a peculiar situation and
their employment conditions are being undennined by
the government.
Mr Perton intetjected.
Mrs MADDIGAN - The honourable member for
Doncaster intetjects again when he is not in his own
seat. It is strange that he seems keener to contribute to
my speeches than to make his own - perhaps because
he does not have very much to say for himself. It is
interesting that he says this is yet another speech in
defence of women's rights. That is right. We have to
keep saying it. What a shame that we have to do so!
The reason is the appalling policies of the current
government. Its understanding of equality of
opportunity is about as great as its understanding of the
basic concerns of governance - it has shown since it
was elected that it does not have much of an idea about
that either.
The bill makes a couple of changes that should concern
women. Clause 6 of the Public Sector Reform
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill repeals the Public
Authorities (Equal Employment Opportunity) Act 1990
and the Public Sector Management Act 1992. Those
acts were introduced by the previous Labor
government, which attempted to ensure women and
other groups in the public service were given equality
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of opportunity. One wonders why the government
wants to repeal them. It makes a rather feeble attempt to
insert a further clause relating to this matter in part 2 of
the Public Sector Management and Employment Bill. I
shall read it to demonstrate how wishy-washy it is
compared with the strong provisions that guarded
women's rights in the old public authorities and public
sector management acts. Clause 7 of the Public Sector
Management and Employment Bill states:
Agency Heads and public authority Heads must establish
employment processes that will ensure that(a)

e~ployment

(b)

employees are treated fairly and reasonably; and

(c)

equal employment opportunity is provided; and

decisions are based on merit; and

(d) employees have a reasonable avenue of redress against
unfair or unreasonable treatment.

This is the same bill that changes the employment
provisions of public servants so they can no longer
appeal against promotions - the government is already
contradicting itself in the provisions it has included in
these bills.
Women's conditions are continually being downgraded
by this government because of its move towards
casualisation and part-time employment. A number of
provisions relating to women are of particular concern
to the trade union movement and the Victorian Trades
Hall Council. They relate not only to matters of equal
pay but also matters of sexual harassment and other
areas. The politicisation of the public service and
control by departmental heads does nothing to make
women more comfortable so that they can complain
against the actions of senior officers - they will know
action can be taken against them immediately, with
very little redress because of the changes proposed in
these bills. The fact that women and other people in the
public service no longer have specific jobs but are
ernployed on a band level means they have much less
security of employment. That must raise concerns for
women who go on maternity leave and other leave
forms.
Although federal legislation contains other provisions
to protect women in some way, the protection that was
provided by the public authorities and public sector
management acts which are being repealed made much
better provision for the way women should be treated.
lbrough its legislation the government provides
guidelines within which industry and the public service
can work. By removing those strong protection
provisions it is saying to Victorian women, 'We do not
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think you need this sort of support, You will be all
right Go out there, but we are not really prepared to
support you as much as we can' .
I shall read a couple of paragraphs from the
second-reading speech on the Public Authorities (Equal
Employment Opportunity) Bill when it was introduced
in 1990. It was delivered by former Premier Ms Kirner,
who is a well-known fighter for women's rights and
who has been a great support to women in Parliament.
The speech incorporates some of the matters that are
still continuing and, unfortunately, a growing concern
to women. It states:
Women are most likely to be found in lower status jobs, at
lower classification levels where they earn less money.
Women are typically employees in hospitals, schools and
community services rather than in transport, industry, housing
and construction or water resources.
This legislation will help improve the employment status of
women in public authorities by giving women access to, and
ensuring that they are equipped for a wider range of jobs in
different occupations and at different levels.

This part of the speech refers to public authorities, but
the same provisions were also contained in the bill
dealing with public servants. The speech continues:
In order to achieve this aim, the legislation will require
authorities to promote non-<iiscriminatory policies and
practices; ensure that their personnel systems select people on
the basis of merit for recruitment and promotion; establish
equal employment opportunity consultative committees, with
an appropriate balance of management and union
representation; set up information systems to provide data on
the effectiveness of programs; and provide information to
employees and to Parliament on the content and effectiveness
of equal employment opportunity programs.

It also states:
Authorities will report annually, through their minister, to
Parliament on the profile of their work forces and the impact
of their equal employment opportunity programs.
There will also be an annual report to Parliament, by the
minister responsible for administering the act, on the overall
implementation of equal employment opportunity in public
authorities.

That very specific and detailed protection particularly
for women in the public service has been replaced by
this wishy-washy clause 7 of the Public Service
Management and Employment Bill. That is highly
unlikely to make women in the public service feel
protected by the government or to send the message to
employees that the government cares about its public
servants.
I have been surprised and indeed shocked by some of
the comments of government members during this
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debate on public servants. I do not know whether they
deal with public servants but they seem to have little
idea of how the public service in this state works. I can
do no better than quote an article from the Age of
9 May on the appointment of the new head of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet, Mr Bill Scales.
This is what he says about public servants in Victoria:
Our bureaucrncy is not only incredibly respected in Australia
for its competence but also in the region.

That is the public service I am talking about. If the
public service is regarded by the newly appointed head
of the Department of Premier and Cabinet as being so
good, why is the government trying to destroy public
servants' motivation and security by this bill?
The honourable member for Benambra asked why
public servants should get better protection. Anyone
who has any knowledge of the background of the
public service knows that for many years and even now
public servants have always received lower salaries
than their equivalents in private industry. That has been
a pay-off, if you like, because in other ways they have
had more security of employment. The government is
removing that security but is not compensating for it by
increasing the salary levels to those of private industry.
The government makes no attempt to improve the lot of
public serVants.
In all the contributions by government members very
little has been said about the welfare of public servants.
They are the 23 000 people who work extremely hard
under incredible pressures imposed on them by the
govemment. Their numbers and programs have been
cut and they have been treated in a shameful way since
the government came to office.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan) Order! This is the second time the honourable member
for Thomastown has crossed the Chair's line of sight.
He has enough experience to know not to do that; I ask
him not to do it again.

Mrs MADDIGAN - It is not surprising that we
constantly hear stories of poor morale in the public
service and of people taking sick leave because of
stress: over and over again the government proves it has
no understanding of good human relations, no idea of
managing staff and no concern for the hard work of
public servants. This bill is just a further example of the
government's lack of concern. It should be condemned.
If the government were courageous it would agree to
the opposition's recommendation that the bill be held
over to the spring sessional period to allow it to be
discussed and debated.
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Honourable members interjecting.

Mrs MADDIGAN - I would like it recorded that
honourable members opposite said 'No way', 'No way
at all' and 'Never'. That is typical. Look at them sitting
over there complacently, but not for long - only until
the next state election. I am sure the state public
servants will be more than happy to wave them farewell
and more than happy to contribute to their farewell
gifts. It will probably be their happiest day in years
when the Liberal government is defeated at the next
state election.
Mr PERTON (Doncaster) - Her last comment
reveals the ideological origins of the honourable
member for Essendon's thinking.
Ms Davies inteIjected.
Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Gippsland West in her usual inimitable fonn showing her ideological origins as well - leaps to the
defence of the honourable member for Essendon. The
honourable member for Essendon has tonight yet again
contributed her three standard speeches! Standard
speech no. 1 - privatisation is an evil. I guess if you
believe in collectivisation, socialism and the like
privatisation is a bad thing.
Standard speech no. 2 - equal opportunity - she
cannot even deliver on her own. I am surprised,
Mr Acting Speaker, that you let her read on and on and
on from someone else's speech. Standard speech
no. 3 - delivered with her usual humourless giggle was' You on the government side will no longer be in
government after the next election'. That basically
summarises the contribution of the honourable member
for Essendon.
I will deal with each aspect. At first I was sceptical
about the idea of privatisation, competition policy,
et cetera, and accepted that a number of Victorian
traditions about state ownership were vaguely
beneficial. Those views have been proved wrong. The
effect of privatisation and competition policy has
dramatically improved the performance ofthe Victorian
economy. Undoubtedly when you and I, Mr Acting
Speaker, stood for election in 1992 the state was in a
terrible mess. Ifwe travelled to Sydney or elsewhere
Victoria was the butt of humour. Victoria was the Rust
Bucket State.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Tullamarine rightly asks who was responsible for that.
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The Auditor-General rightly sheets home the
blame-The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan)Order! This is all very interesting by way of
introductory remarks, but I ask the honourable member
for Doncaster to relate his remarks to the bill before the
Chair.
Mr PERTON - Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker,
for your generous advice and guidance. I was
addressing the comments you allowed the honourable
member for Essendon to make. She made great play of
the evils of privatisation and those arguments need to
be addressed head-on. The electricity industry has been
much improved by privatisation, and the Victorian
reforms are the model for the reforms being adopted by
the New South Wales Labor government. Unlike this
opposition, it is a Labor Party that is used to being in
government and is prepared to adopt modern
management methods.

Mr Bracks - On a point of order, Sir, I refer you to
your previous ruling in which you indicated that the
honourable member for Doncaster should address the
bill. Since your direction he has not addressed the bill,
but rather talked about his version of whether the
electricity industry has been privatised successfully. I
ask you to bring him back to the bill.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Maughan) Order! I uphold the point of order. The honourable
member for Doncaster did say he was responding to
comments made by the honourable member for
Essendon. She did not refer to electricity privatisation
and I would ask the honourable member for Doncaster
to please address his remarks to the bill before the
Chair.

Mr PERTON - I will proceed to speech no. 2
given by the honourable member for Essendon on the
question of equal opportunity in the public sector. I ask
honourable members to cast their minds back to the last
head of the Victorian Premier's Department - it was a
woman, a very capable and talented woman,
Ms Elizabeth Proust. The honourable member for
Essendon shows distaste when I mention the name
El izabeth Proust.
Mrs Maddigan inteIjected.
Mr PERTON - In her typical hypocritical way she
seems to be demeaning the status of women who have
actually succeeded. How extraordinary! What an act of
hypocrisy on her part. When we meet talented public
servants in the course of our day-to-day work and seek

PUBLIC SECTOR REFORM (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL and PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT AND
EMPLOYMENT BILL
1754

ASSEMBLY

their advice when we need help for our constituents,
members of Parliament can have no doubt that a large
percentage of the Victorian public service is made up of
talented women.

Mr Jenkins interjected.
Mr PERTON - As the honourable member for
BaHarat West says, we are totally reliant on them in our
electorate offices.
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr PERTON - The honourable members for
Tullamarine and Bellarine are right to point out that the
honourable member for Essendon, having put her sour,
miserable, humourless case, has now scuttled out of the
chamber. It would be tenific if the people of Essendon
could have a work value test applied to her. I must
confess the state is very much the poorer now that
Mr lan Davis is no longer the representative for
Essendon - he was terrific. I remember the way he
stood up for the interests of his community and his
constituents - unlike the factional hack, an ally of the
honourable member for Williamstown, who is out there
plotting and conspiring to bring down the Leader of the
Opposition. I guess she is a factional ally; is she?
Mr Bracks - They're all my friends!
Mr PERTON - All your friends? Factional allies
one and all! Let me return to the question of equal
opportunity. Equal opportunity law has never been
stronger in this state. Without a doubt, both the Equal
Opportunity Commission and the Equal Opportunity
Tribunal have never been more accessible to the public.
More applications are being processed and they are
being processed faster. The Equal Opportunity
Commission has established excellent educational
facilities with one of the best Internet Websites in the
country designed to deliver information on the law, the
practice and the mechanisms for the defence of equal
opportunity in this state. That law is applicable whether
one is a public servant or an employee in the private
sector. It is terrific to see that in our state it does not
matter whether it is politics, sex, religion, family status
and the like - the people of Victoria have the strongest
equal opportunity law of any state.
The bill does not detract from that one bit. Clause 3 of
the Public Sector Management and Employment Bill
sets out its objects in bringing the public service into the
modem era. They are:
(a)

further to enable Victorian public sector employees to be
brought under general industrial framework established by
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the Workplace Relations Act 1986 of the Commonwealth
on a similar footing to employees in the private sector;
(b)

to promote among public sector employees a spirit of
service to the community;

(c)

to emphasise the principles of merit, responsible
management, management competence and efficiency
within the Victorian public sector;

(d)

to maintain appropriate standards of integrity and conduct
for employees in the Victorian public sector.

Each of those is a laudable aim, and I fmd it
extraordinary that anyone should suggest those aims are
not appropriate. Indeed, from serving on the Premier's
bills committee, dealing with the professional public
servants who drafted this legislation and prepared the
documentation under which it will be administered and
having had the opportunity to meet the commissioner, I
have full faith that we will have regulations for the
public service that will reflect the needs of the state for
the latter part of the century and for the next century.
Society has changed dramatically and the idea of
individuals transfening from the private sector to the
public sector and from the public sector to the private
sector is well entrenched. An employee from the
Premier's department has moved ahead to meet the
needs of the ANZ bank, a huge multinational
organisation. It is clear in the case of Ms Proust, as with
many public servants, that the modern public servant is
sufficiently competitive and skilled to have the ability
and professionalism to work in both the private and
public sectors.
As the honourable member for Coburg is in the
chamber I am sure he would acknowledge that part of
the reason for the change is the changing nature of
society and the economy. I have heard him speak about
globalisation and the blurring of the distinction between
the public and the private sectors. There is no doubt that
as we are increasingly contracting work out and moving
to corporatisation there is a blurring between the two.
Often people in the public service who come up with
new ideas move out, set up their own companies,
deliver services to the public sector and reap the
rewards for their own benefit. The blurring of the
differences between the public and private sectors is
important because we need to be able to test the
performance of the public sector against the standards
of the private sector.
It is clear that some services delivered by the
government are inappropriate to be delivered by the
private sector and there are some services the
government is responsible for delivering that may be
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better delivered by the private sector. The statute
provides a framework that acknowledges the new
reality that Victorian public servants operate under a
federal award and have the same rights and privileges
as other workers in the Victorian economy. That is a
very good thing. Certainly it is the wish of the
electorate and a good thing for the workplace that
public servants should have the same rights and
privileges as other citizens.
Ms GilIett -

They have a different job.

Mr PERTON - I am so pleased the honourable
member for Werribee is in the chamber and notices
people have different jobs. Good heavens! They are
doing the job terrifically well.
Ms GilIett -

Without fear or favour?

Mr PERTON - The honourable member for
Werribee calls into question the morality and ethics of
the public service. If the honourable member for
Werribee wants to throw her own nasty prejudices into
the circle and suggest that the public service is not
delivering services without fear or favour she should be
called into question. Her representation of her
constituency is becoming narrower and she seems to be
becoming more unrepresentative of it. As I said before I
was distracted by the honourable member for Werribee,
it is clear there is general approval, not just in the
general public work force but in the public service
itself, that workers have rights and responsibilities that
are given to them under the federal industrial relations
law.
The second object or framework is promoted by public
service employees as the spirit of service to the
community, and that can be seen, particularly in the
area of public consultation and the preparation of new
regulations. Public servants are becoming increasingly
creative in the construction of new legislation and it is
important that the public service calls on the skills
available outside the public service. Regulation of the
modern economy is complex and the idea of today is
that all knowledge does not reside in the public service.
The modern public servant has to be able to consult
with interest groups - the people who work in the
industrial or business sectors being regulated. They
have to be able to prepare cost-benefit analyses as well
as social-benefit analyses, consult with the public and
be able to deliver answers to Parliament and to the
executive ann of government based on all of those
factors. That is a complex task.
We all know the humour of Yes, Minister and Yes,
Prime Minister. In those shows the public servants
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worked in a vacuum, seeking to deliver objectives that
suited their own convenience rather than that of the
government or the public. That sort of humour is not
true of the modem public servant. The modern public
servant has to directly interface with the Victorian
public and industry, do it well and be accountable. It is
particularly interesting that in interfacing with the
public the modern Victorian public servant is
implementing the electronic search delivery system
introduced by the Victorian government, which
fundamentally challenges the structure of government
itself. It provides a direct interface between the citizen
and the pepotism of government. The modern citizen
expects to interact, and that changes everything.
I am proud to be a part of what this government has

been delivering. The system has been assessed as the
best in the world not only by Bill Gates, the head of
Microsoft, but also by the G7 on-line committee. One
of Japan's business magazines has indicated it is the
best reform in government anywhere in the world. That
is extraordinary stuff. Those ideas have been generated
by the new generation of public servants who are a
terrific bunch of people. Assistance is available to
deliver to business exactly what it demands - by
looking at a computer screen a business will be able to
undertake all of its licensing requirements. Modern
Victorian public servants are driving that innovation.
The honourable member for Essendon asserted that
public servants were mice, too scared to express an
opinion, to be infonnative or forward thinking. The
government's business channel has been adopted by the
Australian Taxation Office because it has assessed the
Victorian system as the best in the country. Ifwe had a
public service that had been cowed and was scared to
express an opinion we could not have developed the
business channel.
The idea of the Land Channel is to deliver timely
advice to people in the industry, to people buying and
selling property. It is extraordinary that it will enable us
to cut through lots of red tape and fundamentally
change the service provided to that industry.
The government is not content with delivering only
business services, it will provide a citizens' channel so
that the citizenry are able to have a direct input into
legislation and government considerations. They are
extraordinary innovations being delivered by an
extraordinarily good public service under the
management of an extraordinarily good coalition
government.
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I conclude by referring to the appalling speech made by
the honourable member for Essendon. I have a great
concern for due process, for ensuring that individuals
have their appropriate rights under the law. This
legislation and the rules being put in place under the
supervision of the Commissioner for Public
Employment are appropriate. They provide a fair
system for dealing with disputes, employment,
redeployment and dismissal. The terrific public servants
that I and my colleagues meet will continue to deliver
the excellent services they are delivering. The
legislation will more closely equate their positions with
the positions of people in the private sector, which is a
good thing. It has the approval of the general public,
and I hope it will facilitate the movement of public
servants into the private sector and the movement of
people in the private sector into the public sector.
Like all members of Parliament, I talk to many teachers
and school principals. One of the schemes that has been
in place over a period of years is the exchange of
teachers in the Victorian Department of Education and
teachers in the private sector. It is extraordinary how
many state school teachers who go to the private sector
fmd the environment so fulfilling and the employer
finds them so good that they make the transition into
the private sector. That is exactly what schools demand,
cross-fertilisation and young trainees with new skills
and enthusiasm entering the public service, rather than
having the public service stultified by people who feel
they have to stay there for life.
I thank honourable members for the opportunity of
contributing to the debate. This is good legislation. I am
pleased to follow the contributions of the honourable
member for Benambra and my other colleagues. I am
disappointed by the contributions of members of the
opposition. They have dragged down the standard of
politics in this state. They oppose piece after piece of
legislation for opposition's sake. It is time, as the
newspapers have been saying, for the Labor Party to
spend some time creating a positive vision for Victoria
instead of dragging down its reputation. I wish the bill a
speedy passage.
Mr LONEY (Gee long North) - I do not support
the remarks oftbe honourable member for Doncaster.
The Public Sector Reform (Miscellaneous
Amendments) Bill is not good legislation; it is appalling
legislation because it will destroy the public service as
we know it.

The honourable member for Doncaster, in a less than
impassioned plea, could do nothing more than seek to
mitigate the provisions of the bill- that is about all
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that can be done with it. The honourable member for
Doncaster referred to some issues in his contribution,
one of which was his concept of a new wave of public
administration, perhaps to be published on the Net,
revolving around the idea, in his words, of blurring the
public and private sectors. It is an interesting concept.
Mr PertoD interjected.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr CUDningham)Order! The honourable member for Doncaster has
made his contribution and should remain silent.
Mr LONEY - I have not even had the opportunity
of analysing what the honourable member said and
already he is dissociating himself from his own
comments. He is moving away from them and saying
that someone else made those statements. The concept
of blurring the public and private sectors is interesting
but it does no credit to any thought process about public
administration.
In a different debate the blue rinse conservatives

opposite would say how important it is to stick with the
traditions of the Empire. Where are they now? The
finest legacy of the Empire is arguably the tradition of
an independent public service, yet not one member of
the government's backbench, the blue rinse
conservatives, who want to fight for the Empire, who
want to fight in the ditches to the last man, is prepared
to defend the tradition of an independent public service.
They have forgotten how our history evolved from the
great motherland. On any other day honourable
members opposite would be defending the Queen, the
country and the flag. They would be saying that
whatever the Empire has done in the past we must do
tomorrow, but evidently those sentiments do not apply
to the public service.
The honourable member for Doncaster raised the
concept of blurring the lines of distinction between the
public and private sectors. I am sure the idea has not
been developed beyond that phrase into an argument
based on logic, but if it has the honourable member did
not give us the rationale. No argument has been put for .
why there should be a blurring of the public and private
sectors or how it would benefit Victorians.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Cunningham)Order! The time appointed by sessional orders for me to
interrupt business has arrived.
Sitting continued on motion ofMrs HENDERSON
(Minister for Housing).
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Mr LONEY (Geelong North) - The government
continues to attack people who cannot defend
themselves. The proposed legislation is honed out of a
hatred of workers. No government is more adept at
introducing the legislation of hatred. The odd minister
is probably more adept as an individual - for example,
the Honourable Peter Reith in Canberra is probably
more adept - but no government is more adept than
the Victorian government at introducing the legislation
of hatred. That hatred becomes overwhelming when the
government is dealing with the public service - the
cup of hatred really overflows.
That hatred is based in some senses on the ideological
belief that it does not matter what the activity the
private sector - purely because it is the private
sector - must do it better. There is no concept of the
public sector having any intrinsic value - that it is or
can do anything that is valuable to the state, the public
or good government. There is no concept of the
intrinsic worth of the public service. The bottom line is
that the proposed legislation is essentially about valuing
people and a public service. It is about what value
society places on things such as an independent public
service.
The government has developed a view of the public
service that suggests it has only one function - to carry
out the government's will and to be its political tool.
There is no concept at all of the independent public
service acting without fear or favour that is built into
the Westminster tradition. The proposals are about the
government's view that if the public service cannot be
controlled as a political tool in its current form then it
has to be changed. Honourable members should not
forget that the government has taken every opportunity
in its time in government and even before to denigrate
the public service and that it continually does so. I
remind honourable members of something that was said
in September 1992 by the current Premier in his
election campaign. His statement puts in a nutshell the
government's view of the public service. He said that
public servants do not add 1 cent of value to the state.

Mr Leigh -

Who said that?

Mr LONEY - Your Premier said that they do not
add 1 cent of value to the state. The proposed
legislation and every piece of legislation relating to the
public service that has been introduced over the past six
years or thereabouts since the government was elected
has been based on that view of a public service, which
according to the Liberal Party is essentially worthless.
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson)Order! The honourable member has been speaking for
10 minutes in a general philosophical vein. I think it is
reasonable to expect him to now address the precise
matters that relate to the bills before the house. I am
directing from the Chair that attention be paid to the
provisions of the bills. There is room for general
philosophical discussion on matters in the half an hour,
but 10 minutes has gone by and I now ask the
honourable member to address his remarks specifically
to matters related to the bills. I am sure he is able to
weave in his views while making reference to the
particular provisions of the bills.
Mr LONEY - Thank you for your guidance,
Mr Acting Speaker, for which I am grateful, because
many provisions in the bills require significant
comment. I would have hated to have run out of time
before I got to them all. The provisions of the bills are
fundamentally an attack on the public service as we
know it.
Mr W. D. McGrath inteIjected.
Mr LONEY - The Minister for Police and
Emergency Services made the interesting comment by
inteIjection, 'That's why we brought it in' - the
government broUght it in because it is fundamentally an
attack on the public service. As you pointed out,
Mr Acting Speaker, it has taken me 10 minutes but we
got the admission fmally, so I guess it was all worth
while. The minister arrived on cue and he saved us all a
bit of time.
A couple ofthe provisions in the bills relate to some of
the things that have been part of an independent public
service in our time. I refer to the right to pursue a career
by moving through the structures of the public service.
The bills strip away that right. Clause 31 of the Public
Sector Management and Employment Bill sets out the
ease with which non-executive public servants can be
sacked. It lists nine grounds on which the appropriate
agency may terminate the employment of such
employees. It provides for not just sacking but for
summary dismissal. Under the bill there is no
requirement for a termination period. The bill provides
for summary dismissal and therefore proposes a
fundamental change to the way public servants have
been treated in the past.
I now turn to clause 31, which lists the grounds for
termination. The first is:
(a) on the ground of redundancy.

The second is:
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if the employee refuses a transfer to other duties under
division 6 of part 3.

Some government speakers have argued that the lead
speaker for the opposition, the shadow
Treasurer, was wrong in suggesting that the
proposal amounted to a removal of transfer
rights. They said no, their transfer right is
there; they can move around However, in fact
it does not exist. What is provided under this
clause and other clauses in the bill is the right
of the employer to arbitrarily transfer an
employee, which is quite a different condition
from the right of the employee to seek transfer.
Having listened to a few of the government speakers, I
have come to the conclusion that they have not
understood the difference. Perhaps they have never
worked in an area where there has been a right of
transfer and do not understand the difference, or
perhaps they have only ever worked in areas where
they could tell people, 'You go and do that job or you
are out the door'. That is effectively what this clause
says: if you do not go and do the job that I am
transferring you to arbitrarily, you are out the door.
That is a great change of conditions and it ties into
clause 25 of the bill, which states:
If the appropriate Agency Head considers it to be in the
interests of the public sector to do so, he or she may, with the
approval of the Head of the other Agency or of the public
authority concerned, transfer an employee to duties in another
Agency or in a public authority on his or her existing terms
and conditions of employment.

That is forced transfer, because the one person missing
from the equation is the employee. No consideration is
given to consultation with the person who is to be
transferred. It simply says that the agency head can do it
with the approval of the head of the agency or public
authority that the employee is being transferred to.
Nowhere in there does it say 'after consultation with the
employee' or 'with the agreement of the employee'; it
simply says 'with the approval of the head of the other
agency'. These are fundamental changes of conditions
and are about wiping out careers.
Earlier I heard the honourable member for Benambra
talking about jobs for life - a favourite phrase of some
government members. They talk about it regularly. This
is not about jobs for life, and the public service has
never been about jobs for life. The public service offers
the opportunity to pursue a career within a structure quite a different concept - so that people can go into
work somewhere and pursue careers by being good at
their jobs, by having the merit to seek appointments
elsewhere and moving through a promotion structure
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because of their own abilities and demonstrations of
how good they are at their jobs.
I have not heard any argument here about why a
career-orientated public service that focuses on
promoting people, using them according to their
abilities and encouraging merit is a bad thing. However,
this bill is about stripping that away. The provisions of
clauses 25 and 31 together are about stripping away
career opportunities and the rights of people to move up
and onwards in a job.
I draw you back, Mr Speaker, to the fmal words of
clause 25( 1), which says with regard to forced transfers
to other places that they will be:
... on his or her existing terms and conditions of employment.

That concept of moving on, of promotion to another
area, is simply not there; it does not exist. There is no
concept of work being performed or of the role that the
person is undertaking or the value of the work. This bill
is simply a mechanism for control.
Mr Spry - That is a minimum.
Mr LONEY - We will get to whether the bill
establishes minimums in a minute, because this is an
important point. This bill is about engendering job
insecurity in 25 000 public servants in Victoria, to make
people fearful about their jobs. Why would any
government want to do that? Most governments would
not want to do it, so I suppose the question is: why
would this government want to do it? I believe the
reason is that this government has demonstrated time
and again that it is obsessed with control and secrecy.
We have seen this obsession with control and secrecy in
all aspects of its operation.

There was talk about minimums - Mr Bracks - Not much.
Mr LONEY - The honourable member for
Williamstown is probably right; we should use terms
such as 'not much' or 'very little' because that is really
what this bill is about.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Richardson) Order! Would you settle for 'almost' or 'slightly'?
Mr LONEY - I think 'almost' is not a bad term:
under this bill public sector workers will almost have
conditions. I think that is about right. This bill strips
back minimum conditions; it removes references to
minimum conditions of employment in the Workplace
Relations Act (WRA).
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Mr Finn inteIjected.
Mr LONEY - Isn't that interesting! We had the
previous government speaker telling us that we got out
of this bill because we are now under federal
legislation, but the honourable member for Tullamarine
wants to tell us we cannot argue that because it is
controlled by the federal government. It cannot be both
ways. The government cannot say that we have handed
over our system to the federal government and then
bring in legislation that removes the minimum
conditions and entitlements under the federal
legislation, which this bill is doing - stripping away
the minimum conditions under those acts.

In a case in 1995 with which this government would be
familiar because, if my memory serves me correctly, it
was largely about the Victorian branch of the
Australian Education Union and the actions of this
government in stripping away award conditions, the
High Court allowed employees of the state government
to be dismissed with or without notice on the ground of
redundancy. The WRA minimum notice on termination
does not apply in this bill. Those minimum conditions
have been stripped away and there is no reference to
minimum termination periods. The draft directions will
replace the current regulations. When the government
brings in legislation it consistently tells us that the
regulations or the draft directions or the guidelines will
come some time in the future.
The draft directions that replace the current regulations
do not provide a minimum notice of termination. All
the way through the bill there is a consistent theme of
allowing summary dismissal. Summary dismissal
engenders a feeling of insecurity in the work force, and
that is quite clearly what the government wants. The
whole focus of the bill is not about any enhancement at
all; it is about career downgrading in the public service.
That focus can be picked up in other aspects of the bill.
A career public service is based on people knowing that
vacancies are available in different spheres of the
service and of them being able to apply for those
vacancies.
The past practice has been for vacancies to be
advertised in the Government Gazette or in bulletins in
the workplace. Those documents are accessible to all
workers in the public service to examine and assess
whether they believe they are qualified to apply for
transfer or promotion. Under the legislation there is no
obligation to advertise vacancies. The head of the
department where the vacancy occurs will determine
whether or not to advertise. It is breaking down the way
in which the public sector operates. Under the bill each
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part of the public sector can operate quite differently.
There is a fragmenting of the public service, and the
head of a department can sit there saying, 'Well, I have
this vacancy. Shall I advertise it or shall I just keep it in
house? Shall I just appoint someone from here and keep
it in house rather than open it up and advertise for the
best available person across the whole of the public
. ?'
servIce
..
Let us be quite clear about this: it is not, as the
honourable member for Doncaster wanted to portray it,
about going outside the public service to fill vacancies;
instead it is about keeping jobs inside by not
advertising. The department or agency head can
determine whether or not to advertise and then can
select from within his or her own department. At the
end of the day that encourages cronyism and empire
building. It is not the way to have a vibrant,
independent career-based public service. Such a service
will never eventuate through the legislation because it
takes us entirely in the reverse direction. The legislation
will remove from the public setVice any concept at all
of merit-based promotion. That is out the window
because it is simply not in the bill. The legislation
removes any concept of merit-based promotion in the
public service and opens up the door to cronyism and
empire building.
There is no doubt the bill is an attack on workers in the
public service. It is an attack on not only their
employment rights but also their dignity and their value
as workers. Public servants work hard in the service of
the state and contribute a great deal that has never been
recognised by the Premier, as evidenced in his 1992
statements. The Premier does not believe in a public
service, yet the bill now gives that man, who has no
concept of a public servant having any worth, control
over the destiny of each and every public servant.

Mr JOHN (Bendigo East) - I support the bills and
will make a few brief comments in this cognate debate.
During 1992 and 1996 I had the privilege to serve as
Minister for Community Services and Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs. During that time I was responsible
as a minister for the employment of many thousands of
public servants. At that stage the department had a
budget of some $800 million and employed some
21 000 people, including people employed directly by
the government and people employed by agencies of
the government. During that time I had the experience
of dealing with the legislation as it was then. I always
felt from that personal experience there was a need to
change the legislation to try to make it more efficient.
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During that time I found that the vast majority of the
public servants with whom I worked to be extremely
skilled, conscientious and diligent. There were certainly
people who you wished to support and who were
exemplary in their conduct, but there were some who
were not and who did not deserve a ticket of carriage
for life. There were also some who did not do the job as
well as they should and it always seemed to me that the
then legislation was inadequate in the way that it
allowed management to make changes.
The bills before the house will go a long way towards
improving the system. As honourable members would
appreciate, the Westminster system, which we work
under in this Parliament and which prevails in many
British-based democracies, relies very much on the
separation of powers. The separation of powers is not
always properly understood by parliamentarians on
either side of the house. I refer in particular to the
French philosopher, Montesquieu, who wrote a piece
called L'Esprit des Lois. In it he states that government
was best conducted by having a separation of
powers - a separate executive or a public service, if
you like; a separate judiciary which was independent,
and solemn in its powers; and Parliament as the third
part of the trio of powers. And he states that Parliament
was supreme. Parliament made the laws, the public
service carried out those laws, and the judiciary made
its judgments on the basis of the laws.
That is the system under which we work in principle in
Victoria The proposed legislation will go a long way to
enhancing and enshrining those principles in
legislation. It is not enough to say we should stay, as
one would like, in Jurassic Park or the dinosaur era. We
cannot always stand still. The government has been
concerned with reform and change since 1992. It has
been very successful in many areas of change and
refonn and it is now necessary to enact public sector
management legislation to ensure that the public sector
framework for employment is fully attuned, conversant,
available and ready to meet the challenges of the next
century.
The way the proposed legislation establishes its
principles brings the public sector employment
framework much closer to the facts of life and to the
private sector. It sets out fundamental principles under
which governments should act in the future. For
example, decisions should be based on merit, because it
is enonnously important that all decisions in the public
sector be apolitical and based on merit. It is important
that employees be treated fairly and reasonably, that
equal opportunity be provided under the legislation, and
that employees have a reasonable avenue of redress
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against unfair and unreasonable treatment. All those
principles are enshrined in the proposed legislation.
Many speakers who have supported the opposition's
point of view in this debate have shed crocodile tears on
some of those points.
The principles I have mentioned require public sector
employees to act impartially and with integrity, which,
in the vast majority of cases, they do with the utmost
diligence, including avoiding real or apparent conflicts
of interest. It is also necessary that they provide a
responsive service to the community and, most
importantly and finally, that they be accountable for
their actions and their results.
The purpose of the Public Sector Reform
(Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill is to amend the
Administrative Arrangements Act 1983, to repeal the
Public Authorities (Equal Employment Opportunity)
Act 1990 and the Public Sector Management Act 1992
and to provide arrangements for some other pieces of
legislation.
I support the proposed legislation. I believe it will
certainly protect the independence and integrity of the
public service in Victoria. I do not believe it will in any
way produce adverse results. I believe from my
experience that it will cure some of the faults in the
earlier legislation.
Mr eARLI (Coburg) - I oppose the Public Sector
Management and Employment Bill because it is
anti-worker legislation. That should not surprise anyone
in this state because the government has introduced a
whole raft of anti-worker legislation since 1992. I have
come to conclude that it is not only an anti-worker bill
but the mother of all anti-worker legislation. It is the
most anti-worker legislation that I have encountered in
my time in Parliament.

Over the past week public servants have been
telephoning, visiting, writing and sending e-mail to me,
expressing their concerns about the proposed
legislation. I have never before seen that level of
concern by affected public servants. Why is it
happening now? It is because this is the mother of all
anti-worker pieces of legislation introduced by the
government. It is a humdinger. It is a disaster for
Victoria's 24 000 public servants - perhaps I should
say fonner public servants, because after the passage of
the legislation they will no longer be called public
servants. The proposed legislation is inherently
anti-worker.
Because of the interest of so many people who came to
me I was surprised when I started reading the Public
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Sector Management and Employment Bill. The
principles in part 2 are fme. They are good principles
and ones I could clearly believe in; I agree they are
essential for a good Westminster-style public service.
The principles set out in clause 7 are to ensure:
(a)

employment decisions are based on merit; and

(b)

employees are treated fairly and reasonably; and

(c)

equal employment opponunity is provided; and

(d) employees have a reasonable avenue of redress against
unfair or unreasonable treatment.

They are fme principles and I would stand by them. But
the proposed legislation does nothing to protect those
principles. It undennines them; it sets them out but it
then provides this paper tiger of a Commissioner for
Public Employment. The commissioner will set
directions for agency heads to follow and give them an
opportunity to report back, but that is all the proposed
legislation provides in defence of the principles.
Government members have constantly repeated those
principles, as though simply repeating them will
somehow ensure the legislation is fme just because it
sets out those principles at the front. However, there is
nothing more in the proposed legislation. The
Commissioner for Public Employment will do very
little to defend the rights of workers.
The Westminster system is compromised and
weakened because public servants will be scared for
their jobs. I have already encountered this problem
throughout the govenunent's period of office, and
certainly in the past week, as people have contacted me
via visits, e-mail and telephone. They have even
stopped me in the street and the supermarket to talk
about their worries regarding the proposed legislation. I
have been stopped at the Coles supermarket at Coburg
by people saying, 'The legislation stinks'. It does stink.
The proposed legislation threatens workers. How can
they give advice without fear or favour when their jobs
are being threatened? There is a whole raft of
regulations outlining guidelines and procedures; they
are being removed and we are left with a series of broad
principles and directions from the commissioner, none
of which we have actually seen. Therefore, we must
assume the minimum standards that have been outlined
will prevail and that is all, so the rights and protection
of public servants will be threatened and the work force
will be further casualised.
Vacancies will not necessarily be notified. A series of
powers will devolve to the agency head, who will
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become the baron with power over individual fiefdoms.
There will be a fragmentation of practice and
inconsistent treatment of workers - there may well be
some benevolent barons, as there were in feudal times.
Some agency heads may be prepared to work well with
their employees but others will be terrible. Some will
seek to casualise their work force and others will seek
to provide long-term security for their work force. The
coherent system and the independence of public
servants will be fragmented. Workers' grievance and
appeal rights will be weakened, leaving broad
principles with which honourable members may
agree - I certainly do - but very little to back them
up.
The Public Sector Management and Employment bill
removes references to minimum conditions of
employment in the Workplace Relations Act. The
government will be able to dismiss employees without
notice on the ground of redundancy. Workers will no
longer have a right to move between departments if
their jobs become redundant. The agency head will be
able to declare that there will be redundancies and
people will lose the protection and rights that are
fundamental if they are to give advice without fear or
favour. Job security will be destroyed because workers
who are vital to a department will be brought in on a
needs basis and will constantly be under threat. An
important system is being undermined.
Government members argued that the public sector
should be more like the private sector. Certain things
about the private sector should be taken for granted.
Good finns are firms that cooperate with their workers,
firms that seek to work in a partnership. We have seen
none of that in this case. Public sector workers are
striking on Friday because they are under threat and
there have been none ofthe discussions and
negotiations needed to make a decent workplace and
develop the sort of partnership one expects to fmd in
firms that are performing well. You will not see it in
your Patricks, the anti-worker fIrms that sack union
members, but in fIrms that are doing well because they
have built up a level of cooperation.
This legislation is not about the private sector, whatever
the government says. It is about breaking down the
Westminster system, creating an environment of
nepotism and cronyism, building individual fiefdoms in
departments and the fragmentation of the whole system.
The honourable member for Doncaster was pleased to
talk about the successes of the public service, and I am
pleased to hear of the successes of the current public
service, the public service the honourable member for
Doncaster would like to intimidate. He wants to put it
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under the thumb of agency heads and a regime of
nepotism and cronyism.
The honourable member for Doncaster convincingly
and accurately defmed the merits of the public service
and explained that it is a coherent system that is
working towards the 21st century. That is the important
part. It is a coherent system where skills can be moved
from one department to another, workers have a career
path and there is job security to ensure that public
servants can act in the public interest and not simply in
the interests of the agency head or the minister.
All those issues were discussed in the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee. Because it is such a
critical issue the debate was lively. We discussed the
effect on the public sector as part of a Westminster
system and a minority voted as follows:
That this bill trespasses on the rights of existing public
servants by limiting the career opportunities across the
(fonner) public service and a diminution of certainty of
treatment over working conditions.

That important position was taken by a minority of the
members of that committee, and it is a pity it was only a
minority. It identifies the worsening conditions of
current public servants and acknowledges that
inconsistent treatment across departments will forever
alter the working conditions for future individuals.
Career opportunities will diminish, which will result in
a fragmented system rather than a coherent system.
This legislation is anti-worker. The government's
radical intent is revealed by its desire to change the very
language by which we refer to public servants. The
ultimate objective is to destroy the notion of a public
service and to create Vic Inc. or the Victoria
Corporation. The legislation is an attack on the
Westminster system. The notions of merit and
pennanency are knocked on the head and we are left
with a potential for corruption and cronyism.
The legislation attacks the independence of the public
service and will destroy the concept of a career in the
public service. It will erode the terms and conditions of
employment of 24 000 public servants in this state who
work for the benefit of the community to put out
bushfires, care for our kids, teach in schools, care for
the aged, do research and development, look after the
economic life of Victoria and look after the policing of
this state. All those people are under threat. They will
see the situation deteriorate as they enter into a period
of fiefdoms when agency heads become all-powerful
and protection is minimal. To some extent they will
have to depend on their capacity to organise and fight
as well as on the benevolence of the agency head.
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We will end up with political appointments and a whole
raft of changes that will affect Victoria's ability to
deliver services. This is a revolution in the way we
conduct public employment. And why wouldn't that
happen with this government? That has been its
mission. It is not a coincidence. This legislation is the
culmination of a series of changes in industrial
relations, privatisation and the use of contracting out.
There have been winners and losers. Not everyone
whose job has been contracted out has been at the lower
end of the pay scale, although a lot of people certainly
have been, but some big salaries and big consultancies
have arisen from those changes. That is the way the
government likes it.
The government wants to make it into a system that is,
in its eyes, competitive. It is a system about winners
and losers and essentially the agency and department
heads will be an empire unto themselves - they will be
all-powerful. The agency head could be good or bad;
work on merit or on cronyism.
The people we need in public service if we are to have
vision and be effective for the 21 st century and
acknowledge the changes before us - those people
who are the lifeblood of the public sector - will not be
able to plan on a career or for their future but will be at
the mercy of the agency head and the minister.

In this context, what happens to the workers and their
ability to appeal and take up grievances? At the
moment precise regulations cover those rights. We will
be left with vague directions coming from a
commissioner. How can we guarantee these workers
that their situation will not be abused; how can we
ensure reasonable appeal mechanisms?
The bill does nothing to give public servants any sense
of being protected It destroys the consistency of
treatment of public servants. Each department will have
different rules and different behaviour so that workers
will not have the opportunity to move from one
department to another. There will be increasing
fragmentation and the culture of departments will alter
and become more distant one from the other. Rather
than being akin to the private sector where similar
organisations compete, departments will have a
difference in intent and direction and will become an
empire unto themselves.
The bill will ultimately take us back to the 1970s, prior
to the reforms of the more reformist Liberal
government, which saw a need for a much less
fragmented public service that can act for the benefit of
the community. We are left with the situation today
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where there is even more fragmentation. That will suit
the government and it will be able to privatise even
more things. It enjoys cronyism and mates getting jobs.
That is all part of the package. We end up with a very
altered public service.

to the government without fear or favour; we do not
want to undermine its ability to attract people to enter
the public service with a commitment to something
more than a pay packet - a commitment to improve
the lot of people in society.

Those workers who came to see me, who wrote to me,
or whom I have met in Coles supermarket have asked
me what has happened to public sector jobs. The whole
idea that they can have careers in the public service is
gone. They will not be attached to positions but to
bands and will not have permanency. Their positions
will probably be temporary or casual as agency heads
will be able to employ them when required. There will
no doubt be a move to more short-term contracts. This
has happened in other areas.

We see in this radical piece oflegislation the complete
revolution ofthe public sector system. It has the
greatest impact on employees and workers. That was
identified by the minority report of the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee. The workers who the
honourable member for Doncaster and other members
have said do such a splendid job in the public sector are
.the big losers. Their working conditions will be
reduced; they will see their opportunities for a career
reduced and the ability to be sacked increased; they will
see their ability to move between one department and
another diminished; they will see their entitlements
taken away from them and changes made throughout
the system in the way they work.

One example is the TAFE area, where increasingly
teachers are employed for the teaching period, after
which their contracts expire, and come the new year
they are re-employed. That does not build a career.
They can get other jobs and they do, so that expertise
and continuity in the work force is lost.
Many young people are dropping out of the TAFE
system because they cannot be guaranteed a consistent
standard of teachers. It is a demoralising situation. That
is what is happening in the public sector. We have seen
it in the TAFE sector. It is the beginning of the end for
other areas of public sector employment.
The claim that somehow this puts public sector
employees or what will become former public sector
employees on the same footing as those in the private
sector is clearly wrong. It is wrong because the
government is unable to have meaningful dialogue with
the workers and because many workers in the public
sector have taken jobs at a lower salary on the basis of
permanency but they will now be left stranded with
those jobs and no permanency.
The government has no approach to cooperation and is
not acting like a private sector employer. The bill does
nothing to make that more likely to happen. It enables
the creation of a fiefdom of little empires all competing
with their heads of departments doing whatever they
want. It has nothing to do with permanency. It is about
fragmenting and destroying. The whole notion of the
Westminster system is another area we need to
consider. That is why we have the Westminster system.
The public sector is different from the private sector.
That might strike some members opposite as being odd,
but it is true. Of course we want the public sector to run
efficiently and operate well but we do not want to
undermine its credibility or its ability to provide advice

This is the culmination of a whole raft of ani-worker
legislation. This is the mother of anti-worker
legislation. It is inappropriate for the public system and
the Westminster system. It is riddled with defects. It
will undermine the independence, quality and
confidence of the public sector. It will undermine the
whole system and create a series of cronies and
short-term political appointments. It will ensure the
erosion of the system and will be totally taken over by
politically driven people who will fill the public service
with agency heads. We have seen agency heads being
employed on their ability to serve the ideological
pursuits of the government.
Some agency heads have not been prepared to stand up
to the government. People have been removed from the
system and some have been black-listed and barred
from employment in the public service. The Premier is
aware of the list of people who have been forced out
and will not be employed in the public service that has
been floating around for a few years. The Labor Party
knows of people who have been forced out of the
public service. In fact there has been a systematic
pursuit of people who were prepared to stand up to the
government and speak out on behalf of the community
without fear or favour. They have been systematically
removed and their names are on the list of people who
are never to be employed in the public service under a
coalition government.
The legislation will make it easier to victimise good
public servants and will undermine the conditions of
public servants. They are the people whom the
honourable members for Doncaster and Bendigo East
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said have contributed so much to Victoria. Anyone who
speaks out against government policies is victimised,
and this legislation will make that even easier.
Government members stand condemned for supporting
legislation that creates a system that has been six years
in planning. The government has taken a systematic
approach to introducing legislation that changes
industrial relations laws, amends the responsibilities of
heads of departments and makes other changes to the
public service. These bills are condemned by the
opposition and the 24 000 public servants who will take
industrial action on Friday. The opposition will support
the public servants who take industrial action. The bill
should be condemned by all public servants. Sensible
employers would be talking to their employees,
negotiating outcomes and fmding mechanisms to create
a public service that befits the Westminster system.
No-one wants the public service to be politicised by the
government of the day appointing its cronies. The
opposition wants a public service that can deliver good
service to the community and can respond to what a
government wants to achieve without becoming the
tools or the cronies of that government. We do not want
your mates or your cronies in the public service.

Mr Coleman - They would be better than your
mates.
Mr CARU- You have said it.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! The honourable member's time has expired.
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - In concluding the
debate, I refer to the contribution of the honourable
member for Coburg - Mr Leighton - On a point of order, Mr Acting
Speaker, a number of honourable members were on
their feet seeking the call from the Chair and one of
them should have been called before the Premier was
given the nod. The Premier said he is closing the
debate. That should not be possible until either the
debate is guillotined or all honourable members who
wish to do so have had the opportunity to speak on the
legislation.

Mr Batchelor intetjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! The Premier not closing the debate.
Mr KENNETT - I will respond to the inane
contribution of the honourable member for Coburg,
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who asked us to believe he was recognised by people
outside this chamber. I can only say that in this
chamber his performance can only be described as
desultory.
It is easy to understand why there is a difference

between the government and those opposite, who seek
to be in government. Nothing has changed for five or
six years. Last night the opposition opposed the
Melbourne City Link (Exhibition Street Extension)
Bill. The opposition opposes change, which is the
hallmark of this government. The government's
proposals have been made necessary by the
maladministration of the affairs of the state by previous
Labor administrations under Premiers Cain and Kirner.
Over the past five and a half years the government has
consistently addressed the inherent corruption of the
principle of service to the public and returned the state
to a positive financial position. We have an
extraordinary opportunity in the years ahead to harness
the creative spirits that lie within every Victorian
individually and collectively.
The honourable member for Coburg referred to the
government's mission. Our mission has been to
overcome the mistakes of the former Labor
administration, to restore the fmancial base of the state
and then to build on that base with opportunities that
are obviously ours to seize, not just in Victoria and
Australia but internationally.
This legislation is a natural successor to legislation that
was introduced in 1992 when the government started its
period of reform. We make no apology for being a
reforming government. It has not been a period of
ideological persuasion - a period in which the right
has conquered the left or the left has conquered the
right. It has been a period of pragmatism, of creating a
new environment to take account of the changes
occurring in Australia and overseas. This administration
has tried to set standards of government that lead the
country and ultimately the world. That process has
enabled the state to regain its AAA credit rating, which
is not something we have given ourselves, it has been
restored to the state as a result of the assessment of our
international peers.
I make it very clear, as I hope I have for some two and
a half years now, that the position the new Victoria now
fmds itself in, which the government has created, has
been very much the result of a partnership between the
government, the public of Victoria, and importantly the
bureaucracy. Quite simply, we could not have
undertaken the enormous task of rebuilding this state in
such a short time unless the bureaucracy of this state
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had been convinced of the arguments for change and
was able to implement government policy.
Mr Acting Speaker, you only have to walk around the
departments in the Victorian public sector - as I am
sure you have, and as I do on a regular basis - to
understand what a radical change there has been.
Unlike the fonner government - or former Premiers
who sat in their offices and managed their affairs with
their own advisers - the government manages very
much with the bureaucracy. I and most of my ministers
spend a lot of time nurturing the relationship that exists
with public servants. I spend a great deal of time
walking the floors in departments on a regular basis,
seeing what they are doing, checking to see that they
are happy in the service and from time to time listening
to their complaints.
That has actually inspired the Victorian public service
to achieve greater heights of performance and delivery
of outcomes than any other public service in Australia
The honourable member for Coburg argued about
corruption and cronyism and his fear of so-called
political interference. I do not know of any government
that has worked so closely with a public service
regardless of the political bent of its individual
members. I can say quite honestly that I cannot
remember a time in the five and a half years that I have
had the honour of leading this state when the political
affiliation of an individual has been asked about - and
more importantly when the political affiliation of an
individual has been known - and has in any way
worked against either the new or continuing
employment of a public servant.
Mr Dollis inteIjected.

Mr KENNETT - The honourable member for
Richmond says, 'Correct', and I thank him for that. Let
me give a couple of examples because I think it is
important to dispel the idea that there is in this state a
political public service. Before we came to office I
sought out an individual to head up the Victorian public
service, knowing that the incumbent would not be
continuing in that position. I looked to the best public
servant in Australia, but he was not available. I thought
that ifhe had done his job correctly, as I assumed he
had then he would have trained a successor. That
hapixmed to be a Mr Ken Baxter, who was the second
in charge in the New South Wales Premier's
department. I approached him and asked him to join us
if we won the election in 1992, and he indicated he
would do so.
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As it happened Mr Baxter had been on the personal
staff of a Tasmanian Labor Senator, yet that was never
a factor in my consideration to employ him on behalf of
the people of Victoria in the most senior job in the
Victorian public service and what would be the most
responsible position in the bureaucracy anywhere in
Australia. When Mr Baxter returned to New South
Wales to work for a Labor Premier - he left with our
thanks and goodwill- he was replaced by
Ms Elizabeth Proust. It was known to me, and I believe
it was common knowledge to most people in Victoria,
that Ms Proust had been on the personal staff of a
former Labor Premier, John Cain, for whose
administrative ability we do not have much time
because he ran down the assets of this state so quickly. I
do not know whether Ms Proust was ever a member of
the Labor Party, but that did not in any way hinder her
potential employment because she was picked entirely
on merit.
Ms Proust's replacement, Mr Bill Scales, is reported to
have been at one time a member of the Labor Party. I
am not sure whether that is true because I have never
questioned Mr Scales about his political leanings. I
have looked at his work and considered it to be good.
As you would know, Mr Acting Speaker, Mr Scales
headed the fonner Industry Commission, now the
Productivity Commission, and I have not always agreed
with the work that that body has done, particularly in
the motor vehicle and textile, clothing and footwear
industries. Nevertheless, Mr Scales was selected and
now heads the Victorian public service.
I say clearly to the honourable member for Coburg that
if he wants an example of what has developed into an
apolitical public service then the Victorian public
service is a gleaming example. It is true that any
collection of men and women will include people of
different political persuasions. When we came to office
many people in the public service were strongly
supportive of Labor principles and, I suspect, the Labor
Party. Many had been employed by the Labor Party. I
do not know whether they were political appointments.
However, with the passage of time those who I would
have thought would be members of the Labor Party and
many who admitted they were Labor Party
sympathisers have changed their view of the world
based on the way that their skills have been embraced
and used to deliver positive outcomes.
One of the reasons the government won the election in
1992 and won so convincingly again in 1996 was
because so many people who had previously voted
Labor - and by that I mean the blue-collar, working
class members of unions, as well as members of the
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public service - continually rejected what the Labor
Party stood for and its narrow-minded approach to its
task. They embraced the opportunity of being part of a
public service where their views were listened to and
they were able to individually and collectively
contribute to good outcomes.
Right now we have without a doubt the most exciting
public service in Australia in which people who wish to
serve the public can work. A few moments before I got
up to speak I was talking with the honourable member
for Richmond. The honourable member said his
wife - I think I have met her on a number of
occasions -has returned to work in the Victorian
Health Commission. If there were any indication that
the public service was politicised does anyone think the
govemment would embrace the return of a public
servant who had left and accepted a job with the former
Labor federal government? I do not know whether
Mrs Dollis's appointment was a political appointment,
but I suspect it was on merit. Nevertheless, when
Mrs Dollis decided to return to the Victorian public
service she was welcomed with open arms.
The concept that you cannot change the rules and the
methods by which people are employed for all time
because of some systern that existed in the past is
absolutely archaic. It's why the people on the opposite
side continue to resist change, whether it be the
Exhibition Street extension, the proposed legislation,
the City Link or any piece of legislation that has been
introduced during the time the government has been in
office--

Mr Bracb interjected.
Mr KENNEIT - The honourable member for
Williamstown asks, 'Why don't you discuss it with
your work force?'. He is really asking, 'Why don't you
discuss it with the so-called union that claims to
represent the workers?'. That union does not have the
confidence of the majority of people who are now
working in the public service, and most are no longer
members of the union. The best example of that is what
happened when we removed the capacity to have union
dues collected from the salary of every member of the
public service, which capacity existed under the former
government. Anyone who wanted to work in the public
service had to be a member of the union and had union
fees automatically deducted from his or her pay. When
the union had to fight for its membership based on its
ability to deliver, the members walked out the door in
droves.
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More importantly, the union got itself into substantial
fmancial trouble and it is only now that we have rolled
back the industrial relations opportunities to the federal
government that it is in any way able to survive, but it is
a shadow of its former self because, like the Labor
Party, it represents the past. It has nothing to do with
the present and nothing to do with the future. It is
therefore true that members of the government have not
met with members of that union because the union is
fundamentally irrelevant. It is irrelevant to this
community and, unfortunately, irrelevant to most of the
Victorian public service.
The honourable member for Coburg bleated that he had
received much correspondence on this matter - by
letter, by flagwaving, bye-mail and even when in the
supermarket! That is a clear indication of how
irrelevant the Labor Party is. I can guarantee there is no
way that this member would have been rushed otT his
feet about anything, and had he been approached he
would not have recognised it anyway. He spoke tonight
in a way that I have not heard for a long time; it was
almost the old Menzies period again, saying that there
was a communist under every bed. That is what he was
really saying tonight, that he was fearful for the right of
the individual to be able to do his or her own thing. He
was scared of change. In fact, what the government has
unleashed in Victoria is a wonderful power of
creativity, to enable men and women who work for the
Victorian public service to be full participants in the
delivery of outcomes in this state.
Mr Bracks intetjected.
Mr KENNETT - The honourable member for
Williamstown is John Cain's natural successor. He
sounds like him, and when he debates he points like
him! He repeats himself time and again - Mr Speaker
this and Mr Speaker that.

The only condition under which people are employed
and retained in their employment in the Victorian
public service is that they show merit. If people cannot
do a good job, if they cannot do what they are
employed to do, their services should not be retained.
The people here are inspired to perform. If one
compares what this government has done with the
public service with what the Labor Party has done with
its own rank and file and hears the hypocrisy of the
honourable member for Coburg expressing his concern
about this vital Victorian public service - look what
you did to the poor member for Springvale! You talk
about unemployment - -

Opposition members interjecting.
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Mr KENNETT - You are part of it. You sat back
glibly and allowed those in your organisation, including
your outgoing leader, to sack - The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! The Premier should address the Chair.

Mr KENNETT - I meant to address the issues
through you, Mr Acting Speaker. The Labor Party
comes into this place and expresses concerns about
employment and rights. The one thing that the
honourable member for Springvale has on his side and I do not always agree with everything he does - is
that he has been a diligent worker on a range of issues,
particularly in trying to address the issues of crime and
the abuse of drugs in his own electorate. What was his
reward for making a positive contribution to this
Parliament and his community? His leader says, , You
are out! We do not want you'. Why?
A Government Member -

Not on merit.

Mr KENNETT - No, not on merit but simply
because he happens to be in the wrong faction of the
Labor Party. I could say that of the honourable member
for Ivanhoe, who has been pushed down, or the
honourable member for Sunshine. The poor old
honourable member for Dandenong almost went and
the poor old honourable member for Richmond only
got in by three votes - and I do not know whether his
wife was on the preselection panel or not.
A Government Member vote?

Which way did she

Mr KENNETT - I think I know which way she
voted! How can members ofthe Labor Party sit there
and talk about security and merit when they apply a
scythe to their own ranks, not because they have taken
merit into account but simply because some of their
members happen to belong to the wrong faction?
My colleague the minister says to me, 'What about Pat
Power in the other placeT. It is true that in the other
place the Labor Party has had its ranks decimated - I
think the majority is 3 to 1; but there is only one
coherent member up there and that happens to be Pat
Power. He is the only one who has a spark of life and
enthusiasm about him. Here we have a gentleman who
to the best of his ability represents the needs and whims
of the Australian Labor Party, the opposition, and what
happened to him? He has had his things cut off, not
because of his perfonnance but because he just happens
to belong to a different faction.
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I challenge the statements of the honourable member
for Coburg. He was not able to prove them tonight and
I know he will say he is too scared to do it and he will
get rushed off his feet in the supermarket next time he is
down there ifhe does. I do not know of one person in
the Victorian public service who has lost his or her job
in the past five years as a result of being a member of
the so-called Labor Party or of the wrong faction. We
still have members working for us who were employed
by the previous Labor govemments and some before
that by fonner conservative governments. As I said, we
have just re-embraced the wife of the honourable
member for Richmond, who has come back to the
public service, and we welcome her.
There is a tremendous power for good in the Victorian
public service.

Mr Brumby intetjected.
Mr KENNETT - I welcome back into the house
the current Leader of the Opposition. He will never be
in a position to exercise control over any member of the
public service in this state, because those who in the
past have been sympathetic to the views and position of
the Labor Party are very much a dwindling bunch,
particularly in the public service.
An Opposition Member leaks!

You should see the

Mr KENNETT - If those leaks were there, I can
assure you that the Labor Party would have used them
and if they have - -

An opposition member intetjected.
Mr KENNETT - It is all about timing. I
remember in our first term the current Leader of the
Opposition and the honourable member for Niddrie on
his staff putting together the tactics that were going to
destroy us and see our ranks decimated at the last
election. All they did was guarantee our return. There is
no doubt as we go into the next election that once again
the government will be returned because in part it will
be supported by the vast majority of the Victorian
public service, not because they are Liberals or
members of the National Party but because they
recognise and support good government and the
principles associated with good government.

Mr Brumby intetjected.
Mr KENNETT - It is a bit different from
consuming the product, which you seem to have been
doing. What this legislation is all about is continuing
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that refonn program. It does so unashamedly and takes
into account the best practices that exist in this country,
whether in the private or public sector; and most
importantly, it continues to recognise the very principle
of merit on which people have been selected over the
past five and a half years and on which they are now
rewarded. Their reward is not just fmancial; it is
satisfaction in the jobs that they are doing. That is a
concept that those on the other side cannot appreciate.
They believe that people who work in the public service
should be given pennanency, paid a certain amount of
money and not be full participants and partners in the
program of delivering outcomes. There is a very real
difference between the way the Labor Party operates by
its own practice and the way this government operates.
There is no doubt that this legislation is substantially
supported by the majority of Victorian public servants,
as it has been and will be supported by the majority of
the public.
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An honourable member intetjected.
Mr KENNETT - You can be concerned about that
in tenns of your interpretation, but I simply compare
the performance of this government and its public
servants with the work done by the previous
government - and by that I mean the ministerial
contributors and personal staff, because I do not blame
the public service for what happened in the ten years
1982 to 1992. The difference is like that between chalk
and cheese. The real threat to the Victorian public
service, should there ever be a Labor government
returned in the foreseeable future - and it clearly will
not be - is what would happen if one took on board
the comments that were made here tonight to those
people who have served the community well. Their
reward would quite obviously be dismissal. Why? Not
because they are Liberals or members of the National
Party or even the Labor Party. Their reward would be
dismissal because they would be associated with our
administration.

An honourable member intetjected.
Mr KENNETT - We do not speak to the union

because the union is not representative of the public
service. The best example of that is that the union
members have put on a go-slow campaign in the
Victorian public service. They wanted to be talked to
and they said, 'You won't talk to us so we are going to
put on a go-slow'. That is like being hit with a wet
feather. There has been no impact from their go-slow
campaign. Why is that? Because their membership is
dwindling so quickly and they are not representative of
the community they claim to support.
We are not surprised the opposition opposes the bill. In
all of the comments made by honourable members, and
I suspect those that will be made in the future, they
have clearly indicated what they oppose but have not at
any time indicated how they would manage a public
service. They have no replacement ideas. They
understand what existed in the past and feel warmth in
being part of that cocoon situation, but there is no
leadership from that side in terms of policy and ideas,
and there is certainly no leadership in tenns of setting
standards by which people who want to work in the
public service may contribute through public service to
the people of the state.
An honourable member intetjected.
Mr KENNETf -

We talk about that because what
we have done here, by anyone's standards, is an
extraordinary job in correcting the damage that was
done by our predecessors over 10 years.

The poor old Leader of the Opposition says, 'We are
going to give them a good career structure'. You have
no partnership, not even in your own ranks. What about
poor old Pat Power and Eddie Micaleft'? If that is the
standard of partnership that you are going to have, our
public service will not want a bar of it.
Mr Hulls intetjected.
Mr KENNETI - The honourable member for
Niddrie is a real example of why the Labor Party is
never going to regain office in the state. He was the one
who tried to mastermind its last campaign and failed.
He continues to act in what can only be seen as a totally
irresponsible way, and he will be our greatest asset
when we go into the next election.

Let me conclude by saying that as with everything else
that we do, the fmal analysis of the worth of our work
will be decided by the people in the community, public
servants and others who vote. I look forward to that day
of atonement and I have no doubt that once again,
partly because of this legislation and partly because of
our public servants, the government will be returned
and thankfully the people of Victoria will be excused
from the sheer annoyance of having the Labor Party
anywhere near the Treasury benches in this state.
Mr DOLLIS (Richmond) - After the Premier's
speech I was wondering whether I should start by using
the Concise Oxford Dictionary ofPolitics or Paul
Johnson's Intellectuals to try to explain to the Premier
both the origins and growth of the public service and
what has brought about the situation that we are in

PUBLIC SECTOR REFORM (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL and PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT AND
EMPLOYMENT BILL
Wednesday, 13 May 1998

ASSEMBLY

1769

today. Just in case the Premier has not realised, the term
'public service' comes from the British term 'civil
service'. The term comes from the British civilians who
used to work as officials in India in the 19th century.

and opens the way for many other things and the
unknown to happen.

The UK civil service, on which we have based many of
our traditions, is the body of officials paid out of the
public purse. I presume the Premier has no difficulty
with that. The origins of the new, modem civil service
lie in the implementation of the Northcote-Trevelyan
reforms in the second half of the 19th century, but I
suppose that is a bit too complicated for the Premier to
understand. As the tasks of the public service began to
develop they were also separated into the intellectual
work that they did and their routine. I presume
intellectual work is a hard notion for the Premier to
understand.

Mr DOLLIS - Of course you require good work
and outcomes, and you want people to be committed,
but you also want people to be happy. Where does it
come from? It comes from security.

The most important part of what the Concise Oxford
Dictionary ofPolitics says is:
... the civil selVice as a pennanent institution of government
developed an ethos ofpoliticaJ neutrality, willing and able to
advise and seJVe an elected government of any party program.

I presume up to now the Premier does not have any
difficulty following through the emergence, creation
and development and reforms of the civil service as it
developed in the UK, how that reform was transferred
to Australia and how we developed our civil service.
Taking all that, the Premier does not have any
disagreement, going to the origins of the debate as to
why-Mr Kennett inteIjected.

Mr DOLLIS - Here it is, the highly intellectual
contribution of the Premier. He said to take all that to
go into a risotto. Obviously he understands the civil
service on the basis of putting a bit of rice in the frying
pan and throwing in whatever you get and God knows
what you end up with. It indicates the intellectual
ability of the Premier. At this late hour it is important
for us to understand the intellectual powers the Premier
is displaying.
Let us come back to why we are opposing the
legislation, and we oppose it very strongly. First of all,
it compromises the independence of the public service;
it minimises procedural fairness; it removes the period
of notice on termination; it takes away consistency in
treatment of public servants; it further casualises the
public service; and job security no longer exists. It
removes entitlements to long service from the act, and it
removes reference to recognition of prior service. It
destroys the concept of a career in the public service

Mr Kennett inteIjected.

Let us look at this specimen of happiness and
intellectual power. Let me tell you, Premier, you have
not got a clue either in terms of the history or the
traditions of what has brought us here.

Mr Kennett - I have not got a clue?
Mr DOLLIS - You have not got a clue. You
would not exactly describe yourself as a person of
considerable intellect.

Part of the reason I thought it appropriate to commence
my contribution to the debate by referring to the
Concise Oxford Dictionary ofPolitics is to get the
Premier to agree to some fundamental concepts and
then follow with the opposition's points of concern and
indicate what has prompted it to oppose the proposed
legislation and the utter stupidity and lack of logic the
Premier has demonstrated in his arguments. He cannot
agree with the opening remarks and then not follow
through in a logical and precise way on the concerns
expressed by the shadow Treasurer.
Mr Kennett - Who is the shadow Treasurer?
Mr DOLLIS - I know it is 11.40 p.m., but even
the Premier needs to demonstrate a better base of
knowledge than that! The Premier's arguments are
illogical. On the one hand he does not disagree that
definitions should relate to a public or civil service but
he then disagrees with the concerns that arise from the
proposed legislation. But one connects to the other and
the question is whether the connection is made in the
Premier's own mind. I am sure the Premier would find
it difficult to understand how the connection is made
because he is not being logical.
Mr Honeywood -

There is no logic in politics.

Mr DOLLIS - If that is correct, we can conclude
that the Premier is not a very logical person. If that is an
admission for us to cherish, we will fully agree with the
minister. Ifthere is no logic in politics, Victoria has an
illogical Premier whose government has introduced into
this house measures that make very little sense.
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I shall deal with the debate in a logical manner. I am a
bit disturbed by the comment of the Minister for
Tertiary Education and Training that the Premier lacks
any logic.
Mr Kennett - That's nothing. You should hear
what he normally says.
Mr DOLLIS - We hear a lot said about the
Premier and we consistently hear comments that place
him at the top of the very illogical list. As I said earlier,
the proposed legislation compromises the independence
of the public service.
Mr Kennett - May I be excused?
Mr DOLUS - You were excused the day you
were born, Mr Premier, so it is quite all right. The bill
provides no notice of termination, destroys consistency
in the treatment of public servants, casualises the
service, destroys job security, removes long service
leave entitlements - they are no longer entitlements
under the legislation - and removes reference to
recognition of prior service. The concept of a career is
no longer in existence and that can lead to incredible
uncertainty.

If a government subscribes to the fundamental principle
of building up a professional civil service in this
country-Mr Honeywood intetjected.
Mr DOLLIS - Is the minister casting doubts on
the integrity or otherwise ofthe Greek public service,
because if he is I am happy to debate that point. The
Minister for Tertiary Education and Training says there
is no logic in politics. Therefore, by his own admission,
there is no logic in the way the government introduces
into this house legislation that destroys the
fundamentals that have made this society work.

Mr Honeywood - Where is the logic in that?
Mr DOLLIS - That is exactly my point: where is
the logic in that? The minister is interested only in the
lack of logic and could not care less what destruction
the proposed legislation will cause to the fundamental
principles that have operated in this state.
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'dictatorship' because it has some relevance to this
debate. The dictionary says that in modern usage it
means absolute rule, unrestricted by law, constitutions
or other political or social factors within the state. It
sounds very familiar; it is similar to the way the
Premier and the government work. It requires a lack of
logic to act in such a way.
The minister said earlier that lack of logic is the way in
which the government works, and the relationship
between the definition of 'dictatorship' and the way the
Premier and the government rule this state is obvious.
The government acts in a dictatorial way, as
demonstrated by the introduction of this proposed
legislation, which should never have been introduced. It
requires further examination. As the shadow Treasurer
pointed out earlier, it will destroy the fundamentals on
which an independent public service has been built in
this state.
Mr Honeywood intetjected.
Mr OOLLIS - The minister may try to trivialise;
he probably has one of the best records in this state for
doing so, but that is a matter for another debate.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! The honourable member should ignore
inteIjections from across the table and confme his
remarks to the bills before the house.

Mr OOLUS - Yes, Mr Acting Speaker, but the
provocation is extreme.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur) Order! I am sure the provocation is extreme, but I am
also sure a man of the honourable member's experience
can resist it.

Mr DOLUS - I am sure I can, Sir. In fact, I was
intending to sit down long before the provocation arose
because I wanted to give the government an
opportunity to present a bit more of its illogical
argument to demonstrate its stupidity and
narrow-mindedness.
Let me return to the compromise regarding the
independence of the public service.

Mr Honeywood intetjected.
I ask the minister to consider the following point.
Unless it is possible to guarantee an independent public
service based on some fundamentals that work, the
government will not be able to deal with it. My
colleague the honourable member for Niddrie pointed
out that we should examine the defmition of

Mr DOLLIS - The minister lacks logic, by his
own admission. He said there is no logic in the way he
and his government are governing.
Mr Honeywood intetjected.
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Mr DOLLIS - The minister is doing very well.
Even the Premier had to walk away in total
embarrassment.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr McArthur)Order! The honourable member will ignore
inteIjections and confine his remarks to the bill.
Mr DOLLIS - The provocation is extreme at this
late hour. I have also tried to make certain that the
honourable member for Swan Hill is witnessing this
debate, but it has been a bit difficult - because of the
lateness of the hour he has gone to sleep!
Mr Steggall - It would be all right if you would
make it a bit interesting.
Mr DOLLIS - The proposed legislation will not
ensure Victoria moves forward into the next century
with some confidence that the public service will
continue to exist.
What will exist into the next century will not serve
Victoria in the way we require those people to serve the
public good. If the government understands public good
it will understand what it will destroy with these bills.
You cannot take security from a person and then expect
that person to sacrifice his or her life, working for long
hours under difficult conditions - which any public
servant is prepared to do - giving opinions and
ensuring that government programs work. You cannot
have your cake and eat it too. It is illogical, but there is
no logic in the way this government operates, and that
is obvious from the proposed legislation.
The purpose of the Public Sector Management and
Employment bill is to provide for the management of
the Victorian public sector. It will do the opposite. The
bill eliminates fair conditions of employment for
Victoria's public servants. As I said, it was difficult to
work out which tack the Premier was taking. I thank the
Minister for Tertiary Education and Training for putting
on record that this is an illogical government that is
totally lacking in rationality when dealing with the
proposed legislation. I also thank the honourable
member for Swan Hill for listening to and participating
in the debate, although it is difficult to discem which
dream land he is swimming in.
Opposition members oppose the bill for the
fundamental reasons stated categorically by every
speaker on this side of the house. The bill will not
advance the interests of public servants or the people of
Victoria.
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Mr FINN (Tullamarine) - I did not intend to
contribute to this debate, but having heard a string of
speakers from the other side of the chamber I am forced
to my feet. I listened to the honourable members for
Essendon, Geelong North, Coburg and Richmond and
am in a quandary about the direction the Labor Party is
going in in this state.
With all due respect to the honourable member for
Essendon, her contribution was one of her less than
outstanding performances; it was a shocker! I would
love to comment on several of the views expressed by
the honourable member for Essendon, but the bottom
line is that she made no sense at all. For honourable
members on this side of the house to comment on an
opposition member's contribution it has to make some
sense. Unfortunately the honourable member for
Essendon's contribution made no sense at all.
It is a pity that the honourable member for Geelong
North has left the Chamber. I wanted to point out to
him that in a little over 18 months time we will be
facing a new millennium. What a great pity the
honourable member for Geelong North got up in this
chamber tonight and gave us a lecture straight out of a
book by Lenin, circa 1917. The honourable member
like so many of his Labor Party colleagues, is living'in
the past. Tonight we saw the New Labor philosophy. If
that is the case, the only conclusion we can come to is
that New Labor equals old Marxism. It was the old
Marxist claptrap that the honourable member for
Geelong North trotted out for us tonight.
We heard him talk about the importance of the
independence of the public service. What a joke,
coming from somebody who when his party was in
government for 10 years, the decade of darkness
between 1982 and 1992, made a special project of
stacking the public service with political appointees.
That is how the Labor Party regards the independence
of the public service. Neither the honourable member
for Geelong North nor any of his colleagues who
follow him should get up in this house and display the
sort of hypocrisy they have shown this issue. These
bills will ensure that what occurred between 1982 and
1992 will never happen again. We will never see the
politicisation of the public service that we saw during
the Labor years.
The honourable member for Coburg's contribution was
fascinating. He gave us everything but a couple of
choruses of the Intemationale. The extraordinary thing
was that he seemed to be giving the same speech over
and over again. I kept having feelings of deja vu
because he repeated it at least three or four times. He
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gave us a great lecture on the joys and importance of
the Westminster system. The man is a republican. He
wants to destroy the Westminster system in this
country. He wants to rip up the Australian constitution.
You can't have it both ways! You either support a
republic or you support the Westminster system, but
you cannot come into this house talking about the
importance of the Westminster system and then go
outside and tell the world that a republic is an absolute
necessity. Once again, to quote the honourable member
for Geelong North, I say to the honourable member for
Coburg, 'You cannot have it both ways!'. He cannot
come in here supporting what we all know he
vehemently opposes.
We know why the Labor Party is opposing these bills.
It must be because of the unspoken agenda, the old
story. The Labor Party is controlled by the various
wings of the trade union movement. What we have
heard tonight from various Labor members is coming
straight from the public service union and we all know,
because it has been pointed out more than adequately
by the Premier, its level of support in the Victorian
public service. It is in real strife, and that should not
surprise anybody.
These refonns of the Victorian public service are the
most important the government has introduced since its
election in 1992. These bills prepare the Victorian
public service for the 21st century.
It will ensure that we are in great shape as we head into
the next century. It puts public sector employees on the
same footing as every other worker in the state. The bill
guarantees efficiency; it guarantees that the serving of
the Victorian community by the public service will
always be paramount.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr LEIGHTON
(Preston).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Remaining business postponed on motion of
Dr NAPTHINE (Minister for Youth and Community
Services).

ADJOURNMENT

Dr NAPTHINE (Minister for Youth and
Community Services) - I move:
That the house do now adjourn.
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Marine Discovery Centre, Queenscliff
Mrs MADDIGAN (Essendon) - I ask the Minister
for Conservation and Land Management to give the
house and the Victorian community a commitment that
the government will adequately fund the Marine
Discovery Centre at Queenscliff to ensure that the
centre's core activities, which are school and
community education, are retained at no lower level
than under the current funding.
This matter was brought to my attention by a number of
schools in my electorate and, curiously enough, at the
same time by some people in Queenscliff. There has
been considerable concern about the future of the
centre. Indeed, an article in the Geelong Advertiser of
12 May reports the fisheries director of the Department
of Natural Resources and Environment, Richard
McLoughlin, as saying that there had been a strong
public campaign over the past month in support of the
centre because there have been suggestions it would
close. He said:
The issue was how the centre was funded.
The marine discovery centre has to pay for itself or it will
start to suck money out from other valuable areas.

This comment raised considerable concern about the
exact role of the centre and its future. There has been
some debate about the Marine Discovery Centre, which
is a great educational centre. If honourable members
have not been there I suggest they visit it. It is a great
experience, especially for children, as it helps them to
understand more about the ecology of Port Phillip Bay.
I very much enjoyed going to the centre and I highly
recommend it to the honourable member for
Bennettswood, who is interjecting. It provides a better
understanding of the flora and fauna in the Port Phillip
Bay area.
There is concern that the centre will be closed and that
another facility will take its place, whether that be a
centre for continuing education or a research centre to
support the fishing industry. Obviously both these
activities are important but it would be a great loss to
the community if that school facility were not kept. I
know that students from one of the schools in my
electorate, the Ascot Vale special school, spend a week
at Queenscliff each year. The children undertake many
activities in association with the Marine Discovery
Centre and its staff. That experience is mirrored by
many schools across the state and it would be a great
shame if that important part of the educational process
were lost. It is surprising that the comments about the
marine centre have been made by the Minister for
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Agriculture and Resources rather than the Minister for
Conservation and Land Management.

Bridges: Goulburn River
Mr MAUGHAN (Rodney) - I raise with the
Minister for Transport, who is the representative in this
house of the Minister for Roads and Ports, the
Goulburn River bridge at Murchison. I know this
bridge well as I use it frequently. It is an attractive
bridge that was perfectly adequate when it was built
many years ago, but it is totally inadequate now. It is a
very busy bridge. It is used by local, intrastate and
interstate road transport operators as they transfer
produce from the western half of the Goulburn Valley
to the Goulburn Valley Highway across to the Hume
Highway and ultimately to Sydney, Brisbane and
Melbourne.
It is also a major route from the Hume Highway
through to Bendigo, Horsham and Adelaide. The bridge
has an unsigned limit of38 tonnes and B-doubles
cannot legally use it, either loaded or empty. In
addition, there are a number of safety problems. It is a
narrow bridge where passing is difficult, particularly
when a heavy transport vehicle or passenger coach is
using it. The road surface is rough and uneven; the
bridge surface is frequently slippery when wet~ and the
approaches to the bridge are far from ideal.
It is an important bridge because many food processing
companies on the western side of the Goulburn
River - Bonlac Foods would be the main one - have
to use other routes with their larger trucks, adding
considerably to their transport costs. Factories that use
the bridge are Heinz at Girgarre, Bonlac at Stanhope,
Henry Jones IXL at Kyabram and Kyabram Cold
Storage.
The bridge requires upgrading or replacement so that
the food processors on the western side of the Goulburn
Valley can more economically use large transportfor example, B-doubles - to transport their produce
across the Goulburn River to Melbourne, Sydney,
Brisbane and elsewhere. I ask the Minister for Roads
and Ports to look at the bridge with a view to upgrading
it as quickly as possible to make the transport of
primary produce from the Goulburn Valley more
efficient.

Food for Growth strategy
Ms Gn..LEIT (Werribee) - I refer the Premier to
his announcement on Monday of this week about a
food industry statement entitled' Food for Growth'. The
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Premier's comments are detailed in an article in the
Herald Sun by Sarah Dent:
The food sector will be the main driver of economic growth
under a state govenunent plan to treble exports to $12 billion
by 2010.

The article goes on to say:
The strategy is also expected to boost Victoria's image of
being a clean and green producer as the whole food
production chain from paddock to plate is put under the
microscope.

The monumental hypocrisy of those remarks is not lost
on any of the constituents I represent in Werribee. Such
an approach causes us enormous concern, combined
with the decision announced the last time we were
together in this place - not last week but the week
before - by the Minister for Planning and Local
Government, indicating that Werribee would be the
prime recipient if this government has its way and
establishes a toxic waste dump there. The matter I raise
specifically for the attention of the Premier and where I
seek his advice and explanation concerns the comment
that:
... a $7.5 million food experience centre will be built at
Sheppanon to showcase Victoria's best food and wine
products.

The information I have indicates that the Shepparton
community is being asked to contribute $1 million to
this project and that the federal government is being
asked to contribute $6 million. I ask the Premier to
explain to us whether that project will go ahead and, if
not, why not?

Bambra-Balaclava Road intersection, Caulfield
Mrs SHARDEY (Caulfield) - I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Transport, as the
representative in this house of the Minister for Roads
and Ports. It is a simple issue but one which I think
deserves attention. I ask him to consider the feasibility
of putting traffic lights at aT-intersection in my
electorate on the corner of Barnbra Road and
Balaclava Road.
I received a letter from a Mr Saxon Palmer who claims
it is a busy intersection, that a large number of cars
travel north on Bambra Road and often fail to stop on
the corner of Balaclava Road, thus causing accidents. In
fact, there have been a couple of serious accidents in the
past couple of months. In addition, a large number of
pedestrians cross Balaclava Road to use the facilities of
Caul field Park. I went to the intersection on Saturday
morning to see whether the level of traffic could be
considered to be heavy.
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An honourable member inteIjected.
Mrs SHARDEY - I am not totally horrified, but I
must admit I travelled on Balaclava Road wanting to
turn into Bambra Road and must have sat there for
25 minutes waiting to turn right because a large number
of cars in front of me were also trying to turn into
Bambra Road.
This matter has been brought to my attention by a
constituent, and I ask the minister to examine the
feasibility of traffic lights at that corner.

Niddrie: toxic waste dump
Mr HULLS (Niddrie) - I raise for the attention of
the Premier the Niddrie quarry site and the proposal by
a property developer, Mr George Adams, to use the site
as a toxic waste dump. Mr Adams has been
endeavouring to rehabilitate the site and turn it into a
housing estate.
I ask the Premier to conduct a full inquiry into the
matter and to give an undertaking that he fully supports
and endorses the rezoning of Spring Gully Reserve as
public open space in June 1997. I ask the Premier to
give an undertaking that the government will not move
to compulsorily acquire the reserve so that it can be
carved up and a road can be put through it to allow a
profit-driven developer to build an access road to the
Niddrie quarry. I hope the Premier agrees that that
would be grossly hypocritical. The inquiry must not
only rule out the theft of the land from the people of
Niddrie but explain why the govemment has decided to
put a toxic waste dump in Niddrie.

Mr Adams is a director of and substantial shareholder
in a company named Hamilton Island ME Ltd. It so
happens that a former director of the company is none
other than Mr Keith Williams, the well-known white
shoe brigade property developer from Queensland, who
is also a shareholder in the company. The Premier will
recall that Mr Williams was at the forefront of the white
shoe brigade that fully supported the corrupt Premier,
Joh Bjelke-Petersen.
It is important that the inquiry investigate whether

Mr Williams is also involved in the proposal to turn the
Niddrie quarry into a toxic waste dump. The last thing
we want is for the shonky developers and mates of the
former Bjelke-Petersen government to come into this
state and turn public assets into profit-driven property
developments. What the developer has proposed would
be tantamount to a theft from the people ofNiddrie.
I ask the Premier to ascertain the relationship between
Mr Williams and Mr Adams so the people of Niddrie
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can be assured that proper probity checks are carried
out on the people who want to build a housing
development on this site.

Preschools: Wonthaggi
Mr E. R SMITH (Glen Waverley) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Youth and Community
Services a letter sent by the Wonthaggi kindergarten to
89 members of the coalition parties asking them,
because of what it claims to be funding cuts, to
personally contribute $68 a term.
Attached to the back of the letter is some propaganda
that refers to how the alleged funding cuts have
occurred. The Honourable Ken Smith, a member for
South Eastem Province in another place, met with a
representative of the kindergarten, Mrs Lee Storti. He
asked Mrs Storti where the information on the back of
the letter came from. She told him it came from the
office of the honourable member for Gippsland West.
The letter was received by all members of the coalition
parties, including the Honourable Peter Katsambanis,
an honourable member for Monash Province in another
place, but the envelope his letter came in was a
parliamentary envelope on which some infonnation
appears to have been whited out. It could be seen from
the mirror image on the back of the envelope that the
information that was whited out was the name ofthe
honourable member for Gippsland West, Ms Susan
Davies.
I do not understand why the honourable member for
Gippsland West would want to disguise her
representation of the interests of the kindergarten. What
is the relationship between the honourable member for
Gippsland West and the kindergarten? There is nothing
wrong in the honourable member sponsoring a
kindergarten. Members of Parliament are often asked to
support kindergartens in their electorates, but in this
case there has been a spurious attempt to disguise the
honourable member's affiliation with the kindergarten.
I ask the minister to examine the facts behind the letter,
the funding of the kindergarten and why the honourable
member for Gippsland West would want to hide her
name by using white-out.

Brunswick Secondary College
Mr CARLI (Coburg) - I raise for the attention of
the Minister for Youth and Community Services the
school nurse-health educator position at Brunswick
Secondary College. The college has been informed that
the Department of Human Services will cease funding
the position at the end of 1998. I ask the minister to
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ensure that funding for the position is continued. The
pilot program that has been running for two years has
been an outstanding success. The position was
reviewed by the Centre for Program Evaluation at the
University of Melbourne. The centre's report, It's not
just waiting/or sick kids: a design evaluation o/the
Brunswick School Nurse program, found it to be an
efficient and highly effective model for the delivery of
health services to young people.
The program has been reviewed to take account of the
youth suicide prevention and Turn the Tide programs.
The Brunswick Secondary College, the attached
language centre and the Croxton Special School service
require the services of the health educator because they
are areas of high need. They are schools with large
numbers of refugees and immigrant children. Many of
their students are vulnerable to mental health problems
and many of them come from areas of neglect. It is
important there is an effective health service strategy as
currently practised at the school.
I call on the minister to ensure that funding for the
position continues because the program has been an
outstanding success and fits well within current
government strategies. It plays a key role in preventing
suicides and in counselling young people about
problems of sexual abuse.

Rosebud foreshore
Mr DIXON (Dromana) - I direct to the attention
of the Minister for Conservation and Land Management
the Rosebud foreshore and ask her to support a grant to
the Rosebud foreshore committee to kick-start the
management plan for renewal of the foreshore through
the recently announced budget program, Vision for Port
Phillip Bay, which relates to tourism destinations. I ask
not only for assistance to kick-start the management
plan but for a commitment over the next few years to
complete the plan.
The program announced in the budget is designed to
enhance tourism development and locations around the
bay. Honourable members would be aware that
Rosebud has a long history as a tourist destination and
as a safe and clean family beach. A generation of
Victorians has camped along the foreshore during the
Christmas period for many years. The management
plan hopes to renew the foreshore area in two ways.
The first is by restoring and improving the current
foreshore infrastructure, especially the camping
infrastructure such as amenities blocks and the power
and water supply and the walking tracks. The
infrastructure for parkland, playgrounds for children,
picnic facilities, car parking and access to the foreshore
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must be improved. The management plan addresses the
need to restore and enhance the natural vegetation,
which has been declining over a number of years.
The second facet of the management plan provides for
new developments on the foreshore, including a boat
ramp and further accommodation options other than
camping - for example, cabin accommodation. Two
small areas designated in the management plan could
be ideal sites for limited small-scale commercial
development.
I ask the minister to consider granting approximately
$200 000 to kick-start the program. I ask for a
commitment over the next couple of years to see the
management plan through, because it is important not
only to a vital area of the peninsula but also to the state
generally.

Docos Building Contractors
Mr MILDENlIALL (Footscray) - I ask the
Minister for Education to investigate whether Theo
Kambouris ofDocos Building Contractors has broken
the law in bungling the Grovedale West Primary
School refurbishment.
On 10 September last year Docos builders walked off
two major school projects. Subcontractors were not
paid despite statutory declarations to the effect that they
were signed by the company's principal,
Mr Kambouris - a case of wilful and corrupt perjury.
Mr Kambouris was awarded the tender under one name
but claimed and was paid hundreds of thousands of
dollars under another. Some 21 subcontractors and
suppliers are still owed hundreds of thousands of
dollars on the Grovedale project alone.

Because the government has moved slowly the project
will not start again until July when it should have been
fmished by January, before the start of the school year.
The honourable member for South Barwon had the gall
to tell the house on 24 March that work was under way,
which is clearly not the case.
I call on the minister to establish whether there is a
prima facie case that Mr Kambouris has broken the law
and, if so, to refer the matter to the police. I also ask the
minister to ensure that the department has no ongoing
business with that man, because I understand he is still
under contract to complete work at the Maryborough
Secondary College and in Buninyong.
Will the minister explain to the communities of
Grovedale West Primary School and the Latrobe
Secondary College why he has so badly supervised
their projects and why he gave the jobs to that crook? I
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also ask him to give these school communities a date by
which they can expect these long-delayed projects to be
fmished?
One of the subcontractors, Mr Reno Scriha of Qualified
Constructions ofWilliamstown, told the opposition
that:
This guy took whoever he could for as much as he could, but
what I am more upset about is how the government gives
work to these blokes. It'sjust crap. When I first started
working for them I was told I was government guaranteed. I
mean government schools - how can you go wrong? But I
got shuffled from department to department. When I got on to
the education department they gave me the run around no
end. I was extremely disappointed.

He described Mr Kambouris as 'a slimy mongrel'.

Dandenong Ranges: fire prevention
Mr McARTHUR (Monbulk) - I direct to the
attention of the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management fire prevention work in the Dandenong
Ranges. Before going into the details of the matter, I
pay tribute to the CFA volunteers, the staff of the
Department of Natural Resources and Environment and
Parks Victoria, and the landowners and residents of the
Dandenongs. Their efforts, in combination with the
deployment of fire-bombing aircraft and the
government's bushfIre prevention program, prevented
any serious outbreaks of fire in the Dandenongs during
the past summer season. Any fires that did start were
quickly controlled.

Many honourable members know that it is difficult to
manage fires in the Dandenongs because of the terrain
and the high fuel loads during summer. There is
contention about fighting fires on public and private
land, which makes fire suppression more difficult. The
high level of cooperation has produced excellent results
over the past year, but some areas of contention have
been raised by volunteers who have the job of fighting
fires on both public and private land. Parks Victoria and
the DNRE are charged with the dual responsibility of
managing public land and suppressing fires in the area.
I was at a municipal fire prevention committee meeting
last Monday when senior officers of a number of
brigades in the Dandenongs raised issues about fire
prevention work on public land, which were responded
to by DNRE and Parks Victoria staff. There are
differences between volunteers and DNRE and Parks
Victoria staff about how much fire prevention work
should be done on public land.
We must keep in mind that lives are at risk, particularly
the lives of residents and the lives of those who are
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responsible for putting out fires once they start. It is
important that we work towards improving the
cooperation that already exists. I suggest it may be
achieved by pre-season discussions aimed at
implementing a program of fire prevention work on
public land. Perhaps an independent broker could
facilitate those discussions. I ask the minister for her
assistance in ensuring those discussions take place.

Mitcham: neighbourhood house
Mr ROBINSON (Mitcham) - I raise for the
attention of the Minister for Youth and Community
Services the impact on neighbourhood community
houses in and beyond the Mitcham electorate of the
regulations that are scheduled to be introduced on
1 July. I ask the minister to visit the Mitcham
community house in the near future to see for himself
the problems that the regulations will create. I hope he
can guarantee that they will be applied with a
reasonable degree of commonsense.
The parents and staff at the Mitcham community house
are concerned that the ratios will unfairly penalise them
because there are more adults in supervisory positions
than is the case in most purpose-built child-minding
facilities. The parents and staff are concerned that the
cost of child minding will increase by 40 per cent in the
short term, which would threaten the viability of that
house and others like it.
I have also been contacted by the Boronia Lions Club,
which has expressed concern about the impact of other
changes, including the extent of the police checks. For
example, the Lions Club is involved in hosting a
number of international exchange students, and it
wonders whether police checks will be required for all
the members of the host families, their relatives and
neighbours, all of whom would have some contact with
the visiting students.
I ask the minister to undertake to visit the Mitcham
community house to see first hand the problems I have
alluded to and to ensure that the regulations will be
applied with commonsense.

Responses
Mr KENNETT (Premier) - The honourable
member for Werribee referred to the proposed food
experience centre at Shepparton. Regrettably, but not
surprisingly, she got her facts wrong. The government
is looking forward to providing $1 million, which will
be supplemented by another $1 million from the federal
government. I think the honourable member said the
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federal government would provide $6 million, which is
incorrect.
Ms Gillett inteIjected.

Mr KENNETT - No. It has long been the
government's intention that greater priority be given to
food production. Mr Deputy Speaker, you are aware
that when we came to office in 1992 we established a
goal of$6 billion in food exports by the year 2000. We
are now beyond $4 billion and it seems that even with
the correction in Asia we will achieve the $6 billion
target. We have therefore reset the target for 20 I 0 at
$12 billion - a doubling of the earlier target. That has
been the result of a combination of factors. One has
been the increasing research and development that has
been done in food production in the state. The
honourable member for Werribee will be the first to
acknowledge that the government has put in a
considerable effort to bring together most of the
important food research and development groups at one
location at Werribee which is now recognised as
perhaps the best site for food research and
development. It is growing in international recognition
and we expect that to continue into the future.
Another area of the state that has a very good natural
base for food production is Shepparton. The honourable
member for Shepparton and other members of the
government have been working consistently on the
concept of developing a food experience centre in
Shepparton, particularly in association with the stone
fruit industry. It is hoped that centre will be established.
In the years to come there will probably be two or three
such centres in Victoria because a few regions are
identified strongly with various products, as Shepparton
is known for its stone fruits.
As part of the government's major industry events
program it is developing a wine week, which will be
held towards the end of each year, as a natural
successor to the current sporting events program. There
will be a food week, a wine week and a furniture week
in addition to the already introduced infonnation
technology week. Those initiatives will continue to
develop opportunities.
The honourable member for Werribee raised the food
experience centre, and given the discussion that is
taking place at the moment at Werribee over the toxic
waste dump - Ms Gillett -

Revolution.

Mr KENNETT - Revolution! The reality of the
situation is that the particular facility will have to meet
the highest possible standards. I notice that last Friday
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CSR said that if it is built and it does not meet and
continue to meet those standards the company will
close it down. Together with the two other dumps that
are already in operation at Tullamarine and Lyndhurst it
will be a very important facility as the receiver of in the
main what is called hard waste - not wet waste from throughout Victoria.
I have said this before, but for political reasons the
honourable member for Werribee is not interested in
listening: the proposed facility does not present any
threat at all to the environment, and in particular it does
not present any threat at all to the market gardens,
which are approximately 7 kilometres from the site. It is
the equivalent of building a toxic waste dump at the
GPO and living in Hawthorn - the distance is such as
to not only protect the community, but in particular to
protect the growers.
I do not know whether the honourable member for
Werribee is interested in having a food experience
centre established at Werribee. She is probably not,
given her show of lack of confidence in the area in
recent weeks. If the honourable member is interested
she might put forward such a proposition, given that
that area produces a lot of Melbourne's best vegetables,
and, as I said, I do not see any reason why it should not
continue to do so in the future. The food experience
centres will be important. The government is building
one at Shepparton and I would not be opposed to
establishing one at Werribee, in conjunction with either
the fanning community directly or the research centre.
Ms Gillett inteIjected.

Mr KENNETI - I have made an offer to the
honourable member. If she is not interested in taking it
up, that is fine. If the honourable member believes in
the food industry in Werribee I would be prepared to
consider establishing a food experience centre there. I
think it would probably be better to have it in the
gardens than at the research centre only because it
would give people who visited it the opportunity of
seeing how the products were grown. I make the offer
to the honourable member for Werribee that the
government will consider it, and I will wait to hear
from her. If, as her inteIjection indicates, she is not
interested we will place it with perhaps the dairy
industry or with the wine industry at A voca so that we
can continue to focus on the very best offood
production, particularly food for export.
The honourable member for Niddrie raised the Niddrie
quarry for the first time to my knowledge, apart from its
being raised by way of interjection or as a point of order
last week. It does not surprise me that he has been
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somewhat late to represent the interests of those of his
community who have expressed a concern about the
Niddrie quarry. Currently it exists as a hole in the
ground, filled in part with water. In the quarry in
question will being placed soil that is contaminated to
some degree. It is proposed to use the hole mainly for
soil waste such as that recovered from the new museum
site at the back of the Royal Exhibition Building. That
site has not been touched in the 200 years since white
settlement. It contains a natural low-quality arsenic that
has always been in the soil. It is the same sort of
ingredient that might be found in any soil around
Melbourne.
As in so many other instances, when the hole is filled in
due course the value of the area to the community will
be substantially increased and it will be available to be
used for development or whatever other use is decided
on down the track. The honourable member for Niddrie
expressed concern about the people who are associated
with the application to conduct the waste dump at the
Niddrie quarry. It is important to realise that any
organisation or citizen is entitled to enter into a
relationship with the community on any issue so long
as that person or organisation goes through the correct
and appropriate procedures. I have not had brought to
my attention anything that causes me concern about the
company that is currently the preferred operator of the
site.
The honourable member for Niddrie said he thought
there had been a theft of the land that will be required
for access to the quarry. The honourable member
should realise that the site in question has not always
been a park. He probably does not realise that because
he is a fairly new arrival back to Victoria, and certainly
to Niddrie, where he is a more recent personality on the
scene. That site was not always been a park - it was
created and developed
Mr HuDs interjected.

Mr KENNETI - It is true that access to the
quarry will have to be available. Once the quarry is
filled the site will be returned to natural parkland, as so
often is the case, and knowing that the quarry - Mr HuDs - It's going to take 10 years to fill!
Mr KENNETI - What's difficult about that? The
honourable member will probably sit on that side of the
house for 10 years. The time will go slowly for him no
doubt and more quickly for others. Many such sites
around Melbourne have been filled in over the years,
and many sites in my area have been returned to
housing or public land I remember the late 1970s when
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local communities opposed the turning of those holes
into refuse tips for periods prior to their being sealed
and turned into open parkland. The public opposed it
then, but now not one resident in the area around the
Eastern Freeway would swap the open rolling
parklands, with new trees and vegetation, for the
previous hole in the ground, or would object to the site
being used for refuse for a IO-year period.
That illustrates the short-sightedness of those on the
other side of the house, whether they be the honourable
member for Werribee or the honourable mernber for
Niddrie. The opportunity to fill in a dangerous quarry
that had the potential to be turned into a toxic waste site
would have been welcomed by a representative ofthe
area who showed any degree of leadership whatever.
As we have seen, the easiest thing is to resist leadership
and to go with the flow, believing that is where the
greatest support is in the long term. However, the
fundamental mistake made by those on the other side of
the house is that leadership is aB about taking people
where they have not been before for the right reasons
and being able to identify opportunities rather than
opposing them.
The government will not hold the type of inquiry the
honourable member requested. The site has passed all
the necessary environmental effects studies. The
honourable member for Niddrie and his colleague the
Leader of the Opposition, who is sitting on his left, both
came to this house with tarnished political reputations.
They failed as the federal parliamentary members for a
Queensland electorate and Bendigo respectively. They
failed to provide any leadership whatever to their
electorates. The perfonnances this week of the
honourable member for Niddrie and the Leader of the
Opposition can be described only as desultory. I have
witnessed oppositions for 22 years in this place, but this
week the standard has been the lowest I have seen from
either Labor or a coalition. One should not be surprised
when the opposition is as dispirited and as leaderless as
this opposition in respect of the issues raised tonight.
Dr NAPTHINE (Minister for Youth and
Community Services) - The honourable member for
Mitcham referred to children's services regulations that.
came about as a result of the new Children's Services
Act. The regulations were presented through a
regulatory impact statement in draft fonn for public
consultation earlier this year. The department and the
government have taken on board a number of
comments made by various submitters. Some of the
issues raised concerned staff ratios at smaller centres.
The honourable member will fmd that the regulations
promulgated are slightly different from the draft
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regulations, which may be advantageous to the smaller
centres in regional areas and in occasional care centres.
The honourable member also suggested I should visit
the Mitcham community house to discuss the
regulations with the people concerned. I advise the
honourable member that the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson in another place has already invited me to
visit the Mitcham electorate. I have accepted his
invitation and I shall be visiting the electorate in the
near future. I will contact him to ask whether a visit to
the Mitcham community house can be part of the
program he has kindly arranged. If that can be fitted
into the program we will do so.
The honourable member for Coburg referred to the
position of a school nurse health educator at the
Brunswick Secondary College. As the honourable
member said, and as I recollect, it was a time-limited
pilot project and the time has expired. The pilot project
identified a number of issues that have now been picked
up in some of the programs the government is
implementing through the $100 million Turning the
Tide strategy and the $23 million a year response
strategy through the Youth Suicide Task Force. In
particular, recurrent funding is being provided in
response to the youth suicide issue.
Some $8.08 million is being provided through the
education department to boost welfare services in
schools. In addition, the $5 million being provided
jointly by the Department of Human Services and the
Department of Education for community-based
school-linked youth services will help young people
improve their connectedness to their schools, their
families and their communities, and will therefore
improve the protective factors against high-risk
behaviour including suicide, drug and alcohol abuse,
premature school leaving and other risk factors. The
school nurse position has been a valuable learning
experience as part of the pilot program. Many positive
initiatives have been incorporated into the newer
programs that have been implemented by the
government.
The honourable member for Glen Waverley raised with
me the two kindergartens in Wonthaggi. One is in
North Wonthaggi and the other is in Murray Street. In
1997 there were 130 enrollees at the kindergartens and
five groups of students were necessary to conduct the
program successfully. Because of the vagaries in the
population, in 1998 there are 104 enrollees, who can be
accommodated in four groups. It was important for the
kindergarten to rearrange the groups so that the could
operate efficiently and effectively to provide good
quality kindergarten services.
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I remind the house that the kindergartens receive a per
capita payment of$930 per child - an increase of
16 per cent during the past four years. Health card
holders, who were mentioned in the letter, get a $50 per
half year subsidy - $100 in a full year - to help meet
their fees. That amount has been increased by 12 per
cent this year. In addition, each kindergarten received
$2500 in 1996 in a one-off capital payment, $1700 in
1997 and $1000 in 1998. The Wonthaggi North
kindergarten also received $2492 to assist with fencing
and the Wonthaggi kindergarten received $457 for the
installation of a temperature valve. More recently the
kindergarten in White Road received $1000 to assist
with fencing.
The two kindergartens in Wonthaggi have received a
considerable amount of funding, not only their standard
funding, which in recent years has been increased quite
significantly ahead of inflation, but also substantial
capital and minor maintenance grants. The two
kindergartens have been well served and represented by
their local members, the Honourables Ken Smith and
Ron Bowden in another place.
I also refer to a matter that may need to be taken up
with Mr Speaker. It concerns the totally inappropriate
use of parliamentary facilities and envelopes.
Mrs Maddigan interjected.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER - Order! The
honourable member for Essendon is being deliberately
loud and is interrupting the minister. I ask her to remain
silent.
Dr NAPTIllNE - It is clear that the letter posted
to the Honourable Peter Katsambanis who represents
Monash Province in another place, was sent in an
envelope with the Parliament of Victoria logo on the
back. The name of the member has been whited out.

As the honourable member for Glen Waverley said,
when it is held up to the light it can be clearly seen that
the honourable member who has inappropriately
supplied the envelopes is Susan Davies, MP. One
wonders what the honourable member for Gippsland
West is doing supplying Parliament-provided stationery
to a kindergarten committee for mail-outs. That is an
inappropriate use of parliamentary resources, and
perhaps even the Auditor-General should have a look at
it.
The concern is not only that it has been done, because
the excuse may be given that this member is still
relatively new to Parliament and that her actions may
have been as a result of over enthusiasm, a mistake, or
just trying to help out, but one would wonders in what
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circumstances she would go to the bother of wiping out
her name. Would it be an attempt to hide the fact that
she was using parliamentary facilities? Clearly it was
not done through ignorance. There is what I consider to
be prima facie evidence of deliberate misappropriation,
and that is something that should be taken up with
Mr Speaker and the House Committee.
Members often say there are insufficient resources in
their electorate office budgets, and clearly members
have a responsibility to use those facilities in the
manner for which they are intended. Obviously the
honourable member for Gippsland West has not been
using these facilities appropriately. Unfortunately she
also appears to have misled members of the
kindergarten committee, who are dedicated people who
do a good job and are clearly concerned to provide a
good quality of education for the children in their care.
It is absolutely appalling to me that these volunteers are
being used and abused by the actions of the honourable
member for Gippsland West. That is totally and utterly
inappropriate.
The honourable member for Essendon raised with me
for the attention of the Minister for Conservation and
Land Management the need for proper funding of the
Marine Discovery Centre at Queenscliff. I will pass that
on to the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management.
The honourable mernber for Footscray raised with me
for the attention of the Minister for Education concerns
about the operations of a builder involved in the
Grovedale West Primary School extensions. I will pass
that matter on to the Minister for Education. I also
advise the honourable member for Footscray that ifhe
has any evidence that suggests the law has been broken
he should refer that information directly to the police. It
is appropriate that if any honourable member comes
across information that suggests illegal activities, it
should be referred to the police for investigation.
The honourable member for Rodney raised with me for
the Minister for Roads and Ports in another place the

Wednesday, 13 May 1998

need for an upgrade of the Goulbum River bridge at
Murchison. It is a beautiful bridge in a beautiful part of
Victoria, as you can see when you cross the bridge at
the old hotel. It is a special area and it is well
represented by the honourable member for Rodney.
The bridge has about a 38-tonne limit and is narrow. I
am sure the Minister for Roads and Ports in another
place will give the matter his full attention.
The honourable member for Caulfield, another member
who is dedicated in the representation of her electorate,
raised the need for traffic lights at the corner of Bambra
and Balaclava roads. I will pass that on to the Minister
for Roads and Ports in another place.
The honourable member for Dromana raised for the
attention of the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management an issue relating to the foreshore. He is
seeking a grant to assist the foreshore committee, which
does an excellent job in looking after the foreshore and
is well supported by the honourable member in his
representation in this house. I am sure that the Minister
for Conservation and Land Management will consider
the matter seriously and seek to work with the
honourable member for Dromana on this issue, in a
positive partnership.
The honourable member for Monbulk raised for the
attention of the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management the need for a review relating to fire
prevention work in the Dandenong Ranges. We know
how important fire prevention works are and how
effective many local communities are in preventing
bushfires through their activities in fire prevention. I am
sure the Minister for Conservation and Land
Management will be guided by the advice of the
honourable member for Monbulk and the
representations he brings to her in this house from his
community, which is in a very fire-prone area. I am
sure those issues, which I will pass on to the minister,
will receive her attention and that she will respond at an
appropriate" time.
House adjourned 12.56 a.m. (Thursday).

