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Wednesday, 21 June 2017
The SPEAKER (Hon. Colin Brooks) took the chair
at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

North-east link
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of certain citizens of Victoria draws to the
attention of the house the Andrews Labor government’s
proposal to build the north-east link between Greensborough
and Lilydale, which will have the following impacts:
cut the community of the Nillumbik green wedge in
half;
destroy local amenity and impact on an area of high
environmental value; and
clog local rural roads that will be unable to cope with
increased traffic volumes.
The petitioners therefore request the Legislative Assembly to
call on the Andrews government to immediately terminate
any investigation into the construction of a north-east link
through Kangaroo Ground and Nillumbik’s green wedge.

By Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (387 signatures).

Lake Eildon houseboats
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The following petitioners, being houseboat owners on Lake
Eildon, draw to the attention of the house the Water (Lake
Eildon Recreational Area) (Houseboats) Regulations 2013.
These regulations requiring the treatment of grey water by the
installation of grey water treatment systems (GWTS) on
houseboats on Lake Eildon are unreasonable, expensive,
unworkable and do not meet the criteria of the costs being
offset by the benefits achieved.
The cost of installing grey water treatment systems for
houseboats under construction is approximately $20 000 and
retrospective fit-outs for existing boats are between $25 000
and $50 000.
The GWTS authorised by Goulburn Murray Water are not
‘fit for purpose’. Boat owners who currently have the
GWTS fitted are turning them off because of the odour and
stench they produce, the noise they make and the exorbitant
power they use which many boats cannot produce.
The current regulations have made it difficult and often
impossible for many to sell their assets and have seriously
affected economic trade, tourism and business at Lake Eildon
and surrounding areas.
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The petitioners hereby request the Legislative Assembly of
Victoria set aside the current grey water regulations 2013
until some suitable GWTS can be manufactured that are ‘fit
for purpose’.
We further request that the onus for installing the GWTS be
on the purchaser and removed from the vendor and that the
licence at the time of sale be transferred to the purchaser.
We further request that all boats on Lake Eildon prior to the
commencement of the grey water regulations in July 2013 be
exempted from the regulations and that GWTS units only be
required to be fitted to new houseboats when units fit for
purpose are available.

By Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (57 signatures).

Road safety
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
That our voice and our community opinion has been
completely ignored by VicRoads with the unnecessary and
wasteful installation of road barriers on Kangaroo
Ground-St Andrews Road. This action has actually increased
our risk of accidents with other cars and wildlife, and has also
increased our fire risk to the community and to the local CFA
firefighters. The current model does not truly take into
account our wildlife habitat, the high volume of cyclists as
road users, community requirements such as bike lanes,
horse-riding access, pedestrian footpaths and not to mention
the real potential for loss of life due to the increased fire risk,
due to the restriction that these barriers create to the
community and the firefighters.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria call for an immediate stop to this work,
and for a true community and local council consultation be
undertaken to truly obtain a practical and satisfactory road
safety model that meets our road users and community needs.

By Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (1063 signatures).

Western Port basketball stadium
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
We the undersigned citizens of Victoria draw to the attention
of the house community anger at the year-long delay by the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council in rebuilding the
Western Port Basketball Stadium at Somerville after it was
destroyed by fire in May 2016. The community is also angry
that the Andrews Labor government has refused to provide
any funding to assist this rebuild.
The petitioners therefore respectfully request that the
Legislative Assembly of Victoria calls on the Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council to urgently rebuild this critical
community asset and for the Andrews Labor government to
immediately provide funding towards this rebuild.

By Mr BURGESS (Hastings) (629 signatures).

DOCUMENTS
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Crime rates
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of constituents in the rural communities of
Kyabram and district draws the attention of the house to the
spiralling crime rate and drug use in rural communities which
has resulted in residents living in fear.
The petitioners therefore request the Andrews Labor
government:
increase police presence and numbers in rural
communities;

Wednesday, 21 June 2017
that Public Transport Victoria has rejected Fawkner
Express Convenience Store’s request to become a Myki
retailer.

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria permit Fawkner Express Convenience
Store at Shop 2-3, 431 St Kilda Road, Melbourne 3004 to
become a Myki retailer.

By Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) (125 signatures).
Tabled.

improve response times to 000 calls;

Ordered that petitions be considered next day on
motion of Mr HIBBINS (Prahran).

harsher penalties for crime to reflect community values
in sentencing criminals; and

Ordered that petition be considered next day on
motion of Mr BURGESS (Hastings).

increase rehabilitation and support resources for drug
users in rural settings who have committed crimes.

Ordered that petitions be considered next day on
motion of Ms McLEISH (Eildon).

By Mr WALSH (Murray Plains) (1488 signatures).

Solar energy

Ordered that petition be considered next day on
motion of Mr WALSH (Murray Plains).

To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents and small business owners of
Victoria draws to the attention of the house the fact that the
Victorian planning scheme provides no protection to solar
panels from overshadowing.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria immediately enact legislation which
protects the solar investments of Victorian households and
small businesses.
BACKGROUND: The Victorian state government supports
investing in solar energy and the huge growth in community
take-up of domestic-scale solar installations means that solar
energy is here to stay. The state government’s 2015
Renewable Energy Roadmap provides support for the growth
of distributed generation systems at a local level, and the
recent introduction of Environmentally Efficient Design
policy has revised the rules to ensure better outcomes for
sustainable development. Despite these policies, the rights of
solar panel owners are not protected by current Victorian law.
This petition requests that the state Parliament legislate to
modernise this area of law with the aim of protecting
proprietors who invest in solar panels.

By Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) (811 signatures).

Myki ticketing system
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of Fawkner Express Convenience Store
customers draws to the attention of the house:
the ongoing high demand from customers wanting to
purchase or top up Myki at Fawkner Express
Convenience Store;
the proximity of Fawkner Express Convenience Store to
tram stop #23; and

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General — Managing Victoria’s Public Housing —
Ordered to be published
Professional Standards Act 2003 — Instrument Amending
The Chartered Accountants Australia and New Zealand
Professional Standards Scheme (Victoria) under s 14 (Gazette
G24, 15 June 2017)
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Documents under s 15
in relation to Statutory Rules 36, 40.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Constituency questions
The SPEAKER — Order! Yesterday the member
for Burwood raised a point of order in relation to a
constituency question asked by the member for Pascoe
Vale. The point of order related to information sought
being readily available and also that there were two
questions asked. I have reviewed the question and do
not uphold the first part of the member’s point of order,
but I do uphold the second part in that there were two
questions asked. I therefore rule the second part of the
member for Pascoe Vale’s question out of order.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Avalon Airport industrial precinct
Mr EREN (Minister for Sport) — Last Friday,
16 June, I was pleased to attend Avalon Airport with
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the Premier for the beginning of works at the
industrial precinct. This will eventually be home to
750 new jobs and the Cotton On Group’s
purpose-built distribution centre.
Our government is backing this project with a
$1.5 million investment from the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund to help create much-needed jobs
and to boost the local economy. The investment from
the Labor government will assist with the development
of an initial 40-hectare site on the vacant north-west
corner of the 340-hectare industrial precinct. The funds
will make the precinct ready for tenants and includes
the site fit-out with voltage electricity, gas, water, fibre
optics and communications infrastructure. It is
estimated that the industrial precinct will create
750 direct jobs and up to 1100 indirect jobs over time.
The Cotton On Group, the first major tenant for the
industrial precinct, is building a new state-of-the-art
distribution centre securing 200 existing jobs. The new
35 000 square metre facility will enable the retailer to
better service its 747 Australian stores and thriving
e-commerce platform by ensuring faster replenishment
and delivery times for its local customers.
Since Labor saved Avalon Airport it has gone from
strength to strength. With a new precinct, more jobs and
crucial investment from Cotton On, Avalon will really
take off. Avalon Airport certainly appreciate it. David
Fox said:
We thank the state government for their support and we are
delighted to have the Premier with us to share in this
important milestone, as Avalon takes another major step
forward.

Young Street, Frankston
Mr BURGESS (Hastings) — On Monday of this
week I spoke directly with 15 angry Frankston small
business owners and staff at Lucky’s Deli in Young
Street, where so many businesses have been driven out
of business or are on the verge of disaster because of the
negligent running of the Young Street improvement
project. The Andrews Labor government originally told
Frankston locals that the project would be completed by
March. This then turned into May, and then into October.
There has also been no explanation forthcoming from the
government as to why the workmen turned up and
erected their bollards, blocking a lot of the shopping
facilities and shops at their busiest selling time, just
six weeks before Christmas, and yet work did not
actually commence on site until well after Christmas.
Now the completion date is further in doubt and
businesses have said, ‘Enough’. Businesses like
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Lucky’s Deli, the Frankston tattoo parlour, the local
bakery and Cilantro Cafe have all had the same
message to deliver to the Andrews Government: get it
done and provide compensation for all the gross
negligence. I was saddened to learn that 29 people have
lost their jobs as a direct result of this project and the
loss of revenue, and that was only the people who were
at that forum. That is 29 local families who are
suffering a loss of income, and the flow-on effect to the
local economy is immeasurable.
This project is well over time and the Minister for
Public Transport and the member for Frankston are
nowhere to be seen. They have ducked and weaved at
every possible opportunity. I will be taking this issue
further. We will have more forums and the Labor
government will be held to account. This is so typical
of the Andrews government: make a blunder, cover it
up, keep feeding the community half-truths about
completion dates and not provide support or assistance.

Road infrastructure
Ms HUTCHINS (Minister for Local
Government) — I rise to commend the excellent work
of the Victorian Labor government in undertaking to
build the infrastructure that Victorians need after four
long years of neglect and incompetence by the
Baillieu-Napthine government. Labor’s investments in
the CityLink-Tullamarine Freeway widening,
M80 improvements and Melbourne Metro Tunnel will
reduce travel times for residents in my electorate and
help people spend more time doing what they enjoy
instead of sitting in traffic.
The CityLink-Tulla widening project will increase
capacity, reduce travel times and improve safety on
CityLink and the Tullamarine Freeway. The Victorian
government is also fixing bottlenecks, widening the
M80 to four lanes in each direction from Sunshine
Avenue to the E. J. Whitten Bridge and from three to
five lanes in each direction across the E. J. Whitten
bridge through to the Calder Freeway. The Victorian
government is also helping fund upgrades from Princes
Freeway to the Western Highway, Sydney Road to
Edgars Road, and Plenty Road to Greensborough Road.
These will make a significant difference to people in
the north-west of Melbourne.
I thank the Minister for Roads and Road Safety for his
commitment in the recent budget to put planning
money forward to investigate the building of the Calder
Park interchange overpass, the duplication of Calder
Park Drive and a potential grade separation at the level
crossing on Calder Park Drive.
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Don Johns
Ms KEALY (Lowan) — I would like to
acknowledge the passing of former Horsham mayor,
community advocate and friend, Don Johns. Don had
significant involvement with the Wimmera Health Care
Group Foundation, and in particular the Wimmera
cancer centre, the Wimmera Information Network, the
Horsham Regional Art Gallery, Horsham Tidy Towns
and the GWMWater advisory committee. He was a
Horsham Uniting Church elder, a Horsham City Lions
Club member and a Masonic lodge member. He was
honoured with an Order of Australia Medal and a
Centenary Medal. Don’s achievements and commitment
to the community will make a difference to many
generations to come. I extend my deepest sympathies to
Jo and the Johns family. Vale, Don Johns.

Hamilton mineral plant
Ms KEALY — It is incredibly disappointing that
almost three months after Iluka announced the
suspension of their mineral sands separation plant in
Hamilton, which will result in around 120 direct and
indirect job losses, the Andrews Labor government have
failed to provide any support or additional investment to
build business confidence in the region. Even in this
year’s state budget Labor’s paltry funding extended to
only a new boat for the Hamilton State Emergency
Service unit — nothing for health, education, police or
job creation infrastructure and investments. City-centric
Labor have no plan for country Victoria, no plan for
managing the impending job losses in Hamilton and no
care for the future of our region.

Ararat Rural City Council
Ms KEALY — The upcoming decision by Ararat
Rural City Council to remove differential rates for
landholders has the potential to have a disastrous
impact on the local business community, farmers and
community organisations. I urge the Minister for Local
Government to urgently review the governance of
Ararat Rural City Council and intervene where
appropriate, including a reference to the Victorian
Ombudsman or the Local Government Investigations
and Compliance Inspectorate, and to ensure that, should
the decision go ahead, local people are provided with
substantial financial and mental health support to
transition through what will definitely be a very
difficult time for many farming families.
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Country Fire Authority enterprise bargaining
agreement
Ms KEALY — A year after Premier Andrews
proudly stated that the Country Fire Authority (CFA)
dispute was over and that he had ended it, CFA
volunteers are still waiting to be consulted over sweeping
changes that many believe will destroy the CFA. The
impact on funding for country CFA brigades and the
reduction in surge capacity to fight bushfires in our local
region will have disastrous impacts on our region.

Cambodian commune elections
Mr LIM (Clarinda) — On 4 June Cambodia held its
commune elections. The vote was preceded by threats
from the Prime Minister of Cambodia that Cambodia
would return to civil war should the ruling party lose. It
also took place in a context of extreme political
oppression, with more than two dozen political
prisoners behind bars, the majority of those being
opposition party members and elected officials.
Further, 9 July marks the one-year anniversary of the
brutal murder of Cambodia’s most ardent government
critic, Dr Kem Ley, who visited Australia last year. Last
year Dr Ley was shot dead in broad daylight in central
Phnom Penh. Five UN special rapporteurs jointly stated
that the circumstances of his death ‘have given rise to
deep concerns in view of his standing as a critic of the
government and his regular comments in the media
highlighting governance and human rights concerns’.
The initial results of the commune election have seen
the ruling Cambodian People’s Party claim 70 per cent
of the country’s commune chief positions. Despite the
political context, this is a marked drop from the 97 per
cent the ruling party won in 2012 — but a far smaller
drop than the opposition had been hoping to inflict. On
behalf of my community I urge the Australian
government to send observers to the next national
election to be held in July 2018, an election which will
also surely be defined by threats, intimidation and
widespread irregularities.

Brighton incident
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — As the member for
Brighton I wish to make a couple of comments about
the recent Islamic terrorist attack in Brighton. In the
first instance, I wish to convey my condolences to the
family of the man who was killed, Kai Hao. I wish to
express my gratitude to the police and express my wish
that the three injured police recover fully, and I want to
express sympathy for the horror that the kidnap victim
must have endured.
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I was born in Brighton. My mother’s side of the family
had lived in Brighton for a century before that. I have
made Brighton my home for the past 17 years. I am
extremely familiar with this area of Bay Street; in fact
my doctor is located next door. I have walked and
driven past there on numerous occasions.
This attack has changed Brighton, and I believe it has
changed Melbourne. The federal and state governments
need to act to ensure that the risk of this happening in
another suburb is minimised. The state government
needs to reform the criminal justice system, particularly
bail and parole laws. At the federal level, we need to
rethink who is allowed to enter this country and who is
allowed to stay. I say this as the daughter of a migrant
on my father’s side. My father came to this country and
was a decent citizen — the sort of citizen this country
should welcome. I believe that in the light of this attack
it is now time for a rethink.

Youth Empowerment Conference
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong) — I rise today to
congratulate Wooranna Park Primary School and
Dandenong High School for hosting their second and
very successful Youth Empowerment Conference. This
is a student-organised event and aims to empower and
inspire young people from across nine local schools.
The conference heard from a number of wonderful
local speakers who shared their stories of struggle and
success, including Sensei Matthew Charles from Casey
Elite Marshall Arts, who was clearly a crowd favourite.
Similar conferences have been hosted in the past by
other organisers, but student attendance often came at a
significant and prohibitive cost, so local students
decided that you should not have to pay to be inspired.
They aimed to unite youth within Dandenong and the
surrounding suburbs in both government and
non-government schools and facilitate collaboration,
problem solving and the activation of dreams. These
young people firmly believe that one should not be
defined by their postcode. I congratulate the students on
the growth of the program and on their success in
securing speakers, sponsors and donations from local
businesses and organisations. This initiative clearly
demonstrates that age does not define someone’s ability
to contribute to their community, and I commend all
those involved in the conference and thank them for
their dedication to youth empowerment.

Marine rescue services
Mr DIXON (Nepean) — In 2014 an inquiry was set
up that recommended establishing a volunteer marine
search and rescue service here in Victoria. That service

1909

has now been established, and it is made up of 19 coast
guard flotillas and seven independent marine rescue
units. In my electorate I have the Southern Peninsula
Rescue Squad and also the Safety Beach Coast Guard.
Now that this has been established the issue is that the
government will not commit the $5 million per annum
to actually run the basic services for the 27 services.
The immediate issue of course is training. All these
rescue services have to meet an Australian standard by
the end of June next year, and obviously the training
costs are quite large. There are the materials, there is the
use of the boats, there is petrol — there is a whole range
of costs. The government has given each of the squads
$7500, but that is not enough, and obviously it is a
catch 22 — if they do not reach the standards, they
cannot actually operate as units. Some cannot even
afford to pay for the petrol they need for training. All
these services are brilliant. The volunteers work
incredibly hard and they certainly need that
commitment of $5 million to actually run their services.

Southern Peninsula Rescue Squad and
Sorrento State Emergency Service
Mr DIXON — I wish to congratulate the Southern
Peninsula Rescue Squad and the Sorrento State
Emergency Service, both of which celebrate 50 years
service. They were founded following the
disappearance of Harold Holt in December 1967.

Ramadan
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation) — I was honoured to
attend the Premier’s iftar dinner last Thursday evening.
The night was a celebration of our wonderful
multicultural society, and it was lovely to share a meal
with so many friends from the Victorian Islamic
community and some of my parliamentary colleagues.
Iftar dinners are an essential part of the holy month of
Ramadan. They are not only a time for Muslims to
break fast at the end of a day but in many Muslim
cultures they are a time for sharing — sharing a meal
with family, sharing food with the poor and sharing
Islamic culture.
Increasingly iftar dinners are playing a major role in
interfaith and intercultural dialogues. They help to
promote dialogue and encourage education about
Muslim culture. This is critically important at a time
when our world is facing so much hate, be that through
the terrorist attacks seen here in Brighton or in the
United Kingdom or through the racist and xenophobic
rhetoric of politicians here and abroad.
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I would like to thank the Premier and the Minister for
Multicultural Affairs for all the work that they do to
support a peaceful and multicultural Victoria. I would
also like to thank Future Movement Australia for
inviting me to their grand iftar dinner on Sunday,
18 June. This annual event was attended by well over
500 people, including Christian and Muslim religious
clerics, community leaders and organisations. I would
like to thank the president, Hussain El-Hawli, and his
committee for organising another successful event, and
I wish all my Muslim friends a happy Eid Mubarak for
next week.

Richard Lodders and Arthur Clegg
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) — I wish to send my
condolences to the families of Richard Lodders and
Arthur Clegg. They both, sadly, passed away this week. I
have known Richard since February 1982, when I joined
the party in Melton, and he has been my friend ever
since. Many members would probably know Richard.
He was a Municipal Employees Union organiser. He
went to state conferences. He was on the local
government executive. He served with me at the Trades
Hall Council as a delegate. He was involved lately in the
Melton Botanic Garden as a volunteer. Richard was a
true gentleman and a family man. My condolences go to
Margaret; Adam; his wife, Kirsten; and Elizabeth, his
daughter. He is going to be sadly missed.
The other person I wish to pay my condolences to is
Arthur Clegg, who also passed away this week. He was
also a true gentleman. I first met Arthur when I was
attending the Bacchus Marsh branch of the party in
1998–99. He served in the distinguished role of being
on the Western Water board and was involved with the
branch executive and bowling clubs. He also had a
distinguished career in the water industry. My
condolences go to Pat, Chris, Elizabeth, Malcolm and
grandchildren.

Member conduct
Ms COUZENS (Geelong) — I call on the member
for South Barwon to apologise to Geelong career and
volunteer firefighters for the outrageous story he told in
this place that United Firefighters Union members have
a sweep running to see which of the four Geelong
stations will get rid of volunteers first. This has caused
great angst and hurt amongst both career and volunteer
firefighters. The member for South Barwon’s
comments are a disgrace, and he should apologise.
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Aboriginal affairs round table
Ms COUZENS — It was an honour to represent the
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs at the ministerial round
table on Aboriginal affairs held in Perth last week,
which was hosted by the Western Australian Minister
for Aboriginal Affairs. Aboriginal affairs ministers and
departmental representatives attended from Western
Australia, South Australia, the Northern Territory, the
ACT and of course Victoria, which I represented.
The meeting, held in the Parliament of Western
Australia’s Aboriginal People’s Gallery, provided states
and territories an opportunity to outline progress on
Aboriginal affairs, including treaty and
self-determination. I congratulate the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs in Victoria for her hard work and
commitment, because it was clear that Victoria is
leading the way.
We also spent time discussing the commonwealth
government’s Closing the Gap refresh. The Closing the
Gap targets and initiatives associated with them are
being reviewed by the Council of Australian
Governments (COAG). This is due in part to the limited
progress in the last decade, with four of the targets
expiring. States and territories will meet again later in
the year prior to the COAG meeting. The Victorian
government believes it is time for the commonwealth
government to listen to Aboriginal Australians.

Morwell sawmill closure
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — News that the Carter
Holt Harvey (CHH) sawmill in Morwell will close very
soon is a terrible blow for the 160 workers, their
families and service providers. This is the reality: some
workers have come back from the depths of despair to
find a job at this organisation, yet this is now being
taken away. Multiple members of the same family who
work at Carter Holt Harvey will now be without an
income. How can you not feel for these people? Their
jobs are absolutely so critical for them.
There are a number of questions being asked by workers
that deserve answering. Where the hell are these
employees going to find work locally when
unemployment has already spiralled out of control in the
Latrobe Valley? Will a worker transfer scheme be
established for CHH workers as it was for Hazelwood
workers? Were options to access alternate timber
resources from other areas explored? Why is the state
government prepared to buy the Australian Sustainable
Hardwoods Heyfield mill but not the CHH mill in
Morwell? Are there any other prospective buyers of the
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mill? Has consideration been given to operating the mill
at a reduced capacity so at least some jobs can be saved?
It is hardly believable what is happening at the present
time in the Latrobe Valley. You would think that
following the debacle of the Hazelwood power station
closure and hundreds of people losing their jobs this
government would do all in its power to keep the
doors of CHH open, but again all we see is a shrug of
the shoulders and the suggestion that impacted
workers do some training. Well, that is simply not
good enough for the workers and their families in the
valley. They need jobs, and they need them now. It is
incumbent on this government to keep Carter Holt
Harvey in Morwell open.

Ascot Vale and Flemington public housing
estates
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) — I was delighted to
visit both the Wingate Avenue public housing estate and
the Flemington public housing estate to discuss with the
tenants and interested stakeholders the government’s
exciting plans to redevelop these estates. We know that
concentrating poverty and disadvantage in a small area
leads to poor social, educational and economic outcomes
for children, as evidenced by research by Professor Raj
Chetty from Stanford University. Creating a mixed and
diverse community where public tenants live next to
private tenants and private owners will create stronger
and more resilient communities.
It is, however, disappointing that despite our best
endeavours and our hopes and aspirations for creating a
better community, the local federal member for
Melbourne, Adam Bandt, has been running a fear
campaign against public tenants — this from a man
who once held the balance of power in the House of
Representatives and did not provide additional public
housing for his community. Robert Caro wrote that
‘power reveals’. On this side of the house we have the
power and we are absolutely committed to making a
difference to the lives of public housing tenants —
unlike the Greens, whose only vision for public housing
tenants is that they spend the rest of their natural lives
living in abject poverty.

Hyatt Place Melbourne
Mr PEARSON — I was delighted to join the
member for Niddrie and the Minister for Industry and
Employment in visiting Hyatt Place, where we met
with Abdullah. Abdullah has been placed at Hyatt Place
as a consequence of the Jobs Victoria Employment
Network program through the Wingate Avenue
Community Centre. This is a fantastic program which
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provides a pathway to employment for many
disadvantaged groups, including African Australians.

Buckley Street, Essendon, level crossing
Mr PEARSON — I was also absolutely delighted
to join the member for Niddrie to meet with the
stakeholder liaison group that has been established for
the removal of the Buckley Street level crossing. The
contribution from the participants has been fantastic,
and I am pleased that not only we will get rid of a level
crossing that has its boom gates down for 78 minutes in
the morning peak but we will have the opportunity to
create a lasting piece of community infrastructure.

Heyfield timber mill
Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) — It is extremely
disappointing that the Heyfield community is still in
limbo regarding the future of Australian Sustainable
Hardwoods. The future of 250 jobs still hangs in the
balance because the Andrews government does not have
the courage to allocate a timber resource that is available
and would sustain the continued operation of the mill at
current capacity into the future. The Premier has the
opportunity to save the jobs in Heyfield and indeed
preserve the future of the entire Victorian native forest
industry. This could be done by ignoring the Greens,
accepting the latest possum numbers as an indication that
the species is nowhere near extinct and committing to
ongoing research across the entire public native forest
estate to obtain a realistic assessment of the possum
population. Sadly the Premier has again chosen to
sacrifice country jobs for his own political expediency.

George Collins
Mr BLACKWOOD — On 21 May George Collins
passed away, having almost reached the amazing age of
97. George was a Kokoda Trail veteran who served
with the 2/14th battalion in the Middle East. He was
then recalled with his battalion to defend Australia on
the Kokoda Trail. George is the patron of the George
Collins Kokoda Award offered to year 11 students in
the Baw Baw shire. The three students who will trek
Kokoda in July this year brings to 30 the number of
recipients of this award over the past 10 years. It is our
intention to continue this award in memory of George
Collins and his outstanding contribution to his country
and his community. George, it has been a pleasure to
have had the opportunity to honour your legacy. Lest
we forget.
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Macedon festivals

Retirement of Clerk

Ms THOMAS (Macedon) — The Woodend Winter
Arts Festival and the Daylesford Macedon Produce
Harvest Festival are both terrific events occurring in
Macedon in June. The Woodend Winter Arts Festival,
now in its 13th year, is a world-class showcase of
performances and events featuring local Australian and
international acts. It attracts over 5000 people. The
Woodend Winter Arts Festival would not and could not
happen without the tireless work of artistic director
Jacqueline Ogeil, committee president John O’Donnell,
and committee members Sheila and Don Drummond,
Kerri A’Vard, Tom Foote and Irene O’Duffy and
volunteers Mary Walsh, Colleen Weste, Jo Hoyne,
Alicia Kokocinski, Di Rolle and Roberta Henry.

Mr ANGUS — I wish to place on the record my
congratulations to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly,
Mr Ray Purdey, on his impending retirement following
his service as the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly in
the Victorian Parliament for 18 years. I join with other
members to thank Ray for his wise counsel and advice
and to wish him well for his retirement.

Restaurants, producers, day spas and farms have
thrown open their doors for the Daylesford Macedon
Produce Harvest Festival. It is a time of year for visitors
to explore, learn, share in local bounty and experience
the vibrant food culture of Macedon. Alla Wolf-Tasker
is the inspiring chair of this festival, supported by
Daylesford Macedon Produce festival committee
members Mitch Watson, Larissa Wolf-Tasker, Roger
McLean, Bruce Burton, Paul Righetti, Christian
Reuther and Jane Penberthy.
The Andrews Labor government’s support for tourism
in this region through funding support for these events
as well as the Wine Growth Fund and the Holgate
Brewhouse expansion all contribute to tourism in this
region. The last international visitor survey revealed the
Daylesford Macedon Ranges region was leading the
way with a massive 44 per cent increase in overnight
stays from the year before.

Leonie Morgan, AM
Ms THOMAS — I would like to pay tribute to my
friend and mentor Leonie Morgan, who has been
honoured with an appointment to the Order of Australia
for her work in establishing EMILY’s List Australia.
Leonie has been instrumental in the success of Labor
women securing seats in Parliament at the state and
federal level.

Sir John Monash Awards
Mr ANGUS (Forest Hill) — I congratulate all the
winners at the recent Sir John Monash Awards night in
the municipality of Monash. All nominees and overall
winners have made significant contributions to the
community in a wide range of areas. They are to be
commended and congratulated on their efforts in and
for the community.

Eastern Football League
Mr ANGUS — As we reach the halfway mark of
the Eastern Football League (EFL) season, I want to
congratulate and thank all the many volunteers who are
involved in the three EFL clubs in the Forest Hill
electorate — namely, Vermont, East Burwood and
Forest Hill. At all these clubs there are volunteers who
give generously of their time and often resources to
support the clubs in a myriad of ways. Whether that is
serving on the board, working on the scoreboard,
running the canteen, setting up long before anyone
arrives, packing up long after everyone else has gone or
serving in numerous ways throughout the day, all the
volunteers are to be commended. Both the senior and
junior football clubs and also the respective netball
clubs have countless people who volunteer on a regular
basis, including team managers, coaches, trainers,
scorers et cetera. Well done to everyone involved for
their great contribution to our community.

London terrorist attack and Grenfell Tower
tragedy
Mr ANGUS — Following the recent tragedies in
England, I wish to place on the record my sympathy for
the residents of England who have suffered so terribly
in recent times. In particular I think of all those
involved in the recent terrorist attacks, including the
attack where two young Australian women were among
the victims, and also the numerous victims of the tragic
Grenfell Tower tragedy. So many families have been
devastated by this terrible event. Our thoughts, prayers
and sympathy are with those suffering as a result of
these dreadful events.

Pascoe Vale electorate schools
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) — Brick by
brick, school by school, the Andrews Labor
government is building the Education State in Pascoe
Vale. The 2015–16 budget delivered $5 million to
rebuild Westbreen Primary School. The 2016–17
budget provided $3.5 million to upgrade Pascoe Vale
South Primary School and the 2017–18 budget
included $6.7 million to modernise Coburg North
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Primary School as well as $1.9 million for Coburg High
School to allow the school to implement its master
plan, including its new interactive library. The budget
also provided $754 000 to Newlands Primary School to
improve its learning spaces and its grounds.
Last week I visited three of these schools — Pascoe
Vale South Primary School, Coburg North Primary
School and Westbreen Primary School. Each of these
schools is at a different stage of their respective
journeys in the upgrade of their facilities, but the
excitement amongst each school community is
palpable. Of course there is more to be done.
I also last week visited Pascoe Vale Girls College,
which needs some urgent works. Representatives of
Pascoe Vale Primary School are coming to see me
about the needs at their school. Glenroy College and
Glenroy West Primary School are also in need of
some repair.

Refugee Week
Ms BLANDTHORN — I would like to
acknowledge that it is Refugee Week. One of the great
things about the district that I represent is that people
come from every corner of the globe, every walk of life,
each with their own story to tell. In particular we have
large refugee communities from the Kurdish community,
the Chaldean community and more recently the Syrian
community. I thank those community organisations in
my patch that assist those people.

June Taylor
Mr RIORDAN (Polwarth) — I wish to put on
record the wonderful service for over 20 years of the
irrepressible June Taylor. June was executive officer in
the Polwarth electorate office for both the Honourable
Ian Smith and the Honourable Terry Mulder, and for a
short time in my office as well. June was a stalwart for
Polwarth. She dealt with the six shires that cover the
area, she dealt with the community groups, she dealt
with all manner of people in and out of the office and
for many she was the member for Polwarth. Over that
time she made many acquaintances — mayors, CEOs
and all that make a rural community operate and
function. She will be well missed and fondly regarded.
To her daughters Jennifer and Susan, I pass on my
sincerest condolences.

Neal Drinnan
Mr RIORDAN — I would like to mention that Neal
Drinnan, a local bookshop proprietor and author,
launched his recent book, Rural Liberties, last Friday
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night. I was pleased to be in the crowd in Colac where
the book was launched. Neal has done a great job
maintaining a career as an author and also doing
something that many country towns envy in this day
and age — that is, operating and maintaining a vibrant
bookshop. Thank you to Neal for providing books and
services to a country town but also for having a go,
getting out and launching yet another wonderful read.

Boardman Reserve
Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) — Last week was an
exceptionally busy one in the Sunbury electorate as we
in government continue to get on with the job. I was
thrilled to join with Hume City Council mayor and
other councillors to officially turn the sod for the
$800 000 upgrade of Boardman Reserve. This project
was made possible thanks to $490 000 from our
Growing Suburbs Fund, which is vital to my electorate
and many others like it. This is an important reserve.
Many years ago I did Little Athletics and played footy
there. This reserve now is a great opportunity for
hundreds of kids and adults in my community that use
it each and every week for sport and leisure.

Doctors in Secondary Schools
Mr J. BULL — In other great news, I was thrilled
to join staff and students at Sunbury College last week
to officially open the consulting room for the doctors in
schools program. I was also joined by representatives
from the Evans Street Clinic, the Department of Health
and Human Services and the school council for the
launch of this fantastic new service. Happy, healthy
kids have a much better chance of success, and thanks
to the Andrews Labor government this will make a real
difference to young people’s lives.

Sunbury Macedon Ranges VIEW Club
Mr J. BULL — It was a terrific opportunity last
Friday afternoon to join representatives of the Sunbury
Macedon Ranges VIEW Club, which is a leading
national volunteer organisation providing opportunities
for women from all walks of life to meet regularly, help
disadvantaged children and establish long-lasting
friendships. This was a wonderful visit where I spoke to
many terrific elements about being a member of
Parliament, such as working hard with the community
to get things done and making genuine and lasting
change. I want to thank all those involved for having
me along. It was a terrific afternoon.
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Buda Historic Home and Garden
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Ms EDWARDS (Bendigo West) — On Sunday I
was thrilled to join ambassadors, including Hungarian
consul Peter Bakonyi, at the Castlemaine Buda Historic
Home and Garden to launch their annual giving
program and living bequests endowment fund. Buda is
one of the great heritage assets of central Victoria.
Owned by the Leviny family for 118 years, it has been
part of the Castlemaine landscape for over 150 years.
Ernest Leviny was a Hungarian-born gold and
silversmith noted for his fine work in silver. Many of
his pieces are much sought after, and some are housed
at Buda.

Environment, Natural Resources and Regional
Development Committee: control of invasive
animals on Crown land

The property, including the house and its collections
and the garden, is a valued place of rare heritage
significance. The property is acknowledged as a
significant heritage asset not only to the region but also
to Victoria and to the nation. The house with its
contents and surrounding garden remains largely intact
as a rare example of a family’s lifestyle and aspirations
surviving from the early gold rush era of 1853 up until
1981, when it was passed from the Leviny family to the
Castlemaine Art Gallery and Historical Museum.
Increasing public awareness and appreciation of Buda,
along with growing interest in tourism in our region,
has resulted in Buda’s substantial contribution to the
region as a drawcard for visitors, adding much to the
local economy.
Buda launched the giving program to support its
sustainability, to support its special exhibitions, to
improve interpretations and to develop a range of
public programs to engage, educate and enrich visitors
and provide opportunities for participation in public
programs and research. Anyone can become a friend of
Buda, as I am, and support this amazing and
much-treasured house.

Montpellier Primary School
Mr KATOS (South Barwon) — I was proud to be
given a tour by principal Andrew Dalgleish of the
upgraded school building at Montpellier Primary
School in Highton last Thursday. The $4.8 million
upgrade was funded by the previous Liberal Victorian
state government and sees 16 new classrooms being
created, which provide state-of-the-art facilities for
students and teachers in a new learning environment. I
look forward to watching the students flourish in this
new and improved environment. It took a Liberal
government to do it — after South Barwon being a
Labor electorate for 11 years with no funding
whatsoever.

Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) — It is a wonderful
opportunity to be given the chance to speak on the
Environment, Natural Resources and Regional
Development Committee’s report Inquiry into the
Control of Invasive Animals on Crown Land, which I
tabled in the house yesterday. I do so as the newly
elected chair of this committee but in the full
knowledge that the majority of the work on this report
was done by former committee members. I particularly
want to thank and acknowledge the hard work of the
former chair, the member for Thomastown. I want to
thank the member for Thomastown for her hard work
and her dedication to the committee and to this report. I
would also like to acknowledge former committee
members the members for Eltham, Benambra and
Ovens Valley. I would also like to take this opportunity
to reflect on the hard work of the member for
Mordialloc, Simon Ramsay in the other place, Daniel
Young in the other place, and new members such as
myself, along with Luke O’Sullivan in the other place
and the member for Polwarth.
The members of the committee are certainly aware of
the time and effort that goes into the work of the
secretariat. I want to thank the secretariat and the
committee staff for their incredibly hard work in
bringing this report to Parliament. We know that the
report that was tabled yesterday has 77 findings and
33 recommendations. Throughout the inquiry the
committee heard from a range of individuals and
organisations from right across Victoria. Many of them
have directly experienced the negative effects of
invasive animals. Many believe that the problem is in
fact getting worse.
The report found that invasive animals are certainly a
significant problem in Victoria. They impact on
agriculture by preying on livestock, consuming pasture
and damaging fences. They harm the environment by
killing native species, damaging native vegetation and
competing with native animals for food. They also
threaten people’s safety and amenity through car
accidents and of course the fear of being attacked. It is
clear that more needs to be done to manage invasive
animals. That certainly was a consistent theme
throughout the report.
What is not clear is exactly what should be done. The
inquiry found that there is a lack of robust data about
the extent of the invasive animal problem and the
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effectiveness of different control methods. It is actually
a very difficult matter to get consistent raw data and
information on, and that is certainly a problem that was
highlighted and a theme that was very strong
throughout the report. Some of the work that is
currently underway to improve our understanding of
these results is not yet available. It is our understanding,
as is highlighted in the recommendations, that further
work will be needed in this area of policy development.
The report went on to also address the role of shooting
in invasive animal control, particularly the role of
recreational hunters. There was a general agreement
that recreational hunting cannot manage Victoria’s
invasive animal problem by itself. However,
recreational hunting is part of the solution if these
efforts can be focused on particular times and particular
places and integrated into a broader control program,
including multiple methods.
The inquiry also identified potential improvements in
the way that invasive animals are managed by our
governing bodies. We found that effective animal
control programs require a coordinated long-term
strategic approach. That is certainly something that I
think the committee was in furious agreement about,
that currently we see a range of bodies that are
responsible for the control of invasive animals. It was
certainly consistent with the evidence that was put before
the committee, that one body to coordinate the
management of invasive animals would go a long way
towards addressing what is an ever-growing problem.
These factors make it hard to manage invasive animals,
as I mentioned earlier, and the committee determined
that it is necessary for one body to be given overall
responsibility for that important invasive animal
control. This body should develop and implement an
overall plan and work to improve the data that is
available to the management body to identify just what
is out there, how many and what types of species we
are dealing with in these instances, and act as a single
point of contact for the community.
Invasive animals are a significant problem affecting
many Victorians. On behalf of the committee I would
like to thank the many individuals and organisations
who wrote submissions, attended public hearings or
hosted site visits for this inquiry. The committee very
much appreciates the work of these individuals and
organisations, and I commend the report to the
Parliament.
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Electoral Matters Committee: electronic voting
Ms ASHER (Brighton) — I wish to make a couple
of comments in relation to the inquiry into electronic
voting tabled in May 2017. This report was produced
by the Electoral Matters Committee. I acknowledge the
deputy chair, the member for Yuroke, who is in the
chamber at the moment, and also the member for
Pascoe Vale, who is a very good member of the
committee as well.
I just say in passing that I often look at the gallery during
question time, and I can see the disgust on most people’s
faces over our behaviour. I think it is a great shame that
the public is not exposed more to the work that
committees do. Certainly the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee might get a bit robust from time to
time, but generally parliamentary committees are an
example of the Parliament working particularly well, and
such is the case with this report into electronic voting.
I think it is fair to say, and I have heard a number of
other members speak on this, that the starting point for
the members of this committee was that we would
probably recommend a greater use of electronic voting
than we ended up recommending, and there are a
number of reasons for that.
The first international regime we looked at was Estonia,
which of course was the first country to have internet
voting — 30 per cent of voters there vote online. But
the aspect that struck us most while we were there is
that the culture in Estonia is quite different from the
culture in Australia — that is, they have a very heavily
digital culture, and they have digital identification. For
those of us who are old enough to remember debate
over the Australia card, I do not think that Australians
will accept a digital ID card in the foreseeable future.
On page 67 of the report the President of the Republic
of Estonia made the observation that:
30 per cent of participating voters cast their ballot online,
nearly 100 per cent of prescriptions and tax returns are done
online, as are almost all banking transactions. Estonians have
given more than 270 million digital signatures.

So the whole system of electronic voting is
underpinned by a digital society, which is quite
different from the society in which we live.
Nevertheless Estonia has not been without its problems,
and I quote from page 67:
The committee notes that the first Estonian elections to use
remote voting were affected by what is commonly regarded as
one of the world’s largest ever examples of electronic state
warfare which affected most aspects of the country’s critical
information technology infrastructure. In April 2007 a series of
cyberattacks crashed the websites of many Estonian
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organisations, including the Estonian Parliament, banks,
newspapers, news broadcasters and other critical infrastructure.

Indeed, every person with technical expertise who
presented to the committee, other than people who
wanted the business of participating in electronic
election, warned the committee against a wholesale
adoption of electronic voting.
I also want to make a number of observations in
relation to the New South Wales system. It is in this
direction that the committee has landed. New South
Wales has a system called iVote, and that system is
adequately outlined on page 57. It is available for
people who are blind or have low vision, have a
physical impairment, have insufficient literacy skills,
have a disability, are rural electors who live more than
20 kilometres away from a polling place — I do not
think that provision applies in Victoria — or are outside
New South Wales on election day.
Interestingly enough, in 2015 over 283 000 votes were
cast using iVote, which was an increase of 505 per cent
from the previous election where iVote was used in
New South Wales, and 95 per cent of those using iVote
were people who were outside New South Wales on
election day. The committee was provided with
evidence that it is possible to hack this iVote system.
Experts came in and provided that particular piece of
evidence to us, which also informed a lot of our caution
in our own recommendations.
The fact of the matter is that the postal vote system is
failing, as the postal system is failing. Particularly for
someone who is overseas — and more and more
Australians and Victorians are travelling overseas —
filling out all the forms and getting them back on time
is almost impossible. This is why the committee has
recommended a moderate form of voting but most
importantly cooperation between a whole range of state
election authorities.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2016–17
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) — I want to refer
to Public Accounts and Estimates Committee’s inquiry
into the budget estimates 2016–17, particularly in
relation to the contribution by the Minister for Industry
and Employment, who referred to how working in a
coordinated fashion presents an opportunity to drive
strategic advantage. I want to continue my
contributions on this matter, particularly with regard to
the Victorian government but also how it relates to
working with the Australian government in a
collaborative fashion to get better results.
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I want to refer to a letter I recently received from the
federal Assistant Minister for Cities and Digital
Transformation, the Honourable Angus Taylor, who
refers to the strategy that I produced. He says:
I read Creating Opportunity: Postcodes of Hope with interest
and was impressed by the depth of thought it shows about the
issues facing the Broadmeadows community. The
fast-growing suburbs of our major cities are where many of
the major challenges facing cities are most keenly felt.
Affordable housing, access to good jobs, education and
training, and infrastructure and services that support strong
growth are fundamental to the success of our cities and the
nation. This is why productive cities — underpinned by smart
policy, smart investment smart technology — are a priority
for the commonwealth government.

I am glad to hear that, particularly the strategic nature of
it and its understanding of Broadmeadows and the
opportunity that it presents. The minister went on to say:
I encourage you to raise your views on the potential for
Broadmeadows to be part of a future city deal with the
Victorian Premier.

The assistant minister also said:
You may also be interested in the Smart Cities and Suburbs
Program, another initiative under the Turnbull government’s
Smart Cities Plan. The program is providing $50 million to
support projects that apply smart technology solutions to
urban problems.

In fact I am interested and will pursue all of those
propositions, but I also want to point out how difficult it
is to get the alignment right between the three tiers of
government to actually deliver the results. I have been
encouraged by the Victorian Planning Authority’s
recently published report on Greater Broadmeadows,
and I will quote directly from it on its vision:
Greater Broadmeadows will become the powerhouse of
Melbourne’s north. Catalyst investments and actions will
unlock development potential for growth in local employment
and for diversified housing.

It points out and echoes the strategy that I have
outlined — that Greater Broadmeadows will provide:
… connected 20-minute neighbourhoods with improved
amenity and enhanced access to local jobs’

Further, it states that development will build on:
… current state and local government investment in key
infrastructure such as the Hume Global Learning Centre,
Broadmeadows schools regeneration, the Broadmeadows town
hall redevelopment and the Meadowlink open space link.

We have this incredible potential here in Broadmeadows,
only 16 kilometres from the heart of the world’s most
liveable city. We have already got the established
infrastructure, including two train lines in. We have a
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spur to the Ford site, which is the size of a suburb. It has
enormous potential because, even though they have
closed the manufacturing there, Ford have reinvested
hundreds of millions of dollars in the technology that
they offer. They are using it now as their hub and centre
for innovation for the Asia-Pacific. In fact it is regarded
as the world’s leading innovator for Ford. We also have
CSL, one of our most elegant companies, with a share
price of about $130 currently, and there is a great
opportunity there to increase the export of life-saving
blood products from Broadmeadows.
We have the Maygar barracks as another hub and
another opportunity for how we use that land and how
we coordinate the opportunity there. We have the Irish
company Kingspan that has just invested $40 million in
green technology that can be exported as well. But we
need to get the coordination right with the federal
government because its other proposition is to build a
detention centre housing convicted paedophiles, drug
traffickers and members of outlaw bikie gangs in the
Maygar barracks complex.
I raised this with the federal Parliament when the
committee came to Broadmeadows. This is so flawed it
highlights why the Australian system of government is
broken and must urgently be fixed. The Department of
Immigration and Border Protection plan cannot be
justified on economic, social or heritage grounds, and
represents the triumph of politics over rational
decision-making. The Turnbull government’s plan to
build a jail for high and extreme-risk detainees fails the
commonwealth’s paramount obligation to obtain the
highest and best use of valuable land. Instead this plan
represents the lowest and worst use of a strategic asset,
especially for the Turnbull government’s
election-winning priority of jobs and growth.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2016–17
Mr D. O’BRIEN (Gippsland South) — I rise to
speak on the Report on the 2016–17 Budget Estimates,
and in particular I want to go to performance
management. My reference is with respect to page 242,
‘Management of Forests, Parks and Public Land’. I
want to go to the debacle that is the Labor
government’s handling of the Australian Sustainable
Hardwoods (ASH) mill at Heyfield.
We have heard much about this mill over the last few
estimates processes, including the outcomes hearings
and the recent estimates hearings that I unfortunately
was not here for — and I thank the member for Ripon
for taking my place. The ASH mill with its 260 workers
is closing because this government has cut its timber
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supply. The Premier can say all he likes that this is a
VicForests’s decision, but VicForests works within the
policy framework that is set by this government.
Why has it cut the mill’s timber supply? It is not
because the timber is not there, as the Premier likes to
say, but because it has been locked away. VicForests
told a parliamentary inquiry just a few weeks ago that
60 000 cubic metres per annum has been lost to the
timber industry due to the Leadbeater’s possum. That is
exactly what we have been saying for the last six
months. VicForests has said that on the record, and the
Victorian Environmental Assessment Council has also
confirmed that figure. This is in fact the exact
difference between what the company has been offered
by this government and what it needs to be a viable,
effective business into the future.
What about the possum? We have 617 colonies that
have now been protected since possum protection
measures were introduced in 2014 — that is,
1851 individuals — and that is mostly in state forests or
logging areas. Little research has been done until now
in national parks which are, believe it or not, set up for
conservation and set up to protect animals such as this.
So little research has been done until now, but I
congratulate Shane Phillips and a number of his
colleagues and friends from Heyfield who have got out,
requested government survey equipment and have
started surveys in national parks — with approval from
the government, I might add. They have been out six
times and have found five colonies. I might add that it
was extremely windy their sixth time out, and their
equipment was not working so this highlights to me
that if you look for these possums, they are in fact there,
and if you look for them in the areas where they are
meant to be protected — in national parks — they are
there. That is what the national parks are there for.
The government must now review the measures that are
put in place. It has a report sitting on the minister’s desk
from the Arthur Rylah Institute on these protection
measures for the possums. It said it would release the
report in April; we are now into June and it still has not
been released. The federal government must also
begin — and I believe has indeed begun — the process,
or has been asked to review the critically endangered
status of these possums. The facts of the matter are
these unnecessary arrangements that have been put in
place for the possum are costing the jobs of the workers
at Heyfield and threatening the viability of the town.
The government’s purchase process is a farce. The mill
does not need a new owner. It needs a timber supply,
and the government can get there and do that.
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Also in the budget estimates report with respect to
performance measures in TAFE and vocational and
further education and training, I call on the government
to urgently address the issues with Federation Training
in general and in particular at Fulham. I have been
lobbying for two years for a new campus to be built at
Sale because the Fulham campus is outdated. It is
falling apart. It is out of town, and we still have no
funding for a new campus despite the fact there is still
$20 million dedicated to Federation Training sitting in
the minister’s department left over from the previous
coalition government, which has not been offered.
The minister, in response to a question from me a few
weeks ago, responded that:
… the merger proposed by the previous government —

which is not true, because it was in fact a merger
between Advance TAFE and Central Gippsland TAFE
and they did it themselves —
would have likely seen further campus closures, further
TAFE job losses, more course cuts and ultimately a further
reduction in educational opportunities …

Hello — that is exactly what is happening under this
government. The Fulham campus has lost courses,
about six just this year. It is losing students. It is losing
staff, and the latest figures show that there are
182 full-time equivalent jobs gone from Fulham
Training. The government must get on and provide
funding for a new campus in Sale and make sure that
we have the service we need.
Labor must actually show that it cares about jobs in
Gippsland and that it cares about training for local
people in the Wellington shire. Saving jobs at Heyfield
and funding a new campus at Federation Training in
Sale would be a good start.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
financial and performance outcomes 2015–16
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) — I would
like to return to where I left off when I spoke on the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC)
Report on the 2015–16 Financial and Performance
Outcomes when I was last in this Parliament, because
I want to reflect on some statements I made and some
further statements that enhance the point I was trying
to emphasise.
I referred to the part of the report that talks about the
government’s large infrastructure spend, and in my
previous contribution I spoke about education and
health being significant contributions. They are — the
report is full of references to government initiatives like
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the asbestos removal program, the acquisition of land
for new schools, the public-private partnership program
rolling out new schools in growth areas, and of course
renovations and refurbishments all across the state in
Victoria, the Education State.
In the health area it talks about the investment in the
Joan Kirner Hospital, the Swan Hill hospital
redevelopment and the Numurkah hospital extension.
These are all very worthwhile projects, and I note that
on page 148 you see the excellent work of PAEC,
where they make a very strong recommendation about
the need for government departments, and indeed the
government itself, to make sure that completion dates
and completion costs are provided to the public and to
the Parliament, and that these be accurate with no room
for manoeuvre on this sort of reporting — they must be
very accurate and be more stringent about making sure
that completion dates and the total investment is
reported accurately to the Parliament.
But I digress, because actually the thing that we, the
government, and this report emphasise is the very large
investment by the government in transport
infrastructure. In finding 79 it actually refers to last
year’s estimate being around $2.1 billion. Now, the
reason why this is important, and the report emphasises
this, is that this large investment in transport
infrastructure is creating thousands of jobs across the
state. On page 17 of the report it talks about the 2.3 per
cent job growth in Victoria, which is largely a result of
this significant infrastructure investment.
Recently we have had some updated figures and you
can see that this investment is continuing to generate
jobs. Employment has increased by over
246 400 persons since the government came to office,
including 151 400 full-time jobs. There are 118 500
more Victorians who were employed in 2016, which is
the biggest thing ever increase in any given calendar
year. In total the government has announced new
infrastructure investment over the last three budgets that
are expected to generate over 50 000 jobs.
The report refers to the level crossing project. I do want
to emphasise just how important that investment by the
government has been. It is making travel much easier. I
am very much looking forward to the fact that the
Thompsons Road overpass will be built and people will
not be stranded at the Thompsons Road level crossing
for much longer. This is happening right across Victoria.
One of the best stories that comes out of this level
crossing project, which gets quite a big coverage in
this report, is that at the moment there are 3000 people
working on these level crossings. Ten per cent of
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those people are apprentices, who are getting the best
start, the best training and, in some cases, an
opportunity that they never expected. I particularly
refer to the fact that 2 per cent of the apprentices are
from an Indigenous background. When I was speaking
to Michael Long recently, he was saying how life
changing and life affirming this ability to get training,
to get a job and to be involved in a big project such as
the level crossing removal project has been for these
young Indigenous people.
I commend the work of PAEC for bringing to our
attention this very significant investment by the
government in transport and other infrastructure.

Electoral Matters Committee: conduct of 2014
Victorian state election
Ms STALEY (Ripon) — Today I return to the
inquiry into the conduct of the 2014 Victorian state
election report by the Electoral Matters Committee. I
particularly refer to chapter 6, page 143, where
Mr Marshall of the United Firefighters Union (UFU) is
cited as saying:
Again, I emphasise that we do not see that we have done
anything wrong. In fact, we were just exercising our
constitutional right, in accordance with the Australian
constitution, to engage in the political process and to have a
say in relation to political matters ….

Of course that was in his submission in relation to UFU
members being at polling booths and the efforts that the
UFU undertook to assist the Labor Party to get elected.
They were very clear that they were in that political
process and they were there to assist the Labor Party to
be elected. What we have seen ever since then is a
continued campaign by the UFU to cash in on their
activities. We have seen many, many actions in their
attempts to make sure that the government understands
that it is beholden to them.
The most recent one goes to quite a lot of the
complaints that were made about those UFU members
at polling booths, which was of course that they had
bullied and intimidated people, concerns what
happened on 15 June. On that day the UFU went to
court to try and stop the Victorian Equal Opportunity
and Human Rights Commission from releasing their
review of bullying and sexism in the fire services. Now,
that was a truly extraordinary attempt and the matter is
still being considered. I believe there are negotiations
going on there, but the UFU sought to completely stop
that review and to ban publication of the report.
Yesterday in question time the Deputy Leader of The
Nationals and member for Euroa invited the Premier to
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stand up to Peter Marshall and to say, ‘Enough is
enough’, and that he, the Premier, will not be politically
blackmailed by the UFU and Peter Marshall. But of
course the Premier declined that opportunity. It goes
back to what is in the electoral matters report because
they are owed. The Premier declined the opportunity
given to him by the Deputy Leader of The Nationals,
and characteristically sought to belittle and bully yet
another strong woman who was standing up to him. He
has form on this, and so does the UFU. We seem to see
no end to the demands that the union is seeking for their
activities in assisting the government to get elected. I
understand that they wanted to have their say in relation
to political matters and to engage in the political
process. That is exactly what is said in this report, and
they surely have been engaged in this political process.
The one-year anniversary of the Premier’s statement
that the Country Fire Authority enterprise bargaining
agreement dispute had to come to an end and he had
ended it has been and gone, and we still see no end in
sight to that process. I wonder whether I will be able to
stand up in this Parliament in a year’s time and refer
again to the UFU’s activities at the polling booths that
day and through that period and still see the sorts of
payback, the sorts of blackmail, that this group of
people has over the government and those opposite. It
is really clear that whatever they have got on them must
be enormous because, whatever they want, we seem to
get no standing up to them. We get no calling out of
their behaviour. The Premier refuses even to say
Mr Marshall’s name, either in here or anywhere else. It
is extraordinary what great payback the UFU has been
able to extract from the Labor Party and from the
government from their activities in standing at those
polling booths in their made-up uniforms — —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The time for
making statements on reports has now ended.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Standing and sessional orders
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Planning) — I move:
That so much of standing and sessional orders be suspended
on Thursday, 22 June, so as to allow:
(1) Aunty Alice Kolasa, Aunty Gail Smith, Ron Jones,
Allan Wandin, Uncle Colin Hunter, Jr, and Jacqui
Wandin to attend on the floor of the house in the break
in business immediately prior to the order of the day
relating to the Yarra River Protection (Wilip-gin
Birrarung murron) Bill 2017.
(2) The visitors to carry and use clap sticks while entering
the house and taking their seats.
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(3) The visitors to address the house in English and
Woi-wurrung language to explain their connection with
the Yarra River and the importance of protecting the
river for generations to come.

In briefly speaking to this motion, I firstly thank the
manager of opposition business and the shadow
Minister for Aboriginal Affairs for their cooperation
and the generous way in which we had conversations
yesterday in relation to facilitating the Yarra River
Protection (Wilip-gin Birrarung murron) Bill 2017. I
am very grateful for their cooperation and support
because this is a landmark bill. For the first time in
Australia a river — and the many hundreds of parcels
of public land on which it is situated — is being
recognised as one living and integrated entity for
protection and improvement.
This bill has been created in very close consultation
with the Aboriginal community. They clearly have
embraced this bill in a way that is very, very
meaningful for Aboriginal people, particularly for the
Wurundjeri people, and it is in that context that the
government felt it was symbolic that the Wurundjeri
come and join us at the break in business on the floor of
the chamber to provide a contribution. It will be quite
brief, probably 10 to 15 minutes maximum, but I think
it is a symbolic opportunity for the Wurundjeri to be
acknowledged in a bipartisan way across this chamber.
We are all collectively moving down the path of
meaningful reconciliation with our first nation peoples,
and it is in that context that I put this matter to the
opposition. I am very grateful for the support provided
by the manager of opposition business and the shadow
minister as well. I commend this motion to the house.
Motion agreed to.

PLANNING AND BUILDING
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY AND OTHER MATTERS)
BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Planning) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the charter), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Planning and
Building Legislation Amendment (Housing Affordability and
Other Matters) Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Planning and Building Legislation
Amendment (Housing Affordability and Other Matters) Bill
2017, as introduced to the Legislative Assembly, is
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compatible with the human rights protected by the charter. I
base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview of the bill
The main purposes of the Planning and Building Legislation
Amendment (Housing Affordability and Other Matters) Bill
2017 (bill) are to amend the Planning and Environment Act
1987 to facilitate affordable housing supply; modify the
requirements for determining certain applications to amend
wind farm permits; and make miscellaneous amendments to
the Building Act 1993 and the Building Amendment
(Enforcement and Other Measures) Act 2017.
Human rights issues
There are no human rights protected under the charter that are
relevant to this bill. I therefore consider that this bill is
compatible with the charter.
The Hon. Richard Wynne, MP
Minister for Planning

Second reading
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Planning) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
This Planning and Building Legislation Amendment
(Housing Affordability and Other Matters) Bill 2017
introduces amendments to both the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 and the Building Act 1993 and related
building legislation. It contains provisions relating to
affordable housing (which I will discuss shortly), minor
building-related amendments and provisions to facilitate the
processing of variations to certain wind farm permits.
Firstly, I would like to draw your attention to the important
issue of affordable housing. Everyone deserves the safety and
security of their own home, but for many Victorians that
dream has become increasingly elusive. So, the Andrews
government is doing what we can to build a brighter, more
sustainable future, and to help more people break into the
housing market.
We recently announced a series of sweeping reforms through
the Victorian housing strategy Homes for Victorians:
Affordability, Access and Choice that will deliver lasting
benefits across Victoria. The reforms target housing
affordability and choice, and the long-term planning for
housing and growth across Melbourne and the regions.
The strategy has a number of significant reforms. We
understand that developers want to give something back to the
community they are investing in. Providing affordable housing
to Victorians who need it most is a great way of ensuring that
the community benefits from new development. We are going
to encourage a voluntary benefits scheme, and develop a clear
framework for how these arrangements can be applied. This
will include amending the Victorian planning provisions and
state planning policy framework to give statutory effect to their
delivery as a legitimate planning outcome.
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This bill proposes to amend the Planning and Environment
Act 1987 to establish a clear framework for voluntary
arrangements relating to affordable housing. These reforms
propose to insert a legal definition of ‘affordable housing’
into the act, and also make it a specific objective of the act to
facilitate affordable housing. The reforms will also insert new
provisions to enable a council to enter into a voluntary
agreement with a land owner for the development or
provision of land for affordable housing.
This framework will give developers, the community and
local councils certainty about how a voluntary contributions
scheme will be applied to support the development of land for
affordable housing.
To support these legislative reforms, an order in council will
be prepared to provide an explanation of the definition.
Non-statutory ministerial guidelines will be developed to
provide guidance on matters that a council may have regard
to when negotiating an agreement. Lastly, a model agreement
will be prepared to encourage ‘best practice’ and to provide
consistency.
Amendments to called-in wind farm permits
The bill also contains important amendments which will
streamline the process for amending wind farm planning
permits. The proposed changes in process will only apply to
applications to amend wind farm permits that have been
issued by the minister after being called in for determination.
Currently it is mandatory that any objection to an application
to amend a called-in permit be referred to a planning panel
where that objection is made within time. The panel must
hold a hearing and give interested parties the opportunity to
be heard. The panel process takes several months minimum
due to the hearing process, and the time taken to write the
panel report. This process can also increase an applicant’s
costs, due to the need for legal representation, expert witness
reports and panel costs.
In contrast, where a permit is granted by a council (rather than
being called in and granted by the minister), any objections to
an application to amend that permit will not require a panel
process. That is, the amendment application in that case can
be decided without a panel process, even if there are
objections.
Applications to amend called-in permits for wind farms have
highlighted the time delay and cost issues with the mandatory
panel process. There can be high demand from wind farm
permit holders to amend their called-in permits, for example,
to use larger turbines and reduce the number of turbines.
The proposed changes to the act will enable planning
schemes to specify certain classes of applications to amend
called-in wind farm permits that will be exempt from the
requirement to refer objections to a panel. Objections may
still be lodged in relation to those amendment applications,
and the minister will still be required to consider those
objections as part of the decision-making process on the
application.
The proposed changes to the act will also provide that for
amendment applications in the specified class that are not
exempt, any objections to those applications will instead be
referred to a standing advisory committee established under
the act, instead of a panel. The committee will provide
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transparent and independent advice to the minister, and will
be directed to report within a specified timeframe.
Building legislation amendments
Clause 11 of the bill amends section 180 of the Building Act
1993. The current provision provides for immediate
suspension of a registered building practitioner if the
practitioner is insolvent under administration or is an officer
of a body corporate that is insolvent under administration. But
advice indicates that the way the provision has been drafted
does not, as a matter of law, provide a ground for immediate
suspension if a registered building practitioner is an officer of
a body corporate that is under external administration within
the meaning of the corporations law. The amendment corrects
this technical problem so that there are grounds for immediate
suspension of a registered building practitioner who is a
natural person if the practitioner is an insolvent under
administration or is an officer of a body corporate that is
subject to external administration within the meaning of the
Corporations Act 2001.
Clauses 12 and 13 have the effect of excluding the ability of a
local council to prosecute the indictable offence in
section 16B of the act. The government is committed to only
prosecuting the indictable offence in the most serious of
cases. This commitment is secured through the operational
policy of the Victorian Building Authority (VBA). The
amendment means that operational policy concerning the
indictable offence will be centralised with the VBA.
Furthermore councils are not well equipped to investigate and
prosecute indictable offences. Where a council or municipal
building surveyor believes an indictable offence may have
been committed in its municipality it can refer the matter to
VBA. VBA will then consider the issue in light of its
operational policy and may take up the matter, or, if it
considers the indictable offence should not be prosecuted,
may take other enforcement action, or may refer the matter
back to council to action, as is appropriate. VBA will shortly
circulate its updated operational policy on the indictable
offence to councils.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 5 July.

HEALTH LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(QUALITY AND SAFETY) BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the charter), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Health
Legislation Amendment (Quality and Safety) Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Health Legislation Amendment (Quality
and Safety) Bill 2017, as introduced to the Legislative
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Assembly, is compatible with the human rights as set out in
the charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
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Overview

Clause 44 inserts new sections 110C and 110D, which
require the proprietor of a health service establishment to
provide the secretary with prescribed information, and to
inform the secretary that there is a serious risk to patient
health at the establishment as soon as practicable.

The bill amends the Health Services Act 1988 (Health
Services Act), Ambulance Services Act 1986 (Ambulance
Services Act), Mental Health Act 2014 (Mental Health Act)
and the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 (public health
act) to strengthen the roles and responsibilities for service
providers and public entities, and improve governance
arrangements, under each act. The bill also amends the health
complaints commissioner’s power to delegate under the
Health Complaints Act 2016.

Clause 54 amends section 115M of the Health Services
Act to empower the secretary to give written directions
to a multipurpose service on the accounts and records
which it must keep, and on the inspection of its facilities
and accounts and records by the secretary.
Section 115M, as amended by the bill, also permits the
secretary to direct a multipurpose service to provide
specified information to the secretary for the purpose of
ensuring that the objectives of the act are being met.

Human rights issues
The human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill are:
the right to privacy, as protected under section 13 of the
charter;
property rights, as protected under section 20 of the
charter;
the presumption of innocence, as protected under
section 25(1) of the charter; and
the right not to be compelled to testify against oneself or
to confess guilt, as protected under section 25(2)(k) of
the charter.
For the reasons outlined below, in my opinion, the bill is
compatible with each of these rights.
Privacy (section 13)
Information-gathering powers
Section 13(a) of the charter provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with.
Several clauses of the bill provide the secretary with powers
to access the private information of individuals in order to
carry out its licensing and regulatory functions under the
Health Services Act.
Clause 21 inserts a new section 42(1)(ic) into the Health
Services Act, which provides that, for the purpose of
carrying out functions and powers under the act, the
secretary may require a hospital to provide specified
information to the secretary.
Clause 41 inserts a new section 105(3) into the Health
Services Act, which provides that the secretary may
direct the proprietor of a health service establishment to
provide specified information to ensure that the
objectives of the act are being met.
Clause 42 establishes an application process for
approval of alterations to a health service
establishment’s clinical area under new section 108 of
the Health Services Act, and provides that an applicant
must give to the secretary any further information
relating to the application that the secretary requests.

Further, two other provisions of the bill amend the Health
Services Act in a way that may expand the scope of current
information gathering powers under Part 4 of the act, which
regulates the establishment and operation of ‘health service
establishments’ as defined under that act:
Clause 3 of the bill amends the definition of ‘health
service establishment’ in section 3 of the Health
Services Act to include ‘a premises at which, or from
which, a prescribed health service is provided’. To the
extent that clause 3 broadens this definition, certain
provisions that apply to health service establishments
may engage the right to privacy. Section 83 of the
Health Services Act provides that, in making a decision
on whether to register premises as a health service
establishment, the secretary must consider certain
specified matters. These matters include whether the
applicant is a fit and proper person to carry on the
establishment, and if the applicant is or was previously a
proprietor or director of a health service establishment,
whether the number of complaints brought by residents
of the health service establishment, and whether the
applicant has been convicted or found guilty of an
offence under the Health Services Act. Similar
mandatory considerations apply to the secretary’s power
to renew the registration of a health service
establishment under section 89 of the act.
Clause 33 of the bill amends section 70(1) of the Health
Services Act, which concerns the process for approval in
principle of the use of premises as a health service
establishment, alterations to such an establishment, or a
variation of the registration of an establishment. The
effect of the amendment is to make the approval in
principle process mandatory, and in the case of the initial
application to register a health service establishment
under division 3 of part 4 of the act, a precondition to
registration. To the extent that section 70(1) of the
Health Services Act requires an applicant for approval in
principle to provide the secretary with any further
information relating to the application as the secretary
request, the amendment may engage the right to privacy.
Clause 71 of the bill amends the general powers of the
secretary in section 10(4) of the Ambulance Services Act to
enable the secretary to direct an ambulance service to provide
specified information for the purpose of ensuring the
objectives of the service are being complied with. Clause 79
of the bill may also engage the right of privacy by expanding
the grounds on which the secretary may commission an audit
of an ambulance service under section 37 of the Ambulance
Services Act. It provides that the secretary may commission
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an audit to determine whether an ambulance service is
providing safe, patient-centred and appropriate services, or is
fostering continuous improvement in the quality and safety of
care and services it provides.
Clause 94 of the bill inserts a new section 48A into the public
health act, which provides that the Consultative Council on
Obstetric and Paediatric Mortality and Morbidity
(CCOPMM) must provide a report to the secretary on a
maternal death, stillbirth, death of a child or instance of severe
obstetric or paediatric morbidity, if the CCOPMM determines
that the incident was preventable. Clause 90 of the bill
amends section 41(1) of the public health act, which sets out
the disclosure powers of a prescribed consultative council
established or continued under the act. The amendments
provide that a consultative council may provide information
obtained in the course of performing its functions under the
public health act or another act to the chief health officer or
the chief psychiatrist appointed under section 119 of the
Mental Health Act, if it considers it in the public interest to do
so. Pursuant to section 56 of the public health act, the
secretary may only disclose such information to a specified
body if it is for the purpose of promoting or protecting public
health. In my view, neither clause 90 nor 94 limits the right to
privacy. Both provisions are narrowly confined to achieve the
proper purpose of protecting and promoting public health.
Furthermore, both provisions are subject to appropriate
safeguards that limit disclosure. In particular, clause 94 of the
bill inserts provisions into the public health act that exclude
reports provided under new section 48A from the application
of the Freedom of Information Act 1982 and part 5 and health
privacy principle 6 of the Health Records Act 2001.
Insofar as the provisions discussed above relate to private
information about a health service establishment or its operator,
I note that participants in a regulated industry have a reduced
expectation of privacy. Though not all information required to
be disclosed or provided under these provisions will be private,
in some instances, the information will be of a sensitive or
personal nature concerning an ambulance or health service
provider, and/or its patients. That said, to the extent that the
requirements under the bill may result in an interference with a
person’s privacy, any such interference will be lawful and not
arbitrary. The provisions that require or permit the collection of
information are clearly set out in the bill and the acts that it
amends, and are directly related to each act’s regulatory and
enforcement functions. For instance, in exercising a power to
disclose, or to direct or request the provision of sensitive
information or documents under the amendments to the Health
Services Act, Ambulance Services Act or public health act, the
secretary is, pursuant to section 38(1) of the charter, required to
act compatibly with charter rights. Moreover, with respect to
the information-gathering provisions under the Health Services
Act, I note that clause 44 of the bill inserts a new section 110A
granting the minister a discretion to exempt a health service
establishment from any or all provisions of the act if the
minister reasonably believes that the exemption would not
adversely affect the health or safety of patients. Similarly, the
Governor in Council may exclude a specified health service
establishment from the application of a provision of the Health
Services Act under section 11 of that act.
Investigation powers
Some of the bill’s provisions establish or expand the powers
of the secretary or authorised officers to conduct
investigations in order to ensure compliance with the Health
Services Act’s regulatory regime. For instance, clause 44 of
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the bill inserts a new section 110B into the Health Services
Act, which imposes an obligation on the proprietor of a health
service establishment to ensure that ‘safe, patient-centred and
appropriate health services are provided at, or from’ the
establishment. I note that new section 110B may have the
effect of expanding the powers of authorised officers under
section 147. Section 147 permits authorised officers to enter
and inspect the premises of a health service establishment,
and to require a proprietor or staff member to answer
questions or produce documents, for the purpose of
ascertaining whether the act and the regulations thereunder
are being complied with. In this way, the powers of
authorised officers under section 147 of the Health Services
Act, as expanded by clause 44 of the bill, may engage the
right to privacy, as well as the right not to impart information,
which forms part of the right to freedom of expression under
s 15 of the charter.
I note, however, that the powers of authorised officers are
clearly set out in section 147 of the Health Services Act and
are strictly confined by reference to their purpose. They are
also subject to appropriate legislative safeguards. In
particular, an authorised officer must produce their identity
card before undertaking an inspection, and an authorised
officer who directs a proprietor or employee of a health
service establishment to answer a question is required to
inform the person that they may lawfully refuse to answer the
question if it would tend to incriminate the person.
Accordingly, to the extent that clause 44 may interfere with
the right to privacy by expanding the investigation powers of
authorised officers under the Health Services Act, any
interference would not constitute an unlawful or arbitrary
interference.
Property rights (section 20)
Powers to suspend or revoke registrations
Section 20 of the charter provides that a person must not be
deprived of his or her property other than in accordance with
law. This right is not limited where there is a law which
authorises a deprivation of property, and that law is
adequately accessible, clear and certain, and sufficiently
precise to enable a person to regulate their conduct.
Certain provisions of the bill provide for the variation or
revocations of relevant registrations or authorities granted
under the Health Services Act. Clause 39 inserts new
sections 100 and 101 into the Health Services Act, which,
respectively, empower the secretary to suspend the
registration of a health service establishment generally (new
section 101), or specifically in relation to a specified
prescribed health service (new section 100). Clause 40 inserts
new sections 102(1)(ab) and (ac) into the Health Services Act,
which will empower the secretary to revoke the registration of
a health service establishment if it has failed to comply with
the requirements of an approved accreditation scheme, or if it
has operated or is operating in a manner that poses a serious
risk to patient health. The grounds on which the secretary can
suspend or revoke registrations under these new sections
indicates that the purpose of the suspension powers is to
ensure the proper regulation of health service establishments
and to minimise the risk of harm to patients of such
establishments. Similarly, new section 108B makes it an
offence for a proprietor of a health service establishment to
use a clinical area of the establishment if the secretary has not
granted approval of that use under new section 108A.
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Furthermore, as discussed above, clause 3 of the bill expands
the definition of ‘health service establishment’ under the
Health Services Act, and may therefore extend the secretary’s
power to revoke or suspend a registration or authority granted
under the act. This includes the secretary’s power, under
section 75, to revoke an approval in principle certificate
issued under part 4 if a person to whom the approval in
principle relates has ceased to be a fit and proper person to
carry on, or to have the financial capacity to carry on, an
establishment of the kind to which the approval relates.
Where the use of property to conduct a business is subject to a
licensing regime, it may be argued that a revocation or refusal
of a licence engages section 20 of the charter. I note, however,
that licensing regimes created by statute are inherently subject
to change and, for this reason, a modification of the regime is
less likely to constitute a deprivation of property. In these
circumstances, I am of the opinion that the provision of powers
to suspend or revoke a registration or approval under the bill
will not amount to a deprivation of property. Even if it did, it is
clear that such a deprivation would be in accordance with law.
Accordingly, I am satisfied that any deprivation of property
pursuant to these powers will be in accordance with law and,
consequently, will not limit the right in section 20 of the charter.
Search and seizure powers
The right in section 20 of the charter is also relevant to the
powers of authorised officers under the Health Services Act
to enter certain premises, and to seize or take items. As
discussed above in the context of the right to privacy,
clause 44 of the bill may expand grounds on which authorised
officers may exercise their investigation powers pursuant to
section 147 of the Health Services Act. This includes the
power to inspect, take possession of, and make copies of any
document, and to examine or seize anything relevant to the
purpose of ensuring the wellbeing of patients or compliance
with the act and regulations.
I consider that the right in section 20 will not be limited by
these powers, because any deprivation of property will occur
in accordance with law. The circumstances in which
authorised officers are permitted to seize or take items or
documents are provided for by clear legislative provisions,
and the powers are strictly confined. The items that may be
taken or seized are relevant to and connected with enforcing
compliance with the Health Services Act, and appropriate
safeguards apply. For instance, authorised officers must give
notice of anything seized, and must return the thing or
document within 48 hours.
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evidential burden on the defendant by providing a defence of
‘reasonable excuse’.
Clause 41 of the bill amends the Health Services Act to
make it an offence for a proprietor to fail to comply with
a direction of the secretary under new section 105(3)
without reasonable excuse.
Similarly, clause 42 establishes offences under new
sections 107A, 107B(1) and 108(1) for failure to comply
with an approved accreditation scheme, failure to give
notice to the secretary of a refused application for
accreditation, and failure to apply for permission to use
an altered, renovated or extended clinical area. Each of
these offences includes a defence of ‘reasonable excuse’.
New section 108B makes it an offence for the proprietor
of a health service to, without reasonable excuse, use a
clinical area that is substantially altered, renovated or
extended if the secretary has not granted approval under
new section 108A.
Clause 44 also establishes offences with a defence of
reasonable excuse under new sections 110B(1) (failure
to ensure the provision of safe, patient-centred and
appropriate health services at a health service
establishment), 110C (failure to provide the secretary
with prescribed information), and 110D (failure to
inform the secretary of a serious risk to health or safety
in relation to health services provided at a health service
establishment).
In my view, defences of ‘reasonable excuse’ do not transfer
the legal burden of proof and therefore do not limit the
presumption of innocence. Once the defendant has adduced
or pointed to some evidence that would establish the excuse
on balance, the burden then shifts back to the prosecution to
prove beyond reasonable doubt the absence of the excuse
raised, as well as each element of the offence. The matters
that may form the basis of the defence of reasonable excuse
will be peculiarly within the defendant’s knowledge.
Furthermore, the burden does not relate to essential elements
of the offence and is only imposed on the defendant to raise
facts that support the existence of an exception, defence or
excuse.
For these reasons, I am satisfied that clauses 41, 42 and 44 are
compatible with the right in section 25(1) of the charter.
Hon. Jill Hennessy MP
Minister for Health
Minister for Ambulance Services

Second reading

For the above reasons, in my opinion the provisions of the bill
are compatible with the right to property in section 20 of the
charter.

Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) — I move:

Presumption of innocence (section 25(1))

That this bill be now read a second time.

Section 25(1) of the charter provides that a person charged with
a criminal offence has the right to be presumed innocent until
proved guilty according to law. The right in section 25(1) is
relevant where a statutory provision shifts the burden of proof
onto an accused in a criminal proceeding, so that the accused is
required to prove matters to establish, or raise evidence to
suggest, that he or she is not guilty of an offence.
Several clauses of the bill create offences under the Health
Services Act with a reverse evidential onus that places an

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
On 14 October 2016, on behalf of the government, I released
the final report of the independent review of hospital safety
and quality assurance in Victoria led by Dr Stephen Duckett.
The review was commissioned by the Department of Health
and Human Services at my request following the discovery of
a cluster of tragically avoidable perinatal deaths at
Djerriwarrh Health Services.
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The report — Targeting Zero: Supporting the Victorian
Hospital System to Eliminate Avoidable Harm and Strengthen
Quality Of Care — made it very clear that the Department of
Health and Human Services had not played an active role in
supporting the good work of our hospitals and health staff,
and that the department was not fulfilling its role as system
leader and system manager.
Targeting Zero sets out a blueprint for change. The government
has committed to significant reforms so that the department can
perform its role, by setting a goal of zero avoidable harm,
developing strong leadership in hospital governance, sharing
excellence across the system, and improving the flow of data
and information to deliver better outcomes.
In the government’s response to Targeting Zero — Better,
Safer Care — I announced that we support, in principle, all the
recommendations of Targeting Zero. Indeed, implementation
of many recommendations is already underway. Better, Safer
Care outlined a raft of reforms that will overhaul quality and
safety across the Victorian health system.
Targeting Zero stated that many of the recommendations can
be implemented quickly (within 12 months) but others will
require up to three years. Many of the report’s 179
recommendations will be implemented administratively,
while some require legislative change.
The Health Legislation Amendment (Quality and Safety) Bill
addresses those recommendations identified as requiring
early, urgent implementation through legislation, and
represents the first stage of statutory reform to deliver
improved safety in health services and better care for patients.
Some Targeting Zero recommendations that suggest
legislative change have not been included in this bill. Those
that require further consultation or complex analysis of the
legislative framework will be included in the second stage of
statutory reform. This second stage will build on the changes
arising from this first bill with a particular focus on further
enhancing the flow of information in the health system.
The bill represents foundational work to improve the
governance, oversight and regulation of agencies providing
health services to the Victorian community. The bill amends a
number of health portfolio acts to prioritise the importance of
quality and safety and establish strong and consistent
statutory responsibilities for quality and safety. It does this in
relation to public health and ambulance services through
improved governance arrangements and an expanded suite of
powers available for departmental oversight and appropriate
interventions.
In addition to the ongoing work to improve quality and safety
across the public health system, Targeting Zero highlighted
the need for stronger regulation of the private sector to better
protect patients and ensure that patients are afforded the same
level of quality and safety whether in the public or private
sector. The bill will also enable the collection and analysis of
data from the private health sector for quality and safety
purposes, require compliance with accreditation schemes and
guidelines, and create clear obligations for private sector
services to deliver services that are safe. It will also increase
the scope of the legislation to include some currently
unregulated services that may pose a risk to patient safety.
The reforms in this bill will support objectives that were
identified in Targeting Zero, namely:
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committing to stronger leadership of quality and safety
of the health system;
engaging clinicians in system improvement and
oversight;
elevating quality and safety in health service
governance;
making better use of information to improve quality and
identify and act on risk; and
strengthening departmental oversight and regulation for
safer care and quality improvement.

Committing to stronger leadership of quality and safety of
the health system
An important theme of Targeting Zero was system
leadership. The bill will elevate and strengthen the focus on
quality and safety in key legislation. Quality, safety and
continuous improvement will be placed prominently in the
objectives and core roles and responsibilities in the Health
Services Act 1988, the Mental Health Act 2014 and the
Ambulance Services Act 1986.
This will reflect the commitment made by the government,
and by the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human
Services, to pursue excellence in safety and quality so that
safe patient care is a clear obligation of all health services, and
to reassure the community that patient safety is a priority.
The bill amends the objectives in section 9 of the Health
Services Act, for example, to include ‘[ensuring that] health
care agencies: (i) provide safe, patient-centred and appropriate
health services; and (ii) foster continuous improvement in the
quality of the care and health services they provide …’
Patient-centred care is health care that is respectful of, and
responsive to, the preferences, needs and values of patients
and consumers. This amendment will mean that safe patient
care is a clear focus of the legislation. Part 3 of the bill
includes amendments to the Ambulance Services Act 1986 to
align it with the quality and safety amendments proposed to
the Health Services Act. When the government took office,
we committed to a full review of the Ambulance Services Act
and this has now been completed.
However, we do not wish to await the full realisation of the
outcomes of this review in order to implement important
quality and safety recommendations of Targeting Zero.
Accordingly, this Part includes amendments to elevate quality
and safety in the functions of the secretary as outlined above,
and to the objectives of ambulance services under the act.
As far as practical, there will be consistency in the similar
provisions of the Mental Health Act. Accordingly, the
amendments in part 4 strengthen the quality and safety
elements in the objectives of the act and the functions of the
secretary.
Targeting Zero found that: ‘Even in some cases where there
has been a clear need for the department to take a more active
role in supporting a health service, the principle of local
autonomy has sometimes been invoked as justification for not
doing so … Such an interpretation defies the department’s
statutory responsibilities, which are legislatively prior to the
model of devolved governance’.
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Part 2 of the Health Services Act includes a capacity for the
minister — after wide consultation — to prepare guidelines in
relation to a range of matters. This capacity is broadened by
the bill to allow the minister to issue guidelines relating to
‘the improvement of the safety and quality of health care and
health facilities’.
Engaging clinicians in system improvement and oversight
Another important theme of Targeting Zero was clinical
engagement. On 1 January this year, Safer Care Victoria —
headed by eminent clinician Professor Euan Wallace —
commenced working with health services to monitor and
improve the quality and safety of care delivered across our
health system. Within Safer Care Victoria, the Victorian
Clinical Council — headed by Associate Professor Jill Sewell
and comprising broad representation across specialities and
clinical professions — will provide clinical expertise to the
government and the Department of Health and Human
Services on how to make the system safer still.
The bill includes provisions that will support Safer Care
Victoria, including improvements to the provisions that
govern the role of consultative councils, such as the
Consultative Council on Obstetric and Perinatal Morbidity
and Mortality (CCOPMM), and amendments to formalise
the governance of Better Care Victoria, which has been set
up to assist the health sector effectively identify and embed
innovation.
Consultative Council on Obstetric and Paediatric Mortality
and Morbidity
To quote Targeting Zero — ‘At Djerriwarrh, the deaths were
picked up by an external consultative council two years after
the cluster of avoidable deaths began. The council’s review
processes were not designed to detect the cluster … This
system is obviously inadequate’.
The discovery of the cluster of avoidable perinatal deaths at
Djerriwarrh was made by CCOPMM. Its role is to review all
cases of maternal, perinatal and paediatric mortality and
morbidity and advise the minister and the department on
strategies to improve clinical performance and avoid
preventable deaths.
However, CCOPMM caught the cluster at a very late stage and
Targeting Zero found that CCOPMM’s role in discovering the
problems at Djerriwarrh exemplified the shortcomings of the
role of specialist case review committees as they are currently
designed — that is, to classify deaths — not to monitor adverse
outcomes in real time. By design, its role in quality
improvement was reactive, rather than proactive.
Targeting Zero recommends increasing the powers and
enhancing the role of CCOPMM in the Public Health and
Wellbeing Act 2008. Part 5 of the bill includes amendments
that will allow the council to issue practice guidelines relevant
to its findings and work; monitor compliance against those
guidelines; and advise the Department of Health and Human
Services where it has found non-compliance.
The bill will also introduce a section that requires CCOPPM
to immediately provide the Department of Health and Human
Services with information about incidents where CCOPPM
finds that preventable harm involving mortality or severe
morbidity has occurred.
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The bill also makes other operational improvements to the
governance of CCOPMM and other consultative councils.
These arrangements constitute a change to how CCOPMM
operates. Following Targeting Zero and the events that
prompted the review, it is clear that CCOPMM has valuable
information and expertise that can be used to identify and
respond to risk, to improve quality and safety of services.
There is an understandable public expectation that the
department will have access to that information and will use it
to proactively perform its oversight and regulatory functions.
Currently, information received by the council is subject to
strict statutory protections. The council and its personnel are
subject to confidentiality obligations to ensure that services
and clinicians engage with the council in a frank and candid
manner. To avoid undermining this willingness of the sector
to engage with the council, the bill extends statutory
protections to cover CCOPMM reports made to the secretary
on reportable harm. These protections are intended to
facilitate full and frank disclosure to the council so it can
effectively perform its functions. To ensure that the
protections do not prevent the secretary from taking prompt
action when necessary to avoid or address a significant risk,
the bill also allows for the secretary to override the
protections in relation to a preventable harm report where the
secretary considers that to be in the public interest. The bill
strikes an appropriate balance in this regard.
Better Care Victoria board
The Better Care Victoria board was a major recommendation
of the Travis review. That review (Increasing the Capacity of
the Victorian Public Hospital System for Better Patient
Outcomes) led by Dr Douglas Travis, surgeon and former
president of the Australian Medical Association, Victoria,
was commissioned to provide recommendations about how to
increase the capacity of Victorian hospitals.
The Better Care Victoria board has assumed the existing
responsibilities of the Health Innovation and Reform Council
refocused in line with the recommendations of the Travis
Review, and will adopt a more active approach.
As part of this focus, the Better Care Victoria Board will be
more active in its engagement with the public health sector to
encourage and facilitate the dissemination of innovation and
improvement in the Victorian health system.
To reflect this, the bill amends the name from ‘Health
Innovation and Reform Council’ to ‘Better Care Victoria
board’ and includes governance and membership reforms. It
also defines the functions of the board which are to advise and
report to the minister and the secretary on the effective and
efficient delivery of quality health services, and strategies to
support innovation and improvement in the health sector.
Enhancing quality and safety in health sector governance
Targeting Zero reviewers agreed the failings at Djerriwarrh
Health Services were the responsibility of (the now dissolved)
board and agreed that this is where primary responsibility
resided. They said, however,
… we question the extent to which effective ministerial
appointment processes and department oversight existed
in the first place to ensure that the board had and was
exercising the skills, information and expertise necessary
to uphold its governance responsibilities.
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Currently the Health Services Act includes a number of
varied provisions that deal with governance of public sector
health services. These services are known in the legislation as
public hospitals, public health services and multipurpose
services. The bill includes a range of amendments to the
governance provisions, to establish a strengthened and
consistent set of governance requirements for all public sector
health services.
As recommended in Targeting Zero, part 2 of the bill will
extend the current quality and safety obligations of public
health service boards and chief executive officers to two other
types of public sector service established by the act — public
hospitals and multipurpose services.
These obligations include: ensuring that the service
‘continuously strives to improve the quality and safety of the
health services it provides and to foster innovation’; and having
regard to ‘the needs and views of patients and other users of the
health services provided’ … and ‘the community serviced’.
People who serve on boards of public sector services truly
understand the term ‘service’. They contribute greatly to their
community and the government and the people of Victoria
are indebted to the dedicated individuals who give so much to
their communities. Victoria’s system of devolved governance
has allowed our public health sector to draw on the unique
knowledge of generous individuals who know their
community well. When it operates well, this devolved model
also offers opportunity for renewal, growth of ideas and
innovation which in turn promote accountability and strong
independent oversight of health services’ management.
Recognising the significance of this oversight role and the
importance of nomenclature, the bill updates and makes
consistent some of the older language used in the Health
Services Act. Some of the current provisions refer to board
‘members’. The bill replaces this with the term ‘directors’.
Boards are responsible for all aspects of running a health
service. They have the responsibilities of a board of directors.
The language of the statute will now reflect this.
Targeting Zero recommends limiting directors’ terms to nine
years, consistently across all public sector services.
Accordingly, part 2 of the bill includes amendments so that
the current term-limit requirements for public health service
board members will also apply to directors of public hospitals
and multipurpose services. These changes will help promote
the independence of the board from the executive of the
service and ensure there is opportunity for innovation and
renewal in governance.
Currently, there are many experienced people sitting on
boards who have served in excess of nine years, especially on
rural public hospital boards. As recommended by Targeting
Zero, the Department of Health and Human Services is not
awaiting the legislation before putting the policy intent into
practice. Alongside achieving the right skill mix, increasing
board capabilities and enhancing diversity, time served is
already being considered as a criterion in relation to board
appointments as they arise.
However, immediate implementation of the recommendation
for all services will prove challenging due to the difficulty of
finding such a high number of suitably skilled new
individuals to fill board positions, particularly in regional and
rural areas.
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Accordingly, the bill includes transitional arrangements. It will
limit consecutive terms to nine years and current members will
be required to step down after nine years on a board. However,
this will not fully come into effect for three years.
In addition, the tenure provisions for public sector health
services will be subject to an ongoing ministerial discretion to
exempt in special circumstances. As well as providing
consistency, this will replace a formal Governor in Council
exemption process currently used in relation to public health
service board appointments. For instance, the minister might
recommend the appointment of someone beyond the nine
year maximum term, if necessary to address a current critical
skill deficit that — despite reasonable efforts — cannot
otherwise be filled. Another example would be an
appointment to allow development of an appropriate
succession plan.
The bill will also provide for the making of regulations to
inform the composition of boards of public sector health
services. For example, the regulations might require the
inclusion of directors with clinical experience or clinical
governance experience.
The bill will also include a power for the minister to issue
guidelines in relation to the ways in which boards perform
their roles and functions, and the ways in which boards
conduct their processes and procedures.
The department currently has a range of non-legislative
instruments in which it sets expectations and requirements in
relation to boards. The power to issue guidelines under
legislation will provide a transparent statement of the
minister’s expectations of boards and directors. This will be a
reference document to support boards, chief executive
officers and prospective board members, and will also act as a
public information resource and accountability mechanism,
by setting out the minister’s expectations in the public
domain. Furthermore, while no penalty will attach to
non-compliance with the guidelines, this could be a trigger for
interventions by the minister and/or the department to address
risks in relation to governance of quality and safety.
To further support the implementation of the significant
governance reforms suggested by Targeting Zero, in addition
to these legislative changes, the government is establishing a
board ministerial advisory committee to ensure our hospital
and health service boards have the right mix of skills,
knowledge and experience to strengthen local governance and
decision-making.
Additionally, the Department of Health and Human Services
will continue to support boards by giving them the quality and
safety information they need to provide strong leadership of
their health service — and the training to ensure that the care
provided by their services are safe, high quality and
continuously improving.
The bill will apply a consistent approach to governance of
ambulance services under the Ambulance Services Act and
the Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health under the
Mental Health Act.
The amendments recommended by Targeting Zero to board
and chief executive officer responsibilities, and to board
tenure limits, will also apply to the boards and chief executive
officers of ambulance services, and the minister will be able
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to publish guidelines relating to the role, function and
procedure of an ambulance service.
The provision relating to the functions of the chief executive
officer has similarly been amended to require that effective
and accountable systems are in place to monitor that the
ambulance service provides safe, patient-centred and
appropriate services.
As far as practical, there will be consistency in the
governance arrangements in the Mental Health Act. This act
is only three years old and does not require such significant
amendment in relation to governance in order to the elevate
quality and safety requirements as envisaged in Targeting
Zero. However, amendments in part 4 of the bill align the
quality and safety governance requirements in relation to
Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health by making
amendments to the statutory functions of the board and chief
executive officer of the institute. A board tenure limit of nine
years already applies to directors of the institute.
Making better use of data and information to improve
quality and identify and act on risk
Targeting Zero said: ‘Information is the lifeblood of a
continuously improving hospital system, and it is not flowing
in Victoria’.
The review found that essential data was not collected, not
used, or not made available in a convenient form, thereby
limiting hospitals’ and clinicians’ ability to use information to
identify opportunities for improvement and strengthen care.
The government is addressing the multiple recommendations
about data and information with the establishment of the
Victorian Agency for Health Information at the beginning of
2017. The agency is working to overhaul the way in which
data and information is shared across the health system. It is
responsible for analysing the health data collections held by
the Department of Health and Human Services, developing
clinical performance indicators and improving access to
clinical data by clinicians, boards, departmental staff and
academic researchers.
The bill will enable the collection of relevant data for use by
the information agency (and the Department of Health and
Human Services and Safer Care Victoria), by enhancing the
department’s capacity to obtain data from health services.
This will strengthen oversight and regulation across the
system, as well as supporting analysis, research and
continuous improvement.
While the bill establishes different mechanisms for collecting
data from public sector and private sector services, the
purpose of the amendments is to align reporting and data
collection arrangements across both sectors, as recommended
in Targeting Zero.
Patients should share in the quality and safety benefits of
improved data flow, whether they are accessing services in
the public or private sector.
Targeting Zero said: ‘The department has immature systems
both for routine monitoring and more occasional investigation
of serious harm. Despite the immense volume and diversity of
types of harm in the system, monitoring is focused on a small
number of safety indicators, often with limited clinical
usefulness’.
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The bill includes provisions to allow the Secretary to the
Department of Health and Human Services to issue a
direction to a public sector service under the Health Services
Act, or an ambulance service under the Ambulance Services
Act, requiring that the service provide the secretary with
information specified in the direction. This will complement
new reporting requirements for private sector services.
The proposed provisions will allow establishment of
consistent (or equivalent) reporting and monitoring
requirements for public sector and private sector entities.
Targeting Zero recommended that the Department of Health
and Human Services collect broader data about the
performance of private hospitals to align with public
hospitals. It recommended the department track performance
on this data and use it to inform its assessment of private
hospitals during the registration and review processes and to
engage private hospitals in regular discussion about their
improvement priorities.
Accordingly, the bill will include a requirement for private
sector services to report to the secretary to the Department of
Health and Human Services, with the data requirements being
prescribed in regulations. While it is intended for public and
private hospitals to submit similar data, full details of what
should be reported by the private sector will be considered
when the regulations are being prepared. For example, it is
intended that sentinel events must be reported. A sentinel
event is an event that results in harm or injury to a patient that
is caused by something other than their medical condition, for
example, unintended retention of a swab during surgery.
Accordingly, the bill includes a new requirement that the
proprietor of a private sector service must notify the secretary
to the Department of Health and Human Services of any
serious risk to patient health or safety. The bill also includes a
power for the secretary to issue a direction to a private sector
service that requires the service to provide information as
specified in the direction, to ensure the requirements of the act
are being met.
Strengthening departmental oversight and regulation for
safer care and quality improvement
Targeting Zero highlighted the need for stronger regulation of
the public sector and private sector to better protect patients.
Strengthening departmental oversight in the public sector
The bill strengthens the suite of mechanisms available to the
minister and the Department of Health and Human Services
to oversee quality and safety, and the interventions available
to respond when matters of concern are identified.
The bill extends the existing powers of the secretary to issue
directions to public hospitals, public health services and
ambulance services, to include the issuing of directions about
actions to be taken to ensure that the health services provided
are safe, patient-centred and appropriate. For consistency across
the sector, this direction power is also extended to allow the
secretary to issue directions to multipurpose services.
The bill will strengthen the provisions that allow for
amalgamation of public sector services. Currently the
provisions allow the secretary to the Department of Health and
Human Services to recommend to the minister that two or more
public sector services be amalgamated to be ‘more effective’.
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The minister is also able to approve a voluntary amalgamation
on the grounds of effectiveness and public interest.

Strengthening departmental oversight and regulation in the
private sector

Targeting Zero recommended that the criteria for
amalgamations be broadened to include whether the
amalgamation would lead to more effective governance of
safety and quality. The bill therefore adds an additional
criterion for amalgamation if ‘governance of the safety and
quality of health services provided by two or more
registered funded agencies may be more effective if the
agencies were amalgamated’. (This will not apply to
denominational hospitals.)

There has been significant growth in the private sector in
recent decades and major change in the broader regulatory
framework for private facilities, notably in the nature and
coverage of federal private health insurance regulation and in
the structure of health practitioner regulation.

This requirement is intended as a last resort and the intention
is that health services are proactively supported to elevate
quality and safety standards, so amalgamations are not
required.
Currently the Health Services Act allows the minister to
appoint up to two ‘delegates’ to the board of a public health
service or public hospital, if satisfied the appointment would
‘improve’ performance.
However, in relation to a new facility or a newly
amalgamated facility, it is unlikely the minister could be
satisfied the appointment would ‘improve’ the service as there
is no prior performance to measure.
The bill amends this so the minister can appoint a delegate or
delegates if the minister considers such an appointment will
assist the board to improve the performance of a public
hospital or public health service.
Amendments to the Mental Health Act will also be made to
introduce a capacity for the minister to appoint a delegate to
the Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health Board if the
minister considers that such an appointment will assist the
board to improve the performance of the institute.
Adding to the suite of interventions refined by the bill, the
grounds for commissioning an audit into a service or agency
are also broadened. The Secretary to the Department of
Health and Human Services already has a power to
commission an audit but quality and safety is not specified as
a ground on which that power can be exercised. The
provision will now allow an audit to be commissioned to
ascertain: whether the agency is ‘providing safe,
patient-centred and appropriate health services’ or ‘fostering
continuous improvement in the quality of the care and health
services it provides’.
The power in the Ambulance Services Act for the secretary to
commission an audit will also be aligned to add quality and
safety as a basis for the exercise of the powers. The Health
Services Act currently provides for the minister to censure,
suspend admissions or close a public hospital, denominational
hospital or public health service, under certain circumstances.
The bill will amend those provisions to ensure such action can
be taken where the service is failing to provide safe,
patient-centred care. The provisions that allow closure and
suspension of admissions at a multipurpose service will be
likewise enhanced.
Failure by an ambulance service to ensure provision of safe,
patient-centred services will also be a ground for
appointment of an administrator as will failure to ensure the
service fosters continuous improvement in the quality of
care and service provided.

Targeting Zero recommended sweeping changes to the way
all hospitals are monitored and regulated and a central theme
presented in the report was that quality and safety
expectations of all hospitals should align: ‘All hospitals
should be held to account for improving safety and quality of
care, regardless of their size or sector’.
Alignment may require the use of different mechanisms
across the public and private sector. While some requirements
for the private sector require legislation to mandate them,
other mechanisms (such as funding agreements) may be used
for the public sector.
Part 4 of the Health Services Act deals with private sector
services — referred to in the legislation as ‘health service
establishments’. These are defined as private hospitals and
day procedure centres, and in the future, following
amendments made by this bill, a premises at which or from
which, a prescribed health service is provided, and they must
be registered under the act.
One of the many significant reforms of this bill is to extend
the scope of registration requirements to include currently
unregulated activities in day procedure centres. To date, some
day procedure facilities have been lawfully able to undertake
some activities, for example, surgery such as breast
augmentation, without being registered or regulated.
Targeting Zero recommended broadening the definition of
‘day procedure centre’ so that facilities where surgery occurs
are required to be registered including where surgery is ‘not a
major activity’ of the service (the current regulatory limitation
under the act).
The bill makes this amendment, changing the focus of
regulation so that the type of health service provided will
determine whether it must be registered, rather than the quantity
of that service that is provided. This will close a loophole,
which has left some high-risk activity such as cosmetic surgery
unregulated as a result of where they were performed and
created a potential safety risk for some patients.
Targeting Zero found that the department lacked powers to
oversee use of treatments in some locations that may pose a risk
to patient safety, such as offsite services or mobile services.
The bill will enable registration requirements to be made
broader and more flexible, allowing for a wider range of
health service delivery options and innovative models of care,
such as post-birth maternity beds off campus, hospital in the
home services and mobile anaesthetic services.
Further, the bill will allow for independent mobile services to
be registered in anticipation of future service delivery models.
For example, there may be mobile dialysis or oncology
services developed as an alternative to day hospital services.
The changes will allow the Department of Health and Human
Services to accommodate and regulate future health service
innovation by removing current barriers to these types of
services being registered.
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The bill will make amendments to ensure that quality and
safety are considered at all points in the registration process,
and the Department of Health and Human Services is able to
investigate and act on quality and safety concerns at any time.
Currently, patient safety and quality issues can only be
considered in the context of an application for registration or
renewal of registration. Following the amendments in the bill,
the secretary to the Department of Health and Human
Services will be able to consider patient safety and quality in
private hospitals and day procedure centres at all times and
authorised officers will be able to carry out inspections and
investigations in response to safety and quality concerns,
whenever a private hospital or day procedure centre is
operating. This will ensure the law reflects and supports the
current proactive practice of the department.
The bill makes a number of amendments to ensure action in
relation to registration can be taken where quality and safety
concerns are identified.
Division 4 of part 4, of the act currently includes a power to
the secretary to the Department of Health and Human
Services to revoke registration of a health service
establishment in certain circumstances such as breach of the
regulations or a condition of licence. The bill will broaden
these criteria to include where the registered proprietor has
failed to comply with the requirements of an approved
accreditation scheme; or has operated or is operating the
health service establishment in a manner that poses serious
risk to patient health or safety.
Revocation of registration has very serious and potentially
permanent outcomes with many ramifications on a number of
individuals (including staff and patients). This may be
appropriate in some circumstances, but the bill will add to the
suite of interventions available to the secretary with the
addition of a capacity for suspension or partial suspension.
It is intended that regulatory tools such as conditions on
registration and partial and complete suspension of services
should be employed as the first level of intervention to try to
alleviate or minimise identified problems.
Amendments will allow partial suspension (suspension of one
or more prescribed services) to be used as a targeted
intervention tool in certain circumstances, that allows the rest
of the facility to continue trading while the identified risks are
rectified and patients are protected from harm. This targeted
approach also provides an incentive to the proprietor to rectify
the problems and recommence services, without the costs
involved in the matter proceeding to court or through
complete suspension or revocation of registration. Finally, the
bill includes an obligation for the proprietor of a private sector
service to ensure that safe, patient-centred services are
provided at the service, and that there is continuous
improvement in the quality and safety of services provided.
Failure to comply with this obligation without reasonable
excuse will be an offence, attracting a penalty.
The bill also improves the quality and safety framework that
supports the registration regime.
The bill will strengthen the requirements for proprietors to
obtain approval to operate a private sector service at a
particular premises. There will be a new requirement that if
there are any substantial alterations, renovations or extensions
of a clinical area after registration, these must be approved by
the secretary to the Department of Health and Human
Services. In giving such approval the secretary will consider
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all the matters considered at registration, including quality
and safety. Operating the amended, renovated or extended
clinical area without approval will be an offence.
The bill strengthens requirements for services to adhere to
appropriate guidelines in delivering services. The bill will
include a power for the minister to declare guidelines to apply
to all hospitals and day procedure centres where evidence-based
guidelines are developed. The guidelines are likely to be used to
address specific clinical issues and to improve clinical standards
and patient outcomes across the system.
An example is the Australasian Health Facilities Guidelines
which specify the construction and fit-out requirements for all
hospitals and day procedure centres to ensure patient safety.
These guidelines are currently mandatory for public hospitals,
so this measure will also ensure alignment of the public and
private sector when hospitals are built or renovated.
In future, where evidence based guidelines are developed,
either nationally or for Victorian services, this power will
allow them to be applied to all Victorian hospitals, in the
private and public sectors. These are likely to be used to
address specific clinical issues and to improve clinical
standards and patient outcomes across the system.
The bill strengthens the requirements for private sector
services to maintain adequate safety and quality accreditation.
Amendments will enable the secretary to publish in the
Government Gazette an approved and mandated accreditation
scheme and require private hospitals and day procedure
centres to be accredited by such a scheme. Further, they will
be required to report outcomes of their accreditation surveys
to the Department of Health and Human Services, so it has
the necessary information to inform intervention and
enforcement as necessary.
One example of such an accreditation scheme is the
Australian Health Service Safety and Quality Accreditation
Scheme, requiring accreditation against a new set of National
Safety and Quality Health Service Standards. This has been
developed by the Australian Commission on Safety and
Quality in Health Care reflecting the overlap in the risks
sought to be controlled by the NSQHSS and state-based
regulation of the sector.
Penalties will apply for non-compliance with an approved
accreditation scheme, and for failing to notify the secretary of
failure to obtain accreditation or of revocation of
accreditation. However, it is expected that most services will
already comply with the new accreditation requirements as,
under the Private Health Insurance Act 2007 (Cth), they are
currently required to be accredited in order to access private
health insurance rebates.
The bill will allow the minister to exempt any private hospital
or day procedure centre from some or all of the requirements
of the Health Services Act, where there is no detriment to
patient safety. This will remove duplication and thus
regulatory burden where a private hospital is subject to both a
health service funding agreement and regulation. A current
example is Mildura Base Hospital which provides public
hospital services on behalf of the Victorian government and,
without this discretion being exercised could be subject to two
regulatory regimes. The amendment will allow the minister to
make a decision as to the most appropriate regulatory
requirements to apply.
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Oversight of electroconvulsive treatment in the private sector
Targeting Zero recommended that the Mental Health Act be
amended to ensure oversight of electroconvulsive treatment in
the private sector is equivalent to oversight in the public
sector. The government is committed to ensuring people with
mental illness, their families and carers receive access to high
quality, integrated services that can provide coordinated
treatment and support.
Although a major review of the Mental Health Act is required
in 2019 to assess its operation since commencement, the
recommendation concerning increased oversight of
electroconvulsive therapy in the private sector is addressed by
this bill.
The jurisdiction of the independent Mental Health Tribunal is
being expanded by the Medical Treatment Planning and
Decisions Act 2016 to include approving electroconvulsive
treatment for any person who does not have capacity to give
informed consent to the treatment (whether in the public or
private sectors). This means the level of tribunal oversight of
electroconvulsive treatment for individuals lacking capacity
to give informed consent in the private sector will be
equivalent to that provided in the public sector.
As part of the expansion of scope and strengthening of
functions under the bill, the department will have expanded
powers to obtain private hospital and day procedure centre
data, require compliance with standards and guidelines, give
directions and conduct investigations. Where relevant,
information can be shared with the chief psychiatrist, whose
specialist analysis will enable the identification of any quality
or safety concerns.
These reforms therefore enable the chief psychiatrist to
oversight the use of electroconvulsive treatment in the private
sector and, where quality or safety issues are identified,
investigate as required in partnership with the department’s
private hospitals unit.
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the Public Health and Wellbeing Act immunisation
provisions, to update the reference to the relevant
commonwealth legislation.
The bill before the house is one in a suite of proposed
legislative reforms aimed at reinstating Victoria as a leader in
health care oversight and regulation to assist the government
in achieving its objective of delivering high quality, safe,
efficient and effective health care to all Victorians.
These reforming acts make up the government’s visions for
the modernisation of healthcare legislation. This began with
the Health Complaints Act 2016 which replaced the Health
Services (Conciliation and Review) Act 1987 and will be
followed by new legislation to replace the Ambulance
Services Act 1986 and the Health Services Act 1988 — all of
which were developed during that same era which pre-dates a
consumer rights/person-centred care framework and modern
technological developments.
The reforms in this bill contribute to the most significant
overhaul of Victoria’s health system in decades — building
on work already undertaken by the Victorian Government to
strengthen quality and safety.
This bill is the result of the hard work of many people. I would
particularly like to acknowledge the efforts of the review panel
who produced Targeting Zero whose recommendations have
informed the bill before the house: Dr Stephen Duckett,
director, health program, Grattan Institute (chair), Ms Maree
Cuddihy, chief executive officer, Kyneton District Health
Service, and Associate Professor Harvey Newnham, clinical
program director of emergency and acute medicine and director
of general medicine, Alfred Health.
Every Victorian has a fundamental right to access to safe,
high-quality care.
I want all Victorian patients and their families to know their
safety is our highest priority, and we are doing everything we
can to reduce avoidable harm in our hospitals.

Amendment to the Health Complaints Act 2016
Among the Targeting Zero recommendations are a number
that envisage a new and more significant role for the health
complaints commissioner in contributing to quality and safety
across the health sector. This includes an active role in
monitoring the effectiveness of complaints handling by
hospitals and reporting poor handling of complaints to the
Department of Health and Human Services. It is also intended
that the commissioner will compile and analyse data — for
the purpose of identifying practitioners who are likely to be
subject to future complaints or notifications — with a view to
preventing escalation of issues and risks.
The bill facilitates the health complaints commissioner taking
on these new roles through the inclusion of an amendment to
the Health Complaints Act to broaden the delegation powers
of the commissioner. The amendment will allow the
commissioner greater flexibility to issue delegations so as to
manage the resources of the office as necessary to proactively
and effectively perform functions under the Health
Complaints Act and the new functions arising from the
Targeting Zero recommendations.
Minor technical and consequential amendments
Finally, the bill includes some minor technical and
consequential amendments to legislation administered by the
Department of Health and Human Services, for example, to

I want to assure those families who suffered a tragic loss at
Djerriwarrh Health Service that we are doing everything we
can to ensure that what happened there never happens at any
other health service.
We know that a goal of zero avoidable harm for the Victorian
hospital system is an ambitious target. But, along with
creating a more responsive and resilient health system, we
must aim for this.
The bill before the house makes an important contribution to
ensuring that the world-class care Victorians receive is backed
by world-class quality and safety across the health system.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 5 July.
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WORKSAFE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 22 March; motion of
Mr SCOTT (Minister for Finance).
Government amendments circulated by Mr SCOTT
(Minister for Finance) under standing orders.
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — I must say that I am
pleased to be able to finally debate this bill because,
unlike some other matters recently, this bill has been on
the notice paper for a considerable period of time, so
certainly there has been the opportunity to examine it in
detail. The bill amends the Accident Compensation Act
1985, the Dangerous Goods Act 1985, the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004 and the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013. It is truly a
bill that proposes a range of changes to a number of
different acts.
The bulk of the bill is not controversial. Some might
say it might have benefited from broader input, but
essentially it is not controversial with one exception,
and that is in some of the amendments to the
Occupational Health and Safety Act. I am aware that a
range of views were canvassed but that there was no
broad consultation. Had that broad consultation
occurred, there might have been a slightly different and
perhaps a slightly better bill.
Over the course of my contribution I will endeavour to
flag some of the concerns and issues that either have
been raised with me or have emerged during my
consideration of the bill. I do want to say that I do not
regard it as the job of the opposition to necessarily fix
all the detailed issues that might occur in the
preparation of a bill and that certainly, from my reading
of it, do occur with regard to this bill. I also want to flag
at this point that there are some matters in the bill that I
see as a direct and entirely unwarranted attack on
employers. They are matters that are dressed up as
improvements when in fact they are nothing of the sort.
They are matters that under other circumstances the
opposition might say, ‘Yes, there is a problem; this is
the judgement or this is the event that demonstrates
why we need to introduce measures’ — draconian
measures — ‘of the type proposed by three clauses in
this bill’. But there is no example, there is no
judgement, there is no justification for the introduction
of these measures, and I certainly do not regard them as
appropriate — but I will come back to that when I get
to the relevant clause in the bill.
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I should say at this point that I do want to acknowledge
the very thorough briefing that was given to me, and
certainly I appreciate the cooperative and generally
cordial relationship that I enjoy with the government and
the cooperative way they approach the preparation of this
legislation and legislation in this space in general.
With regard to the purpose of the bill and the
commencement provisions, they are both relatively
straightforward and really do not warrant any further
examination. With regard to the measures proposed to
vary the Accident Compensation Act, the first clause in
that part is a proposal to allow the payment of travel
and accommodation expenses which have been
incurred by family members to attend the burial or the
cremation of a deceased worker if the family resides
more than 100 kilometres away from the location of the
service. That amount is proposed to be a maximum of
$5000 with indexation, and the indexation is
implemented by clause 4 of this bill. I think it is a
reasonable provision.
As all members are aware, the cost of a burial, even a
relatively simple burial, is significant, and particularly
in circumstances where there is not only the
bereavement — which is bad enough — but an
unexpected and certainly unanticipated bereavement,
which is a further considerable burden. In the event of a
death remote from home, it is not unreasonable in those
circumstances that a contribution should be made to
travel and accommodation expenses. The proposal in
fact reflects a similar provision which already operates
under the Transport Accident Act 1986. It is not an
unreasonable measure and the opposition has no
quibble with it.
Clause 4 implements the indexation measures
necessary for clause 3, and also removes a number of
redundant references that currently exist in the
indexation section of the act. Clause 5 is simply an
extension of a cross-reference from section 99 of the
Accident Compensation Act to the whole division,
division 2B of part IV. That relates to a calculation of
the amount of compensation and the capacity to reduce
the payment in the event of a judgement or settlement
of some type. Clause 6 is a consequential clause that
simply ensures that the changes proposed by clause 3
are appropriately applied. That concludes the proposed
changes to the Accident Compensation Act 1985.
There are two changes proposed to the Dangerous
Goods Act 1985 — one of substance and one basically
tidying up. The tidying up removes a redundant
definition of statutory rule. Clause 8 rewrites the
provisions relating to an order in council to regulate the
clean-up, removal and transport of asbestos in
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emergency situations. Again, this is a significant
measure and obviously it is important that there are
appropriate arrangements in place should these
situations arise — which unfortunately they do all too
frequently — and what is proposed by the government
in this case seems entirely reasonable.
I move on to the Occupational Health and Safety Act
2004. As I said in my opening remarks, the difficulties
that the opposition has with this bill all relate to the
Occupational Health and Safety Act. The first clause,
clause 9, simply clarifies that regulations made under
the act also bind the Crown. Clearly there is no
difficulty with that. But in clause 10, that is where we
start to see some challenges in what is proposed by the
government. Clause 10 introduces a new offence for a
contravention of an enforceable undertaking. An
enforceable undertaking, by definition, is capable of
enforcement already, so why there is need of a new
offence, a new penalty, in this regard frankly is a
mystery. What is proposed is a penalty of 500 penalty
units for an individual, which is close to $80 000 —
$79 285; and for a corporation, five times that —
2500 penalty units, or almost $400 000.
The first thing that strikes me about this is the aspect of
the scope of the problem. Enforceable orders are
reported in the annual report of the authority, and a
check of the most recent report, the report for 2016,
shows that a grand total of four enforceable
undertakings were agreed in the financial year 2015–
16. Similarly, the previous report for 2014–15 shows a
total of eight in that year, which would appear to be not
a huge number and I would have thought a reasonable
number to keep track of and, if necessary, to take action
to enforce the agreement.
It is not only me that has a problem with what is
proposed here. The Master Builders Association of
Victoria (MBAV) also has a problem with this
particular clause. I know they wrote to the minister on
30 March this year; they were kind enough to email a
copy of that correspondence to me. I thought it would
be worth just reading into the record some of the
comments the MBAV make on this clause. They said:
Master Builders has assisted a number of members in crafting
and implementing enforceable undertakings and as such is
aware of the scrutiny that is placed by WorkSafe on ensuring
that enforceable undertakings are properly implemented.
Master Builders suggest that there have been instances where
some of the undertakings have actually been underdeveloped
and yet somehow approved by WorkSafe.
Duty holders that enter into undertakings do so recognising
that the undertaking itself is an alternative to a prosecution —

as I mentioned —
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and possible conviction, enter into the undertakings with
strong commitment to improve their businesses and the
industry. WorkSafe consider applications for enforceable
undertakings very judiciously (against a published policy
document).
The proposed new offence appears to be tokenistic and
unnecessary.

I must say I consider that that assessment is not
unreasonable because, as I have already noted, there are
not a great number of enforceable undertakings in the
first place, and there is already section 17 of the
principal act, which enables the authority to apply for
enforcement and provides the opportunity for court
orders to be imposed. Enforceable undertakings are by
their very nature enforceable, so it is rather difficult to
see why the government has decided that these
provisions and these draconian penalties should be
included in the principal act.
And as I mentioned in my introductory marks, there is
no evidence that there is even one significant case that
would justify this legislation. There was no mention of
one in the second-reading speech. I do not wish to
verbal the minister, but it seems to me that what is
proposed in the second-reading speech is on the basis of
hypothetical circumstances that may never eventuate.
The opposition does not believe that legislation should
create penalties, and in this case very significant
penalties, for circumstances which may never arise.
Given that the act has now been in operation for well
over a decade — 2004 was the date of royal assent —
the provisions appear to be working in a more than
adequate fashion. The opposition does not support the
clause, and under standing orders I wish to advise the
house of amendments to the WorkSafe Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017 and request that they be
circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr MORRIS
(Mornington) under standing orders.
Mr MORRIS — As I said, the opposition does not
support this clause. The amendments, while they deal
with this clause and clauses 12 and 13, proposes the
removal of the penalty. In relation to clause 11, the
authority will now need to be notified of serious
incidents where treatment has been administered by
nurses and midwives as well as doctors. There is also
a redefinition of ‘mine’ and a new definition for
‘tourist mine’.
In regard to the extension of serious incident
notification, it has been put to me that WorkSafe are
already heavily criticised, particularly by the unions,
for failing to send inspectors to notifiable incidents —
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and that is incidents under the current notification
arrangements, which of course apply to specific injury
types and to inpatient treatment in a hospital
overnight. The expansion of the extent of notification
could mean that the number of notifiable incidents
will be increased significantly and that in fact they
could apply to simple treatments.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE and
MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Country Fire Authority legislation
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Premier. Premier, is it not a fact that
your government has sought advice from the Victorian
Government Solicitor’s Office (VGSO) regarding the
legality of offering inducements to secure upper house
crossbench MPs’ support for the Country Fire
Authority (CFA) bill?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Essendon, the member for Niddrie and the Deputy
Leader of the Opposition will come to order.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) — I thank the Leader of
the Opposition for his question. Yet again, beginning
another day, he is making it very clear to all of us that
he has a well-earned reputation for making things up
and a well-earned reputation for saying anything that
comes into his spiteful head. He will say anything. You
can do all the schultzing you want, but what — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ANDREWS — You are telling the stories here.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Premier will resume
his seat.
Mr Hodgett — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is debating the question. I would ask you to
bring him back to answering the question. I would also
warn the Premier on turning his back on these two.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Premier to
come back to answering the question.
Mr ANDREWS — The Leader of the Opposition
has asked whether I am aware of any advice being
sought, and the answer is: I am not aware of any such
advice being sought. I am not aware of any such advice
being sought, and that is, I think, a very direct answer to
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his speculative question, proving to us all that he is a
desperate person who will say and do anything.
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the
Leader of the Opposition I will remind members to
please assist the smooth running of the house by not
shouting across the chamber.
Supplementary question
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) — If the
Premier is denying that he is aware of any advice being
sought from the VGSO, Premier, on what basis have
you and your government advisers and members
advised crossbench MPs that the government offering
inducements to secure upper house MPs’ votes for the
CFA bill is legal?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member for
Caulfield, the member for Ferntree Gully and the
member for Hawthorn to assist by ceasing to shout
across the chamber.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) — As was made clear
yesterday in answer to a number of questions, the
government engages with the crossbench on the merits
of each proposal, a concept entirely foreign to some
who, with the stroke of a pen, increased the value of
land, regardless of merit — the same one who was
happy to go to mafia fundraisers.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn all members
about the way in which question time has commenced
and the level of noise in the chamber. Clapping is not
allowed in the chamber, and I will remove members
without warning who persist to shout across the
chamber.
Mr ANDREWS — As I said, Speaker, the
government engages with the crossbench on any
number of different matters almost every day, and it is
on the basis of the merits of those matters. If the Leader
of the Opposition has an allegation to make, then he
ought to make it.

Ministers statements: paramedics
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) — I am very pleased to
update the house on the strong support the government
is providing to each and every one of our dedicated
paramedics — not at war with them, not abusing them,
not cutting their budgets, not ignoring a crisis, but
instead standing with them strongly in support of the
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patients that they care for every shift, every day, in
every part of the state. Sadly on any given day there are
on average 13 acts of aggression, intimidation and
violence directed towards our ambulance paramedics.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order!
Mr ANDREWS — Let the record reflect that when
we are talking about assaults on paramedics those
opposite are busting themselves laughing, as if assaults
on paramedics are a laughing matter. You would expect
nothing more from people who were at war with our
ambos when they had the chance, and people who no
doubt would return to that approach if they were ever
given that opportunity again. Instead of bagging our
ambos, instead of being at war with our ambulance
paramedics, as those opposite were, we are supporting
them. The latest example of that is the body-worn
camera trial — 550 paramedics, 150 cameras,
27 locations — with the first of those, four of them, just
next week. This will give the evidence necessary for
prosecutions, but will also act as an active deterrent
against violence, intimidation and aggression against
those who keep us safe, those who put themselves in
harm’s way, those who are so dedicated to serving the
interests of every vulnerable Victorian — those who
were attacked mercilessly by this lot over there.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Before calling the
Leader of the Opposition I warn the minister for
Tourism and Major Events, the member for Gembrook
and the member for Warrandyte.

Country Fire Authority legislation
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) — My
question is to the Minister for Emergency Services.
Whether it is piers, hospitals or disability packages,
Minister, it is now clear that you and your government
are offering crossbench MPs anything it takes — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GUY — I wouldn’t turn your back, Premier.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
Opposition will ask a question.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr GUY — That’s a snarl.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house will come to
order.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Malvern and the member for Eltham!
Mr GUY — Minister, will you now make public the
details of exactly what you or your government staff
have offered crossbench MPs, and at what cost to the
taxpayer?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency
Services) — Gee whiz! I thank the Leader of the
Opposition for his question. This is the last sitting week
before the winter break, and this is all they have got —
lies and misinformation from those opposite. That is all
they have got. I reject the question. As I said yesterday,
my engagement with the crossbench has been on the
merits of the fire services reforms to make our
community safer, to provide greater resources and
support to our volunteers —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Hawthorn!
Mr MERLINO — to provide them greater
independence, to deliver a single career fire service, to
implement the recommendations of the bushfires royal
commission, to increase diversity in our fire services, to
improve culture in our fire services and to keep our
community safe. I reject the question from the
desperate Leader of the Opposition.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
Hawthorn. His insistent objections across the chamber
will see him out of the chamber.
Supplementary question
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) — It is clear
that the Deputy Premier has been willing to do anything
it takes to get the Country Fire Authority (CFA) bill
through the upper house, despite it now going to a
select committee. Minister, have you kept the Premier
informed of all the discussions you have had, every
letter you have signed, every promise that you or staff
have made to crossbench MPs in order — —
Mr Pakula interjected.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The Attorney-General
will come to order.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I will consider the
Deputy Premier’s response and report back to the
house.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Minister for Roads
and Road Safety!
Mr GUY — Minister, have you kept the Premier
informed of all the decisions that you have had, every
letter you have signed, every promise you or your staff
have made to crossbench MPs in order to try to get
them to vote for your flawed CFA bill?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency
Services) — Goodness me! I ask the Leader of the
Opposition: did he speak with the former Premier about
the settlement around Ventnor? Did he talk about the
discussions around that kitchen table? Did those
opposite — did anyone opposite — talk to CFA
volunteers when they cut $66 million out of the fire
services? Did the former shadow Minister for
Emergency Services — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members will come to
order. I am struggling to hear the minister’s response
over the shouting.
Mr Walsh — On a point of order, Speaker, on the
issue of relevance. The question was a very clear
question to the minister if he had kept the Premier
informed of all his discussions and all his letters and all
his offers to the crossbenchers to get his flawed CFA
bill through. I ask you to bring him back to answering
that question, please.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Deputy Premier
to come back to answering the question.
Mr MERLINO — In delivering the fire services
reform, in our engagement with the crossbench and our
engagement with career firefighters, volunteer
firefighters, industrial bodies and representative bodies,
I have been working with all of my colleagues as we
collectively deliver a safer community through these
fire services reforms.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, I seek that
under sessional order 9 you ask that the Deputy Premier
give a written response in answer. He never addressed
the question as to whether or not he had informed the
Premier of all of his correspondence. I appreciate that
he referred to other parts of this debate, but he never
referred once to whether or not he had informed the
Premier of that correspondence.

Ministers statements: health workforce
Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) — I rise to
update the house on our government’s commitment to
and ongoing investment in addressing the issue of
occupational violence in our health services and for our
wonderful healthcare workforce. I was delighted to join
with the Premier this morning to announce our
investment to trial body-cams on our hardworking
paramedics. Over 13 reported incidents occur to our
paramedics every single day.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Hastings will cease interjecting.
Ms HENNESSY — The Liberal Party’s love of
paramedics is on great display yet again, Speaker. But
occupational violence is a very serious issue for our
healthcare workforce. We are incredibly committed to
making sure that our paramedics go to work each and
every single day to save Victorian lives, and we think
they should be protected from the violence and
aggression that is so brutally inflicted upon them.
Last week we announced a doubling of our violence
prevention fund: $40 million is the investment our
government is making. That money will go for greater
investments around security and the installation of things
like behavioural assessment units in our emergency
departments. We know that we have got very
challenging patient cohorts that our medical staff have to
deal with, particularly around drug, alcohol and mental
health. It is important that we are putting in place the
infrastructure to ensure that our health workforce are
being protected. It is incredibly important that each and
every single day our health workforce can get up and go
to work and in a safe environment do what they do best.
We have world-class medical facilities in this state. It is
important that we continue to ensure that the norm of the
culture that exists within our health service is not one of
occupational violence and aggression.
We were also delighted last week to launch a series of
advertising campaigns in support of the
Auditor-General’s recommendations and to ensure that
we bring very crisply to the community’s attention that
our workforce need to be valued.
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
Niddrie.
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SUSPENSION OF MEMBERS
Members for Malvern and Frankston

Country Fire Authority legislation
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) — My question is to the
Minister for Emergency Services. Last week your
government moved a paid staff member into the Lara
Country Fire Authority (CFA) — —

The SPEAKER — Order! The members for
Malvern and Frankston will leave the chamber for the
period of 1 hour.
Honourable members for Malvern and Frankston
withdrew from chamber.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask government
members to come to order.
Mr BATTIN — Last week your government moved
a paid staff member into the Lara CFA, a
volunteer-only station. Locks were changed and for the
first time ever volunteers were denied access to parts of
a fire station they had fundraised for and helped build.
Minister, you claim nothing will change at
1200 volunteer brigades. With volunteers already
locked out of part of their own fire station at Lara, is
this lockout simply a taste of what is to come for CFA
volunteers, should your divisive and disrespectful bill
ever pass this Parliament?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook! The member for Frankston is warned. The
member for Gembrook has asked a question; if he is
quiet, I will ask the minister to answer it.
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency
Services) — I thank the member for Gembrook for his
question, but I will have to fact-check the question
because the member for Gembrook could not lie
straight in bed. You lie about Black Saturday, you have
refused to apologise. You are finished as shadow
minister.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Battin — On a point of order, Speaker, I know it
has only been a very short time since he has been
answering, but in relation to relevance and talking
about fact-checking, again this has come from
volunteers, which the member for Lara would know.
We have proven you do not trust the volunteers in this
state and you keep disrespecting them.
Honourable members interjecting.
Questions and statements interrupted.
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Questions and statements resumed.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order, but I ask the Deputy Premier to come back to
answering the question.
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency
Services) — First of all, I will check the facts of the
question — because I do not trust a word that the
member for Gembrook says and neither should anyone
else in this chamber. I tell you, Speaker, there are many,
many volunteers and career firefighters across the state
who will never, ever speak to the member for
Gembrook again.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance, I know the Deputy Premier is under a bit of
pressure — we know the Deputy Premier is under a bit
of pressure at the moment — but I ask you to have him
adhere to your previous ruling, which was to come back
to answering the substantive question. If he has got
nothing else to stay, he should sit down.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Premier to
answer the question.
Mr MERLINO — Firstly, I will fact-check the
question. Secondly, along with the member for Lara,
we have been engaging with the firefighters at the Lara
CFA brigade. I was recently at a meeting with the
member for Lara, talking to them about their future
under the fire services review. It is already an area
identified by the CFA that needs additional career
firefighting support. The Lara brigade would like to
continue at their brigade as a single organisation, so
when Fire Rescue Victoria is protecting that part of
Geelong, we have said to them that Fire Rescue
Victoria can be located separately. In the interim there
is engagement between the CFA and the Lara brigade.
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But in direct answer to the member’s question, I will
fact-check it because I do not believe a word that comes
out of his mouth.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Geelong. The member for Eltham is warned!
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The SPEAKER — Order! Members will come to
order. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition will come
to order. The member for Rowville is warned.
Mr Eren — On a point of order, Speaker, they think
it is a laughing matter, but this is no laughing matter.
The opposition are laughing at a situation — —
Honourable members interjecting.

Supplementary question
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) — My supplementary
question to the emergency services minister is: this is
the same fire station where John Eren told volunteers
who oppose these changes that he could not wait to get
real firefighters located there, as opposed to the
volunteers — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Questions and statements interrupted.

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
Member for Geelong
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Geelong will leave the chamber for the period of
1 hour.
Honourable member for Geelong withdrew from
chamber.
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Supplementary question
Questions and statements resumed.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the member for
Gembrook to restate his question using the correct titles
for members.
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) — This is the same fire
station where the member for Lara told volunteers who
oppose these changes that he could not wait to get real
firefighters located there, as opposed to the volunteers.
Minister, is the locking out of these volunteers simply
you delivering on the member for Lara’s threat to pay
back against those volunteers who dared to stand up
against him and more evidence of Labor’s bullying and
lack of respect for volunteers in this state?
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Lara
has sought the call on a point of order. He should be
heard in silence.
Mr Eren — My point of order is that the basis of
the question is not factual, and he should actually
withdraw the comment that I threatened anyone. I did
not threaten anybody. I take objection to those
comments, and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr Walsh — On the point of order, Speaker, the
member for Lara should know that if he wants to make
a personal explanation about the things he has said,
there is a form in the Parliament where he can make a
personal explanation and not do it as a point of order.
Mr Battin — On the point of order, Speaker, the
minister is asking us to withdraw on a specific topic
about accusations against him. These are stat decs
signed by volunteers, not accusations from us at all.
They are accusations from volunteers in his own
electorate. We cannot withdraw his bullying in his own
electorate.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order. The Minister for Emergency Services.
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Education) — Thank
you, Speaker. The answer is no.

Ministers statements: penalty rates
Ms HUTCHINS (Minister for Industrial
Relations) — I rise to inform the house of terrible
developments for hundreds of thousands of workers in
the state of Victoria. Now that the Queen’s Birthday
public holiday has passed, workers in the fast-food,
hospitality, retail and pharmacy sectors will have their
pay slashed for all future public holidays. In addition to
this their take-home pay is about to spiral down. As of
1 July their weekend penalty rates will be reduced,
resulting in thousands of dollars lost per year for those
workers.
This government is opposed to cutting penalty rates and
opposed to creating an underclass of already low-paid
workers, whose weekends and time with family is not
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valued the same as everybody else’s. I do note that this
house does not sit on Saturdays and Sundays.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook and the member for Warrandyte will cease
shouting.
Ms HUTCHINS — One in six Victorian workers
rely on award wages and penalty rates to make ends
meet. This decision will cause hardship for low-paid
workers, especially for women and rural workers. And,
yes, I am going to talk about regional Victoria, because
regional Victorians — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Eltham!
The Attorney-General! The member for Burwood on a
point of order, in silence.
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is clearly reading her speech. I ask you to get
her to table it.
The SPEAKER — Order! Is the minister reading
her speech or referring to notes?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Hawthorn is warned. The minister, to continue.
Ms HUTCHINS — I know those on the opposite
side get excited when I mention women workers and
the effects on them. But getting to rural and regional
workers and how they are affected by these penalty
cuts, in terms of local economies and local communities
that are going to be affected, when there is less
take-home pay for workers in these sectors, there is less
expenditure in local communities, in local cafes and in
local economies. Who opposite will actually stand up
for these workers, like Nationals MP George
Christensen has done in the federal Parliament? I know
who will stand up on this side. No-one stands up on that
side for workers in this state.

Goulburn Valley Health
Ms SHEED (Shepparton) — My question is for the
Minister for Health. Minister, can you tell me how
many beds will be dedicated to the needs of children in
the new paediatric ward designed as part of the
redevelopment of Goulburn Valley Health?
Constituents in my electorate are delighted by the
redevelopment of Goulburn Valley Health announced
in the last budget, but they are concerned that there is
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no clarity around the number of beds that will be
provided for children.
Minister, you will be aware that I chair the Goulburn
Valley Health community advisory committee. Even
we do not know how many beds there will be; we have
not been told. News reports are circulating about
concern in relation to the number of beds for children.
There is a very significant reduction in the number
being touted at the moment. Minister, our community
needs to know how many beds we will have. We need a
decision on this issue, and we need it now as the design
phase has passed.
Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) — I thank
the member for her question, and is it not refreshing to
see the wonderful advocacy occurring in Shepparton
when it comes to the healthcare needs there? We were
delighted to make an investment to redevelop the
Goulburn Valley hospital up at Shepparton. We know
that its infrastructure is not currently fit for purpose, and
we know that it has not been configured in respect of
the actual medical needs and right models of care. We
are also delighted to invest in the rebuilding of the
Waranga Aged Care Hostel. All these things were
ignored for four years under the previous government.
The member makes a really important point, and that is
the need for her local community to have clarity and
certainty around the number of paediatric beds. I
confirm for the member that there will be at least 12
dedicated paediatric beds, and on top of that of course
there is dedicated space in the emergency department
for paediatric treatment. There is also some terrific
work being done in the design around the integration of
women’s and children’s needs.
I am more than happy to provide the member and her
community with that clarity in whatever form provides
assurance and to continue to ensure that her community
has great confidence in this wonderful project that is
delivering great jobs and is absolutely demonstrating to
the community of Shepparton that they made the right
choice at the last election.
Supplementary question
Ms SHEED (Shepparton) — The existing children’s
ward has a capacity to facilitate the hospitalisation of up
to 26 children in a crisis situation. We are being warned
about future pandemics. Can the minister advise what
capacity Goulburn Valley Health will have to provide
appropriate hospital services for children — and it is a
remote area in some ways — where an epidemic might
occur, where there might be an outbreak of
bronchiolitis or influenza such as has occurred in the
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past and in circumstances where the hospital that has
been able to cope, because of those numbers of beds?

officers, and there is also the police assistance line and
online reporting.

Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) — I thank
the member for the supplementary question. I assure the
member that there will be a minimum surge capacity
for 26 and possibly more. Given the fact that we are
growing the number of beds, we are growing the
number of operating theatres, we are growing the
number of inpatient units and we are growing every
component of that hospital, in terms of the capacity to
meet surge, should there be a case around influenza and
should that have a particular paediatric frame, the
hospital is being built and designed for that purpose.

This is what looking forward is really all about —
looking forward and building the technological capacity
of our Victoria Police. In stark contrast to those
opposite, who provided new lockers, we are actually
providing new police, new equipment, new resources
and the biggest uplift in technology that Victoria Police
has ever seen.

I also use this opportunity to reflect and to thank the
wonderful staff at Goulburn Valley and Ambulance
Victoria who yesterday responded to a very tragic bus
accident in which one person died. A number of
patients were treated at Goulburn Valley, and two
patients were transferred to the best trauma hospitals in
Victoria. I want to place on record our government’s
appreciation for the work they did yesterday.

Parole reform
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — My question is to the
Premier. I refer to recommendation 13 of the Callinan
review, which the government claimed to have
implemented on 1 April 2015. Following Minister
Wade Noonan’s announcement, an updated parole
board manual was issued that stated:
Generally, parole will not be granted for this category of
prisoner unless their behaviour is considered satisfactory.

However, this is not what Justice Callinan
recommended. His recommendation was:

Ministers statements: police resources
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) — We are
getting on with the job of rolling out the biggest ever
investment in police — more police than ever, more
staff, more equipment, more money than ever in
Victoria Police’s history. We are transforming the way
that Victoria Police and its police officers can do their
work. No more faxes, no more paper-based intelligence
assessments and no more clunky LEAP system. We are
rebuilding the backbone of the technological capacity
of Victoria Police and building new modern
technological responses, many of which we are already
rolling out.
For example, on the improvement for IT capability —
the backbone — we are building a sustainable model
for the case management system. We are building an
intelligence capability, one that will be able to do fast
time across a number of datasets to enable police to
disrupt and provide a timely intervention. The funding
of the monitoring and assessment centre for 24-hour
assessments is already paying dividends in our CBD
and in disrupting counterterrorism actions in Victoria.
We are rolling out iPhones and iPads to every police
officer and PSO, including each and every one of the
thousands of new police that we are rolling out.
Body-worn cameras are going to be critical in the
safety of police and in particular for the safety of
family violence victims. We are rolling out automatic
number plate recognition to all our highway patrol

… no person … should be granted parole who has not
behaved satisfactorily for at least the second half of that
person’s time in prison. Failure to meet these requirements
should be clear disqualification for parole.

Premier, why did government change Justice Callinan’s
recommendation, a recommendation that would have
kept Yacqub Khayre in jail?
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) — Of course the
previous government did not get to implement
recommendation 13. They did not get around to it. It
was left to this government to deliver on the majority of
those recommendations, and the paltry amount of
funding that they left us to do it meant we had to
increase the budget. As I said yesterday, I will not be
commenting on individual matters that are currently the
subject of a coronial inquiry and other investigations.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance. The Premier was asked a straightforward
question: why did the government change Justice
Callinan’s recommendation? It is a very
straightforward, simple question that is not the subject
of a coronial investigation. Why did the government
change the recommendation? I ask you to bring the
Premier back to answering that question.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Premier was only a
short period into his answer. I ask the Premier to
continue answering the question.
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Mr ANDREWS — Having made it very clear that I
will not be drawn into the individual circumstances of
any one case, let me now make it clear that the
Attorney-General advises me that those opposite voted
for the implementation, which they are now criticising.
The bill they are now criticising, the change they are
now criticising, the instrument that they are now saying
does not keep faith with Justice Callinan’s
recommendations — they voted for it. It is about time
that those opposite stop their silly political games.
Mr Walsh — On a point of order, Speaker, I seek
leave to table the Parole Manual, because this is not
what was in the legislation. This is the Parole Manual
that was developed after the legislation, and I seek
leave to table it. It sets out very clearly what the
member for Box Hill asked in his question.
The SPEAKER — Order! Leave is denied.
Supplementary question
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — With the Premier being
untruthful in his previous answer; with the government
having falsely told Victorians that it had implemented
this crucial recommendation of the Callinan review
when it had not — a failure that ultimately led to Nick
Kai Hao’s death, with the government having
implemented just seven of 35 of the Harper review’s
recommendations more than two years since the murder
of Masa Vukotic; with the government having failed to
implement bail reform despite five months having
passed since the Bourke Street tragedy; and with the
Department of Justice and Regulation having been
asked to review itself following the Brighton siege in a
report that will never see the light of day, how can
Victorians have any confidence that critical community
safety reforms will ever be implemented under an
Andrews government?
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) — I am not entirely sure
there was a question there. What I will say is that the
Victorian community can be absolutely confident that
we will not be involved as a government in grubby
political games like the one the member for Box Hill is
playing in asking that disgraceful question.
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, it
appears the Premier has now sat down and concluded
his answer after failing to address the question at all. I
ask you to conclude that his answer was non-responsive
to the question and to direct him to provide a written
answer.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will consider that
matter and report back to the house.
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Ministers statements: education funding
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Education) —
Recently I visited Specimen Hill Primary School with
the member for Bendigo West. This school has
received over $400 000 in additional funding, some of
which they have used to employ a literacy teacher
dedicated to helping kids who have fallen behind.
One of the year 3 students, Jack, missed a lot of school
and was unable to read. All Jack wanted was to read
like the other kids at school. After 18 months of
one-on-one sessions tailored to his needs, he can now
read and keep up with his classmates. These
one-on-one sessions are only possible because the
Andrews Labor government funded our obligations
under the Gonski agreement. In our very first budget
we filled the $850 million black hole left by those
opposite and in each and every year since we have fully
delivered on our obligations to Gonski. A key part of
that was a 70 per cent increase in needs-based funding,
a $566 million increase over four years designed to
break the cycle of disadvantage.
Jack’s is one story at one school. Across Victoria more
than 2800 staff members have been added to
government schools following Labor’s funding boost.
This includes 1600 teachers and 1200 support staff such
as speech pathologists, literacy experts, numeracy
coaches and social workers. That is 2800 extra staff in
the classroom to give additional, focused support to
kids who need it most, and it is making a difference. It
is ironic that on the day that I talk about the impact of
the state government’s funding of Gonski, we have the
Turnbull Liberal government pushing forward a
proposal that would leave Victorian schools
$630 million worse off.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Hastings electorate
Mr BURGESS (Hastings) — (12 837) My question
is to the Minister for Public Transport. On behalf of my
community the information I seek from the minister,
through her department, is to identify the status of the
planned redirection of bus routes 782 and 783 to
include the north end of High Street, Hastings.
The coalition government was proceeding to make a
small change to these important bus routes that would
have allowed them to service the Hastings community
house, maternal and child health, Western Port
Community Support, Hastings community house,
Western Port Secondary College, the neighbouring
retirement village and new housing estates along High
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Street, Hastings. In 2011 a petition signed by over
1000 local residents and workers called for a bus route
to serve both the residential area bound by Hodgins and
Hendersons roads, and the services I have mentioned.
Many people who depend on these vital services do not
have cars. It appears that since the Andrews Labor
government has been in power, no action has been taken.
I would greatly appreciate any advice to the contrary.

Essendon electorate
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) — (12 838) I direct my
constituency question to the Minister for Multicultural
Affairs, and I ask: what is the latest information about
when Vicky the Truck, which aims to bring to life the
values from the Victorian. And Proud of It campaign,
visit the state district of Essendon?
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and how will sporting clubs in my electorate, which are
experiencing unprecedented growth, be supported?
The Community Sports Infrastructure Fund is a fantastic
opportunity for clubs in regional Victoria to upgrade and
improve tired and worn-out facilities, making them more
accessible to women and increasing community
participation. I understand a number of clubs in my
electorate have applied to their local council for support
from this program, including Gisborne Tennis Club,
Kyneton Soccer Club, Malmsbury Cricket Club and
Gardiner Reserve in Gisborne.
Having had the pleasure of meeting members and
visiting all these clubs, I understand how imperative
their needs are and offer my full support to each. I look
forward to the minister’s announcement of the next
round shortly.

Eildon electorate

Gippsland East electorate

Ms McLEISH (Eildon) — (12 839) My question is
to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety: what
information did VicRoads rely on to determine the level
of funding provided to the Mansfield Shire Council
with regard to school crossing supervisors?

Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) — (12 841) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change, and the action I seek
is to know what plans she has to progress the
redevelopment of the Old Slipway site on the
Esplanade, Lakes Entrance.

Mansfield Shire Council considers the town of Mansfield
a growth pocket. This growth has seen an increase in
young families in the town and children at the local
schools. There are four schools and five school crossings.
The contribution of VicRoads to date has been in the
order of 15 per cent of the total cost each year.
VicRoads recently offered $19 000 as a contribution to
three of the five crossings, claiming that two are
ineligible for funding. The council and residents are
keen to understand the nature of the eligibility
requirements, the data used by VicRoads to make such
a determination, and whether environmental factors
such as weather conditions are considered.
I know the minister agrees that the safety of children
around schools is paramount. Children are some of our
most vulnerable road users and it is imperative they are
safe when travelling to and from school. The minister
has put money in the budget and made a lot of noise
about this initiative. I would like to see the Mansfield
crossings all funded.

Macedon electorate
Ms THOMAS (Macedon) — (12 840) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Sport, and I
ask: can the minister advise me when will the next
round of successful bids for funding from the
Community Sports Infrastructure Fund be announced,

Going back to the term of the previous Labor
government, a government agency stated that this site
in the middle of town was to be developed for the
community after a new slipway was built at nearby
Bullock Island. A subsequent Lakes Entrance foreshore
management plan, prepared by the then Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE), referred to
developing the site as a major tourist attraction.
This plan listed DSE as a key stakeholder and
recommended that ‘Management of the old slipway site
to transfer to East Gippsland Shire Council, once an
agreed development stage is reached’. My question to
the minister is: what plans are currently in place to fulfil
this obligation to progress the redevelopment at this site
in the heart of Lakes Entrance?

Narre Warren South electorate
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) — (12 842)
My question is to the Minister for Health and concerns
Casey Hospital in my electorate. I ask: when will
construction begin on Casey Hospital’s purpose-built
behavioural assessment room? We know that far too
many of our hardworking healthcare workers
experience physical or verbal attacks when doing their
job, and they simply do not deserve this. That is why
the Andrews Labor government is investing in
improving safety at hospitals just like Casey Hospital.
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The new assessment room will be purpose built to
better access and manage aggressive emergency
department patients who may place themselves or
others at risk of harm. The hardworking staff at Casey
Hospital do an incredible job for patients day in and day
out, and they all deserve to feel safe at work. This new
assessment room is just one of the many ways in which
we are improving safety at our hospitals.

Prahran electorate
Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) — (12 843) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Public
Transport. I ask: when will the final plans for Domain
station and surrounds be made public, including how
many trees will be removed, what their replacements
will be and what the final truck access routes will be?
Obviously there is considerable community concern
around tree loss, which is exacerbated by simply not
knowing what the station and surrounds will look like
upon completion, including location, the type of
replacement trees and the extent of canopy coverage.
A number of residents have also raised with me
concerns about one of the proposed truck routes for
spoil, which travels through residential areas, and have
called for that to be abandoned. I also call on the
government to release more information about the
proposed construction methodology. Cut and cover has
been the preferred construction method by this
government and the previous Liberal government, as
stated in the original 2011 business case. Melbourne
Metro Rail Authority have stated that a deeper
binocular construction method would only save 25 trees
and add up to six months to construction time.
However, more detailed information on the different
construction methodologies should be made public.

Niddrie electorate
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie) — (12 844) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. I ask: how can
schools in my electorate apply for the ResourceSmart
Schools Awards, which this year are celebrating their
10th anniversary and which form part of the Andrews
Labor government’s ResourceSmart Schools program
which helps schools take action on climate change and
incorporate sustainable activities into their school
curriculum?
Young people in my electorate are increasingly
becoming more and more interested in making a
contribution to sustainability, particularly in their own
local schools. Students across the Niddrie electorate are
eager to learn how to minimise waste, save energy and
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water, and increase biodiversity but also how they can
take action on climate change at the local community
level in their schools.
I am committed to ensuring that the youngest members
of my electorate are active and engaged in the
ResourceSmart Schools program, and I am aware that
the 2017 ResourceSmart Schools awards are now open
to all Victorian government, independent and Catholic
schools. I ask how members of my local school
community can apply for this important awards program.

Polwarth electorate
Mr RIORDAN (Polwarth) — (12 845) My question
is to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety. Can the
minister tell my electorate what methodology was used
by his department in their May 2016 survey of the
Princes Highway west at Colac, where they reported a
truck bypass of Colac would only divert 15.3 per cent
of traffic, or only 230 trucks, from Colac shopping
precinct in Murray Street per day?
The federal and state government Princes Highway
west project will be completed in coming years, and
will see a dual-lane highway linking Sydney and
Melbourne to Colac. VicRoads is steadfastly refusing to
deal with the traffic flow once the highway reaches
Colac, which everyone knows will be problematic.
Colac’s main street has a traditional country town
streetscape. It has been a service centre and a strip since
1838. It was not designed to handle B-doubles, bulk
loads of timber, gas, road material and livestock. A
significant bulk transport route and retail shopping
precincts are not compatible in the long term. As Colac
grows and develops, as it inevitably will with its
affordable housing and close proximity to jobs and
opportunities, VicRoads must start a planning process.

Carrum electorate
Ms KILKENNY (Carrum) — (12 846) My
constituency question is for the Minister for Women.
Minister, I have recently spoken with women at a local
community event in my electorate of Carrum who want
to know: what is the Andrews Labor government doing
to address gender inequality and increase the number and
diversity of board-ready women in Carrum and
throughout Victoria? Among other things, the Labor
government’s gender equality strategy has an ongoing
pledge to appoint 50 per cent women to paid government
boards. We have already achieved this in just two years,
with the number of women on paid boards in Victoria
increasing from 38 per cent to 51 per cent. The Andrews
Labor government is absolutely committed to equality,
and we are delivering on helping more women get the
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skills, experience and opportunities they need to get onto
boards in Victoria. My constituents and I look forward to
the minister’s response.

WORKSAFE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — Before question
time intervened, I was referring to clause 11 and
particularly the matter of extending the notification of
serious incidents to nurses and midwives. I was
referring to advice that I had had from an informed
source that suggested that expanding the duty to nurse
treatment has the potential to massively increase the
number of notifiable incidents and could potentially
apply to simple treatments — possibly splinter removal
and possibly minor lacerations. I understand there is a
difficulty already with the volume of work which the
authority is handling, so I simply express a note of
caution about this proposed change. It may be of merit,
but it certainly has the potential to significantly expand
the scope of notifiable incidents.
With regard to clauses 12 and 13, I will speak to those
together because they are closely related. Both clauses
introduce a reasonable excuse element: clause 12 to the
offence of failing to notify the authority of a serious
incident; and clause 13 of failing to preserve a site
where a notifiable incident has occurred. They both
propose to increase the penalty for the relevant offence
for an individual from 60 penalty units to 300, a
fivefold increase, and similarly for a corporation, from
240 penalty units to 1200 penalty units. In addition to a
500 per cent increase in the proposed maximum
penalty, each offence becomes an indictable offence,
capable of being dealt with summarily, but an
indictable offence nonetheless.
Both of these proposals have been opposed in
correspondence to me by the Master Builders
Association of Victoria (MBAV) and the Housing
Industry Association (HIA). I can understand why,
because when the list of prosecutions that have
occurred for these two offences under sections 38 and
39 of the principal act is considered the penalties are
relatively light, except in cases where the fine reported
is in fact a combination of a sanction under section 38
or section 39 and other sections of the act or where it
appears that there have not been any additional
breaches of the act but a significant injury has
occurred. That is certainly the case in one or two
circumstances, but if all the incidents from
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1 December 2014 are considered, and offences where
a fine has been imposed, as I mentioned, for a number
of other offences unrelated to section 38 or section 39
are excluded, the average fine is reduced to $5250. If
the three incidents where the injuries were serious but
there was only a prosecution for failure under
section 38 or section 39 are also excluded, the average
penalty falls to $2222. So it does seem to me that on
the basis that since December 2014 the average
penalty has been $2222 under these two sections, a
proposed penalty of $38 056 for an individual or
$190 284 for a corporation is again excessive.
I am aware that there is also a suggestion that not
everything is being done by the authority to ensure that
employers are aware of their obligations under the act.
That is something I am sure the authority is able to take
on board to ensure that there is a better method of
making sure that employers are aware of their
obligations, because they are reasonable obligations and
they are very important.
The submission from the Master Builders Association
indicates that in their view the majority of prosecutions
for the failure to notify — section 39 — resulted in small
fines and very few convictions, reflecting that the courts
did not regard the instances of offending to be grave,
serious or deliberate. I think that is the important point.
The courts have looked closely at each and every one of
these cases and come to a conclusion. The history of
prosecutions for the offence runs contrary to the
government’s position that the penalty will create a more
effective deterrent that is proportionate to the potential
gravity of the offence. This is the view the courts have of
the offences rather than the view of the government.
The association also makes the point, and again I quote:
At WorkSafe’s Stakeholder Reference Group, attended by
employer association and union OHS personnel, Master
Builders has repeatedly asked WorkSafe to publicise the
prosecution outcomes so as to make employers aware of the
expectations (and implications) for notification. WorkSafe
has repeatedly failed to inform the community about the duty.
It is reasonable to expect that employers should know, or
ought to know, their duties for manual handling, plant,
chemical safety and the various OHS regulatory duties that
exist, but the expectation to notify WorkSafe immediately
after an incident is not well known in the broader community.
Increasing the penalty and making the offence indictable will
not reduce the number of prosecutions and it will not reduce the
incidences of failure to notify. The suggestion that the offence
will create a more effective deterrent is nonsense given there
has been no evidence presented to suggest that employers have
been deliberate or wilful in their failure to notify.

I again make the point that in these proposals, as in
others that I have already referred to, there is no
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demonstrable need to make these changes. There has
been no case that has occurred that demonstrates an
obvious flaw in the legislation. There has been no
judgement delivered that conveys a message to the
Parliament that the penalties available are clearly
inadequate. There is nothing except a desire by the
government to ‘improve the operation of the
legislation’. As I have already indicated, and through
the amendments I have circulated, if the house is able to
consider this bill in detail, the opposition proposes to
modify not only clause 10 but also clauses 12 and 13.
In the case of those modifications, the intent would be
to not proceed with the increased penalties proposed by
the government and also to not allow the proposal to
change the nature of the offence, from summary to
indictable, to proceed.
Moving on from clauses 12 and 13, there is nothing
notable to focus on in clauses 14, 15, 16 and 17.
Clause 18 clarifies the powers of an inspector to ask
questions and to require the production of documents,
regardless of location. It also extends the date by which
a proceeding must be commenced from 12 months
from the date of the offence to 12 months from the date
on which the authority became aware the offence had
been committed. Again in this case MBAV alone have
indicated some concerns. The comments generally refer
to WorkSafe already having sufficient powers under
section 100 to obtain documents at the workplace
where an incident occurs and subsequently in any other
place after an incident occurs. That is around the
location and whether it is necessary to expand the
capacity to obtain other documents. They also make the
point, quite rightly, that these investigations should not
be fishing expeditions. Any investigation should be
about establishing the facts and making sure that all the
necessary documents are available but not that other
matters may be uncovered as a consequence of casting
a very, very wide net. They make the point that if the
proposed amendment does get through the Parliament,
there should be a change to the guideline title
‘Requirement to answer questions’ to reflect the
changes to the section, and I think that is not
unreasonable as well.
I will now go to clause 19. There is the introduction of
electronic service of notices, and that is a reasonable
thing given that the current act refers to faxing notices
through or posting them. This is simply an extension of
the carriage of the information. However, there has
been concern expressed that this may lead to a situation
where a prohibition notice might be issued
electronically and not physically handed to the
employer to make sure that the current behaviour which
needs to be stopped or changed is dealt with
immediately. These notices are issued where an
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inspector forms a belief that a worker or workers might
be immediately exposed to risk and that the threat
exists, is real and needs to be resolved. While I
certainly do not oppose the electronic service of notices,
in my view there is a need to ensure, in process terms,
that people do not say, ‘All right. I’ll send an email’,
and that they actually do still hand the notice across.
Moving to clause 22, a prosecution has to be brought
currently within two years of the offence occurring or
effectively with the consent of the Director of Public
Prosecutions (DPP). This clause proposes a significant
extension to the current exemptions to include the
commencement of a prosecution within one year after a
coronial report was made or an inquiry or an inquest
ended if it appears from the inquest that an offence has
been committed. There are also some new provisions
around enforceable undertakings, or at any time with
the authorisation of the DPP, which is effectively no
change, and there is the issue of fresh evidence.
Both the MBAV and the HIA have expressed some
concerns about this proposed measure. There is
divergence in terms of the views that have been
expressed, particularly in terms of the efficacy of
coronial inquiries, but I think it is worth considering
and making sure that if this proceeds — and we do not
oppose this particular clause — then there should
perhaps be an absolute time limit on the
commencement of a prosecution so that there is some
certainty and that there is no need to have the courts
make the assessment of whether extremely late
prosecutions are necessary or reasonable. Whether that
takes the form of a guideline, or preferably a further
amendment, that would provide certainty. The current
provision was originally inserted to provide certainty;
this effectively removes the current provision.
There are a range of other matters — some
40 clauses — but I have covered the matters that are of
principal concern to the opposition. Of course there is
considerable breadth in this bill. It is for the most part
not controversial. I do not take any issue with the
amendments proposed by the minister — I am happy
with those — but I do take exception to clauses 10, 12
and 13. They are in my view a direct, unprovoked and
unwarranted attack on employers. They are
reprehensible clauses. They do not promote a culture of
care, a culture of safety or a culture of cooperation.
They are about confrontation, and that confrontation is
anathema to the way the occupational health and safety
system has worked in recent years, so the opposition
will not support those clauses for that reason.
Ms EDWARDS (Bendigo West) — I am pleased to
make a contribution to the WorkSafe Legislation
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Amendment Bill 2017. I note that a number of
amendments have been put forward this morning by the
minister, which have been spoken to by the member for
Mornington, and that the opposition is not opposing
those amendments. I also understand that the opposition
will want to take this bill into consideration in detail
tomorrow. At the outset I want to make a brief
observation that a bill like this that protects workers
rights will only ever be brought before the house by a
Labor government. The reason is quite simple: only a
Labor government has the interests of working people in
Victoria at the forefront of its concerns. If we look back
to the mid-1980s, we see that former Premier John Cain
was a great reformer in this area. He supported the notion
that only Labor governments pay significant attention to
occupational health and safety. Premier Cain was right
then and the situation continues today. Labor
governments are always concerned about the treatment
and safety of people while they are at work. This of
course is underpinned by a firm belief that employers
have a responsibility to provide a safe workplace.
While I am talking about the history of Labor
governments in relation to supporting worker safety in
the workplace, I might add that returning common-law
rights to workers was indeed a major Labor
government achievement under former minister for
WorkCover and my predecessor in the seat of Bendigo
West, Bob Cameron. The minister’s second-reading
speech outlines the purposes of the bill before us, the
WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. The
minister said the bill seeks to:
… improve the operation of the Victorian occupational health
and safety and workers compensation legislation by:
improving workplace safety by strengthening
compliance and enforcement tools;
ensuring penalties under health and safety laws act as a
sufficient deterrent and breaches can be appropriately
investigated;
ensuring that injured workers and their family members
are entitled to fair and equitable compensation; and
improving the workability of the legislation.

This of course is completely consistent with Labor’s
commitment to putting people first. The Cain
government did it back in 1985 and the Andrews Labor
government is doing it today.
Within my allocated time I will not be able to address
each part of this very important bill, but I will discuss
a couple of the substantive changes this bill makes to
the enforcement of occupational health and safety in
Victoria. We know that a regulatory system to provide
Victorian workers with safe workplaces requires
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enforcement and penalties that act as a disincentive to
operating an unsafe workplace. As it stands, there is a
two-year limit for prosecuting indictable offences
under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004.
Prosecution outside this two-year time frame currently
requires the authorisation of the Director of Public
Prosecutions.
These indictable offences are serious matters. They
include failing to provide a safe working environment
without risks to health, recklessly endangering persons
at a workplace and discriminating against an employee
for raising a health and safety concern with their
employer or their health and safety representative. As
the minister noted in the second-reading speech, the
two-year limit on prosecution for indictable offences
prevents WorkSafe from:
… appropriately prosecuting offences in situations where a
coronial report identifies that an offence has been committed,
where an enforceable undertaking is breached, or where new
evidence comes to light, outside of the limitation period.

This difficulty in bringing a prosecution for indictable
offences applies to some of the worst breaches of an
employer’s obligations to the wellbeing of their
employee. The coroner’s involvement generally relates
to the death of a person, and of course in a workplace
safety context this is the worst outcome imaginable. A
person has gone to work and will never, ever come
home. They will never see their loved ones again, and
their friends and family will have a huge hole in their
lives that can never be filled. We need to value the life of
each and every person who goes off to work just to earn
a living. Just providing for yourself and your family
should not place you at risk from an unsafe workplace.
Our laws as well as their application need to provide
real deterrence against employers committing an
indictable occupational health and safety offence. So
this bill extends the time frames for prosecution of
indictable offences, and this is a very important change.
It will mean individuals and corporations who breach
the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 can be
appropriately prosecuted. This will, in turn, act as a
further disincentive to operating an unsafe workplace.
But a robust workplace health and safety system relies
on inspectors that are central to the investigation of
potential OHS breaches, and inspectors can request
documents and question people regarding potential
breaches. If documents are not produced or questions
are not answered — without reasonable excuses —
prosecutions can occur. However, as it stands
prosecution must occur within 12 months from the date
on which a crime is alleged to have been committed.
This creates a circumstance where those seeking to
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impede an investigation for an occupational health and
safety breach cannot be prosecuted if, for instance, the
relevant document is not discovered by WorkSafe
within 12 months. So this bill doubles the period in
which a prosecution can be commenced. Importantly
this will make it that much harder for those who are
trying to impede the investigation of a serious OHS
breach by failing to produce requested documents.
The bill also increases the penalty for offences relating to
reporting workplace incidents. An employer has a
responsibility to notify WorkSafe as soon as they
become aware of a serious injury or death at a worksite
they manage or control. They are also required to
preserve the site where the incident occurred so
WorkSafe can conduct a thorough investigation. This is
essential to WorkSafe’s work, as investigations in these
circumstances — circumstances where a life has been
lost or a person has suffered a serious injury — can lead
to serious charges. This bill provides for large increases
in the penalties for failing to notify WorkSafe of a
notifiable incident and failing to preserve the site of a
notifiable incident. These increases are quite significant,
and in my view the penalties are wholly appropriate.
Where a person has suffered a traumatic injury like the
loss of a limb, a scalping, an electric shock or, worst of
all, if a person dies as a result of an incident at work,
WorkSafe needs to investigate. But an investigation
cannot occur if WorkSafe is not notified or if the site of
the incident is not maintained, and the penalties are
steep for that very reason.
Nobody should be injured or killed at work. That is
why we have WorkSafe to investigate and enforce our
occupational health and safety laws. It was
disappointing that the Liberal-National government,
when they were in power, took the ‘safe’ out of
WorkSafe. It was so disappointing. Where employers
fail to provide a safe workplace, negligently endanger
people at a workplace or discriminate against people for
raising OHS concerns, WorkSafe needs to be able to
undertake appropriate prosecutions. Similarly,
prosecution needs to be a real deterrent to any effort
made to impede a WorkSafe investigation.
Lastly, when a serious injury, or even death, occurs at a
workplace we need to know there will be an
appropriate investigation. This can only occur when
WorkSafe is notified and the site of the incident is
preserved. So there need to be real disincentives for
failure to notify WorkSafe of a notifiable incident. I
note that the Minister for Finance is in the house, and I
congratulate him for bringing this important bill before
the house, because this government is absolutely
determined to make sure that when a person goes to
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work — whatever that workplace might be — they
have every right to come back home to their family and
their friends. We do not want to see any worker injured
at work or, worse still, killed at work. I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr McCURDY (Ovens Valley) — I am delighted
to rise and make a contribution on the WorkSafe
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. I did get concerned
at the member for Bendigo West trying to rewrite
history and say that those on this side do not support a
safe workplace, because there is no doubt about it that I
do, and I know all on this side are concerned about
workplace safety and want to ensure that nobody is
injured or dies in the workplace. We just need to be a
little bit careful when we come to issues that are
primarily bipartisan, and we need to understand that
both sides of this chamber still have their concerns
about a safe workplace.
The purpose of this bill, as was very comprehensively
spoken about by the member for Mornington, is that it
will amend the Accident Compensation Act 1985, the
Dangerous Goods Act 1985, the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 2004 and the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013. It is not
primarily controversial, as was mentioned by the
member for Mornington, and I will not go through it
clause by clause like he did.
The bill will allow for the payment of travel and
accommodation expenses incurred by family members
to attend the burial or cremation of a deceased worker if
that family resides more than 100 kilometres from the
location of the service. We know it can be expensive
and difficult for people to get to funerals and pay the
costs involved, and we see this as quite a reasonable
outcome because it is consistent with the benefit under
the Transport Accident Act 1986, which is capped at
$5000, which it is my understanding is indexed. So
clearly I have no concerns at all with that. The bill also
rewrites the provisions of the Dangerous Goods
Act 1985 relating to an order in council to regulate the
clean-up or removal and transport of asbestos in
emergency situations. That is another practical outcome
of this bill. It is important that we on both sides of the
chamber ensure when looking at substances such as
asbestos, referred to in the Dangerous Goods Act, that
they are being handled in the correct manner. We
support that absolutely.
Under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 a
prosecution must be brought within two years of an
offence occurring or when the authority becomes aware
of the actual offence, and any exception currently
requires the consent of the Director of Public
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Prosecutions. This puts a time frame in place, which I
think is a good outcome. The bill provides for
additional exceptions, including that proceedings can be
brought within one year of a coronial report being made
or a coronial inquiry or inquest ending, if it appears
from the inquiry or inquest that an offence has been
committed, or within six months after an enforceable
undertaking is contravened. If the authority becomes
aware that the undertaking has been contravened, it can
be withdrawn if fresh evidence relevant to the offence
is discovered and a court is satisfied that the evidence
could not have reasonably been discovered within the
relevant limitation. The extensions for notifiable
incidents under the OHS act will include nurses and
midwives as well as doctors. So this legislation
certainly paints a clearer picture.
Some of the other major provisions include a new
offence for contravention of an enforceable undertaking
under the OHS act with penalties of 500 penalty units,
or around $79 000, for an individual; 2500 penalty
units, which is just shy of $400 000, for a corporation;
and a modification to the offence of failing to notify the
authority of a serious incident. It introduces a
reasonable excuse element to the offence, and it
becomes an indictable offence, but it may be dealt with
summarily. They are some other changes.
Areas of concern about the bill, as mentioned by the
member for Mornington, include the financial
implications on businesses — he flagged that in his
speech — and the introduction of the new enforceable
undertaking offence and the associated penalties. They
appear to be quite high — in fact unnecessarily high.
My understanding is there have been no breaches of the
section since the act commenced operation. The
enormous increase in penalties and the conversions to
indictable status of offences relating to the notification
of a serious incident and the preservation of a site of a
serious incident appear to be excessive and possibly, I
would say, inconsistent with the level of penalties that
have recently been imposed by the courts.
The extension of the documents power beyond the
current location limit may provide the opportunity for
the authority to undertake, as it was described, a fishing
exercise. The electronic service of a prohibition notice
can occur where an inspector believes that a worker or
workers are immediately exposed to an imminent risk
to their safety, and that may lead to employees
inadvertently continuing with the work and
consequently continuing to expose those workers to
risk. As I said at the beginning of my contribution, we
on this side of the house certainly want to ensure a safe
working place at all times.
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From a local perspective, within the Ovens Valley I
know agriculture is our prime industry, along with
tourism and manufacturing, and agriculture has an
extremely high level of workplace accidents and deaths
in the workplace. Certainly from that perspective I want
to support any changes or assist where we can to make
sure that the farming sector in particular becomes a
safer place. Quite often farming communities work
alone. They work long hours and late hours. The other
side of it is that when your home is your workplace and
you live in your workplace, it becomes a juggling act.
There are visitors involved. There are children
involved. Obviously there is machinery and there are
cattle, and there are lots of moving parts of machinery.
That certainly increases the risk. Just recently in
Milawa there was another quad bike accident — a
young fellow came off a quad bike. Again, we hear all
too often about accidents in the workplace in the
agricultural sector. Quad bikes rolling over contribute
significantly to injuries in the agricultural sector.
Forestry is another area in my electorate where there
are high opportunities for workplace accidents. Carter
Holt Harvey certainly do an amazing job, and they have
a strong workforce. Primarily they are accident free, but
again it is an area where there are lots of moving parts.
There are trucks, there are logs, there is felling trees —
there are all sorts of issues that go on in the forestry
industry. Maintaining a safe workplace in the forestry
industry in and around Myrtleford and Bright is key to
ensuring those industries can move forward, be very
profitable and continue to be economic drivers.
On a more local level, in Cobram, road transport is a
major employer in the Ovens Valley. Brian Hicks of the
Hicks Transport Group has told me about some of the
issues relating to his drivers and some of the concerns
he has with work safety and some of the legislation. I
will be raising it at another time. I will give you an
example. Obviously we know that truck drivers on the
road are an area of concern, but loading and unloading
is also a concern. If you are loading at, for example,
Brian Hicks’s yard, you are in the confines of his
property and all the safety aspects that go with it. Then
the driver continues down the road to Melbourne or
Sydney or wherever they go and they are unloading
again. When you are unloading in someone else’s
property or depot there are certainly some grey areas
about whose responsibility it is when a worker gets
injured. Who gets the increase in their premium? Who
was liable? Who is responsible? Is it the owner of the
trucking company who sent them there or is it the
owner of the actual depot where they unloaded? He
finds his premium will go up for something that he had
absolutely no control over.
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I think there are still plenty of places that we can go to,
and there is still work to be done. That is why we need
to have further discussions about workplace safety. But
as I said at the start of my contribution, we on this of
the house support a safe working place. We believe that
everybody is entitled to come home from work safe and
certainly not to die at work. I support that we continue
to work in this area.
Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) — I am pleased to have the
opportunity to contribute to the debate on the WorkSafe
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. Before I go to the
bill I would like to commend the minister, who is in the
house, for his commitment to workplace safety and his
endeavours in keeping all Victorians safe at work. We
all deserve the right to be safe at work — to leave home
and return safely home to those we love, home to our
family and home to our friends. We deserve to return
home without injury, safe, happy and well. That should
be the goal of all workplaces. Of course they should be
productive and look after the staff, but they should also
create an environment that is safe and where workers
are cared for. We all deserve to feel safe in these
environments, and we all should expect to look after
one another.
Sadly, though, we in this house know that we have lost
far too many Victorians and indeed far too many
Australians at their places of work. Each and every year
thousands of injuries happen, accidents that could have
been prevented. I have had the opportunity to speak to a
number of constituents over the time in which I have
been in Parliament. You certainly learn the difficulty of
their circumstances and the ramifications they face
within their lives and the impact an injury has on their
family and friends. Depending of course on the nature
and type of injury, significant personal hardship is
experienced, which includes loss of wages, bill and
mortgage stress and the impact on the family, just to
name a few.
The Andrews government is committed to helping all
those who are injured at work to get back to work
sooner through a fair and just system and to support
those who need it the most. Of course we know that
Labor was instrumental in establishing the WorkSafe
scheme in 1985, and we have been its protector ever
since. It was Labor that commissioned the Hanks
review of the legislation, made improvements to
benefits and ensured that return to work, a critical part
of the scheme, was included in the act. If you go to the
WorkSafe website, it states:
WorkSafe’s mission is to actively work with the community
to deliver outstanding workplace safety and return to work,
together with insurance protection. The work we do is
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important because we impact upon many people’s lives,
every day.

It goes on to say:
WorkSafe is:
Constructive in the way we provide information, advice
and service.
Accountable for what we do and what we say. We live
up to our promises.
Transparent in the way we work, our environment is
open and honest.
Effective by working collaboratively to deliver
high-quality services.
Caring by showing empathy in our dealings with
everyone we work with.

That final point is certainly one that is of great
importance in this space, and it is so because of the fact,
as I mentioned earlier, of the hardship and the difficulty
that is placed upon the individual and the individual’s
family and friends when an injury at work happens.
This is a very important bill. It amends the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004, the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
2013, the Accident Compensation Act 1985 and the
Dangerous Goods Act 1985. This bill, as we have heard
today, achieves four key objectives. It will optimise
workplace safety through strengthening WorkSafe’s
compliance and enforcement tools; it will ensure that
consequences of health and safety laws act as a
sufficient deterrent and ensure that breaches can be
appropriately investigated; it will ensure that injured
workers and their family members are entitled to fair
and equitable compensation; and it will improve the
workability of the legislation. This bill also makes a
number of minor amendments that provide
clarification, remove obsolete provisions, ensure the
continuation of current arrangements or are
consequential to other legislative changes. WorkSafe
handles around 90 000 claims per year, and there are
checks and balances in place to make sure that
legitimate injuries are compensated for.
When we look at this bill and we think about those
examples that I mentioned before and the impact that an
injury at work has on a Victorian, we realise that it is
always timely and important that we as a government
look at these laws and ensure that the appropriate levels
of compensation, support and care are provided by
WorkSafe. Holistically we all have a role to play in
workplace safety. We all have a role to ensure that each
and every Victorian can know that in their place of
work everything is being done to protect and support
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them and ensure that they return home safely. This
legislation boosts WorkSafe powers by toughening
some penalties and giving more time to prosecute
offences in certain circumstances.
It is certainly true to say that the Andrews Labor
government put ‘safe’ back into WorkSafe after those
opposite rebranded it into an insurance scheme. We are
making changes to WorkSafe powers so they can lay
charges in particular circumstances. The bill amends
the Occupational Health and Safety Act, as I mentioned
earlier, to extend the time limit for prosecuting
indictable offences in the following scenarios: where a
coronial inquest identifies that the offence has been
committed; where an enforceable undertaking is
breached or withdrawn; and where fresh evidence is
uncovered and a court is satisfied that evidence could
not have been identified within the limitation period.
Clause 18 of the bill amends the OHS act, specifying
that the 12-month time limit for prosecuting an offence
of failing to produce documents commences from the
date that WorkSafe becomes aware of the offence.
Sometimes WorkSafe will become aware of an offence
during a court case and in other circumstances where
more than 12 months have passed. This ensures that
WorkSafe can still lay charges if this happens.
The bill goes on to strengthen some OHS penalties by
making them indictable rather than summary. The
amendments affect the offences of providing false or
misleading information and producing a document that
a person knows to be false or misleading. This change
reflects the seriousness of those offences, which of
course could relate to activities undertaken by a duty
holder to obstruct an investigation. These are obviously
very important matters that go to the core of protecting
workers right across the state.
The bill extends the notification duty to include
incidents where a person has a serious injury and
receives treatment from a nurse. We are updating
legislation to ensure that it reflects modern medical
practice where a nurse may provide treatment to
someone who has been seriously injured.
The bill amends the act so that WorkSafe inspectors can
serve notices by email or other electronic
communication to ensure that WorkSafe keeps up with
modern employment and communication practices.
That is also true across a number of bills that have been
before the house. It is part of that modernisation and
constant upkeep of ensuring that our bills reflect
modern society, in which people use a phone or email
far more than they would have in the past when
communication was by a handwritten letter in the mail.
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Last year we made changes to ensure that those
impacted by the federal coalition’s changes to
retirement ages would not be left behind if they were
reliant on WorkSafe for income support. We are now
making more changes to provide new entitlements
under workers compensation law to support families
and those affected, as I mentioned earlier, by serious
work incidents. The change will allow immediate
family members to claim travel and accommodation
costs in certain circumstances when their loved one is
in hospital or there is a need to attend a funeral.
Obviously at these points in time there is a great deal of
stress and strain on families and individuals. It is
something that I fully support. It is part of our
commitment to support those in our community that
need it the most.
In the time that I have remaining to make my
contribution to the bill, and it is very short, I just
wanted to end by saying we all deserve the right to be
safe at work, but when an accident happens we need
that strong, rigorous system to support us in times of
need. The Andrews Labor government supports all
workers in this state and is committed to the protection
of those workers and their families. This bill sets out a
number of important changes that I think will go a very
long way to supporting workers and workers who are
injured. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr WATT (Burwood) — I rise to speak on the
WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. While I
do want to make a contribution to the debate on the bill,
I will also comment on some of the things that the
member for Sunbury said. If I have misheard, then I
apologise, but I believe the member for Sunbury said
that clause 19 will update the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004. I assume that is what he was talking
about when he talked about being able to email
notifications. He also said that we would have to email
notifications because of the outdated system of sending
it by post. I am pretty sure that is what he said.
Mr J. Bull — And in other circumstances.
Mr WATT — If the member said that sending
notifications by post is outdated, I make the point that
subsections 115(1)(b) and (c) do not talk about post;
they actually talk about personal delivery. This bill will
actually allow service by post — which is outdated, as
the member for Sunbury said — but it will also allow
notices to be served via email. There are very good
reasons why we would like a service to be delivered
personally. The Occupational Health and Safety Act
2004 specifically provides:
115. Service of notices
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(1) A non-disturbance notice, improvement notice or
prohibition notice may be issued to a person by —
(a) delivering it personally to the person or
sending it by post —

so there is post —
or facsimile to the person’s —

email address. The reason we would want to deliver it
personally or leave it at the usual address of a person —
that is, a person over the age of 16 — is to ensure it gets
into that person’s hands because we need to know if
there is a breach so we can have that dealt with.
Clause 19 of the bill is about service of notices. It
provides:
(2) After section 115(1)(c) of the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004 insert —
“(d) sending it by electronic communication to the
person at the person’s usual or last known
electronic address; or
(e) if the person is an employer registered under
section 434 of the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
2013, sending it by post or electronic
communication to the last address for service
shown on a communication from the
employer to the Authority.”.

I am somewhat concerned about the ability to make
sure that it has actually been received. If we want to
make sure that the breach is being corrected, what we
do want to make sure of is that that has actually been
received. I am not sure that this change to the act is
actually going to make sure that it has been received.
Some of these breaches are very serious.
Communication is the key, and I am concerned to make
sure that if there are serious breaches that need
rectification communication is received, not just sent.
I have had a number of emails over time. Occasionally
you change email addresses, and occasionally the
person responsible at the organisation is leaving. I put
on record now that I have a staff member who is
actually leaving. She receives many email
communications, and the difficulty we are going to
have is that she will receive lots of communications and
we will have to try and make sure people understand
that she is no longer with us and there is a new email
address for that to be sent to. So I am concerned about
some of the implications around that email notification.
While I am talking about staff leaving, I do want to pay
tribute to my staff member, who has been a very good
staff member and has moved on to another opportunity.
I want to thank Xenia for all of her work over the time
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that she has been with me — a very good staff member
of mine.
That is my concern about the email notification. I do
want to make sure that there is not an inadvertent risk
that is put in place. One suggestion that I might have,
just thinking about this now, might be making sure that
there is a notification. With emails we are able to put
notifications on that they have actually been read. If we
do not have that sort of indication, then how do we
know that it has actually been received? Because
receiving the message is more important, frankly, than
the sending of the message.
While putting that on record, I also want to put on
record that I do not think that there is any member in
this chamber who actually would want to see people
injured at work. Workplace injury can be extremely
serious, just like injury while driving a car can be very
serious. I note that there are some changes in this bill
which will align some of these things to make sure it is
just as it is in other acts. Some of the things that you
would receive under, say, the Transport Accident Act
you would receive — such as in travel to and from.
That is very good.
I want to speak to the amendments that were put by the
member for Mornington. We are concerned about the
punitive nature of some of this bill. Some of the
increases in the penalties seem fairly excessive. When I
say ‘fairly’, I think I am understating our concern about
some of the penalties and the excesses of these
penalties, particularly when we are talking about the
fact that there is no evidence that there have been
breaches but yet we are having a fivefold increase in
some of the penalties.
If I look at, say, the fivefold penalty when it comes to
failure to notify the authority of a serious incident, it
does introduce ‘reasonable excuse’, but it becomes an
indictable offence and it increases penalties for an
individual from 60 penalty units to 300 penalty units.
We are talking about $47 571 currently, and obviously
that goes up every year. For a corporation we are
talking about increasing penalty units from 240 to
1200 penalty units, and that would be $191 000. It
seems a little bit excessive when we are talking about a
fivefold increase. I have listened to members opposite
and I have tried to garner from the debate as to what the
logic and reasoning is for that fivefold increase, and I
have not actually been satisfied or heard reasoning as to
why there should be a fivefold increase.
The introduction of the new enforceable undertaking
offence is in clause 10. This is included in the
amendments put by the member for Mornington. The
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associated penalties appear unnecessary, as I said. There
have been no reported breaches that I know of the
enforceable undertaking. To go from a situation in the
current act where there are no prosecutions when it
comes to, say, breaches of the undertakings, it is
somewhat disturbing to know now that we are going to
go from no penalties and no breaches — so no breaches,
no penalties — to a case where we are going to have
penalties of currently $396 425. It seems fairly excessive.
The other concern I would have with the bill would be
clause 18. If I go back to the bill, clause 18 talks about a
person basically having to answer questions as well as
present documents. It has the new heading ‘Power to
require production of documents and answers to
questions’. We are removing ‘located at the place that is
in the person’s possession or control’. We are going to
potentially turn up to a particular place where a person
does not necessarily have the capacity or the ability to
provide documents, and now we are putting this
requirement in the act. I accept that there is ‘reasonable
excuse’, but it does put, I think, unnecessary burden and
pressure on people who do not have the capacity or the
ability to provide some of the documentation or answer
some of the questions. It is fairly easy to confuse some
people and to put pressure on somebody who has not
got the capacity because the location is not in their
possession or control.
I have some real concerns about some of these aspects of
the bill, which is why we have actually put forward these
amendments. I wholeheartedly support the amendments
that were put forward by the member for Mornington. As
I say, I have some concerns about the bill.
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) — Earlier this
year WorkSafe Victoria said:
Victorian workplaces must do more in 2017 to prioritise
safety following a horror year in which 26 people lost their
lives at work.

The warning from WorkSafe followed the worst year
for fatalities since 2009. Of the 26 fatalities last year,
the youngest was 21 and the oldest was 94.
Twenty-three were men. Eight occurred in Melbourne,
and 18 were in regional Victoria. Eight were in
agriculture, and seven were in construction. Five
involved tractors, four were caused by falling from
height and three were electrocutions.
WorkSafe’s executive director of health and safety,
Marnie Williams, described the number of workplace
fatalities in 2016 as ‘horrific’. Tragically, 26 Victorian
workers did not make it home safely at the end of the
day and their families did not get to celebrate Christmas
and New Year with their loved ones. Twenty-six
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fatalities in a single year is horrific. It can never be
acceptable that any worker in Victoria dies just because
they are doing their job. This is why we have Labor
governments, and this is why we have bills like the one
before us today.
It is vital that all Victorian workers are protected by the
most up-to-date, efficient and effective occupational
health and safety and workers compensation laws that
we can have. WorkSafe has played a pivotal role over
recent years in bolstering a strong and effective presence
in ensuring workplace health and safety and in making
sure those who are irresponsible in regard to workers’
safety and welfare are effectively punished for their
actions. Indeed the Labor Party’s roots are in protecting
workers and ensuring that workplaces are responsible
and accountable and that they are safe and secure.
Reducing risks that impinge on the health and welfare of
workers is integral to all workplaces. However, where
there has been injury at work it is incredibly important
that all workers who have been impacted receive justice,
that they receive the support that they need, that they are
supported in their return to work if possible and that they
receive fair and equitable compensation.
Workplace health and safety laws need to operate as a
sufficient deterrent to employers who might otherwise
count the cost of penalties into doing business. Those
who choose to do the wrong thing in regard to
workplace safety should not be able to avoid the
consequences purely because of procedural time limits.
Breaching important laws should be matched with
serious consequences. Laws should not just be brushed
off the shoulders of employers purely because they do
not think they will be pulled up or simply because they
do not think that they will be caught. The rules and
regulations involved in workplace safety laws should be
complied with, and where they are not complied with
we must seek to ensure there is justice. All Victorians
should be able to go to work knowing they are
protected by modern, efficient and tough workplace
safety laws.
Where injuries or fatalities have occurred, it is
fundamentally important that past irresponsibility is
redressed and the risk is not imposed on another
individual in the future. Improving prosecution
mechanisms and subsequently increasing the level of
deterrents is an important way to ensure that this
occurs. In the spirit of protecting workers when they are
in their workplaces, the bill seeks to enhance Victoria’s
occupational health and safety and workers
compensation laws. It makes amendments to the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004, the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation
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Act 2013, the Accident Compensation Act 1985 and the
Dangerous Goods Act 1985.
When it comes to the offences themselves, as I said,
workers should be able to get home safely every day.
They should be able to return to their families and their
loved ones, to their beloved pets, to their sporting clubs
and to the things that are important to them outside of
work. The current act obligates employers to provide a
safe workplace as well as report incidents and preserve
incident sites. Through being notified of incidents and
risks WorkSafe is able to fulfil its role in identifying the
root cause of an accident and can work with the
employer in the workplace to ensure that such an
accident or incident is prevented in the future.
WorkSafe’s role in enforcing occupational health and
safety and return-to-work legislation is important in
driving safety improvements across the state. In relation
to prosecution results and OHS regulatory performance
in 2015–16, WorkSafe completed 110 OHS-related
prosecutions and maintained its strong success rate of
94 per cent, imposed fines of $5 241 000 and entered
into four enforceable undertakings pursuant to the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004. The
prosecution rate, according to WorkSafe Victoria’s
annual report, was 88 per cent in 2013–14, 93 per cent
in 2014–15 and 94 per cent in 2015–16.
There is no doubt that WorkSafe has a strong history of
increasing deterrents in the workplace, and it ensures
that the mechanisms are there to perform prosecutions
when they are deserved and to help achieve a more
positive level of deterrents in the future. Failure to
notify WorkSafe of an incident is a seriously
irresponsible act, which does not respect the safety and
rights of people at work. In addition, impeding the
preservation of an incident where an incident has
occurred can seriously impede the investigation of that
incident, and can drastically affect the ability for risks
to be determined and the ability to prevent such an
incident in the future. These obligations play an
important role in enabling WorkSafe Victoria to
undertake investigations into accidents, and under the
act failing to report an incident or failure to preserve an
incident site will result in these actions being
determined a summary offence. However, as summary
offences these actions attract relatively low penalties in
comparison to breaches of what are determined primary
health and safety obligations.
In recent years, as the annual report details, there have
been successful prosecutions of people who have failed
to notify WorkSafe of an incident, but penalties have
been relatively low because they are considered
summary offences under the act. Therefore, while the
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actions have serious implications for workers, they do
not attract very serious penalties, and as such the level
of deterrents has been limited. The member for
Burwood in his contribution suggested that perhaps the
penalties were increasing to too great an extent, but I
would argue that the increased penalties are about
increasing the deterrents. With increased penalties it is
intended that these offences will operate as a greater
deterrent to doing the wrong thing and will curb
irresponsibility when an accident has occurred. These
penalty level increases are particularly aimed at those
who are actively trying to conceal an incident or who
are trying to cover up the evidence.
It is hoped that through being aware of the gravity of
these offences and the level of penalty attached to those
offences, employers will be more likely to notify
WorkSafe Victoria when an incident has occurred and
preserve the incident site as is expected of them. In
addition, by attaching more serious penalties to these
offences the penalties appropriately match and punish
the seriousness and dangerous nature of the actions
which have occurred in the first place.
A further change from summary to indictable
classification will be reflected in the offence of giving
false or misleading information. This is also important
in terms of getting to the root cause of a problem and
ensuring that that problem does not happen again. It
also applies to the production of a document that is
false or misleading. This again serves to provide a
greater deterrent and to reflect the seriousness of
engaging in that kind of irresponsible and, I would
argue, cowardly behaviour.
There are also some important changes in the bill in
relation to the prosecution time periods. Currently, the
two-year limitation period for prosecuting indictable
offences is restricting the prosecution of offences. This
has been the case because often new evidence has come
to light after the time period has expired, or perhaps
coronial reports have identified that a breach has
occurred after the two-year limitation. This evidence
may well be the crucial piece in the puzzle; however,
because of a time limit they become obsolete and are
often disregarded. Just because the evidence may have
come to light outside the assigned time period it does
not mean the offence did not occur. WorkSafe must be
given appropriate time periods to investigate and
prosecute serious offences in the most effective
manner. Employers and individuals who have breached
important workplace safety laws must be held
accountable, and they should not be able to squirm their
way out of being prosecuted purely because of evidence
that has come to light outside of the time limit.
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The bill allows extensions to the time frame for
prosecuting indictable offences under the act. This will
be applicable to limited circumstances where it has
been noted that prosecution time periods are
insufficient to provide justice to affected parties.
Considering this, a prosecution will now be able to be
brought within one year after a coronial report has been
made if the report has identified that an offence has
been committed, six months after an enforceable
undertaking is breached or withdrawn and at any time
should fresh evidence be uncovered and where a court
is satisfied that such evidence could not have been
identified within the limitation period.
I could go on, but I think fundamentally this bill is a
Labor bill. It is a bill about protecting people when they
are at work and ensuring that in their workplaces they
have a safe environment in which they can effectively
do their jobs with dignity, and an environment in which
the laws protect their health and safety and, where their
health and safety is compromised, those who are
responsible are held accountable. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr ANGUS (Forest Hill) — I am pleased to be able
to rise this afternoon to make a contribution on the
WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. I want to
start my contribution by saying that I am feeling
somewhat perplexed as a result of many of the
contributions from members on the other side, because
if you listened to those contributions, you would think
that employers are not seeking to look after their
employees or indeed do not care about their employees.
I find that an extraordinary notion.
I say that particularly in the context of someone who
has run their own business and employed a number of
people for many, many years and as someone who has
sat on boards of multimillion-dollar, not-for-profit
businesses and organisations that have employed
hundreds of people. I say that also in the context of my
former professional life as a chartered accountant in
public practice, where I acted for many clients who
have employed, in some cases, hundreds and hundreds
of people in one place. I also say it in the context of
having seen some terrible things, which I will talk about
in just a moment.
I think it is very disingenuous for the theme of some of
those opposite to be coming through as saying that
those of us on this side of the chamber, the current
opposition, do not care about our workers, or could not
care less about them, because that is utterly false. One
of the biggest assets — I used to say when I was in
business, and I still say today — of any organisation is
the staff. Even now, in my current role with my own
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staff, I think about how important it is for me to look
after them and for their welfare to be at the forefront of
my thinking. I know for sure that whether it is a small
business, whether it is an electorate office or whether it
is a major multinational business, looking after your
employees is one of the most vital and important
responsibilities you have as an employer.
That is the case for a number of reasons: obviously for
the welfare of the individuals involved, but also for the
benefit of the business, from a selfish point of view,
because you want to protect your business, you want to
protect your electorate office and you want to protect
your undertakings, whatever form they might take. So
to think that employers would not be caring about their
staff is, in my view, a preposterous notion, and it
certainly needs to be thoroughly debunked by those on
this side of the chamber.
As I touched on earlier, I have been on worksites of big
clients. I had a very, very big client that was building a
huge factory in the outer area of Melbourne, and they
tragically had a death on-site. That was just a dreadful
situation that happened during the construction phase,
and I will never forget it. I was the auditor of the
company at the time, or working for the auditing
practice, and although we were far removed from it, the
death still impacted on us in a very significant way, let
alone the terrible consequences for the man involved
and his family. His death was just devastating, and that
is the first and foremost concern.
The death impacted across various levels of
management with that client. It rippled through to our
business as well, and we thought, my goodness, this is
serious — things can happen. I think it was probably a
bigger wake-up call for some of my staff when they
realised that we were playing for keeps in these sorts of
situations, in particular in these very complex factory
scenarios.
I have also seen, if you like, white-collar issues —
trips and falls, and other incidents where people have
suffered terrible injuries that have had significant
consequences for them. Indeed at the moment in my
electorate office I am dealing with two very
longstanding and very, very complex WorkCover
matters. They are matters from people that have come
and seen me, and have had some terrible tales to tell
about their experiences — first of all in the workplace
where they suffered the workplace injury and
subsequently as they tried to navigate the WorkSafe
system to seek a resolution. In terms of numbers I can
think of at least two that have gone on for probably
between five and eight years. I have others as well but
they have not gone on that long. I also have friends
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and acquaintances that I know who find themselves
caught up in the WorkCover system through no fault
of their own.
I think there is no doubt that the system is a vital aspect
of our modern society and our sophisticated working
environment in Victoria. To hear the comments from
the other side, I have been very disappointed to hear
that they think we would not put the welfare of our staff
and employees first.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.01 p.m.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.

MATTERS OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Law and order
The SPEAKER — Order! I have accepted a
statement from the member for Ripon proposing the
following matter of public importance for discussion:
That this house:
(1) condemns the Premier for failing to act to end the law
and order crisis engulfing Victoria since he came to
power; and
(2) moreover notes:
(a) the government has a part-time police minister,
corrections minister and Attorney-General despite
crime in Victoria rising 18.2 per cent since the
2014 election;
(b) per capita police numbers have fallen since the
2014 election;
(c) drug rehabilitation beds across Victoria have
decreased by 15.6 per cent since the 2014 election;
(d) the fourth Andrews government corrections
minister is unable to answer basic questions of fact
correctly and has repeatedly been forced to issue
revised answers;
(e) the Police Association Victoria and Victoria Legal
Aid both say the Magistrates Court system is in
crisis and is struggling to maintain community
safety; and
(f)

bail, parole and sentencing standards created by the
government are inadequate and do not meet
community expectations.

Ms STALEY (Ripon) — I rise to speak on the
matter of public importance in my name. I rise to
condemn the Premier for failing to act to end the law
and order crisis engulfing Victoria since he came to
power. When I went to write this matter of public
importance that we are now debating, I had far too
many things that I could have put in it to fill one page. I
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really had to cut down the points that I could note
because at every turn we have seen that this
government is failing on law and order, and it really
does go back to the Premier, because it is the Premier
who sets the structure of his cabinet.
If we look there first, we now have a part-time police
minister. The police minister at the table is also the
Minister for Water. We have a part-time corrections
minister. The corrections minister in the other place is
also the Minister for Training and Skills. The
Attorney-General, as we know, enjoys very much his
other role as Minister for Racing. Indeed many would
say that he loves a punt and would spend more time at
the racetrack than he does as the Attorney-General.
The result of that is that we have seen crime rise by
18.2 per cent since the election of the Andrews Labor
government. It is particularly the case that violent crime
has surged. Murder is up 19 per cent, attempted murder
is up an astonishing 141 per cent, assault is up 34 per
cent, rape is up 14 per cent and aggravated robbery is
up 33 per cent. Behind all of these huge statistics there
are individual lives that are ruined. Individuals are
suffering day in, day out, from the complete lack of
attention to this problem that is the number one
problem for this government. Every government’s job
is to keep people safe, and this government fails
entirely at it.
Then we look at what they are doing in relation to
police. I am sure that the minister will be very keen to
tell us about the new police that are coming. Well, they
are not here yet, are they? All we have seen is a
reduction in full-time equivalent police officers.
Mr Dimopoulos interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Oakleigh will cease interjecting.
Ms STALEY — Certainly we have seen a reduction
on a per capita basis. Full-time police officers from
2014 to now have gone up by 374, but the calculation,
on population growth, indicates they are at least 200
under where they should be. So we have seen actual
numbers of full-time equivalent police officers fall
under this government on a per capita basis because we
have huge population growth in this state, and the
number of police is just not keeping up.
We then move to drug rehabilitation beds across
Victoria. I particularly refer to budget paper 3, page 243.
If we go to the table there it says ‘Performance measures’
for drug services. Under performance measures for
‘Drug treatment and rehabilitation’ we have ‘Residential
bed days’, and what we see is that in 2015–16 actual we
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had 108 494 residential bed days for drug treatment and
rehabilitation. The only trouble is that is down from
127 686 residential bed days when the previous
government was in power. That is a 15.6 per cent
reduction in residential rehabilitation services.
At a Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing
the minister was asked about this. Despite the very
strong efforts of the member for Kew to get to the
bottom of just what has gone on here, stepping the
minister through the numbers in the budget, all we
could get from the Minister for Mental Health was
confusion. These are not normal beds; they are not
average beds. They are in Thomas Embling Hospital
and other places that are very specialised. They are not
where your average person recovering and trying to get
off drugs goes. There are actually no new beds, and the
Minister was not able to explain where they were, other
than in these specialist services.
Then of course we come to the matter of the corrections
minister in the other place — our fourth corrections
minister. We need to think seriously about why the
government thinks that this important area of
corrections is so unimportant that it can have four
ministers and it does not matter. Now we have got the
weakest minister yet in this important area, while we
have escapes and rioting. We have got all the things
going on in corrections facilities in Victoria, yet this
minister when asked very, very basic questions, such as
how many people with known terrorist links are on
parole, had four goes at it. She had no idea.
An honourable member — Hopeless.
Ms STALEY — Exactly, hopeless. She had four
goes, and in the end she had to put out a couple of
clarifying statements which added to the general
confusion because we had already had the Premier give
one number, and the Deputy Premier give another
number. In the end they all said, ‘We are actually not
going to give you any more numbers. It is going to be
some sort of classified thing because it is under
investigation’.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms STALEY — That is right. They had used all the
numbers they could, and they still could not tell us how
many people with known terrorist links are on parole.
But that was not the only thing that this minister has
failed to answer. In fact if you look at Hansard from the
other place, you will see that this minister is called
repeatedly to account by the President for not being able
to answer questions. In the last sitting week
Mr O’Donohue in the other place moved that a bill that
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was then in committee be reviewed because she could
not answer the questions — and the government agreed
to it. They agreed to it so that bill has now been sent off
for her to learn about her own bill. This minister is inept.
She is just inept, and when put with a part-time police
minister and a part-time Attorney-General, it absolutely
shows us what this government thinks of law and order
across the state. They just are not taking it seriously.
We then move to the Magistrates Court. We have two
groups of people that you probably do not see on the
same side of the story all that often: the Police
Association of Victoria and Victoria Legal Aid.
Victoria Legal Aid commissioned a review of criminal
law services in the Magistrates Court. What it found
was that the Magistrates Court is incredibly clogged up,
that justice is not being served and, in their minds, that
more victims would be denied justice. Legal Aid has
rightly highlighted that court staff and police
prosecutors are under considerable pressure due to
soaring workloads, particularly since the advent of
night and weekend courts.
At the same time, the police association came out and
said they need a lot more police prosecutors to deal
with the situation in the Magistrates Court. The
Magistrates Court is the only one of our courts that is
under significant strain, but the reason it is in this
matter of public importance is because the recent Legal
Aid report highlighted the problems there. Everywhere
we look with this government, anything they touch in
relation to law and order, they are either well behind the
eight ball, scrambling to catch up, or they are just
simply failing.
That brings me to the final point listed on the matter of
public importance, which is that the bail parole and
sentencing standards created by the government are
inadequate and do not meet community expectations.
Even today, when we were talking in question time
about the Callinan review — a review that this
government says it has implemented recommendations
from — when you drill down into what they have
implemented, it is a lie, and not what Callinan
recommended at all.
Callinan recommended that if you offend in the second
half of your sentence, you should not be eligible to get
parole. But is that what the government implemented?
No, their parole guidelines, which we were erroneously
told today were somehow in legislation, have never
been in legislation. They are not in legislation; that was
just a thought bubble from the Premier today.
These are ongoing problems. The other side just do not
care; they just do not care. Where we are now, real
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people suffer, and all we get is abuse. Today we had the
Premier stand up and absolutely go the member for Box
Hill for daring to ask a question in relation to Callinan
when they had been caught out not implementing a
recommendation properly. They just made it up and
said, ‘Oh yes, we have’, when actually no, they had not,
and it has led to a very tragic consequence. And
somehow we are not meant to raise that, Since when is
it the case that it is not our job to raise problems with
the government?
In this particular case the problems are so manifest and
so extensive, I suspect that other speakers on our side of
the chamber will have plenty to say about all of these
areas and others in which this government has utterly
failed the people of Victoria in the most basic duty of
government, which is to keep people safe. At the same
time, they continue to spin.
We return to the police minister and the most recent
release of crime statistics. The police minister said they
were positive. Well, if that is positive — —
Mr Angus — Tell the victims of crime that!
Ms STALEY — Thank you, member for Forest
Hill. Just tell the victims that the statistics are positive:
the victims of carjackings, the victims of home
invasions, the multiple jewellers who now have their
own association to try and protect themselves because
this government is not protecting them. Yet all I get
now — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Now the other side is starting to fire up a bit. They are
starting to fire up a bit because of course they do not
want it pointed out. They do not want it pointed out that
real victims are suffering here. This is not simply noise
across the chamber. There are real people involved here,
real people who are being raped, who are being
murdered. There are real people who every day suffer the
consequences of this government’s lack of ability to get
on top of the crime situation in this state, and their lack of
ability to create sentencing regimes, parole regimes and
bail regimes that meet community expectations.
The community is very clear when they say, ‘You’re not
getting it right here’. They say it day after day after day.
Yet what do we get? We get no support whatsoever
across most of these areas, just lies and spin.
In the last moment of my contribution I note that,
unfortunately, across Ripon electorate we have Ararat,
which is in the top five per capita regions for crime.
Clearly the government is not supporting the
communities of Ararat. Then we have St Arnaud,
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where crime since the election of Premier Andrews is
up 97 per cent. Tell the people of St Arnaud that you
are doing such a great job — crime is up 97 per cent.
Once again this government, this minister and this
Premier need to be condemned.
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) — Here we go
again — another stunt on law and order. The Liberals
care so much about law and order that — guess
what? — they have not asked me one question in this
house since October. Not one. Nor did they when I was
at the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
(PAEC) hearings just a few weeks ago. But the thing
that makes it absolutely clear that this is a stunt is that at
PAEC they had the Chief Commissioner of Police there
for 2 hours and not one question was asked about crime
rates and not one question was asked about what police
operational interventions were around our crime rate or
about reducing harm in our community. There was
nothing. What they spent 2 hours doing was
undermining and attacking our police officers and
undermining and attacking our special operations
group — our critical incident response team, our bomb
squad. That is what they spent 2 hours doing. That is
how much they care about law and order that they — so
much so that they spent 2 hours undermining some of
the best and most professional staff we have in Victoria
Police.
I can tell you that those comments have left a mark. I
spent last Thursday visiting the special operations
group. I spent some time with members of the group
that were there, both at the Brighton siege and also at
the hijacking incident with Malaysia Airlines. I thanked
them on behalf of the community and I thanked them
on behalf of the government for the work that they do.
They knew that I did not include those opposite because
they had heard the comments that those opposite had
made. They were pretty unhappy about the comments
that were made by those opposite in relation to their
activities. As I said, there were no questions — just
attacks, just stunts — pretending outrage but not
following through. Let us be clear: I have said and the
chief commissioner has said — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms NEVILLE — I will get to the statistics, just a
moment, member for Lowan — —
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister keeps saying that we have not asked
questions. I am still waiting on an answer to my
question of 25 May about the Burwood police station
and why it is that the Burwood police station is closed.
When was the last time a police officer was there?

MATTERS OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
1958

ASSEMBLY

When was the last time somebody could go and see a
police officer in that station? It was on 25 May and I
am still waiting for a response. You cannot say there
have not been any questions.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms NEVILLE — A six-year trend. Let us be clear
about that: every single year of the Liberal government
saw the crime rate rise. In fact between 2010 and 2014 in
the member for Ripon’s own seat it went up by 10 per
cent. In the Shire of Ararat it rose by 22.8 per cent; in the
Shire of Loddon, by 45.4 per cent; and in the Shire of
Central Goldfields, by 10.2 per cent. So if the member
for Ripon is looking for answers, I suggest she ask the
former member for Gippsland and the member for
Rowville — that dynamic duo — why they cut funds
and people from Victoria Police. The reality is that the
justice issues we are dealing with now are due to the
Liberal bungling of the police and justice portfolios.
In fact let us compare the figures they use in this matter
of public importance (MPI) to those under the former
Liberal government. Crime rose 21.4 per cent under the
Liberal government. They actually use the offence
rate — they compare our offence rate and their offence
rate — and our offence rate is lower. On the current
trend of our crime rate we will not come anywhere near
their 21.4 per cent; we will be way down. Let us be
very clear that under the previous government theft
went up 10.5 per cent; theft of a motor vehicle, up
16.6 per cent; serious assaults, up 16.9 per cent;
common assaults, up 52.9 per cent; murder, up 20.8 per
cent; aggravated burglary, up 18.2 per cent; rape, up
39 per cent; and assault of police and emergency
workers, up 26.9 per cent. Guess what? They did
nothing. They did not fund one police officer — not
one. In fact crime rose by 21.4 per cent whilst they
were in government and they ignored that trend.
We have invested in new laws and new powers and this
is starting to make a difference. The last crime rate was
at 10.2 per cent. The crime statistics I released just last
week had us at 4 per cent. The growth is slowing. For
the first time in that six-year period we have a slowing
in the growth rate. You cannot get to 4 per cent without
substantial effort and work by Victoria Police, and they
have been doing an exceptional job to turn that around.
That is across all our offences, including the high-harm
crimes as well as the high-volume crimes. We had zero
growth in offence numbers in the previous quarter and
minus 5.4 per cent in the last quarter. We are making
inroads into this crime rate. I offer my congratulations
to Victoria Police and the police officers who are out on
the street, day in, day out, every night, making more
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arrests than they ever have before and starting to slowly
turn around this six-year trend in rising crime.
We are not stopping though. The focus of the
government and the focus of Victoria Police remain
solidly on continuing to bring down not just
high-volume crime but high-harm crime in this state.
We still have a way to go, but we are not letting up. The
investments we are making in the record numbers of
police and the record numbers of resources, new
equipment, new laws and laws that the
Attorney-General will get to shortly, mean we are
getting on with the job of making sure we have a
comprehensive strategy through the community safety
statement that will make a difference.
Across all of our investments we are not only talking
about frontline police and record investment but we are
also building capability and capacity in some of our
high-risk crimes — things like counterterrorism, youth
offending, around ice and family violence. Whether it is
our focus on gangs, our focus on firearms, or our focus
on drugs or on counterterrorism, we are giving police
what they need.
Our ice strategy, for example, has seen us fund more
booze and drug buses and more drug testing, which is
especially important in regional communities. Our five
new booze buses will enable them to be utilised across
regional roads, which are some of the smaller roads. That
will mean whether you are an MP or an ordinary
member of the community that you will be detected in
your local community. So the member for Ripon should
be very clear that if you are over the limit you will get
caught through this investment in the new booze and
drug buses.
An honourable member interjected.
Ms NEVILLE — Exactly. They might get tested
out in Ripon, which will be good for the member for
Ripon. That brings me to another false statement in this
MPI. There could be nothing further from the truth than
saying we have cut drug rehabilitation beds. In fact we
have increased them by 25 per cent, and by the end of
the investments we have made in the last budget, we
will be up by 68 per cent. We are taking the bed
numbers from 208, which was what we inherited from
the former government, to 350.
Now let us talk about part-time ministers. They know
all about part-time ministers. Let us talk about the
Honourable Pat McNamara. He was the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, the Minister for
Tourism, the Minister for Corrections, the Minister for
Agriculture and Resources, Deputy Premier and

MATTERS OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Wednesday, 21 June 2017

ASSEMBLY

Leader of The Nationals. Now that is part-time! That
was the last government where they promised 1000
police officers and cut 800. That was that part-time
police minister.
Let us talk about the member for Rowville. He was the
Minister for Police and Emergency Services and also
the Minister for Bushfire Response. He had a ‘Do not
disturb’ sign on his door, especially when he was going
to the tennis — especially then.
Now let us talk about the Honourable Peter Ryan —
Minister for Police and Emergency Services, Deputy
Premier, Minister for Bushfire Response, Leader of The
Nationals and Minister for Regional and Rural
Development. Again, that was a bit part-time. He was a
pretty hapless police minister who oversaw the biggest
crisis in Victoria Police in living memory. It was the
biggest crisis we have seen. He is famous for his
Sergeant Shultz impersonation — ‘I know nothing’. He
undermined the Chief Commissioner of Police. You
can track the moment crime starting going up to this
time. During that period he did not know what was
happening in his office, let alone what was happening
on the beat.
I can understand why the member for Ripon might
think that ministers are part-time when they have got
two portfolios, but I can tell you that on this side of the
house we are not lazy and we are not distracted. We can
actually handle having a couple of issues to manage.
That is our role. Those opposite are unable to manage
workloads. They are uninterested. It is all about the
entitlements and their privilege to win those
entitlements, not about the privilege of serving.
Another incorrect claim in this MPI is that per capita
numbers have fallen. That is not true. On every single
measure and on every single count across every single
region in Victoria we have more police now than when
we came to government. We have 374 extra police, and
we have more to come — those 300 plus 2729 will
make for the biggest investment in new police that we
have ever seen.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Oakleigh and the member for Burwood!
Ms NEVILLE — Those opposite funded no new
police and did not even keep up with attrition rates, so
in every region there are now more police. Of course
we have police custody officers (PCOs). There are
306 PCOs out there right now freeing up over
60 000 police officer shifts. That means 80 per cent of
police officer time that used to be spent on custody is
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now able to be reinvested into the community. Do not
rely on me; look at the Report on Government Services,
which made it clear that in 2016 we had the highest
number of police per capita. In 2017, the report says,
our numbers continue to grow against New South
Wales, where numbers continue to decline. New South
Wales dropped to 228 from 232 operational police per
100 000. Victoria increased to 280 per 100 000, and we
are above the national average of 268.
We are up on every single measure — more police,
more police per capita — but those opposite continue to
mislead the Victorian community because they are
embarrassed about their lack of investment. They
invested $14 million in new lockers. That is what they
invested in. They did not invest in one new police
station. But you do not need to believe me on the per
capita numbers; talk to the Australian. The Australian
published an article about this on 13 April saying that
we have the equivalent of one officer for every
455 Victorians — —
Mr Katos — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is misleading the house. The previous coalition
government built the Waurn Ponds police station, so to
say that we did not build any police stations is incorrect.
She is misleading the house.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Speaker, the
former government also invested in upgrading security
at the Ashburton police station so we could reopen that
after the former Labor government closed it — —
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not think this is
leading to a point of order.
Mr Watt — Now we have the current Labor
government downgrading it to two days a week. It is
not true.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order. The minister, to continue.
Ms NEVILLE — What I would prefer is to be
investing in frontline police on the street, which they
never did. In fact they did so little of it that the
promised 24-hour Waurn Ponds station never got to
24 hours. They backtracked before it had even finished
being built. That is how great they were at that, because
they would not invest $1 in a frontline police officer.
We have the first ever comprehensive crime strategy —
the community safety statement — of any state in
Australia. We are combining that with a record
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investment, the biggest ever increase in Victoria
Police’s budget — $2 billion in this budget after
$1 billion was invested over the two years prior to that.
We are going to see more police, the best technology in
the country, the best intelligence system and the best
laws that are designed to bring down crime and reduce
harm in this state. We are starting to see the results. But
I can tell you now that there is something that we will
not do because we know it will not cut crime: we will
not undermine our police officers. We will not cut
funding to Victoria Police. We will not stop recruiting
Victoria Police officers. We will continue to recruit the
biggest number, over and above attrition. We know that
is what will change what is occurring in Victoria, and
we are starting to see that.
I just want to remind the house that under the previous
government crime rose 21.2 per cent, and that was
because they did nothing. They took no interest. Over
four years crime continued going up, and we are
starting to turn that around. As the chief commissioner
said, it is a bit like turning around the Queen Mary.
That is exactly what we are starting to do. I want to put
on record my 100 per cent support of and confidence in
each and every one of the Victoria Police members who
work day and night and whose only focus is on
reducing crime and reducing harm in our community.
Ms KEALY (Lowan) — It is a privilege to rise
today to speak in support of the matter of public
importance raised by the member for Ripon
condemning the Premier for failing to act to end the law
and order crisis engulfing Victoria since he came to
power. We had a fantastic contribution by the member
for Ripon, who of course has a very, very good
understanding of the challenges in her electorate,
particularly around the rising crime rate in Ararat. I
share the Ararat Rural City Council local government
area with the member for Ripon, and I think she
covered off the issues in that region very, very well.
I did pay close attention to the contribution by the
Minister for Police, and after hearing a lot of mistruths
and misinformation I think the one comment we can all
take home and which really resonated with me was,
‘Do not rely on me’. That is something that we all
know very, very well, and it is a message that we hear
loud and clear from our constituents. We are reminded
of it every single day when we read the paper and see
another carjacking, see another car ramming a police
vehicle, see another jewellery store knocked over, see
another riot, see a home invasion where someone has
been hurt or see the sexual assault of a vulnerable
woman who was just trying to walk home or mind her
own business. That is the disgrace that is at the end of
this. We go beyond the statistics, and we look at the
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lives and the people who are impacted by that. We look
at the lives that are impacted by that — —
Mr Dimopoulos — Have a look at the statistics, why
don’t you? They do not work in your favour, do they?
Ms KEALY — I will take up the comment from the
member for Oakleigh. Perhaps we will look at the
crime statistics of the state.
Mr Dimopoulos — Look at them!
Ms KEALY — I would love to.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The member
for Lowan, through the Chair.
Ms KEALY — I would love to share the
information that crime has risen by 4 per cent, and this
even backs up the Minister for Police’s own comments
that there are more arrests than ever before — because
there is more crime than ever before. There is more
crime than ever before, which is why there are more
arrests than ever before. There are significant upward
trends in assault-related offences — and I do not how
anybody can defend this as being a good measure. That
is up 7.9 per cent, robbery is up 19.6 per cent, and
dangerous and negligent acts endangering people are up
20.2 per cent.
In our local region we have an astonishing increase in
rates. In Hindmarsh local government area (LGA) it has
risen an astounding 79.11 per cent — that is nearly an
80 per cent increase in crime — since the Andrews
government came into being. It is absolutely appalling
and putting our country communities at risk.
Ms Neville interjected.
Ms KEALY — A figure of 79.11 is greater than
20 per cent. I point that out for the Minister for Police
in case she has not got her maths quite right. Perhaps
that would help. Maybe we need to get some education
for the Minister for Police if she cannot read the
statistics.
I would like to move this debate through to
paragraph (c) of the matter of public importance (MPI)
put forward by the member for Ripon. That is:
(c) Drug rehabilitation beds across Victoria have
decreased by 15.6 per cent since the 2014 election.

The reason this is so important is that it is to do with
drug-related crime. When we look at the drug offences
by LGA across the state, we see dramatic increases in
drug crime across the state. We know that drug crime is
something that is very, very serious, and we do not
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capture all of it. The statistics do not take into account
the aggressive burglaries, the assaults and all the side
effects that we see in people who are drug affected in the
community and the impact that has on their own
families. They are individuals, but of course there are the
people like the healthcare workers and the police who do
a fantastic job, as do other members of the community.
I would particularly like to point out — and it is a
shame that the member for Macedon is not in the
house — that Macedon has one of the worst increases
in the drug crime rate of anywhere across the state.
There has been a 118 per cent increase in drug crime in
that region, and yet time and time again the member
fails to stand up to say, ‘That’s not good enough, and
we need to do more’. In Warrnambool it is up
177.59 per cent — absolutely appalling. Just looking at
some baseline figures that have been referred to by the
Minister for Mental Health, this is actually for total
offences from February 2014 through to the most recent
data which we had available, which is for offences in
2016. I am more than happy to make this data available
for the Minister for Mental Health if he would like to
look at it further, because we certainly need to look at
some of the gaps.
One of the challenges around making sure we address
drug crime is ensuring that people who want to get off
drugs can get the support that they need at the time
that they reach rock bottom and decide, ‘I cannot live
like this anymore’. This is where we see horrific data,
which is published in the government’s own budget
papers. It is astonishing to see that we have got a
decrease in drug residential rehabilitation bed days.
Under the previous Liberal-National coalition
government’s watch there were 127 686 bed days,
which has been reduced by an astonishing 15.6 per
cent — down to just 107 310 bed days. Think about
the number of people who could be on the journey and
pathway to help them get off drugs if there had not
been those closures and the downturn of beds.
We look at the number of people who can access courses
of treatment for drug rehabilitation and community drug
treatment. This is all down on what we were delivering
when we were in government. In residential rehab
6803 people commenced courses of treatment. However,
we see the target figure this year down to 6313 — again
a reduction of about 500 courses of treatment that people
will not be able to access under this government. For
community drug treatment again there are very, very
disturbing figures. There is a decrease of 62.5 per cent:
from 20 429 under our watch to just 7669. I ask anybody
who is reading Hansard to look beyond these figures and
think about the number of people who are unable to
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access rehabilitation support and get off drugs when they
need to.
The biggest concern around that of course is that if we
go back to the Ice Action Plan, which was launched
back in March 2015, in the Premier’s opening
comments he actually makes the statement:
We have to give users the treatment they need and give
families the support they deserve.

I would say to the Premier that by cutting residential
rehab bed days and by cutting access to community drug
treatment programs he is actually making it much more
difficult for people to access the treatment that they need.
This is breaking families. Not only are people losing
their lives through the journey of their drug addiction but
families are being destroyed. Families are resorting to
having to go into the private rehab sector, which costs a
fortune. There are no regulations around that sector. I
think the reason there has not been any action taken by
this government is that we are just simply overloaded in
the public rehab sector.
We actually put money into three new rehabilitation
centres in regional Victoria prior to the last election.
This government stripped that funding out. We would
have three new centres built today had that money not
been taken out. I do not know where it went, but it is
appalling to think that money would be taken away
from drug rehabilitation. We would have less drug
crime if that had been there and if that had gone
ahead. All we see is a paper replacement. In the latest
budget we have had the announcement of three new
facilities being planned. I know that it is just to
purchase land. There is not one additional new public
residential rehab bed being put in place for the
Gippsland, Barwon or Hume regions. I am sorry, but a
piece of land is not going to help anybody get off
drugs. If you look at the forward estimates, there is no
output funding in the budget up to 2021, which is the
period the budget looks at. There is no money in this
budget to build those facilities.
Any increase we have had of beds in the state has been
in forensic beds. They are only for people who have
entered the justice system, those who have committed a
crime and who are provided with drug rehab options at
that time. That is not helping everyday families in the
community who want help before they fall into the
justice system. That is where we need to target the help,
and that is what we plan on doing. We plan on making
a much stronger statement and getting Victoria back on
track when it comes to supporting people who want to
get off drugs.
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We also want to put back into place the stronger
community education and targeted programs to support
people in the community at risk of drug addiction, and
we want stronger enforcement. We need to make sure
we shut down heinous drug dealers who make a living
out of other people’s misery and the destruction of their
lives. Until we have better prevention, better
rehabilitation options and better and stronger
enforcement, we will never, ever see a downturn in
drug crime in this state.
I pull it back to the reason for the whole MPI, which is
around condemning the Premier for failing to act on
crime. The Ice Action Plan is a $184 million farce. It is
a dud. We are seeing drug use escalate under it, we are
seeing drug crime escalate under it, and it is to the
absolute detriment of Victorians.
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) — It seems that
the basic premise of this matter of public importance
(MPI) is pretty simple. It seems to be that the member
for Ripon’s proposition is that crime is up and the
government is not doing anything about it. It is a bold
proposition, but it is actually pretty audacious.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PAKULA — The other proposition is that
somehow I am a part-time Attorney-General. Someone
should tell my wife. Apart from that, I would ask
members opposite to consider the following. The
question I suppose is this: is this the first government
that has had to contend with a rising crime rate? Of
course we are not. The Minister for Police in her
contribution made it clear that under the former
government the offences rate rose by over 20 per cent
and the crime rate rose by over 13 per cent. Both
numbers are higher than the current increase under the
current government.
We know that over the last quarter, from the crime
statistics that have just been released, we have seen that
turn around. We have seen the crime rate fall over the
last quarter. Are we satisfied with that? Absolutely not.
The fact that it fell last quarter is encouraging, but the
government knows there is much more we need to do.
We know that one swallow does not make a summer.
Quite contrary to the critique contained in the MPI and
the contributions we have heard so far, the government
is acting with speed and with purpose — in fact speed
that was never seen under the former government.
When you contemplate the government’s armoury to
respond to a rise in crime, it is effectively twofold. It is
resourcing, and it is legislation. They are the things that
governments can do to respond to a rise in the crime
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rate. On both of those fronts — on the resourcing front
and on the legislative front — things are in a far more
advanced state than what we found when we came to
office in 2014. I will not go into police numbers,
because the Minister for Police talked about that at
great length, but quite contrary to the fantasies and
delusions we hear from the member for Mount
Waverley and the member for Burwood, police
numbers are up and they are up significantly. They are
up in every local government area. There are
3000 police coming — a $2 billion investment — and
not only is the academy full but as soon as one group of
recruits leaves another group enters. That is a massive
resource increase. That is the first thing.
It is not just police. There are extra magistrates to deal
with matters more quickly. Extra resources for victims
have been released in the budget. There are extra
resources for the Office of Public Prosecutions, for
legal aid, for court security and for the Drug Court. In
fact there was quite an impassioned contribution from
the member for Lowan about extra drug rehabilitation
facilities. The government invested in an additional
Drug Court in Melbourne so an extra 170 people would
go through the program. What was the response from
the opposition? The member for Hawthorn took pot
shots at Tony Parsons because he provides some
incentives for people to get off drugs and get off crime.
That was the opposition’s response to the additional
Drug Court that was announced not in this year’s
budget but in last year’s budget.
On the metric of resources, there is no comparison
between what is being provided now to fight crime and
what was being provided under the former government.
If you look at the metrics in regards to legislation, in
every single endeavour and in every piece of legislation
you could look at, the regime today is tougher and is
more focused on community safety than the regime that
was in place when we came to government. Firearm
laws are tighter than they were when we came to
government. The unlawful associations laws are
stronger than they were when we came to government.
The Criminal Organisations Control Act 2012
provisions are stronger than they were when we came
to government. In regard to community correction
orders (CCOs), we had to deal with the combination of
the Bolton case and what was very poorly and very
loosely drafted legislation, which meant that there were
people being granted community correction orders that
should never have been granted community correction
orders. We had to tighten and improve the CCO
regime. That is another element where the regime today
is much stronger and much tighter than it was when we
came to government.
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We have introduced carjacking laws. We have
introduced home invasion laws. They were not in place
when we came to government, but they are in place
now. In regard to parole, some of the Callinan
recommendations had been implemented; some had
not. There are more of those recommendations that
have been implemented now than had been
implemented when we came to government.
In regard to youth justice, there is a bill which has passed
this chamber which is currently, as I understand it, being
held up by a filibuster in the Legislative Council.
Mr Wynne — Why would you do that?
Mr PAKULA — Because the opposition decided
that the government is only going to get a couple of
bills through this week. In regard to youth justice, that
bill which has passed this chamber substantially
increases community protection. Not only does it do
that, it comes with the funding to build a secure new
justice facility that was recommended — —
Mr Gidley — Deputy Speaker, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Mr PAKULA — I had just finished speaking about
parole. I move on to bail. In regard to bail, there are
now laws to deal with those who abscond from bail and
with those charged with terrorist-related offences. The
aggravated carjacking and home invasion reverse onus
test applies to bail, plus the bill that has passed this
house and is waiting for passage through the other
house. In every respect the bail regime is immeasurably
stronger than what it was when we came to
government. Those opposite identified one matter that
they did not agree with and they said, ‘Bail laws have
been weakened’. It is like saying that if someone chops
down one tree but plants 100, they are an
environmental vandal. The fact is that if you look at bail
laws in their totality, they are immeasurably stronger
than they were when we came to government.
In regard to sentencing, we had to deal with the debacle
that was the baseline sentencing regime. The opposition
now walks around screaming ‘Mandatory, mandatory;
statutory minimums are not enough’. This is even
though their mandatory sentencing media release starts
by saying that they are going to introduce statutory
minimum jail terms. Later on they talk about
mandatory, but they seem to think the two terms are
interchangeable. We have introduced what is
effectively the New South Wales model because we
know it works and we know it can withstand challenge
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in the higher courts, unlike their baseline law, which
was struck down.
Despite all that, we see the ongoing assault on the
independence of the judiciary, which is a feature of not
just the state Liberal Party but of course the federal
Liberals as well. We have seen a number of other things
that I think have been quite unedifying. The member
for Ripon said that the government was trying to
scream down the member for Box Hill when he raised a
question today. That was not the case at all. The
member for Box Hill is more than entitled to raise a
question. Where we draw the line is normal human
decency, and when the member for Box Hill effectively
turns around and says, ‘Blood is on your hands’, I am
taken back to the time when the former government
was in place, when Jill Meagher was murdered by
someone on parole and when Dermot O’Toole was
murdered by someone on parole, and not one member
of the Labor Party or indeed any other party in this
Parliament spent one moment trying to lay that at the
feet of the government of the day — not one moment
trying to lay that at the feet of the government of the
day. In fact we cooperated with the Callinan review.
We supported it. We never tried to point the finger of
blame, and not only did we support the review but we
also supported the legislation and those parts of it that
had not yet been introduced.
They do not necessarily need to be above politics, but
they should be above those sorts of low-rent gutter
attacks that we have seen not just from the state
opposition but indeed from the federal government.
The hypocrisy of the Prime Minister of this country
asking why this man was on parole, only for us to find
out a few days later that the federal Attorney-General
had released a convicted terrorist on parole a few
weeks earlier! I do not cavil at the decision — I do not
know what material Mr Brandis had in front of him —
but I do cavil at the absolute hypocrisy the Liberal
Party has displayed.
Mr WAKELING (Ferntree Gully) — It gives me
pleasure to rise to contribute to this matter of public
importance. When you only look at what the issue is
that we are debating today, there is only one issue that
this state and the community is concerned about — that
is, the issue affecting law and order, the crisis in which
this state has become engulfed under the leadership of
this government.
This government can say whatever it likes. It can
convince itself that there is not a problem.
Fundamentally we do not care whether or not the
government thinks there is a problem, because the
community knows there is a problem. You go out and
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talk to residents. Go out and talk to your community.
Go out to a shopping centre on a Saturday morning and
talk to residents. Go to your local football club. Call a
resident. Ask them what they are saying. They will tell
you what concerns them, and that is that they do not
feel safe in their homes. They do not feel safe in their
street. They do not feel safe. They fear for the safety of
their mother. They fear for the safety of their children.
They fear for the safety of their grandchildren. That is
how Victorians feel about law and order, and that is
what this government is failing to listen to.
Victorians are telling this government loud and clear,
‘There’s a crisis. Understand it, accept it and fix it’.
That is what Victorians want from this government.
They do not want platitudes, they do not want statistics,
they do not want excuses — they want action. They
want to know that their Premier knows there is a
problem and is prepared to do something about fixing
this problem.
In my community when we look at the increase in the
level of crime — whether it is across the entire
municipality of Knox or suburb by suburb — within
my community we have seen significant increases in
crime. In fact over the past two years in Knox alone
crime has gone up by over 20 per cent. You only have
to look at the increased number of offences, particularly
in the areas of drugs, property and deception. We have
seen the number of property offences going from 5800
to 7700 in two years. These are people’s lives. These
are people’s homes. Do not stand up in this house and
tell Victorians it is not a problem. Go out and talk to my
residents who have had their homes invaded. Go out
and talk to my residents who have had their cars broken
into. You go and tell them there is not a problem,
because what you are failing to remember is we are
talking about people.
In this place last night I raised a matter for the
Attorney-General about Jess, a 24-year-old resident of
my electorate who has intellectual and physical
disabilities. She has gone about with the help of her
family and friends to learn how to use public transport
and how to visit the shops. She was sexually assaulted
at a railway station in my electorate, and the person
who committed the offence was well known to the
police. He was charged, found guilty and got
12 months. Go and tell her family that that is justice.
Go and talk to her family about the system. Stand up in
this house and say everything is fine, but go out and
talk to her family, because her family is now having to
deal with and try to help their daughter, who no longer
wants to go out to the shops or use public transport.
That is the public face of law and order in the state
under this government.
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On the subject of home invasions, Daniel Yeoman is a
28-year-old resident of my electorate. His wife was
woken by someone who was trying to get in the door.
His wife said:
He was pushing trying to open it at the same time and I was
trying to scream out to my husband and my voice wouldn’t
work.
I let go of the door because he was obviously stronger than I
was and I ran up the hallway and the offender came in.

Daniel Yeoman is a senior constable of Victoria Police.
He had a knife put to his head. Go and tell Daniel
Yeoman and his wife that everything is fine. Go and tell
Daniel Yeoman and his wife that there is not a problem
with law and order in this state. Go and tell Daniel
Yeoman there is nothing to worry about with our bail
system when the offender had already been twice bailed
in a fortnight.
Daniel Yeoman underwent surgery after sustaining a
broken eye socket and a severed nerve in his head. That
is the public face of law and order in this state, and the
police minister and the Attorney-General have the gall
to stand up here and say, ‘Everything is fine. We’re
investing this, we’ve done this and we’re doing that.
We’re doing parts of Callinan; we’re not doing parts of
Callinan’. Victorians just want leadership. Victorians
just want to hear from a Premier who accepts the fact
that there is a problem. Victorians want to know that
assaults on people like Daniel Yeoman are not in vain,
that the Premier gets it, that he accepts there is a
problem and that he will do something about it. But, no;
what do we get? We get excuses. Victorians do not
want excuses; they want action. They want to know that
their government has their back. Victorians do not care
whether it is a Liberal-National government or a Labor
government. They just want to know that their
government is going to fix the problem that Victorians
are facing at the moment.
So a woman says, ‘I fear for my mother who is living
alone. How do I make her home secure, because I can’t
be at her house every day to make sure that she is not
potentially going to face a home invasion?’. Victorians
cannot live like this.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WAKELING — I get these interjections going
by, and that is typical of this government — typical of a
government that is not worried about Daniel Yeoman
sustaining a knife wound in the head and a broken eye
socket. No. What they forget is we are talking about
families, we are talking about people and we are talking
about people’s lives. We are talking about the wife who
mentioned that one of their four children, aged 11 —
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the same as my daughter — witnessed this violence.
How do you tell an 11-year-old child that some
19-year-old has broken into their family home and
stabbed her father between the eyes? How do you tell
your child that this government understands it and is
going to make our state safer? That is the public face of
law and order in this state. That is what people in my
community have had to put up with.
I pay tribute to our police, but quite frankly when I talk
to members of the police they say, ‘We know there are
people that we will arrest and they will be straight back
on the streets. We do our job because that is what we
are employed to do and that is what we want to do, but
the law and order system of this state lets us down’.
It let down Daniel Yeoman. It let down the parents of
that 24-year-old resident of my electorate who was
sexually assaulted by a man well known to police and
who only got 12 months jail. That is what the public
face of law and order is in this state. Those opposite can
stand up here and condemn us as much as they like
about raising this as a matter of public importance, but
at the end of the day it is not the opposition that they
need to be convincing. You firstly need to convince
yourselves there is a problem, and once you recognise
the fact that there is a problem, you need to go out there
and convince Victorians that you know there is a
problem, because at the moment Victorians do not trust
you. You can do and say whatever you like, but they
fundamentally do not trust you, because fundamentally
they do not think you get it. They do not actually think
you know there is a problem.
I would have thought that the Premier would want to
ensure that situations like the one Daniel Yeoman, from
my electorate, was in do not happen again and that at
the very least he recognises there is a problem and gets
on with the job of fixing it.
Mr CARROLL (Niddrie) — It is my pleasure to
speak on this important matter of public importance
(MPI). On our side of the house we are actually glad to
be speaking on this matter of public importance, given
the record investments we are making in law and order
and in particular our judicial system.
First let us go through the matter of public importance,
and let us start at the top:
… the government has a part-time police minister, corrections
minister and Attorney-General …

Nothing could be further from the truth. As
Parliamentary Secretary for Justice I get to see firsthand
the Attorney-General, the police minister and the
corrections minister and the outstanding work they are
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doing day in and day out to make sure our community
is safe.
Compare that to the opposition — nowhere to be seen.
You only have to pick up the Herald Sun on any day of
the week to see that. ‘Opposition leader Matthew Guy’s
attack dogs more like lapdogs’ is the heading of an
article by James Campbell on 25 May 2016; and
‘Opposition frontbench hiding in the shadows’ on
18 August 2015. ‘Matt Johnston: opposition needs to
find some depth’ is the heading of an article on
16 February. They go on and on.
We are very proud of the investments we are making.
They begin with the community safety statement
announced by the Premier and the Minister for Police.
We know that community safety is the linchpin of how
we handle our state and keeping Victorians safe in their
homes, safe at work and safe on our public transport
system. We are providing a record investment that will
deliver a 24-hour police assistance line for
non-emergency calls; rolling out our automated
numberplate recognition technology; modernising and
expanding the Victoria Police air wing — and I was
pleased to be with the police minister at Essendon
Airport to make that announcement; and building new
training facilities for the Victoria Police special
operations group, bomb squad and critical incident
response team. We are also providing $10 million for
youth crime prevention grants and the expansion of the
Victoria Police youth Kokoda program.
We on this side of the house also take rehabilitation
seriously. You only have to pick up the Age this week
to see the work of Dropping off the Edge by Jesuit
Social Services. Disadvantaged communities are, time
in and time out, always over-represented in our crime
stats. We are very much ensuring that our investments
are in the northern and western suburbs and right across
the state where there is disadvantage, to support young
people in particular by rebuilding TAFE and so that
they know there is a better way and a way to have a life
of purpose.
Members do not have to take our word for it. As
politicians in this chamber, we are all going to spruik
our ideas and our policies. You only have to take what
Ron Iddles, the former secretary of Police Association
Victoria, said in August on 3AW:
The new police minister has promised 300 frontline officers
and has shown a willingness to listen to police and consult
their association.

I happened to be at the press conference when the
Premier announced the community safety package, and
I can remember very clearly Ron Iddles’s words. It
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struck a real chord, I think, not only in this chamber but
right across the community, when he said that the
Andrews government does not just talk the talk; it
walks the walk.
If you look also at some of the comments from police
commissioner Graham Ashton, you will see that he said
after the release of the community safety statement that
the announcement was ‘unprecedented’ for Victoria
Police in its commitment to keeping Victorians safe:
It represents the greatest boost to policing numbers that we’ve
had in 163 years.

Wednesday, 21 June 2017

the table, following pretty much the New Zealand model,
which has a similar ice action task force led by the Prime
Minister. He said that he would make sure there was
political leadership and accountability. That is why we
see through the ice action task force the Ice Action Plan,
which I think was one of the Premier’s first actions as
Premier and one of the actions in his first 100 days and
first term as Premier I know he is most proud of. This is
making sure that we listen to the experts and devise
every effect needed and every rehabilitation program
needed to ensure we get on with the job of tackling this
insidious drug.

There is in this MPI I think a very important area, and
that is drug rehabilitation and what we are doing in this
area. We have the health minister at the table. I have seen
the work she has done with the Premier in the ice action
task force and the work she has also done with the
member for Albert Park, the Minister for Mental Health.

When you look at this MPI, you see it refers to Police
Association Victoria and Victoria Legal Aid. I have
right in my hands here a press release from the police
association. It says:

One of the first tasks I had when I joined the Parliament
was to sit on the then Law Reform Committee’s
parliamentary inquiry into crystal methamphetamine. It
resulted in a groundbreaking report of two volumes,
and I think it was one of the best things this state
Parliament did. We did submit that to Canberra, and we
are looking at bipartisan support on what we do to
tackle crystal methamphetamine. I remember when we
handed down our report the Age editorial on
8 September 2014 said:

Later it says:

The landmark report into methamphetamine, a powerful and
highly addictive stimulant, released in recent days by the
Victorian Parliament’s Law Reform Committee needs to
become a catalyst for a comprehensive community offensive
against an illicit drug that is causing tragic harm, particularly
to young people in regional and rural areas, where youth
unemployment is striking hardest.

That editorial was very much a response to the
government of the day. We handed down our report,
and I can still remember being in the chamber when the
then Premier came in. He commented on the ice action
report and said:
That is why we have put an extra 11 sniffer dogs, and
particularly an extra eight dogs in regional and rural Victoria.

Putting sniffer dogs in the community is not going to
cut it when it comes to crystal methamphetamine.
One of the things that came out of our report was
political leadership in this area. The then opposition
leader, now Premier, did take political leadership on
crystal methamphetamine. He announced a policy while
members of the government of the day were asleep at the
wheel. He said that he would lead a task force with the
health stakeholders, including the judiciary, all around

State budget delivers on pre-election promises sought by the
police association

We congratulate police minister … for … leadership in
listening to our concerns and acting on them at the earliest
possible opportunity — the government’s first budget.
For decades, we’ve been saying that police officers should be
freed from ‘babysitting’ prisoners in police cells in order to do
the police work their communities expect of them, like
providing a proactive street patrols. We’re delighted that this
‘chestnut’ issue will soon be fixed.
We’re also pleased that our country members will soon be
using the same modern digital radio network used by their
metropolitan colleagues. Thanks to one of today’s budget
measures, the outdated, unsafe and insecure analogue police
radios will soon be a thing of the past.

The police association, right back to our very first
budget, every step of the way — whether it be
Mr Iddles or Mr Gatt, the current police secretary —
have been supportive of the government’s measures
and have recognised the unprecedented investment in
policing and resources.
As a member of the Law Institute of Victoria I do enjoy
it when the journal arrives in my mailbox. I have the
latest one here, from June 2017. There is a very
important article in this one on law and order and votes. I
did a bit of night-time reading, and I thought this was
very pertinent from Dr Paul Strangio, associate professor
in politics at Monash University. That article says:
Dr Strangio warns that oppositions campaign on law and
order policies at their peril. ‘This can be a zero-sum game and
oppositions have to be cautious of the sorts of expectations
they encourage in the community — because if they get into
government, actually doing something about law and order
can be very difficult’.
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I think that is a very pertinent comment.
If you also look at the Age editorial headed ‘Why our
crowded jails have revolving doors’, you see it says:
Three years ago, 35 per cent prisoners returned to jail within
two years. That rose to almost 40 per cent in 2013–14, the last
years of the Napthine government, when the jails on average
hosted 5800 prisoners a day …
What did Mr O’Donohue have to say about the recidivism
rates? He suggested the real issue was ‘whether [Premier]
Daniel Andrews wants to go soft on crime and wants to back
the welfare of criminals instead of safety in our community’.

The editorial goes on:
Welfare? So that’s what Mr O’Donohue thinks of
rehabilitation strategies: that they amount to welfare for
criminals.
What an extraordinarily doltish response by someone whose
primary task until November was oversight of the state’s
prisons and crime prevention strategies. Mr O’Donohue
apparently still believes that the former government’s
tough-on-crime policy was a winner, that the
lock-‘em-up-and-leave-‘em-there strategy is beneficial to
Victorians …

It goes on later, and I think this is very pertinent:
Victoria is not in the grip of a crime spree. It is not riddled
with gangsters, thieves, thugs and fraudsters. It has been, until
last year, in the grip of a clutch of conservative politicians
who, like Mr O’Donohue, prefer to play populist politics
rather than understand and implement the most effective
strategies to improve our community and make it safer.

In my closing remarks, we are very proud of our
investments in law and order. We are getting on top of
this issue after four years of neglect. The police
minister is to be congratulated for the record
investments, working with the chief commissioner and
also working with the police association. We are getting
on with the job.
Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) — I rise to make a
contribution to the matter of public importance today
from the member for Ripon, particularly in relation to the
Premier’s failure to act to end the law and order crisis
engulfing every part of our state since he came to power.
I am certainly happy to do this. I know these matters are
uncomfortable for the government, and I know the
government fought tooth and nail to try to have the
crisis in public safety not on the parliamentary agenda.
But let me say to the house on behalf of the residents of
Mount Waverley district and all Victorians that we are
determined to continue to fight to end this state of
lawlessness in our state. We are determined to fight for
Victorians and to ensure that our state once again
becomes a safer state. It is so disappointing to have the
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state of lawlessness in Victoria under this government.
We know that the reason we have had a 20-plus per
cent increase in crime is a direct result of this
government’s policies, in what they have done and in
what they have failed to do.
If we look to the area of bail, one of the clear examples
of the government’s actions, which sent a signal to the
people of Victoria and weakened our justice system and
made us less safe, was when the government in 2016
weakened our bail system by removing the offence of
breaching bail by juveniles. That was changed under
this government. Not only in a practical sense did they
remove that offence from the statute book, but they also
sent a signal to people who might be on bail that if they
did breach those particular areas, it was okay. That is
something that, as I said, weakened our bail system,
and something that the opposition has fought to have
reinstated. The changes that have been put forward by
the government in relation to bail have taken far too
long to get to the Parliament and they do not go far
enough. We will continue to call on the government to
go further and to ensure that when there are areas to be
improved in the bail system it does not take so long to
get legislation into the Parliament.
If we look at the government’s actions on parole, again
we see that the government has not gone far enough,
and it has taken too long, when it has acted, to get
legislation into the Parliament. The question that I
continue to be asked by many people in the community,
as well as by many people in here, is: why did the
Attorney-General and the Andrews Labor government
wait until 5 minutes to midnight to rush laws through to
change the parole system in the last sitting week of
2016? The Liberals and The Nationals had been stating
very clearly on behalf of the people of Victoria that we
had a problem with our parole system. There were clear
examples of where the system was falling down, and
yet the Attorney-General and the Andrews Labor
government kept their heads in the sand, and it took
until the final sitting week of 2016 for action to be
taken, which was far too long. Again, it shows that this
government just does not understand the law and order
crisis in the state, let alone have any suggestions on
how to fix it.
No-one in this Parliament can or should genuinely talk
about parole laws without asking the
stomach-wrenching question of how the perpetrator of
the Brighton terrorist attack could have been allowed to
be out roaming our streets, and about the sleepless
nights that many of us experience on this side of the
house about that situation happening in our state — a
terrorist attack perpetrator being out on parole. Even
federal Labor leader Bill Shorten has asked a question
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about this government’s parole laws. If we know the
person is a criminal, what are they doing on our streets?
Federal Labor has even asked the question! Yet when
the manager of opposition business in this house today
quite rightly on behalf of the people of Victoria stood
up and asked the same question, he was met with
ridicule. We will not stop asking that question, as
uncomfortable as it may be for the government. It is an
appropriate question and victims of crime deserve
nothing less.
In relation to sentencing and the actions of this
government, we know they continue to refuse to
introduce the Liberal-Nationals plan of statutory
minimum jail terms for criminals who are found guilty
of a second violent offence, having been found guilty of
a previous serious violent offence. That is important
because we know that while there are certainly areas for
judicial discretion, it is our view that there needs to be
statutory minimum jail terms for criminals who, as I
said, have been found guilty of a second violent
offence, having been found guilty of a prior serious
violent offence.
Whether or not it is their decision on sentencing or their
decision in relation to the Court of Appeal’s decision on
baseline sentencing — and whilst on the side of the
house we obviously have a different view in relation to
baseline sentencing laws — the fact of the matter is that
it took far too long for the government to introduce
legislation into this house. If it was a serious issue for
them on sentencing reform, it would have been quicker.
But, again, the Attorney-General and the Andrews
Labor government were asleep at the wheel and were
reactive rather than representing the people of Victoria.
If I come to police numbers, the position is very clear.
The Chief Commissioner of Police indicated at the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC) that
there has been a cut to the number of police per head of
population in Victoria. It is very, very clear on the
transcript. Official figures show that there has been a cut
to protective services officers (PSOs), with 33 less PSOs
on the beat since December last year. They are not my
words; it is from the official figures as well as the words
of the chief commissioner at PAEC. Let the figures and
the facts be on the record. While the government
continues to have its head in the stand in relation to
acknowledging a law and order crisis, let alone doing
appropriate resourcing, the facts will be the facts.
That is really disappointing given the work that the
previous Liberal-Nationals government did on public
safety. In my electorate we invested $27.8 million to
upgrade the Victoria Police Academy. We did the
heavy lifting, if you like, to ensure the academy could
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meet the record numbers that the previous government
was putting through, as well as leaving a legacy so that
when future governments attempted to fund the
recruitment and deployment of police they had an
academy that was able to deal with that. All that work
was done, and yet we know that the cuts to police
resourcing have happened under this government.
Crime is up 20 per cent, as I mentioned.
I will give credit where credit is due to the government.
At least the Minister for Police has stated the simple
fact that Victorians do not feel safe in their own homes.
I will say that again for the house: the Minister for
Police has clearly indicated that under this government
Victorians do not feel safe in their own homes. That
says it all.
Then we come to resourcing in relation to police
stations. Again what sort of a signal does it send when
you close Burwood police station and you let there be
graffiti on it for ever and a day? We know Labor’s plan
to close four police stations in Monash police service
area (PSA): Glen Waverley, Mount Waverley,
Oakleigh and Clayton. While members of the
government want to bury their heads in the sand, the
simple fact is that senior members of the Labor Party let
the cat of the bag. That is a long-running issue for the
Victorian Labor Party.
We know about former Labor minister and former
member for Mount Waverley, Maxine Morand, and
Victorian Labor’s plan to shut down police stations in
Monash when they were in government between 2006
and 2010. The now member for Oakleigh sat silently on
the City of Monash council when that plan was being put
forward. If he was so strongly against it, as he says now,
why on earth was he silent when that plan was being
rolled out under a previous Labor government when he
was on council? We will not stop asking those questions.
In my electorate the previous Labor government did
everything they could to close Mount Waverley police
station. They starved it of resources, and they did
everything but bring the bulldozers in and put the ‘For
sale’ sign up. Thankfully when the Liberal-Nationals
government was last elected we invested $2 million to
ensure that that station was saved, to ensure that the
‘For sale’ sign could not go up, to ensure that the
bulldozers could not go through, and most importantly
to ensure the residents of Mount Waverley district did
not lose their police station.
True to form the plan is back; it is on the record. Senior
members of the Labor Party let the cat out of the bag.
Whilst it might upset some, including the member for
Oakleigh and others, we will continue to ask the
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question, because if that is the plan for the Monash
PSA, what is the plan for the neighbouring PSAs? Four
stations in Monash are to close. What are the
neighbouring PSAs on the menu that are to be closed?
We will certainly be asking those questions, particularly
in light of the deceitful strategy of this government to
say that they are not closing police stations when in fact
they are doing everything they can, whether it is
stripping them of police or not providing essential
WorkSafe resources and proper maintenance so that
those stations cannot remain open.
But — oh, no — we will not classify them as closed;
we will just shut the doors permanently. That is the
record of this government, that is the form of this
government and the people of Victoria have very
clearly seen that. Whether or not it is at Clayton police
station, Burwood police station or other police stations,
if we are given the opportunity to govern, we will
ensure police are adequately resourced.
The types of offences that are unfortunately now
occurring each and every day throughout our state
were just not part of daily life in Victoria prior to the
election of this government, whether it is violent
carjackings or violent home invasions, just to name a
few. Crime is up 20 per cent in Victoria, it is part of
daily life and Victorians know it. Until this
government lifts its head out of the sand,
acknowledges the law and order crisis and starts to
act, Victorians will continue to be the poorer.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — I am pleased to rise and
speak on this matter of public importance (MPI)
proposed by the wet-behind-the-ears member for
Ripon. She has been in this place for 5 minutes and
likes to lecture everyone like she has been here for
decades. She has not learned the lessons of history. She
has not actually paid any attention to what occurred
with her predecessors and with those with which she
shares the opposition benches. It is by a very small
margin, I should say, that she is in this chamber. She
also forgets, in particular in relation to her own
electorate of Ripon, the significant investments that
Labor governments have made and have always made
in that electorate and those that were not made when
those opposite were in government.
I think she has also belittled the issue of her matter of
public importance, because she has belittled and
undermined the hardworking Victorian police officers
that work in the electorate of Ripon each and every day
to keep that electorate safe. So did the member for
Lowan, who in her criticism and talking about crime in
her electorate neglected to say that in Horsham offences
are down 16.1 per cent. Rather than commending her
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local police force for the work that they are doing,
commending them for their efforts, she is talking the
show down. But then we all know that those on the
other side have form on undermining the independence
and the hard work of Victoria Police. It is all ‘do as I
say, not as I do’.
I cannot imagine why the member for Ripon would
think that she is the most appropriate person to lead a
matter of public importance on crime, road safety or
drink-driving — or any of those sort of matters. I do not
know what the opposition were thinking. I think they
might have set her up because we know that this
journeywoman that came from the city was unable to
get herself preselected in the city because she had two
drink-driving offences.
Ms Kealy — On a point of order, Speaker, I note
that the member for Yan Yean actually made some
comments about my contribution, stating that crime in
Horsham had decreased. I would ask the member for
Yan Yean to correct the record. In fact in the Horsham
local government area, since the Andrews government
have been in power crime has increased by 8.57 per
cent. I actually commended police as well. I have to
say that the member for Yan Yean was misleading the
house, and I would like her to take action to correct
the record.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Carbines) —
Order! I thank the member for Lowan for her point of
order, but I do not rule it in order at this point in time.
Ms GREEN — My comments were actually in
regards to the most recent quarter. There has been an
improvement in the rates of crime in the area of Horsham
in the last two quarters. I would have thought that that
would be something the member for Lowan would have
been commending her local police force for.
I referred to the member for Ripon, who, as the
metropolitan vice-president of the Liberal Party, was
unable to find herself preselected in the city. Then she
found herself going down to Ripon in 2010, unable to
get preselection. Then finally her turn came around, and
she was successful in 2014. That those opposite would
think she is an appropriate person to be believed and to
lead a debate on crime is just a disgrace. It just shows
that they have no credibility whatsoever when they talk
about crime if they have a person of such low standing
who her own party in Melbourne would not preselect
because of her own police record leading this matter of
public importance.
I am going to put some facts on the record about what
she may not know, being a latecomer to Ripon. My
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family have been in Ripon since the 1850s, but I
actually know quite a bit about what has happened in
the Ripon electorate since 2001. I can report to the
member for Ripon that in the record police station
building program that was undertaken during the period
of Labor governments from 1999 to 2010, there were
police stations built in Lexton in 2001, in
Landsborough in 2001, in Learmonth in 2001, in
Clunes in 2002, in Inglewood in 2003, in Beaufort in
2004, in Maryborough in 2004, in Tarnagulla in
2005 — where my grandparents, great-grandparents
and great-great-grandparents are buried — in
Serpentine in 2006, in Elmhurst in 2006 and in Ararat
in 2010.
I was pleased to be in that region in December 2016 on
another matter. When the government released its
community safety statement — and we actually paid a
lot of attention to Ripon — I was able to go and
announce on behalf of the Minister for Police and the
government that we were building a new police station
in Wedderburn. I also happened to be — —
Mr Southwick — Speaker, I draw your attention to
the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Ms GREEN — Just as the member for Ripon
cannot deny her own record, those opposite cannot
deny their record that the increase in crime began six
years ago, and at a time when the only new police on
the beat were the ones that had been funded by the
Brumby government — so they were merely
implementing that. As the Minister for Police said in
her contribution, the only support to police that those
opposite provided was $14 million for new lockers,
while we are providing police with the resources that
they need to address and arrest this increase in crime.
The only thing that will do that is having police on the
beat and giving them the support that they need:
3135 police will be on the beat, including 45 in my own
area, the Whittlesea police service area, and in addition
to that the Mernda police station is being built. That is
being built by this government, not by those opposite.
There is an Auditor-General’s report that was tabled in
the previous Parliament. It talked about the building of
courthouses and police stations, and you will find in the
appendix that almost every police station that has been
built in the last 17 years was built under Labor
governments. The only ones that ever provide police
with the resources and the personnel they need are
Labor governments, and those opposite always raise
fears and cause concern in the community.
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If the member for Ripon were so concerned, why is she
now not addressing the problems of the cuts to TAFE
that have caused hopelessness for youth in her
community? When you do not support education for
young people, that is when crime goes up. We take a
long-term approach. On her offensive comments about
part-time ministers: I think having a corrections
minister that also has the higher education portfolio
means that those who have been criminals can get
educated and can come back into the community and
play a rightful part in it.
For the member for Lowan to also tell lies about the
rehab beds in this state — we are investing in rehab
beds in ways that those opposite never did. No-one
should believe this MPI proposed by the member for
Ripon. She has no credibility. Her own side did not
even listen to her.
Mr SOUTHWICK (Caulfield) — I rise to speak on
this matter of public importance. If there is ever a time
for us to understand just how important an issue law
and order is right now. Law and order is out of control
in this state, thanks to this government. It is something
that all Victorians are concerned about, and it does not
matter what electorate you come from or where you
live.
The fact of the matter is that this government, this
Premier, is missing in action when it comes to law and
order. He has completely dropped the ball. He is not
serious when it comes to law and order, and you only
have to look at the polls today that indicate that
Victorians have completely lost trust in this
government. They understand that the most important
thing is safety, and the most important thing is to be
able to go about doing your thing, to be able to go about
things without the threat of law and order issues.
We are seeing an escalation in crime thanks to an
incompetent government. The statistics that have been
released show an escalation in law and order issues
across the state, and none more so than in my electorate
of Caulfield. In the City of Glen Eira we have seen one
of the largest increases in law and order issues, a 45 per
cent increase since this government came to power,
since the Premier came to power. We saw offences
initially start at 5200 offences rising to the current level
of 7500 — 2000 just in the area of Glen Eira.
What has this government done about it? What has it
done when it comes to my constituents in Glen
Eira? Absolutely nothing. I have 160 000 constituents.
That includes Caulfield, that includes Oakleigh, that
includes Bentleigh — and we still have one divisional
van patrolling for those 160 000 residents. We have
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had the Police Association of Victoria come out. We
have certainly had the local police come out and ask
for more resources, but we are seeing that the
government are not serious. They do not care. The
member for Ripon has quite rightly pointed out we
have a part-time police minister who also is the
Minister for Water, a part-time emergency services
minister who is also the Minister for Education, and a
part-time Attorney-General who is also the Minister
for Racing.
If there is any time that this issue of law and order
should be important, it is now — not having part-timers
take responsibility for it but somebody who is serious.
If this Premier were serious, he would allocate the
resources and put someone in control to take back the
streets and make sure that people are safe. We can have
the government carp and moan and do whatever they
like, but the fact of the matter is, law and order is
completely out of control, thanks to this government.
We have seen many stories of break-ins. We have seen
car rammings and the fact that this government will not
even bring in car-ramming legislation. We have to bring
in legislation in opposition, which shows their complete
inaction. We have seen the police association say thank
you to the opposition, which had to bring legislation
before the Parliament because the government is
incompetent. You have never seen anything like it,
where we have got such an issue facing this state and the
opposition has to show leadership. Not from an
incompetent Premier — the opposition are doing it.
Already we have seen silence from the government, and
we are seeing action from this opposition.
The team led by the Leader of the Opposition has
announced a number of policies that include mandatory
sentencing; police car ramming and minimum
sentencing legislation; bringing respect back to the
justice system; no body, no parole laws; introducing
carjacking offences; making drive-by shootings an
offence; abolishing cash payments for scrap metal;
deporting violent criminals who are not citizens;
reinstating Neighbourhood Watch funding. These are
but a few. Not made six months before the election, but
made now. Why now? It is because this government is
incompetent and we have got to do what this
government is not doing — fixing the bail system,
fixing the parole system.
The fact that we had this situation happening in Brighton
just next to my electorate is an absolute disgrace.
Somebody was shot dead by a person who was let out
early on parole that should have been behind bars and
has killed somebody. That has changed a family’s life
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forever and the lives of a number of other people as well.
This should not happen but it has happened.
The Bourke Street massacre, what happened there? The
lives it has changed, the innocent people that were
killed — it should never have happened, but it has
happened on this government’s watch. It has happened
through this government’s incompetence and this
government should be condemned, absolutely
condemned, for a lack of action.
I go back to the things happening in my electorate. We
have had police charge a man over an Ormond
jewellery store robbery, one of many. It is one of many
jewellery stores where we have had the small business
attacked while going about its business.
We have had drive-by shootings in my area. Just in the
last 12 months we have had a duo charged with
multiple offences following the Club 859 brothel
drive-by shooting in Caulfield South. We have had
these sorts of things happen on the streets under the
government’s watch. We have had shots fired into a
Caulfield South house. Five youths were arrested for a
Highett car theft only this month. We have had these
sorts of shootings happen locally. We have had a boy
traumatised by a harrowing Caulfield home invasion. I
had this family into the Parliament only a few months
back. This family has two young boys, and one of the
boys was bailed up in his home. He was told if he were
to make any noise while his parents were sleeping in
the room next door, he would have his throat cut, and
his brother’s throat would be cut. That is what this
young boy — this young boy, nine years of age — was
told. That is what he was told, and that boy will live
with that for the rest of his life.
That is what we are doing. If there is any time when it
is important to get on top of law and order issues, it is
right now. We have got these things happening right
now — right now in Victoria. This is not a Hollywood
movie. This is not something you would see on
television. It is something we are seeing being played
out on our streets here in Melbourne. We have an actor
in the Premier who is doing a lot of acting but not a lot
of delivering — absolutely no delivering in terms of
what is happening here. We have had carjackings,
including a boy of 16 arrested over a violent carjacking
of a Mercedes in Melbourne, again just around the
corner in my electorate.
In my electorate just recently we have had two further
jewellery robberies. One business has had their store
done over twice in six months. The first time the
masked robbers struck the Elsternwick jewellery store,
and the second time in three months they were wearing
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balaclavas. They stormed the store at 3.10 p.m. and
smashed the store counters before taking jewellery. The
sorts of vision that was caught on cameras was
absolutely horrific. The Leader of the Opposition and I
went and visited the H&H jewellery store, spoke to the
owner and heard the two horrific accounts. Let me tell
you: his staff are fearful and even his customers are
fearful as a result of those events.
We have had so much happen under this government.
We come to a point now where we are only a few
days out from the CEO Sleepout helping the
St Vincent de Paul Society. Vinnies, a very
worthwhile organisation, tries to help homeless people
on our streets. Many people from both sides of the
house have supported this very worthwhile cause. The
member for South-West Coast, the member for Kew
and I were out there last year. If ever there was an
absolute shame on this government, it is what
happened at last year’s CEO Sleepout.
We were there with the Governor and a number of
CEOs, who raised good, important money to help an
absolute vital issue in terms of addressing homelessness
on the streets. And what happened? Basically what
happened was a group of protesters came in and
actually shut down the CEO Sleepout. They harassed
those people that were raising money, kicked them,
walked through them and had megaphones, and what
sort of police response did we have? We had six. We
had six police officers respond because there were 15 in
the whole of the city, and what could the police do
about it? Absolutely nothing.
Why could the police not do anything about it? Because
this government in their first act of being in government
scrapped the move-on laws. In their first act of
government, they scrapped those vital move-on laws.
Instead of the police getting in amongst it and arresting
or moving on those protestors, what they did was they
stood behind the glass window and took photographs.
That is what they did. The police are powerless, thanks
to this government. We desperately need more police
resources, and we definitely need more strength in the
courts. This government ought to be ashamed of what
they have been doing in law and order in this state.
Mr HOWARD (Buninyong) — I am pleased to
speak on this serious matter because issues of crime and
community safety are of course a serious matter for any
good government to address. When we address this
matter we need to deal with the facts. What is of
concern in this debate before the house this afternoon is
that those on the other side of the house seek to distort
the realities and seek to misrepresent the situation
across the state. We have words like ‘crisis’ and words
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like ‘lawlessness’ thrown around willy-nilly by the
member for Mount Waverley and by other members on
the other side of the house when there is no evidence to
suggest this is the case.
They fail to recognise that crime did rise under the last
government — it rose by 23 per cent. Clearly there has
been an issue that has been rolling out all of the time
that they were in government, and this government is
continuing to work to address it. But as the member
representing Buninyong, I am confident that the people
in my electorate can and should feel safe in their
homes, can and should feel safe when they go out of
their homes about their business and can feel confident
that their possessions are safe in their homes. The
statistics show that in general they are, especially when
you compare them to so many other countries around
the world.
I do not want to see those opposite using statistics for
political benefit, trying to misrepresent the facts and
trying to make people feel unsafe. It is a matter of
recognising the realities that are out there and dealing
with them as they are. The Leader of the Opposition, the
member for Ripon and the member for Lowan wanted to
talk up the issue of crime in their electorates, but when
you look at the crime statistics in those electorates the
people in those electorates can feel fairly safe.
Even though the member for Ripon wanted to talk
about break-ins in jewellery shops and so on, she
clearly was not talking about the crime that is
happening in her electorate. When she wanted to really
get back to her electorate, which is something that she
ought to do a lot more of, she talked about St Arnaud
and said the crime rate in St Arnaud has increased. Yes,
that might be a concern for the people in St Arnaud, but
increased from what? She had to use the figures for
St Arnaud, the small town in the north of her electorate,
because she could not use the figures for the rest of the
towns in her electorate. In the city of Ararat, over the
last year crime has dropped by 6.5 per cent. She could
not use the figures for Stawell, where again the figures
for crime have dropped by 5.1 per cent over the last
year. She could not use the figures for her major towns
because crime has actually dropped in those areas. She
wanted to just selectively use the figures and try and
relate them to her electorate, and the best she could
come up with was that crime has increased in
St Arnaud.
I tell you, Acting Speaker, this just shows that the
member for Ripon does not understand crime in her
electorate, is not serious about the matter and wants to
simply play political games as she does so
enthusiastically rather than dealing with the issues of
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reality as they face the people in her electorate. If she
looked at the Labor government’s record in her
electorate, she would know that in so many of the
towns across her electorate the Labor government built
new police stations. If we look at the number of police
in her electorate — and she does not seem to want to
recognise the great efforts of the police in bringing
down crime in her electorate — we see the number of
police being increased since we came to office. The last
significant budget to put more police out on the beat
came in the days of the Brumby government, in 2010.
Let us just look at the budgets for supporting police
under the previous government, because those opposite
seem to want to relate law and order to police especially
and they want to pretend that we have decreased the
number of police out there. But that is not the case. If
you look at their record in the 2012–13 budget, what
did they do to their police budget? They increased it by
$0.7 million. What was that going to cover? That was
going to cover new lockers for their police stations.
Their contribution was new lockers for police stations
in 2012–13. In 2013–14 they did put a fairly healthy
increase in the police budget — $46 million — half of
which went to IT. They dropped it back to $23 million
in their final budget of 2014–15.
How does that compare with funding by our
government since then? In 2015–16, in the Andrews
Labor government’s first budget, we increased the
police budget by $84 million. In the following budget,
our last budget, we increased the resourcing to police
by $141 million. We continue to value the work of our
police, we continue to increase police numbers in all
parts of this state and we continue to deliver good
resourcing for our police.
On that score, I congratulate Superintendent Andrew
Allen, who is the superintendent for my region, and all
the police who support him and the community across
our region for the great work that they do. They
continue to put in a great effort to address crime, as
they need to do, and they have been well supported by
our government because we have increased frontline
police in regional Victoria by 270 since we came to
government. In my region, frontline police have
increased by 48 police and in all the country regions
they have increased by at least 48. There has been an
increase of 94 in the southern metropolitan region, 58 in
the eastern region and 70 in the north-west metropolitan
region. We are increasing our police numbers right
across our regions, and that is one area in which we are
trying to address the crime issue in this state.
But let me be clear, it is not just in increasing police
numbers and resourcing police that the Andrews
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government have done so well. It is also in taking an
overview of the whole community because being tough
on crime is not the answer. We see it in so many
countries around the world. Tomorrow I am looking
forward to hearing from Jenna Moll, who comes from
Texas, who is going to speak to us about the
conservative Right On Crime activities that are taking
place in Texas. They found they were just filling up
their jails more and more, but crime was not going
down so they needed to take a new approach. They
needed to work on programs to support families in their
electorates and to support young people in their
electorates with jobs, good education and training
options like building up TAFE. They needed to support
people to gain accommodation. We need to address
drug and mental health issues too in our electorates.
The Andrews government see these as part of an
overall issue that we need to address, as we work
strongly to address issues of crime across the state. I am
very pleased to see that we are putting more money into
great family support programs in my electorate across
the Ballarat region. I was pleased to join the Minister
for Families and Children, Jenny Mikakos, in
announcing further funding of some innovative
programs that are working with families in regard to
victims of crime but also ensuring that the children of
those families are given the best support, and that the
families are given great support to try and deal with
challenges that their children might experience as they
grow up. We are doing some great things in that area.
I am pleased to see that we put a further $8 million in this
budget to establish a new drug residential centre in my
electorate, which is going to help with that issue. There is
still more to be done on a whole range of issues of
community support in our electorates — I acknowledge
it and our government acknowledges it — but we have
acted strongly from day one. Since the Andrews
government was elected we have put more police out on
the beat and supported them, we have taken the
legislative action that we needed to get the balance right,
and we have supported people in our communities to try
and do away with the issues that encourage people to do
the wrong thing and cause harm in our communities. Let
us talk about facts. Let us not scaremonger in our
communities but instead let us recognise the great work
the Andrews government has done.
Mr PAYNTER (Bass) — This is a matter of public
importance about law and order, which is important to
all of us — it is important to every Victorian.
Unfortunately, we have a weak, pathetic leader so is it
any wonder that the crime stats are going through the
roof? Is it any wonder that people do not feel safe in
their homes when they have a weak, spineless Premier,
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as we have — an absolute hypocrite? It is not just me
saying this, it is a fact. If we look back at some of the
recent events that have happened in this very chamber,
we see what a spineless leader we have, an absolute
hypocrite of a man.
In the instance where we had two rorting members of
Parliament — that is declared, that is on the record so it
is not made up, it is not hearsay, it is the subject of an
Ombudsman’s report that says that these two members
of Parliament have acted in a fraudulent manner and
should be acted upon — it is very clear that the Premier
had a choice of either standing up for the people of
Victoria or burying his head in the sand and showing he
has absolutely no moral compass whatsoever.
This is the man who is leading the state of Victoria. Is it
any wonder that our crime rates are rising? Is it any
wonder that law and order in the state of Victoria is
being questioned when our own Premier is himself
questionable? How can we expect law and order to be
taken seriously? How can we expect our crime rates to
fall when we have a spineless leader, a man who has
absolutely no moral compass, a man who had the
opportunity to stand up for all Victorians and show he
has some values, some morals and some ethics? He had
the opportunity here in this chamber. He could have
expelled the member for Melton and he could have
expelled the member for Tarneit, but he chose to do
neither. He chose to support them and stood or sat
shoulder to shoulder with them while these two
members of Parliament continued to rort the system. It
was blatant rorting of taxpayers money, blatant rorting
against the state of Victoria.
The members for Melton and Tarneit are not worthy of
being members of Parliament. They could have been
expelled by this Premier. He could have brought a
motion in this chamber, but he refused to do so. He has
covered up for these two rorting members and in doing
so he has completely contradicted some of the
statements that he made in this very chamber a number
of years ago in regard to the member for Frankston.
They are very damning statements.
How the Premier can remain in this chamber as the
Premier is beyond me, because you cannot say one
thing and then stand up here a couple of years later and
say something completely different. Unfortunately for
the Premier these words are recorded by the wonderful
people in Hansard, who are sitting to my right, and the
words will come back and bite you. They will come
back and bite you, Premier, because they already have.
It has been brought to your attention before that you are
a spineless hypocrite of a man and this is an instance
where that is absolutely crystal clear.
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These are the Premier’s words from 2012 when he
was the Leader of the Opposition in talking about the
member for Frankston. They are a clear illustration of
the hypocrite of a man that we have as Premier. Law
and order is going down and crime rates are going up
because we have a spineless leader. He is not a leader
in any way whatsoever. This is a classic example of
how he has contradicted himself, clear as day.
These are his words from 2012 when he was talking
about the former member for Frankston, who was
found to fraudulently have received about $1200.
Today we are talking in the quantum of $178 000 in the
case of the member for Melton. The Premier, then the
Leader of the Opposition, said in 2012 about the
member for Frankston:
I conclude by simply saying this: those who stand shoulder to
shoulder with the rorting member for Frankston stand equally
condemned.

Well, Premier, you are condemned. He also said:
They will need to live with the indelible mark that they failed
the test of leadership.

Premier, I am sure you regret saying those words here
in the chamber in 2012, because you are condemned as
one of the weakest leaders this state has ever seen —
and a state with crime rates at record levels. Of course
the then Leader of the Opposition did not stop at that.
No, he was going right after the former member for
Frankston when he was found with $1200 that he
should not have had in his pocket. The Premier has
contradicted himself and, again, he has shown no
leadership when it comes to law and order, no
leadership when it comes to reducing the crime rate and
certainly no leadership when it comes to expelling the
member for Melton and the member for Tarneit. He
went on to say:
The Premier of this state has a rorter in his ranks, and instead
of doing the right thing — instead of reading the
Ombudsman’s report and then coming to the only reasonable
conclusion: that the behaviour of the member for Frankston
cannot be excused in any way — the greatest shame in all this
is that the Premier tolerates it.

Well, here is the Premier sitting in his seat while the
member for Tarneit sits behind him and the member for
Melton sits over to his right. It is okay for him to sit in
the chamber while he has an Ombudsman’s report
sitting on his desk, which I assume he has read word for
word and which clearly states that those two members
have fraudulently rorted taxpayers and rorted the
Parliament. Not only have they done that, but those
members have brought us all into disrepute. It is an
absolute shame for the rest of us who are doing the
right thing that we have got two rorting members in the
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chamber, while the Premier sits in his seat, shoulder to
shoulder with both members, as he refuses to expel
them when he has had the perfect opportunity to do so.
Mr Pearson interjected.
Mr PAYNTER — The member for Essendon
knows he should. Members sitting opposite me know
he should, and I am sure their quiet little chats in
Strangers Corridor are all about their rorting members
and what they should be doing. I know, Acting Speaker
Carbines — just on the quiet — your thoughts on the
matter as well, because all of us in this chamber will be
condemned by the actions of the member for Tarneit
and the member for Melton because the Premier has
done nothing about them.
When it comes to law and order, is it any wonder that
the state of Victoria is suffering? Is it any wonder that
the crime rate in the state of Victoria is going up when
we have got a Premier who actually condones these
actions? He condones people not doing the right thing.
He condones fraudulent behaviour. He condones
behaviour which is not acceptable by any standards, let
alone the standards of Parliament. We have got the
Premier prepared to sit there, shoulder to shoulder with
them, and protect these members. But how the rest of
you can sit there and do the same thing in allowing
these two members to remain in the chamber is
absolutely astounding. It is astounding that you would
accept that this as acceptable behaviour, because it is
clearly not.
Is it any wonder our crime rate is rising when we have
got a spineless hypocrite of a Premier who purports to
lead this state? He cannot even lead his own party. He
cannot even lead the member for Melton and the
member for Tarneit out of the chamber; he is not even
prepared to do that. That is the sort of character we
have as our Premier. He has absolutely no moral
compass, or if he does, it is certainly not working.
It is absolutely clear that the state of Victoria has
staggering levels of crime; we have seen that in the
reports in the papers of the day. These are unprecedented
levels of crime. How members on the other side have
stood up here for the last hour or so and supported their
Premier and their Minister for Police, I do not know. Let
me give you an example of the incompetence of the
Minister for Police. If you think the whole thing about
the Premier is staggering, the Minister for Police is
completely incompetent. She shut the Cowes police
station eight to 10 weeks ago. She actually shut the
station so that Phillip Island does not have a police
station. Would you believe it? It does not have a police
station. So what does she do? She sends down a member
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for Eastern Victoria Region from the other house and
says, ‘Here is $3 million, we will build you a new station
of similar proportions on the same site’.
There are plenty of sites out on the main road which
give perfect access to our wonderful piece of
Victoria — our jewel in the crown down there, Phillip
Island — and she had the perfect opportunity to build a
new police station, but what does she do? She closes
the police station and says, ‘We are going to put
$3 million into a new police station of similar size in
the same location’. Not only that, she tells the police to
move out of it without even awarding the tender. Phillip
Island is sitting there with police off the island. It does
not have a police station, and they have not even started
building the damn thing.
The tender was awarded only last week, which was
about 10 weeks after they closed the police station, and
now it is not going to be completed until April next
year at the very best. In the meantime we will have
thousands of schoolies down there, we will have the
MotoGP, we will have the Christmas period and we
will have the summer period. Now, there has been such
a delay in building the new Cowes police station that
we are going to have Easter 2018 without a police
station as well. Meanwhile the minister sits up here
with absolutely no idea what is going on down there.
She is completely incompetent. But, to get back to my
original point, is it any wonder when she is led by the
spineless Premier we have got in the state of Victoria?
He is an absolute hypocrite. Shame on you,
government.

WORKSAFE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr ANGUS (Forest Hill) — I am pleased to be
able to rise again to finish my contribution in relation
to the WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017.
Earlier today I was talking about various workplace
incidents and WorkCover issues that I have
encountered in various roles that I have had both in
and prior to coming to this place. One of the matters I
was talking about was a white-collar, if you like,
WorkCover issue. One of the issues we are dealing
with in our office at the moment is a matter where
there has been a person severely bullied in their
workplace. That has resulted in that particular person
not being able to return to that workplace, and that has
been a very long and protracted matter. That person’s
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life has been drastically changed for the worse as a
result of the bullying that they have suffered.
It is interesting as well because — talking about
bullying — we do not have to look very far to see
examples of bullying. I was interested to hear some of
the recordings from the Construction, Forestry, Mining
and Energy Union (CFMEU) rally yesterday in the city
and to hear the secretary of that union make some
extraordinary comments when he was addressing that
gathering. He made a number of comments threatening
the Australian Building and Construction Commission
(ABCC) inspectors and so on.
It is interesting to me as a member here to hear how
silent the government members have been in relation to
the threats and the bullying that were undertaken
yesterday by John Setka. It would be particularly
interesting and very, very informative for everybody in
this house and for every Victorian to note that the
Premier has said nothing. The Premier has said nothing
in relation to the outrageous statements that were made
yesterday — the thinly veiled threats and threats of
attack against the ABCC inspectors that were made
quite publicly yesterday in the city here at a public
rally. It is interesting to note too that, unlike the
Premier, the federal opposition leader, Bill Shorten, has
come out and condemned John Setka’s comments,
whereas, as I said, the Premier has done no such thing.
A media release has been issued this afternoon by the
member for Box Hill, who has summarised the
situation very well in that press release. One of the
comments he makes really summarises the whole
situation. It says, and I quote:
Once again, the standard Daniel Andrews walks past is the
standard he accepts.
Once again, Daniel Andrews walks past the standard of
bullies like John Setka and Peter Marshall because it’s too
politically difficult for him to call them out.
Daniel Andrews should condemn the behaviour of John Setka
and the CFMEU, stop accepting their money and their
support and throw them out of the ALP.

That is a very sound response to this example of
bullying that we can see. It has been well reported
today in the print and other media. It is going to be
interesting to see what, if anything, the Premier
eventually does, because that will be setting the
standard for the rest of the community. If we can see
that a person who is subject to a certain regime of
authority looking to threaten and to bully that
authority — when the ABCC inspectors are going
about their lawful business and doing exactly what they
have been asked and paid to do — that has to be a
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WorkSafe issue. That has to be a potential WorkCover
claim right there, because someone doing what they
should be doing is being threatened by someone else
who is subject to the work that they are undertaking.
That is an outrageous situation, but it is more
outrageous that the Premier has not done anything
about it — that he has remained silent.
I suppose when you consider that since 1998 the ALP
has received more than $3 million from the CFMEU,
including over $433 000 in the 2015–16 year, it is
probably unsurprising that he would not stand up to a
union bully.
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong) — It is my pleasure
to rise in support of the WorkSafe Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017. As we have heard from
previous speakers, this bill will do a number of things,
including optimising workplace safety through
strengthening WorkSafe’s compliance and enforcement
tools; ensuring that the consequences of health and
safety laws act as a sufficient deterrent and breaches
can be appropriately investigated; ensuring that injured
workers and their family members are entitled to fair
and equitable compensation; and improving in a
general sense the workability of the legislation.
In this place we do not often take the time to reflect on
the fact that work for many people in our communities
can be a matter of life and death, and I am not just
talking about the jobs that we often recognise as overtly
dangerous. We often talk about police, fire services and
similar jobs. We do not often think about how
dangerous factory or construction work can be or other
physically demanding or technical work that very much
drives our economy and also sustains our communities,
particularly my community. I will touch on that in more
detail shortly.
For those who are not aware, Dandenong is home to the
largest manufacturing precinct in the country. The
manufacturing sector is a major employer for local
people. There are about 70 000 people employed in
Greater Dandenong as a whole, and 22 900 of those are
employed in the manufacturing sector, which is a very,
very significant proportion of the workforce locally.
Keep in mind that does not take into account the
neighbouring municipalities, which also have a very
significant industrial presence.
A significant proportion of the population also work in
construction — roughly about 3500 just in the City of
Greater Dandenong alone — and as such workplace
safety is extremely important. While it might not be a
headline issue, for many families in our community it is
certainly an issue that preys on their minds as they
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wave their loved ones off to work each day. We know
that 7 per cent of all fatalities in the workplace occur in
the manufacturing sector, and in my time as the
member for Dandenong I have been made aware of a
couple of these incidents locally — incredibly sad
tragedies that have changed the lives of the families
affected, changed our community and certainly
impacted on the economy in various ways.
This bill works towards achieving the goal of mutual
respect in the workplace, because ultimately that is
what workplace safety is all about: respect. Any
workplace accident is one too many, which is why
workplace safety is so important. Measures that ensure
that employers and workers are able to cooperate are
important, and inherent in that is also ensuring that the
rights of the worker are valued, including their right to
be safe, which many would argue is an absolutely
fundamental right.
Many in this place will recall the WorkSafe ad
campaign which highlighted that the motivation to have
safe workplaces is not actually work at all, it is about
allowing people to return safely home to their families
and their loved ones. Few would or should disagree that
we all deserve the right to come home safely to our
loved ones at the end of a working day. Victoria’s
occupational health and safety laws protect workers
across our state. Since this government came to power
in 2014, due to the strengthening of WorkSafe, a
process which is very much being continued with this
bill before us, the fatality rate has dropped. In 2015 it
dropped to 1.6 fatalities per 1000 workers, which was
the lowest rate since 2003.
It has occurred to me at various points in time, listening
to debates in this place in particular on a range of
issues, that many members opposite see work safety or
safe workplaces as a ‘burden’ on the employer — as an
annoyance that gets in the way of productivity and
profit — and this is just wrong. It is often quite
disturbing to hear some of the rhetoric in the
discussions when we talk about imposing obligations or
ensuring that workplaces are responsible places.
WorkSafe is an essential body that protects and defends
the right of workers to be safe in their workplace and,
by doing so, protects Victorian families from
life-changing loss. That is the human face, but there is
also an economic case to be made: workplace injuries
cost employers more than $1.7 billion per year. I think
we would all agree that that is not only an unnecessary
but an unconscionable cost.
Now I go to the details of the bill, or at least some of
them in the time I have available to me. As I briefly
outlined, among its changes the bill extends the time
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limit for prosecuting indictable offences under the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 in certain
circumstances. As it stands there is a two-year limitation
period, which poses some challenges particularly where
a coronial report identifies that an offence has been
committed, where an enforceable undertaking is
breached or where new evidence comes to light, which
often happens outside of the limitation period. This is the
challenge that we are seeking to overcome.
I also briefly touch on the fact that the bill strengthens
some offences. It makes a number of changes to the
OHS act which will support greater enforcement within
OHS duties. As many will know, the act places
obligations on employers to notify WorkSafe of
incidents and to preserve incident sites. This is
important for investigation reasons and for the
enforcement of laws. The offences of failing to notify
WorkSafe of an incident or failing to preserve a scene
are currently summary offences with relatively low
penalties. The bill before us today proposes to
strengthen those offences by making them indictable
offences and also increasing the penalties. This is about
creating a more effective and compelling deterrent that
properly reflects the gravity of the offences.
The bill also seeks to include a notification duty for
where a person who is seriously injured receives
treatment from a nurse. It also seeks to upgrade the
offence of giving false or misleading information about
an indictable offence, again reflecting the serious nature
of that offence.
After coming to government I think it is fair to say we
put the ‘safe’ back into WorkSafe after the previous
government devalued it and eroded its effectiveness in
many ways. Those opposite, it is argued, simply do not
understand WorkSafe, but more than that do not really
value it or the concepts that underpin it. Our
commitment to WorkSafe is again on display in the bill
before us today, which very much looks to strengthen
our laws in this area. By increasing penalties for
breaches of WorkSafe laws and giving more time to
prosecute those indictable breaches, a clear message is
being sent that every Victorian employee has a right to
feel safe in the workplace and every employer must live
up to the duty of care owed to their staff.
The bill will give an extra level of security to workers
and their families, and will discourage unscrupulous
employers from evading vital WorkSafe laws by
increasing compliance as well as maintaining tough but
fair punishments on those who do not. Of course there
are good businesses out there, and we should
acknowledge that. In fact most of them are good
businesses, and these businesses need not worry. This is
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not about targeting good employers; it is about holding
unscrupulous employers to account and driving
improvements in workplace safety and culture.
The notion of community, which I hope all of us in this
place believe in — or at least we should as
representatives of communities ourselves — extends
beyond just families and local organisations, which is
often what we think about when we talk about
communities. It includes workplaces, it includes
businesses, it includes industry — whatever sector it
might be. After all, most of us spend more time at work
than we do at home. Often we spend more time with
our colleagues at work than we do with our families. It
is a sad reality, but it is true. So when we talk about
community values — —
Mr Pearson — Don’t say that. I like spending time
with you.
Ms WILLIAMS — The member for Essendon says
he likes spending time with me, and right back at him. I
also greatly enjoy his contributions to this place.
Mrs Fyffe — It’s his blue suit.
Ms WILLIAMS — It is his blue suit, as the
member for Evelyn says.
When we talk about community values, about values of
respect and inclusion and all those things that often
come up in contributions in this place, and when we are
talking about all communities, but in particular our own
communities, we should also be looking to impose
those expectations and standards on our workplaces. It
is a fundamental part of our community fabric. That is
why we have agencies like WorkSafe. It is why we
have laws that are enshrined in bills like the one before
us today. It is why we ultimately seek to ensure that
when people go to work every day, when people
contribute to our economy and contribute to our
community and our society in that way, they are safe in
doing so. It is a fundamental tenet, particularly
ideologically for those on this side of the house, but I
think it is fundamental thinking in the broader
community and should be for all people in this place.
On that note, I commend the bill to the house. It is a
sensible bill. It introduces some much-needed
strengthening of the laws to ensure that those in our
community that are contributing to our economy each
and every day are kept safe as they do so.
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) — I rise to speak on the
WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 and to
support the amendments circulated by the member for
Mornington to clauses 10, 12 and 13. I understand the
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bill will go into consideration in detail tomorrow.
Before I talk about the bill, I must say that I take
exception to some of the comments that have been
made in some of the contributions by those opposite
that only Labor cares about workers’ safety and that the
Liberals took ‘safe’ out of WorkSafe. That is a total
load of rubbish. The majority of people in Australia are
employed by small businesses. Many of those are small
family businesses. I employed people for quite a
number of years in our small business, and we certainly
cared very much about their safety, both their mental
and their physical safety. We also cared a great deal
about their families. We actually had a very strong
family relationship with all of our workers.
It surprised me today, because I thought after the
comments made yesterday by Mr Setka about the
hundred or so people who are Australian Building and
Construction Commission (ABCC) inspectors that
particularly the female members of the Labor Party
would have been outraged and that these threats against
workers’ extended families would have been
condemned. What he said yesterday was:
Let me give a dire warning to the ABCC inspectors: be
careful what you do.

He said this, claiming that many did not have their
names on the electoral roll. Why on earth was he
looking on the electoral roll for them? He went on:
They have got to lead these secret little lives because they are
ashamed of what they do …

He went on:
You know what we’re going to do? We’re going to expose
them all.
We will lobby their neighbourhoods. We will tell them who
lives in that house. What he does for a living, or she. We will
go to the local football club. We will go to the local shopping
centre.
They will not be able to show their faces anywhere. Their
kids will be ashamed of who their parents are when we
expose —

them all. And on and on he went, and yet there is no
shouting down of that. There is no denouncing of it.
Would that be because of the 3 million reasons that the
CFMEU have given to the Labor Party — $3 million in
donations since 1998? Actually in the last two financial
years $627 154 was donated by the CFMEU to the
Premier’s campaign. Is that why once again he is
walking past a standard that he accepts — a standard of
bullying and threatening workers’ families and their
children? Imagine how those wives and husbands are
going to feel about their partners being threatened in
this way, and it is threatening. They are being
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threatened by burly people who shout and yell and do
not know anything about decency, politeness or respect
and who have no courage to do their job and allow
other people to do their job without being disparaging.
As I said, this side of the house respects workers. We
have always respected workers. Anyone who employs
workers respects their workers and looks after them,
because we know that businesses do not run if we have
not got good people working with us, if we have not got
good people who are part of our working family.
So it astounds me that the Labor Party is not shouting
out about the part of their family that is passing out
threats on children, on partners and saying what they
will do. It is like the bullying by the United Firefighters
Union (UFU). The UFU sent two burly men to a
Country Fire Authority (CFA) member’s house — a
woman who is only a few years younger than I am —
to say that Peter Marshall had his eye on her. They
went to her home to say that to a very long-term
volunteer for the CFA. It is the sort of thing that you
would expect in Stalinist Russia or you would expect
Hitler’s black boots to do, but not here in Australia. We
are all entitled to work at the jobs we want to work at
and to work there safely, not to be bullied and
threatened by unions.
A majority of the concerns that have been raised are
going to be addressed by the amendments put forward
by the member for Mornington, which will be
discussed tomorrow, but the enforceable undertaking
offence is one that gives me concern in relation to the
enormous increase in penalties. It seems to me to be
over the top, and I do not understand why.
Going back to the enforceable undertaking, there have
been no breaches of this section, so why is that in? I do
not understand why it has been introduced. The penalty
increases concern me. The extension of the document
powers beyond the current location limit may provide
opportunity for the authority to do a fishing expedition.
There are concerns about the electronic service and
extension of time. Some of these concerns have been
raised by employers in a very sensible manner. They
have not been aggressive, have not been threatening
and certainly have not extended to the family members
of those opposite.
The main provisions of the bill include payment of
travel and accommodation expenses incurred by family
members to attend the burial or cremation of a deceased
worker — I have no problems with that and think it is a
pretty good idea; payment of travel and accommodation
expenses incurred by family members to visit a
hospitalised and severely injured worker; the rewriting
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of the provision in the Dangerous Goods Act 1985
relating to an order in council; and that under the
Occupational Health And Safety Act 2004 a
prosecution must be brought within two years of an
offence occurring or when the authority becomes aware
of the offence — any exception currently requires the
consent of the Director of Public Prosecutions.
This bill proposes to provide additional exceptions:
within one year after a coronial report has been made or
a coronial inquiry or inquest has ended if it appears
from the inquiry or inquest that an offence has been
committed; within six months after an enforceable
undertaking is contravened or the authority becomes
aware the undertaking has been contravened or it has
been withdrawn; and if fresh evidence relevant to the
offence is discovered and a court is satisfied that the
evidence could not reasonably be discovered within the
relevant limitation.
The bill inserts a new subsection in the Workplace
Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013 to
ensure that a member of a medical panel is competent
to give evidence in dispute resolution proceedings but is
not compelled to, and so on.
In our jobs as members of Parliament, I think all of us
would have had people come to see us who have had
difficulties with their treatment by WorkSafe, including
not being able to access money and having to prove
over and over again that they actually have an injury.
Navigating the system for the injured person can be
extremely difficult. They have difficulty in proving
their injuries. They have difficulty in proving the
severity of their injuries, particularly when there is no
direct physical evidence. I have one case at the
moment, a constituent who has a physical injury but
also has quite a long ongoing mental health injury
caused by the work the person did.
All of these things have to be taken into account when
we make any changes to WorkSafe. We should do
anything we can to help any person who sadly has been
injured. We would all hope that no-one would ever be
injured, but we do know that when people are working
sometimes this happens. The agricultural industry,
which I was mainly involved in, is very much a
weather-dependent, time-dependent industry in which
people are not always doing the same job. You have not
got the consistency of repetitive work, and sometimes
people get a bit gung-ho or go too fast or do not
consider the weather. That can affect them, and no
matter what practices you put in place, sometimes you
cannot save people from themselves.

WORKSAFE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017
1980

ASSEMBLY

We have got to have WorkSafe legislation, and we
have got to have protection for the workers, but as I
said before when I started, it just appals me that there is
no outcry for the protection of the roughly 100 workers
that John Setka has threatened — and it is threatening. I
am pleased that this is going to be referred off to the
police by the federal government. If it is as reported —
and I can only go on what has been reported, because I
was not there and I did not hear it — then it is
absolutely appalling. That in Australia in this day and
age a union thug can stand up and threaten people
doing a legal job — a job that they have been appointed
to do and that they are doing within the parameters of
their job specification — and threaten their families in
this way is absolutely appalling.
Then there are the threats by the United Firefighters
Union to volunteers and what is happening there. Yes,
they are not covered by WorkSafe, and is that not a
pity? It is a pity that volunteers are not covered by
WorkSafe, because so many of them are now under
mental stress because of what is being done to them.
I look forward to the consideration-in-detail stage
tomorrow as things are fleshed out. I also hope that the
rest of Victoria is aware of the 3 million reasons why
this Andrews government is not condemning Setka and
his comments.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) — I am delighted to
make a contribution on the WorkSafe Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017. I want to take you back in time.
The day was 25 September 1998. I remember that day.
It was a warm and sunny day in my recollection, and I
was working out in the old chookhouse out the back
here at Parliament House. I remember around
lunchtime hearing reports of an industrial incident at the
Longford gas plant. I never really thought much more
of it. I saw the pictures that night. It was a Friday, the
day before the grand final. Of course the next day
Adelaide beat North Melbourne by 35 points, and later
in the afternoon of that Saturday all the gas supply in
the state was turned off, effectively.
The former Kennett government initiated a royal
commission, and one of my tasks at that point in
time — because I was working as an adviser to John
Brumby — was to be the staff member allocated to
work on that royal commission, so I spent that summer
reading documents. I remember spending the early part
of 1999 at the royal commission, which was headed by
Sir Daryl Dawson, down at 330 Collins Street in the
Westpac building, hearing evidence.
Basically what happened with this incident was that
condensate from the Marlin gas field was pumped
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onshore to the Longford gas plant, and the condensate,
which is a form of gas, was extremely cold. There was
a heat exchanger, which was metal and used to extreme
temperatures, so the condensate had cooled down to
well below minus zero degrees and had started to freeze
up the heat exchanger. The operators of the plant
needed to free that up, and they put warmer fluid into
the heat exchanger, but the problem was that there was
metal fatigue in the heat exchanger. Effectively what
happened was that that created a rupture in the heat
exchanger. It was not clear at the time that this had
happened, but what happened was that 10 metric tonnes
of vapour were released, the wind was blowing and it
blew the vapour down about 130 metres. The vapour
touched a heater, and that caused the vapour to ignite.
There was no explosion then, but the ignition went back
to the source and that triggered an explosion.
From the moment when the gas was ruptured I think
the workers knew what had happened, so two
gentlemen, Peter Wilson and John Lowery, went to try
to deal with that issue. As they were attending to that
incident, the gas plant exploded. There was a man
called Heath Brew. Heath had become a father for the
second time the day before that incident. He was
supposed to be on paternity leave, but the supervisor
who was covering his shift because he was on paternity
leave had called in sick, so Heath was called in to work
that day. Heath was near Peter and John and similarly
he bore a great deal of heat, so he had very, very bad
facial burns. When the heat exchanger exploded, the
shrapnel was embedded in Heath. Heath was badly
burned. He was flown to Melbourne. It was thought
that he may have been going to die, but he survived.
In preparing this contribution I tried to find out a bit
about what happened to Heath, because I remember
hearing about it at the time. In 2004 he had only just
returned to full-time duties at Longford. Before that
time he had been part-time. His burns were so severe
that he could not be out in the sun. Clearly it had a huge
impact upon his life and those around him.
What became clear was that as a consequence of that
industrial action the loss to industry was $1.3 billion.
As a consequence of the royal commission, Esso were
determined to have breached the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 11 times and they were fined $2 million
in July 2001. In a subsequent class action costs of
$32.5 million were awarded against the company in
December 2004.
It was a case where you had failures in the system.
Back in those times Roger Hallam was the minister
responsible for WorkSafe or WorkCover, and he was
also responsible I think for the Transport Accident
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Commission. I do not think it is any great secret that
in the 1990s the Victorian WorkCover Authority was
not a particularly well-run organisation. There were
failures in the way in which equipment was being
inspected and monitored. I think from memory the
heat exchanger itself had been due for an inspection
by WorkSafe inspectors and that had not occurred
prior to the explosion.
When you have a situation where you have an
inadequate regulatory regime or you have a failure of
business to appreciate the social licence under which it
operates, then you run the risk of these incidents
occurring. I listened to the contribution earlier by the
member for Mornington. What I would say in response
to his contribution and his proposed amendments is that
we must ensure that the regulatory regime that exists in
this place presents appropriate checks and balances.
You certainly do not want to have an unnecessarily
heavy-handed approach to regulation. You do not want
to have a situation where through government
regulation you drive a business out of business. But
when you look at an incident like that at Longford, you
realise that it is incumbent upon all of us to make sure
that there are appropriate regulatory regimes in place to
ensure that that does not occur. Clearly when the
Longford gas plant exploded it had a profound impact
upon our economy. It basically shook the economy to
its foundations.
Those who are old enough will remember the lack of
warm showers that we all endured from 26 September
until 14 October. To be without any gas for 18 days is
an extraordinary length of time. I do point out that these
things do tend to focus your mind in a very selfish way.
Many of us discovered that on the second floor of this
place on the Council side there were showers available
because the hot-water service was serviced by
electricity. I think because of the lack of gas many of us
came in to work early just to experience a warm shower
during those 18 days.
It is an important and serious piece of legislation. Its
purpose is to make sure that we send the right message
to business that they do have an obligation to their
workforce, that they must endeavour to ensure that they
provide a safe working environment for their staff and
that they must ensure that they comply with regulations.
Again I think back to my experience at the royal
commission. As a state opposition, we were indebted to
the late Greg Meese, who gave up his time as a pro
bono barrister for the then Leader of the Opposition. He
worked assiduously to try to assist us with this case, to
try to make representation about ensuring that there are
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appropriate regulatory regimes in place to protect
workers but also to make sure that the fabric of the
economy is protected. The cost of losing gas to our
economy for 18 days — leaving aside the human cost,
including the ongoing human cost that Heath Brew,
who I am assuming is still alive, as well as the other
seven workers who were injured suffered — was
enormous and profound. We have to make sure that we
use our best endeavours to ensure that workers are safe
and that we have the appropriate balances in place to
secure our economy because these sorts of seismic
shifts are just traumatic for people and for the economy.
On that note, I commend the bill to the house.
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) — I rise this afternoon to
speak on the WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill
2017. I certainly note and endorse some of the
comments made by the member for Essendon,
particularly on the Longford gas plant explosion. It was
a horrific time for those workers at the Longford gas
plant and the community. In addition to that, it of
course made life difficult for Victorian businesses and
households. My comment around workplace safety is
that we should be doing all we can to the best of our
abilities to make sure that people go to work and come
home safely. No doubt there are workplaces that are
more dangerous than others. The improvement that we
have seen in workplace safety and the focus on that
over the past years and decades is something that we
should all be proud of, but by the same token there are
still people being injured in the workplace and killed in
the workplace. I am sure that all of us support sincerely
and deeply the eradication of that in its entirety.
The bill amends a number of acts, including the
Accident Compensation Act 1985, the Dangerous
Goods Act 1985, the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 and the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013. The bill has quite a few
different clauses and provisions, some of which we on
this side of the house are quite supportive of. We do
have concerns about other aspects of the bill as it sits, as
mentioned by the member for Mornington, who is the
shadow minister.
The member for Mornington has outlined a number of
those concerns. In particular, the introduction of a new
enforceable undertaking offence as outlined in
clause 10 and the penalties associated with that give us
some cause for concern. In addition, the member for
Mornington and others have spoken about the
significant increase in penalties and how that is then
converted into an indictable status of offence relating to
the notification of a serious incident and the
preservation of the site of a serious incident. On the
surface, the penalties seem to be quite excessive. I
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know that they have been fleshed out in detail by the
member for Mornington in his very good contribution
in this place.
I also want to refer to comments around the workplace.
The member for Essendon in his contribution talked
about the economy and how important that is. A loss of
service and a loss of workers in certain industries can
have a massive impact. From a local community point
of view, whilst we talk about improving workplace
safety, I think it is important to note that one of the
things our community wants and needs at the moment
is simply to have employment, for people to have a job.
Unfortunately what we have seen over the past months
with the closure of the Hazelwood power station has
been the exodus of hundreds of employees and a
number of service providers and contractors impacted.
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work in our local community. So for them not to
participate in this work is extremely disappointing.
I was held up earlier, not physically but when the
member for Malvern came to tap me on the shoulder to
come and speak in here, and I was running a little bit
late. The reason why I was running a little bit late was
because I had just spent 30 minutes on the phone with a
local lady whose partner works at Carter Holt Harvey in
Morwell. I refer back to the point that if we are talking
about workplace safety, the first principle for many
people in our community at the moment is a job. This
lady was very emotional about the fact that her partner
is likely to lose his job, and she wanted to know what
would become of the family.

That is simply not good enough for our community,
where we have seen unemployment absolutely go
through the roof over this period of time. I suppose that,
given what is happening at the moment, we are going to
see the possible demolition and decommissioning of the
plant. That will have an impact on Victoria’s economy
and the ability to provide energy security to the state of
Victoria.

In many respects we can have all the workplace
regulations in place, and that is appropriate, but, by gee,
we need to do something about maintaining, retaining
and creating new jobs in our community at the moment.
It is really difficult to come into this place and speak
about these particular matters when you have had a very
emotional person on the other end of the phone, whose
partner is likely to lose their job in the next six weeks or
so and they have nothing to go to. It simply defies logic
and belief that we have this situation occurring.

But within that there is also some nervousness around
workplace safety and how that might play out, because
when you are talking about a power station of the
magnitude of Hazelwood power station which contains
asbestos, of course that raises many issues on many
fronts. Whilst many community members do not want
to see Hazelwood power station closed or certainly
demolished, if it is to be done, then it needs to be done
in a safe and appropriate manner.

It is the same principle so far as I am concerned as that
in relation to Hazelwood. If Carter Holt Harvey in
Morwell does close its plant, and it is a massive plant
and a massive precinct, it will be interesting to see who
does the work in terms of the clean-up and the
dismantling of the plant. Again, all those workplace
safety provisions must surround that, but in reality the
cry from our community at the moment is that we just
cannot afford to lose any more employment.

If I can add further to that, I think it is important that
wherever possible where that work is being undertaken,
that it is undertaken by local contractors and service
providers. That is critically important. What we
unfortunately saw last week or the week before was
some demolition work — which can be dangerous work,
and regulations around workplace safety for demolition
companies have been enhanced in recent years — being
done on a number of Morwell schools by an external
contractor from the other side of Geelong. That was
certainly a bitter pill to swallow for many of our local
contractors, who have the capacity and capability to do
that very same work and can do it in a very safe
environment. I think any suggestion by some that local
companies do not have the occupational health and
safety standards or the workplace safety standards in
place was something they were quite angry about — that
such aspersions might be cast upon them — because
these same demolition contractors have previously done

I noted the unions yesterday were campaigning right
across the city for a particular cause and purpose, and
good on them; that is their prerogative. But what I
would like to see is the unions in our region making
sure they stand up and fight for those workers and those
jobs in the Gippsland region, particularly in the timber
and energy sectors, which are so critically important,
not just locally but, as the member for Essendon said, in
terms of Victoria and nationally.
We just cannot afford to let those things happen. Yes,
make sure we have got all the workplace safety
provisions around that and the safety networks — of
course they are paramount. But to see the demise of the
energy industry and the timber industry in the Latrobe
and Gippsland regions is utterly unbelievable at this
point in time, and we need to make sure that the
government in consultation with these companies does
all it can to keep these businesses open and employees
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working. Then we can worry about workplace safety,
because you can only worry about workplace safety
when somebody has a job. At the moment this is a
critical issue in my community, where unemployment
unfortunately has risen in the last two years from
7.3 per cent to 11.2 per cent in Latrobe City, and it is
simply not good enough.
Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) — The Age of
16 February, under the headline ‘Asset sales: hands off
our TAC and WorkCover’, says:
If there is a mood in or around the state government to
examine the sale of the TAC or WorkCover for any reason,
then it needs to end. Josh Gordon’s story (the Age, 15/2)
suggests that both could be candidates to be privatised for
capital works. Anyone proposing the sale has not read the
history of these compensation schemes, which were failures
in every way for years up to the 1980s. The research,
consultation and implementation in the 1980s was a lesson in
good public policy disciplines. Neither the TAC nor the
WorkCover was free of early problems. The narrow
self-interest of lawyers, doctors, insurers and trade unions is
legendary, and ensured that would happen.
Any compensation scheme must have the ability to adapt and
respond to long-term needs. Only government has as its
priority the long-term, best interests of injured people at an
affordable cost. As a short-term ‘cash’ fix for capital works
needs, the sale of the TAC or WorkCover would not only be
opposed by trade unions, but also by most people around both
disciplines who have made these schemes work. Fair
compensation and a culture of accident prevention at
reasonable cost has been achieved over the past 25 years and
is to Victoria’s long-term benefit. Our success has been a
model for others.

That was from John Cain, former Premier of Victoria.
John Cain is a constituent of the Ivanhoe electorate, and
he is someone who I get many opportunities to talk to
about not making the mistakes of the past but also
learning from history. He takes a very keen interest in
public policy today and is also extremely well regarded
in my electorate and in the broader community.
He was a pioneer in workplace rights and compensation
schemes in this Parliament. His clarion call earlier this
year, reflected in particular opportunities in the past that
we have seen from those with a more conservative bent
in government to either rob the surpluses of the
Transport Accident Commission (TAC) or the
WorkSafe — or WorkCare as it was known — and
WorkCover organisations to feather the bottom line of
other profligate decisions that governments have made
in the past, was a very important contribution at the
time. Of course Labor governments have always sought
the opportunity to ensure that when people are injured
in their workplaces they and their families have a right
to compensation and can continue to make a
contribution to their communities.
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I have had the opportunity to observe, both as a member
of Parliament and as a citizen, past members of this place
and responsible ministers like the former member for
Bendigo West, Bob Cameron, who in his very early days
in this place as a minister in the Bracks government did a
hell of a lot of work to make sure that WorkCover, or
WorkSafe as it is now, was financially successful and
viable and not a burden on the Victorian taxpayers. That
would have undermined its capacity to provide the
services that it provides to Victorian workers.
People like former Premier John Cain, who was a
pioneer in this place around workplace rights but also
around those compensation schemes and understands
them well, as a lawyer himself, have extended a very
clear warning about government’s understanding of the
value in the way in which these schemes are managed
by government. The reason why the government
manages them is that you are managing a range of
complex and competing vested interests that need to be
delivered and managed by government. It is only
government that can ensure that these programs and
projects are successful and can deal with the competing
demands of trade unions, lawyers, employers and, of
course, employees.
What we see in the WorkSafe legislation amendments
that were tabled with the bill today is a desire by the
government to improve the operation of occupational
health and safety and workers compensation legislation.
As outlined in the second-reading speech by the
minister, in particular, is a desire to optimise workplace
safety by strengthening compliance and enforcement
tools to ensure the consequences of health and safety
laws act as a sufficient deterrent of breaches that can be
appropriately investigated, to ensure that injured
workers and their family members are entitled to fair
and equitable compensation, and to improve the
workability of the legislation.
We saw many threats to WorkSafe under the previous
administration, particularly from Gordon Rich-Phillips
and others in the other place. They lack an
understanding of the role of WorkSafe and the role of
governments to manage the affairs of compensation
schemes and programs for injured workers. What is
very important here is the work of the Labor
government to ensure that we strengthen the capacity of
the WorkSafe legislation to make sure it meets the
needs of a changing workforce and a changing
workplace, our expectations when people are injured in
the workplace, and the rights and responsibilities of
those injured.
Can I also say that in relation to the legislation we need
to be clear about the current situation as it stands. The
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authority can initiate legal proceedings for an indictable
offence within two years of the offence being
committed or after the authority becomes aware the
offence has been committed. The changes in the bill
extend the time limits for prosecuting indictable
offences in limited circumstances so that a prosecution
may now be brought within a year after a coronial
report is made if the report identifies that an offence has
been committed; within six months after an enforceable
undertaking is breached or withdrawn; and at any time
fresh evidence is uncovered and where a court is
satisfied that evidence could not have been identified
within the limitation period. These are very critical and
important changes that extend the rights of Victorian
citizens to seek redress under the law.
We have seen, for example, some of the changes in
relation to reports as well. The final report of the
Fiskville inquiry recommended new reporting
requirements when WorkSafe fails to meet the
three-month timeframe for conducting section 131
investigations. In relation to other matters in the bill I
will leave that to other members to comment on.
What I think is particularly important for Labor
governments is to make sure that we take the
opportunities and responsibilities that we get in forming
government, pick up on the legacy of past Labor
governments to extend and improve the rights and
protections for workers, and make sure that there are
safeguards in place. If we were to rely on governments
like those that preceded us in this place to extend,
protect and advance the interests of workers, we are
doomed to fail. From those governments we saw
nothing but an undermining of those obligations that
governments have — and this Parliament has — to
protect and advance the interests of workers in the
workplace who are injured and are unable to work for a
number of reasons, and also to prosecute those who do
not provide a safe workplace for Victorian citizens.
So it is important that Labor governments like the
Andrews government continue to build on the legacy of
giants in our movement like former Premier John Cain.
In very difficult circumstances he was able to bring
about public policy change. He was able to look long
term, decades into the future, to ensure that a
compensation scheme not only provided better
entitlements and opportunities to protect and support
injured workers and their families, but also set a very
high bar for the standards we expect of employers and
the standards we expect in the workplace. If we want to
keep premiums down, and keep the cost to taxpayers
down, we need to improve safety in the workplace. We
must also strengthen the obligations and the sanctions
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on employers who do the wrong thing, and understand
that we all have a role to play.
It is quite significant that we have seen over time,
despite different governments in the last 30-plus years,
the WorkCare, WorkCover and WorkSafe legislation
continue to go from strength to strength and provide a
very valuable service to Victorian citizens. What is
particularly important is when Labor is privileged to
govern that it seeks to make further changes to ensure
that legislation reflects our modern working practices,
and continues to strengthen the opportunities to
support workers.
Mr M. O’BRIEN (Malvern) — I have been spurred
to rise to my feet to speak on the WorkSafe Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017, and note that I support the
amendments put forward by the member for
Mornington. In his contribution the member for
Ivanhoe made reference to governments raiding
statutory insurers for dividends. He may have missed
the last couple of years worth of budget papers — I see
the wry smile on his face as he exits the chamber, so at
least he has the good grace to know when he has been
rumbled. Because if there is one side of politics, if there
is one person in this chamber who is the past master of
taking statutory insurers, holding them up by their
ankles and rattling them up and down until every single
dollar falls out of them, it is the Treasurer.
This is the man who in last year’s state budget forecast
over $1 billion worth of dividends from the Transport
Accident Commission (TAC) alone. When we got to
this year’s budget paper I looked up the dividends line,
as shadow Treasurer, and lo and behold, there were no
dividends listed to come out of the TAC. I thought
maybe the road to Damascus had opened up before the
Treasurer, that maybe he had decided that he was not
going to take all this money out of the TAC this year.
We asked that question at the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee hearing this year, and I am sure
the member for Essendon will remember that, given
that he was chairing it at the time. The answer that
came back was effectively — and I am paraphrasing to
some extent because I do not have the transcript in front
of me — that due to changes in accounting standards
we are basically taking so much money out of the TAC
we are not allowed to call it dividends.
We are taking so much money out of the accumulated
earnings of the Transport Accident Commission the
accountants will not even let us call it dividends any
more. We have to call it a capital repatriation if we rip
all this money out of the TAC. I did have to get that on
the record, given the member for Ivanhoe was claiming
some sort of moral high ground about how Labor is the
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party that can be trusted to protect statutory insurers,
because it is complete and utter garbage.

‘They will not be able to show their faces anywhere. Their
kids will be ashamed of who their parents are when we
expose all these ABCC inspectors’, he said.

The other thing I want to quickly say on this bill —
echoing some of the comments of my friend the
member for Evelyn — is about how members of the
government, a Labor government, talk about workplace
safety and the dignity and safety of workers when they
are led by a man who has refused to condemn the most
horrible, threatening, ugly comments and ugly threats,
made by John Setka, the secretary of the CFMEU. How
can members opposite claim to stand up for safe
workplaces when they are led by a man who has
refused to condemn an ugly thug of a union leader who
has not only sought to go after public servants doing
their jobs as inspectors of the Australian Building and
Construction Commission (ABCC) but has now said he
is also going after their kids? He is going after their
kids — that is the sort of ugly thuggery we get from the
CFMEU, and the Premier has refused to condemn it.

‘If they think they are going to walk around and desecrate
construction workers, take away our rights, and then ride off
into the sunset, and there’s going to be no consequences, well,
they’re in for a big surprise’.

Even Bill Shorten, for all his failings — and God
knows they are many — was prepared to renounce
those comments and to walk away from them. I quote
from the Age online today:
Mr Shorten on Wednesday said he ‘repudiates in the strongest
possible terms’ the militant speech by CFMEU Victorian
secretary John Setka to a crowd of thousands at a union rally
in Melbourne.

Mr Shorten said:
I and federal Labor disassociate ourselves from the remarks
which were made yesterday …

The Labor leader in waiting, Anthony Albanese, did the
same. The same article says:
Labor frontbencher Anthony Albanese joined the fray on
Wednesday, calling Mr Setka’s speech ‘completely
unacceptable’ and backing the police referral.

Here is what he said, and again I am quoting from the
Age online:
In the speech to an estimated 20 000 protesters on Tuesday,
Mr Setka said Australian Building and Construction
Commission inspectors should tread carefully, and threatened
to expose and publicly shame —

I cannot even use the term, Acting Speaker, because it
is highly unparliamentary, but it begins with f —
‘the —

term —
by lobbying their neighbours, local shopping centres and
football clubs.

What an ugly thug of a man. What a pig of a man, and
what a gutless bunch the Labor Party is in this state that
they are not prepared to disassociate themselves from
those ugly threats against kids and their parents who
work as public servants.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr M. O’BRIEN — Why do we not hear that from
your leader? I have already said what Bill Shorten said,
and I have quoted what Anthony Albanese said. This is
from the Herald Sun online:
Premier Daniel Andrews did not criticise Mr Setka, but said
while a debate about safety on construction sites was ‘fair and
proper’ it was best to avoid roping in people’s families.

How about a repudiation? How about a condemnation?
How about saying, ‘No, bullying is not acceptable’?
The Premier gets up in here and says, ‘There is no
bullying acceptable in my state. Tolerance is not an
optional extra. The standard you walk past is the
standard you accept’. The Premier has walked past an
ugly thug of a man making threats against public
servants and their kids, and he has accepted that
standard. He has walked past it and has accepted it, so
we cannot have any sensible debates in this Parliament
about workplace safety when we have a government
led by a man who refuses to condemn, to repudiate and
to disassociate himself, his party and his government
from those comments.
People get very passionate about politics. They get
passionate about industrial relations. I used to be an
industrial relations lawyer many years ago and I
understand the passions, but there is a line of decency. I
know there are decent people opposite, and I say to
you, ‘Please have a word to the Premier. Please send to
him the message that this is damaging not just to your
party’s political interests’. This is corrosive of our state
when a leader such as the Premier is not prepared to
absolutely repudiate and condemn outrageous,
disgraceful threats made by his Socialist Left factional
mate John Setka against public servants who are doing
their jobs and their kids.
Mr RICHARDSON (Mordialloc) — It is a pleasure
to rise on the WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill
2017 and to support some of the comments that have
been made by my colleagues. Firstly I echo the
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comments from the member for Ivanhoe, particularly
about the legacy of former Premier John Cain, Jr. He
was instrumental in bringing about widespread and
holistic changes to how we support and protect workers
in our state of Victoria. It is a strong legacy for a great
man and a great Premier, and I want to echo those
comments of the member for Ivanhoe.

to support some of their constituents who are out in the
streets of Melbourne — the more than
20 000 Victorians out there yesterday calling for a
reconsideration — because you have got a correlation
between workplace death and injury and everyone in
our state has the right to be protected and to return
home safely to their family and friends.

It was an amazing contribution by the former Treasurer
of our state in the 57th Parliament — an amazing
contribution to a bill where he did not touch at all on
the substance of the bill. It is a bill that strengthens the
protections for workers of the enforcement of penalties
and of providing compensation for people who travel
and have associated expenses outside of
100 kilometres. He did not make one comment about
the merits of this bill.

When I was up at the International Workers Memorial
Day the other day, a Trades Hall initiative, there were
harrowing scenes where you saw stools put out on the
grass and very symbolically you saw the shoes of those
working people put out. Every one of them has a story.
Every one of those deaths was preventable. While we
stand in this place and we know that there are
shortcomings in legislation and shortcomings in
penalties, we have an obligation as Victorians, as
parliamentarians and as representatives to take action.
This is exactly what the WorkSafe Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017 will do. The bill will optimise
workplace safety through strengthening workplace
compliance and enforcement tools. That is very
important. As a member of the committee that
conducted the Fiskville inquiry, along with the member
for Thomastown, who chaired that inquiry and led that
committee in its work, we saw that investigations that
were undertaken by WorkSafe were not always perfect.
There is a need to follow through on compliance, to
investigate and follow things through, and sometimes
that is a challenge with resourcing. Sometimes that is
about engaging with some of the workforce and
following up on some of those concerns.

Those opposite have talked today about also being the
friends of the working people. When they try to take on
the Transport Accident Commission (TAC) and
WorkCover, when they think it is their plaything to
privatise, they are attacking working people. When they
demonise working people and the union movement, they
are attacking working people. What we saw in
Melbourne yesterday cannot be ignored. Sometimes the
mainstream media will go for the fluffy grab, but
yesterday was the first time in a while that they covered
more than 20 000 people — 20 000 union members,
20 000 Victorians — fighting against attacks on working
people. That cannot be ignored. They are in our
electorates on this side of the government. They are in
the opposition’s electorates. They are working people,
they are families and they are in our communities.
The values of the coalition, particularly of the Prime
Minister, Malcolm Turnbull, in relation to the Australian
Building and Construction Commission are shameful.
The attack on working people to try to exclude union
representation on construction sites, on worksites, to
protect working people is shameful, because when you
see it in the context of what WorkSafe put out last year
that talked about us having the worst loss of life in
Victoria since 2009 — and we see coverage of
construction deaths going up across our nation — you
cannot sit back and not intervene in this. You cannot sit
back and say that you are supporting working people and
safety in the workplace when you are not allowing those
very unions who support workers onto sites to ensure
occupational health and safety.
If you support some of the changes that the Prime
Minister has made or is attempting to make and is
pushing through further in the attacks on working
people, then you are not genuine. The challenge for the
Victorian coalition is to take it up to the Prime Minister,

One of the biggest things that we found out in the
Fiskville inquiry was that of the 117 times WorkSafe
visited Fiskville not once did it test the water quality.
We need to ensure that WorkSafe is empowered to
undertake those investigations because we know that
the exposure to PFOS and PFOA for career and
volunteer firefighters is concerning and that is why we
have an ongoing health monitor. That was a
recommendation out of that inquiry to strengthen some
of that work in compliance for WorkSafe.
We also, importantly, need to ensure that the
consequences of the health and safety laws act as
sufficient deterrents and that breaches can be
appropriately investigated. That is all about strengthening
some of that work and showing to the private sector that
this is important, that you need to invest in your people
and you need to invest in safety because that is the most
productive thing to avoid lost days and to avoid workers
missing time from work. The most productive worker is
a safe and supported worker.
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I also note some of the changes surrounding
compensation laws, and this is very important. While
the federal government is changing retirement ages,
while the federal government is going through the
Australian Building and Construction Commission
(ABCC) and bolstering that in its attack on workers, we
had already made changes earlier last year to ensure
that those impacts by the coalition on the retirement age
changes would not leave behind workers who needed
WorkSafe income support.
Under clause 3, and this is very important, when
someone who has been injured on a worksite has
tragically lost their life, it is a horrific time to go
through. There is so much pressure to try to
comprehend how someone has not returned home, but
on top of that there are all the expenses, all the pressure
that comes with trying to deal with the fact that you
have got to front up and support that family member
and change a whole family’s routine but then also
potentially plan a funeral in a short period of time. This
compensation for travel and accommodation in
circumstances where someone lives outside
100 kilometres is a compassionate Andrews Labor
government supporting people who are in their darkest
times. That is the least we can do. The least a
compassionate and engaging government and society
can do is support people when they need it most, and I
really welcome that change.
Importantly, in the framing of the discussion around
penalty rates, the casual loadings will be part of the
WorkSafe assessments. Obviously all of us have had
constituents that have interacted with WorkCover and
gone through some of the assessments. But as to
acknowledging casual loadings in the assessment, that
is genuinely a lost revenue source. If you have got
penalty rates, if you have got loadings on a Sunday, to
support your family to make ends meet and then, God
forbid, you are injured on a worksite and you lose that
income stream, we are supporting you, and that is part
of the assessment. That is common sense. We are not
attacking penalty rates. We support penalty rates, we
support casual loadings and we will go absolutely to the
wall to do everything we can to support penalty rates
for people that need it most. And an extension of that is
casual loadings. Those penalty rates are part of
WorkSafe assessments.
It is greatly disappointing, while I acknowledge that the
opposition is not opposing this bill, that a senior
shadow cabinet minister would come into this place and
not even address the merits of this bill, not even talk
through some of these important things, but would just
brush them aside and go on a rant against the union
movement. That shows just some of the challenges we
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have with the opposition not supporting working
people. They will say that they are on the side of
workers, but they will support the ABCC. They will say
that they are on the side of the workers, but they will
attack WorkSafe and the TAC. That is the reality of
those opposite. Their actions are deplorable.
We were reminded of Glass Jaw O’Brien, the member
for Malvern, who talks about workers coming out there
and says that they should not be voicing their terms and
they should not be out there protesting. This is the
bloke who, when he was gaming minister, was
charging $12 000 if you said he was a ratbag — if you
said he was doing the wrong thing. This bloke comes in
here and says, ‘Working people can’t stand up for their
rights in their community’. He was a minister who tried
to pass a gaming regulation act that said you would be
fined 12 grand if you said he was a ratbag. Goodness
me! That guy has no credibility. He should not have
even jumped up to speak on the bill, and he is a
disgrace to this Parliament for some of his comments.
Mr DIMOPOULOS (Oakleigh) — It gives me
pleasure to speak on this important bill, the WorkSafe
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017, but it also gives me
pleasure to follow the member for Mordialloc because
that was a very good contribution from the good
member. I want to pick up from where he left off in
relation to the member for Malvern. I do not know what
bill he was speaking to, but when he talked about
rattling the can and the Treasurer trying to get every last
cent from the state insurance agencies, I think he forgot
that we were actually debating the WorkSafe bill not
the Transport Accident Commission (TAC) bill.
Nonetheless, this government made a commitment that
we would not take dividends from WorkSafe to use in
the way the previous government did. On the TAC, the
money we took was directed to road safety and driver
education programs, and a whole range of other things
that were in the spirit and scope of the work of the TAC.
Before I get to the bill, I want to briefly touch on the
unwarranted, untruthful and manipulative comments
made by the member for Malvern. Somehow he drew
an extremely long bow between the secretary of the
CFMEU and the Premier apparently not looking after
workers rights.
As previous speakers have said, including the member
for Mordialloc and others, the WorkSafe scheme was
established to provide fair compensation support to those
injured in the line of work. Labor was instrumental in
establishing WorkSafe in 1985 under Premier John Cain.
It was Labor that brought back common-law
entitlements after they were removed in this very
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chamber by the Kennett government. I remember that
raging public debate. It was Labor that commissioned the
Hanks review of the legislation and went on to make
improvements to benefits and ensure that return to work,
a critical part of the scheme, was included as part of the
act. It was Labor that did those things.
Under Labor, we have kept WorkSafe in a solid
position. We are committed to improving WorkSafe,
and we are doing that through this bill and other efforts.
Last year we made changes to ensure that those
impacted by the federal coalition retirement age
changes will not be left behind and to recognise the
need for WorkSafe income support. Now we are
extending those changes through the additional
provisions in this bill. For the member for Malvern to
feign indignation about the Premier and this
government leaving the workers behind is outrageous.
Apart from the very long bow he drew with the
CFMEU, what he said was absolutely outrageous and
rubbish. I will tell you what the Premier’s record is in
relation to looking after workers in this state — first,
police. It was under this party and this government that
the police instituted the two-up policy so police are
looked after because they go together to jobs. We are
the party that has funded police appropriately, with
historic funding for 3135 police so they are not stressed
because they do not have support and backup. Apart
from the benefit it has to safety of the community, we
are the party that did not throw sand in the faces of the
paramedics. We are the party that did not ignore the
requests for pay parity with the rest of the country. We
are the party that respects our ambulance workers, most
recently with the campaigns around respect not only in
terms of pay but also respect for ambulance workers in
relation to the abuse they get on the job.
The Premier is the leader and we are the party that
instituted presumptive rights for firefighters in
legislation which is going through the Parliament right
now in the upper house — not those opposite. If you
want to look at how you look after workers, you look at
the presumptive rights legislation that we have put
forward. We are the party of compensation for workers.
We are the party that looks after workers.
I turn now to the Premier’s record. The Premier closed
Fiskville and did not deny the link between cancer and
the Fiskville training facilities, unlike those on the other
side who questioned that link. In a recent contribution I
referred to an article in the Age, and that was exactly
the terminology used by those opposite. They were not
convinced of the links to cancer. We then have the
Premier’s record on family violence. The victims of
family violence are workers too. Tens of thousands of
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women in Victoria are workers, and we look after those
workers. That is our record, and that is the Premier’s
record. Labor has delivered historic funding of almost
$2 billion for family violence.
We are the party that got rid of the
Bjelke-Petersenesque move-on powers that those
opposite, when in government, instituted. These powers
effectively prevented workers from protesting —
primarily against their employer but for whatever
reason — and exercising their democratic rights. This is
a small sample, to be honest, of the Premier’s record in
terms of looking after workers rights and of the
government’s record in terms of looking after workers
rights. The confused, weak contribution from the
member for Malvern talked about how not calling out a
union leader somehow implies that we do not care
about workers rights. This bill is the exact opposite of
that claim.
In winding up my contribution I want to mention a
couple of the key elements that stand out for me in this
bill in relation to the changes to prosecution time
frames. We are making changes to WorkSafe’s powers
so that they can lay charges in certain circumstances
which they cannot do now. For example, the bill
amends the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004
to extend the time limit for prosecuting indictable
offences, including where a coronial report identifies
that an offence has been committed. This is so vital
because coronial inquests can take so long to get off the
ground, and then when the inquest is on it can take
some time for it to be finalised. This is a very important
step in extending the time limit for prosecuting
indictable offences. A further scenario is where an
enforceable undertaking is breached or withdrawn or
where fresh evidence is uncovered and where a court is
satisfied that the evidence could not have been
identified within the limited period.
They are all sensible reforms, strengthening the
penalties by making them indictable rather than
summary offences. We are talking about workers lives.
We are talking about people coming home to their
families at the end of the working today. Work should
not be a death sentence. These penalties, these
strengthened powers for WorkSafe and the
strengthened regulatory oversight are fundamentally
important, sound and appropriate. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr LIM (Clarinda) — I rise today to speak on the
WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. Each and
every Victorian worker has the right to safe and healthy
working conditions. Nevertheless, last year almost
26 000 Victorian workers were seriously injured and

WORKSAFE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Wednesday, 21 June 2017

ASSEMBLY

26 died on the job. Figures by local government area
show an alarming number of work-related injuries
occurred in cities within my electorate of Clarinda. The
City of Greater Dandenong had the worst record for
injuries beyond the CBD, with 1517 work-related
injury claims, and I will come back later to look at this
figure to ascertain whether Greater Dandenong having
the highest component of non-English-speaking
workers has contributed to this high number. A further
1088 claims were from the City of Monash and only
743 from the City of Kingston.
Every worker has the right to return home safely at the
end of the day, and each one of these claims is a
reminder that workplace safety can never be taken for
granted. Since 2011 there has been a 12.5 per cent drop
in work-related injury claims — from 29 567 to 25 861
last year. However, more needs to be done to strengthen
compliance and enforcement tools to ensure safe and
healthy workplace environments. The WorkSafe
Legislation Amendment Bill goes to great lengths to do
just that. Accountability is paramount in ensuring safe
workplaces, and this bill proposes several amendments
aimed at increasing accountability for workplace
accidents.
The bill will extend the time frames for prosecuting
indictable offences under the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004. More appropriate timeframes in
situations where fresh evidence comes to light and in
cases involving coronial inquests will better ensure that
corporations and individuals who breach the OHS laws
can be appropriately prosecuted. In addition, the bill
will amend the 12-month time limit for the prosecution
of persons refusing or failing to comply with a request
by an inspector for a document to be produced.
Prosecution of those refusing to answer questions asked
by a WorkSafe inspector will also be subject to new
time limits. Often the failure to produce documents
does not become apparent to WorkSafe until after the
limitation period has passed. This bill proposes to
amend current time limits so that it commences on the
date that WorkSafe becomes aware of the alleged
offence. Again, this will better ensure that corporations
and individuals who breach these occupational health
and safety laws can be appropriately prosecuted.
This bill will further improve accountability by
increasing penalty levels for some health and safety
offences. Such offences include failing to notify the
authority of a notifiable offence and failing to preserve
an incident site. Increasing penalty units, particularly in
cases where there is an intention to avoid investigation or
prosecution, will create a more effective deterrent that
more accurately reflects the seriousness of the offence.
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While no-one can ever be fully compensated when a
loved one fails to return home from work, amendments
under this bill will provide improved support for family
members of seriously injured or deceased workers at a
very difficult time. The amendments will enable
reasonable payments of up to $5000 to be made to
family members of severely injured or deceased
workers for travel and accommodation purposes. These
payments will be available where the worker’s
life-threatening injury requires them to be immediately
hospitalised or if the burial or cremation is more than
100 kilometres from their residence.
Further, the amendments under this bill provide
improved support for injured casual workers and their
families by eliminating uncertainty in the Workplace
Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013.
Casual workers receive casual loadings in lieu of
entitlements such as annual leave and sick leave. This
bill will amend the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act to confirm WorkSafe’s current
operational policy whereby casual loadings are
included in the calculation of an injured worker’s
pre-injury average weekly earnings. Non-standard
forms of employment, such as casual employment,
temporary work, fixed-term contracting and
subcontracting, have been linked to higher rates of
workplace fatalities, injuries and psychological stress.
All workers, regardless of their employment status, are
entitled to fair and equitable compensation for
work-related injuries. These amendments confirm that
in legislation.
The bill makes several improvements to the operation of
the Victorian occupational health and safety and workers
compensation laws. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr EREN (Minister for Tourism and Major
Events) — I too would like to make a contribution to
this very important bill before the house, the WorkSafe
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. The purpose of this
bill of course is to amend the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004, the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation
and Compensation Act 2013, the Accident
Compensation Act 1985 and the Dangerous Goods Act
1985. The bill will improve the operation of the
Victorian occupational health and safety workers
compensation legislation by optimising workplace
safety through strengthening WorkSafe’s compliance
and enforcement tools, by ensuring the consequences of
our health and safety laws act as a sufficient deterrent
and that breaches can be appropriately investigated, by
ensuring that injured workers and their families are
entitled to fair and equitable compensation and by
improving the workability of the legislation.
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When you think about it, there are literally millions of
people who go out to work in various environments,
and of course there are some who unfortunately do not
come back home. They are either injured and taken to
hospital or indeed the worst outcome of course is that
they die at their workplace. There was another
unfortunate incident yesterday in Geelong where a
worker unfortunately passed away. WorkSafe is
certainly investigating that and how that happened.
Nobody expects to leave home, leave their family and
go to work and not come home, and that is why bills
such as this go a long way to making sure that we try as
best we can as a government to eliminate workplace
injuries and of course workplace deaths. At best we try
to minimise those incidents that occur from day to day.
I have a long history of work life. Of course I worked in
the car manufacturing sector. I was one of the first
recipients of this wonderful law that came in in relation
to being the occupational health and safety officer back
at Ford when I was the shop steward for the vehicle
builders union, and I remember — —
Mr Nardella — The good old days!
Mr EREN — Those days were indeed, member for
Melton.
I was only in my early 20s when I became a shop
steward to represent the workers on the shop floor. At
that time Ford very much employed a large number of
people and it did have some workplaces within it which
were extremely dangerous environments. It was very
labour intensive, so there were lots of injuries. There
was inadequate investment into technologies to make
the workplace not only safer but less labour intensive.
Certainly as a result of the operational methods back in
the 1980s a large number of workers were being injured
at work.
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served in those two roles in those very important years,
and when bills such as this come before us I am very
proud again of being a member of the Labor Party when
we consider all of these things that matter to those
working men and women in our communities.
For what it is worth, we are leading the way in terms of
jobs. Our economy is the fastest growing economy of
anywhere in the nation, and we are producing more
jobs in our state than most of the combined jobs that are
being created nationally. More and more workers are
coming on board, working in various locations and in
different environments. On occasions we need to
fine-tune bills, such as that which is before the house
today, to ensure that we can provide a better service and
the necessary help that is needed and is required after
an incident has unfortunately occurred. Families need
to be supported as well in their time of distress when a
family member has either been injured or, in the
worst-case scenario, has died at work.
We have made a number of changes which will
obviously go a long way to making sure that we are on
top of some of those measures that may have been
inadequate. As a government we want to make sure that
we have workplaces that are safe. When a worker is
injured we want a system that can support their quick
and speedy recovery and, hopefully, look after them
and help them get back to work again as soon as
possible. We understand the importance of people
working. It is not only good for people physically but is
good for people mentally. In fact having a decent job
that pays you well and provides you with a decent
lifestyle makes all the difference. Governments need to
make sure that workplaces are safe and that they
provide adequate services for those people who have
been affected by injury or worse.

When this law came in I was designated as one of the
occupational health and safety officers. I had two hats
on, and they were very responsible roles. For somebody
in their 20s it was a daunting task, but at the end of the
day it was about making sure that we collectively had a
responsibility to protect those workers who worked at
Ford. By and large we worked together with the
company when we saw something was inadequate. I
would raise it and they would get straight onto it. As
time passed the production methods evolved, making it
less labour intensive. Ford got a lot more technology on
board to do those labour-intensive jobs.

I am also pleased that as a government we have taken
the initiative of decentralising some of the services that
have been provided by the important organisations. We
are now building WorkSafe buildings in Geelong. We
transferred the Transport Accident Commission (TAC)
to Geelong, which provided some very meaningful
jobs, and now we are in the process of building that
wonderful building that is going up as we speak — the
14-storey building on the Dalgety & Co building site,
which is looking magnificent, by the way. It is
$120 million of investment in that very important
14-level construction that will provide more than
1000 full-time jobs at a time when regional Victoria is
doing it tough.

As a consequence and refinement of those laws that
came into effect in the 1980s working conditions actually
improved for all of those workers. I am proud to have

This is a great bill. I wish it a speedy passage, and I
hope one day there is the utopia of no worker getting
injured or killed in the workplace.
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Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) — I also rise to
speak on the WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill
2017. This legislation has changed over time, but its
very essence is a proud legacy of Labor and what I
believe Labor and Labor in government stands for. This
bill amends legislation that was introduced in the
1980s. In actual fact it was opposed by the opposition
Liberal and National parties at the time.
As I recall from the stories I have heard, Jim
Simmonds, who was the member for Reservoir —
which is just near Thomastown — was the Minister of
Employment and Training. This workers compensation
and health and safety legislation was drafted, but it was
unable to get through the upper house, the Legislative
Council. I think a member of the Liberal Party
unfortunately passed away and a by-election — the
infamous Nunawading by-election — was required.
There was a week of sitting time where, because there
was one less person in the Legislative Council, the
Labor Party had the majority and was able to pass the
WorkCover legislation and the occupational health and
safety legislation, which allowed for the fantastic
protection and empowerment that workers received. It
gave them rights to say no to working in an unsafe or
unhealthy environment and provided a much better
compensation system than there was previously.
This legislation was ahead of its time, and as I
understand it, it was a model for other jurisdictions both
in Australia and elsewhere beyond Australia. I want to
commend the Cain government of the day for
introducing and bringing about this legislation for the
protection of workers, and in particular the Honourable
Jim Simmonds, who has since passed away, as the
Minister of Employment and Training.
Workplace safety is really one of the most basic and
fundamental of human rights and of workers rights. If
you cannot expect to come home from work healthy,
that is a terrible indictment of any society — where
people die by fulfilling their jobs and working to
provide a living for their families and themselves. But
this is not the case in many countries. Even in Australia
there continue to be some terrible and shocking
incidents where health and safety has been breached by
employers and working people have died on the job or
been seriously injured on the job. There are people who
have debilitating injuries and illnesses such as
asbestosis because of the negligence of employers. We
really need strong laws to make sure that employers do
what they need to do, that they do the right thing and
ensure that they provide a healthy and safe workplace
for workers. If they do not do that, then the full force of
the law will be on them.

1991

There are still some things that are controversial in
terms of health and safety, such as individual employers
in extreme cases being liable for the death of workers.
There has been talk about industrial manslaughter and
all those sorts of things. But here we are talking about
the legislation we have at the moment and about good
changes to strengthen and tighten it. These are things
that, while in some cases they may seem small, have a
big impact on an individual and their family. A lot of
changes are being made — good changes — as part of
this bill. I just want to touch on a couple, one being the
ability now, because of these changes, of immediate
family members of someone who has been severely
injured or who has died at work to be reimbursed for
travel and services that they may be required to pay for.
They can be reimbursed through the workers
compensation system.
There is also the area where — and Fiskville was a
good case — it seems that if you break the health and
safety legislation and do not fulfil your duties, as in the
case of the Country Fire Authority (CFA), you actually
do better if you break the law, because the penalties you
are required to pay for not doing something within the
act are actually less than what you would otherwise
have incurred had you followed the health and safety
legislation. For example, in the legislation we are
talking about here there are increasing penalties for not
fulfilling your duties to preserve an incident site and
also to report an incident.
What we found as a result of the Fiskville inquiry was
that the CFA could not do the correct testing of water,
and because they did not do the correct testing there
was no evidence for them to then be prosecuted by
WorkSafe. They had not preserved the area which
would have allowed for the evidence to then be
prosecuted in court. There were not really any penalties,
or the penalties were very small, because of the fact that
they did not preserve the evidence needed for their
prosecution. I think it is very important that we now
have much stronger penalties in the legislation for not
doing the right thing. It means that employers preserve
the incident site and record those incidents because the
penalties will be greater if they are prosecuted based on
that evidence of the incident.
The other issue I wanted to raise about workplace
safety is that we also know that some of the unions that
have been best at pushing for workplace health and
safety are from the manufacturing and construction
sectors. I want to commend unions like the Australian
Manufacturing Workers Union, the CFMEU, the
Electrical Trades Union, the Plumbing Trades
Employees Union and some of the other construction
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unions that have been instrumental in making sure that
workers are safe.
The other side carry on about the Australian Building
and Construction Commission (ABCC), but we know
that the ABCC does not prosecute employers that break
health and safety laws. It does not report or act in any
way to make workplaces safe. In fact restrictions on
unions and workers rights to be represented by unions
are a real threat to health and safety. This is another way
of showing how this opposition is not genuinely
interested in the health and safety of working people in
this state. This legislation is a great further step in giving
better rights and protections to the workers of Victoria.
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) — The
amendments proposed in this bill are consistent with
the government’s commitment to protect the physical
and mental health of employees in the workplace. The
amendments are also consistent with the government’s
policy of maintaining fair and sustainable WorkSafe
schemes. The bill will optimise workplace safety by
strengthening WorkSafe’s compliance and
enforcement tools, ensuring the consequences of
health and safety laws act as a sufficient deterrent, and
ensuring breaches can be appropriately investigated. It
will ensure that injured workers and their family
members are entitled to fair and equitable
compensation, and improve the workability of the
legislation. They are the overarching priorities.
The Andrews Labor government is committed to
protecting workers safety at work and upholding safety
standards. This legislation boosts WorkSafe’s powers
by toughening some penalties and giving it more time
to prosecute offences in certain circumstances. I want to
acknowledge former Premier John Cain, who
introduced the WorkSafe scheme back in 1985, and the
fact that the Labor Party has been its protector since.
Labor brought back common-law entitlements after
they were removed in this place under the Kennett
government. Labor commissioned the Hanks review of
the legislation and made improvements to benefits and
ensured that return to work, a critical part of the
scheme, was included in the act. Labor has kept the
WorkSafe scheme in a sound financial position. Before
the last election Labor committed to using WorkSafe
surpluses to improve benefits to injured workers. Last
year the Andrews government made changes to ensure
that those who suffered from the impact of the federal
coalition retirement-age changes will not be left behind
if they needed WorkSafe income support.
Now the Andrews government is making more changes
to provide new entitlements under workers
compensation law to support the families of those

Wednesday, 21 June 2017

affected by serious workplace incidents. The change
will allow immediate family members to claim travel
and accommodation expenses in certain circumstances.
There were also similar changes to transport accident
legislation made last year. Now the government is
ensuring that those injured or killed at work will have
the same support. That is the worst-case scenario being
addressed as part of the government’s commitment to
support those in our community who need it the most.
The government is reaffirming in law that casual
loadings are included in the calculation of a worker’s
wage when determining their weekly compensation
payments. The government is also making sure that
those working in casual jobs are not penalised if they
need income support while they recover from injury.
These are the values that underpin the legislation to
help WorkSafe Victoria in its mission to return workers
safely every day. The government wants to ensure that
WorkSafe has the powers it needs to make the
important changes in this bill. The commitment to
workplace safety is clear and shows in the
government’s investment in WorkSafe. Labor’s
pre-election commitment was to ensure that any
surpluses accumulated in WorkSafe schemes will be
used to support programs to improve the workplace
safety and health of the Victorian workforce, including
an expanded and well-resourced inspectorate. That has
been put in place.
I want to also commend the ministers who have been
involved in this, including the Minister for Finance, for
the $50 million WorkHealth program, which includes a
free interactive online platform that will act as a go-to
site for businesses to access the latest advice, research
and support on workplace mental health and wellbeing.
This is something that is being done in collaboration
with the Minister for Mental Health. I think the
program is a timely and modern initiative to help
people find the right information. WorkHealth also
includes a $17 million innovation fund to kickstart new
initiatives and expand existing workplace mental health
and wellbeing programs.
These are the key propositions within the bill. I know
others want to make a contribution so I am happy to
yield to give them the opportunity. I commend the bill
to the house.
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) — The average age of
people killed at work is approximately 43 years of age.
More than 60 per cent of the dead workers were in the
25-to-45 age group. Assuming most workers retire at 65,
more than 21 000 working years have been lost from the
state economy as a result of work-related deaths.

LAND LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Wednesday, 21 June 2017

ASSEMBLY

The original WorkSafe system was introduced by the
Cain Labor government on 1 September 1985. The
scheme was then heralded as the most significant
social and economic reform in the state for a quarter
of a century. The WorkSafe regime has been a proud
Labor icon since. The primary object of the system
when it began in 1985 was to cut the number of
workplace accidents, injuries, deaths and illnesses. In
the year 1986–87 compensation was paid for
251 work-related deaths, while the number was
reduced to 28 in the year 2013–14.
Whatever is said and done by the opposition, according
to 30 Years of OHS in Victoria 1985–2015 the most
unsettling time in the WorkSafe system’s history was
under the Baillieu-Napthine coalition governments,
which downsized WorkSafe operations, mostly in
safety areas, restructured the system and cut the budget.
As a result WorkSafe struggled with its role as an OHS
frontrunner and showed little insight into how to drive
safety to the next level.
During the last election campaign the Andrews Labor
opposition pledged to rebuild the capacity of the safety
regulator, and that is exactly what is happening now.
The system is working satisfactorily; however, there is
more to be done to improve the system to enhance the
safety of workers. This piece of legislation is a step in
the right direction in improving the safety of workers.
What saved lives over 30 years under the WorkSafe
scheme in Victoria was a combination of strategies
covering compliance and enforcement, new laws,
promoting safety measures, improvement programs,
and creative advertising and marketing initiatives.
However, unfortunately workers continue to be killed
for the same reasons over and over again — simply
because some employers fail to implement the
minimum acceptable levels of safety for high-risk tasks.
A record number of reckless Victorian businesses and
individuals are being prosecuted for workplace safety
breaches, according to statistical information. This
amendment is crucial in Victoria where, in total,
129 businesses and individuals were fined an
unprecedented $6.2 million by Victorian courts. This
bill enhances the prosecution regime.
The bill extends the time limit for prosecuting indictable
offences in limited circumstances so that the prosecution
may now also be brought within one year after a coronial
report is made where the report identifies that an offence
has been committed; within six months after an
enforceable undertaking is breached or withdrawn; and
at any time if fresh evidence is uncovered and where the
court is satisfied the evidence could not have been
identified within the limitation period.
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Prior to determining whether to prosecute or not, the
authority will undertake a comprehensive investigation
into the incident to make an informed assessment of
matters, including whether an offence has been
committed and whether a criminal prosecution is
warranted. The time limit has significant implications
as it may prevent the prosecution of serious health and
safety offences in circumstances where fresh evidence
comes to light outside the two-year period. Currently it
may not be possible to prosecute breaches, even if
evidence has been found that proves that there has been
a breach.
The time limit may also prevent the prosecution of
serious health and safety offences in circumstances
where a coroner’s investigation is undertaken in
relation to a workplace death. It also may not be
appropriate for WorkSafe to make a prosecution
decision until after a coroner’s findings are released,
which may occur after the expiration of the time limit.
The changes will mean that WorkSafe will now have
up to one year after a coronial report is made to
undertake an investigation and bring a prosecution.
WorkSafe can currently seek authorisation from the
Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP) to bring
prosecutions outside the two-year time frame.
However, the legislation does not provide any guidance
as to the circumstances in which the DPP should
exercise this discretion. The DPP may take the view
that too much time has passed to bring a prosecution,
may make its own assessment of the strength of
evidence or may form his own view of the merits of
bringing a prosecution. The inclusion of the new
extension provisions will provide a degree of certainty
that the current DPP discretion does not provide.
Certainly the legislation is moving in the right direction
and is providing a tighter prosecution regime. No
worker should have to suffer pain or death at the hands
of the employer. I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr WYNNE
(Minister for Planning).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

LAND LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 22 March; motion of
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Planning).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — The main purposes of
this bill, as clause 1 sets out, are to amend the Transfer
of Land Act 1958 in relation to the conversion of
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general law land and recordings in the register of land;
to amend the Subdivision Act 1988 in relation to
unlimited and limited owners corporations and the
registration of plans; and to amend the Valuation of
Land Act 1960 in relation to the provision of releasable
information from the valuation record.
In relation to the transfer of land, there is indeed a long
list of additional amendments of a largely technical
nature which are designed to improve various aspects
of the operation of the Transfer of Land Act.
In relation to the Subdivision Act, the bill removes the
requirement for certain owners corporation information
to be provided in a separate document. It seeks to
clarify the definition of ‘limited owners corporation’
and ‘unlimited owners corporation’, and it seeks to
provide clarity and flexibility to the provisions relating
to easements implied under section 12(2) of the
Subdivision Act 1988, as well as making a range of
other miscellaneous amendments.
The bill also amends the Valuation of Land Act 1960 to
enable the provision of releasable information from the
valuation record in the same way as the provision of
property sales information and, as the government
would assert, is consistent with the government’s policy
on information accessibility. In other words, the
government proposes to provide for the release of
information relating to land valuations.
Coming back to the Transfer of Land Act, as I referred
to, the main purpose of the bill in relation to the
Transfer of Land Act is to further the process of
converting general law land to Torrens system land, to
land registered under the Transfer of Land Act. For
those members who are not familiar with the
differences between general law land and Torrens
system land, or Transfer of Land Act land as it is also
called, I refer members to the explanatory
memorandum for the bill, which gives a very good
description of that. I commend the officers of the
department who are responsible for preparing that
explanatory memorandum because it is very
comprehensive and does go beyond what unfortunately
can from time to time be a fairly dry precis of what the
bill says so as to actually explain the whys and
wherefores and background to various provisions. I
think whoever has drafted it has done a service to the
government and to the Parliament and the community.
The explanatory memorandum in relation to clause 3
correctly says:
General law land is the system of land ownership that
predates the Torrens system of title by registration of estates
and interests in land. In this system title to land is shown
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through demonstrating a chain of dealings in land from the
current owner back to the original grant from the Crown.
The Transfer of Land Act 1958 provides a superior means
of transacting in land and better protects a person’s interest
in land.

I interpose that in fact the Torrens system is an
Australian invention, and it has served Australia and
Victoria very well because it supersedes the old general
law system and avoids the difficulty that is involved in
any conveyance under general law land of having to be
able to trace ownership of the land through successive
grants from the original Crown grant down to the most
recent transfer.
This explanatory memorandum goes on to say:
Land under the Transfer of Land Act 1958 is supported by the
state guarantee, under which the Victorian government
guarantees title by registration of estates and interests in land
and anything done in reliance on the information in the
register of land.

As it points out:
General law land does not attract any state guarantee. In
addition, land under the Transfer of Land Act 1958 can be
dealt with electronically.

Needless to say, the electronic development is relatively
recent. I well remember the days when I was a summer
law clerk having to go down to the titles office with
large volumes of paper and stand in a queue waiting for
them to be stamped and received by the officers behind
the counter. Nowadays the vast bulk of transactions are
electronic, and by and large, despite various glitches
and controversies along the way, that has been a
welcome direction in which we have moved.
The explanatory memorandum goes on to say that the
intention of clause 3 and indeed of the bill:
… is for the registrar of titles to be given broader powers to
convert general law land, other than at the request of the
landowner, and to make consequential amendments. The
landowner will not lose any of their rights in the land.
Conversion on the registrar of title’s initiative will alleviate
the cost and effort of making a conversion application. In
addition, the landowner will receive the benefit of the state
guarantee of title.

As the explanatory memorandum also rightly identifies:
There is … the consideration of the declining expertise in
general law both within the conveyancing profession and the
office of titles.

So the objective is understandable and a very worthy
objective. What needs to be asked is whether the
objective is worth the costs and the risks involved. By
posing that question, I am not implying that the answer
is in the negative. I am saying that is the question that
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needs to be assessed. I should say that at the moment
what happens is that land is progressively being
brought under the Torrens system when people wish to
transfer it, but if they do not, then it just can sit there
indefinitely. It is that indefinite nature that the bill seeks
to address.
The explanatory memorandum goes on, in describing
clause 6, to explain how that is intended to be done,
which is to introduce:
… measures to enable the registrar of titles to bring land
under the act and to request information that identifies who is
a ratepayer or mortgagor of a parcel of land.

Section 26Y makes provision for the treatment of what
are known as provisional folios, which is the provisional
registration or listing of land under the Torrens system.
The explanatory memorandum goes on:
Section 26X will provide for the registrar of titles to make
inquiries with municipal councils, statutory authorities or
other persons (including financial institutions) for information
on ratepayers or mortgagors, and for these entities to disclose
personal information identifying ratepayers or mortgagors.
The registrar of titles will then check this information …

As the explanatory memorandum goes on to say, there
is provision:
… for provisional folios of land to become ordinary folios
15 years after the creation of the provisional folio.

On top of that:
The proprietor of the folio can apply for an ordinary folio at
any time within the 15 years …

So the scheme is relatively straightforward in concept.
The registrar can go and make inquiries of persons other
than the owner of the land — particularly municipal
councils, statutory authorities and financial
institutions — find out what the registrar can about who
might be the owner and, on the basis of what the registrar
has been able to find out, issue a provisional folio.
Now, the questions that have to be asked are: are there
risks involved with that process, what are those risks,
and how are those risks dealt with? I suppose the most
obvious risk that comes to mind is: what if that
information is wrong and the person who is registered
as the ratepayer is not in fact the owner of the land or
that a mortgage is overlooked? Financial institutions
records might be in error, wrong information is
provided and the wrong person is put on the title, and
then there is a dispute. I am sure that risk has been
contemplated. I think what the Parliament would
benefit from is some fuller explanation of how that
risk is provided for and is going to be managed under
the process.
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There are considerable parcels of land that are still
under the general law system. I think the estimate has
been around 10 000 parcels, as the Minister for
Planning confirms across the table. One can understand
from a conceptual schematic point of view the
desirability of having all land in Victoria under the
Torrens system, but it is going to require an effort and it
is going to create a risk. From the point of view of the
individual landholder, what risk is being created that
someone who is the legitimate owner of land is going to
be put to the cost, difficulty and inconvenience of either
establishing their title contrary to incorrect information
that may have been picked up by the registrar or indeed
dealing with the consequences when someone who is
not the legitimate owner deals in the land or where
someone who has a particular interest in land, a life
estate or some other interest other than a freehold
estate, is overlooked and is excluded in the process? I
think those are all valid questions that need to be asked,
and hopefully they can be addressed and responded to
by the government in the course of debate.
Let me just mention two other particular issues or
queries at this point. The first of them relates to
clause 33 of the bill, which relates to the notification of
restrictive covenants and how they can be recorded in
the register. The issue of restrictive covenants and how
they may be created is something that the Law Institute
of Victoria raised concerns about in a submission to the
registrar of titles on the registrar’s consultation paper on
creating restrictive covenants and transfers and
restrictions in plans. The institute’s submission at that
point was that what was being proposed was unduly
restrictive and could operate unsatisfactorily in various
circumstances. This is a complex area, and the
provisions that are in clause 33 do not necessarily, on
my reading, cut across the concerns that are raised by
the institute. But the two issues do seem to overlap, so I
do flag this and perhaps the minister or another
government speaker in the course of debate can respond
as to whether or not the concerns raised by the institute
in relation to the registrar of titles’ consultation paper
are addressed by the bill. Furthermore, it would be
helpful to know whether those issues have been
resolved more generally.
The law institute has also flagged — and I simply put
this on the record without expressing a view on the
merits of it — in relation to clause 25 of the bill, which
substitutes a new section 59 in the Transfer of Land
Act, the issue of whether or not the opportunity should
be taken in substituting that section to also deal with
issues relating to schedule 5 of the Road Management
Act and how redundant easements are dealt with.
Again, that is a fairly technical issue, but if it is one that
can appropriately be dealt with, that would be desirable.
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For further clarification, I should add that that relates to
the issue of, in particular, where there is a
discontinuance of a right of way and where a right of
way has been discontinued how that can be dealt with. I
simply flag that for the minister’s further consideration.
Aside from the issues of the actual content of the bill,
probably the principal matter that needs to be addressed
is that of its context, in particular the context of the
government contemplating the privatisation of part or
all of Victoria’s land registration system — the titles
office, as it is referred to in brief, and, as I understand it,
more generally aspects of Victoria’s land registration
system. That was referred to in the ‘Service delivery’
budget paper. Page 106 says that:
The government will examine options to commercialise
Victoria’s land titles registry function. Divesting or long-term
outsourcing of the registry function is likely to provide scope
for a greater investment in technology systems and improved
customer interface. A detailed scoping study will identify
appropriate options whilst ensuring data integrity and access
rights are protected.

Other parts of the same budget paper, at pages 210 and
211 in particular, go through performance measures in
relation to a number of land use functions under the
outputs for Land Use Victoria. It says that an
examination of those functions will show how
important they are to so many aspects of Victorian life
in relation to property transfers, discharge of mortgages,
title searches, other property reports, Vicmap digital
maps, government-owned property transactions,
strategic land use assessments, Vicmap foundation data
and so forth.
The government has put this matter into play, as was
referred to in media reports at the time. For example, an
article in the Australian on 2 May by John Ferguson,
under the title ‘Victorian budget 2017: land titles
registry to be sold’, refers to:
Treasurer Tim Pallas yesterday declared his intentions to sell
the office in the wake of the $2.6 billion sale of the New
South Wales land titles office.

What is involved with the privatisation of these land
registration functions is not just the processing of land
transactions and the maintenance of records. The main
aspect of these offices, which is likely to add value and
make them attractive to a potential purchaser, is the
information that is involved with them and what the
purchaser of the land titles office can potentially do
with that information.
That point is reinforced by the example in the bill itself
of the amendments to the Valuation of Land Act to
allow land valuation data to be released in the same
way as property sales data. It is another revenue

Wednesday, 21 June 2017

opportunity for the government. It is also making a
greater range of government information available to
the public. Questions include: what is the price that
people are being required to pay? Is it a fair and
reasonable price? And also in relation to any particular
dataset, are there issues concerning privacy or other
reasons that information should not be released?
I should say that land data records have come a long
way over the years. There are two particular websites
that I have come across in the course of looking at
matters relating to this bill. One is the Landata website,
which as the notes on it indicate is:
… a business of Land Victoria, a division of the Department
of Environment, Land, Water and Planning.
The Landata business is focused on delivering property
information including title, survey, valuation and property
sales, property certificates and planning certificates through
our network of data information brokers, our online service
and in person at 570 Bourke Street, Melbourne.

That is a government-owned business at this point in
the business of selling and making publicly available
various sorts of property information.
There is also a website known by the acronym
LASSI — Land and Survey Spatial Information —
which I must say is an excellent website. On my
examination of it, it makes available a very wide range
of land use data in a clear and simple way — —
Mr Wynne — Fantastic material.
Mr CLARK — The minister says, ‘Fantastic
material’, and I agree with him. One can drill down to
particular allotments and get just about every piece of
information relating to that allotment, as distinct from
information about who owns the physical allotment,
including its area, its planning zone and many other
useful pieces of data.
Valuable assets have been created here over the years. I
well remember back to the days of the Kennett
government when the initial laying down of the
geospatial grid — cadastral surveying, I think it is
called — —
Mr Wynne interjected.
Mr CLARK — As the minister confirms. That was
pioneering work at that time because it was digitising
and recording electronically measures that formed the
grid against which other mapping across the state has
been done over the years —
Mr Wynne interjected.

LAND LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Wednesday, 21 June 2017

ASSEMBLY

Mr CLARK — which, as the minister indicates,
was previously paper based. We have come a long way,
and collectively over successive governments a very
important asset has been created.
So then the question is: what is going to happen in the
course of this mooted privatisation, and is it going to be
done right? That is the key question: is it going to be
done right? There are many issues and many risks that
need to be addressed in that process. I will refer to a
number of articles, statements and opinion pieces that
flag some of those issues. For example, the Australian
newspaper on 4 May this year ran an article by
Samantha Hutchinson entitled ‘Victorian budget:
resistance hardens to $2 billion land titles registry sale’
which says that the government’s ambitious plan:
… has met early resistance from industry and opposition
groups, which warn that homebuyers will be lumped with
higher costs.

The Greens, it says:
… want the registry to stay in public hands, while the
Community and Public Sector Union meets with land titles
staff … to formulate a campaign to prevent the sale.

Community and Public Sector Union spokesman Julian
Kennelly is quoted as having said:
With a sale there will inevitably be additional costs for home
owners, and for that reason we want to keep it in public
hands.

The article claims that:
The Greens are hardening their stance because, they argue,
recurrent revenue the office earns and the service’s integrity is
more valuable than a one-off payment.

There was a piece written earlier by the then president
of the Law Institute of Victoria (LIV), Steven
Sapountsis, in the LIV president’s blog of 20 October
2016, where he referred most immediately to the
change to eliminate paper titles in Victoria. He did flag
that the legal profession had some concern about how it
was being implemented and what practitioners needed
to be aware of. He then went on to say:
In what may be of even greater concern, the apparently
inexorable move to electronic titles is seen by some as a
precursor, or at least a precondition, to the sale and
privatisation of the government’s land registration services.

He referred to the privatisation in New South Wales.
He said that any privatisation raises serious concerns:
… even leaving aside the fundamental question of whether
that service is such a core and essential government service
that it should not be conducted for private profit.
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Then he listed what he referred to as ‘particular
concerns raised by our experienced property lawyers’:
Our title system is a cornerstone of our economy. What
guarantee is there that such integrity would be secured and
maintained in a privatised system?
The titles office is, of necessity, a monopoly provider.
Currently the government is accountable for the quality of the
service provided and for the cost of using the service. What
incentive is there for a private owner to provide quality
service at a reasonable cost when there is no competition?
Our titles are state guaranteed. We know we can rely on the
register. How can that public confidence be maintained if it is
privately owned and run?
The independence of the registrar … is an essential ingredient
of our title system. This will be put at risk if that critical role
is under the control of a private operator.

These are all very valid questions. They may well be
capable of satisfactory answers, but they do raise the
issues that need to be addressed.
As I referred to earlier, information is one of the core
parts of any sale proposition that is involved here and
there is a trade-off. The more liberally a purchaser is
able to use information, the greater the prospective sale
price and the greater the return to the taxpayer and to
the budget, but also potentially the greater the questions
that may be raised about whether or not that
information may be used inappropriately or whether or
not information relating to individuals or indeed to
businesses could be misused.
There is a growing recognition of the problem of data
matching — that is, data can be put into the public
arena, which in and of itself is innocuous, but it enables
people, through the use of various algorithms and data
mining, to then match that up with other records to
create, again, access to information about individuals
and their private affairs, which may be inappropriate.
Protection against data matching is going to be a key
part of what needs to be addressed.
There have been a range of other articles that have also
put issues into contention. I refer to an article on The
Conversation website from 10 June 2016, ‘What are the
implications of privatising land title offices?’. That
article talks about the importance of the land titles
office and why it matters to people. It matters because it
is recording details about one of the most significant
transactions in their life, and it also records details
about subdivisions. The article also talks about the
volume of dealings that are involved. The author says:
Australia’s stable and reliable property market is a key
contributor to the … economy … The robust titling
systems … are one of the reasons the country was among the
least affected by the global financial crisis.
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This author argues that privatisation could lead to being
in uncharted territory. He says:
Title offices usually do not cost the government; they
generate revenue through the provision of land-related
services and selling land and property information.
… does any provider in Australia already have a better
service in place to do the job more efficiently than it is being
done now?

Mr Pearson interjected.
Mr CLARK — The member for Essendon is
getting very fired up. He should have been in here
earlier listening to the previous parts of my remarks.
This author goes on to talk about the impact on
individuals and says that in New South Wales:
… the announcement emphasises that the government will
continue guaranteeing titles …

But the author raises concerns about whether new and
undesirable business opportunities would be seen by a
purchaser. He makes the valid point that:
Land information that is created in the process of titling is
accurate, assured and authoritative.

The author also comments that under a privatised
regime that needs to continue.
Similar concerns are raised in an article in South
Australia in the Advertiser of 23 June 2016 under the
title ‘A sale of the lands titles office could put privacy at
risk and mean increased costs’. As that author says:
A risk to sensitive personal information, increased business
costs and a loss of efficiency could be the fallout from any
privatisation of the state’s land titles office, the Australian
Institute of Conveyancers warns.

So there are these warnings, and I come back to the
point that I made earlier. It is regrettable that the
member for Essendon has now left the chamber, but let
me make the point that privatisation of land registering
functions was also something that was raised during the
term of the former coalition government — the
Napthine government — by the then Treasurer, the
member for Malvern. That just reinforces the point that
I made at the outset. The prime question is not should
you do it; it is a question of making sure you are going
to get it right if you are going to do it.
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forward by the government were appallingly badly
flawed and would have delivered a very substandard
result for the community, both in terms of the proceeds
to the budget and even more importantly in terms of the
long-term future of the ports in Victoria. But through
the upper house inquiry that this side of the house
forced the government to go through, many of those
initial issues were addressed, and we ended up with a
result that was much better for the state of Victoria.
Again, if the government is going to embark on this
process, they need to make sure they get it right
because, as the member for Lowan alluded to, if you do
not get it right when you first do it, there can be a lot of
very adverse consequences for the community.
At the moment we are a bit in the dark on this. The
government says it is doing a scoping study, but my
understanding is that the government has actually
booked figures into the budget for the sale of these
land data functions. The government may say those
figures are confidential in quantum because they do
not want to prejudice the sale price. I do hope during
the course of debate that the minister or others on the
government side can confirm whether or not my
understanding of that is the case. Is the government
banking in its budget figures on getting a quantum
from the sale of land titles functions?
The other thing that I think is important to be in the
public arena is what exactly the government has in
mind for privatisation. Is it purely the registration
functions and the maintenance of the Torrens title
system and the adjunct functions relating to general law
land? Is it the land data website and business? Is it the
LASSI website and business? Presumably it includes
business associated with selling valuation of land data
relating to property sales and to valuations. These are
all important questions to which the community is
entitled to answers as to what exactly the government
has in mind and what its thinking is in relation to
protecting against these various risk factors that I have
referred to.

Mr CLARK — As my colleague says: do it once
and get it right.

The opposition parties do not oppose this bill. I have
raised a number of specific queries which I hope can be
addressed during the course of debate. But we do flag
that if the government is expecting to have the
confidence and trust of the community in this process,
we need to understand what the broader picture is about
the government’s privatisation intentions and what this
bill is doing in relation to that. Is it a legitimate
tidying-up exercise or is it simply a fattening up in
order to privatise these institutions?

A precedent of that is what we saw with the port
privatisation process. The initial proposals that were put

Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) — I am pleased to make
a contribution on the Land Legislation Amendment Bill

An honourable member interjected.
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2017. In following on from the manager of opposition
business, I will leave the concerns that he has raised in
relation to the bill to the minister and his summing up,
which will come in over the next day or so, I suspect.
Can I say that we are very pleased to welcome the
opposition support for this piece of legislation. In
particular I would like to address a couple of the
particular matters that the member for Box Hill raised
in relation to the plans to sell the land titles registry
functions within Land Use Victoria.
Before I go to that I did want to touch on my particular
use of and interest in a lot of the data that is available
online in relation to land titles and its registry functions.
Particularly under the previous government I found as
the member for Ivanhoe during the sale of public
housing properties in West Heidelberg — Heidelberg
Heights and Bellfield — I had cause on many occasions
to make sure that I was able to keep track of the fire
sale of public housing properties in my electorate by
using the land titles registry online to keep track of and
hold the government to account on its sale of public
assets and resources in my community. Particularly
when the sale of those public housing properties would
then find their way onto the private sale market through
real estate agents, particularly if they were public
housing blocks on corner sites, particularly if they were
attractive to developers — the way in which we were
able to hold the previous government to account for its
fire sale of public housing properties in West
Heidelberg was by using data that was available online.
Landata was particularly useful, as was intelligence
gleaned by real estate agents and local neighbours in
my community.
We were able to then build a picture of the sale of those
public housing properties: how much those properties
were sold for and whether those moneys were going
back into public housing renewal projects in my
electorate of Ivanhoe. We were able to demonstrate very
clearly that, despite commitments from the previous
government, there was a desire and a determination to
sell off public housing properties in West Heidelberg.
Because the information was not made publicly available
we in opposition were able to use Landata to track these
properties online — their value, what they were being
sold for, where they were — to try to hold to account the
previous government while making sure the proceeds
from those sales of public assets were going back into the
renewal of public housing in my electorate. So I am very
well versed in the value of the data that is maintained on
those land track websites regarding the land titles registry
office, and the way in which the community can use
those to hold to account governments and the way in
which governments deal with community resources.
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The government has always been clear that asset
recycling is part of the mix of funding sources for new
infrastructure in Victoria. We are looking for ways to
get better value out of the land titles registry functions
that are completely in line with the government’s
commitments to the Victorian people both before,
during and since the 2014 state election. In particular
we have been trying to get from the Turnbull Liberal
federal government a guarantee for them to meet their
obligations and public commitments around ensuring
Victorians get full value for their asset recycling
initiatives.
The manager of opposition business raised the matter of
the port of Melbourne sale. In raising that issue he did
not touch on the fact that the previous government were
very keen to see the sale of the port of Melbourne, but
were not going to invest any of those proceeds for
taxpayers assets in community infrastructure, like the
removal of 50 dangerous level crossings. Their desire
remains opaque as to where they were going to invest
those public funds from a public resource.
Not only that, we did not hear anything from the
manager of opposition business about the asset
recycling initiative under the rules set down by former
Treasurer Joe Hockey, who has now scarpered off to
America, and of course by his successor in that role,
the current federal Treasurer, who has also made sure
that they have backtracked and not delivered to
Victorian taxpayers.
This Sydney-centric government, this federal
government that hates Melbourne and hates Victoria,
has refused to meet obligations that it publicly made
about asset recycling initiatives and providing full value
to Victorian taxpayers for its community assets. This is
unlike what we have seen when they cosy up to their
mates in New South Wales. We have seen very clearly
with the asset recycling initiative that, while it has some
very high ideals, those opposite have failed to hold to
account their federal colleagues in ensuring that
Victoria gets best value and full value for those asset
recycling initiatives, as we have seen with the port of
Melbourne sale.
I am glad that the manager of opposition business made
the point that they were certainly favourable to the sale
of the land titles registry functions. As I noted in the
Australian on 4 May 2017 in relation to the registry
sale, and I quote:
Opposition Treasury spokesman Michael O’Brien
expressed cautious support, but indicated the coalition was
more likely to support a long-term sale and leaseback than
an outright sale.
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In the end what we are saying here is, much like the
port of Melbourne sale, the opposition may well have
had some opaque reasoning around what it may have
chosen to put those community asset proceeds back into
in terms of infrastructure. We never really got to the
bottom of that, but with the election of the Andrews
government we made it very clear where those asset
proceeds would go. What this is about is the opposition
not being able to hold to account its federal colleagues
to deliver the full value for Victoria on its asset
recycling initiatives, as they have done for their mates
in New South Wales. It is the typical Sydney–
Melbourne divide in the federal Parliament that we
have to grapple with, particularly when we have a very
Sydney-centric federal government.
In relation to the Land Legislation Amendment Bill
2017, as far as we are aware, neither the shadow
Treasurer nor any other member of the Victorian
coalition has reversed their position on this matter in
relation to the sale of the registry office. During the
2014 election campaign the former Treasurer
announced his intention to privatise the land titles
office. At the time the then Treasurer said, and I quote:
Effectively [the land titles office] is a very large collector of
property data and we believe that the market can perform
those services as efficiently, if not more so.

As far as I am aware neither the shadow Treasurer nor
any other member has changed their position on this
matter.
What is important for Victorian voters, for Victorian
citizens is to understand that they have seen the track
record of an Andrews Labor government’s asset
recycling initiatives. When we choose to sell public
assets they can be assured, based on our track record,
that the proceeds of the sale of community assets go
back into community infrastructure. We have seen that
with the removal of 50 level crossings and the
investment in improved infrastructure through the sale
of the port of Melbourne. As pointed out by the
minister at the table, the member for Richmond, there is
also a determination and a very strong commitment to
deliver and secure public infrastructure investment in
regional Victoria as citizens, taxpayers and
shareholders in that initiative and to seek full value to
ensure that we are getting a boost and an improvement
in public infrastructure — not for Melbourne taxpayers
but for Victorian taxpayers.
So the track record of the Andrews Labor government
is that we will pool our resources. We will put the
community’s assets and the full value of managing
public resources to secure the best value in terms of
price to ensure that those resources then go back into

Wednesday, 21 June 2017

community infrastructure. We never really got to the
bottom of those opposite when they were in
government — their opaque reasoning around what
they would have done had they been re-elected. What
would they have done with those sale proceeds? We
never really got to the bottom of that. They never really
explained that to Victorian taxpayers. We were very
clear that with the sale of the port of Melbourne there
would be public infrastructure investment back to the
community. It was also touched on by those opposite
under the seven years of the Kennett government and
asset sales at that time. You did not need to be Einstein
to run the Treasury benches when you were flogging
everything off to the highest bidder and not investing
the proceeds of those sales back into community
infrastructure. In fact this is the very defining point that
is different about a Labor government: the trust that
taxpayers have in knowing that we will invest
community assets and their sale proceeds back into
community infrastructure.
Mr CRISP (Mildura) — I rise to make a
contribution on the Land Legislation Amendment Bill
2017 and at the outset say that this relates to one of the
most important purchases that anyone makes in a life,
which is their home. Their home sits on land, and you
will not get anywhere near a mortgage without having a
land title to put on the bank manager’s desk in one way,
shape or form. So whenever we go near any changes to
land titles it is something I think people need to be
aware of, even though it is not something that people do
all that often.
The purpose of the bill is to amend the Transfer of Land
Act 1958 in relation to the conversion of general law
land and recordings in the register, to amend the
Subdivision Act 1988 in relation to unlimited and
limited owners corporations and registration of plans,
and to amend the Valuation of Land Act 1960 in
relation to the provision of releasable information from
the valuation record.
There is quite a bit in this bill. I will go through some
of the main provisions so we can have some
discussion and make some remarks about them. The
bill amends the provision relating to the conversion of
general law land into land under the operation of the
Transfer of Land Act. It amends the Transfer of Land
Act to better affect the processes associated with
registering plans under the Subdivision Act. It amends
section 28 of the Transfer of Land Act to reflect
current practices in relation to the processing of
Crown grants and to enable vesting orders when the
purchaser of property cannot provide proof of
payment but the registrar of titles is otherwise satisfied
there is an entitlement to a vesting order.
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It amends section 52 so that a court order against
land — often a warrant — can be removed from the
register of land upon application to the registrar of titles
of the judgement creditor without full satisfaction of the
debt. It amends section 59 to simplify the process for
persons who have land vested in them, and it amends
section 59A to apply where a successor in law is not a
body corporate.
It removes the requirement for a caveator’s consent to
be lodged with the registrar of titles, and it permits
priority notices to be extended for one period of
30 days. It inserts a standardised section permitting the
recording of notices of a statutory charge and the
removal of those notices.
The changes to the Subdivision Act 1988 remove the
requirement for certain owners corporation information
to be provided in a separate document, clarify the
definitions of ‘limited owners corporation’ and
‘unlimited owners corporation’ and provide clarity and
flexibility to the provisions relating to easements
implied under the section 12(2) of the act.
The bill amends the Valuation of Land Act 1960 to
enable the provision of releasable information from the
valuation record in the same way as the provision of
property sales information and consistent with
government policy on information accessibility.
There are a number of words in there that certainly do
grab people’s attention: easements are something not
well understood at times and are of concern when you
are purchasing a piece of land, as too are things like
caveats and so on. We will talk around this a little more,
but firstly I would like to reflect on the comments of the
member for Box Hill when he explained the difference
between general law and Torrens title. That is well worth
understanding, as is the history that is associated with the
general law land system of ownership. The estimate that
there are only 10 000 titles out there under the old law
tells you that there has obviously been a lot of land
transferred over the time since the titles were changed.
Some of these issues do predate the Torrens title
system, and that compulsory conversion of the law may
lead to some disputes over land boundaries where the
conversion can currently take place on a voluntary basis
if required. When you get around boundaries, you come
back to a couple of areas in which all of us have been
involved, and that is when you get disputes over
boundaries and you get disputes over fences and
ownership. These disputes between neighbours can get
very, very bitter and can sour a community very
quickly. Resolving these is never a straightforward
process, and as we go through this process with these
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10 000 titles hopefully there will not be many of them,
but it will not take very many to cause major issues.
If you are lucky enough to have the Crown as your
neighbour, adverse possession may well come into the
process here as far as resolving some of those issues
over boundaries. Where there are two neighbours
concerned and you want to settle a boundary dispute,
this will no doubt cause big trouble. With big trouble
comes big expenses, and those things will have to wash
out of the system over time.
The issuing of land titles is also an interesting process,
and I am sure that for every property developer out
there, changes that do anything to speed up the issuing
of a land title will certainly be appreciated. Without a
land title you really do not have anything to sell, and if
you are a developer and you have spent a lot of money
getting a piece of land ready for market, once you do
have it to market, you want to have that title issued as
quickly as possible. I know that in that process it is not
just the land titles office that are involved. They are
likely to be at the end of the chain, and a very long
chain, and there are issues right through that chain
from time to time as reported to me by developers.
This bill will hopefully help that a little, and if the land
titles office is more efficient in being able to deliver
these titles, that may bring scrutiny and a strong light
to any other part of that chain where the issuing of a
title is a problem.
Restrictive covenants is another issue that is well worth
discussing. Increasingly they are being used in the
transfer of land, particularly where there is remnant
vegetation or other environmental works on a property
that people want to preserve beyond their ownership of
the land. These are very interesting, and if there is a
restrictive covenant that is on a piece of land,
transferring that to the new title will not be an easy
process. Whenever it is not an easy process or it is a
complex process, that does cause costs.
Another issue that I will raise is around new section 26Y,
and that is the issuing of a 15-year provisional title and
how that can be managed through the sale process to
give people confidence to deal in this land. I have some
experience with Mildura college lease lands, where a
unique piece of land legislation applies to a number of
lots in the Mildura area. Because they are different and
they have got some kind of restriction inherent in them,
people shy away from investing in them and that does
make our banks shy away.
I am hoping section 26Y does not have that same
problem that we encounter in dealings in the college
lease lands. They are two very different issues but have
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a common theme — that if it is different, people do not
want to know about it. So the security around a 15-year
professional title and how a mortgage can be taken on a
provisional title are something that I have concerns
about — specifically how the industry will react to and
manage that.
With that said, I also endorse the words of the member
for Box Hill around the privatisation of the land titles
office. I think that he made a very good contribution
and I strongly support his words. No doubt it is a
clearing the decks exercise, something that does need to
be done. If it does lead to the privatisation of the land
titles office, we will, as I said, refer to the words of the
member for Box Hill. With those words, thank you.
Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) — It is wonderful to have
the opportunity to speak on the Land Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017. This is a bill that improves the
processes and information provided by our land
administrators under the Transfer of Land Act 1958, the
Subdivision Act 1988 and the Valuation of Land Act
1960. The bill is essentially about reducing the
regulatory burdens and improving efficiencies for land
and plan transactions whilst also improving public
access to valuation data. Importantly, as we have heard
this evening, this bill addresses the outdated
requirements and language used in these acts, making
information more accessible and easier to understand
for the public. This, in many respects, can be quite a
complex area for many to navigate. The aim of this bill
is to provide a land administration system in which
conveyancers, lawyers, landowners, mortgagees,
councils and the general public are provided with
practical process improvements and access to better
land transaction information.
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recorded positive population growth in that year.
However, it was Victoria that recorded the highest
growth rate of all states and territories at 2.1 per cent.
Given that growth, I am incredibly pleased to be part of
an Andrews Labor government that is investing heavily
in infrastructure — getting rid of those 50 level
crossings, the most dangerous and congested level
crossings; building Australia’s most important public
transport project, Melbourne Metro, with two
9-kilometre tunnels and five new stations; the West
Gate Tunnel; and widening the Tullamarine and
Monash freeways — all the while creating thousands of
jobs. As a government, these projects will ensure that
our future population can enjoy the way of life that we
value and appreciate so much.
But with this growth comes an even greater need to
have better laws that improve efficiencies for land and
plan transactions and enable them to be done with
greater certainty and efficiency. The key measures in
this bill — and a number of speakers this evening have
spoken about a number of functions, mechanisms and
measures in this bill — are that it clarifies various
aspects of the Transfer of Land Act, Subdivision Act
and Valuation of Land Act to make information easier
to understand and more accessible. It modifies
provisions that are inconsistent with the national
electronic conveyancing system, which is already in
place. It facilitates the conversion of approximately
10 000 remnant parcels of general law land into the
Transfer of Land Act title system. It will also enforce
and ensure better processes for registering subdivisions
and enable provision of statewide land valuation
information to the public, in line with government
policy on information accessibility. It does not affect
councils’ ability to sell their own valuation information.

Matters involving homes and land, and dealings with
conveyancers, lawyers, owners and of course local
councils, can be difficult for people to find their way
through. We know that often individuals and families
can run into trouble if they are given poor advice or are
not properly supported through this process. That can
create all sorts of confusion and often leave people
feeling quite isolated in the whole affair.

This bill is about simplifying the requirements for
registering changes in ownership due to the vesting of
land by court orders or legislation. These matters, as I
mentioned before, can be incredibly complex for
individuals to navigate. This is one of those bills that
modernises the processes around land and land use
management.

We know that Victoria is in a period of unprecedented
growth. As a state government, we are all about
improving integrated land use planning. If we look at
the predicted growth from where we are now in
Melbourne with 4.6 million people to approximately
8 million people by 2051, we see that as a significant
amount of growth. We are the fastest growing state in
the nation. Australian Bureau of Statistics data shows
that Australia’s population grew by 1.4 per cent during
the year ended 30 June 2016. All states and territories

The bill also simplifies the requirements for registering
changes in ownership where proof of purchase payment
cannot be provided. It allows for the removal of
mortgages where proof of repayment cannot be
provided. This often arises when someone passes away
or their next of kin is unable to find proof of receipts or
mortgage repayments. Importantly it clarifies where the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal has
jurisdiction in making an order, and such an order can
be used under the Transfer of Land Act.
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The bill permits an extension of the priority notice for
an additional 30 days. Priority notices are generally
used by potential purchasers during settlement periods
to protect their interest on the title. Currently the notice
duration is 60 days. The proposed 30-day extension
aligns notices with longer 90-day settlement periods.
In terms of how this bill was drafted and the proposals
looked at, Court Services Victoria and VCAT were
consulted at length about the change to section 89A of
the Transfer of Land Act. The change clarifies that if
VCAT has jurisdiction and makes an order, that order
can be used to support an application to the Registrar of
Titles. The State Revenue Office was consulted in
relation to section 22 of the Subdivision Act about
satisfying the requirements regarding the growth areas
infrastructure contribution (GAIC). GAIC is a very
important fund. Certainly in my area of Sunbury it is an
incredibly important fund that will ensure that services,
infrastructure and the like are provided to the
community to cater for the significant amount of
growth that has happened over recent times but will
happen more over the next five, 10, 15 or 20 years.
There are effectively two precinct structure plans that
are in place for my community, which are going to see
an additional 20 000 dwellings built in the Sunbury
area. These dwellings will obviously place a great
number of additional residents in the area, but will
also create somewhere in the vicinity of 6000 jobs.
We will need new schools, new roads, new
infrastructure and new services, and these are all
critically important in ensuring that our growth is
sustainable and managed in a way that is effective and
reliable and supports the community.
In conclusion, the Land Legislation Amendment Bill
2017 improves the efficiency of transacting any interests
in land. The bill facilitates bringing more land under the
Transfer of Land Act 1958 and offers the benefits and
the safeguards of a system of title whereby registration to
more members of the community is enabled. Importantly
the bill improves the process for registration of plans for
subdivisions under the Subdivision Act 1988, and
obviously subdivisions create a high level of community
interest and are heavily discussed at a number of levels,
particularly at the municipal level. I am sure they are of
great interest to many.
The bill will also facilitate an easier and more
consistent method of making evaluation information
available by amending the Valuation of Land Act 1960.
This is a bill that we know will clear up much of the
confusion and some of the inconsistencies and
difficulties around the processes of land transfer and
management, and it is a particularly important bill when
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it comes to the processes and practices of conveyancers,
lawyers, landowners and councils, as I have mentioned.
I can see the member for Burwood eagerly waiting to
make a contribution on this bill, and he may just
squeeze it in before the adjournment debate. I am very
pleased to speak on the Land Legislation Amendment
Bill 2017, and I happily commend it to the house.
Mr WATT (Burwood) — It is interesting to listen
to members of the government talk on particular bills
but not actually tell the truth. I am not saying that
members on that side have lied — I am not saying that
at all — but what I am saying is that they have not told
the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth.
What we need to realise and what we need to
understand is that this bill is about one thing and one
thing alone: fattening the pig before market day. This
bill is about making Land Victoria worth more so that
when the government flogs it off they will get more for
it. There is no doubt in my mind that that is all this bill
is about.
What we do know is that the changes in this bill will
cause more disputations between landholders. We know
that the land a person owns is extremely important to that
individual. Any changes that we make we need to make
very carefully. What I would say and what we all
know — what everybody on this side of the house
knows and what everybody on that side of the house
knows — is that this bill is simply about increasing the
value of Land Victoria so that when the government
flogs it off they will get more for it. I am not necessarily
saying that the changes in this bill are not worthy. We are
not talking about voting against the bill. What we are
talking about is the truth, the whole truth and nothing but
the truth. What we are talking about is making sure that
when members on that side get up to speak they actually
tell us why they are doing this.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Dimopoulos) —
Order! The question is:
That the house now adjourns.

Peninsula Link
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) — (12 847) I raise a
matter this evening for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, and the action I seek is that the minister act to
correct the absence of appropriate exit signage for
Mount Eliza and Mount Martha from Peninsula Link.
Earlier this year I wrote to the minister and requested
his assistance in resolving these signage issues, and in
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the correspondence I noted a number of matters that I
will summarise for the house. Since the construction of
Peninsula Link there have been difficulties with signage
for both towns, and by that I mean there is essentially
not any at all. There is no signage for Mount Eliza at
either the Somerville Road or the Bungower Road
exits, and for Mount Martha there is a small sign at the
Red Hill exit, which is essentially the access route to
the southernmost portion of that town. In fact it is well
past Mount Martha township; it is at the foot of Mount
Martha on the southern side. There is no signage at the
Mornington-Tyabb Road exit, which is the last point
from which you can leave Peninsula Link before you
pass Mount Martha entirely.
These towns are not insignificant specks on the map;
they each have a population of around 17 000 people,
commercial areas, many facilities and many attractions
for visitors using the main access road to the Mornington
Peninsula. It is simply not good enough that they are to
all intents and purposes invisible to every user of this
road. The minister responded earlier this month, and I
thank him for that, but unfortunately he did not provide
any comfort at all, and he certainly did not resolve the
problem by ordering the erection of signage. In fact his
advice to me was that additional directional and tour
signs were installed late in 2015 — which of course I
was aware of — and he then went on to say:
During that time, signage to Mount Eliza from Peninsula Link
via Bungower Road (a local road) was and currently is
considered inappropriate, as it is an indirect route. Arterial
roads such as the Nepean and Moorooduc highways provide a
more direct and signed route to Mount Eliza.

If you are looking at a map, that is probably correct, but
that route does not take into account having to drive all
the way through Frankston, dealing with the traffic and
consequently adding a considerable length of time to
the journey. By far the quickest way to access Mount
Eliza is via Peninsula Link, and I happen to know that
because that is where I live and that is how I travel
there. It is also worth pointing out that in his letter the
minister made no reference to the Somerville exit,
which also serves Mount Eliza, and he made no
reference to Mount Martha whatsoever.
The fact is that many thousands of people use Peninsula
Link every day to travel and many thousands of visitors
on weekends and public holidays use Peninsula Link to
access the peninsula. Bungower Road may be a local
road, but it is the major access road from the link to
both Mount Eliza and Mornington. While I thank the
minister for his initial response, I ask him to investigate
the situation further and set aside the false notion that
people do not travel on Peninsula Link to Mount
Martha and to Mount Eliza.
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Consumer scams
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke) — (12 848) My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming
and Liquor Regulation, and the action I seek is for the
minister to provide an update for Yuroke residents on
what the government is doing to protect them from
scams. As the minister is no doubt aware, scams cost
Australians at least $300 million in 2016 alone, and that
does not take into account scams not reported to the
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission.
This is an issue that affects every community. One recent
local example involved residents receiving calls that
appeared to come from the local police station
demanding a sum of money. This no doubt caused
significant distress for many local residents, with some
contacting my office for advice. I know they and all
residents of the Yuroke district would welcome
information from the minister on this issue.

Euroa electorate school buses
Ms RYAN (Euroa) — (12 849) My adjournment
matter tonight is for the Minister for Education, and the
action I seek is a review of the capacity of school buses
across my electorate but particularly around Tatong and
routes going into the Wangaratta region. I would also
like to request, pending the outcome of that review, an
expansion of services to meet demand.
I would particularly like to raise for the minister’s
attention the bus from Bungeet to Wangaratta and the
bus from Tatong to Greta Valley Primary School. I
have been contacted by a number of families who are
finding it difficult to access seats on school bus services
on these routes due to over capacity. In the case of
school buses in the Wangaratta region, I understand that
two-thirds of the buses are actually at or over capacity,
and the lack of availability created from that means
families who already have one or more children on a
school bus are not able to register their younger
children on the same school bus.
In the example of Steven and Mardi James from Bungeet
in my electorate, they tried this month to enrol their
daughter on the Bungeet school bus for prep in
Wangaratta next year, only to be told that there are no
seats available. Mardi has not yet told her daughter, who
is very excited about the prospect of travelling on the bus
with her older brother, and she is quite concerned that
she will face the same problem in 2020 when she is
enrolling her younger daughter. Mardi is also aware of
other families in the area who are facing the same issue
and will face the same issue in coming years.
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In Tatong I have a constituent, Larissa Montgomery,
and other local families there who are facing similar
issues. They drive their children between 15 and
20 kilometres daily to meet the school bus but have
been informed, as have other families who enrol and
who live close to the school, that Tatong students will
be the first to be removed from the service when room
runs out. I believe more needs to be done to address the
capacity issues of regional school buses so that all
families have equitable access to services and children
in regional Victoria are not disadvantaged.

Mernda rail extension
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) — (12 850) I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Public
Transport. The action I seek is that she ensure that
buses servicing the Mernda rail line will be able to
easily access Marymede, Hawkstowe and especially
Mernda train stations, which are the three new stations
expected to attract the highest patronage. The minister
is a frequent and welcome visitor to my electorate, and
I am especially grateful for the numerous new bus
services that began operation last year as part of the
Plenty Valley bus network. There are 1600 new bus
services each week, and some parts of Mernda and
Doreen have a 10-minute service during peak times.
These routes will of course require some tweaking
when rail services begin from Mernda.
I categorically assure my community that we will not
cut 1000 bus services per week, like the previous
government did when rail services began from South
Morang. We are a government that is committed to
public transport and will be striving to offer as many
options as possible to get on the new train services,
with more than 2000 car parks, walking and cycling
paths, kiss-and-drop zones and of course bus bays at
each station, including eight at Mernda station.
Only this week the member for Eltham and I rode the
brilliant new route 343 service, which connects to the
Hurstbridge, Wattle Glen, Diamond Creek and
Greensborough stations. I was impressed by the speedy
and safe stopping zones at each station, including some
newly constructed bus bays and shelters along the
route. I was also impressed that there are some sections
of dedicated bus lanes, especially at the Civic Drive and
Diamond Creek Road roundabout, which help traffic
flow and give the buses priority.
This has made me more determined to ensure that the
three new stations have equally good or even better bus
interchanges and traffic measures. I am seeking that the
minister direct the Level Crossing Removal Authority
to work with all authorities, agencies and bus operators
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to ensure that smooth connections occur. The City of
Whittlesea will of course be pivotal to this endeavour,
especially as it is my understanding that council holds
various developer contribution funds, including some
towards the purpose of signalising the intersection of
Plenty Road and Bridge Inn Road. It would be great to
see some dedicated bus lanes at this intersection to
allow a speedy and safe connection to Mernda station,
so early dialogue between the Level Crossing Removal
Authority, John Holland, council, VicRoads and the bus
operators is essential to get the best design outcome and
minimise congestion near the Mernda station but also
near the Hawkstowe and Marymede stations.
I thank the minister again for her relentless and constant
interest in growing public transport in the Yan Yean
electorate.

Yarra Ranges Enterprise Centres
Ms McLEISH (Eildon) — (12 851) My request is
for the Minister for Planning, and the action I seek is
that the minister take measures to support the
continuation of Yarra Ranges Enterprise Centres Ltd, a
business incubator operating on state-owned premises
in Warburton. Specifically I would like the minister to
view the land on which it operates under the lens of
exceptional circumstances.
The reason my request is made to the Minister for
Planning is that the management agreement signed in
June 2007 was between the Yarra Ranges Enterprise
Centres (YREC) and the then Minister for Planning,
John Thwaites, and I understand that this agreement has
not changed. YREC understand that the state is keen to
sell off the land that they operate from. Yarra Ranges
Shire Council have been offered first right of refusal,
and I understand that the council have determined that
they will not be purchasing the site and that they will
formally adopt this position next week. YREC is keen
to pursue ‘exceptional circumstances’ with the
Victorian Government Land Monitor so they can buy
this asset as soon as possible to allow the businesses in
the incubator to continue to operate.
Commencing in 1998 in Lilydale, YREC moved to the
current site in Warburton 17 years ago. At the time
Warburton had significant employment challenges, and
a decision was made to move the centre to support jobs
in that community. It is now established as a small
business village, and there has been a huge amount of
pride taken in the centre by YREC management and its
tenants. You can feel it when you walk in — there is a
feeling of warmth and creativity.
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The Warburton township still has its challenges, and it
is important to acknowledge the strong need for this site
to continue and the impact it can have on the
community. They operate now at 90 per cent
occupancy, with 20 small businesses and a successful
business incubation model. Some of the businesses are
exporting, and somebody else has hired someone who
has been unemployed for some time, with two more
tenants planning to hire in the next month and continue
production growth.
They have had some really good results. Some home
operators have moved to the premises, there have been
some start-ups and others have commercialised a
hobby. Tenants, as you can understand and appreciate,
are very unsettled not knowing what their future holds.
A number of them have certainly grown beyond those
home-based offices and are unable to move back, and
they really feel that there is no other opportunity. They
have launched a petition which has over
1000 signatures. I have met and spoken with the
tenants, and they all want the site to remain open.
It is interesting to note that the spin-off from here is that
these tenants have spent some $600 000 in one year in
the local community, and that is significant for the other
businesses in the town. I know that they have written to
the minister twice and had no response, and they are very
keen to pursue that. I do understand that the Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade and Mr Somyurek
in the other place, as well as the member for Yan Yean,
are advocating to keep this centre open, so I have no
doubt that the minister has actually spoken to them.

Pascoe Vale Sports Club
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) — (12 852)
My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Sport, and the action I seek is that the
minister give due consideration to the letter he received
yesterday from the Pascoe Vale Sports Club urgently
seeking $8000 towards necessary improvements for the
female toilets at the Pascoe Vale Sports Club.
The Pascoe Vale Sports Club is a club that very much
encourages women’s participation in all kinds of sport
but in particular in women’s football. The number of
teams at the club has grown considerably, and they have
enjoyed great success over recent years. We are investing
in women’s change rooms at the club, but the toilets in
question are the toilets for the patrons, spectators and
other people around the club — officials and so forth —
who would not be using the change room toilets. They
are in a state of disrepair and do need urgent attention,
and I would ask that the minister give due consideration
to the letter he received yesterday.
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Pakenham level crossings
Mr PAYNTER (Bass) — (12 853) My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Public Transport. The
action that I seek is that the minister expedite the
removal of the three railway crossings in the heart of
Pakenham. In September last year the minister proudly
reannounced a coalition government project — namely,
a state-of-the-art depot to provide maintenance facilities
for Melbourne’s new high-capacity metro trains, a
stabling yard for 30 of the trains and a new high-tech
driver training simulator. It was claimed that the
government is ensuring that the needs of the
community are considered but that drivers who use
Bald Hill Road may notice an increase in traffic in 2017
and 2018. Exactly how will the minister ensure that the
needs of the community are considered?
I can tell her that the congestion on Bald Hill Road is
already causing major problems for our local
businesses. What she failed to announce or discuss with
anybody was the impact on the local community caused
by having our boom gates lowered to accommodate
these additional trains. Whilst using our region to stable
the additional trains may seem like a good idea, surely
the balance to be struck is having our already congested
railway crossings removed. The crossings at
Racecourse Road, McGregor Road and Main Street are
already at breaking point and causing major traffic
delays on surrounding roads. This causes delays and
raises safety issues. Minister, what action will you take
to ensure that traffic flows freely and safely at the level
crossings in Pakenham as a result of the new stabling
depot being built in Pakenham East?

Frankston ministerial visit
Mr EDBROOKE (Frankston) — (12 854) My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Education,
and the action I seek is that the minister visit some of
my local schools to speak to the school communities
regarding challenges in their schools. In the last budget
we had some great news for Frankston North. Local
school principals Stuart Jones of Monterey Secondary
College, John Culley of Mahogany Rise Primary
School and Kathie Arnold of Aldercourt Primary
School would like to speak with the minister regarding
the state government budget announcement that
commits $500 000 to a Frankston North education hub
to improve the health and wellbeing outcomes of
families in this community. We have got big plans for
this community, and we want the minister to visit and
let us know what he thinks.
I would also love the minister to visit Kingsley Park
Primary School and meet with principal Gill Gray and
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also to visit Frankston Heights Primary School and
meet with principal Cheryl Clarke to discuss projects at
both these schools which I believe require the state
government’s urgent attention. We realise Victorian
schools will receive less funding in 2018–19 under the
Turnbull federal government’s plans compared to the
original Gonski deal they signed up to. Under the
‘Conski’, Frankston Heights Primary School will be
$100 000 worse off and Kingsley Park Primary School
will be $200 000 worse off. This is according to a
Department of Education and Training analysis. Yet
they have worthy projects that need to be addressed. I
believe that these schools deserve better, and I would
like the minister speak to visit these school
communities and address some of these challenges.

direction; other siblings can go in the other direction’.
There is no common sense. There is no consideration of
the person who has been responsible for coordinating
buses for the last 15 years, who knows the roads, knows
the families and knows the circumstances. Country
Victorians need a school transport system that supports
its families and not one that breaks families up. If
families are on dairy farms and a family chooses to
move to another farm perhaps only 5 kilometres down
the road, the current school bus system insists that they
must move holus-bolus to a completely different
community and a completely different school because
Google Maps says it is closer.

Polwarth electorate school buses

Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) — (12 856) I
seek to raise a matter with the Minister for Industry and
Employment, and the action I seek is that the minister
visit the electorate of Thomastown to see firsthand the
partnerships developing between education and
industry, the energy created and the visions becoming
possible as a result of the Labor government’s
procurement policies. The policies ensure local content
on government projects that create much-needed jobs.
They are policies that mandate 10 per cent
apprenticeships for government projects over
$20 million, giving our young people opportunities and
jobs which they would otherwise miss out on.

Mr RIORDAN (Polwarth) — (12 855) My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Education.
The action I seek from the minister is a comprehensive
review of the Victorian country school bus system to
ensure country families in Polwarth can access the most
appropriate school for their family. Recent changes that
are being implemented by Public Transport Victoria for
the Department of Education and Training are putting
the concerns of Google Maps and outdated concepts
that discriminate against families who choose an
education other than a state education ahead of the
welfare of children and families. Common sense, local
knowledge of roads and individual family
circumstances are being ignored, as departmental
bureaucracy has run amok.
In another frustration, school bus coordinators are now
stripped of the capacity to apply common sense and are
instead being used as debt collectors and are being
forced to harass parents for payments from schools that
are not necessarily associated with their own. In an
increasingly mobile world the school transport service
that is crucial in helping thousands of children gain a
valuable education is not acting in the best interests of
students but is instead forcing families to change their
children’s school, insisting that some children go to a
different school to their elder siblings. The worst and
most belligerent example of bureaucracy gone crazy is
expecting a small preppie to get off a bus on the
highway and hitchhike to a school 25 kilometres in the
opposite direction from where their two older siblings
go because, even though no bus service exists, Google
Maps says it is closer.
The average person would expect a protest or a review.
This particular example has in fact been reviewed, and
the boffins in the education department still say, ‘Tap,
tap, tap; the computer says one child must go in this

Thomastown electorate ministerial visit

I would envisage that this visit also include a trip to
Sutton Tools, an innovative and community-minded
Australian company that this year won Manufacturer of
the Year (Large Business) in the Victorian
Manufacturing Hall of Fame awards. This business
does so much with students and the local community. A
visit would also go down well with the company
Hi-Lux Technical Services, which provides signalling
for VicRoads and will be undertaking much work as the
Andrews Labor government gets on with fixing traffic
congestion and building roads where we need them.

Responses
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) — The member
for Mornington raised a matter for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety regarding exit signage on
Peninsula Link. The member for Yuroke raised a matter
for the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and
Liquor Regulation regarding an update for Yuroke
residents on scams. The member for Euroa raised a
matter for the Minister for Education seeking a review
of school bus capacity in her electorate. The member
for Yan Yean raised a matter for the Minister for Public
Transport regarding buses servicing the Mernda rail
line. The member for Eildon raised a matter for the
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Minister for Planning regarding the Yarra Ranges
Enterprise Centre. The member for Pascoe Vale raised
a matter for the Minister for Sport seeking support for
female toilets at the Pascoe Vale Sports Club.
The member for Bass raised a matter for the Minister
for Public Transport regarding the removal of level
crossings in Pakenham. The member for Frankston
raised a matter for the Minister for Education seeking
that he visit local schools. The member for Polwarth
raised a matter for the Minister for Education regarding
a review of the country school bus system. The member
for Thomastown raised a matter for the Minister for
Industry and Employment seeking that he visit to see
the partnerships in education and industry caused as a
result of the government’s procurement policies. I will
pass them all on.
The SPEAKER — Order! The house is now
adjourned.
House adjourned 7.21 p.m.
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