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better than the chief officer of the CFA, Steve
Warrington, who said, ‘We’ve had a gutful of reviews’.
That is what Steve Warrington said.
Honourable members interjecting.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The SPEAKER (12:03) — Order! We acknowledge
the traditional Aboriginal owners of the land on which
we are meeting. We pay our respects to them, their
culture, their elders past, present and future, and elders
from other communities who may be here today.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (12:03) — I advise the
house that the Minister for Tourism and Major Events,
who is also the Minister for Sport and Minister for
Veterans, will be absent from question time this week
and that the Minister for Housing, Disability and
Ageing will answer in his place.

The SPEAKER — Order! Members on both sides
of the chamber will come to order.
Mr ANDREWS — The chief fire officer has made
it very clear — and I think Commissioner Lapsley as
well has joined him in that sense of —
Mr R. Smith interjected.
Mr ANDREWS — The member for Warrandyte
has just suggested that they, those two decorated
firefighters, ‘had something to hide’. I really hope
Hansard got that. I really hope Hansard got what the
member for Warrandyte just said — and in fact I might
ask that he withdraw that right now.
Honourable members interjecting.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE and
MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Country Fire Authority gender diversity and
inclusion
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) (12:04) — My
question is to the Premier. Given the outrageous
allegations of bullying and criminal behaviour in
Victoria’s fire services, which have shown that 50 per
cent of all respondents to the gender diversity and
inclusion report say they have been bullied within the
Country Fire Authority (CFA), one in three women
have experienced sexual harassment, 71 per cent of
women believe bullying is a problem at the CFA, and
10 senior Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB) managers
have now taken action against the MFB due to bullying,
it is clear that whatever you have said you have been
doing for the past three years to fix the fire services has
utterly failed and in fact has made things worse.
Premier, will you now join with the opposition and
back a royal commission into the longstanding issues
of intimidation, United Firefighters Union bullying
and criminal abuse that are endemic in Victoria’s
fire services?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Deputy Premier
and the member for Gembrook to come to order.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (12:05) — I thank the
Leader of the Opposition for his question. I can put it no

The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Malvern will come to order. I remind all members to
cease shouting across the chamber, otherwise at this
very early stage I will have to ask members to leave the
chamber. I cannot ask the member to withdraw
comments.
Mr ANDREWS — Of course the member for
Warrandyte, who thinks it is a laughing matter to —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ANDREWS — The member for Warrandyte
could have jumped to his feet and said, ‘I’m terribly
sorry for besmirching the good names of Craig Lapsley
and Chief Officer Warrington’. The record will reflect
that he sat in his seat laughing.
Mr Walsh — On a point of order, Speaker, I would
ask you to bring the Premier back to answering the
question as to why he will not join the opposition in
supporting a royal commission into the fire services
here in Victoria.
Mr Pesutto interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Hawthorn is warned.
Mr ANDREWS — As I was saying, the chief
officer of the CFA and I think Commissioner Lapsley
as well and many others in our fire services have made
it very clear that we have had enough reviews. We have
a clear sense of what the problems are. The big problem
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for those opposite who now propose a royal
commission is that they voted against the very solutions
that those eight reviews point to. They have no
credibility on this issue and the government will not be
supporting yet other inquiry when we know what is
needed is action, particularly from those who frustrate
and try and oppose every attempt to address the very
problems they did nothing about in government and
pretend to care about today.
Supplementary question
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) (12:08) —
Premier, given you have just dismissed a royal
commission out of hand, despite overwhelming
evidence that the culture of the fire services is
dysfunctional and potentially putting Victorians at risk,
all you have done over three years is leave a trail of
destroyed careers and lives. Premier, what will it take
before you finally admit that Victoria’s fire services
have gone backward under your watch and that a royal
commission is needed to end this crisis?
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (12:08) — I would point
out to the Leader of the Opposition that there is no
mention of Fiskville in his royal commission proposal.
There is nothing like a convert. We like royal
commissions now, but not into Fiskville. Oh, no, we
will stay right away from that. No mention of response
times, I do not think, either. No mention of cutting
$66 million from the fire service budget. No mention of
being at the tennis while the state burned. The
hypocrisy of those opposite is truly breathtaking.

Ministers statements: Drug Rehabilitation Plan
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (12:09) — I rise to
advise the house about the government’s Drug
Rehabilitation Plan launched this morning, a plan that
will save lives across not only the North Richmond
community but right across Victoria, given that its
component parts include 100 additional rehabilitation
beds; a rapid detox service, the first of its kind as I
understand it in our state; and additional training for
health professionals to bring them on.
What is more, there is a targeted measure to end the
awful practice of those who would take tens of
thousands of dollars from families, claiming to provide
treatment to their loved one and providing no such
treatment — dodgy providers. There will be a
crackdown on them as well.
And of course there will be a medically supervised
injecting facility at the North Richmond Community
Health service, because as of yesterday afternoon
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35 Victorians have died in and around the North
Richmond community. To ignore that, to do nothing
about that, to use that as a political opportunity is not the
approach the government takes — not now, not ever.
For every parent in the community and for every
thoughtful, reasonable person across Victoria I simply
say this: in New South Wales there have been
1 million injections, 6000 serious overdoses and not
one death. In Victoria in the last 12 months there have
been 35 tragic deaths. Ask yourself: what if it was
your son or your daughter?
Mr Pesutto interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Hawthorn has
already been warned.
Mr ANDREWS — You would want a new
approach, and that is what we are delivering.

Country Fire Authority gender diversity and
inclusion
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (12:11) — My question
is to the Minister for Emergency Services. The Country
Fire Authority (CFA) annual report for 2016–17 has
revealed that last year the total number of female CFA
volunteers fell by 6.3 per cent. Minister, why would
any woman want to join our fire services, given that
you and the Premier have consistently failed to stand up
to or condemn the United Firefighters Union culture of
bullying and denigration of our women?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Macedon will come to order.
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(12:12) — I thank the member for Gembrook for his
question. In his question he outlined why the reform is
needed — why we need to tackle the issue of culture
change and diversity within our fire services. I would
suggest to the member for Gembrook that he speak to
the National Party, because his colleagues in the
coalition do not support our reforms to improve
diversity within our fire services.
What we have done is we have requested that the
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission undertake the report, which they are
doing, and when it is released we will respond to it. But
we are not waiting for that. We have made significant
investment in culture change and diversity within our
fire services. We have committed to significant targets
to improve diversity within our fire services. That
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includes quadrupling the number of career female
firefighters within the Metropolitan Fire Brigade and
the CFA and increasing to 15 per cent the number of
women in leadership roles at the brigade level from
around 265 to well over 900. It is only the Andrews
government that is committed to diversity and change
within our fire services.
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are seeking to grapple with the scourge of addiction. In
addition to that, that builds on top of our program of a
record $220 million worth of investment. This will
mean a more than doubling of the residential
rehabilitation drug and alcohol beds during the course
of this government. Just compare that for a moment
with the measly two beds that those opposite introduced
over four years when they held the reins of power.

Supplementary question
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (12:13) — The most
recent CFA annual report also shows that the overall
volunteer numbers have declined under your
government. Is it not a fact that this decline in
volunteers is due to your and your Premier’s failure to
protect victims of bullying, intimidation and sexual
harassment or to stamp out the cover-up culture that has
become pervasive in our fire services?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(12:14) — He does make a lot of stuff up. My answer
to his question is no. For the benefit of the house, the
number of volunteer operational firefighters is over
35 000, which is in line with the figures over the last
few years.
Mr Battin — On a point of order, Speaker, in
relation to relevance, when you are talking about the
facts that are in place for volunteers in Victoria, it has
dropped from over 59 000 since they came to
government to 56 004. I can table the figures if you
like, but there has been a decline of just over 3000 in
volunteers since this Premier took power.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister to continue,
or has he concluded his answer?
Mr MERLINO — I am happy to continue,
Speaker. I will just repeat that volunteer operational
firefighters are over 35 000, which is in line with the
past few years. In addition to the funding for culture
and diversity, we have also provided over $2 million
for a volunteer recruitment and retention campaign.
Only Labor invests in our CFA. Under the previous
mob, they cut $66 million.

Ministers statements: drug and alcohol services
Mr FOLEY (Minister for Mental Health)
(12:16) — I rise today to inform the house of the
Andrews Labor government’s most recent
announcement for investment in our alcohol and drug
treatment services right across our state. Yesterday we
rolled out a package of over $87 million worth of a
range of measures that at their core will see between
now and March 2018 an extra 100 residential
rehabilitation beds across our state for those people who

In addition to where those beds will be, between now
and March we will see beds roll out in Lower Plenty,
Maryknoll, Bendigo, Werribee and St Albans. That
builds on the additional investment already in our
program that will see new facilities in the Hume region,
new facilities in the Barwon region and new facilities in
the Gippsland region. Under this government we are
very proud of that achievement. We will see more
people receiving support in and around their
communities. This comes in addition to a brokerage
service where, right across the state, we will be in a
position to, overnight and immediately, connect people
with the services that they need that are for families that
are in crisis on top of all of the other measures the
Premier outlined in his earlier comments.

Let’s Feed
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (12:18) — My question is to
the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor
Regulation and concerns an unregistered charity which
also conducts fundraisers under the name Let’s Feed.
Minister, the person behind Let’s Feed is Mr Jasvinder
Sidhu, a former staff member of the rorting member for
Tarneit. Mr Sidhu has stacked hundreds of members
from the Indian community into the Labor Party in an
attempt to ensure his preselection for Tarneit.
Mr Sidhu’s so-called charity collects cash donations
from cashboxes scattered across the western suburbs
and solicits for donations to be paid into a mysterious
bank account that pays for Labor Party memberships.
Minister, will you fully investigate this new low in the
pattern of rorting under the Andrews Labor
government, in this case the rorting of donations from a
charity to pay for Labor Party memberships?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Premier will
assist with the running of the house.
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation) (12:19) — I thank the
member for his question. The matter is a serious one, and
I am aware of the allegations made by Mrs Peulich in the
Council and others around the charity and fundraising
status of Let’s Feed. Consumer Affairs Victoria is
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currently investigating this matter, and it would be
inappropriate for me to provide any further commentary.
Supplementary question
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (12:19) — With Mr Sidhu
being the apprentice to the master rorter, the member
for Tarneit, Minister, will you guarantee that the same
vigour be applied to the investigation into Let’s Feed as
was applied to other dodgy scams, such as one run by
Belle Gibson, or will this investigation be a whitewash
to cover for just another Labor mate?
Mr R. Smith interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Warrandyte!
Mr Languiller — On a point of order, Speaker, I
seek clarification. I did not quite understand. Did the
member claim that Mr Sidhu had actually worked for
the member for Tarneit? Did he say that? I seek
clarification.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! the member is entitled to
raise a point of order. There is no point of order. The
member for Tarneit, on the point of order.
Mr Languiller — Further on the point of order,
Speaker, I do not believe Mr Sidhu ever worked for me.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Warrandyte! The member for South Barwon!
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation) (12:21) — I thank the
member once again for his question. As I said earlier, the
matter is currently being investigated, and it would be
inappropriate for me to provide any further commentary.

Ministers statements: supervised injecting
facilities
Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) (12:21) — I
rise to address the issue of our government’s support
for the trial of a supervised injecting facility at the
North Richmond Community Health service to prevent
deaths from drug overdoses. Most importantly the issue
that I would like to address is the importance of
providing a safer health setting for our health workers.
The facts are very clear. The number of people dying
from overdoses has almost doubled since 2012, and
heroin deaths are at their highest since the year 2000.
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Our government wants to make sure that we are better
at preventing people dying from drug overdoses. We
want to minimise harm, we want to help save lives and
we want to keep our community safe, and in doing so
we want to make sure that the working environment of
our healthcare workers is a safer one.
The fact of the matter is that it is our first responders
and our frontline health workers that are exposed to the
dangerous reality of drug overdoses, and when
paramedics attend those jobs they are often confronted
with things like an increased risk of things like
needle-stick injury and bloodborne virus risks. Drug
incidences requiring ambulance attendances do
continue to rise, and since 2011 paramedic attendances
at drug incidents have almost doubled to over 10 000
just this year. Too many people are putting their lives at
risk, and too many paramedics and nurses are being put
in a position where they are having to take risks that
they should not have to take.
Rather than respond to an increasing number of drug
overdoses, the experience of supervised injecting
facilities in other jurisdictions has been that that has
significantly freed up paramedic attendances to go
elsewhere. For example, in Kings Cross, ambulance
call-outs have been reduced by over 80 per cent. Our
package also includes $450 000 over two years to better
support nurse education and much-needed scholarships,
and to support the provision of additional drug
treatment training. This is a reform that is way overdue
and has our complete support.

Jasvinder Sidhu
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (12:23) — My question is to
the Treasurer. You recently endorsed Mr Jasvinder
Sidhu for Labor Party preselection in Tarneit to replace
its current rorting member. In your endorsement you
stated Mr Sidhu is an impressive advocate for
Melbourne’s west and Labor values. Treasurer, given
that the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and
Liquor Regulation has just alluded to the serious nature
of the allegations and announced that Mr Sidhu and his
charity are under investigation, do you stand by your
endorsement of Mr Sidhu?
Ms Allan — On a point of order, Speaker, it is very
difficult to see the connection between the member for
Kew’s question and the responsibilities of the Treasurer
in relation to government administration. The Minister
for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation
has clearly outlined the action that is being taken on the
matter relating to the previous question. We are now
clearly just going for the political cheap shot from the
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member for Kew, and I ask that the question be ruled
out of order.
Mr Clark — On the point of order, Speaker, I would
have thought the question went to the credibility of the
Treasurer as a minister of the Crown. If a minister of the
Crown is giving endorsements of this nature, it is
appropriate to ask whether he stands by that because it
does go to whether or not he is to be regarded as being
creditable in his capacity as Treasurer of this state.
The SPEAKER — Order! I ask the Treasurer to
respond to the question insofar as it relates to any
government business.
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) (12:25) — I thank the
member for Kew, the airhead apparent for the
opposition. I make the point that there is nothing in this
question that relates to my ministerial portfolio —
nothing even vaguely relevant — so there is nothing for
me to answer.
Supplementary question
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (12:26) — Treasurer, can you
guarantee that neither you nor any member of your staff
have been involved in the fraudulent charity Let’s Feed
and the associated activities of Mr Jasvinder Sidhu?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Ferntree
Gully!
Ms Allan — On a point of order, Speaker, Rulings
from the Chair identifies that a member may only ask
a question relating to a minister’s current
responsibility. The Treasurer has already indicated in
his response to the substantive question that he finds
the subject matter outside of his responsibility as
Treasurer, which I certainly concur with, so I ask that
you rule this supplementary question out of order. In
addition, it offends against the standing orders because
of the reflections it makes on the Treasurer, which is
also not in order.
Mr M. O’Brien — On the point of order, Speaker, I
understand that the Treasurer’s endorsement comes
next to a photograph of him and his title: Tim Pallas,
MP, Victorian Treasurer and member for Werribee. If
he gave the endorsement as Victorian Treasurer, he
needs to answer for it as Victorian Treasurer.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the House
further on the point of order.
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Ms Allan — No, it is in relation to the quote he just
read.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will remove members
from the chamber if they continue to shout across the
chamber. It is not on this point of order?
Ms Allan — No, Speaker. The member for Malvern
was clearly referring —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I am yet to rule on the
point of order, but I do need to be able to hear the
Leader of the House in case she wishes to ask for a
remark to be withdrawn or another matter.
Ms Allan — On another matter, Speaker, the
member for Malvern was quoting from his phone, and I
ask that that be made available to the house.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition will leave the chamber for the period of
half an hour.
Honourable member for Croydon withdrew from
chamber.
Mr M. O’Brien — Further on the point of order,
Speaker, I am not a member of the cabinet — I do not
have to hand over my phone to the Premier.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order. The question does not relate to Victorian
government business.
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, there is
a tradition in this house that if the Speaker feels a
question is out of order, then the person asking the
question is provided with an opportunity to rephrase the
question. I ask that you extend that courtesy to the
member for Kew.
Ms Allan — On the point of order, Speaker, as I am
sure you are well aware, that matter is at the discretion
of the Speaker, and I would suggest that no such
courtesy should be afforded to the member for Kew.
Mr Clark — On the point of order, Speaker, your
ruling is on a case that is at best borderline, if I may say
so with respect. The question referred to the Treasurer’s
members of staff, and I would have thought that it
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would be open to a rewording of a question that may in
your mind have been marginal to bring it clearly within
the standing orders. The custom has been that where
there is some potential for a slight rewording to bring
the question into order the Speaker exercises their
discretion in favour of it, and I submit that this is such
an occasion.
The SPEAKER — I uphold the point of order and
allow the member to rephrase his question.
Supplementary question
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (12:30) — Treasurer, can you
guarantee that neither you nor any member of your
ministerial staff have been involved in the fraud charity
Let’s Feed and the associated activities of Mr Jasvinder
Sidhu, given that you endorsed him on your ministerial
Facebook page?
Ms Allan — On a point of order, Speaker, it is hard
to see how that slightly rephrased question complies
with the ruling you have previously made on this, and I
ask that you rule it out of order.
Mr Clark — On the point of order, Speaker, the
member has made clear that his question relates to the
ministerial staff of the minister, not to his electorate
staff or any other staff he may have. I would have
thought the conduct of any minister’s ministerial staff is
a matter that is relevant to their portfolio, and on that
basis the question is in order.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will allow the question.
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) (12:32) — I thank the
member for Kew for his question again, albeit I still
consider the question far beyond my ministerial
responsibilities. Nonetheless I make this point: the
matters that the member refers to are the subject of an
inquiry, as has been identified by the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation, and
the minister made it quite apparent that she would not
enter into any dialogue or commentary about it, and nor
will I. That is the appropriate way that these matters
should be held.
I make the additional point that there has been a value
judgement about the nature of this organisation. I do not
know anything about it, I do not know what the
member for Kew knows about it, but I can assure you
the pejorative implications that he has made are the
subject of an inquiry and those matters should be left to
run the normal course.
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Ministers statements: drug trafficking
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (12:33) —
Heroin causes significant harm in our community, and
following the announcement today of a compassionate
approach to treating people who are suffering and very
unwell from their heroin addiction, I can assure the
house that this in no way changes the commitment of
this government or Victoria Police to disrupt drug
networks in Victoria. Victoria Police does and will
continue to target the trafficking and distribution of
heroin. In fact in Victoria we have the highest
proportion of heroin trafficking arrests of any state in
the country, and that will continue. We take this issue
very seriously, and that is why we have announced new
laws that will reduce the threshold for what is
considered trafficking. We will bring this into line with
recent changes we have made with ice. This will mean
lower thresholds of heroin to charge someone for
trafficking, triggering very severe penalties: life
imprisonment and 25 years for commercial trafficking.
Police will have the powers they need to go after the
dealers, the distributors — those who are profiting from
harmful drugs and profiting on the back of the misery
of so many Victorians, particularly in the North
Richmond area.
This is just one part of a suite of measures that are
designed to tackle drug harm in our community. As
Loretta Gabriel told me when she met me in Barwon
Heads recently, and as she said to Jon Faine this
morning, this range of initiatives is absolutely essential.
She knows this. She watched her son, who was only 27,
lose his life to the scourge in Richmond, and she knows
that a medically supervised injection room probably
would have saved his life. These new laws are not
about penalising those people who need a health
solution but ensuring that police have what they need to
target those who peddle misery in our community and
who are making profits off the back of that misery.

Country Fire Authority gender diversity and
inclusion
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) (12:35) — My
question is to the Premier. Following the publication of
Professor Taylor’s gender diversity and inclusion
report, the equal opportunity and human rights
commissioner warned victims that the commission is
being watched by union thugs looking to silence them.
She said that people were taking photographs of
persons presenting at the commission to intimidate
them. In the last two weeks since these shocking
allegations came to light, Premier, have you done a
single thing to protect those people who are giving
evidence on bullying and harassment to the

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE and MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Tuesday, 31 October 2017

ASSEMBLY

commission? Premier, why are you doing nothing to
protect those who protect us?
Mr Merlino interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the Deputy
Premier to cease interjecting across the table.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (12:35) — I thank the
Leader of the Opposition for his question. At the time I
think he may have asked me a question — this was
certainly the subject of discussion in the chamber — I
alluded to the fact that the Deputy Premier had agreed,
and he had confirmed I think in the chamber himself,
that he would be meeting with the commissioner. That
meeting has occurred. It occurred last week, and the
commissioner informed the Deputy Premier that she
was not aware of surveillance of any participants
attending the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human
Rights Commission offices for the purposes of
attending a confidential interview. That is what she said
to the Deputy Premier and Minister for Emergency
Services, and I can add —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ANDREWS — That is what she said to the
Deputy Premier last week, in full delivery of his
commitment to meet with her, as is appropriate.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr ANDREWS — That is what she said. It might
not suit those opposite, but that is what she said, and we
look forward to her report.
Mr Pesutto interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Hawthorn!
Mr ANDREWS — I think those opposite are
definitely in need of a briefing. That is the answer to the
question.
Supplementary question
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) (12:36) —
Premier, under your watch 14 senior fire services staff
have been forced out, legislation to entrench union
bullying has been exposed and is unable to be passed,
you continue to block the human rights report and stand
by while people giving evidence are —
Mr Pakula interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Attorney-General!
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Mr GUY — in the report — being photographed
and intimidated. Everything you have done has failed to
remove the toxic culture in the fire services. What
possible reasons can you give Victorians, Premier, to
refuse to back a royal commission to finally clean up
your mess?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of The
Nationals and the Attorney-General will come to order.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (12:37) — I thank the
Leader of the Opposition for again demonstrating to all
of us that he is just happy to make things up, just go
through a long list. These challenges are very real. The
government proposes to take very real action to remedy
them. Those opposite have voted against that.
In terms of accusations around not being interested in a
report or suppressing the report or varying the report,
what an absolute nonsense from a desperate Leader of
the Opposition. I remind him that it is this government
that commissioned the report, and it has taken steps that
I listed in detail in our last sitting week. I refer the
Leader of the Opposition to Hansard to again see the
comprehensive list of concrete steps and measures we
have taken, in stark contrast to the indolence of those
opposite for four long, wasted years, like the five
wasted questions today.

Ministers statements: drug law reform
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) (12:38) — I rise
to provide the house with an update on the significant
reforms that the government has announced to deal
with the devastating impacts of drug addiction and to
keep the community safe. We have today announced a
package of drug treatment reforms, including a safe
injecting facility in North Richmond. That builds on a
very proud record of a comprehensive approach to drug
crime and drug addiction. We established the first Drug
Court in Dandenong, and that has a proven record of
reducing recidivism and improving community safety.
When we came to office we immediately established
the Ice Action Taskforce, which developed the Ice
Action Plan, to reduce the supply, demand and harm of
the drug with $45.5 million of investment behind it.
Under stage 2 of the plan we launched the Melbourne
Drug Court, which ensured 170 extra offenders could
go through the program.
In 2015 we created new drug offences to ensure that ice
dealers who peddle drugs to children in or near schools
will spend up to 25 years in prison. We have banned
synthetic drugs, and we have reduced the amount of ice
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required for commercial drug-trafficking offences. And
today the police minister has announced further harsh
penalties for those who traffic heroin, as part of the
reforms we introduced today.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr PAKULA — You hear the heckling from those
that opposed the first Drug Court. You hear the
heckling from those that created two beds and two
sniffer dogs in four years, the ones that thought —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Attorney-General is now proceeding to debate the
issue. I ask you to bring him back to making a ministers
statement.
The SPEAKER — The Attorney-General will
come back to making a ministers statement.
Mr PAKULA — I am indicating our pride in this
package. Our legacy will not be thinking that the
complexity of drug offending can be dealt with by
sentencing alone; it will not be to play grubby politics
with the second Drug Court; and it will not be, like the
media release we have seen today, simply more of the
same. We will have the imagination to improve
community safety and the decency to save lives.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Mr Burgess — On a point of order, Speaker, I am
still waiting on an answer to my constituency
question 13 031. I asked the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change on 7 September
2017 to instruct her department to take immediate
action to repair and then regularly maintain the road,
roadsides and bridge on French Island.
The SPEAKER — Thank you. We will pursue that
matter.
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Speaker, I raise a
point of order with regard to question 13 124, and it
was a question to the Minister for Water. I do note that
the Minister for Water has been a serial offender when
it comes to not answering questions. I have asked
questions before and have not got answers. Once again
I have got a question on notice that was put there on
21 September. It is now 31 October, and my
constituents are asking for an answer. It is a very
serious question that my constituents are interested in,
and I would like you to get the minister to actually
answer the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will follow that
matter up.
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Mornington electorate
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) (12:42) — (13 383) I
raise a question for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, in particular with regard to Mornington-Tyabb
Road running between the Nepean Highway and
Peninsula Link, although there are two distinct sections,
essentially from Nepean Highway to Moorooduc
Highway and then from Moorooduc Highway to
Peninsula Link. The former section has a particular
issue with significant traffic problems. It is a
commercial precinct, a civic precinct that contains
Mornington Racecourse and is also the main exit from
the township of Mornington to Peninsula Link and
Moorooduc Highway. VicRoads when they set up
Peninsula Link actually thought traffic volumes would
drop. They have not. They continue to climb and they
are frequently referenced to me as a significant problem
for residents, particularly of the area. So I ask: what are
the most recent traffic counts on Mornington-Tyabb
Road between Nepean Highway and Moorooduc
Highway, and between Moorooduc Highway and
Peninsula Link?

Yan Yean electorate
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (12:43) — (13 384) My
question is to the Special Minister of State in the other
place. I refer to the family violence hub that was funded
in this year’s state budget for the north-eastern suburbs,
and I ask the minister: when will this hub open and in
what location will it be?

Gippsland East electorate
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (12:44) — (13 385)
My constituency question is for the Minister for Police.
The information I seek is: what is the plan to cover
police absences from the Omeo and Swift Creek
one-man stations when they occur? I have been advised
by several local residents that there have been a number
of times recently, including this week, when both
officers have been absent or off-duty and policing
coverage is provided from Bairnsdale. This of course is
unacceptable to the community as Omeo is 90 minutes
away and other locations covered by this station are
over 2 hours away from Bairnsdale, particularly as we
know the fire season is underway and we have had fires
in recent weeks in this area. So we must have one
person on duty as a minimum.
What has angered some locals is a recent comment
made in the media that police are aware of a week
when both police will be on leave but no person would
be stationed at either station as a replacement. So I ask
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the minister: what is the plan to cover these absences
when they occur?

Broadmeadows electorate
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (12:45) —
(13 386) My constituency question is to the Minister for
Sport. The information I seek is an update on the Hume
City Council Criterium Cycling Facility: Feasibility
Study. Constituents in Melbourne’s northern suburbs
want a facility for recreational cycling and club racing.
Many families and cyclists could use the criterium
course, clubs could book the course for racing and
training, and the rest of the time it could be used by the
public, including as a driver training centre. There could
also be a multitude of BMX and cyclocross tracks and a
state-of-the-art velodrome built within the criterium
track, similar to the sports complex at Casey Fields.

Burwood electorate
Mr WATT (Burwood) (12:45) — (13 387) My
question is to the Minister for Public Transport. I use
the route 75 tramline regularly, and I have noticed that
the Public Transport Victoria website states that tram
stop 63 on that line is a wheelchair-accessible tram
stop. Having used that tram stop a number of times,
noting that the only way I can get to that tram stop is
via the underpass and up about 30 steps, I was
wondering whether the minister might be able to
explain to me, if I was in a wheelchair, how I would
access the wheelchair-accessible number 63 tram stop if
I wanted to travel to Deakin University.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WATT — Some on the other side might think
this is a little bit comical, but it is supposed to be a
wheelchair-accessible tram stop, and the only way I see
that I can get there is, as an able-bodied person, walking
up 30 stairs. I am wondering how someone in a
wheelchair might be able to make that trip.

Pascoe Vale electorate
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) (12:46) —
(13 388) My constituency question is for the Minister
for Sport, and I ask: what is the status of Pascoe Vale
Sports Club’s application for funding under the current
round of community sports infrastructure grants? I
understand that the Pascoe Vale Sports Club application
is for funding to upgrade the facilities at Hallam
Reserve in Pascoe Vale. This is particularly important
to the club and certainly to me, as this is the facility and
the ground that services the women’s teams at the
Pascoe Vale Football Club. The current facilities for
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women are inadequate and do not come close to
accommodating the number of female players that use
these facilities, particularly given the growth that we
have seen in female participation in AFL. In 2016 there
were 51 female players at the Pascoe Vale Football
Club, and in 2017 there are 135, representing a growth
of over 150 per cent. The team has enjoyed great
success on and off the field and certainly is deserving of
improved facilities.

Rowville electorate
Mr WELLS (Rowville) (12:47) — (13 389) The
question I wish to raise is for the Minister for Police.
Minister, given the increase in crime under the
Andrews government, why has there been a substantial
cut in the number of frontline protective services
officers (PSOs) by 31 full-time positions from
December 2016 until June of this year? This is the first
time since 2011 there has been a cut to the number of
PSOs assisting and protecting Victorians who use
public transport.
With Melbourne’s booming population and the Night
Network now running permanent late-night train
services on weekends, the presence of PSOs will be
stretched more thinly than ever before. Perceptions of
public safety for people using public transport increased
dramatically once PSOs began patrolling railway
stations. Six years on it is absolutely clear that the
Liberal-Nationals’ PSO policy has been an outstanding
success. Now it seems the Andrews Labor government
is increasingly prepared to risk the safety of the
travelling public, even on late-night rail services during
the small hours of the weekend.

Macedon electorate
Ms THOMAS (Macedon) (12:48) — (13 390) My
question is for the Minister for Public Transport.
Minister, it was fantastic to have you at Macedon
railway station recently, where you were able to
experience for yourself just how cold it can get waiting
for a train on the platform there and when you made a
commitment to delivering a warm shelter. Minister, can
you now let me know when works will commence on
this project? While we are in the middle of spring, it
was only 5 degrees in Macedon this morning.

Ripon electorate
Ms STALEY (Ripon) (12:49) — (13 391) My
question is to the Minister for Planning. Has the minister
approved the new incorporated document for section 2b
of the Western Highway duplication, between Buangor
and Ararat? The planning document was disgracefully
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allowed to lapse in mid-2015, and reincorporation of that
document is required to get the highway started again. It
is my information that there has been no work done on
this section of the road, and it is now too late for it to be
done in this coming road season, putting it back now by
a further year. The contract has also lapsed. This has just
become a spiralling debacle, with no roadworks
continuing, so I ask the minister: has this incorporated
document been approved?
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Protection Act 1994 to implement key actions of Water
for Victoria, including recognition and involvement of
Aboriginal Victorians in the management and planning
of waterways and catchments, greater recognition of the
social and recreational value of water for communities,
and improving the framework for water resource
assessments and sustainable water strategies. The bill
also improves the current legal framework for the
imposition of salinity charges to mitigate or offset the
salinity effects of irrigation.

Williamstown electorate
Motion agreed to.
Mr NOONAN (Williamstown) (12:50) — (13 392)
My question is for the Minister for Small Business. In
the last financial year, 2016–17, more than 7700 small
businesses accessed support from the Small Business
Bus right across the state. I think these visitations have
been enhanced following the acquisition of a second
bus in 2015. I understand that this bus will be visiting
the Williamstown electorate early next month, so my
question to the minister is: what type of support and
services will businesses in the Williamstown
electorate be able to access when the bus visits the
Williamstown electorate?
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Speaker, the
member for Broadmeadows asked for an update.
Clearly it is an action and not within the standing
orders, so I ask you to rule his question out of order.
The SPEAKER — I did hear the member for
Broadmeadows ask for information on an update. I will
check Hansard for the exact wording and report back to
the house at a later time.
Mr McGuire — On the point of order, Speaker, I
asked for information.
The SPEAKER — I will review the matter and
come back to the house.

WATER AND CATCHMENT
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Water) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to make
miscellaneous amendments to the Water Act 1989 and the
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 and for other
purposes.

Read first time.

SERVICE VICTORIA BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to provide for the
delivery of government services to the public by Service
Victoria and for other purposes.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I ask the
Attorney-General to provide a brief explanation of the
bill further to the long title.
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) — The Service
Victoria Bill 2017 seeks to establish Service Victoria to
provide whole-of-government customer service and
identity verification functions on behalf of departments
and agencies. In doing so, the bill seeks to improve the
customer service experience by streamlining the
government’s customer services and enabling a
consistent identity verification process so citizens do
not have the inconvenience of providing identity
information on multiple occasions to different agencies.
The bill requires the service delivery agency minister
and the Service Victoria minister to agree in writing to
the transfer of relevant customer service and identity
verification functions to Service Victoria. The legal
transfer of functions is to be done through regulations.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

STATE TAXATION ACTS FURTHER
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I ask the minister to
provide a brief explanation of the bill.
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Water) — The bill
amends the Water Act 1989 and the Catchment Land

Ms ALLAN (Minister for Major Projects) — I
move:
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That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to amend the
Congestion Levy Act 2005, the Duties Act 2000, the Fire
Services Property Levy Act 2012, the Land Tax Act 2005, the
Payroll Tax Act 2007, the Taxation Administration Act 1997,
the Unclaimed Money Act 2008, the Valuation of Land Act
1960, the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act
1998 and certain other acts as a consequence of the
amendments made to the Valuation of Land Act 1960 and for
other purposes.

Mr CLARK (Box Hill) — I assume this bill is a
Treasurer’s bill rather than a bill of the minister, but
nonetheless I would ask, to the extent that she can, that
the minister provide a brief explanation to the house.
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Major Projects) — I am
delighted to do my best on this. This is indeed a
Treasurer’s bill, as the member for Box Hill has
astutely pointed out. It contains in the one bill a number
of amendments to other acts to implement government
policy around areas like the congestion levy and the
property levy. I do not want to go through and repeat all
of the titles of the acts, but this bill is about enacting
previously announced government policy that contains
these matters that involve the Treasurer’s portfolio.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES AMENDMENT
(MEDICALLY SUPERVISED INJECTING
CENTRE) BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Mr FOLEY (Minister for Mental Health) introduced
a bill for an act to amend the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act 1981 to provide for the
licensing, for a trial period and at a single specified
site, of the operation of a single medically supervised
injecting centre for certain kinds of drugs of
dependence and for other purposes.
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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Budget estimates 2017–18
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) presented report,
together with appendices, extract from proceedings
and transcripts of evidence.
Tabled.
Report, appendices and extracts ordered to be
published.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 15
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) presented Alert
Digest No. 15 of 2017 on:
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry
Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill 2017
Compensation Legislation Amendment Bill 2017
Fines Reform Amendment Bill 2017
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017
Firearms Amendment (Advertising) Bill 2017
Gambling Legislation Amendment Bill 2017
Gambling Regulation Amendment (Gaming
Machine Arrangements) Bill 2017
Offshore Petroleum and Greenhouse Gas Storage
Amendment Bill 2017
Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017
Voluntary Assisted Dying Bill 2017
SR No. 41 — Road Safety Road Rules 2017
together with appendices.
Tabled.
Ordered to be published.

DOCUMENTS

Read first time.

VISIT VICTORIA

Tabled by Acting Clerk:
Federation Training — Report 2016

Report 2016–17
Mr FOLEY (Minister for Housing, Disability and
Ageing), by leave, presented report.
Tabled.

Financial Management Act 1994:
Reports from the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change that she had received the reports
2016–17 of:
Alpine Resorts Co-ordinating Council
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability
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Gippsland Waste and Resource Recovery Group
Goulburn Valley Waste and resource Recovery
Group
North East Waste and Resource Recovery Group

Geoffrey Gardiner Dairy Foundation Ltd — Report 2016–17
Infrastructure Victoria — Report 2016–17
Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986 — Certificate
under s 7

Tuesday, 31 October 2017
Documents under s 15 in relation to Statutory Rules
104, 105
Documents under s 16B in relation to the Transport
(Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983 —
Determination of Fees

Victorian Inspectorate — Report 2016–17.

The following proclamations fixing operative dates
were tabled by the Acting Clerk in accordance with an
order of the house dated 24 February 2015:

Ombudsman — Investigation into the management of
maintenance claims against public housing tenants —
Ordered to be published

Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 —
Division 2 of Part 3 — 2 November 2017 (Gazette S351,
17 October 2017)

Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:

Owner Drivers and Forestry Contractors Amendment Act
2017 — Whole Act — 1 November 2017 (Gazette S359,
24 October 2017)

Baw Baw — C117
Boroondara — C253
Cardinia — C211
Frankston — C100
Greater Geelong — C352, C371
Hume — C176

WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Act 2017 —
Remaining provisions — 26 October 2017 (Gazette S359,
24 October 2017).

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(BODY-WORN CAMERAS AND OTHER
MATTERS) BILL 2017
Council’s amendments

Knox — C156
Latrobe — C97
Loddon — C39

Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered later this day.

Melbourne — C190 Part 1, C295
Mitchell — C119

PORTS AND MARINE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2017

Moira — C79
Mount Alexander — C78
Moyne — C63

Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.

Port Phillip — C137, C155
Wangaratta — C73
Whittlesea — C69, C206
Yarra — C235
Yarra Ranges — C158 Part 1
Recreational Fishing Licence Trust Account —
Report 2016–17 on the disbursement of revenue
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Metropolitan Fire Brigades Act 1958 — SR 104
Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983 —
SR 105
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994

Ordered to be considered later this day.

RENEWABLE ENERGY (JOBS AND
INVESTMENT) BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered later this day.
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SERIOUS SEX OFFENDERS (DETENTION
AND SUPERVISION) AMENDMENT
(GOVERNANCE) BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered later this day.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 24 October to:
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Amendment (Real-time Prescription
Monitoring) Bill 2017
Environment Protection Bill 2017
Health Legislation Amendment (Quality and
Safety) Bill 2017
Parks and Crown Land Legislation Amendment
Bill 2017.

APPROPRIATION MESSAGES
Messages read recommending appropriations for:
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry
Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill 2017
Gambling Legislation Amendment Bill 2017
Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Program
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport)
(13:02) — I move:
That, under standing order 94(2), the orders of the day,
government business, relating to the following bills be
considered and completed by 5.00 p.m. on Thursday,
2 November 2017:
Gambling Regulation Amendment (Gaming Machine
Arrangements) Bill 2017
Fines Reform Amendment Bill 2017
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017
Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017
Compensation Legislation Amendment Bill 2017
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Amendment
(Further Reforms) Bill 2017.

There are six bills on our program this week, and they
are six bills that have considerable policy matters that
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need to be dealt with, which means we will have a very
full program for the course of the week. In addition to
those six bills we also need to transact the business that
has just been referred to us from the Legislative Council.
There are four bills that we need to deal with, and the
government intends to deal with them this afternoon
immediately after members statements so that those bills
can continue through the parliamentary process.
I should also indicate to the house that the opposition,
through the manager of opposition business, has sought
that the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry
Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill 2017 be considered
in detail during the week, and that will not be until
Thursday because that is when the bill is first available to
the house. I have indicated to the manager of opposition
business that I would be thrilled, given it is my bill, to
consider this proposal, and pending the availability of
time I do not see why that could not be accommodated in
our normal business this week, given that we are in a
more normal week than we had previously.
As a result of the tremendous expression of goodwill
the government is expressing on this issue, I would be
hopeful, as I always remain, that the house will
unanimously support the government business program
that I have put forward. As I have said, it is a big policy
workload this week that has a number of critically
important matters to consider.
Also during this week a matter of public importance
will be put forward by the Greens political party. I
make note of that because it is not a usual thing, but
given we now have a broader cross-representation in
the Legislative Assembly, everyone’s turn comes up,
and this week there is the opportunity for the Greens
political party to propose a matter of public importance.
We wait to see what they propose to be the subject
matter for that debate on Wednesday afternoon.
With those observations and comments, I remain
optimistic. I can see no good reason the opposition will
not support this sensible, productive, engaged
government business program that the government has
put forward for this sitting week.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) (13:05) — Needless to say,
the opposition does not share the Leader of the House’s
enthusiasm about the quality of the bills that are being
brought before the house. Nonetheless, we will of
course do our duty of holding the government to
account and subjecting them to the scrutiny which they
need and deserve.
A number of the bills reflect complex issues, some of
which the government has struggled to handle over a
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considerable period of time, including the commercial
passenger vehicle industry restructure, which has
wrought a huge amount of devastation on many honest
citizens already and which the government is now
struggling to bring to the house in a second stage.
The government business program includes the Fines
Reform Amendment Bill 2017, which again the
government, while building on reforms that were
commenced under the previous government and which
set a broad direction which, needless to say, I am very
supportive of, has struggled to bring into operation. The
bill that we will be considering attempts to deal with
some of the matters that the government has been
unable to deal with to date.
The Firearms Amendment Bill 2017 again raises a wide
range of issues. It is a bill with far-reaching
implications. Some of those are potentially positive.
Others need very careful scrutiny, and a number of
issues are likely to be raised in relation to them.
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Melton. While I find myself making similar points over
and over again, those points remain true. These matters
need to be dealt with because, as I have said on
previous occasions, these are not simply allegations of
abuse of office by individual members of this house,
grave as those are and grave as members of the now
government acknowledged them to be when they were
raised in relation to a member of the other side of the
house when they were in opposition.
These matters relate to allegations of abuse of office by
those who were entrusted by this house with upholding
the standards of this house and setting an example for
this house. Time and time again the government has
refused to deal with those matters. It has refused to refer
them to either a special select committee or the
Privileges Committee. For that reason, while those
matters are not to be dealt with on the government
business program, there is no indication that the
government has any intention of dealing with them, and
we on this side of the house oppose the government
business program.

The Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017 also in some
respects seeks to build on reforms that were initiated
under the previous government by the then Assistant
Treasurer and to some extent by me in my capacity as
Attorney-General. However, there are a range of
concerns about the manner in which the government is
going about seeking to enhance data sharing across the
public sector. Again that is a matter that deserves
considerable attention.

Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (13:10) — I am
delighted to make a contribution to debate on the
government business program. I share the Leader of the
House’s great enthusiasm for this outstanding program.
It is a full, jam-packed program, and it is symptomatic
of a government that has come to this place with a
grand vision — a vision of delivering good government
to this state.

We appreciate the fact that the Leader of the House has
indicated that she is favourably disposed towards the
consideration in detail of the Commercial Passenger
Vehicle Industry Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill
2017, which, as I have indicated, is amongst a number
of bills that deserve and would benefit from scrutiny in
detail. I reiterate the fact that, although we are now
generally getting into a situation where one bill a week
receives consideration in detail, that is still a long way
away from the government’s commitment that such
consideration in detail would be a standard and normal
part of procedure in this house.

I was reminded in the break of the great contribution of
Gaius Gracchus and Tiberius Gracchus, who used the
tribune of the plebs to introduce major agrarian reform
in the late republican period of Rome. That was of
course followed up by Publius Clodius Pulcher, who
subsequently introduced mandatory free grain for the
poor in ancient Rome. Again it was a case where you
had people who had a clear vision of what they wanted
to do and who used a legislative instrument to effect
great social change. When you see a government
business program like this, it stands in the great
tradition of the Gracchus brothers.

Notwithstanding those matters, if there were not other
things hanging over the head of this house and over the
head of the government, we would not take objection to
the program. But I do return to the point that I have
made time and time again on previous occasions that
there is important business that this house needs to be
dealing with that yet again is not on the government
business program — that is, the serious allegations of
rorting and abuse of office that continue to hang over
the heads of the former Speaker and former Deputy
Speaker of this house, the members for Tarneit and

As I indicated, there is a full workload before us. We
have got six bills that we are debating in this place, plus
of course we must deal with the four other bills that have
been returned to this place by the Legislative Council.
I pick up the member for Box Hill’s contribution. I
think the member for Box Hill made this contribution
earlier this year or late last year. He clearly got his
contribution and stuck it in a jar of formaldehyde, and
every government business program debate, out it
comes. He is just recycling the same boring, tedious
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arguments over and over again. I will say that the
member for Box Hill, nonetheless, is consistent. He
consistently recycles the same old tired speech. It is
becoming tiresome; it is tedious. Again it just
demonstrates that when confronted with a bold,
ambitious agenda that this government has to deliver
good government to this state, the member for Box Hill
and those opposite will seek to obstruct, to delay and to
oppose us every step of the way. But in the great
tradition of the Gracchi we will continue delivering
great administration to this state, and I commend the
government business program to the house.
Ms STALEY (Ripon) (13:12) — It is always such a
pleasure to follow the member for Essendon and to
once again be brought back to the late republic period
of Rome and to be reminded that those people, who
were people of great vision who effected great social
change, are apparently in some way connected to the
government business program, which has on it the
Fines Reform Amendment Bill 2017 and the Victorian
Data Sharing Bill 2017. They are both worthy bills, I
am sure, but perhaps not in the league of the changes
made in the period the member for Essendon just
referred to.
Like the manager of opposition business, I rise to
oppose the government business program, and I do so
for similar reasons to those of the member for Box Hill.
I note that we are only going into a
consideration-in-detail stage for one of the six bills on
the program, despite the government’s promise before
the election that consideration in detail would be
routine. Clearly one out of six is not routine, and
attempts by the Leader of the House to somehow say
that considering one bill in detail per sitting week
somehow meets the commitment falls very far short.
There are serious issues and complex legislation to be
discussed, and I for one think that at least a couple of
the other bills should be going into a
consideration-in-detail stage.
The main thing that is missing from the government
business program is any consideration of the behaviour
of the members for Tarneit and Melton in rorting their
second residence allowance. We are absolutely in the
correct place to deal with this matter. There is no-one
else. It is actually up to us to think about how we deal
with those of our own who are misbehaving, The
appropriate way is to send their cases to the Privileges
Committee, and the appropriate way to send somebody
to Privileges is through the house. But time and time
again the government refuses to bring on any debate on
the rorting by the members for Tarneit and Melton.
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Of course that is just part of the pattern of this
government. We have had the red shirts. That matter
has been taken to the High Court, and they are still
trying to stop the Ombudsman talking about that. We
have had Patch and Ted when former Minister Herbert
rorted a ministerial allowance. And even today in
question time we were told that there is in fact an
investigation going on into the rorting of charity
donations potentially to pay for Labor memberships,
including, as we hear from the Treasurer, the possible
role of the Treasurer’s staff in this. Every week we
appear to have a new front opened through which this
government seeks to rort the people of Victoria, the
taxpayers of Victoria, and to completely ignore the
proper behaviour required of parliamentarians to set
standards for the rest of the community.
For that reason the government business program is
deficient. We are not dealing with the members for
Tarneit and Melton’s rorting, and until we do so we will
continue to oppose this program.
Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) (13:17) — I am pleased
to add my support for the government business
program, particularly in relation to the six bills on the
program. I am particularly looking forward to making a
contribution with regard to the Fines Reform
Amendment Bill 2017, which of course picks up on the
227 recommendations of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence, which the government has adopted in
full. We are working our way through each and every
one of those recommendations. We will go further into
the details of that bill and the opportunities it provides
for relief for the victims of family violence. There is a
particularly important aspect in relation to the Fines
Reform Amendment Bill 2017 that we will be dealing
with today.
As the Leader of the House alluded to, there will be
four bills returning from the Legislative Council that
the Assembly will need to deal with, and that will be
happening after members statements. I note also that
the manager of opposition business touched on requests
for consideration in detail, particularly in relation to the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Amendment
(Further Reforms) Bill 2017. Of course it was our
government that gave a commitment to provide that
greater level of scrutiny and opportunity for
consideration in detail on bills, and we saw that
certainly in the previous week here in the Parliament
but also in relation to removing cattle from the High
Country. That was one bill I was particularly pleased to
see pass this Parliament — and the opportunity was
provided for consideration in detail. As the Leader of
the Government has indicated, there will be further
opportunity, time permitting, to avail the opposition of
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only scrutiny on their part in relation to that bill, but
also to talk in further detail about those reforms and
why they are so important to Victorians.
It is not often that I pick up on matters raised by those
opposite, but there was some mention made by those
opposite around the Privileges Committee. I do remind
them that if they go back to the previous term of this
Parliament, it was members among those opposite who
had to resign from the Privileges Committee and resign
from their ministries in fact because they could not
adhere to the conventions of the Parliament, the way in
which we are meant to conduct ourselves as members
of the Privileges Committee and how we are meant to
conduct ourselves as ministers. A former member for
Kew might recall those matters, if he were still here.
Those opposite need to dig back a little bit further into
their murky memories of being held to account by those
on this side, which was clearly affirmed at the ballot
box due to the way in which they behaved when they
were in government and their inability to pay any
respect to this, as we see time and time again from
members of conservative governments. The inability to
respect the conventions and laws of the land and the
conventions of the Parliament was on display time and
time again from those opposite in the previous
Parliament, so I do remind them that they have a very
clear track record of not upholding some of the
standards and the conventions of this Parliament in
relation to the committees of this house, and that is
something they should reflect on.
Can I say again this is a very fine opportunity for the
house to consider some particularly important matters. I
will be meeting shortly with representatives from some
of the gambling organisations, in particular advocates
for fairer, more responsible laws in these areas of public
policy, to pick up on a number of the reforms that the
Andrews government has led in this space, and so I
think it is important that there is an opportunity also to
debate this week the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill 2017.
With those few words I again commit my support for the
government business program, which picks up on
10 bills — six from the government to be debated in this
chamber and four returning from the Legislative Council.
These are opportunities to repeat and reaffirm our
commitment at the election to provide opportunities for
consideration in detail in relation to the Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Industry Amendment (Further
Reforms) Bill 2017 and of course opportunities for those
opposite to demonstrate their willingness to engage in
the reforms that our government has continued to deliver
in many public policy areas for Victorians, with their
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support, in this Parliament. I commend the government
business program to the house.
Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) (13:21) — I speak on the
government business program. The Greens will not be
supporting the business program in this instance for a
couple of reasons. First is the same reason we have
opposed it for some months now: the failure of the
government to refer the former Speaker and former
Deputy Speaker to the Privileges Committee. I think
anyone would see that that is the commonsense
approach. Just sitting on it and waiting until some other
investigation occurs is really not appropriate. If the
Privileges Committee saw fit to delay their
investigation and their views on the matter and to wait
for the police investigation or other investigations, that
is a matter for them and not a matter for the Parliament.
It continues to cast a shadow over this place that the
government has failed to refer those members to the
Privileges Committee.
The second reason is the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Gaming Machine Arrangements)
Bill 2017. One would think that it is probably a bit early
to be bringing forward this bill that puts in the licensing
arrangements for pokies after the current arrangements
expire in 2022, when we have heard some extraordinary
allegations made against Crown Casino and indeed the
regulator in relation to tampering with pokies. Those are
incredible allegations, and certainly one would think that
the government might be inclined to see the outcome of
the investigations into those allegations before setting in
place a long-term licensing arrangement for pokies into
the future. Given the fact that we are proceeding with this
bill when those allegations are still being investigated
against both Crown Casino and the regulator itself, I
would think that the government would be well advised
to wait to see the outcome of those investigations. The
Greens will not be supporting the business program in
this instance.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 44
Allan, Ms
Andrews, Mr
Blandthorn, Ms
Bull, Mr J.
Carbines, Mr
Carroll, Mr
Couzens, Ms
D’Ambrosio, Ms
Dimopoulos, Mr
Donnellan, Mr
Edbrooke, Mr
Edwards, Ms
Foley, Mr
Garrett, Ms

Knight, Ms
Languiller, Mr
Lim, Mr
McGuire, Mr
Merlino, Mr
Nardella, Mr
Neville, Ms
Noonan, Mr
Pakula, Mr
Pallas, Mr
Pearson, Mr
Perera, Mr
Richardson, Mr
Scott, Mr
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Graley, Ms
Green, Ms
Halfpenny, Ms
Hennessy, Ms
Howard, Mr
Hutchins, Ms
Kairouz, Ms
Kilkenny, Ms
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Spence, Ms
Staikos, Mr
Suleyman, Ms
Thomas, Ms
Thomson, Ms
Ward, Ms
Williams, Ms
Wynne, Mr

Noes, 39
Angus, Mr
Asher, Ms
Battin, Mr
Blackwood, Mr
Britnell, Ms
Bull, Mr T.
Burgess, Mr
Clark, Mr
Crisp, Mr
Dixon, Mr
Fyffe, Mrs
Gidley, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hibbins, Mr
Hodgett, Mr
Katos, Mr
McCurdy, Mr
McLeish, Ms
Morris, Mr
Northe, Mr

O’Brien, Mr D.
O’Brien, Mr M.
Paynter, Mr
Pesutto, Mr
Riordan, Mr
Ryall, Ms
Ryan, Ms
Sandell, Ms
Sheed, Ms
Smith, Mr R.
Smith, Mr T.
Staley, Ms
Thompson, Mr
Tilley, Mr
Victoria, Ms
Wakeling, Mr
Walsh, Mr
Watt, Mr
Wells, Mr

Motion agreed to.
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Battle of Beersheba commemoration
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (13:29) — Today
marks the 100th anniversary of the Battle of Beersheba,
which led to the liberation of Jerusalem and the
establishment of the modern state of Israel. I pay tribute
today to the inspired leadership of General Sir Harry
Chauvel and his decision to charge Beersheba against
the odds. A plaque at St Paul’s Cathedral, Melbourne,
honours Chauvel:
… whose inspiring leadership carried his forces to final
victory in spite of unprecedented hardships and whose
Christian regard for his men continued undiminished during
the years of peace.

A former Australian Prime Minister described
Chauvel as one of the greatest soldiers that Australia
has ever produced.
Today I also honour members of the Desert Mounted
Column, including Major Eric Hyman, DSO, of the
12th Australian Light Horse Regiment and Lieutenant
Colonel Murray Bourchier, DSO, of the 4th Australian
Light Horse Regiment, who were at the vanguard
leading the charge. Bourchier was later Deputy Premier
of Victoria and was elected unopposed several times.
Australian artists Jennifer and Ron Marshall brilliantly
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depict Major Hyman, an Australian of Jewish heritage,
leading the 12th Australian Light Horse regiment in
their painting CHAAAARRGE!. I acknowledge the
Sir Harry Chauvel Foundation and its chair, Lieutenant
Colonel Graeme Smith, and the contributions of the
Chauvel family, including Dr Richard Chauvel and
Dr Honor Auchinleck.

Federal member for Dunkley
Mr EDBROOKE (Frankston) (13:31) — I would
like to read a statement released by the Frankston mayor
last week. It confirms as false and baseless a recent wild
accusation of the federal member for Dunkley, and it is
of acute interest to my community. I quote:
As mayor, I’d like to put the facts on the table about recent
statements claiming that 26 businesses have closed due to the
Young Street improvement project works.
These comments do not accurately reflect the situation in
Frankston city.
Council’s analysis shows that the current level of business
closures in the area affected by the works —

which I note includes side streets —
is consistent with the previous two years …

This statement conclusively puts to bed a whole
sideshow of negativity and silly behaviour by the
federal member for Dunkley and his close colleague the
deputy mayor. This is energy that should have been put
into Frankston but was instead used to pull Frankston
down.
It is frankly incredible that these two can be out in the
wilderness alone together and so at odds with our
council but with no evidence to support their
accusations. I say, ‘Just apologise to our community
and move on’.
Alternatively, I would again, on behalf of many
members of my community that have raised this issue,
tell the member that if he wants to carry on like this,
attacking our council, the Frankston Business Network
and the Frankston Revitalisation Board’s integrity,
effectively calling them liars, but still cannot produce
any evidence to support his claims, it is simple — he
needs to resign.

Young Street, Frankston
Mr EDBROOKE — As the final touches are being
completed on Young Street, our community are looking
forward to celebrating the opening, with a family fun
weekend on 18 and 19 November. Three stages
bursting with local musicians, dancers and circus
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performers, along with a dedicated kids zone, will
operate all weekend, welcoming people into Frankston
and customers to our fantastic local businesses.

Level Crossing Removal Authority
Mr EDBROOKE — Last week it was great to see
the state Minister for Public Transport open up our new
Level Crossing Removal Authority hub.

Battle of Beersheba commemoration
Mr McCURDY (Ovens Valley) (13:32) — Today
is the 100th anniversary of the Battle of Beersheba. The
charge of the 4th Australian Light Horse Regiment at
Beersheba occurred late in the afternoon of 31 October
1917 and is remembered as the last great cavalry
charge. With time running out for the Australians to
capture Beersheba and its wells before dark, Lieutenant
General Harry Chauvel ordered the 4th Light Horse
Brigade to make a mounted attack, moving directly
towards the town. The 4th and 12th light horse
regiments’ casualties were 31 killed and 36 wounded;
they captured over 700 men. The capture of Beersheba
meant that the Gaza-Beersheba line was turned. Gaza
fell a week later, and on 9 December 1917 the British
troops entered Jerusalem.
Leading the charge was Murray Bourchier of
Strathmerton, northern Victoria, who was a grazier
turned soldier. He led his men, many of them from his
own district, at full gallop over two miles into Turkish
entrenchments and on for a further two miles into
Beersheba to capture vital wells before the Turks could
destroy them. Murray became the first officer into
Damascus. The 4th and 12th light horse regiments were
known from then on as ‘Bourchier’s Force’. For this
exploit he was awarded the Distinguished Service
Order and earned the nickname ‘Bourchier of
Beersheba’. He was promoted to brigadier and was
knighted posthumously.
Last Saturday I held an event in Strathmerton at which
many locals joined me for a tree planting, including
Lorna Bourchier, who at 91 years old was very eager to
pick up the shovel and fill the dirt in around the spotted
gum that I hope will live for the next 100 years.
Murray went on to be the member for Goulburn Valley
for the Country Party, which is now The Nationals. He
became Minister of Agriculture and Deputy Premier.
Our community in northern Victoria is richer for the
lifetime of achievements of Sir Murray Bourchier. We
thank him for his commitment.
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Strathmore Primary School
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (13:34) — I was
delighted to attend the Strathmore Primary School fete
on Friday. A big shout-out to school council president
Heidi Fitzpatrick and principal Debbie Starpins.
Strathmore Primary School is a fantastic local primary
school. I am delighted at the fact that the redevelopment
is currently underway to rebuild the school at a cost of
$5.7 million, and it was wonderful to inspect the
construction underway.

Flemington public housing estate
Mr PEARSON — I was delighted to chair the very
first Flemington consultative committee meeting last
week. This consultative committee will guide the
redevelopment of the Flemington public housing estate,
and I congratulate all participants for their involvement
in this important work.

Progress Kindergarten
Mr PEARSON — I was delighted to attend the
Progress Kindergarten fete. Progress kinder is an
independent, standalone kinder that has been servicing
the community in Ascot Vale for 70 years. Special
thanks go to president Nancy Larocca, vice-president
Jessica Oliver, teacher Gail Brown as well as Richard
and Amy Moloney.

Elisa Curry
Mr PEARSON — I was saddened to attend the
funeral of Elisa Curry on Friday. I did not know Elisa
but I know her husband, David, well. My thoughts go
out to David and the children at this very difficult time
in their lives.

David and Eileen Pearson
Mr PEARSON — As this will be the last chance
for me to speak before the next sitting week, I would
like to give a shout-out to my parents, David and Eileen
Pearson, who will celebrate 49 years of wedded bliss
next Thursday, 9 November. It has been a wonderful
partnership, it has been a wonderful marriage and I am
pleased for both of them. They are fantastic people, and
it is a wonderful achievement.

Battle of Beersheba commemoration
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (13:35) — I rise to
commemorate the 100th anniversary of the Battle of
Beersheba, and I recognise in the gallery this afternoon
the head of the Zionism Federation of Australia,
Dr Danny Lamm. The Australian-led victory at
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Beersheba on this day 100 years ago led to the
formation of the modern state of Israel. Why? Because
the Ottoman Turks were eventually driven out of the
land of Israel on 30 October 1918, when they
surrendered. By taking Beersheba the British
expeditionary force took Gaza and then it took
Jerusalem, where General Sir Edmund Allenby walked
into that great city, dismounted and paid homage to its
religious sites. They then drove north to Damascus.
Thirty Australians were killed at the taking of
Beersheba on this day 100 years ago. I have been to
the commonwealth war grave which shows their great
sacrifice and indeed the commonwealth effort from
across New Zealand, the United Kingdom, India and
other nations that led to the dismantling of the
Ottoman empire in 1918. As has been recorded earlier,
the 4th Australian Light Horse Regiment was led by
Lieutenant Colonel Sir Murray Bourchier, who later
became Deputy Premier of Victoria and the Country
Party member for Goulburn Valley, and indeed
Victoria’s agent-general to London, where he died in
1937. These are important facts that ought to be put on
the record for posterity.

YourCoffee
Ms GARRETT (Brunswick) (13:37) — I rise today
to acknowledge the commitment this Labor
government has shown to supporting local businesses
and sustainable jobs. Recently I had the pleasure of
attending the official launch of the YourCoffee facility,
right in the heart of Brunswick, established with the
help of this state governments financial support from
the Local Industry Fund for Transition program of
$1.7 million to purchase new equipment and land for
the facility. I would like to thank the former minister,
the member for Williamstown, for his oversight and
commitment to this project. It is very fitting that the
newly minted minister, the member for Niddrie, is
taking over from him; I know he will show that same
passion for local jobs, particularly so close to his
electorate as well.
The YourCoffee facility is the most amazing facility,
created by Industry Beans, which was established in
2012 and provides accessible coffee roasting and
beverage production services for hospitality, retail and
commercial markets. It is an exceptional facility, not
only producing fantastic local coffee but in incredibly
uber cool surrounds — a bit of the best of Brunswick in
every cup. It is the result of the hard work by
co-founders and brothers Trevor Simmons and Steve
Simmons. I am so proud of all of their successes as well
as the contributions they are going to make, not only to
the local Brunswick community but to the broader
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coffee industry. I would like to thank them for their
amazing local business, and also again the Victorian
government for continuing to support this initiative.

Battle of Beersheba commemoration
Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (13:38) — I rise to
commemorate the battle of Beersheba, which took
place 100 years ago today. Making little progress early
in the day the order came for a charge by the
4th Australian Light Horse Regiment — this surprising
and highly strategic attack saw the fall of Beersheba.
Among the Light Horsemen was Euroa boy and
Victoria Cross recipient Leslie Maygar, whose life was
sadly lost the next day.
The 4th Light Horse regiment was the only Australian
unit during the First World War to fight on all three
major fronts: Gallipoli, Egypt and Palestine, and France
and Flanders. The majority of the Light Horsemen were
country people. Brothers, cousins and friends signed up
together. This has its pros and cons. The men had the
support around them in trying conditions, but the heavy
losses in a regiment often meant that many young men
from one town were lost at the one time. Many took their
own stock horses with them, and other horses were bred
in the high country in and around Mansfield, including
the Delatite station. The area in and around Yea was well
represented in the 4th Light Horse brigade.
The McLeish family made a significant contribution to
the war effort, which came at an awful cost. Boer War
veteran Colonel Duncan McLeish fronted up again. He
had commanded the first Victorian contingent to go to
South Africa. His nephew Roy McLeish became
second in command of that part of the 4th Light Horse
regiment that went to the Western Front, winning a
distinguished service order in the process. Roy’s
brother Harry was wounded in 1915. His arm was
amputated and he was invalided home in 1916.
Brothers Ronald and William Carlyle McLeish enlisted.
William died of typhus in Egypt and was buried in
Cairo. Ronald was severely wounded in Gallipoli — he
was shot in the head and his jaw was fractured. He was
invalided home but died not long after.

McKinnon Secondary College
Mr STAIKOS (Bentleigh) (13:40) —
Congratulations to all year 12s, who recently had their
last day of school and will soon be entering the exam
period. To celebrate, each year McKinnon Secondary
College students produce a series of just hilarious
videos. I was pleased to be able to assist with one of
these videos this year, which included cameo
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appearances by Channel Nine’s Peter Hitchener and the
Premier. This video involved a detailed examination of
one of the most contentious issues at the school, that
being the incidence of year 11s using the privileges of
year 12s to sneak off to a 7-Eleven at lunchtime. The
video was a lot of fun. Well done to young filmmaker
Thomas Broadbent and the cast Francesco Torcasio,
James Robertshaw, Lochie Carey, Max Kennedy and
stuntman Skyler Kah.

Moorabbin Area Toy Library
Mr STAIKOS — Congratulations to Moorabbin
Area Toy Library on their 30th anniversary. Well done
to the many committee members over the 30 years who
have kept the library going, which now offers over
2000 toys for loan. Families celebrated this milestone
with the annual messy play day, which was very well
attended. One of the most popular attractions on the day
was a series of plastic crustaceans, including a lobster.

Bus route 823
Mr STAIKOS — It was a pleasure to be at Classic
Residences retirement village yesterday to join
residents on the first trip of the redirected 823 bus.
Thank you to 90-year-old Doris Giles, who first
brought to my attention the lack of public transport
access for residents of the retirement village. Residents
are delighted that the 823 picks them up at a brand-new,
solar-powered bus stop outside their village and takes
them direct to Southland, a very popular destination.
For the first time ever, the retirement village has easy
access to public transport, thanks to Doris and her
strong lobbying.

Battle of Beersheba commemoration
Ms RYAN (Euroa) (13:41) — Today on this most
important day, being 100 years since the charge of
Beersheba, I want to acknowledge members of the
Australian Jewish community in the gallery and also
Honor Auchinleck and her husband, Mark, who I have
had the pleasure of attending a number of events with
over the last week. Of course Honor is the
granddaughter of Sir Harry Chauvel.
On this day 100 years ago the 4th regiment of the
Australian Light Horse and the 12th regiment,
consisting mostly of young men from the Goulburn
Valley, lined up for a do-or-die charge. The 4th was
under the command of Murray Bourchier, while the
12th was led by Major Eric Hyman. They galloped
across an open plain protected by Turkish riflemen,
machine guns and aircraft to Beersheba, which held the
only water supply in the area. Murray Bourchier was

Tuesday, 31 October 2017

described by the RSL upon his death as a ‘splendid
soldier and a born leader’. He personally accompanied
the charge of the reserve squadron and assisted in
fighting while also directing his men.
Following the battle, Bourchier received a
Distinguished Service Order for his gallant courage,
determination and skill. After the war he was promoted
to the rank of brigadier. He returned to his farm at
Strathmerton and, as we have heard, he was the leader
at one stage of the Victorian Farmers Union, the
forerunner of the present-day National Party.

Run for Change
Mr RICHARDSON (Mordialloc) (13:43) — Over
the weekend our community came together for the Run
for Change against family violence. In conjunction with
Holmesglen Institute and in collaboration with Rosie
Batty, more than 400 participants took to Bicentennial
Park, Chelsea and raised very important funds for the
Luke Batty Foundation and for Impact for women in
refuge. It was an extraordinary event, and I want to pay
tribute to everyone who came together and organised
this important event.

Westfield Southland
Mr RICHARDSON — On another matter, our
campaign locally continues against Westfield
Southland. After teaming up with the Shop,
Distributive and Allied Employees Association and
strongly calling on Westfield to reconsider their
decision to charge workers for parking, which will cost
in excess of $1300 each year for low-paid retail
workers, we are calling again for Westfield Southland
to heed our calls and to not hit the people who underpin
their prosperity.
I was very privileged to join the newly minted Minister
for Industry and Employment, who added his voice to
this very important campaign, because along with him
and the Victorian government we understand the
importance of workers and the efforts they put in in the
retail sector. We will stand with them and ask Westfield
to reconsider this decision. My letter to Sir Frank Lowy
still goes unanswered. The challenge to Westfield is to
do the right thing by the people that underpin their
prosperity and not hit the low-paid workers any
further — $1300 is too much for these workers.

Hornby Street–Dandenong Road, Windsor
Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) (13:44) — I rise to
condemn the appalling way that VicRoads has handled
the closure of the Hornby Street, Windsor, crossover. It
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goes something like this: close the crossover with no
warning to residents and no chance for consultation;
months later, despite requests for a face-to-face meeting
with VicRoads, tell people that if they have got any
ideas, to send them an email; then wait for over a year
to have an onsite meeting with residents and completely
underestimate how many people will show up, resulting
in a shambolic meeting, without anyone being able hear
what was being said and confusion over whether the
final decision had been made or not; months after that,
hold a second meeting but tell residents that the
decision has been made to permanently close the
crossover, and that this is just to inform residents about
how VicRoads came to that decision; and finally,
almost two years after the original closure, put out
material informing residents that works will be taking
place to permanently close the crossover.
At no stage was there any meaningful opportunity for
residents to have any input into this decision. This is not
good enough. If VicRoads is incapable of handling
community consultation for something as simple as a
tram crossover, then we need to look at establishing
formal community transport reference groups that
would hold public meetings, so decisions like this
cannot be made until the community has their say.

Creating Opportunity: Postcodes of Hope
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (13:46) — My
campaign for a smart cities deal for Melbourne’s north
won the overwhelming support of community leaders at
the Northern Metropolitan Region Assembly attended
by the Premier and five cabinet ministers. The plan won
72 per cent of the vote in the top category from about
160 community leaders, including mayors and chief
executive officers from municipalities representing one
of Australia’s fastest-growing regions. My call to action
was to deliver a smart cities deal for Melbourne’s north,
to aggregate assets and to create opportunities for new
industries, jobs, lifelong learning, affordable housing
and transport to create the 20-minute city sought by the
three tiers of government, business and civil society.
The need to implement such a strategy is vital and
urgent. I have uncovered an unspent $1.324 billion that
the Australian government refuses to reinvest to help
create new industries and jobs following the end of the
Ford Motor Company’s car manufacturing in
Broadmeadows, the designated capital of Melbourne’s
north. This compounds the reverse Robin Hood
strategy that the one-term Victorian coalition
government implemented against Broadmeadows by
redistributing resources from one of our poorest
communities struggling under deindustrialisation in a
time of terror to sandbag marginal seats. The Turnbull
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government has welcomed my strategy that
Melbourne’s north, and particularly Broadmeadows, be
considered for the Smart Cities and Suburbs program.
My call is for a coordinated strategy in the national
interest, and for Melbourne’s north to be given the
same opportunities and funding as Sydney’s west.
Within two decades one in 20 Australians is predicted
to live in Melbourne’s north, where the increase of half
a million people means the population, already four
times the size of Victoria’s second-largest city,
Geelong, will match the current population size of
Adelaide. Boasting Australia’s largest concentration of
advanced manufacturing area, this is the place where
investment —
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — The member’s time
has expired.

Justice system
Mr WELLS (Rowville) (13:47) — This statement
condemns the Andrews Labor government for its
appalling mismanagement of the Victorian justice
system, as seen in the government’s own department of
justice annual report released this month. The report
shows reoffending by criminals on community
correction orders (CCOs) continues to rise at an
enormous rate. Three years ago it was 20.8 per cent of
those on CCOs, now it is 33.1 per cent.
Labor’s record on rehabilitating prisoners is even
worse: 43.6 per cent of prisoners in this state reoffend
and end up back in prison. It is not surprising that the
department of justice report shows key benchmarks not
being met for prisoner involvement in education,
employment and delivery of service agreements. The
report is a wake-up call that Labor’s soft on sentencing
policies are simply not working. Yet Labor still rejects
coalition calls to introduce mandatory minimum
sentences for repeat offenders.
While Labor cuts frontline police numbers per capita, it
has recruited non-sworn public servants to the justice
department at more than three times the rate of police.
Labor’s warped funding priorities are creating a
dysfunctional cycle, with fewer police at the front line
to prevent crime and more offenders churned back
through our overburdened justice system. Only a
coalition government will crack down on crime and fix
our broken justice system.

Neil Hendrickson
Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) (13:49) — It is with a very
heavy heart that I rise to speak on the passing of Neil
Hendrickson. Neil was a life member of the ALP,
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71 years in fact. His wife, Pam, was also greatly
involved at a branch level. Neil joined the party in
1946, while still at school. Coming from a political
family, with his father Bert being a senator for Victoria
from 1947 to 1971, Neil joined the North Caulfield
branch at just 16 years of age, and not long after
became the secretary of the branch. He was a campaign
director for several candidates as well as president,
secretary and treasurer. In 1987 Neil was made an ALP
life member, and Pam followed shortly after in 1990.
Neil never thought of his work as being hard work, as it
was something that he and Pam believed in and were
deeply passionate about.
Neil had thoughts of standing for the Senate in 1971,
but knowing how much time public life requires he
decided to keep his job at the Commonwealth Bank.
Neil believed he was away from home enough, and he
did not want to give up any more time that he could
spend with his kids and family.
Neil’s son Peter is just as involved as his father and
grandfather were. Peter has been a loyal party member
for many years and has served the state as a fantastic
school principal of Sunbury College and many other
schools throughout the north. My thoughts and prayers
are with the Hendrickson family; they have my deepest
condolences.
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organising committee, who worked tirelessly planning
the day and ensuring everything ran very smoothly.

Latrobe Valley Authority
Mr BLACKWOOD — Last sitting week I raised
concerns about the Latrobe Valley Authority and the
provision of assistance to former Hazelwood workers
and their families and to businesses impacted by the
closure of Hazelwood. Another ex-Hazelwood worker
has come forward with his personal story of being
denied access to assistance that should have been
provided to him to move into a new career. Paul and
Belinda Taylor have set up their own national
broadband network contracting business with no help
from the Latrobe Valley Authority, using their
redundancy payment to cover costs of $35 000 for tools
and a vehicle for their new business. An application for
$4000 to assist with retraining has been denied. The
Andrews government committed $266 million to assist
workers and their families put out of work by the
Hazelwood closure. Clearly the Andrews government is
failing workers and their families in the Latrobe Valley.

Breast Cancer Awareness Month

Baw Baw Big Blokes BBQ

Ms KILKENNY (Carrum) (13:52) — October is
Breast Cancer Awareness Month, and last Friday I
hosted my annual pink brunch to help raise awareness
about breast cancer and other diseases affecting
women, such as cervical, ovarian and uterine cancers,
and to talk about the importance of screening and early
intervention. We were joined by more than 50 women,
and some men, including paddlers with the Peninsula
DragonFlys and the Dragons Abreast Patterson Lakes
Pink Lotus dragon boat teams. I was also delighted to
have representatives from Breast Cancer Network
Australia join us.

Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) (13:50) — On
Friday, 20 October, the annual Baw Baw Big Blokes
BBQ was held at Lardner Park. Around 660 men
attended the event, which raises money for prostate
cancer research. The message of the day is focused on
raising awareness of prostate cancer and encouraging
those present to take action at the first sign of
symptoms that may be related to prostate cancer.
Dr David Dangerfield, a medical specialist in prostate
cancer treatment, delivered his usual punchy and direct
message: each year in Australia close to 3300 men die
from prostate cancer; around 20 000 new cases are
diagnosed in Australia every year; and one in nine men
in Australia will develop prostate cancer in their
lifetime. Once again the day was a huge success, raising
over $180 000. Congratulations must again go to the

I would particularly like to mention Marie Pandeloglou,
who attended with her daughter, Nemo, and who spoke
to us about her personal battle with breast cancer. We
thought her story was going to end well, but it is not. Just
the day before our brunch, Marie’s doctor gave her the
awful news that her breast cancer had spread to her lungs
and that her life expectancy is 12–18 months. Marie
showed such courage and commitment. All of us that
day would have absolutely understood if she had sent her
late apologies, but she did not. In her words, she decided
to tell us that second part of her personal story, the one
that does not have a happy ending, in the hope that she
might encourage more women to book a screening for
breast cancer or seek early intervention or a second
opinion if there are any concerns. It was a privilege and
an honour to have Marie and her daughter join us.

Tullamarine Primary School
Mr J. BULL — It was wonderful to tour
Tullamarine Primary School with school principal
Anna Ruhle and school council president Darlene
Mayne. This is a fantastic school doing great things in
my community.
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Great Carrum Spring Run
Ms KILKENNY — Over the past six Sundays I
have been running the Great Carrum Spring Run. I
have committed to run and walk my entire electorate of
Carrum to raise awareness of breast cancer as well as
funds for the Breast Cancer Network Australia. From
the number of community members joining me on
either the run or the walk each week, it is clear that so
many people in my community have been touched by
this cancer — a cancer that claims more than
700 Victorian women each year. I have four more
Sundays to go.

Mount Waverley North Primary School
Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) (13:53) — Today
in the Parliament I rise to congratulate Mount Waverley
North Primary School on its 50th anniversary. On
18 August 1997 Mount Waverley North Primary School
was officially opened, following the merger of Syndal
North Primary School and Waverley North Primary
School. Whilst both Syndal North primary and Waverley
North primary had strong education traditions, the
merger of both to create Mount Waverley North Primary
School set in place new education opportunities for
future generations. I thank all involved in delivering
education opportunities over those years through Syndal
North Primary School, Waverley North Primary School
and Mount Waverley North Primary School.
During my time as the state member for Mount
Waverley district it has been tremendous to see
firsthand the high value of those opportunities. I am
also so pleased that the previous Liberal-Nationals
government was able to deliver millions of dollars in
capital works funding to undertake the school
renovation in recent times. I offer my best wishes to the
principal team, Natalie Grieve and Andrew James, who
commenced earlier this year, and to all involved in
Mount Waverley North Primary School both now and
over the next 50 years.
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Liberal-Nationals have recognised this need and will
deliver an extra $140 million in funding for palliative
care if elected. It is well and truly time for this
government to do the decent thing and finally
provide the necessary funding for palliative care in the
state of Victoria.

Aeroplane Park, Braybrook
Ms THOMSON (Footscray) (13:55) — It has been
three busy days in the electorate of Footscray. On
Saturday I represented the Minister for Police at the
opening of Braybrook’s Aeroplane Park along with
representatives of the Maribyrnong City Council and
the community. Aeroplane Park was destroyed by
arsonists in 2015, and the government gave us a
substantial grant to enable its rebuilding, together with
Maribyrnong City Council. The giant steel aeroplane
with swings and wings and a traffic control centre are
all back in the park. It looks amazing. It is safe, it is
secure, it is a park for every family in Braybrook and
one that I know they will enjoy.

Napier Street rail bridge
Ms THOMSON — On Sunday I joined the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety at the Napier Street
bridge, which is notorious for trucks hitting the bridge,
to announce new upgrades. Laser detection systems
will be installed at the approaches to the bridge to
detect trucks over the height limit, and traffic signals
will be installed to stop and divert drivers before they
get to the bridge. If any truck driver hits that bridge
now, with the three diversions they will be offered, they
will deserve the fine they get.

Battle of Beersheba commemoration
Ms THOMSON — Yesterday I had the opportunity
to join the federal Minister for Defence, Marise Payne,
to celebrate 100 years since the Battle of Beersheba,
with the unveiling of a statue to Sandy.

Palliative care

Neoen Grampians Pyrenees Business Awards

Mr GIDLEY — Today in the Parliament I renew
my call for the Andrews Labor government to finally
act and follow the Liberal-Nationals’ lead in providing
proper funding levels for palliative care in Victoria.
Under this government our state has a shocking and
inexcusable lack of palliative care services.
Overwhelmingly Victorians do not have access to the
quality palliative care services that they deserve.
Palliative Care Victoria estimates that each year at
least 10 000 Victorians die having missed out on
access to much-needed palliative care services. The

Ms STALEY (Ripon) (13:56) — The Neoen
Grampians Pyrenees Business Awards were held on
Friday in St Arnaud. I congratulate all the winners. In the
excellence in viticulture category, Nancy Panter of
SubRosa Wines won. I know Nancy from having served
with her on the East Grampians Health Service board. I
know she makes a great contribution there. The
excellence in hospitality category was won by Steel
Cutters Cottage in Great Western — Rohan and Marlene
Erard. They were also finalists for a Golden Plate award.
That is a local favourite for Stephen and me.
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The Apprentice of the Year is Alyssa Heard of
Chalambar Golf Club. I congratulate Alyssa.
Excellence in Trades went to Sally and Ash Heard of
G.J. Gardner Homes. I at this point give a shout-out to
the many Heards of the region; you seem to be
succeeding everywhere. The Best Retail Business was
Sarah Holland of Skinco, and the Best New Business
was Pyrenees Premium Cuts of Avoca. James and
Hayley Collicoat, congratulations. That is the butcher
that Stephen and I travel from Ararat to shop at, they
are that good.
Last week it was also the Six Nations Wine Challenge,
and the best non-Bordeaux red went to the Blue Pyrenees
Estate 2013. I am very pleased to have a bottle or two in
my cupboard. Congratulations to them too.

Ann Del Borrello
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke) (13:58) — I rise today to
congratulate local Yuroke resident Mrs Ann Del
Borrello on the tremendous work she is doing to raise
awareness about better hygiene practices and her
fundraising efforts for the Sir Edward ‘Weary’ Dunlop
Medical Research Foundation. Sadly, Mrs Del
Borrello lost her husband at the age of 77 to swine flu,
which has led to her campaign to promote better
hygiene practices. Infectious diseases, including many
that are spread through coughing and sneezing, can be
particularly dangerous to our more vulnerable
members of the community, including the elderly and
young children.
Mrs Del Borrello held a fundraising lunch on Sunday
last week. Moneys raised were donated to the
Sir Edward ‘Weary’ Dunlop medical foundation.
Weary, a truly great Australian and former prisoner of
war, was particularly passionate about health. His
foundation focuses on emerging medical research and
health conditions that impact veterans, both those
retired and still active. Mrs Del Borrello has said that
she does not want her husband’s death to be in vain,
and what a great way to honour him by educating
others and by fundraising for such a worthy cause. Well
done to Mrs Ann Del Borrello.

Neil Hendrickson
Ms SPENCE — On another matter, my heartfelt
condolences to Peter Hendrickson and family on the
passing of his father, William Neil Hendrickson, on
15 October. An ALP life member with 71 years
membership, Neil was raised around politics, with his
father, Bert, a senator. Neil joined the party while still at
school and held many party positions through the North
Caulfield branch and on many campaigns. This passion
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was shared with his wife, Pam, and continued by his
son Peter.

SERIOUS SEX OFFENDERS (DETENTION
AND SUPERVISION) AMENDMENT
(GOVERNANCE) BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Message from Council relating to following
amendments considered:
1.

Clause 16, page 15, line 9, omit “has” and insert “is or
has”.

2.

Clause 16, page 15, lines 31 and 32, omit “, (b) or (c)”.

3.

Clause 16, page 16, lines 3 and 4, omit “, (b) or (c)”.

4.

Clause 16, page 16, line 17, omit “, (b) or (c)”.

5.

Clause 16, page 16, line 31, omit “, (b) or (c)”.

Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (14:00) — I
move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

In relation to what these amendments relate to, firstly,
the bill that went to the upper house related to the next
step of the Harper reforms that we have committed to
put in place and are putting in place. These reforms are
some of the most comprehensive reforms in relation to
corrections in over a decade since the post-sentence
scheme was first set up. The bill was passed in the
Legislative Council with some amendments made by
members in that place. This bill sets up the Post
Sentence Authority, which was a key recommendation
of the Harper review, and it outlines the tasks of the
authority and the membership.
The amendments that were made in the upper house go
to the issue of the membership requirements of the
authority, in particular the chair and the deputy chair.
Those amendments were moved by the opposition. The
amendments require the chair and deputy chair of the
authority to have the same qualification requirements as
the current chair and deputy chair of the Adult Parole
Board of Victoria. That is specifically that those
particular roles must be held by a current judge of the
Supreme Court or County Court or a retired judge of
the Supreme Court, the County Court or their
equivalents. The amendments have removed the
proposals that were in the original legislation that was
passed by this house — that is, the proposals that limit
candidates for the chair and deputy chair to be a retired
judge of the Supreme Court, the County Court or their
equivalents and the ability for Australian lawyers of
five years experience to apply for those roles. As I said,
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we are moving that these amendments be agreed to and
incorporated into the bill.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) (14:01) — The opposition
welcomes the government’s agreement to these
amendments. As the minister indicated, they are
amendments that were moved by the opposition in the
Legislative Council, and they have the effect that the
minister described of ensuring that the chair of the Post
Sentence Authority is a retired judicial officer or
serving judicial officer and not simply an Australian
lawyer of five years standing. We do believe that is
appropriate for an authority with as significant
responsibilities as this and an authority which is taking
over responsibilities from the Adult Parole Board of
Victoria, which has a chair of similar authority. We do
believe that it is appropriate, and we welcome the fact
that the government has accepted the amendments that
the opposition has put forward.
We do regret that the Legislative Council did not accept
the other amendments that we put forward in relation to
making clear that the Post Sentence Authority is not a
body that comes within the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006, because that does raise a
number of significant issues that were canvassed in this
house and in the Legislative Council previously. We
believe it would have been far preferable for the Post
Sentence Authority to not be under the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act, as the adult
parole board is not. It is regrettable that those
amendments were not accepted by the government, and
we do fear that that may give rise to difficulties in
future in ensuring that the Post Sentence Authority is
able to operate effectively to protect the community.
We do at least welcome the amendments that have been
made, and we will continue to closely watch how the
establishment of the new Post Sentencing Authority
proceeds and how effectively it is able to operate once
it is established.
Motion agreed to.

PORTS AND MARINE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Message from Council relating to following
amendments considered:
1.

Clause 2, line 28, omit “1 March” and insert “30 June”.

2.

Clause 8, lines 13 to 29, page 6, lines 1 to 29 and page 7,
lines 1 to 8, omit all words and expressions on these
lines and insert—
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‘25ADuty of a person who manages a boating
activity event to ensure safety of participants
and other affected persons
(1) A duty holder who manages a boating activity
event must, so far as is reasonably practicable,
ensure the safety of participants in the boating
activity event or persons affected by the boating
activity event.
Penalty: In the case of a natural person,
1800 penalty units;
In the case of a body corporate, 9000 penalty
units.
(2) An offence against subsection (1) is an indictable
offence.
(3) Without limiting subsection (1), a duty holder
contravenes that subsection if the duty holder fails
to do any of the following—
(a) provide, so far as is reasonably practicable,
participants with information to enable those
participants to participate in the boating
activity event safely;
(b) comply, so far as is reasonably practicable,
with accepted safety standards or manuals
that are specific to the type of boating activity
event being undertaken;
(c) ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable, that
rescue and first aid capabilities or services are
available to participants in boating activity
events.
(4) For the purposes of this section, a duty holder
manages a boating activity event if that duty holder
organises, facilitates or controls a boating activity
event.
(5) In this section—
boating activity event—
(a) means an event on State waters that
directly or indirectly involves vessel
operations; and
Examples
Boat race, open water swimming race,
water sports competition or exhibition,
filming or promotional event, school
kayak excursion.
(b) does not include—
(i)

a pyrotechnic display or show on
State waters; or

(ii) groups of people cruising together
in vessels on State waters in an
informal manner;
duty holder means an employer or self-employed
person (within the meaning of the
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Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004)
but does not include—
(a) an employee (within the meaning of that
Act) of a duty holder who manages a
boating activity event; or
(b) a volunteer (within the meaning of that
Act).
Note
This section applies irrespective of whether a duty
holder who manages the boating activity event has
applied for or obtained an exemption or the
establishment of an exclusion zone under Part
5.3.”.’.

3.

Clause 10, lines 23 to 31 and page 8, lines 1 to 12, omit
all words and expressions on these lines and insert—
‘(3) For section 29(2) of the Principal Act substitute—
“(2) Without limiting subsection (1), a person
contravenes that subsection if the person fails
to do any of the following—
(a) ensure, so far as is reasonably practicable,
that a pilot provided by the person to an
owner of a vessel is not impaired by
fatigue, alcohol or other drug;
(b) ensure, so far as is reasonably
practicable, that a pilot provided by the
person to an owner of a vessel to carry
out an activity mentioned in paragraph
(a) or (b) of the definition of marine
safety work—
(i)

is medically fit and able to carry
out the activity for which the pilot
has been provided; and

(ii) is qualified and competent to carry
out the activity for which the pilot
has been provided;
(c) provide, so far as is reasonably
practicable, such information,
instruction, training or supervision to a
pilot provided by the person to an owner
of a vessel as is necessary to enable the
pilot to safely carry out an activity
mentioned in paragraph (a) or (b) of the
definition of marine safety work.”.’.
4.

Clause 23, lines 13 to 16, omit all words and expressions
on these lines and insert—
‘(1) For section 248(2)(c) of the Principal Act
substitute—
“(c) a master of a vessel that is less than 35 metres
long.”.’.

5.

Clause 53, line 3, omit “1 March” and insert “30 June”.
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Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Ports) (14:05) — I
move:
That the amendments be agreed to.

I thank the Legislative Council for supporting these
amendments. I also thank the shadow minister for ports
and freight for his help in those endeavours. The
Council has amended the legislation to make it clearer
that the safety duty for boating activity event managers
only applies to employers or self-employed persons, not
individual employees or volunteers.
They also amended the safety duty for pilotage
providers to provide examples in the bill that better
reflect the sources of safety risk that pilotage service
providers are expected to manage — in other words,
provide greater clarity on what pilotage service
providers are responsible for. They also clarify the
circumstances where the master of a vessel is not
required by law to use the services of a pilot.
Mr HODGETT (Croydon) (14:06) — I rise to
make a brief contribution on the amendments to the
Ports and Marine Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. I
will state at the outset that the coalition are not
opposing these amendments.
The main part of these amendments — there are a
couple of areas — we want to deal with is the
management of events and the reduction of risks on
state waterways. You may recall the minister, quite
rightly in his second-reading speech, talking about the
bill addressing gaps in safety duties and safety
requirements that have been identified as a consequence
of incidents on state waters in recent years.
The minister gave an example of the Anaconda ocean
paddling event held in 2011 involving some
600 participants. The event proceeded despite the
prevailing weather conditions not being suitable to
support the conduct of such an event, and as a result
many participants found themselves in difficulty. The
minister pointed out that at the time more than
100 rescues were necessary, and if it were not for the
actions undertaken by the providers of the marine
search and rescue service, many lives could have been
lost. It is my understanding in relation to this Anaconda
event that the organisers had actually packed up and
gone — the event was over — and it was left to local
surf rescue and other voluntary rescue groups to act,
therefore putting the responsibility back on them and
back on Victorian taxpayers.
Organisers do have a duty of care, and the bill
attempted to address this when it first came through this
house. As I said, we noted that in the case of the
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Anaconda ocean paddling event the costs were imposed
on volunteers who provided marine search-and-rescue
services and taxpayers who funded the services
provided by the water police.
When governments introduce bills it is a responsibility
of any government to inform the community of the
changes or engage with stakeholders. We did raise this
at the time. We raised concerns to make sure that there
was adequate consultation with stakeholders. What
happened of course is the bill did pass this house, word
did get out and, as does happen from time to time with
bills in this place, when they pass one house certainly
the word spreads amongst the industry. That got the
alarm bells ringing amongst some of these event
organisers, who then approached both the government
and us to seek clarification around this bill.
The government quite rightly then paused the bill and
went away and undertook that consultation — that
engagement with the stakeholders. Certainly the ones
that I dealt with — we have had a number of
conversations with the minister’s office — are now
satisfied with the amendments and how they clarify
exactly the duty of care and who is responsible.
Therefore volunteers of many of these clubs and
organisations — for example, yacht clubs that run
events — will not be held responsible for that.
Now, after many months, we have the bill returning. I
am thankful, Minister, for your office. I have had a
couple of briefings during that period, which were very
helpful for us in going back and engaging with
stakeholders to help clarify and provide them with
updated information. That has resulted in government
amendments to their own bill. They have now
obviously passed the Legislative Council and come
back here.
The coalition believes these amendments are sensible.
They give clarity, and they remove the questions and
confusion that stakeholders had around the duty of
care owed by them or the organisation running the
event. As a result the coalition will not be opposing
these amendments and in effect are supporting them
and the bill.
Motion agreed to.
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JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(BODY-WORN CAMERAS AND OTHER
MATTERS) BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Message from Council relating to following
amendments considered:
1.

Clause 1, lines 4 to 7 and page 2, lines 1 and 2, omit all
words and expressions on these lines and insert—
“(a) to amend the Surveillance Devices Act 1999—
(i)

to facilitate the use of body-worn cameras and
tablet computers by police, ambulance
officers and prescribed persons to record
certain private conversations in the course of
their duties without a warrant under that Act;
and

(ii) to extend restrictions on the use,
communication and publication of
information obtained through the use of
surveillance devices to body-worn cameras
and tablet computers by police, ambulance
officers and prescribed persons; and”.
2.

Clause 3, after line 5 insert—
‘“ambulance officer means an operational staff
member within the meaning of the
Ambulance Services Act 1986;’.

3.

Clause 3, line 6, omit ‘“body-worn’ and insert
“body-worn”.

4.

Clause 4, line 21, after “police officer” insert “or an
ambulance officer”.

5.

Clause 4, page 4, line 6, after “police officer,” insert “an
ambulance officer,”.

6.

Clause 5, line 19, after “police officer” insert “or an
ambulance officer”.

7.

Clause 5, page 5, line 4, after “police officer,” insert “an
ambulance officer,”.

8.

Clause 6, line 15, after “police officer” insert “or an
ambulance officer”.

9.

Clause 7, lines 24 to 34 and page 6, lines 1 to 22, omit
all words and expressions on these lines and insert—
‘(1) After section 30F(1) of the Surveillance Devices
Act 1999 insert—
“(1A) Without limiting subsection (1), local
protected information obtained from the use
of a body-worn camera or a tablet computer
by a police officer or an ambulance officer
acting in the course of the officer’s duty may
be used, communicated or published for—
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(a) the education and training of police
officers or ambulance officers, as the
case requires; or
(b) any prescribed purpose.
(1B) Without limiting subsection (1), local
protected information obtained from the use
of a body-worn camera or a tablet computer
by a prescribed person, or a person belonging
to a prescribed class of persons, acting in the
course of the person’s duties in the prescribed
circumstances may be used, communicated or
published for—
(a) the education and training of prescribed
persons or persons belonging to the
same class of prescribed persons; or
(b) any prescribed purpose.”.’.

10. Clause 7, page 6, line 31, after “police officer” insert “or
an ambulance officer”.
11. Clause 7, page 6, lines 32 to 34, omit “to record a private
conversation or a private activity”.
12. Clause 7, page 7, lines 7 to 8, omit “to record a private
conversation or a private activity”.
13. Long title, after “police” insert “, ambulance officers”.
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Mr PESUTTO (Hawthorn) (14:12) — This is a
backflip the coalition does welcome. We do not always
welcome backflips from this government, but this is
one which we are pleased the government has accepted.
It is a shame that they did not accept the amendments at
the time they were moved.
We did have far more extensive amendments which
would have extended the benefits of this legislation to
other first responders who also face very dangerous
predicaments when they are protecting the community.
We feel that they could have been included, but we are
not going to oppose an amendment which gives us
some of what we were seeking when the alternative
clearly on the numbers would be nothing of what we
were seeking. So we are quite happy to see these, but
we hope the government will continue to review the
need to extend this legislation to other first responders
who are excluded from this regime because we think
that there is compelling force in the extension of the
legislation to those first responders. But having said
that, we will not oppose these amendments and
commend them to the house.
Motion agreed to.

RENEWABLE ENERGY (JOBS AND
INVESTMENT) BILL 2017

Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) (14:11) — I
move:

Council’s amendments

That the amendments be agreed to.

In so doing I should indicate that in regards to the
Justice Legislation Amendment (Body-worn Cameras
and Other Matters) Bill 2017, following some
amendments that had been moved by the opposition,
the government moved house amendments to confer
the protections and responsibilities created by the bill
on operational ambulance officers as well as police
officers. The bill was originally limited to providing the
relevant protections and obligations for the use of
body-worn cameras to police officers, but it is the case
that ambulance officers are currently using body-worn
cameras as part of a trial, so it is appropriate that they
also be covered by the bill.

Message from Council relating to following
amendments considered:

There has also been some clarification to clause 7 of the
bill by way of house amendment, which makes it clear
that information obtained by police officers, ambulance
officers or prescribed persons in the course of their
duties can be used to support prosecutions as evidence
in internal disciplinary proceedings and for training
purposes. Those amendments were developed
following a query from the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee. They are not major
amendments, but they do ultimately improve the
operation of the bill and I commend them to the house.

Ms D’AMBROSIO (Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change) (14:13) — I move:

1.

Clause 1, line 7, after “Act” insert “and to encourage
investment and employment in Victoria”.

2.

Clause 5, page 3, line 5, after “development” insert “in
Victoria”.

3.

Clause 8, line 27, omit “electricity.” and insert
“electricity; and”.

4.

Clause 8, after line 27 insert—
“(c) investment and employment in Victoria in relation
to renewable electricity generation.”.

That the amendments be agreed to.

The Legislative Council has agreed to amend three
clauses in the Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment)
Bill 2017. I thank the members of the other place for
their support of this bill, which will drive investment in
our state, create jobs in regional Victoria and of course
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ensure that we have an affordable, reliable and clean
energy future.

encourage investment and employment when it will do
exactly the opposite — is yet another example.

The amendments to clauses 1 and 5 clarify the purpose
and object of the bill respectively to highlight the
government’s support for jobs and investment in
Victoria.

The government should be getting behind the sensible
coalition policies, such as backing a uniform national
policy on renewables and lifting the moratorium on
onshore gas exploration. Instead the government has
got its head in the sand over these issues and done
enormous damage to confidence and investment and to
businesses’ willingness to create jobs around the state.
Simply putting a form of words into this bill, such as in
the amendments before us that were made by the
government in the Legislative Council, is not going to
change a scrap.

The amendments to clause 8 add a reporting obligation
to the minister on investment and employment in
Victoria in relation to renewable electricity generation.
I commend the bill to the house.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) (14:15) — The opposition
opposes these amendments. Simply putting words into
a bill saying that the bill is about encouraging
investment and employment does not make it so.
Indeed, as we made very clear during debate in this
house and in the other place, this bill is about a regime
that threatens to do exactly the opposite. By the
ill-considered, ill-structured and rushed manner in
which the current government has embarked on its
energy policy, instead of encouraging investment and
employment it is risking going on a path to discourage
investment and employment in Victoria.
As the opposition has highlighted time and time again,
businesses around the state are reeling from massively
increased energy prices, both in gas and in electricity.
They are facing manifold increases in their bills and
are now struggling to keep their doors open and
struggling to keep people in jobs, let alone to find any
capacity to engage in additional investment. The
reckless and ill-considered policies of the government
threaten to put Victoria on a similar path to South
Australia where their government’s ill-judged policies
have caused blackouts as well as widespread power
shortages and brownouts. If the government’s
approach in Victoria continues to be as ill-considered
as it has been, we are going to face similar problems
on top of the problems that businesses are already
facing, and that will just compound the
discouragement of investment and of employment in
the state.
Unfortunately this amendment smacks of a George
Orwell novel, 1984, or similar —
Mr Pearson interjected.
Mr CLARK — I can see it resonates with the
member for Essendon: the use of Newspeak, of which
members opposite have become masters, tearing up one
set of slogans and trotting out another set of slogans
whenever they want a change in direction. This instance
of Newspeak — talking about the bill being a bill to

We believe it would be far more honest not to make
these false, and indeed misleading and deceptive,
assertions in this place in a bill that is a serious threat to
jobs and investment. We therefore believe these
amendments are nothing more than subterfuge and
should not be included in the bill.
Motion agreed to.

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(GAMING MACHINE ARRANGEMENTS)
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 20 September; motion of
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation).
Mr McCURDY (Ovens Valley) (14:20) — I rise to
make a contribution on the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill
2017, and from the outset may I say that we will not be
opposing this legislation. The main purpose of this bill
is to secure the poker machine entitlement
arrangements for hotels and clubs well in advance of
the current arrangements that expire in 2022.
Within the bill there are many provisions. Some of
them include introducing a scheme for those who
choose to surrender an entitlement. There will be
changes to the 50-50 ratio of clubs and hotels as to who
can hold those gaming entitlements, changes to taxation
brackets, the introduction of another new tax, and a
variation of charges. When a venue transfers
entitlements it will cover the two times 10-year period
for future gaming arrangements that will obviously
begin mid-2022, and increase the total number of
machines an operator can own. There will be changes
to withdrawals at venues and to paying winnings by
cheque and certainly support around harm
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minimisation. Also in my contribution I will discuss the
changes to the instalments and the arrangements for
hotels and clubs under the new provisions.
The current gaming arrangements are due to expire in
2022 and for this reason it is important to try and bed
down the future arrangements well in advance so that
businesses in our communities can be well positioned
to make the necessary payments and instalments and
changes to ensure that their businesses are not affected
moving forward. Many of the 500-odd venues that are
in this space are interested to deal with the detail now,
well in advance of the expiry date, so that they can
manage their business models. Most are aware that
there are fundamental differences between clubs and
pubs. There are different tax rates, and there are
different benefits to the community, although all who
hold gaming machine licences contribute back to the
community in various ways.
Previous gaming entitlements were an absolute dog’s
breakfast, and I think everybody could see that was a
disaster that happened years ago in the auction system. I
do not think anyone will deny that. It was certainly a
shambles, and it cost some clubs dearly. They paid very
high prices for entitlements, causing them financial
grief. Certainly some of the RSLs within our
community are within that group. Thankfully the
government has seen the error of its ways and has not
gone down this path again. There are still some
concerns about the legislation, but on the whole it is a
far better package than was presented by Labor at the
beginning of this licence period and at the beginning of
this process.
The coalition has had input into the payment and
instalment process, which the government listened to. It
supported various positions, including the splitting of
the deposit over two years, as opposed to a one-off
deposit. Hotels will pay a 10 per cent deposit split over
two years, 2018 and 2019, both in February, whereas
clubs will pay a 5 per cent deposit, split into 2.5 per
cent per year over the same years. But most
importantly, regarding venues that are suffering
hardship, the minister’s office has agreed to support
venues that are still paying instalments through the
hardship provisions. They will have the deposit split
over 2018 and 2020, so there will be a gap year in there.
This is a fair compromise for the venues that are
experiencing financial challenges.
For those who do not understand: in terms of the
hardship payments, some venues are still paying their
instalments now for the licence fees. Most were due to
finish last year. Some, during hardship, have gotten an
extension of time to make those payments, which is
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certainly the way to go to support our clubs and hotels in
this area. Those that have got an extension are still
paying now, so when they need to stump up for a deposit
next February, they will still be paying instalments for
the current entitlements. For those who in 2019 are still
paying instalments from this time, that will be pushed
back to 2020. This is only for those who are still paying
according to that hardship provision.
We have maintained throughout the process that hotels,
clubs and RSLs play an important role in our
entertainment industry. They are certainly part of the
fabric that makes up our communities. For example,
RSLs assist our veterans — those who have served in all
conflicts — throughout Victoria, and it is important that
those that have got gaming machine entitlements are not
financially encumbered by this new legislation. In this
period of change if we lose an RSL due to an
unacceptable gaming machine arrangement, then we
have done our communities a major disservice. We
would not just be losing a venue that provides a pot and a
parma for a community; RSLs are extremely important
in that they provide assistance to our veterans.
For example, in some rural areas of Victoria if we lose
an RSL in a region, there may not be veteran support
for another 200 kilometres or more. So it is vital that
the RSLs remain viable and functional and are not
severely hamstrung financially by these changes. Many
of the negotiations that have transpired have been with
this in mind.
We certainly also need to protect our clubs, given the
significant contributions that they make to our
communities via the community benefit contribution.
Most go above and beyond any statutory obligations
and contribute much more to our communities, so again
we need to ensure that our clubs remain financially
viable throughout this process. Hotels are also
extremely supportive businesses in our communities
and are not immune to difficult cash-flow experiences
themselves. That is why the coalition wants to see that
every hotel, every RSL and every club that enters into a
new arrangement from 2022 onwards will not be
financially drained to the point of collapse.
As I said earlier, the legislation allows for a 10-year
licence period, times two, and at that point — at the start
of 2022 — those who have gaming licences can choose
to opt out, or they can choose to opt out at the end of
10 years, so there is some flexibility there. They are not
signing up for a 20-year licence period because 20 years
is a long way into the future when we see what trends
and changes are happening in the gambling space.
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The gaming industry is a responsibility that we take very
seriously on this side. We need to ensure that profits are
not placed in front of harm minimisation. We have seen
some blowouts from the government. We want to make
sure that this is not an opportunity to gouge gamblers.
We are very keen to ensure that harm minimisation
remains the highest priority in this sector. Having said
that, there is a new tax bracket in the legislation for
venue operators to adhere to. This will not adversely
affect players, but again it puts more pressure on the
venues to pay a greater level of tax to the Treasurer. That
is an area we have to keep our eye on because these are
small businesses in our community, and nobody wants to
see them fail because of an onerous taxation regime. I
think we are up to 12 new taxes by the government now
from where we were. We were told there were not going
to be any, but there is another tax bracket. I will go
through that in a moment.
Other changes to the legislation include changing the
withdrawal limit at venues, which still needs to be done
person-to-person rather than at an ATM. The
withdrawal limit will be up to $500 over a 24-hour
period. Currently $200 can be accessed, but you can go
back as many times as you choose over the course of
the day and get another $200. This is different: there
will be a $500 maximum. I think that is probably a
more practical outcome. It is a higher amount, I grant it,
but in terms of a 24-hour period it is the maximum one
can withdraw.
Other changes will affect the paying of winnings via
cheque. This is just a sign of the times as the cost of
living goes up and everything goes up. The change will
be that instead of cheques being paid for jackpots over
and above $1000, they will now be paid for winnings of
$2000 and above. As per the current arrangements,
those cheques will not be able to be cashed on-site.
That is a minor change but certainly a significant one.
Venue maximums of 105 machines will remain in
place, and that is for good reason. I strongly support
this section of the bill and can see the logic behind that.
Also the number of entitlements allowed to be owned
by an operator will increase from 420 machines to 840.
That is not at the one venue, obviously, but that owned
by an operator. That throws in a bit more flexibility for
the total amount of gaming machines. I will cover a bit
more of that in a moment. We live in an era where
some clubs are seeking to remove themselves from the
revenue of pokies and other clubs are looking to
increase their overall ownership, so this is further
flexibility, increasing from 420 to 840 the number of
entitlements that can be owned by an operator.
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At the moment there is much discussion in the media
about AFL clubs’ reliance on gaming machines and
potentially moving away from this revenue. If this
happens, we need to ensure that other clubs are in a
position to take on these machines. This increase from
420 to 840 should be of benefit to clubs who want to take
on more machines in the event that some of the AFL
clubs start lowering their exposure to gaming machines.
One area that is of concern to those I spoke with
throughout the state — I have met many at different
clubs and hotels — is the change to the 50-50 ratio that
currently exists for the distribution of gaming
entitlements between clubs and hotels. I understand
why it exists. It was a sensible start to proceedings, and
I would like to see the 50-50 ratio remain. However, I
understand some of the issues that are around at the
moment. If clubs are not using those entitlements —
there is a maximum of about 30 000 machines,
including those at Crown in Victoria — and if there are
others who want to take them up in the hotel sector, I
see no reason why that should not happen, as long as it
does not come at the expense of the club sector. I have
got nothing against hotels. Do not get me wrong, I would
just prefer to see that balance remain as close as possible
to 50-50 rather than all of a sudden it being 55-45, 60-40
and, before we know it, there is a transition. I know the
minister has to make some rulings here, but let me just
explain the concerns about what happens once an
entitlement moves from a club to a hotel. I see very little
chance of the entitlement ever coming back to the
clubs, and that is the concern.
Particularly in the growth areas of metro Melbourne
and in the growing regional cities there are new
developments, and they are worthy of clubs or RSLs
emerging in line with population growth, but they may
not be in a position to purchase entitlements back from
the hotel sector. Again, while there are spare club
entitlements out there, I understand that they should be
able to be used in the hotel sector, but there needs to be
really careful monitoring of how many machines
transition, because we cannot see what is going to
happen in four, five or 10 years down the track. If in
that time there is a major swing — I am not suggesting
there will be — from clubs to pubs, I think there will be
a concern about community benefits. We know the
benefits to community that clubs provide, but, as I said,
in these growth areas we do not know where clubs or
RSLs will spring up throughout Victoria.
The other more significant area of concern about this
50-50 ratio is that in many cases local government
intervenes when an RSL or a club is trying to increase
their entitlements from, say, 40 to 45 or from 50 to 60.
They are usually minor increases; they are not
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wholesale changes as such. My concern is that local
government or even VCAT can hold up these
applications for extra gaming entitlements for years.
The time frame is only six months, so if there are
unused entitlements for a club sitting there — let us say
there are 10 or 50 of them, or whatever that number
might be — after six months the minister can decide
that those are to be transferred to the hotel sector. It
would be a shame if at the same time a club in the
suburbs or a club in regional Victoria wanted to
increase their number of machines by three, four or a
dozen but could not because of the process they needed
to go through and by the time they actually got that red
tape sorted the entitlement had already been moved to
the hotel sector, so it is really important that we keep a
close eye on that as we move forward. I will certainly
be watching that with interest to see how it unfolds and
will not be afraid to call out the government or whoever
if this transition is far greater than what the expectation
is. From my reading of the bill and from my
discussions with people, this component of the
legislation covers relatively minor changes, not
wholesale changes, which could mean that before we
know it over a period of time we will have 30 per cent
of entitlements to machines in the hands of clubs and
70 per cent in the hands of hotels. It is just about trying
to get that balance right, and I think we need to keep an
eye on that.
I want to talk about the changes that we have secured
regarding the instalment process and the licence fees.
They cover three main areas, and I will address them
separately. The first is the instalment period. The
previous entitlements were paid off over a 10-year
period, or those who have paid them off did so over a
10-year period. As I mentioned earlier, some have used
the hardship clause and are still paying that off over
another couple of years. If a hotel or club was
experiencing difficulties, there was this hardship
exemption that allowed for an extension of time. With
this in mind, there are still venues paying off their
instalments today, as I mentioned, and that is certainly
an area we need to be mindful of as we start the new
instalment process. That is why the 10 years was
adequate, and we pushed to try and get a 10-year
instalment period for the next round in 2020–22 and
beyond. The government wanted to reduce this to five
years, as is my understanding, including hardship
payments on top of that. Again, in supporting the clubs,
I am very pleased to see that this has been extended to a
seven-year payment instalment plan with a two-year
hardship provision for clubs. That is a maximum of
nine years, which I think is a fair compromise.
For hotels there is a five-year payment plan with a
two-year hardship clause, with a total of seven years if
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the hotels or those venues require it. Again, I see this as
a compromise that many of the hotels and clubs that I
have spoken to find palatable. Although many would
have preferred 10 years, I do not blame them for that.
You get used to what you have always had, and many
would prefer to stay with that 10 years, but I think nine
and seven years is a fair compromise in the end. Some
still argue that the gaming machine entitlements are not
the cash cow that they once were, and the government
needs to be very careful of how hard they push the
industry so that venues do not fall into fiscal decay. I
certainly agree with that. If venues become
cash-strapped due to government taxes and charges,
there may be the temptation to take shortcuts that could
impact harm minimisation strategies, and nobody wants
to see that. It is with a steady hand that we should make
sure that these changes to instalments — and I know we
are talking 2020–22 and beyond — do not see anybody
going to the wall because of them.
The second area I want to discuss is the interest rate
payable over the instalment period. During the current
licensing agreement there is no interest, so of course
there was an expectation that there would be no interest
again over whatever the next period was going to be.
As I said, for clubs that is seven years and for hotels
five. There was talk about a commercial interest rate,
and that was flagged and was a great concern to me. If
we went to a commercial interest rate, it would make it
very difficult because of where the hotels and clubs
have come from. They see this being a different picture
altogether. As I say, the poker machines and the gaming
entitlements are different to what they used to be, and
there is certainly a lot of rigour and a lot of cost
involved in making sure that you maintain everything
that needs to be maintained in this sector to make sure
that you are complying with everything. A commercial
interest rate would have tipped a few of the clubs over,
and they would have been lost to the gaming industry.
I spoke about the RSLs, for example, and the hotels and
the clubs. If this tipped any of them over, that would be
a great shame. They have been able to manage during
the last 10 years with a bit of support from the hardship
clause, so I would hate to see venues starting to tip over
because of a financial impost that they cannot afford.
For service providers this would be a loss, particularly
for smaller clubs in regional Victoria, with which I have
held extensive talks in all corners of the state to listen to
their concerns and act on those concerns.
The interest rate that the government has agreed to is the
10-year government bond rate, which sits around
2.63 per cent at the moment. Again, that is a fair
compromise, I think, from no interest rate — obviously
where venues would like to be — to a commercial

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT (GAMING MACHINE ARRANGEMENTS) BILL 2017
Tuesday, 31 October 2017

ASSEMBLY

interest rate, which was flagged at one stage. Again, I
think it is a reasonable compromise at the end of the day.
The final part of the instalment process is the deposit,
and I did mention a little earlier that a 10 per cent
deposit for all would have been a cruel blow,
particularly for the clubs that are suffering hardship and
still paying instalments currently, and some will still be
paying instalments in February when they have to pay
the first half of their instalment of the deposit. Five per
cent is a fair amount to pay for what they have to do
moving forward, and now the clubs will only have to
pay 2.5 per cent, and that will be a major game changer
particularly for those experiencing hardship. I think that
has been a major win for clubs to see that, again, those
who are using this hardship clause are supported
through this process. For clubs, the government has
agreed to reduce the deposit to 5 per cent, split into
2.5 per cent in 2018 and 2.5 per cent in 2019, but again
that second part will go to 2020 for those in hardship.
I also want to highlight that the government has
mentioned that gaming machines are an important part
of Victoria’s entertainment industry, and certainly jobs
and tourism, and that it is a legitimate recreation
activity, which I support and I agree with. The coalition
wants to ensure that harm minimisation remains a high
priority throughout this process.
I mentioned the new tax brackets earlier. Currently for
clubs the brackets are such that less than $2666 revenue
a month per machine has a zero rate because they have
a community benefit statement that they have to supply,
whereas for pubs the rate is 8.33 per cent. Once you go
from $2666 up to $12 500 as a monthly return on a
machine, it is up to 46.7 per cent for a club. It is similar
in hotels, and there is a variance between 46 per cent
and 51 per cent, and once you get over $12 500 from a
machine per month, that rate goes from 54.2 per cent in
the club sector to 60.67 per cent.
Those are the current rates, and there will be another
bracket installed in here, so there will be a bracket
between $2666 and up to $6667. That is just an extra
bracket. The tax rate jumps much more quickly up to
55 per cent from $6667 rather than going up from
beyond $12 500, so that extra bracket will certainly
bring in more income. Again, I do not think we want to
confuse income that comes in from the gaming
machines with anything to do with harm minimisation.
This is about profit and loss for clubs and venues, so
that tax rate affects the clubs, the RSLs and the hotels
obviously more so than it does the punters and those
who are using the venues.
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I also understand there will be responsible service of
gaming training that supports the bill and that the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation, of which
I was a board member for some five years, is in support
of this bill. That is my understanding. Amongst all of
this the YourPlay precommitment scheme is still
available for gamblers, so none of those harm
minimisations are being reduced or watered down,
which I think is fantastic.
The new tax brackets do need a mention. As I said, it
does fly in the face of the commitments given by the
government that there would be no new taxes. Again, it
is about making sure that the venues do not struggle as
they move forward because of this tax impost, and we
will not know until we get into 2022 and see how
things pan out in the first couple of years of those
instalments.
I have consulted with many of the major stakeholders,
and as I have said earlier, there is a balance in needing
to have the legislation completed. They had flagged that
any increases may not be sustainable for some clubs, so
it was important that we got this right as we worked our
way through, but we did it early to give hotels and clubs
some sort of understanding, as they move forward, of
what the situation will be and what the agreement will
be. So I urge the government to ensure that, where
clubs and hotels come under financial pressure due to
these tax increases, it undertakes to work more closely
with the club or hotel and not just let the club or hotel
drown financially amongst the bills. As I said, we will
only know that once we move into the new licence
period after 2022.
There were concerns around the weighted annual
revenue and how that was developed. The weighted
average is 40 per cent on the most recent year, 30 per
cent on the next year, and then 20 per cent and 10 per
cent, so over the four years of that weighted average we
came up with the annual revenue figure. Some have
concerns that this formula could have been more evenly
weighted for a fairer outcome, and I suppose that comes
down to the personal interests of the venue as to what
their revenue stream looks like. I can always understand
there will be variations. People will say, ‘I would rather
have had a greater percentage at the front end and less
at the back end’, but I just wonder whether 25 per cent
for each year would have been a fairer way to do it.
Certainly I understand how the government has
calculated that formula, but as I say, it will be
interesting to see how this pans out and we will find out
from some clubs who start to struggle.
The gaming machine entitlements during the auction
for clubs were around about $35 000, which is what the
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average was for clubs to get a gaming entitlement
during the auction. Averages tell us absolutely nothing,
because I know of certainly country and regional clubs
and RSLs that have paid well in excess of the
mid-$50 000s, and they have been severely under
stress. The average price has come down from $35 000
to $27 000, and I think you will find some of those
regional clubs — some of those clubs that have been
struggling — will be on the lower side of $27 000,
which I hope is the case because it is important. It is
one thing for the bigger clubs such as Keysborough,
Epping Plaza and those ones who generate many, many
millions of dollars — more so through population than
gambling habits; there are just a lot of people in those
regions — but another for a small RSL in a small
country town like Kyabram or Bairnsdale or something
like that. We just have to make sure that we have a
system that fits all, that suits all, because if we tax
everybody to the hilt, some of the bigger hotels and
venues can support it — they do not like it, but they
can support it — whereas it will hurt some of the
smaller clubs unbelievably.
The average price for a hotel entitlement in the auction
system turned out to be about $40 000. Again there
will be variations within the system. This time the
average has gone up to around $53 000. As I say,
averages can be misleading, but approximately 66 per
cent goes on in hotels and 33 per cent occurs in clubs.
There appears to be larger profits in the hotel sector
and that is reflected in the price that one pays for a
gaming entitlement. They are the changes in the
auction system through to now. With that I will
conclude my remarks. I do want to thank the
minister’s office for the various briefings and the
various clarifications on the bill over the period of the
last couple of weeks. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr DIMOPOULOS (Oakleigh) (14:49) — It gives
me pleasure to speak on the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill
2017. I am also pleased that the opposition will not be
opposing this bill. The bill effectively addresses
disadvantage. It does this in two ways: one is by
assisting club operators in a way that has not to date
been done; and two, by adding to the suite of initiatives
and measures we have for addressing harm
minimisation and problem gambling.
I was approached by Clubs Australia, probably as other
members have been over the last year or so, and I want
to just give a quick snapshot of one of the clubs in my
electorate. The information they gave me about a year
ago was that this local club provides full-time, part-time
or casual work for 29 people, with a payroll of more
than $1.1 million a year. It has more than 8700 club
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members and in 2014–15 provided more than $230 000
in donations and support to more than 15 local sporting,
community and charitable groups in the area, so in my
local community. The club also paid $1.9 million in
gaming taxes to the government in that period. That is
just a snapshot of a club in my area. Members would
know the details of clubs in their local communities.
Clubs Australia’s representations to me also raised
issues that I feel this bill addresses. They include, for
example, longer term security, a differential rate in
payments to government for clubs as opposed to hotels,
and a reduction in red tape. I am pleased this bill
includes many of the aspirations my local clubs came
and saw me about, but the bill is about addressing
disadvantage and providing more flexible and more
appropriate arrangements for the current marketplace,
and it does this in a number of ways.
The system is an administrative allocation process, as
the shadow minister described, rather than an auction
scheme, and operators will be guaranteed a minimum
number of licences, equal to the number they currently
hold, on a date declared by the minister. There will be a
fairer outcome for smaller clubs than an auction system,
and there will also be opportunity for new entrants once
the existing entitlement holders get their guaranteed
minimum allocation. Anything above and beyond that
allocation, any additional entitlements, will be
predisposed to new entrants.
The new process provides for flexible arrangements.
Two or more clubs will be able to enter into a
revenue-sharing arrangement, which again provides the
opportunity for smaller clubs to achieve economies of
scale and a more sustainable future. Club operators will
be liable for smaller payments in the form of deposits
and have longer payment term options than hotel
operators, and I think the figures were mentioned by the
previous speaker. There is longer security; we are going
back to 20 years, which is more appropriate and a
longer time frame for these clubs to guarantee
investment and to guarantee their strategic path forward
in terms of their customers, bank loans and a whole
range of other things. But we are also providing
flexibility within that. Clubs can opt out within the first
10 years without penalty, just by making the normal
payment. The minister will have more discretion
through this bill to make arrangements in relation to
that and other elements in this bill.
We are introducing a progressive taxation regime for
operators. I think this is extremely important. The
opposition may paint it as another tax, but it is
effectively part of the same aspirations we are trying to
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achieve as a level playing field for clubs by providing a
more progressive taxation regime.
The maximum number of machines per club operator
will be increased, albeit with conditions, and this will
more evenly match what the hotels currently have —
for example, a single hotel operator can hold 35 per
cent of all entitlements for the hotel part of the
scheme. Doubling the entitlement capacity of clubs
will better balance the opportunities they have. The
bill establishes an independent review panel of
eminent people to oversee the allocation process,
which is again important. There will be better pricing
for machines that will also contribute a more
appropriate sum to the taxpayer.
In the time I have left I want to focus a bit more on
harm minimisation initiatives. There are a couple of
things to be said about that. One is that in my local
community I have two local government areas, the City
of Monash and the City of Glen Eira. Monash has a
partial cap and that will not change under this bill,
which I am pleased about, and nor will the ratio of
machines to 1000 residents in the rest of my
community. That will not change. The total number of
machine entitlements across Victoria will not change,
and this obviously excludes Crown Casino. The
maximum number of machines per venue will not
change — that is, 105.
There is a whole range of other harm minimisation
initiatives which are really important — for example,
limiting the amount of cash that can be withdrawn in a
gaming venue using EFTPOS to $500 within a 24-hour
period on any one debit or credit card. This bill clarifies
that EFTPOS transactions in gaming venues require a
person employed or engaged by the venue operator to
operate the facility, including by entering the amount of
funds to be obtained. There is a lot of research which
indicates that when the customer has to approach a
human being, talk to a staff member, in relation to
accessing funds, it is a mitigating factor for problem
gambling.
This bill prohibits a gaming venue operator from
cashing customers’ cheques, prohibits the advertising or
operation of cheque-cashing services in or around the
gaming venue and it does a range of other things. For
example, it raises the threshold for payment of gaming
machine winnings by cheque from $1000 to $2000.
This decreases the risk of money laundering and also
prevents third parties from taking advantage of
vulnerable players through cheque-cashing services.
I want to make a point about problem gambling and
Labor’s commitment over time. Almost all the major
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harm minimisation measures that apply in the gaming
sector today were imposed by Labor governments. These
include the introduction of the YourPlay
pre-commitment scheme, a $5 maximum bet limit,
municipal and regional caps, an announcement that all
ATMs will be banned from gaming venues, the
introduction of reduced gaming venue hours, the
introduction of a limit on winnings to be paid by cheque,
as I described, prohibition on gaming machine
advertising, withdrawal limits of $200 per transaction
within the venue, the establishment of the Responsible
Gambling Ministerial Advisory Council, the requirement
for venue staff to undertake responsible gambling
training and the reduction of maximum starting credits
on gaming machines from $9949 to $1000.
For me, this is a very important issue. Gaming is one of
those areas of policy which is a difficult and contested
space for various reasons. It is a legitimate recreation
activity for thousands of people that do not have a
problem with it. It is also a legitimate source of
government revenue, which goes into a significant
number of community projects, including the
Community Support Fund, which assisted a footy club in
my electorate very recently through the Scammell
Reserve facility upgrade, and it goes into the mental
health fund. There is a legitimate need for these funds.
But then we also have to absolutely put our minds to
how we limit the excesses of gaming and support people
with problem gaming issues. I think this bill is another
step towards addressing disadvantage in that way.
Though the current entitlement term does not expire
until 2022, undertaking the gaming machine allocation
process earlier allows the government to introduce
harm minimisation measures earlier as well, rather than
waiting. This has been evidenced by a recent
announcement the government has made. In a press
release by the Premier and the minister earlier this year
the government declared there will be no increase
above the current number of gaming machines in
Victoria for the next 25 years. These are really
important measures.
This is a bill that does significant good in an area that is
fundamentally important for public policy. I think this
bill is something that clubs will appreciate and that the
problem gaming sector will appreciate. We are always
looking for opportunities to reform, which Labor
governments always do. I commend the minister, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr WATT (Burwood) (14:59) — I rise to speak on
the Gambling Regulation Amendment (Gaming
Machine Arrangements) Bill 2017. I have looked
through quite a bit of material. I have looked through
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the bill, I have looked through the second-reading
speech and I have looked through the press releases the
minister has put out. Quite frankly, I am a little amazed
and surprised, given the fact that in 2015 the
government introduced a new bill which made changes
to the Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation and
which gave it powers that it otherwise would not have,
that the government has not talked more about the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation and any
advice it may have received on this bill. I would be
interested to find out from those who speak after me
what advice the government has received from the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation with
regard to aspects of this bill. The reason I raise this is
that subsection 6(1)(d) of the Victorian Responsible
Gambling Foundation Act 2011 makes it very clear that
the foundation has the following functions for the
purposes of its objectives:
to provide information and advice in relation to—
(i)

issue or grant of licences, permits, approvals,
authorisations, registration or allocations
under gambling legislation; and

(ii) regulation of gambling under gambling
legislation.

I know that members opposite listen intently to
contributions from members on this side, and that they
are able to obtain advice as to what process the
government went through to consult with the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation around some of
these harm minimisation points, but more particularly
around what is effectively an increase in the availability
of gambling in Victoria.
I make that point based on the fact that the member for
Oakleigh just said that there is not going to be an
increase in the number of available gambling machines.
But if we understand that there is a 50-50 split and
currently there are around 700 unused club entitlements
and those entitlements are then going to be made
available to pubs, that is effectively an increase of 700
in the number of machines in the state. It is a little bit
disingenuous of government members to turn around
and say that there is no increase in machines when
currently all entitlements are not being used and part of
the purpose of this bill is to make those entitlements
which are not currently being used available for others
who would use them.
If we were to say there were 27 732 licences for
machines available to Victoria, then we would probably
say, using my quick maths, that there are only
27 032 machines in Victoria currently being used,
because those 700 are not being used. If the member for
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Oakleigh is right and there is not going to be an increase
in the number of machines, then I am assuming that what
he is saying is that those unallocated club entitlements
will not be shifted to the pubs. But we know that is not
the case because one of the purposes of the bill is to
make those available. So it is very disingenuous for
members opposite to try and tell us that there is not an
increase in the number of licences.
I can understand why the government have introduced
this system of allocating licences rather than the auction
system, because we all know what happened in the
previous auction system. We all know that the
government received billions of dollars, about
$3 billion, less for the licences than they were valued at,
so I can certainly understand why the government
would not want to go back to an auction system,
because of the debacle which was the previous auction
system that was set up. I am firmly aware of why we
have gone through this system. I do not really
understand what advice the government have received
from the Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation,
given the fact that the purpose of the foundation, one of
the reasons the foundation exists, is to provide advice.
One of the changes that was made through the
Gambling Legislation Amendment Act 2015 was to put
in place an advocacy and policy advice role for the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation. This is a
20-year change post-2022. We are talking about a
significant change. So in actual fact we are talking
about something which is going to last for 25 years. I
would have thought that the government — the
minister and members opposite — might be able to
provide the Parliament with what advice did they
receive, if any. Did they consult at all with the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation? What
effects will some of these changes have? I understand
that there are some significant changes, such as
doubling the entitlements that a club might be able to
have from 422 to 840. That in and of itself seems like a
fairly significant change. To say that it will have no
effect, I would like to see what sort of evidence the
government bases that on and what information it had
when it made that call.
I also look at things like limiting EFTPOS cash
withdrawals from gaming machine venues to $500. I
have taken out money at gaming venues but not for the
purpose of gambling. That is not to say that I have
never put any money into a poker machine and not to
say that I have never won on a poker machine, but that
is not the only reason why a person would go to a
gaming venue. Most gaming venues are not just gaming
venues; there are other things you can do there. I have
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two gaming venues in my electorate, and they are
places where I can also go to have a drink.

justification for the increase in all of the taxes that we
have seen since this government was elected.

But to say that I can only withdraw $200 or $500 in a
day makes me wonder: on what advice did the
government make that decision and what impact do
they think it is going to have? To present this to me as
though it is going to make a big difference — I do not
know, and I would love members of the government to
provide me with that information, so that as a member
of this house I can be informed as to what is actually
going on here.

I have not actually seen the basis upon which the
government has decided to make these
recommendations. I have not seen any correspondence
or any information which would lead me to believe that
the government has taken advice or listened to any
advice that it might have received. If members of the
government have that advice or have knowledge of that
advice, it would be nice of them to stand up in this
place to explain to us what advice they have received
from the Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation.

The government has introduced some changes, and I
have looked at some of the comments that government
members have made previously. The member for
Oakleigh talked about an increase in taxes. He
acknowledged that this measure will result in an
increase in tax. It will be a progressive tax, but
nonetheless it will be an increase in tax.
I think about some of the comments that government
members have made in this house and some of the
comments that the now Premier made prior to the
election when he told every single Victorian that he
would not increase taxes or introduce any new taxes.
Those opposite might want to help me out, but we are
talking about at least 12 new taxes or increases in taxes.
Peter Mitchell asked the now Premier, the then
opposition leader, on 28 November 2014, the day
before the last election:
Daniel Andrews, all the polls say you will be Victoria’s next
Premier. If you are do you promise Victorians here tonight
that you will not increase taxes or introduce any new taxes?

Obviously knowing what has happened in the last two
and a half to three years you would have expected the
then opposition leader, now Premier, to say, ‘No, Peter,
I’m going to introduce a bunch of new taxes and I’m not
going to tell anybody because we don’t want to frighten
the horses. Good or bad, we are just going to introduce a
bunch of new taxes and we will fight that out when the
time comes’. That is not actually what he said. He said:
I make that promise, Peter, to every single Victorian.

I make this point because when a party goes to an
election and makes a commitment, you expect the party
to fulfil that commitment. You expect that if a
government says, ‘We’re not going to introduce any
more taxes’, that it will not do that. You expect that if it
does decide to backflip on commitments it makes prior
to an election, it might actually provide some
reasonable justification for that. As yet I have seen no
justification for the increase in the taxes. I have seen no

Mr LIM (Clarinda) (15:09) — I am very pleased to
rise to speak on the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill 2017.
Many families in my culturally diverse electorate have
experience with problem gambling, and I would like to
begin by commending a whole range of different
agencies in my neck of the woods for doing all the good
work in helping out people with gambling problems. I
would like to single out the Australian Vietnamese
Women’s Association, which is expanding its work into
the Springvale area. They have done this under their
rehabilitation, health and wellbeing programs, which
include their gambling counselling work. They are one
of the many community groups tackling this important
issue. It would be remiss of me not to mention that there
are other agencies, like the Cambodian associations,
which I have a long association with. They are doing the
same work but in a more traditional way by handling it
through the local temples. I have three Cambodian
temples in my electorate that are helping in that regard,
and they do so without any assistance or funding from
government agencies.
It is interesting that studies about the prevalence of
gambling reveal that culturally and linguistically
diverse communities often participate in gambling, but
generally at a lower frequency than the mainstream
Australian population. I find this very contradictory in
the sense that Asian communities are notorious for their
gambling activities.
I recall that in my first year in this chamber I
commissioned a parliamentary intern to have a look at
how the opening of the casino was affecting my Asian
community. All hell broke loose. I was attacked by the
Premier even before I had had a media launch. In the
Labor room at the time he was quite ferocious in
attacking me and protecting his casino owner friends.
Anyway, it would be remiss of me not to mention that it
was quite frightening, coming from the Premier who at
the time was considered to be Mr Can-Do. His
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popularity was soaring at the time, and I was just a
humble backbencher starting my career in this place.
Twenty years on we have come a long, long way in
fixing this problem with precautionary measures in
terms of how to minimise harm and how to address the
problem that the community suffers.
There is so much drama in my neck of the woods. I
know of small businesses that have changed hands
overnight because of gambling problems. I know of
womenfolk who value gold from when they escaped —
gold is their currency — and then it is forced from their
hands by their menfolk to gamble. It is just so
traumatic. I have seen family breakdowns and I have
seen the harm that is done to families. But as I said,
20 years on we have come such a long way, and I am
glad to hear that the opposition is not opposed to the
bill. These problems have been particularly felt in the
Asian communities of the south-east. Many families
have experienced great hardship with family
breakdowns and high rates of incarceration.
In August 2015 our government commenced a review
of the regulatory arrangements for gaming machines to
enable decisions to be made about the appropriate
settings for the gaming industry after the current
gaming machine entitlements expire in August 2022.
The government also examined the harm minimisation
measures that apply to gaming machines to ensure the
measures are appropriate now and post-2022. This bill
introduces a range of harm minimisation measures in
relation to gaming machines and improves the
operation of existing measures.
It amends the act to limit the amount of cash that can be
withdrawn using EFTPOS in a gaming venue. It
imposes a $500 limit during a 24-hour period on any
one debit or credit card. This is a positive step as
currently there is no daily limit on the amount of cash
that can be withdrawn using EFTPOS; only a $200 per
transaction limit applies. This is particularly relevant to
my constituents of Clarinda in Clayton. Within the City
of Monash, Clayton traditionally has the largest
population of young people aged 18 to 24 years, the
highest number of university students and the highest
percentage of people speaking a language other than
English at home.
Clayton is also a suburb which traditionally has had a
very high density of poker machines per adult
population — nearly twice the Victorian average. More
than $109 million was lost on poker machines alone in
the City of Monash in the 2016–17 financial year; this
is the fifth highest amount of loss in any Victorian
council area. The council next door, the City of Greater
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Dandenong, suffered a loss similar to that of Monash,
which is of much concern.
Limiting access to cash is an effective measure that will
reduce harm, particularly to problem gamblers in my
electorate and across the state. Under this bill
prohibitions on the promotion or operation of
cheque-cashing services in gaming venues will also
limit immediate access to cash. The bill also introduces
a new offence for venue operators who knowingly
allow the advertisement or operation of these services
on their premises. These amendments will provide
further protection for vulnerable gamblers seeking
quick access to cash.
Venue operators are currently able to cash one cheque
per customer up to a maximum of $400 per day. The
bill amends the act to prohibit venue operators from
cashing cheques for customers, providing further
protection for moderate and high-risk gamblers. The
bill extends the harm-minimisation framework for
gaming machines to cashless gaming systems. These
systems include card and ticket-based arrangements and
allow gaming machine play without inserting cash into
the gaming machine. The bill amends the act to ensure
that cashless gaming systems are operated in a manner
that does not undermine the harm-minimisation
measures that apply to access to cash and payment of
winnings. The harm-minimisation measures included in
this bill complement the measures already operating in
Victoria and build on the great body of community
work taking place in the responsible gambling space.
This bill will help to promote a more supportive
environment to prevent and reduce gambling-related
harm amongst our diverse community and across the
state. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) (15:18) — I rise to speak
on behalf of the Victorian Greens on the Gambling
Regulation Amendment (Gaming Machine
Arrangements) Bill 2017. This government had a real
opportunity before the pokies licences expire in 2022 to
put in place a tough regime for pokies operators that
would genuinely reduce harm from these machines.
These machines have been around since the 1990s and
have damaged lives, have destroyed families and are
draining billions of dollars from Victorians every year.
Instead the government has squibbed it. The pokies
operators win from this, Crown Casino wins, problem
gamblers lose and the communities lose — those
communities that many regard as Labor heartland are
all losing. In fact this legislation is so wide of the mark
that is needed to address the harm of pokies in this state
that the Greens cannot support this bill.
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It is incredible in fact that this bill is even up for debate,
given the extraordinary allegations that have been made
against Crown Casino and the operation of their pokies.
Looking at some of those allegations that have been
reported, we have got allegations that engineers have
been told to illegally disable buttons to encourage more
bets; we have got allegations that patrons have been
given plastic picks to jam buttons down for continuous
spins on pokies; we have got allegations that machines
have had their play history cleared to reduce mandatory
payouts; and we have got allegations that some
machines are apparently paying out well below the
compulsory rate of 85 per cent. These are just some of
the allegations that have been levelled against Crown
Casino — and in fact not just against Crown Casino but
against the regulator itself — and its failing to properly
address these issues when they came to its attention. So
it is extraordinary that we would actually be debating
this bill that will set the framework for how pokies are
licensed in this state for decades, when these allegations
are yet to be properly investigated and the truth has not
yet come out about them.
Our message to the government would be either to at
least wait until these allegations against Crown Casino
and the regulator have been properly investigated or to
go back to the drawing board and come up with
something better or negotiate with the Greens in the
upper house to come up with some changes to this bill
that would actually properly reduce the harm of pokies
in this state.
This bill is a missed opportunity in that it maintains the
existing number of pokies licences for decades. Again,
there has been some confusion as to whether these
unused licences — I think there might be a few hundred
around — can be added to the tally. It maintains these
numbers when these numbers should actually be
reduced. Certainly we should be looking at reducing
pokies numbers in this state by a figure of around
25 per cent.
We have got licences going from 10-year licences to
potentially 20-year licences. This is when we should
actually be reducing the length of those licences.
Maintaining it at 10 years would be good, but I think
we could go even further — down to five years — so
that we could be reviewing those licences much more
quickly and certainly give councils a lot more power in
deciding where pokies are put in their communities.
These are the communities that are assisting problem
gamblers. They see the effects of problem gambling,
particularly with pokies, and certainly they need to be
given a very strong formal legislative role in being able
to decide when and where pokies go in their
communities.
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We have seen the limits being placed on EFTPOS
withdrawals being touted as some big, major benefit of
this legislation. The reality is we got rid of ATMs from
pokies venues some years ago, and I think that was
something that my colleagues in the upper house were
pushing for in previous terms of Parliament. We have
already had this ban on cash in pokies venues, and these
EFTPOS machines are now being used as a way around
that. To put a $500 cap on it still means that you have
got people withdrawing hundreds of dollars of cash in
pokies venues. The government’s own study found that
the average problem gambler averages $318 a session
while a non-problem gambler withdraws around $66
per session, so a $500 cap does not even touch the sides
of the issue here. I think the touting of that figure as
some sort of big achievement completely misses the
mark of what is actually needed.
We have got this bill providing for cashless gambling,
which I think is a really concerning development. With
cashless gambling you can put credit onto a card or a
piece of paper and put that into the machine. My real
concern is that people will lose more because this will
simply just churn more money back into the machines.
It is being pushed by the pokies industry as a way of
squeezing more money out of problem gamblers.
We have got a change to the 50-50 rule between clubs
and hotels when it should be maintained. We have got an
increase in the maximum number of hotel entitlements
owned by one operator when this needs to be reduced.
This bill certainly misses the mark in terms of what is
required to effectively address pokies in this state.
There are a couple of things that we would like to keep.
I thought the member for Burwood’s speech was going
okay until he complained about the increased taxes paid
by the industry; unlike him, I think we should keep
those. I think that is something we would look
favourably upon, and it also does not put the poker
machine entitlements up for auction.
There are, however, a whole range of policies and
proposals that could be put in place to better reduce
harm from pokies. We could be seeing venues closed
for a number of hours a day. My understanding is that
they need to be open for 20 hours a day. That could be
reduced. It would give a bit of breathing space to
problem gamblers.
We could be looking at making sure that all machines
are low intensity. I know the Productivity Commission
has done a lot of work and made recommendations
around this. We could ensure that instead of
high-intensity poker machines we have low-intensity
ones, with maximum losses of around $100 an hour, a
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load-up limit of around $20 by limiting the amount of
money that can be loaded into a machine at any one
time, and jackpots of no more than $500. I think those
are certainly some worthwhile proposals.
We could have $1 bets, and that is something the
Greens have been pushing hard. I remember we
introduced legislation in the previous Parliament to set
a maximum $1 bet limit. I actually came into the public
gallery for that debate. Unfortunately it was voted down
by both the government and the opposition at the time.
We have got people just hitting those buttons.
Generally having $1 bets is not going to affect the
non-problem gambler, but it is going to address
problem gambling, where you can actually reduce the
maximum that can be lost over an hour from about
$840 to around the $100 or $120 mark. Again, from the
figures I have been given, 88 per cent of recreational
gamblers already spend less than $1 per spin, so this is
not going to affect the average punter but it will have a
meaningful effect on reducing problem gambling.
We could certainly look at mandatory precommitment
again. It is unfortunate that that never got introduced
nationwide. Certainly it would be very good to have a
mandatory precommitment, not this voluntary
precommitment and certainly not a voluntary
precommitment that, from my understanding, will be
combined with a rewards card or some sort of loyalty
card with venues. That is deeply, deeply concerning.
We need to put these measures in place because the
people who are overwhelmingly harmed the most by
pokies are disadvantaged communities. If you look at,
for example, the councils in my electorate, you have got
about $28 million lost in the City of Port Phillip and
$23.5 million in the City of Stonnington — and I think
they are pretty large amounts. But when you go to
Dandenong, it is $119 million; in Werribee,
$97 million; and in the City of Casey, $124 million. It
is these areas where there is disadvantage that we are
getting the most harm from pokies. I do feel, even in
my own community where we do have pockets of
disadvantage, it is those people who are most affected
by pokies.
A link has also been established between family
violence and problem gambling. The Royal
Commission into Family Violence found there was a
clear link between problem gambling and family
violence, so we would be hopeful that in addressing
family violence, which I know this government and in
fact all parties are committed to, we could make sure
that addressing problem gambling is a part of that
response. We know that relationships are being
damaged and are reaching crisis point, families are
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neglected, trust is lost, and there is dishonesty,
concealment, conflict — all those things are
contributing to family violence.
We also need to stamp out the influence of the
gambling industry and their political donations. We
know that Crown Casino — the gambling industry —
have donated tens of thousands of dollars to the Labor
and Liberal parties, and certainly we welcome the
changes to political donations laws. After pressure for
many years in the upper house, and even in this
chamber, the government has finally come to the table
on donations law reform. But do not mention the
by-election.
I think also that, on top of these changes they have
made to donations laws, we not only need caps on
donations but restrictions on where that money comes
from, such as certain industries, like the gambling
industry. We need to make sure that those restrictions
apply to the local government level as well.
We need restrictions on lobbying. We had the
ridiculous situation where we had Stephen Conroy, the
Labor Party factional powerbroker, also acting as a
lobbyist for the gaming industry — completely
unacceptable.
To conclude, this bill is a missed opportunity. It is so
wide of the mark of what we need in this state that the
Greens cannot support it. We need to have an effective
pokies regime in place after the current licences expire
in 2022. We certainly think that we need to get to the
bottom of these allegations against Crown Casino and
the regulator before the government proceeds with this
bill, so the Greens will be opposing this bill.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (15:31) — I am
delighted to make a contribution in relation to the
Gambling Regulation Amendment (Gaming Machine
Arrangements) Bill 2017.
I listened intently to the member for Prahran’s
contribution, and I want to make a couple of
observations. The bill before the house relates to the
regulation of electronic gaming machines that are
leased and operated by pubs and clubs in Victoria, not
the casino. That would be dealt with under either the
Casino Legislation Amendment Act 2009 or the Casino
Control (Amendment) Act 2005. I am not sure which,
but that is the first thing I would say.
The member also talked about wanting to reduce the
number of gaming machines in the community. From
memory, when entitlements were first allocated in 1991
there were 30 000 entitlements allocated — 27 500 to
pubs and clubs in Victoria, with a 50-50 split, and 2500
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to the casino. That number broadly has stayed the same,
but clearly in a proportional sense the number of
electronic gaming machines per 100 000 people has
dropped quite significantly, because we have had rapid
population growth over the course of that time.

1970s my father went for a pot at the Bayswater Hotel,
where a bloke would be picked on and his sexuality
questioned if he had the temerity to walk into the main
bar wearing a suit. These were not particularly
family-friendly environments.

The member for Prahran also talked about reducing the
length of time of the tenure — from 20 years to
10 years or five years. I note the member for Prahran
has not worked in small business before, and I would
hazard a guess that he probably has not gone to a bank
and asked for a loan to run a business before. What I
would say is that if you are seeking to go to the bank to
ask for funding to buy a licence, then normally you are
going to require well over 10 years — 10 years would
be the bare minimum — in order to be able to access
the capital to fund it.

What you subsequently saw by having the entitlements
allocated to pubs was a massive reinvestment in those
pubs at the time of the last recession. You saw those
pubs and clubs start to broaden out their service
offerings to families, which was a very good thing. If
you go out to places like the Bayswater Hotel — I was
out there a couple of weeks ago with my family — they
are really good pubs. It is a great pub; it is a good
environment.

If what the member for Prahran is suggesting is that we
should make it only five years, then what you would
find is that only the most wealthy pubs and clubs could
fund such an entitlement. They would have the balance
sheet, they would be able to fund it themselves, they
would not have to worry about the banks and they
could do it all themselves, so you would actually
penalise the smaller pubs and clubs, and I do not think
that is what the member for Prahran would want to see.
I think the member would say that he would want to see
some of the smaller pubs and clubs thrive. So if that is
the case, you need a longer lead time in which to
service the debt in that way.

Mr PEARSON — Yes, I will take up the
interjection. I took my wife and I took my children
there, and I was very happy to have a nice meal with
my family, with my kids. My brother-in-law and I went
into the main bar and put a few bets on the races. In
years gone by my mother-in-law would have gone and
put 20 bucks on the pokies. She did not this time. It is a
very good environment to be with your family. It was
not like that in the 1970s — it was not; they were
bloodhouses. So that is what you have seen occur.

The member for Prahran also made a contribution in
relation to comparing the losses in his area to other
local government areas. I have no doubt the figures the
member was quoting are indeed accurate. What I would
say, though, is that the reason you see these losses is
that the Kirner government made it very clear that they
wanted to tie entitlements to liquor licences, and liquor
licences were overwhelmingly in blue-collar Labor
areas as opposed to some of the leafier, greener inner
eastern suburbs, which were often dry. The idea at the
time was that you would want to make sure you had an
appropriate regulatory regime in place and that you
therefore had some visibility over who was coming into
these premises, how they were conducting themselves
and how they were behaving. The entitlement was tied
to that regulatory regime, which I think is entirely
appropriate.
I am showing my age, and the member for Prahran is
younger than me. I might talk to the member for
Prahran a bit about what it was like growing up in the
outer eastern suburbs of Melbourne in the 1970s and
1980s. I remember the pubs out my way in that time
were booze barns; they were bloodhouses. Back in the

Mr Hibbins interjected.

The problem, I think, with the member for Prahran is
that he thinks he knows best about how people should
spend their money. The member for Prahran’s view of
the world is that he knows how people should allocate
and spend their money. I take a very different view. I
believe that if you go out and earn your money, you are
entitled to spend it as you see fit. Clearly a percentage
of the community has a problem with alcohol and a
percentage of the community has a problem with
gambling. That was why originally, when the bill was
first crafted and devised in 1991, there was a decision to
create the former Community Support Fund, which was
designed to try and provide the support required to
problem gamblers so that they could get the help that
they need.
I think what you have seen over the course of the last
25 years is a series of regulatory changes occur. The
regulatory environment that you are operating in now is
nothing like the one that existed in the 1990s or the
early 2000s. ATMs have been pulled out. You have got
self-exclusion zones in place. Now we have got
targeted education campaigns through the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation. These have been
really important initiatives to try and basically ensure
that those who have got problems with gambling get
the help and support that they need. I simply do not
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agree with the member for Prahran or the Greens
political party that they somehow know what is best for
the community — that they can somehow determine
what people should spend their money on. Frankly if I
go out and earn my money, I should be able to spend it
as I see fit. Clearly if I have got a problem and I need
help and access to assistance, then the state has a role to
play, and it does so through organisations like the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation.

This is a really important piece of legislation because
it is about ensuring that we can get the balance right so
that these industries can continue to employ and to
invest in the state, we can continue to ensure that we
get the revenue we require to run a strong, balanced
budget and we get the support required for those who
are problem gamblers in our community through
organisations like the Victorian Responsible
Gambling Foundation.

The other point I would make is that I have lost track of
the number of times the member for Prahran, aided and
abetted by the member for Melbourne, has come into this
place and said, ‘The government should do more. The
government should spend more. The government should
invest more’. Those members are very good at trying to
tell the executive how to spend money. They are not
particularly good at identifying ways in which to raise
revenue. The reality is that this is a significant industry.

As I said, this is a really important piece of legislation.
Again, I think the member for Prahran in his
contribution identifies and highlights his ignorance on
this matter. He is just clearly ill-informed and not able
to make the worthy contribution that you would expect
from a member of this house. On that basis, I commend
the bill to the house.

Again I point to my experience. The member for
Prahran probably was not around or not paying a lot of
attention in those days, but back in the late 1980s and
early 1990s buses would run from Melbourne to go
across the border so that people could spend millions of
dollars in New South Wales. That is what used to
happen. So people were spending money. Let us not
think that before 1991 this was some sort of wowser
paradise where people just did not spend money on
gambling. They did. They would load up their dollars,
get on a bus, head north of the Murray — go to Moama
or some of those other border towns — and pump their
money through the electronic gaming machines up in
New South Wales, and the Treasurer of New South
Wales was the beneficiary of that.
What we have done here is make sure that people have
got the ability to spend money here. This is a significant
earner for the state government of Victoria, and it has
enabled us to make critical investments in health or in
education that we would otherwise not have been able
to make.
I know there are commentators like the member for
Prahran who sit on the sideline and like to sledge the
government. He particularly has a great appetite for
sledging a Labor government. I would be curious to
see, if he is ever here when the conservatives are in
power, whether he would ever turn around and lay a
glove on the Tories. I think not. He hates the Labor
Party, he hates Labor governments, but you can bet
when it comes down to it that if he is ever here when
the Tories are back in power, he will just be rolling over
and asking that they tickle his tummy. You can
guarantee that will be his form.

Mr CRISP (Mildura) (15:41) — I rise to make a
contribution on the Gambling Regulation Amendment
(Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill 2017. The
purpose of the bill is to amend the Gambling
Regulation Act 2003 to make special provision for
gaming machine entitlements that take effect on or after
16 August 2022 by including a number of provisions
which are really about establishing a future for those
who currently hold gaming machine licences.
This is a difficult piece of legislation in some ways
because it requires us to weigh up the benefits versus
the harm and that is something that I think all of us will
consider. In looking at the benefits versus harm, we
also cannot ignore what is occurring with online
gambling and the competition that online gambling is
providing in the gambling space. What I am aware of is
that 66 per cent of problem gamblers currently have
problems in venues, but I would think that over time
that is going to change rapidly as a more online and
device-savvy gambler moves away from venues to
using their devices. So it is an interesting environment
to be operating in.
This bill is aimed at giving some surety for our poker
machine operators going into the future. Our poker
machine operators, which are essentially our pubs and
clubs in country areas, service our communities in
many ways and in doing so they need some surety. In
particular this bill allows them to plan their future and
to continue to provide the services that are vital to our
communities in many ways. As venues they do have
poker machines, but they do a number of other things in
our community. These clubs and pubs in country areas
are the centre or the hub of our communities and they
provide support for various community and sporting
organisations. In many places they provide almost the
only meals that are regularly available in those
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communities. This bill is about securing their future. In
its provisions it builds on the current arrangements and
creates a new 20-year term for poker machine
entitlements which will take the shape of two 10-year
entitlements. After the first 10 years venue operators
will be able to surrender their entitlements if things
have changed in their communities.
The bill changes the current EFTPOS arrangements
from $200 per transaction via a person-to-person
transaction that can be used many times. Thus the
change to a $500 limit in 24 hours I think makes very
good sense. The withdrawal still needs to be conducted
person to person. There are changes around cheques or
electronic funds transfer (EFT) for winnings from the
current base of $1000 to $2000, and of course cheques
continue to be prohibited from being cashed at venues.
The negotiations that have occurred have convinced the
minister that there need to be more reasonable payment
provisions. Clubs have different payment options from
pubs, which provide a major advantage to the clubs
without upsetting our hotel industry. The bill will
increase the maximum number of entitlements that can
be held by any operator from 420 to 840; however, the
105 entitlements per venue remain the same. The bill
also removes the current entitlement ratio of 50-50
from clubs and hotels to allow unused club entitlements
to be taken up by the hotel industry. There is a
six-month time lag. Club machines must be offered to
other club operators first and then after that the minister
can approve the transfer of club entitlements to hotels.
Municipal and regional caps will remain in place, and
this is important.
There is also a concern that has been raised and that is
the point where you may have unused entitlements
technically appearing due to delays with local
government or, in an extension of that, the VCAT
process. It may that a club or a pub is planning to expand
and is going through difficulties in the planning process
which might trigger that six-month issue. Delays in
planning are not unusual, and this I would assume to be
an unforeseen circumstance, should that occur.
The financial arrangements that are in place for clubs and
pubs are that they will be required to pay a deposit and
that deposit is due in 2018 and 2019 for both clubs and
pubs. It is 2.5 per cent per year for hotels and for clubs.
This is to secure their entitlements into the future.
Payments are over a seven-year period for clubs and a
five-year period for hotels, and there are a number of
provisions around that. The interest rate is at the
government bond rate for the first two years and then at
a higher rate, a 2 per cent margin, for the other years.
That is an improvement on the previous arrangements,
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which I think does favour the industry, particularly our
country pubs and clubs.
We know from the rise of online gambling that the
number of dollars that come through the door of a pub
or club in the country is declining, and I think it will
continue to decline. I think we also need to further look
at the various clubs that are in the Mildura region.
Mildura has a history of clubs that goes back to a period
of prohibition at the turn of the last century. Clubs were
early starters in getting around that prohibition. Mildura
has a good range of service clubs that have been very
active. It does not have a great number of hotels as
such, because of our history, but of course alcohol is
available in our modern society at a wide range of
venues. Clubs are an important part of Mildura’s
culture and have been for the better part of 100 years.
That leads us to being very concerned about preserving
the viability of our clubs. Clubs have also had a
longstanding responsibility in our community for
problem gamblers.
Mr M. O’Brien — Is the longest bar in the world
still up there, Peter?
Mr CRISP — I take up the interjection to tell the
member that the longest bar at the Mildura Working
Man’s Club was retired many years ago. However, bits
of it remain in garages and sheds all around Mildura, as
it was sold off for quite a lot of money per foot when it
was closed. It was closed for various reasons, including
the end of the 6 o’clock swill and the move of clubs
into the family-type environment in serving meals and
providing other areas for patrons. The longest bar in the
world is now a piece of history; it has been broken up
and is proudly displayed in quite a number of sheds that
I know of.
That interjection also points to the long history that
Mildura has had in the club scene. Clubs have served
our community well, and continue to serve our
community well, and they actively tackle gambling
problems. To end where I began, this is a balance
between benefit and harm. I believe the clubs in my
region are doing the best they can when it comes to
harm. I think our real challenge will be how we manage
the harm that is caused now and will be caused into the
future by online gambling services.
Mr HOWARD (Buninyong) (15:50) — I am
pleased to add my comments to the Gambling
Regulation Amendment (Gaming Machine
Arrangements) Bill 2017, which is before the house. At
the outset can I say that not surprisingly there are a
number of clubs as well as hotels within Ballarat, which
is in my electorate, which have electronic gaming

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT (GAMING MACHINE ARRANGEMENTS) BILL 2017
3516

ASSEMBLY

machines. We know those clubs have churned the
money they have gained from these machines over a
long period of time back into better facilities by way of
their restaurants, their indoor facilities and also their
outdoor sporting venues. They have also done a number
of things to support other smaller sporting clubs or
groups across areas of my electorate. In thinking about
this I cannot help but note that Sebastopol Bowling
Club is certainly a prime example of that. It has been a
very successful club that has invested its own income
very well, but at the same time supported many groups
across the Sebastopol area with some of their plans to
perhaps encourage young people into sport or a range
of other terrific activities.
We know that these gaming machines have now
become a part of social activities across cities such as
Ballarat and of course Melbourne. The aim of this bill
is to ensure that in light of the expiry of the current
entitlement period in 2022 we get on well ahead of time
to provide current operators of gaming machines, and
indeed those who may be considering taking up an
entitlement when the opportunity arises, with some
certainty in terms of their ability to plan ahead.
Together with the member for Wendouree I have met
with club operators in Ballarat on a couple of occasions
over the last couple of years, and both of us have
attended a number of the clubs in our electorates to
learn more about the way their gaming machine
systems operate and to see their venues in operation.
The club operators’ clear message to us in Ballarat has
been that they want to see this government getting on to
provide some certainty for them in planning beyond
2022. They want to see us address some of the issues of
concern that came out of the initial allocation process
eight years ago. Recently I talked to one operator who
spoke on behalf of the other club operators. He said he
was encouraged by the activities of our government to
date in terms of the feedback we have been providing to
operators and in terms of the changes we are making.
The operators are certainly very encouraged and very
positive about the opportunities ahead in this area.
Can I start by just clarifying that this bill focuses on the
allocation of gaming machines for clubs and pubs.
Crown Casino is a separate entity altogether in regard
to this process and operates under a separate review and
a separate allocation process. The aim of this bill, as I
have indicated, is to provide some certainty that by the
middle of next year the allocation process will be well
underway and all pubs and clubs will have an indication
of the allocation that they may receive.
The other major change is that we are not working
according to an auction process in making those

Tuesday, 31 October 2017

allocations. We recognise that there were problems
with the previous auction process where some club
operators and some pub operators paid more than
perhaps they should have for their entitlements and
others underpaid for their entitlements. This time the
government is putting in place an administrative
allocation process which will set the price of each
allocation based on the gaming revenue of each venue,
and that will be verified by Ernst & Young to ensure
transparency in the process.
There are a number of things in regard to this allocation
that members have spoken about already. Instead of a
10-year allocation we are planning to make a 20-year
allocation, but with an opportunity for clubs or pubs to
give up part of their entitlements at the end of the
10-year process so there is sort of a review midway. We
are maintaining a number of provisions that are in place
with the current entitlement. We are not increasing the
number of gaming machines available, for example,
beyond the 27 372 machines out there. We are still
allowing clubs to seek the entitlement of 50 per cent of
the gaming machines available in the first case when
they are making their application for entitlements. The
only variation we are making to the 50-50 rule is
recognising that once clubs have expressed their
interest in entitlements, if they do not express an
interest that takes up the full 50 per cent, there is
sensibly the opportunity to allocate the remaining
entitlements to hotels.
There are other changes that we are putting forward in
regard to this process about the number of machines
that a particular operator can take up, but we are also
allowing for a larger operator to take up an entitlement
that they can then transfer onto smaller operators so
that the smaller operators can benefit from a larger
scale operator assisting them with the process of
getting their entitlement and financing it. We also
make no apology for being particularly supportive of
clubs in this process by way of providing them with
some advantageous taxation arrangements that will
recognise the challenges that some clubs have in terms
of making payments and so on. We want to be
supportive of clubs and recognise the ability of clubs
to give back to their communities and their importance
as sporting clubs within our communities. I do also of
course want to recognise that within the legislation we
continue to recognise that gaming machines do cause
harm for some problem gamblers.
We are taking further action to address issues
associated with problem gambling. Most particularly in
that area, we for the first time, as a mainland state, are
proposing a $500-a-day limit on withdrawing money
via EFTPOS with credit cards or debit cards. The bill
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also proposes that there can be a maximum withdrawal
of $200 per transaction. We are doing a number of
other things, for example, allowing gaming operators to
provide larger cheques of up to $2000 as winning
cheques rather than just the $1000 limit so that people
do not get so much cash in their hands when they have
a larger win. We are also, again, enforcing the issue that
operators should not cash cheques to people on-site. So
we are doing a range of things to try and ensure that
people who might be problem gamblers cannot get their
hands on more cash than is sensible at a particular time.
The other issue is that we are continuing to work with
venues to ensure that staff are appropriately trained, and
that they continue to develop sound codes of conduct
and self-exclusion policies. The other issue we are
following up on is that the minister will be in a position
to set standards of codes of conduct that venue
operators will need to take up. While we will still have
the commission in place to oversee that, the
commission will not have to oversee each particular
code of conduct for a venue on an annual basis. Instead
the requirements set by the minister will need to be
taken up and, at various times over a five-year period,
the commission will be able to check that the operators
are operating according to sound codes of conduct. That
will see those venue operators having better-trained
staff picking up on clients who are potential problem
gamblers so that they can support them with
self-exclusion plans or other plans that back up the
YourPlay system that this government has already put
in place, which was a pre-election commitment. I
certainly commend this sound bill to the house.
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to you the fact that gambling is a mild form of
entertainment for the vast majority, but for some it is
something which can have quite a negative impact on
their lives.
As shadow minister dealing with these people and these
groups I did think that the state could do better. That
was partly what led to us taking to the 2010 election the
policy to establish the Victorian Responsible Gambling
Foundation (VRGF), something that was unashamedly
modelled on VicHealth and something that sought to
reach across the parliamentary aisle and have bipartisan
parliamentary membership on the board, as VicHealth
has successfully done over many years. It was also
something that sought to take away from the minister of
the day powers which could be seen to be in conflict
with the government’s interest in the revenue that
comes from taxing the conduct of gambling in Victoria.
For example, as Minister for Gaming, prior to the
changes we introduced, the minister was responsible for
ultimately signing off on advertising campaigns that
were run to try and tackle problem gambling. The
minister would sign off on the research programs that
were funded to look into the causes of problem
gambling and how it could be better addressed. The
minister would personally sign off on the outreach,
counselling and treatment programs that were funded
by the Victorian government. It did strike me, from
opposition, that there was a bit of a conflict of interest
there and that those matters would be better off dealt
with by a body at arms-length from the minister of the
day and at arms-length from the government of the day.

Mr M. O’BRIEN (Malvern) (16:00) — I am
pleased to rise to speak on the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill
2017. This brings back some memories because my
very first shadow portfolio in this place nearly 11 years
ago was the gaming portfolio, and my first opposite
number was the now Premier, then Minister for
Gaming, the member for Mulgrave. So it is an issue
that I do have some history with. Of course back in
those days we had a number of issues around gaming,
and as shadow minister you get the opportunity to
speak with the various stakeholder groups and interest
groups both on the industry side and also on the
problem gambling side.

I am very pleased to see that the VRGF was established
when I was the Minister for Gaming. I am pleased that
it has been maintained by the current government. I do
hope that that level of bipartisanship indicates that it
will be an institution that endures, and whose mission
will continue regardless of which side occupies the
Treasury benches from time to time, because I do think
it is one of those challenges that we face as legislators
and as parliamentarians — of how to respect the rights
of the majority to go about their lawful business, which
includes gambling money, but also to ensure that as a
Parliament we are doing what we can to help those who
do have problems with gambling, because it can have
very negative impacts not only on their lives but also on
the lives of the people around them.

I was somebody who, in coming into this Parliament,
was probably fortunate that I had not really had a lot of
personal experience with problem gambling. It is quite
an eye-opener when you get to sit down and talk
one-on-one with people whose lives have been, if not
ruined, then at least substantially taken off-track as a
result of problem gambling. It really does bring home

I would note that when we established the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation we endowed it with
funding of $150 million over four years. That
represented, I think, around about a 42 per cent annual
funding increase compared to what we inherited. That
was an indication that we were not just changing
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structures but we were also actually putting our money
where our mouth was, because — let us be unashamed
about it — the government does make a lot of money
out of gambling. Some of that tax revenue does come
from people who are problem gamblers, and I think that
there is a moral responsibility on government to ensure
that they do invest a significant amount of money to not
only help people to not become problem gamblers in
the first place but also to help those who are at
moderate or severe risk of problem gambling to repair
their lives and help in any way that we can.
I note that the current government has trimmed that
funding a little bit down to $148 million over four
years, and I do question that. You might say that
$2 million over four years is not a lot of money, but I
think the symbolism of cuts to programs for problem
gamblers is not a symbolism which stands the
government in good stead. I would hope that that is a
matter that can be addressed in future budgets by this
government and if not by this government then by the
next government.
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and Kirner governments. One example of how badly
run the process was is that while the auction was still
underway, while bids were still being placed, the
auction was brought to an end. It would be like selling
your own house while people are still bidding on it and
the auctioneer saying, ‘No, we’re going to end the
auction here. We’ve got enough money’ — absolute
rank incompetence.
This leads to me to express some questions over the bill
before the house, because we have to work out exactly
what the government has valued this 10-year extension
of gaming licences at. We know that they did not get
value for money last time around What I would hope
will happen in the other place when this bill goes
there — and, as I said, we will not be opposing the bill
in this place — is that the government will be
forthcoming with information that will better explain
this to the public and members in the other place and
convince them that the government has not engaged in
another fire sale which will lead to the public being
ripped off yet again.

One of the major issues that I dealt with when I was the
shadow Minister for Gaming between 2006 and 2010
was the decision — it started off under the Bracks
government and then went on under the Brumby
government — to conduct an auction for the issuing of
Victoria’s electronic gaming machine licences. This
was seen as seeking to try to improve the financial
outcome for the state. Well, what a debacle it turned out
to be. For any members of Parliament or people
listening at home, I would commend the Victorian
Auditor-General’s report of June 2011, Allocation of
Electronic Gaming Machine Entitlements, because that
showed that the Labor government of the day gave
away those lucrative 10-year pokies licences at an
absolute fire sale price. They only achieved
$981 million for those 10-year licences. The
Auditor-General found that the midpoint valuation for
those licences was $4.1 billion. There was a massive
transfer of super profits from the taxpayer and the
community to the hotels and the clubs that had those
pokies licences.

I understand that the government has undertaken work
with private consultancies to determine what is the
appropriate value for these gaming machine licences.
If that is the case, and I would expect the government
to have undertaken that work, I would hope that that
information can be shared with members of the other
place. Given the very ordinary history of Labor
governments and poker machine licences, I think the
public has every right to see the information before
any final decision is made by members in the other
place to ensure that the value represented in this bill is
a fair value.

If you think of $3 billion, you can imagine what that
could have done in terms of building roads, building
bridges or improving public transport or hospitals. We
talk about hundreds of thousands and millions and
billions, but really when you think about one botched
process which cost $3 billion according to the
Auditor-General, you do really have to say there are
people who are still in this Parliament today who have
never properly apologised for their role in what was an
absolute financial disaster for this state that is
comparable to anything that happened under the Cain

Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (16:10) — I want
to address the issues of harm minimisation and
corporate social responsibility in my contribution on
this bill, and I want to call for a new proposition that we
actually look at the place-based concerns about gaming.
What I am seeking is that the government analyse
where the money is coming from and contribute the full
measure of its cut from the gambling dollar to be
reinvested back into these communities, because they
are the postcodes of disadvantage. We know where it

I have got a huge amount of respect for the hotels and the
clubs. They add so much to our community and I want to
see them do well in a fair system. But it has to be fair to
everyone, and that includes the taxpayer and the
community. In seeing this bill through the Assembly, I
do urge the government to be more open in sharing
valuation information in the other place so that we can be
assured that all Victorians are getting a fair go.
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comes from. These are the communities that are hardest
hit by gambling.
We have the Community Support Fund (CSF). The first
call on the fund is:
programs to tackle problem gambling … including payments
of amounts into the Responsible Gambling Fund; —

yes, we support that, and then —
drug education, treatment and rehabilitation;
financial counselling and support for families in crisis;
youth programs;
sport and recreation;
arts and tourism;
… and
costs associated with administering the CSF.

There is also the:
advancement of the community as determined by the
minister …

Here is an opportunity for us to say, as a matter of
equity, these are the gambling dollars that are raised out
of these postcodes of disadvantage and that amount
should be redistributed into those communities to build
better social infrastructure and to look at how this can
be harnessed and how this investment can go to the
next proposition, go to the next step, to actually help
deliver not just infrastructure, but also the possibility of
lifelong learning, education and training for jobs and
better opportunities in life, and investing in attitude and
educational opportunity — the attributes that largely
determine where we all end up in life.
Why would I argue this? Because this is what we did to
get the first library in Broadmeadows. It was done with
former Premier Steve Bracks. This was the pitch to
him: poker machines do not go into the town hall in
Broadmeadows. The way that it was put up, the
proposition was: why do you not reinvest the money
out of the Community Support Fund? That built the
first Hume Global Learning Centre with the library.
That then was able to attract the investment for the
ideasLAB with Microsoft, Intel and Cisco forming this,
second only to London, and that became the
opportunity to connect the disconnected to the internet
in an area where we have the lowest uptake on the
internet. Then it became the proposition for the first
multiversity in the area that had the lowest uptake in
tertiary education.
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This is how important these investments can be in
communities. As a matter of equity we, as a
government, should be examining this. I think this
would be a further improvement on what we need to do
because we know where the postcodes of disadvantage
are. They have been outlined. We know where these
issues go to and what needs to be done there. It needs a
coordinated, whole-of-government strategy to address
this because we have reached, particularly in some of
these communities, a tipping point that is
deindustrialisation. Therefore if you do not have a job,
if you do not have the opportunities in life, you feel you
are being left out, and this causes a whole range of
other social problems from family violence to lack of
opportunity and lack of jobs. These have major impacts
that are a significant cost to the community. This is an
opportunity that we should address and take care of.
One of the other points I want to raise is about
corporate social responsibility, because Broadmeadows
is where these two converge. Woolworths gets the
highest take from gaming. Woolworths announced they
were going to close the distribution centre in
Broadmeadows, shedding up to 680 full-time, part-time
and casual jobs, and move it to a location described as
state-of-the-art in Melbourne’s south-east. What
happened was that the Broadmeadows workers were
told that they faced redundancy via a text message.
Woolworths executives flew in from Sydney. They told
the state government and they told the municipal
council this was going to happen.
After this occurred, I called for meetings with the
Woolworths representatives and we had meetings even
in this Parliament to ask, ‘What are you doing on
corporate responsibility? You get the biggest take from
gambling so therefore you take from this community,
so here is a double jeopardy proposition: the jobs are
going as well, and look at the way you have actually
addressed the issue of many workers from the National
Union of Workers, who are some of the lowest paid
workers in the community’. I asked them to address
that, and I am looking forward to them coming back on
this issue.
What we have also been able to do is to organise extra
courses through La Trobe University to help the
workers understand that they can get retraining and see
what further options they have. But this comes also
with the impact of the loss of 650 jobs from the closure
of Ford’s manufacturing plant and the flow-on effect
that had with the supply chain jobs being lost. There are
certain communities that have been incredibly hard hit
by gambling, and we now get this juxtaposition of what
is going to happen next in these communities and what
their future looks like. What I am saying is that here is
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an opportunity where we can address some of these
critical issues. I do note that Woolworths launched its
first sustainability strategy called ‘Doing the Right
Thing’ in 2007. Since then the company has invested
significant time and effort into its corporate
responsibility and sustainability programs, and will
continue to build on this work in the future, which is
their claim from their website.
I do want to bring those two issues together and I look
forward to hearing from Woolworths on what their plan
is on corporate social responsibility where it is needed
most, where they get a huge amount of their profit from
and now, where they are moving their jobs from. I want
to hear back from them on what their strategy is going
to be for this particular community because we can turn
this around and make it into something that is actually a
template for how you address good corporate social
responsibility. I am sure when they do their ads and
their brand proposition about Woolworths people, they
are actually talking about the people who work in their
stores — the people who do the jobs and have done the
hard work over a long period of time.
We know what happened. They made a bad business
decision — their Masters hardware chain failed. It was
a bad corporate decision; that is what happened. Here is
the trickle-down impact of all of that. Having been
appointed as the chair of the Broadmeadows
Revitalisation Board, where we are bringing the three
tiers of government, business and civil society together,
I look forward to hearing from Woolworths under their
new management and the changes they have had at the
board level as well on specifically what their strategy
will be to address and to live up to their corporate social
responsibility and the strategy of doing the right
thing — and, I would add, where it is needed most.
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) (16:19) — I rise this
afternoon to speak on the Gambling Regulation
Amendment (Gaming Machine Arrangements) Bill
2017. The bill does a number of important things, and I
appreciate the commentary from members on both
sides of the house on the issues contained in the bill.
From my perspective and as a local member, I think the
member for Mildura put the case quite well. This is one
of those difficult situations whereby on the one hand
you have people and families who are impacted by
problem gambling and on the other hand you have an
industry that is so critical and vital in so many elements
in terms of jobs and economic contribution to
communities. I pick up on a word that the member for
Mildura used in his contribution: it is about trying to
strike a balance between both. In many respects, the
legislation before us does that.
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I was interested to listen to some of the debate between
the member for Essendon and the member for Prahran.
I have to concur with a lot of the comments that the
member for Essendon made in his contribution. Whilst
I understand the nobility of the Greens and the member
for Prahran in this instance, I think he would do well to
talk to a number of regional clubs when we are talking
about the tenure for licences of gaming machines. To
propose that the tenure be reduced even further to
something like five years would decimate many clubs
and maybe pubs, particularly in regional Victoria.
I think the member for Prahran has to remember that in
many regional communities our pubs and clubs are the
hub of our communities. It is not just gambling or pokie
machines that is the panacea in these venues. These
venues are actually the social fabric of our
communities. They are a meeting place. To lose some
of those within the regional context would be
absolutely devastating and, in my view, to reduce the
tenure of those licences even further would be
catastrophic in regional areas.
But having said that, I understand that we need to get
the balance right between support for problem
gambling and minimising that hurt, but at the same time
making sure we have got the economic development
basis right for the future to ensure that people do have
employment, not forgetting that our pubs and clubs are
great contributors in many cases to our communities
through financial contributions, through in-kind
contributions and through financial support. They play
a pivotal role in many regional communities.
I note that the bill talks about some of those harm
minimisation initiatives. The member for Malvern has
had the privilege of being a minister in this portfolio, as I
have for a short period of time, and I have also been a
shadow minister in this area. When I was part of the
coalition government we established the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation. This is something
the member for Malvern is proud of, and he outlined the
reasons for its establishment. The initial $150 million
that the coalition provided for the foundation over four
years has been continued, despite there having been a
slight reduction in financial support from the current
government. It is important that the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation continues its work. I
know it has evolved and changed over time, but I think
there is bipartisan support for this important foundation
and its role in tackling the harm of problem gambling.
This bill provides a number of harm minimisation
measures. As other members have said, it limits the
amount of cash that can be withdrawn from a gaming
venue through EFTPOS to $500 within a 24-hour
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period. I think that is a good, sensible move. The limit
of $200 per transaction still applies, so that is
important to note.
The raising of the threshold for payment of gaming
machine winnings by cheque from $1000 up to $2000
is again, I think, an important initiative, and this is
something that has been proposed by many pubs and
clubs. Unfortunately there have been situations of
money laundering and people being harassed by others,
saying, ‘Here, I’ll cash your cheque for you’. There was
a lot of unscrupulous behaviour, so hopefully this
measure will alleviate that problem.
Another harm minimisation measure in the bill is that it
prohibits a gaming venue operator from cashing a
customer’s cheque. The bill prohibits the advertising or
operation of cheque-cashing services in or around a
gaming venue. It also enables payment of gaming
machine winnings by electronic funds transfer, but with
the payment to be delayed for 24 hours if the amount of
the winnings is $2000 or more. These are some of the
provisions in the bill that are sensible and practical and
that hopefully will alleviate any gambling-related harm.
In the City of Latrobe, which my electorate is in, there
is a cap on electronic gaming machines (EGMs). There
are 522 EGMs spread across 13 pubs and clubs in my
electorate. I know most of the managers of these pubs
and clubs, and they are all very responsible hosts. I
know they are very professional in making sure that
they do their utmost to reduce the harms that come
from gambling. The venues in Latrobe are the
Traralgon Bowls Club, the Morwell RSL, the Italian
and Australian Sporting and Social Club of Gippsland
in Morwell, the Yallourn Bowling Club in
Newborough, the Traralgon RSL, the Morwell Bowling
Club, the Royal Exchange Hotel, the Morwell Club, the
Morwell Hotel, the Grand Junction Hotel in Traralgon,
the Moe Hotel, the Moe Racing Club, and the Moe
RSL. As I say, all of these venues do a fantastic job —
they do their best and utmost.
When I was shadow minister I asked a number of
questions on notice in the Parliament around my
concerns with regard to clubs and their viability. The
member for Malvern spoke about the auction scheme
that was conducted by the previous Labor government
and how that impacted not only on revenue for the state
government but also on many clubs, and again many of
them are in regional Victoria. That issue was
prosecuted through questions on notice in the
Parliament but also in a Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee hearing. From memory, somewhere in the
vicinity of 37 clubs across Victoria forfeited their
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entitlements at the time. That is an indication of the
stress that many clubs were facing.
Some of the changes introduced by this bill are welcome,
but at the same time there are concerns from a local
perspective about some of the other changes. One of the
major reforms of the bill is changes to the tenure of
licences. There is a measure in the bill to increase the
tenure from 10 to 20 years. In my conversations with
many pub, club and venue operators, they have regularly
mentioned perpetuity as the tenure they would prefer.
Having said that, most people seem relatively okay with
20 years. As the member for Essendon pointed out in his
contribution, this will hopefully provide pubs and clubs
with more certainty when borrowing and reinvesting in
their facilities.
The removal of the 50-50 split of entitlements
between pubs and clubs is also a concern. I fear that
clubs will lose out if there are excess entitlements,
with most of the pubs picking them up. In capped
areas there appears to be an opportunity for clubs to
enter into an arrangement with clubs in another region.
For example, the Italian and Australian club in
Morwell, which operates in a capped area, is
financially strong. If it wished to take up additional
EGM entitlements, and these are excess entitlements,
and place those EGMs in a non-capped area with the
host club — for example, the Warrnambool Club — I
understand that this is not possible. Venue operators in
capped areas are very constrained in their ability to
grow and expand their business even if there are
excess entitlements available to them. The time lines
that are proposed within the bill also raise concerns
that this growth may be nigh on impossible.
While I am not necessarily critical of the formula
applied around the purchase of entitlements, I am
concerned about the four-year period. An example is
that in Latrobe there has been a significant downturn in
economic development. The figures from 2016–17 and
backwards are not reflective of the current situation for
many clubs in my electorate. The tough years are
beginning now.
Ms EDWARDS (Bendigo West) (16:29) — It is my
pleasure to make a contribution on the Gambling
Regulation Amendment (Gaming Machine
Arrangements) Bill 2017. I am conscious that many
members have already gone through what this bill
means in terms of the regulation around controls on
gambling, particularly with poker machines. I have
been a member of the Victorian Responsible Gambling
Foundation for a number of years. Clearly the
environment that we are operating in has changed
considerably over the years.
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Victoria’s gambling environment is made up of a
number of different elements, as we know. It is not just
regulation and laws that govern gambling; it is also the
businesses, as mentioned, that offer gambling, the
various products they offer and how and when they offer
them. Victorians who gamble regularly and those who
work in the industry are primary actors in this gambling
environment, and their actions keep the environment
going and also have an effect on how it evolves and
where it goes. The Victorian population more broadly
has an impact on the gambling environment. This
happens through decisions that are made as customers to
gamble or not to gamble and people in their role as
citizens whose views can impact quite dramatically on
government policy and regulation.
This was no more evident than in my electorate in the
town of Castlemaine a number of years ago when a
club wanted to establish a gaming venue. The
community ran a very solid and strong campaign to
prevent that from happening. Enough Pokies in
Castlemaine was formed and made a quite significant
impact on decisions that were made by the Shire of
Mount Alexander in relation to approval for that
gaming business. The Castlemaine Football Netball
Club was also heavily involved in a gambling
awareness campaign. There are different communities
that have different views on the gambling environment,
and as I said their opinions and their views can make a
very significant difference.
In terms of the Victorian Responsible Gambling
Foundation (VRGF), I know the foundation was
consulted in relation to the amendments in this bill. I
want to congratulate and thank the new chair, Julie
Ligeti, for her leadership and support —
Mr Noonan interjected.
Ms EDWARDS — Thank you, member for
Williamstown; she is your constituent. She is doing an
outstanding job as the new chair, and I want to thank
her. I also want to thank the staff of the VRGF, who do
an amazing job as well. They are very, very committed
to ensuring that the harm from gambling is minimised.
In relation to the bill before us today, I note that the
increase in gaming machine entitlement is extended
from 10 to 20 years. There have been some who have
been very concerned about that proposal. The payments
for the entitlement term will be made across two
10-year periods, so from 2022 to 2032 et cetera. Venue
operators can surrender their entitlements after the first
10-year period without incurring any penalties. There is
also provision to increase the maximum number of
entitlements that can be held by a club venue operator
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from 420 to 840, and there are amendments that
remove the 50-50 ratio for the distribution of gaming
machine entitlements between hotels and clubs and
insert a power to enable the ratio to be prescribed by a
ministerial direction.
In relation to harm minimisation, it is a very fine
balance between allowing people to have the freedom
to have the choice of gambling and ensuring that people
do not fall into the trap of becoming addicted to
gambling. One of the things I find really interesting
about this bill is that from 2022, five years from now,
one of the amendments ensures that the number of
gaming machines in Victoria does not increase above
the current number during the next 25 years.
Twenty-five years is a very long time. I know we are all
very concerned about electronic gaming machines and
the damage they do to people and people’s lives and the
impact they have on families and particularly their
relationship to family violence, which has been
well-documented, but also financial stress and hardship
for many, many families.
One of the things that I have noticed particularly, just
from having conversations with people in my electorate
and also with owners of pubs and clubs and within the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation, is that we
are at a crossroads now when it comes to gambling. It is
not just pokies and electronic gaming machines that we
have to be concerned about; we have to be very, very
concerned about online gambling, which is taking over
in record numbers. The number of people now
gambling online probably far outweighs those who are
addicted to playing poker machines. It is a very
different area, because it is very hard to monitor who is
actually gambling online and how to identify them,
protect them and support them to ensure they do not
become problem gamblers.
One of the statistics we know is that it is very often
young men who are engaging in online gambling and
betting on any range of sports that are out there and
available in the online environment. It is just so hard to
detect and to determine who might need support and
who might not need support. So in 25 years from now,
while we will still have the same number of electronic
gaming machines and pokies, what we might find is
that is just not the issue anymore. The issue might be
how we are going to support those who are finding that
they have a real gambling addition in an environment
that will probably be online gambling.
As has been mentioned before, the limit of the EFTPOS
cash withdrawal to $500 per card in 24 hours is a
significant change to ensure that people are not
overspending in gaming venues.
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I know that some of the peak bodies argued that
investment in venues and the purchase of new machines
will continue to slow, as I mentioned, as 2022 gets
closer, and some venue operators are already having
difficulty borrowing to finance venue refurbishments or
renovations. Some of my constituents have mentioned to
me that they have noticed a real demographic change in
the people who are playing electronic gaming machines.
They are an older demographic, and they dwindling in
number as time goes by. So there are a number of
changes happening in relation to the poker machine and
gambling environment.
This government has done a number of important
things in relation to reducing the harm caused by
gambling. I am really proud that our government has
been able to include a number of measures over the last
number of years, including the introduction of the
YourPlay pre-commitment scheme, a $5 maximum bet
limit, municipal and regional caps, the announcement
that all automatic teller machines will be banned from
gaming venues, the introduction of reduced gaming
venue hours, the introduction of a limit on winnings to
be paid by cheque, a prohibition on gaming machine
advertising, in-venue withdrawal limits of $200 per
transaction and, of course, the establishment of the
Responsible Gambling Ministerial Advisory Council,
which has been an important part of putting together
this amendment bill. There is a requirement for venue
staff to undertake responsible gambling training, and a
reduction of maximum starting credits on gaming
machines from $9949 to $1000.
On top of all of that, over the last little while as a
government we have been able to introduce a number
of funding measures to support people who have
gambling problems. Just last week I was really pleased
to announce in my electorate that we have funded
additional financial counsellors through the financial
counsellor program and additional tenancy assistance
and advocacy support workers to support people who
might be facing financial crisis or having difficulty with
their housing arrangements.
We know that many of these people fall into those
situations simply because they have a gambling
problem, and this impacts dramatically on the way they
can live their lives. Some people end up homeless as a
consequence of their gambling, and that is why the
tenancy assistance and advocacy programs, like the one
we funded last week in my electorate, are so important,
as indeed are the financial counsellors. I commend the
bill to the house.
Ms SHEED (Shepparton) (16:39) — I rise to make
a contribution on this bill and in doing so I say that I
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oppose the legislation and many aspects of it. It is a
detailed bill which amends the Gambling Regulation
Act 2003 and other legislation. It makes a whole range
of provisions in relation to gaming machine
entitlements, responsible gambling, codes of conduct,
self-exclusion programs, standard conditions,
agreements, cashless gaming and forms of money and
credit, and has references to many other things.
It is a bill that covers many issues, but the point of view
that I would like to speak from is perhaps a bit more
local. During the course of my short term in Parliament
I have spoken with representatives of clubs in my area,
and there is no doubt that the income from gaming
machines is something they rely on. It is a reliance that
has of course developed over time. Those clubs do
provide a whole social strata in our community. They
donate some of their earnings to sporting clubs and for
other purposes. They employ local people. There are a
whole lot of good things that can be said. But I cannot
just ignore the fact that there are a whole lot of other
bad things that go with it. In that regard I would like to
point out that in the City of Greater Shepparton alone
the maximum number of poker machines allowed is
329 across eight venues. That is nearly seven machines
for every 1000 adults. From a population of nearly
64 000, more than $31 million was lost to pokies in the
last year, which is an average of more than $85 000
every day in a small regional community.
In 2012 Greater Shepparton City Council refused an
application by Peppermill Inn to house 20 gaming
machines. The request would not have seen more poker
machines in the region, but it was allowing them to be
relocated to a new part of town. It meant an extra venue
would also have poker machines. Council voted against
the application on social and economic grounds, citing
a report into the impacts that they had commissioned
especially to look into this issue. But that was not the
end of the matter, as those familiar with pubs and clubs
across the state will know. The hotel’s owners appealed
the council’s decision at VCAT, where it was
overturned, so of course the poker machines went
ahead. VCAT did so based on their own social and
economic impact assessment, which found that the
introduction of 20 poker machines at that particular
venue would have no detrimental social impact on the
community. Their ruling, however, included a number
of points that should be of community concern — not
the least of them being the expectation that spending on
pokies within the municipality would increase by nearly
$320 000. That is a figure that VCAT called minor, but
it is not minor. For communities on the edge of
Shepparton, where those gaming machines went, nearly
$320 000 is a really significant figure.
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VCAT also noted that while machines would be moved
to a community on the edge of Shepparton, they were
going to be located in an area of higher advantage
rather than more disadvantage, but the reality is that in a
community like Shepparton people travel around a
small area and those poker machines are well used. It is
a terrific hotel that has always been well known. It has a
terrific playground; families enjoy going there. But now
it is also a pokies venue.
The data says that even when local councils object to
gaming applications VCAT approves about 80 per cent
of them. So local communities are not being heard on
these issues, and I think that is a real problem. It is local
communities, and often local government, that do know
best when it comes to understanding the demographics
and the issues within their local communities. Research
also suggests that people from Indigenous backgrounds
are significantly more likely to become problem
gamblers than non-Indigenous Victorians. Given that
Shepparton has the largest population per capita of
Indigenous people in Victoria outside of Melbourne, I
see this as a problem for our community and it hits
closer to home. It is vital that communities have more
say on this issue and that decisions on the welfare of
our families and friends are not determined by an
equation looked at by a group of people in a capital city
a long way from our own towns.
It is also vital that women have more of a say. The
number of male to female pokies gamblers in Victoria
is essentially equal, yet when it comes to the boards of
companies and organisations that own or operate pokies
venues there is extremely low representation of women.
Can I say that I was on the board of RACV for 11 years
and during that time we purchased the Torquay golf
club for a major redevelopment. There were poker
machines in that club and, by virtue of there being
women on the board, that issue was raised and when
the licences expired the board were prepared to take a
decision not to renew them. RACV took a decision
across the board not to have poker machines in any of
its venues. I think for an organisation that says it is
there for its members that that was a really outstanding
decision for them to make, but it does beg the question
of why so many of the boards and organisations that
deal with gambling have such low representation of
women on them.
I think it is fair to say that women do bring a very
different perspective to these sorts of issues. I have
been a member of Women on Boards for years and also
a member of the Australian Institute of Company
Directors. Of course there has been a big push for a
long time to have more female representation on many
of these boards, and I believe that in this particular case
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it would absolutely bring a different perspective and a
better understanding of the impacts that are being felt
across our communities as a result of poker machines.
I was pleased to be on the steps of Parliament this
morning when the women against pokies demonstration
was being held. We heard from many women about the
experiences they have had personally and the impacts
that that has had on their lives over a period of time. I
can say that as a family lawyer of 30 years I spent a lot
of time trawling through bank statements trying to
prove that someone had spent the family income on
gambling. It was not hard to do because you just had to
look at bank statements that showed withdrawal after
withdrawal — many on the same day — day after day
by people in these venues pulling out money which
they could not afford and which might have been their
week’s wages. I have been into a local hotel in
Shepparton at 10 o’clock in the morning to see four or
five women of varying ages lined up at poker machines.
They would be problem gamblers, being there at that
time of the day.
It is just a tragedy that we are in Parliament today
talking around the issues. We can talk about the
taxation implications and we can talk about so many
other aspects of this bill rather than face the elephant in
the room. The elephant in the room is the impact that
gambling is having across our communities. For every
problem gambler — and they say that there are about
120 000 of them in Victoria — at least seven to 10
other people are affected by it. That translates to about
one-third of the Victorian population.
I grew up in a border town in New South Wales, and in
those days people would travel across the river in buses
and come to all the local golf clubs and bowling clubs.
It was a great source of income for New South Wales
communities, and yes, the New South Wales Treasury
picked up on that, but that meant that in Victoria at that
time we did not have people addicted to pokies. I am
very sorry to say that it is our governments that have
become addicted to poker machines. It is the businesses
that run these venues and the big businesses that are
demanding these changes in the law — they are the
ones who are addicted to poker machines.
There are many aspects of this bill that I think need to be
altered. In relation to the $500 EFTPOS limit, that could
very easily be $200 and would be a much better outcome
for people. The limits on poker machine betting should
be $1, as recommended by the Productivity Commission.
It is currently $5 statewide and $10 at Crown Casino. We
could reduce operating hours so that we do not walk into
a place at all hours of the day and night, including early
in the morning, and find those people who we know

FINES REFORM AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Tuesday, 31 October 2017

ASSEMBLY

have to be the problem gamblers in there. There is much
that could be done. We do not need to have the cashless
gambling that already exists at Crown happening more
broadly across the state.
These are really important issues for our community. I
think it is a great pity that we are moving into a
situation where we are just giving in more and more to
the gambling lobby. I think we need to be seriously
taking the time with this bill to look at it more closely. I
hope that I see amendments in the upper house that will
achieve that because I know there are those there who
agree with many of the matters that I have put forward
and who also oppose this legislation.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms D’AMBROSIO
(Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate
Change).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

FINES REFORM AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 20 September; motion of
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General).
Mr PESUTTO (Hawthorn) (16:50) — I am pleased
this afternoon to be able to speak on the Fines Reform
Amendment Bill 2017. Over recent years there has
been a fairly steady move to reform fines and
infringements in this state, consistent with what is
happening in many jurisdictions around the country —
indeed around the world — to offer some kind of
reprieve for people in situations where there is some
form of disadvantage or other adversity that is seen as
beyond their control or reasonable ability to overcome.
A lot of work was done under the previous coalition
government; I pay tribute to the member for Box Hill
who, as Attorney-General, did much to move that
process along, including with the Sentencing Advisory
Council’s 2014 report, which was the basis for a lot of
fines reform that we have since had in this state. It is a
process that has had largely bipartisan support, even
under the previous coalition government. I think it is
fair to say that the now government was reasonably
supportive, certainly it did not oppose many of the
changes, and I can say that in this term we have very
much been supportive of most of the changes.
We have had some disagreements. We still maintain
that it was not desirable to introduce the time served
scheme that allows prisoners to effectively walk out of
court with their fines basically abolished. Law-abiding
people would feel some resentment at that because,
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having done nothing wrong, they have still got to pay
their fines and yet people who have served time have
them effectively expunged. There are reasons that
advocates argue that is desirable. That is a valid view
for people to maintain, and I certainly respect
differences of opinion, but I nevertheless do not think
that it is a desirable form of policy. So we did have a
difference of opinion over the time served component.
We have had some concerns — and they have not
diminished — about the costs of the ICT process that
the government and in particular the Attorney-General
is managing, I am afraid to say, poorly, it seems. The
costs of that ICT process are blowing out, and not only
are the costs of that ICT process in respect to fines and
infringements blowing out but the time lines are now
blowing out as well.
Even this bill testifies to that fact: the government is
proposing to move back even the default date under
which this bill will commence from 31 December 2017
to 31 May 2018. That ostensibly is to accommodate
works that still are required to be undertaken in relation
to that ICT process. It is raising concerns in our quarters
about how that process is being managed. Through the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee earlier this
year we tried to ascertain certain facts around that, and
nothing much was forthcoming. This bill only heightens
our concerns about how well that process is being
managed. For the sake of our state and those who will be
affected by this scheme once it does commence — if in
this term, that is, the way it is going — we do hope that
the government can get its act together on that front.
As for this bill, we will not be opposing it. We
understand that it arises largely out of recommendations
of the Royal Commission into Family Violence. We
understand and we have accepted that there are
circumstances where victims of family violence find
themselves in situations where they have not incurred
fines which have been incurred by an abusive partner,
and there are also occasions of course where somebody
who is experiencing the distress, trauma and
displacement of family violence acts in a manner which
leads them to breach whatever rule it might be and
causes them to incur an infringement in circumstances
where most reasonable and fair-minded people would
consider an extenuating circumstance. There would be
an acceptance that fines reform could legitimately extend
to those who suffer the effects of family violence, so we
are not going to oppose that. I have some comments to
make in relation to that in a moment.
To the extent that the changes are intended to take the
weight, if I can simplify it, off our overworked courts
and shift the burden of many administrative and
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enforcement-related activities to the director of Fines
Victoria, we do not oppose that. I have already
expressed in the course of my remarks some concerns
about the costs of the ICT changes that will be needed
to support that process, but we certainly do not oppose
it. We just have concerns about how competently it is
being undertaken. So we do not oppose this bill.
In terms of the family violence changes, as I said, they
arise out of recommendation 112 of the commission’s
report and recommendation 113, which has been dealt
with significantly in the 2016 bill. But I just wanted to
note a few sections of the bill and place on record some
of my remarks.
It will introduce, we understand from the government’s
material, a standalone family violence scheme (FVS)
which will support all of these changes. It will enable
an applicant to apply to become a family violence
scheme applicant and through that process, if they are
successful, a family violence scheme eligible person in
relation to a number of infringement offences. The
government, I think wisely, has chosen to exclude a
number of offences from that. Those exclusions are
contained in the definition of an ‘FVS eligible offence’,
which is an infringement offence defined in clause 3 of
the bill. It does not include, for example, drink-driving
infringements, drug-driving infringements or excessive
speed. That is sensible and desirable. We do not want a
scheme which in effect operates to condone or
encourage indirectly dangerous conduct which, even if
caused by family violence, exposes other innocent
people to the risk of injury. If somebody is
drink-driving, we cannot condone that if we are being
reasonable about the matter, because other innocent
people will be exposed. So we think the limitation of
the scheme to offences that do not include that kind of
serious offending is sensible and desirable.
The second thing I wanted to note relates to when an
application can be made. It is one of the concerns that
we have about the scheme in terms of how it operates in
practice. If I can put it this way: we think that the
government needs to be extremely careful to ensure that
the application of the scheme is undertaken with the
rigour necessary to discourage people invoking artifices
to circumvent liability for infringements — in other
words, to stop gaming of the system. I would hope and
trust that will not happen, but it is always a risk that
policymakers have to wrestle with. So I note that under
proposed section 10O an application will need to be
made before enforcement-related events, and I think
that is appropriate.
People should not be able to wait for an infringement to
mature and advance beyond the stage when it can
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reasonably be contested but has now entered the realm
of enforcement and then invoke these sorts of issues.
There should be a reasonable expectation and
obligation on applicants who wish to be considered to
be eligible for this scheme to act promptly to bring the
matters before the director within a reasonable period.
Proposed section 10O provides that an application must
be made before any of the following occur in respect of
an infringement offence:
(a) a seven-day notice has expired;
(b) an attachment of earnings direction or an
attachment of debts direction has been made;
(c) a land charge has been recorded;
(d) property has been seized under a vehicle seizure
and sale notice;
(e) the infringement fine has been paid.

So there are some markers there which I think impose
some reasonable obligations on applicants to act
promptly in these sorts of matters, and we think that
that is appropriate.
I also wanted to note that once an application is made
by an applicant, the director of Fines Victoria must
direct all relevant enforcement agencies to suspend any
enforcement action. This will have a major impact on
the scheme. We should not underestimate the
significance of that impact, because it will potentially
stop the enforcement of a large number of fines merely
on the application being made. We do not oppose
that — we are quite happy to see that go through — but
I would urge the government to obviously monitor how
this operates in practice. We would not want a situation
where substantial amounts of fines are effectively put
on hold merely on the making of an application where
there is no proper basis for it or where there is the
appearance that the system has been gamed. We hope
and trust that will not happen, but it is a risk. The
government should be conscious of that and obviously
monitor it as part of its two-year review, which this bill
provides for.
Obviously the main proposed section which will deal
with the determination of applications is proposed
section 10T. This is key to the whole scheme, and it
provides that:
(1) The Director may determine that an FVS applicant is an
FVS eligible person in respect of an FVS eligible
offence if the Director is satisfied that—
(a) the FVS applicant was served with an infringement
notice in relation to the FVS eligible offence; and
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(b) the FVS applicant is a victim of family violence;
and
(c) either—
(i)

the family violence substantially contributed
to the FVS applicant being unable to control
the conduct that constituted the FVS eligible
offence; or

(ii) in the case of an FVS eligible offence that is
an operator onus offence within the meaning
of Part 6AA of the Road Safety Act 1986—
(A) the FVS applicant was the registered
operator of the vehicle at the time of the
offence but was not the driver at the time
of the offence; and
(B) the family violence substantially
contributed to the FVS applicant being
unable to make a known user statement
(within the meaning of Part 6AA of the
Road Safety Act 1986) in relation to the
offence.

I just thought I would dwell on this provision for a little
while, because when I spoke a moment ago about the
need for rigour, this is where that imperative is going to
be most acutely tested. If we look at the conditions
which the director must consider in determining
whether to grant the application, the director has to
consider whether the applicant is a victim of family
violence. That is probably easier to determine in some
ways, but it is readily conceivable that there are
situations where it might be rather complicated to
determine whether and when the family violence took
place in relation to the incurring of the infringement. So
that will be the first thing.
The second thing that will exercise the director’s
judgement is how do you determine ‘substantially
contributed to’? I imagine that this will over time have
to be determined by the courts, as is the case in all
legislation, but I can imagine that there will need to be
some markers around what that term ‘substantially
contributed to’ means. We do not want the system to be
such that the public loses confidence in it because it is
seen to be too easy to invoke the system. There needs to
be, as I said, some genuine rigour around that, not to
exclude genuine applicants — of course not — but to
ensure that it cannot be gamed.
The concept of family violence is very broad, so it will
involve a wide range of circumstances. It will be
interesting to see how that evolves over time and as the
system is used, as we hope and trust it will be, by the
people who need it. We need to make sure that it is not
taken advantage of for the wrong reasons.
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It is also worth noting that proposed section 10T
provides:
(4) A determination by the Director under this Part in
relation to a person’s experience of family violence is
not a matter to be taken into account for the purpose of
determining the guilt or liability of a person for an
offence in any proceedings.

That is worth noting, because it will not be something
that an applicant in other circumstances can adduce in
relation to those other matters.
As I said, we do not really oppose the scheme. We are
quite happy for it to go through, and there are a range of
technical amendments which make it easier when
family violence victims are confronted with
situations — where an abusive partner has driven the
motor vehicle, for example — and some time is
afforded to the applicant to notify through an effective
known user statement. We think those changes are
appropriate, and they are consistent with what the
family violence royal commission recommendation
was aiming to achieve. In relation to those technical
matters, they are pretty much self-explanatory and I
will not dwell on those any further.
I do want to turn briefly to the part of the bill which is
effectively shifting much of the workload for the
enforcement and hearing of unpaid infringements to the
director of Fines Victoria. It is very important to
understand that at the moment courts are feeling the
heavy weight of workloads and there are growing
delays in our courts. I hear concerns around many of
our suburban courts, in particular the Ringwood
Magistrates Court, which is facing significant delays on
a range of fronts. Those delays are pushing matters out
many months, and that has implications across a whole
range of areas — for example, bail and return matters
where people are having to wait very long periods — so
whatever can be done to take the weight off our
struggling courts at the moment is to be welcomed.
We would argue that the courts should not be in that
predicament, but to the extent that they are we think it
makes sense at the moment to do anything reasonable to
relieve them of that work, and to the extent that you can
have a single office which can deal with a lot of these
matters, we think that is a sensible policy proposal. It is
consistent with where we wanted to head when we were
in government, although I was not a member of this
Parliament at the time, which was to gradually shift
matters across to the director of Fines Victoria. As I said
earlier, we do have some concerns with the costs of the
VIEW system — that is, the Victorian infringements,
enforcement and warrant system — how long that is
taking and how much it will cost.

FINES REFORM AMENDMENT BILL 2017
3528

ASSEMBLY

Just before I conclude I do want to touch on a couple of
other matters. In relation to the sheriff’s officers, who
do a remarkable job in very difficult circumstances, I
cannot imagine many jobs as tough as having to
approach people to seize their property when the last
thing those debtors intend to do or want to do is release
that property to you. They have a very difficult job, and
they often encounter abuse and threatening behaviour,
so it is very hard to recover property that is the subject
of warrants and enforcement action. To the extent that
this bill gives such officers greater powers, whether it is
to detain or immobilise a victim or to issue effectively
directions to people before a warrant is executed but
after it has been issued, we think that is a sensible
change. It will make their lives a lot easier and
hopefully will facilitate, to the extent that it can, an
improvement in the recovery of assets in the case of
unpaid fines and infringements.
I also note another change which we think will be
beneficial, and that is the ability for the director to rely
effectively on an address which has been authorised or
which is deemed to be an address effectively for service
of documents when recovering infringements and fines.
It is often very difficult for the sheriff’s office to pursue
enforcement action when people are moving around,
and those of us who have done the grind of recovery
work in our legal careers will recall how difficult
service can be when you do not know what address a
debtor or a defendant is at. When you have either an
order for substituted service or a deemed address for
service, that makes life a whole lot easier, so to the
extent that this bill will give the director of Fines
Victoria and the officers who are to serve in Fines
Victoria an address they can use for recovery purposes
without having to search the four corners of the earth to
ascertain someone’s whereabouts, that will be a
desirable change.
The bill largely is technical. They are the main purposes
of the bill as we see them. As I said, we do not oppose
the bill. I think the key takeout for us is that in relation
to the family violence changes, which are supported,
the government makes sure there is no gaming of the
system, as it would with any of the earlier changes that
have been made, either in this term or in previous
terms. In relation to those who seek a reprieve from
fines, the government needs to make sure that that
rigour is there, and in the case of ICT I have already
mentioned in my remarks our concern about the length
of time and a budget blowout on that front. On that
basis, I am happy to say that we do not oppose this bill.
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change) (17:11) — I am
pleased to give my support to the Fines Reform
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Amendment Bill 2017. It is certainly an important
piece of legislation and one that is an outcome, if you
like, of the many reforms that have come out of the
government’s response to the Royal Commission into
Family Violence. As we know, of course, the
Andrews Labor government is implementing the
government’s responses to recommendations from
that commission’s report. This bill responds to
recommendations 112 and 113.
Ending Family Violence: Victoria’s Plan for Change
details how our government will deliver the
227 recommendations that were made by that
commission. Our government as a whole is delivering
landmark reforms that will save the lives of women and
children across Victoria. This bill continues that
commitment and that very good and strong work. This
balanced and empathetic approach recognises that
family violence victims can sometimes be given fines
for offences that they did not commit because they are
too scared to nominate or reject a nomination from their
abuser.
The bill really is another sad reminder that the former
Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence is no
longer with us. I do not want to make my comments on
this bill without reflecting on Fiona Richardson, the late
member for Northcote. It is reforms like these that truly
ratify her legacy in Victoria.
At its core this bill revolves around the very real idea
that family violence is a structural issue. It is a gendered
issue. It is a family issue. It is a financial issue. It is a
hidden issue. This bill recognises all of that. From the
multiple accounts that we have heard from the Royal
Commission into Family Violence we know that
victims often share a financial relationship with their
abusers. Often it is part of the economic abuse that
comes out of those relationships. This piece of
legislation looks into crimes pertaining to victims of
family violence and provides a consistent and
customised approach. Examples of this include small
speeding fines where the abuser has used the victim’s
car. There are many accounts of this type of economic
abuse occurring.
The last thing that family violence victims need is more
blame in situations where matters are clearly out of their
control. I am very, very proud that this government gives
power back to those victim survivors and does so
recognising there is a whole range of areas in a person’s
life where there is the continuation or the manifestation
of abuse. In terms of economic stress or financial stress
of abused people, this is one of those areas, and the
response of course goes to that very issue.
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There is also an array of administrative changes that are
set within this bill. The biggest of these changes is that
the new Fines Victoria family violence scheme will be
overseen by trained specialist staff embedded within
Fines Victoria. These staff will assist family violence
victims beyond considering the application. They will
speak directly to the applicants rather than just
processing the paperwork. They will support the victim
to complete the application to the family violence
scheme. They will act as a contact point for other support
providers and enforcement agencies, and they will be
responsible for family violence information sharing.
We also know that family violence scheme applicants
may not have been able to report family violence to the
police or obtain an intervention order. This is not an
atypical situation. Often a victim will reach out to
address a particular issue that has arisen within their life
which then shines a light on the actual cause of the
problems that they are being confronted with. In
essence this ensures that there is that full wraparound
service available to them. Importantly, there will be no
paper trail of the violence that they have experienced.
The bill ensures the scheme has flexibility regarding the
documents that can prove family violence. The director
of Fines Victoria will be given broad and flexible
powers to ensure there is a balance between
accessibility and the need to protect the integrity of the
infringements system. Victim survivors will be able to
provide a statutory declaration, a family violence safety
notice or a family violence intervention order. If the
applicant does not have a notice or order, the director
can accept another type of evidence.
It is only when those who are abused are sitting down
with people in this particular specialist unit within Fines
Victoria that those opportunities can really unfold. The
objective of course is to ensure that the structures of
government do not get in the way of identifying the
victims of family violence and therefore remove
barriers to providing all necessary assistance that can be
made available to people.
Laws are designed to keep people safe and to keep the
right people accountable. If they are not doing that, then
our system is not working, it is failing, and it is up to us
to fix it. We know that it can be incredibly difficult for
family violence victims to reveal their situation, and
many may not have previously contacted support
services. This is why the specialist staff at Fines
Victoria will be so important to ensuring the success of
this scheme.
Can I reflect on this issue and make a general
observation, and that is that the Royal Commission into
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Family Violence was of course a very deep one, a very
broad one and a very detailed one. It allowed
contributions from all parts of the community and it
came up with a whole set of recommendations that this
government is very thoroughly committed to seeing
being implemented. But when we see bills such as this
and others that have come before it and others that will
no doubt come after it, it just shows you how family
violence affects a person — a woman or child,
predominately — in all parts of the way they live their
lives. Having responses such as this come through, while
it is a very discrete bill, really does show us how
ingrained family violence and the effects of it can be in a
whole system’s approach, even in the way that
government responds. The extra flexibility that we are
now starting to put into our systems of operation ensures
that every person who has been abused and their family
have every opportunity possible not just to cope, of
course, but to prosper and thrive beyond the abuse.
I would like to just say again that I am absolutely very
happy to be supporting this legislation, getting on with
the job after the dust has settled and after the
commission has done all its work. Diligently doing the
work to deliver on every single recommendation is
what this government is absolutely committed to doing.
I want to commend the minister responsible for this
legislation for working so diligently to bring this bill
forward to the Parliament and not wasting any time in
doing that. With those few words, I commend the bill to
the house.
Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater) (17:20) — I too rise to
speak on the Fines Reform Amendment Bill 2017. This
is a fairly simple bill, and I think it has actually been
described by others as mechanical in its nature. That is
probably a fair assessment of it. One of the major things
it does is create a new body called Fines Victoria. I will
go into that in more detail. It also allows authorities to
adjust fines where domestic violence played a role in
the offence — something that obviously the Royal
Commission into Family Violence called for. Again, I
will go into that in just a moment.
I believe that is reasonable enough, but I also think it
opens up some more questions around the level of
proof required to be provided by people seeking an
adjustment to get out of their fines. In principle it is a
very good idea, but I am looking for a little bit more
detail, if you like. Obviously the reason we are looking
for more detail and more scrutiny is that what I have
found over the last three years is that the current
government here in Victoria has been very soft on
crime, and we are seeing that reflected in the crime
rates. I will certainly discuss more what the crime rates
look like in the eastern suburbs, specifically across my
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electorate of Bayswater. They have been quite
alarming. Certainly when I am out and about talking to
folks, whether it be in the supermarket or at local
sporting clubs, one thing they bring up continually with
me is, ‘Why is crime so high in our area?’. Although it
may not be visible all the time — there has been an
increase in graffiti and small crime like that — they are
really worried about the stuff they see on the news as
well. Of course we are hoping the crime figures do not
lie. We are hoping that they are an accurate reflection of
what is going on, but then we have also got to say, ‘I
wish it wasn’t true’, and ‘How do we change them?’.
Anytime new legislation is proposed it is up to us to
make sure that the detail is correct and to make sure that
in fact this is not a system that can be abused. Creating
Fines Victoria may also come with its own issues. I
note that there is a new IT system that is going to be
implemented for the new body. I will come back to that
in a sec.
The other thing the bill provides is the sheriff and the
sheriff’s office with more protection in circumstances
where a warrant is not being issued. That has certainly
been unfortunately the circumstance for some people
working within the sheriff’s department. They are
subject to physical and verbal abuse, and this bill will in
fact give them a little bit more protection, which is
incredibly important. They do a very hard job, they do a
very good job, but it is a very necessary job, so
anything we can do to protect those in that type of
circumstance when they are simply doing their job on
behalf of all Victorians and anything that is going to
help them is good.
Going back to Fines Victoria, there is going to be a
range of fines that will come under the umbrella of the
new body Fines Victoria. This is supposed to make the
fines system simpler. That is what it is supposed to do,
although that almost makes me cringe because it says to
me, ‘Is crime so bad here in Victoria that people now
need a specific body to help them manage their fines?’.
Basically it will allow authorities to waive or adjust
fines in circumstances where family violence has
played a role in the offence which led to the fine. As I
said, this is to do with the recommendations of the royal
commission.
I think that is really reasonable, but I have got a couple
of questions about that. I am hoping this does not occur,
but will people make up or embellish stories to get out
of fines? As I said, I hope that is not the case, so I am
looking for some surety as to the level of proof
required. This potentially ends up being an issue where
you have the government of the day, as I said before,
being soft on crime and being perceived as being soft
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on crime, so we need to make sure that those checks
and balances are in place. We have certainly seen an
easing in our criminal justice system. That is obviously
not just what is happening here in government but
further afield as well.
The unprecedented crime waves, as I have said, in
Bayswater have been quite shocking. I want to go
through some of those stats. For example, you can look
at our lovely area of Heathmont, where homes regularly
go for well over $1 million — you are looking at the
Heathmont and Ringwood East areas, which have had
an 8.5 per cent increase in crime. That seems bad
enough, but in Bayswater, where I live, and also in
Bayswater North, crime is up by an average 17.7 per
cent, and 19.6 per cent in Kilsyth South.
I certainly do not find that acceptable, and I am sure
nobody here in the Parliament does. Then if you look at
Wantirna and Wantirna South, crime is up by 47 per
cent and in Boronia it is up by 51.1 per cent. That is
completely unacceptable. In The Basin it is up by
54.2 per cent. Again, it is about the checks and
balances. Those sorts of stats are extraordinary and
certainly not acceptable. That is obviously what is
happening locally.
Across the state we have got crime up by 15.4 per cent
under this government, but it is not the same in New
South Wales, so it is not an Australia-wide epidemic. It
is something peculiar to our area. It is just out of control
here. So when I talk about the checks and balances, one
of the things I want to make sure is that the softer
sentencing that we have seen across different spheres is
not going to be in place under this new fines body.
There is also the new ICT system, and this is no
reflection on Civica, who have been engaged to deliver
that new system. For the VIEW system — the
Victorian Infringements, Enforcement and Warrants
system — I have got to say, there are alarm bells
ringing for me. I have been in this Parliament long
enough to have seen some of the failures of ICT
projects under Labor governments. I cannot forget
ultranet; Myki — poor old Myki; CRIS, the client
relationship information system; Link, which was the
replacement for LEAP, the law enforcement assistance
program; RandL, the licensing system for VicRoads;
and HealthSMART. They all experienced extraordinary
cost blowouts, and some of them do not even work
properly to this day or have not been brought in
properly.
For me one of the fundamental issues here is, how long
is this project going to blow out by and by what dollar
value? This is the problem when you look at something
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like the Myki system. I know somebody who worked
very intimately on that project who said, ‘It was a great
system to begin with, but the goalposts kept changing
because all the complications had not been thought of
when the project was commissioned, so the goalposts
kept changing’. Therefore when the system was
eventually released, it was a patch job on an initial idea.
Thought bubbles are no good — the entire system has
got to be thought out completely beforehand, otherwise
we are going to end up with the messes that we have
seen in Labor-led ICT projects in the past. Having said
that, certainly if there is something that will make
paying fines and the fines system fairer in Victoria, that
has got to be a good thing.
The changes to the onus on people to pay fines is a
good one. As I said, it was part of the royal
commission. There were a couple of suggestions in
the royal commission that said that predominantly — I
will not say ‘only’ — women are sometimes too
scared to speak out if their former domestic partner
has left them in a situation where, for example, they
were speeding continuously in their car, incurring
traffic infringement notices or not paying tolls and that
type of thing. In these circumstances there will be an
opportunity to say to those people who are already
going through enough in their lives, ‘You now don’t
also have to incur that expense on top of all of that as
well’. That is not a bad idea in itself, and I hope the
checks and balances are in place.
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violence support officers, are undergoing training to ensure
staff receive appropriate support from the workplace.

I remind you, Acting Speaker, that this is from 2015. It
continues:
How the legal service helped Karen
In 2013, Karen met her partner, Geoff. He was extremely
controlling and convinced Karen to take out a loan to buy a
car which she registered in her name. Geoff was the regular
driver and over time, received countless traffic fines. Because
the car was in Karen’s name she lost all her demerit points
and her licence. Sometime later, Karen found out that there
was a warrant out for her arrest for unpaid fines of up to
$20 000.
The stress had a large impact on Karen’s physical and mental
health and she went to the legal service to find out what she
could do. Karen didn’t want to nominate Geoff as the driver
because she was afraid of what he might do to her if the
authorities started questioning him.
The legal service helped Karen apply to have the fines
revoked based on special circumstances, namely her mental
illness. The loss of demerit points, however, could not be
removed unless she nominated Geoff as the driver. Karen’s
application to the Infringements Court led to all 78 fines
being revoked. Karen said the relief of not having to find the
money or be arrested made a huge difference to her life and
her health.

The bill makes a number of other amendments, but
these are the main ones. I am sure we will watch the
creation of this new IT system with great interest in the
way these proposed legislative changes are
implemented. We are not opposing this bill, but I am
going to watch with great interest how some of this
develops in the future.

I want to commend the West Heidelberg Community
Legal Service for their work in representing Karen, and
of course a West Heidelberg Community Legal Service
patron, its first volunteer, is a former Premier of Victoria,
John Cain. I think this is a very instructive example.
Going back to this incident in 2013 and the report in
2015 from Banyule Community Health, co-located in
my electorate with the West Heidelberg Community
Legal Service, it demonstrates the way in which
community advocates, community lawyers and the legal
service have been able to represent people like Karen in
my community in the past. What we seek to address
through the legislative changes that are outlined in this
bill is to perhaps formalise some of these challenges that
we have had in the past in relation to fines and see how
we can make them work better to support people in our
community, vulnerable people in particular.

Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) (17:30) — I am pleased
to make a contribution to the Fines Reform
Amendment Bill 2017, and I would like to start by
quoting from page 23 of the Quality of Care Report:
2015 from Banyule Community Health (BCH):

I also want to quote from some work from someone who
has done a lot of work for the community legal service in
West Heidelberg, particularly around debtors and fines,
and his name is Denis Nelthorpe. In particular he
received the Tim McCoy Award in the past:

As I said, the ability to have extra protections around
those performing sheriff’s department duties is a great
thing. Anybody in that circumstance needs to have
protection for the sort of work they do, which quite
honestly can be really rough and harrowing.

A response to staff experiencing family violence
BCH recognise that as members of the wider community staff
may also experience family violence. A BCH working group
consulted women and other agencies to develop a policy and
procedure to support staff in these situations. Executive
managers and team leaders, as well as volunteer family

… Denis Nelthorpe, whose groundbreaking work has seen
millions of dollars of debts against vulnerable Australians
written off, has received the prestigious Tim McCoy Award
for 2010.
The Tim McCoy Award recognises outstanding work in the
community law or legal aid movement with a particular focus
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on the promotion of human rights for socially and
economically disadvantaged Victorians …
This year’s award recognises Denis’s bulk debt negotiation
project which has developed an innovative method of
resolving debts owed by poor and disadvantaged consumers
to insurance companies and major lenders.

Denis Nelthorpe was awarded the Medal of the Order
of Australia in the general division for services to
social justice and advocacy for consumers rights in
June 2011. The medal also recognised his work
towards developing national credit legislation and the
provision of legal centres for disadvantaged people.
That is obviously referencing some of Denis’s work,
and I wanted to say — certainly in relation to a lot of
the work in relation to debtors and the way in which
we deal with these challenges in a broader sense, not
just in relation to family violence — that this is
something that Denis has put a lot of work into, for
which I am very thankful.
In fact in relation to those matters and some of Denis’s
work, on Monday, 27 April 2015, a report titled
‘Domestic violence victims subjected to financial
abuse’ was presented by Bridget Brennan on the ABC
Radio PM program, and in an interview with Mark
Colvin, Denis Nelthorpe said, and I quote:
For many of the victims, the impact of financial abuse is that
they are either forced to stay in relationships or they find it
very difficult to exit relationships. Because they feel isolated
and because they don’t have economic independence, and
their partners control their economic sort of capacity, they just
don’t feel they can leave the relationship.

Denis went on to say:
What industry needs to do is set up processes like the ones for
financial hardship for family violence so that women can find
practical short-term solutions to solve problems around access
to telephones and bank accounts and so on.

This just goes on to describe, I think, the past two
years, in particular the public debate and discussion
and what policymakers have sought to address in
relation to the financial abuse particularly of women
in relationships that has caused them to get caught up
in the judicial system.
Of course on 19 September of this year the
Attorney-General outlined in a media release entitled
‘New fines scheme to support family violence victim
survivors’ that:
Victim survivors of family violence will no longer be unfairly
liable for fines incurred by perpetrators, under a new scheme
introduced into Parliament by the Andrews … government …
…
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Currently, in order to apply to have these fines revoked,
victim survivors are required to wrongly admit to committing
the offence, or to nominate the driver which can place them at
risk …

as I outlined in the earlier case study from Banyule
Community Health back in 2015 in their quality of care
report, referencing that 2013 incident. The
Attorney-General said:
The new scheme will allow eligible applicants to have the
relevant fines withdrawn without naming the perpetrator,
ensuring the debts do not contribute to the cycle of violence.

As the Attorney-General said, and I quote:
Victim survivors of family violence shouldn’t be responsible
for fine debt that’s been racked up by their perpetrator.

I think that when we are looking at the
227 recommendations of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence — each and every one supported by
the Andrews Labor government, each and every one
being acted on and implemented at this time by the
Andrews government — these particular
recommendations relate to financial abuse particularly
of women. It is something that we need to deal with and
what this bill seeks to address.
Of course there are some offences that are excluded in
the bill that will not be eligible for the family violence
scheme because of the very high level of risk they pose
to public safety. For example, those offences include
those related to drink-driving, drug driving and
speeding at 25 kilometres per hour over the limit, as
well as similar offences under marine safety and
transport safety legislation. That is consistent with the
current exclusion offences under the existing revocation
or review processes. What I would say in relation to
that is, let us get the key principles and the key drivers
in this bill through and we can review these other
incidents and matters in the future when there is greater
community confidence that we have got the parameters
right in the way in which the bill is being interpreted
and acted on in the community.
How we then scale it up in the future is open to
community consultation, but I think we have the
ground rules set well in relation to the bill as it is
outlined at the moment. As the Attorney-General said
in his second-reading speech:
This bill will establish a scheme to assist victim survivors of
family violence who come into contact with the infringements
system by providing a holistic implementation of
recommendations 112 and 113 — addressing both the
underlying issues identified by the royal commission as well
as the specific recommendations.
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The bill provides an opportunity to clarify certain matters and
support operation of the new fines management model in the
Fines Reform Act to deliver a modern and efficient fines
system for Victoria.

Of course there does need to be a level of integrity in
relation to the fines system and how it operates. I would
like to acknowledge the work of the West Heidelberg
Community Legal Service and the Banyule Community
Health service, of which my wife is a director, I should
declare. I do want to thank them for their tireless work
on behalf of people who find themselves embroiled in
these issues through no fault of their own but through
their life and their circumstances, and who seek their
support to work their way through the myriad legal and
justice systems.
Through the Royal Commission into Family Violence
and through the acceptance of the recommendations
and now through legislation in this place that is giving
added strength and weight to that, we are
acknowledging, through the past practice of policy
advocates who have done this work on the ground, that
this is not something we are picking up from scratch.
This is work that practitioners in the community like
Denis Nelthorpe have been able to drive in the
community. It has been acknowledged in the royal
commission’s recommendation, it has been acted on
through legislation in this Parliament, and we should
give full force to it to empower people so that they are
not financially abused in their relationships. It is a form
of domestic violence. It needs to be addressed and I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr D. O’BRIEN (Gippsland South) (17:40) — I
too am pleased to rise to speak on the Fines Reform
Amendment Bill 2017. As previous speakers have
outlined, it does indeed implement a very worthwhile
and noble recommendation from the Royal
Commission into Family Violence,
recommendation 112, and there are a number of other
elements of the bill.
The first one I want to touch on is that we are here
establishing yet another new authority. This is the
establishment of Fines Victoria, a new administrative
body. I am not 100 per cent sure on the structure of
this body — whether it will simply be taking a section
of one department out and creating a new one — but it
does concern me that consistently we are in this place
establishing new agencies, new bodies. If I can be
political for a moment, this is the Labor way of doing
things — creating new quangos and new opportunities
in the public service. But I do wonder what value all
these new agencies and new authorities provide to the
taxpayer.
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The new model will be administered by a director
under the act and Fines Victoria will become a single
central and accessible point of contact for individuals
with outstanding fines. In principle, yes, that should
help to make things simpler for those with outstanding
fines and one would hope it would also help to free up
our court system from dealing with fines and trying to
enforce and chase them up.
I note in the minister’s second-reading speech with
respect to the implementation of the VIEW system —
that is, the new IT system that will be established, the
Victorian infringements, enforcement and warrant
system — that the government is considering reforms
to Victoria’s tolling infringement system. That is a little
line just dropped into the second-reading speech that
may well herald a significant change. I think the
member for Bayswater hit the nail on the head when
she talked about scepticism on this side about the
government’s ability to implement a new ICT system
with respect to fines. But certainly, in principle, the idea
behind it has merit and I hope it is not a repeat of past
performances. As the member for Bayswater pointed
out, a number of those have led to massive blowouts
and enormous technical problems in implementation.
In implementing recommendation 112 of the family
violence royal commission, the bill will make certain
exemptions for family violence victims with respect to
fines. The example that is given is where a family
violence perpetrator may have been driving a vehicle
registered in the name of a victim and the victim is
able to have the fines revoked by declaring they were
not driving the vehicle and that they would otherwise
struggle or be reluctant to identify the person who was
driving when an infringement was incurred for fear of
retribution. I think we can all agree with that change
being implemented in addition to
recommendation 113, which has already been
implemented in the Infringements Act 2006 where the
experience of family violence is specifically
recognised as a ‘special circumstance’.
However, I share the concerns that the members for
Hawthorn and Bayswater have raised about the
potential for this to be abused. I hope these elements of
the bill will be enough to ensure that it is not abused —
that is, that for a start the most serious infringement
notices for drink-driving, drug driving and excessive
speed will be excluded from the scheme. Clearly there
will be circumstances where perhaps a person is fleeing
from a family violence situation, but this bill is
recognising that that does not give anyone a free kick to
speed and potentially take reckless action that may well
impact on others.
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The bill also notes that victim survivors must meet
evidentiary requirements and establish a clear nexus
between the family violence and the offending. I think
that is good because I am concerned that this could be
abused. I heard some scoffing before from the other
side when the member for Bayswater was speaking.
This is not about anyone questioning victims of family
violence. This is about questioning people who will do
the wrong thing and will seek any opportunity to take a
loophole in the law and abuse it.

a few months ago that resulted in a siege that lasted 8 or
9 hours. An individual decided he did not want the
sheriff to impound his vehicle. That caused quite a lot
of concern in that town. The bill clarifies this issue,
giving powers to sheriff’s officers to restrain or direct a
person. Currently that only applies if a warrant is being
exercised or executed. This bill ensures that the
sheriff’s officers can use those powers if someone is
actively resisting the detainment or immobilisation of a
vehicle or the removal of a vehicle’s numberplates.

Some might think that is being unnecessarily
pessimistic, but you will recall not that long ago we
were here changing the law of defensive homicide
because that had been amended in 2005 under the
Bracks government as an attempt to assist victims of
family violence, particularly those who through a set of
circumstances killed the perpetrator of the family
violence to give them a lesser defence rather than
facing a full charge of murder. We ultimately had to
withdraw that as a Parliament because it was being
abused, in fact by men. I quote from an article in the
Age of 2014 by John Elder:

There are also amendments supporting the
implementation of the new system. As I said, the
government is putting back the implementation date of
this legislation to allow ICT to be developed and also to
potentially allow for changes to the tolling infringement
system. I know that has become a big issue with respect
to CityLink fines in particular — how it is both
clogging up the court system and also costing CityLink
and Transurban considerable money, as well as the
broader community.

Since 2005 —

this is in 2014 —
20 men have successfully claimed defensive homicide after
killing other men. Only four battered women, for whom the
law was designed, have been convicted of the offence …

I raise that as an example of where the Parliament
might have the most noble intentions of protecting
victims of family violence, but they can have
unintended consequences. I hope we are not back here
in a few years time amending this bill because it has
been abused. As I said, I hope that the special
provisions in the bill will be enough to ensure that
people do not abuse the system, be they men or women.
There are other elements of the bill that are concerned
with harmonising the implementation of infringements
and court fines and harmonising the powers available to
the courts to make orders with respect to court fine and
infringement fine defaults.
There are also amendments to address the sheriff’s
powers. The sheriff carries out motor vehicle
detainment or immobilisation — in other words, they
impound a vehicle. I like the euphemistic language in
the second-reading speech:
… sheriff’s officers frequently encounter a lack of
cooperation or hostility …

I hate to think what that sometimes manifests as.
Indeed, I know there was a situation in Gippsland only

As has been outlined, we are not opposing this
legislation. I think in principle it is sound and it has
merit. Hopefully it will make life a bit easier for people
who unfortunately have suffered family violence.
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (17:50) — It is
a pleasure to rise this afternoon and make a brief
contribution to the Fines Reform Amendment Bill
2017. At the outset I would like to convey my support
for the bill and commend the Attorney-General for
bringing this legislation into the house. It is part of a
general reform package around fines reform. I think it
was over a year ago that I spoke about previous
changes to fines bills. I have also asked the attorney a
constituency question about fine indebtedness. This is a
really big issue, and I am very pleased to see that this
issue of fines and family violence is being tackled in
this piece of legislation.
The new model that has been established by the attorney
will focus on the total amount of fines owed by an
individual or corporation. This is a debtor-centric
approach. That is what organisations in our community
that deal with these problems are asking for, rather than
our current transaction-based approach. This will make it
easier for people to understand and deal with their total
indebtedness. The new fines recovery model will also
enable vulnerable people who accumulate infringements
due to circumstances such as mental health conditions or
homelessness to be identified earlier, and the new model
will better recognise the circumstances of these people
and provide them with more options to deal with their
unpaid infringement notices.

FINES REFORM AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Tuesday, 31 October 2017

ASSEMBLY

When I speak to support agencies in the City of Casey
they report extraordinarily high levels of fines and
indebtedness. Casey also has the tag of having
extraordinarily high levels of family violence. This
sort of legislation is really necessary, and frankly I
cannot wait for it to get through both houses, because
there are people out there who are wanting this sort of
consideration around their fine indebtedness. There
are also women out there who are saying, ‘I want my
problems that are associated with family violence
matters dealt with by sensitive, well-trained people
who understand that these fines are really dragging me
down and creating extra problems with my partner and
my family’.
It is terrific to see that the Andrews Labor government,
which is strongly committed to supporting victims of
family violence, is bringing this bill to the house. We
are making sure that every one of the recommendations
of the Royal Commission into Family Violence is
implemented. This legislation relates to
recommendations 112 and 113. These are important
recommendations. In the bill that I mentioned earlier
the government acquitted recommendation 113 by
introducing family violence as a special circumstance
under existing review revocation mechanisms.
However, the special circumstances in that bill still
required the applicant to admit or accept fault for
offending behaviour, regardless of whether they
committed it or not. That really does place a stress on
many women. We are going to retain that option, but
this new scheme fully addresses recommendations 112
and 113 of the Royal Commission into Family
Violence and assists family violence victims who come
into contact with the infringement systems.
We know that family violence survivors unfairly incur
fines as a result of the perpetrator of the family
violence — usually their partner or husband — using
their vehicle to do all sorts of things. The member for
Ivanhoe provided us with a terrific illustration of this,
which occurred in his local area. That has been
mirrored countless times in my own electorate. Women
pay for a car. The perpetrator, being their husband or
partner, then takes the car and drives madly all over
Melbourne — for example, across the West Gate
Bridge. He misuses the car and accumulates fines.
These women are frankly too scared to go up to their
partner and look them in the eye — and I do not blame
them — and say, ‘You’ve done the wrong thing’. All of
those fines are a crippling burden on the household, and
usually the woman. This is really important legislation.
I want to finish up by saying that this is a sensitive issue,
and it is very important that Fines Victoria deals with the
victims in a sensitive way. Victims may not have
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previously engaged with support services, so they may
be turning up to Fines Victoria for the very first time and
telling them about their family violence matters. So it is
very important that Fines Victoria has a dedicated staff to
administer this family violence scheme.
The speaker before me, the member for Gippsland
South, referred to the bill as establishing maybe a
public service quango. Really? For the information of
members on the other side of the chamber, Fines
Victoria was actually established by a Liberal
government in 2014 to deal with the matters that we are
talking about today, which is fine indebtedness and the
accumulated problems associated with that. This is
very, very taxing for many families and in this case for
many, many women.
We want to make sure that this is certainly not a public
service quango. It is actually a group of trained people
who will be able to sensitively deal with people, speak
to the applicant or their authorised representative,
support the victim in identifying and getting the
required information, act as a contact for other
providers to provide that network around the person
experiencing family violence and act as a contact
person for enforcement agencies.
How many times have I had to write a letter to the sheriff
to say, ‘This person has particular circumstances, and
you may like to consider them’. This is exactly what
needs to happen at Fines Victoria, and I am sure that the
good people, the public servants that will be working at
Fines Victoria, will do that job admirably. So rather than
criticise it, get up and support the people that are going to
do this very important work. Without further ado I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms ASHER (Brighton) (17:56) — I appreciate the
opportunity to say a few words on the Fines Reform
Amendment Bill 2017. As all other speakers have
referred to, part of this bill is the implementation of
recommendations of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence, where the end result will be that
some fines will be the subject of a family violence
scheme application and the director of Fines Victoria
will determine if being a victim of family violence has
substantially contributed to the conduct that led to the
offence. All speakers have spoken about this element
of the bill, which has obviously very, very worthy
motivation.
I wish to refer to another part of the bill before the
house because it is an issue that constituents have raised
with me, and having corresponded with the government
I am pleased to see that on the face of it the government
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appears to be addressing some of those concerns.
Whether this is perfect is another matter.
I refer to the second-reading speech, and I quote from it:
The bill will enable the director, Fines Victoria, to validly
serve documents on debtors to an address that has been
directly provided to Fines Victoria by the debtor. Individuals
and companies which are the registered operator of a motor
vehicle, do not always comply with the legal obligations to
notify VicRoads within 14 days of any change of address. As
a result, an authorised address, as recorded on the VicRoads
driver licence and vehicle registration system, will not always
be current. This amendment will assist in addressing the issue
where residents sometimes receive large volumes of
fine-related correspondence addressed to a previous occupant
of an address.

I refer in particular to clause 67, which picks this up. In
essence it is entitled ‘Service deemed despite document
being returned to sender’. This is in fact a substantial
change to the way fines operate, particularly for motor
vehicle fines, CityLink fines and the like. Clause 67
substitutes section 181 of the Fines Reform Act 2014,
and I quote:
Despite anything to the contrary in section 179(6), a
document served on a person by post and returned
undelivered to its sender is taken to be served 7 days after the
date specified in the document as the date of that document,
despite it being returned to the sender undelivered …

I want to explain why this is such a significant issue. I
have had a number of constituents write to me about
bombardment of their mailboxes, where previous tenants
had left the premises without following through with
what they are required to do to notify their change of
address. In fact I have had two constituents who wrote to
me — one on 11 September 2015 and the other on
5 October 2015 — both talking about bombardment of
their letterboxes. One constituent received 50 fines for
the previous occupant of the address. The other
constituent, who was beside himself, received 170 fines
for the previous occupant of the address and was
obviously irate and said that he had actually lost control
of his letterbox. He was angry because of the junk in his
mailbox, he was angry because the woman who had
lived there previously had not complied with the law —
on the face of it, it would appear that the miscreant did
not want to pay the fines — and he was angry obviously
at the cost to taxpayers and to private organisations such
as CityLink in having to carry out this sort of constant
bombardment.
I hope this amendment that the government has brought
to the house today does fix the problem that has been
advised to it. Whether it does or does not is another
matter. I can certainly advise the house that as a
consequence of this bombardment of fines to my
constituents I wrote to CityLink; I wrote to the former
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Minister for Police, the member for Williamstown; I
wrote to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety; and I
wrote to the Attorney-General. I raised this as an
adjournment issue on 12 November 2015, and
I raised it also by way of a question on notice on
8 December 2015.
To the government’s credit, all of those matters were
answered, and of course the problem was spelled out by
the government: in a nutshell, it is the system that is
wrong, which was a point I made to the Parliament, and
obviously that is why the government, I will say,
listened to me and my constituents and why the
government is bringing this amendment to the house.
Basically people are required under law to notify
VicRoads of a change of address for their licence
within 14 days, and if a person fails to do this, the
current system demands that if the authority wants to
recover fines, they will have to keep sending letter after
letter after letter, although I have to say a bombardment
of 170 letters is not reasonable.
I want to refer to a letter the Attorney-General wrote to
me on 23 November 2015. He says:
Under the Infringements Act 2006, documents in relation to
infringement offences are deemed to have been legally served
when posted to an individual’s address where that address is
recorded in a register kept by a public statutory body, such as
VicRoads. As you have noted, the law requires individuals to
update their address with VicRoads within 14 days of that
change. If a person fails to comply with that legal obligation,
this may result in infringement offences being served by post
to an address they have left.

The Attorney-General goes on to say exactly what the
problem with the system is, and I quote:
Unfortunately, when a notice relating to an infringement
offence is returned, an enforcement agency is not able to
simply discontinue pursuing the offence and will continue to
serve documents to the registered address.

The Attorney-General makes the valid point that people
may not be notifying of their change of address because
they want to avoid paying the fine. But of course my
point, and the point of my constituents, is that the
system is deeply, deeply flawed. I am pleased to see
that the minister believes that these amendments will
rectify this situation. I am not so convinced they will,
but at least the government is attempting to do
something in response to evidence that has been placed
before it by my constituents, and I assume others.
Previously these sorts of matters had to be handled on a
case-by-case basis. For example, CityLink wrote to me
in response to my letter of 7 October 2015 and advised
me that they had organised a stop to the harassment by
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correspondence of my constituents. Similarly the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety advised me that
VicRoads had apologised to my constituent. This
piecemeal approach to dealing with mailbox
bombardment is not a good policy solution. A good
policy solution is to deal with the problem, and the
problem is that if someone leaves an address and does
not notify VicRoads of their new address, they can
avoid fines and the person who moves to the address
cannot avoid the bombardment of their letterbox. In one
instance my constituent even found on the internet
where the previous tenant lived, but it would not suffice
to pass that on because of course the system, as it exists
now, did not allow for that.
We have before the house — and I appreciate the
monumental significance of the family violence
elements of this bill — a suggested solution from the
government. I am pleased the government listened to
constituents and indeed, in my case, to me as a local
member of Parliament. This was a very, very poor
system previously. I hope these changes stop the
harassment of people who move into properties where
there have previously been miscreants in terms of
non-payment of fines and non-advisement of their
change of address. I wish the bill a speedy passage.
Mr NOONAN (Williamstown) (18:06) — I am
really pleased to make a contribution to this debate and
in fact speak in support of it. I thank the
Attorney-General for introducing the bill as well. When
the Royal Commission into Family Violence released
its report in March last year, the Premier obviously
pledged on behalf of our government to fix what in his
view was clearly a very broken family violence system.
He committed to doing this by implementing all
227 recommendations stemming from the
commission’s report. Most critically, I think, the
Premier committed to put victims at the heart of our
reforms, as did my friend, the late Fiona Richardson.
The Premier, Fiona and I think all members of our
government realise that family violence is the number
one community safety issue in our community. I want
to thank the royal commission for its work and all those
who contributed to the commission’s work for
essentially bringing forward the evidence which in part
informs the bill we are debating today.
It became clear during the commission’s work and
through the evidence that was put before it that
financial abuse of women in particular is one of the
hidden forms of family violence. Victims of family
violence are often left without any financial means to
support themselves and sadly in many cases are
reduced to a life of poverty. Melissa Davey from the
Guardian wrote a very good piece on 16 July 2015,
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which covered some of the evidence which was
provided to the royal commission about financial abuse.
She referred to the evidence provided by Julie Kun, the
deputy chief executive of the Women’s Information
and Referral Exchange in Victoria. The article, I think,
gave a very good summary of how this financial abuse
may occur. I quote from that article:
Victims may be forced to hand over their pay cheques to their
partner; may not be given access to bank statements and other
financial documents; may have money withheld or be forced
to leave their job so that they are financially reliant; be
coerced into signing bank loans and other financial
documents; may lose their job because of the stress of family
violence affecting their performance.

Julie Kun’s submission to the commission made it very
clear that financial abuse made it very, very hard for
victims to leave a relationship.
Another reference from Melissa Davey’s article is to
evidence provided by Denis Nelthorpe, the CEO of the
Western Community Legal Centre. I did hear the
member for Ivanhoe reference the good work of Denis
and his team. I think it was really clear in his advice to
the commission that financial service providers,
including government agencies, must become more
practical in their approach to collecting debt in family
violence situations.
It is really clear from a couple of those contributions
that the commission took on board this evidence and
understood the financial impact of family violence. In
all, the commission made seven clear recommendations
that in some way go to addressing financial abuse. I
think in reading each of those seven recommendations
it is very clear that they are well considered and, most
importantly, achievable. Two of those
recommendations, numbers 112 and 113, are directly
addressed by this bill. They have been referenced by
other contributors during the course of this debate, so I
will not speak to them again.
When you look at this bill, you can see that it is really
important. These are very significant reforms which go
to the current fines system for family violence victims.
This bill will provide, importantly, a new model for
dealing with fines, creating a streamlined administrative
system through Fines Victoria. The system will deliver
a single point of contact for victims when dealing with
fines and will obviously provide a level of flexibility
around their circumstances. The director of Fines
Victoria will be responsible for the collection and
enforcement of both court and infringement fines. The
director will be afforded broad and flexible powers in
obtaining information from applicants specific to their
circumstances. In addition to statutory declarations, for
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example, family violence safety notices and
intervention orders and other types of evidence will be
acceptable to the director when assessing those
applications to the new family violence scheme.
With any scheme such as this, it is crucial that
legislation is not the only protection in place, which is
why this scheme will be administered by specialist
trained staff. The bill will make engagement with the
fines system easier and fairer. It will also ensure that no
pressure to name an offender comes as part of the
scheme. Without going through the details of the bill, I
think we are all reasonably satisfied in this house that
recommendations 112 and 113 are in fact delivered.
I also want to make reference in the course of my
contribution to something that has not been referenced
by anyone else, and that is some additional support that
has been offered by the Andrews government in terms
of providing targeted financial assistance to family
violence victims. In particular I refer to a key
investment announced in September last year by the
Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor
Regulation. It was an important announcement by the
minister of a new $1.75 million investment to employ
10 new full-time family violence financial counsellors
and to provide financial abuse training for all Victorian
financial counsellors. I understand that this is an
Australian first. Through this investment Victoria leads
the way because these new financial counsellors are
helping those in abusive relationships by negotiating
with creditors and debt collectors. They are also helping
to protect assets from repossession and helping victims
access financial hardship programs.
This is a terrific investment. These are the types of
investments that do not grab the headlines in
newspapers, but they should because they are all part of
the suite of initiatives that any government can invest in
in order to provide the broadest level of assistance in an
area which has obviously been identified during the
commission’s work as an area of real concern for
victims, obviously trapping them in relationships that
they would otherwise free themselves of.
I do want to give other speakers an opportunity to speak
on this bill, but can I just say finally that I am very
proud of our government because we recognise that
family violence is the number one community safety
issue. We are also prepared to be guided by the
evidence. That is why we established the royal
commission. That is why we have committed to
implementing all 227 recommendations. That is why
we are making record investments in family violence
services, that is why we are making record investments
in police resources and that is why we are prepared as a
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government to stay the course in order to address the
scourge of family violence. Most critically through this
legislation and other initiatives we are placing victims
at the heart of our response, and in fact that is why this
bill matters. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr CRISP (Mildura) (18:13) — I rise to make a
contribution on the Fines Reform Amendment Bill
2017, and The Nationals in coalition are not opposing
this bill. The purpose of the bill is to establish a scheme
to assist victims of family violence who come into
contact with the infringements system; to provide for
the referral, registration and collection of enforcement
hearing orders; to further provide for enforcement
warrants and bail; to provide for the Attorney-General
and the minister administering part 2 and part 3 of the
Victoria Police Act 2013 to enter into administrative
services arrangements to support the functions of the
director of Fines Victoria, the sheriff and Victoria
Police; to further provide for work and development
permits; to further provide for service of documents;
and to make various other amendments.
The bill also amends the Sentencing Act 1991 to further
provide for the harmonisation of court powers to deal
with offenders brought before the court and amends the
Sheriff Act 2009 to provide for the sheriff, in exercising
certain powers under the Fines Reform Act 2014, to
temporarily restrain a person, to direct that person to do
something and to make it an offence to resist the sheriff
in exercising certain powers.
It is a very comprehensive bill — technical and
mechanical, yes, but nonetheless it is important to
discuss certain issues. Firstly, the scourge of family
violence continues to need to be addressed, and it
would be so much easier for all of us if that scourge
was not there. But it is, and once again we are dealing
with some of the consequences of that. It does provide
that all infringement offences other than non-registrable
infringement offences, drink-driving, drug driving,
excessive speed offences, rail and marine transport
safety infringements and other prescribed offences are
family violence scheme eligible. Some of those serious
infringements are not eligible; however, many others
are, and if this helps just a little, then it is important.
The bill also establishes Fines Victoria as a new body to
undertake the collection of various fines. I understand
that Civic Compliance Victoria will ultimately become
part of Fines Victoria, and this leaves us with a particular
issue that has been the bane of my life as a member with
constituents for a long time, and that is the address issue.
Civic Compliance Victoria use the VicRoads database.
VicRoads require a residential address. I have dealt with
a number of people who did not get their mail delivered
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and who found that their situation with Civic
Compliance Victoria had escalated without them actually
receiving the paperwork, so what I am hoping is that
when Civic Compliance Victoria becomes part of Fines
Victoria it finds a better way of being able to manage
getting people’s postal addresses as well as their
residential addresses in order to facilitate the servicing of
fines or other notices that are necessary.
There is a way around this, but it is often not easily found
or made known, so when Fines Victoria settles into its
role I think it needs to make this known to people who
do not get their mail delivered to their residential address
or the address that is on their drivers licence and ensure
that those infringement notices find their way to them by
the usual means and not by the sheriff.
That brings us to the sheriff’s powers, which have
changed as well. Sheriffs work in highly emotionally
charged situations normally. They are there generally
to serve something on people who are not in happy
situations in their lives. It is difficult work, and it also
requires being sensitive. Particularly during the
drought and at other times people were leaving their
farms not under circumstances of their wishes, and
these are very, very difficult situations — as I said,
highly emotionally charged. There needs to be
understanding on both sides about this. This does
strengthen that for the sheriff’s office, but I am hoping
it does not diminish their sensitivity to some of the
issues involved in certain circumstances where what
they are doing is legal but has a traumatic effect on
people’s lives. It is probably necessary, but as I have
said, it is very important that the sheriff’s office
continues to show the wisdom that it needs to show in
those highly emotionally charged situations.
Other areas that this bill brings into play are around
again providing a way for that family violence victim to
be able to make a case and get out of yet another
problem or entanglement they have which is
complicating their life. With people who are in fact
suffering from family violence, they are trapped in what
is the important and the immediate. The important is
how to change the lives of those concerned, but the
immediate is to be safe and not to worry about where
you parked the car and other things that happen to
occur along the way.
This section also strengthens certain things about the
enforcement of warrants and bail in family violence and
other areas. Particularly with family violence we have
some recidivist offenders who just do not get the
message and, for various reasons, the court may have
made certain rulings which, over time and for whatever
reason, the offender chooses to ignore. That too will
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then bring them back to the court for breaching those.
Anything that can further enforce warrants, bail or
those other conditions is something that I think needs to
be looked at, yet how you deal with recidivist family
violence offenders and those who ignore court orders
remains difficult.
We also have an issue — I live in a cross-border
community — where there is not an effective system
between states for various family violence orders. I
know this is something that both the New South Wales
and Victorian governments are endeavouring to
address, and it is something that is important. In the
case of someone who has a history of family violence
and has a restraining order on them in New South
Wales, if the family move across to Victoria, then a
person has to offend in Victoria in order for the family
to have protection. This is an unwanted addition to the
stresses that those families are under. Border hopping is
not an uncommon circumstance in many families as
they try to move around for various reasons, including
family violence.
With that, I am happy to be not opposing the bill, but I
do want to bring home a number of issues that I have
discussed, particularly around the integration of civic
compliance when it occurs and getting our country
addresses for serving notices sorted out.
Ms KILKENNY (Carrum) (18:22) — I am very
pleased to be able to rise to speak on the Fines Reform
Amendment Bill 2017. As we have heard, this bill will
amend the Fines Reform Act 2014. When the act
commences it will establish a new fines recovery model
for the collection and enforcement of infringement fines
and court fines.
I have spoken previously on an earlier bill to amend the
act, and that was to introduce measures designed to
make Victoria’s fine system more equitable and fairer
for those who come into contact with the fines system.
That is because we understand that the current system
does not fit all people. Obviously our purpose is to
ensure that the system is fairer and more equitable,
particularly for vulnerable and disadvantaged members
of our communities. That is part of our commitment to
making sure that the criminal justice system is
responsive to those members of the community and
takes account of the particular needs of those people in
our communities. We obviously want to reduce rates of
reoffending and imprisonment, and make Victoria a
safer place for all of us.
With the introduction of the earlier bill — the Fines
Reform and Infringements Acts Amendment Bill
2016 — this government brought forward a range of
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social justice reforms and initiatives. One of those main
initiatives is the work on the development permit
scheme. That is a scheme to enable eligible people,
primarily vulnerable, disadvantaged Victorians, to have
an option to extinguish their debt or their infringement
via non-financial means — for example, through
approved activities or treatment. That will include
people who may have an intellectual disability, an
addiction, a mental disability. They would be eligible
for that scheme.

special circumstance under the existing review and
revocation mechanisms; however, it still required a
victim survivor of family violence to admit fault for the
offending behaviour. In other words, in order to have
that fine revoked, the victim survivor had to first agree
to accept liability or otherwise nominate the driver —
usually the perpetrator — as the person involved in
incurring the fine. That obviously can put the victim
survivor of family violence at risk and fear of
retribution or retaliation.

The bill before us today builds on that tremendous work
that we have already started. As we have heard, this bill
will do a number of things. Significantly this bill will
amend the Fines Reform Act to establish a scheme that
will assist people who are victim survivors of family
violence who may come into contact with the
infringements system. As we have heard, this is in
response to two recommendations of the Royal
Commission into Family Violence,
recommendations 112 and 113. Once it amends the act,
this bill will fully and directly implement our
government’s response to those recommendations.

Clearly this does not cover all situations, so the new
scheme which is contained in the bill before us will
fully address the royal commission’s
recommendations by addressing those particular
situations where the victim survivors are not the
drivers but incur fines in their name where the
perpetrator has been using the vehicle.

Recommendation 112 of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence is for an investigation into whether the
Road Safety Act 1986 should be amended so that if a
perpetrator of family violence incurs traffic fines while
driving a car registered in the name of the victim, the
victim will be able to have the fines revoked.
Recommendation 113 is that the Victorian government
amend the Infringements Act 2006 to provide that the
experience of family violence may be a special
circumstance entitling a person to have a traffic
infringement withdrawn or revoked.
We heard through the substantial body of work that the
Royal Commission into Family Violence did that
car-related debt issues arise in family violence
circumstances. Sadly, we heard and saw evidence
through submissions made to the royal commission that
some perpetrators incur parking and traffic
infringements while driving vehicles registered in the
name of victim survivors of family violence. In other
cases parking and traffic infringements incurred by the
perpetrator are attributed to the victim survivor of
family violence. Of course there are also those
circumstances where victim survivors of family
violence may incur fines while experiencing family
violence — for example, if they are having to flee
unsafe circumstances, they are experiencing
homelessness or they are sleeping in their car.
Our previous amending bill addressed
recommendation 113 of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence by introducing family violence as a

This is a really important initiative that will address
family violence. There was a recent press article where
Victoria Legal Aid’s acting strategic advocacy
manager, Damian Stock, said:
… fines incurred through family violence had been a
substantial problem.
He said in some cases perpetrators tormented their victims by
deliberately using their cars or e-tags and even encouraging
their friends to use them.

This is an important scheme that is going to address a
number of issues that were identified by the Royal
Commission into Family Violence.
Obviously it is important that, as a stand-alone scheme,
the scheme is administered by a specialist trained staff.
Work needs to be handled sensitively. Indeed staff at
Fines Victoria will have a broad responsibility to assist
victim survivors of family violence that will go beyond
just considering an application or assessing an
application on the papers. We will see staff support the
victim survivors of family violence to identify and
obtain the necessary documentation, proof or evidence
that they need to support their case. Staff will act as
points of contact with other agencies, such as
enforcement agencies, community law centres and
financial counsellors.
Whilst victim survivors will need to provide evidence
of family violence, which includes a statutory
declaration, we also understand and fully acknowledge
that many victim survivors of family violence may not
have that formal paper trail demonstrating
circumstances of family violence. For example, they
may not have felt able to report family violence to
police or they may not have obtained a family violence
intervention order. With this understanding, flexibility
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will be built into the scheme. The director of Fines
Victoria will be given broad and flexible powers to
obtain a variety of information about individual
circumstances.
Really, the guiding principle behind these amendments,
focusing on the family violence aspect of this bill, is
about balancing the important safety objectives of the
criminal justice system with the protection of family
violence victim survivors. Having said this, it is also
important to note that the bill does carve out a number
of very serious offences; for example, offences such as
drink-driving, drug driving and excessive speed will be
excluded. These offences are dealt with very differently
under the infringements process and a different process
exists for people to object to those. The bill and the
family violence standalone scheme will not interfere
with those particular issues.
Tolling offences under the Melbourne City Link Act
1995 and the EastLink Project Act 2004 are proposed
to be treated in the same manner as other offences that
are eligible for the family violence scheme. With regard
to tolling debts incurred, this is going to be a matter
between the tolling companies and the operators of the
vehicles. We have heard that extensive consultation has
taken place to achieve the amendments proposed in this
bill. That has included the road safety, law
enforcement, community legal and family violence
prevention and advocacy sectors.
This legislation is an important step in this
government’s agenda to address and end family
violence here in Victoria. It is the state’s number one
community safety issue, and it faces us all. The
amendments in the bill recognise and acknowledge the
pressing need to have a standalone scheme to support
victim survivors of family violence within the
infringements system. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr WATT (Burwood) (18:32) — I rise to speak on
the Fines Reform Amendment Bill 2017. Most people
in this debate have spent a bit of time on the family
violence aspects of the bill and the family violence
scheme (FVS) that is going to apply. I am not going to
be any different. Noting that that is not the only thing
the bill does, rather than speaking more broadly on the
bill I want to concentrate a little bit on the family
violence aspect of the bill, understanding that the bill
implements recommendations 112 and 113 of the report
of the Royal Commission into Family Violence.
Recommendation 112 states that:
The Department of Justice and Regulation investigate
whether the Road Safety Act 1986 (Vic.) should be
amended so that, if a perpetrator of family violence
incurs … fines while driving a car registered in the name of
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the victim, the victim is able to have the fines revoked
[within 12 months] by declaring:
They were not the driver of the vehicle at the time of the
offending.
They are a victim of family violence — as evidenced by
a statutory declaration, a copy of a family violence
safety notice or family violence intervention order, or a
support letter from a family violence worker, general
practitioner or other appropriate professional.
They are unable to identify the person in control of the
vehicle at the time for safety reasons.

I actually wanted to read that whole recommendation
into Hansard. I am happy for members on the other
side to show me where I am wrong, and if I am wrong,
I am happy to accept that. My understanding of the
family violence scheme and what constitutes an eligible
person under that scheme is that you have to be able to
show, firstly, that you are a victim of family violence. I
am happy to go into that in detail a little bit later.
Recommendation 112 is about what happens if you are
not the driver, and recommendation 113 is about what
happens if you are the driver. I am going to concentrate
a little bit on recommendation 112.
Clause 10U of the bill, headed ‘Cancellation, waiver
and withdrawal of FVS eligible offence in respect of
FVS eligible person’, states:
(3) Subsection (1) does not apply to an FVS eligible
offence to which section 10V applies.

Clause 10V, headed ‘Suspension of enforcement of
operator onus offence in relation to FVS eligible
person’, reads:
(1) This section applies if—
(a) an FVS … offence is an operator onus
offence for the purposes of Part 6AA of the
Road Safety Act 1986; and
(b) the FVS eligible person was—
(i)

the operator (within the meaning of
Part 6AA …) of a motor vehicle; and

(ii) not the driver …

The reason I raise that is because clause 10V of the bill
says you are not the driver but you are accepted as
being a victim. Clause 10V also states:
(2) Within 21 days of receiving notice from the
Director that the FVS applicant is an FVS eligible
person, the FVS eligible person may make a
written request … for the suspension …

FINES REFORM AMENDMENT BILL 2017
3542

ASSEMBLY

That is the really important thing, because if you are
talking about a suspension, the bill provides for a
suspension. Clause 10V reads:
(3) If the Director receives a written request …
subsection (2) … may suspend any enforcement
action that may be taken under this Act and the
Infringements Act 2006 against the FVS eligible
person in respect of the FVS eligible offence for a
period not exceeding 6 months.

I am happy to be proven wrong here, and I honestly
hope I am misreading this. The bill tells me that we are
suspending the process. We are not actually cancelling
the offence, we are actually suspending it for six
months. Let us say you are a victim of family violence
and you have got a partner who quite easily flies off the
handle. The reason we need to deal with the fines issue
is because if you were to allocate those fines to an
abusive partner, whether or not you are living with that
partner or you are separated from that partner, if you
really fear for your own safety then
recommendation 112 of the royal commission’s report
actually says that we should cancel the fine — that the
victim is able to have the fines revoked.
We are talking about revocation in
recommendation 112, yet clause 10V actually talks
about a suspension. That is a very important distinction.
Revocation means it goes away and that you never have
to dob in your abusive partner. It means that the person
who actually fears for their safety gets to move on with
their life, particularly if the two people have
separated — if you have separated, you can move
away. You might still have kids, and you might still
have to deal with the person with the kids, but
recommendation 112 actually calls for revocation.
I can understand the revocation aspect if you are the
driver. That is what we are talking about in clause 10U.
Once again I am happy to be proved wrong on this, but
my reading of the bill is that clause 10U says that if you
are the driver, you can have your infringement
cancelled. That is recommendation 113, which states
that if you are the victim of violence and you were the
driver and you committed a traffic offence and the
reason you committed the traffic offence was because
you were a victim of violence escaping the violence,
everybody says yes, you can have your traffic
infringement withdrawn or revoked. Of course if you
are driving your car at a slightly faster speed to get to a
police station so you can tell them that you have been a
victim of violence, and you can prove that to the
satisfaction of the director — I am not talking about a
high bar, but whatever the bar is, you can prove that
you are a victim of violence — then most people would
look at it and say, ‘That’s pretty logical’. Of course we
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should say, ‘If you have proven to the director’s
satisfaction that you are a victim of violence and you
committed an offence in escaping that violence, then
you should not have to pay the fine, no problems’.
But recommendation 112 actually says that you should
have the fines revoked if you were not the driver. There
are stipulations: you need to satisfy the particular
authority with your declaration that you were not the
driver at the time of the offence, so you do not qualify
under clause 10U — clause 10U is about when you are
the driver. Now that brings us to clause 10V.
Recommendation 112 states:
They are a victim of violence — as evidenced by a statutory
declaration …

I have not even gone into what the evidence was and
what the director uses as a measure to determine
whether or not you are a victim of violence. The
recommendation very clearly says a statutory
declaration should suffice. The Premier has said a
number of times that every single recommendation
will be implemented — all 227 recommendations. I
have got to say that if this is your interpretation of
implementing recommendation 112, you have failed.
The distinction between revocation and suspension is
important.
Going further through recommendation 112, we have
got the statutory declaration to say, ‘Yes, you’re a
victim’. That would suffice under this recommendation.
The recommendation also states:
They are unable to identify the person in control of the
vehicle at the time for safety reasons.

If we were fully implementing recommendation 112,
the bill would say that if you were not the driver and
you are able to provide a statutory declaration that you
were a victim of violence and you are unable to
provide the name of the driver because you fear for
your safety, then your infringement is eligible for
revocation. It disappears.
Besides the fact that clause 10V is clearly not a
representation of recommendation 112 — not even
close — the other point I make is why would anybody,
as a victim of violence, ever want to say that their
partner or ex-partner was driving the car? Why would
they not just say, ‘I’m a victim of violence. I can prove
I was a victim of violence through a statutory
declaration to the satisfaction of the director. I will
accept liability for driving the car’, and then it will all
be revoked anyway? What we are actually encouraging
people to do is postpone the inevitable retribution from
a partner, which is not what recommendation 112 calls
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for, or accept liability for being the driver in the first
place, which is clearly the way people are going to go.
People are going to say, ‘I’ll just tell them that I was
driving the car because then there won’t be any
retribution, and I won’t have to put up with the violence
that is going to ensue’.
Ms COUZENS (Geelong) (18:42) — I am pleased
to rise to speak on the Fines Reform Amendment Bill
2017. The bill supports the government’s plan to
address family violence by implementing the
government’s response to recommendations 112 and
113 of the Royal Commission into Family Violence.
This bill is really significant to many women in my
electorate — women who I have met with, who have
told their stories and who have been left with quite
massive fines from partners and husbands who have
used their vehicle to run up these debts.
The bill also supports the introduction of a new fines
collection and enforcement system under the Fines
Reform Act 2014, which will make engagement by the
public with the fines system easier and fairer. The bill
will amend the act and other relevant legislation to
establish a new customised and standalone system for
victim survivors of family violence who come into
contact with the infringements system.
Recommendation 112 of the report of the Royal
Commission into Family Violence recommended
amendment to the Road Safety Act 1986 so that if a
perpetrator of family violence incurs traffic fines while
driving a car registered in the name of the victim, the
victim is able to have the fines revoked within
12 months by declaring they were not the driver of the
vehicle at the time and that they are the victim of family
violence, with evidence that they are unable to identify
the person in control of the vehicle for safety reasons.
Recommendation 113 recommended that the Victorian
government amend the Infringements Act 2006 to
provide that the experience of family violence may be a
special circumstance entitling the person to have a
traffic infringement withdrawn or revoked within
12 months. The Royal Commission into Family
Violence found that the lack of financial security has a
significant impact on a victim’s financial wellbeing and
puts them at financial risk and that economic abuse is a
form of family violence that is not well recognised by
the community, service providers or police.
We know from the report and from our own
experiences within our communities that a lack of
awareness and understanding has a major impact and
that poverty due to family violence is extreme. A
perpetrator’s control of household finances has an
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impact, and a perpetrator incurring debts in the victim’s
name has a major impact. The royal commission report
specifically highlighted the issue of car-related
infringements and debt and the consequences for
victims, including perpetrators incurring parking or
speeding fines in their own vehicle and then attributing
them to the victim, driving the vehicle registered in the
victim’s name and incurring parking or speeding fines
and leaving them to the victim, or the victim incurring
parking fines because they have been using their car as
their only safe place.
I have had quite a number of women from my
electorate of Geelong come and speak to me about
these very issues. One story in particular I wanted to
share was that of a woman whose partner continually
incurred speeding fines in her vehicle and refused to
pay them. She came to see me and was in quite a
distressed state for a number of reasons, firstly
regarding her safety and that of her children. She had
left that partner, so she was living in fear, basically.
The second part of that was the fines in excess of $6000
that she now had to deal with. The majority of those
had not been incurred by her. On a number of occasions
she had escaped from the family home with her
children and parked the car in the city because she felt
safe being in the city where there were people around.
She felt that being in a public place was probably better
for her and her children. She had no money for the
parking meter, she had run out of petrol and she was
stuck in the parking bay until a friend came to bail her
out a couple of hours later. But in the meantime she
incurred a parking fine because she had not been able to
put any money in the meter because she did not have
any money with her because she had escaped the family
home in a hurry with her children.
For her they were common occurrences. He had driven
her car and had accumulated thousands of dollars in
speeding fines. With the speeding fines and the parking
fines that she had incurred herself she faced a debt in
excess of $6000 with no way to pay. When she came to
see me she was, as I said, in a very distressed state. She
was at risk from her partner, about to face a court
hearing and asking me to help her try and sort
something out. She had already tried on many
occasions to sort something out, but it just had not
happened, and she had to front court within a few days
of coming to visit me. She then left my office, and
sadly I did not hear from her again.
I do not know what actually happened in the end. She is
clearly not in the Geelong area. Obviously I do not know
what happened in the court case, but she is not around
Geelong anymore and has escaped for obvious reasons.
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The tragedy of that was not only that she was in the
situation of trying to protect her children and escaping
from that situation but that she also had these massive
fines hanging over her head that nobody could help her
with. They are the sorts of situations that this bill will
address. I would hope that for women like her — and I
know there are women in Geelong waiting for this bill to
pass — they will at least feel some comfort in the fact
that there may be a way out for them.
This story is only one example of the tragic stories that
I have heard in my electorate office. As I said, there are
many women in Geelong that are really hanging out for
this bill to be passed. I congratulate the minister, the
Premier and all those involved with not only initiating
the royal commission but also making the commitment
to ensure that every one of those recommendations is
actioned, including this one in particular.
I do want to make reference to the financial counselling
service Diversitat in Geelong. As the member for
Williamstown mentioned earlier, this government has
provided funding for financial counsellors to work
specifically in the family violence area. We have that in
Geelong now, which is fantastic, so the women coming
to me I can now refer to that service. I could before, and
I did refer them to that service, and the service has done
an amazing job for many, many people. I think we
should recognise the work of financial counsellors who
are dealing with these sorts of situations on a daily
basis. They provide support to family violence victims
on a regular basis to ensure that what we refer to as
sexually transmitted debt and those sorts of issues are
dealt with.
This bill will make such an impact on the financial
counsellors being able to do a better job than what they
have been able to do in the past in terms of fines. I do
want to commend the work that they do. They are an
amazing service in Geelong, and we have many
fantastic services in Geelong that are also very much in
support of this bill and all 227 recommendations that
came out of the royal commission.
For all of us here in this place, this is a bill that we need
to support very strongly. As I said, I know that in my
electorate of Geelong there are not only the victims and
services but the general community of Geelong that
have taken up the issue of family violence very
strongly. We have had lots of different forums and
discussions about these very issues. I cannot
recommend the bill any more strongly than I already
have, so I commend the bill to the house.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (18:52) — I am
delighted to join the debate on the Fines Reform
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Amendment Bill 2017. As other speakers have said
tonight, this is a really important piece of legislation
that builds on the work of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence. When you are looking at such a huge,
intractable problem like family violence, you must try
to use a number of different levers or a number of
different approaches to tackle the issue.
When you are dealing with violent men — and
overwhelmingly it is men — men will use any number
of forms of violence in order to achieve their outcomes
and objectives. For example, in a family that is very
well known to me, the relationship and the marriage
broke up, and it was at the instigation of the woman.
The man thought that it would be a good idea to one
night get drunk when he knew that his ex-partner was at
her new partner’s place, get in the car with his then
five-year-old son, go around to the house, break into
what was the family home, run through it and trash it.
His son was sitting in the car at the age of five, saw it
all and was traumatised.
You just cannot fathom why someone would do that.
You cannot fathom how anyone could think that that is
in any way an appropriate way to behave. But it
happens, and violence manifests itself in many ways
and many forms. For some people it is a level of overt
physical violence that they perpetrate. For others it is a
more subtle form of violence, but it can be devastating
for the recipient.
One of the great privileges that you have as a member
of this house is that you get to meet a wide range of
people you would not normally cross paths with. You
learn of stories and you hear things which you would
not normally hear in your normal circle. There was a
woman who came and saw me. She was not a victim of
family violence, but she had a really compelling story,
and that was that she lived in public housing, she had
two children and was pregnant with her third, she was
on Centrelink benefits and she had gone back home to
Somalia to visit some family and friends. While she
was overseas — and she was gone for some time — the
registration on her car expired. She did not have any
money in her Transurban account. She had let other
members of the community drive her vehicle in her
absence, so when she came back to Melbourne she had
$30 000 worth of debt.
Often, as members would know, when someone comes
to present at your electorate office you are usually the
last port of call, not the first port of call. So I was sitting
down with this woman trying to work my way through
it. Of course the car was unregistered and there was no
money in the CityLink account, so every time it went
onto the Tullamarine Freeway — bang! — there was an
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invoice for the fact that there was no money in the
account and VicRoads were notified that the car was
unregistered. I think it worked out to be that every
single offence was roughly around about $400 or $500.
It is an enormous amount of debt for a woman to carry.
Again, for this particular woman it was probably a lack
of oversight or a degree of carelessness. Maybe it was
members of her community taking advantage of her.
But I remember looking at this woman and thinking,
‘With what she currently earns, how on earth is she
supposed to clear a debt of this nature?’.
Clearly when you have got victims of family violence
and the perpetrators of family violence are deliberately
trying to rack up these debts as a way of trying to
shackle their former partners to a horrendous state of
affairs, it is terrible. I do commend the work of
organisations like the Moonee Valley Legal Service.
The Minister for Industry and Employment is at the
table, and the minister and I know Brendan Lacota from
the Moonee Valley Legal Service very well. Those
community legal services do a great job in terms of
trying to provide some aid, help and assistance to
members of our community who are struggling and
who are often victims of family violence.
Trying to find legislative mechanisms now to try to
stamp out this level of violence and control that is
perpetrated on victims I think is really important. Again,
when you are looking at the really complicated issue that
is family violence, there is no silver bullet. I think the
reason why the royal commission came up with so many
recommendations was the fact that there is a need to
pursue a number of different options in order to deal with
this matter. Ensuring that the victims of family violence,
who invariably are women, are not going to be shackled
with this debt I think is really important, as my good
friend and colleague the member for Geelong indicated
in her contribution just prior to mine.
The other point I would like to make in relation to the
bill before the house is on making Fines Victoria a
single point of contact. I raise this as a point of
efficiency and effectiveness. I think where you have got
one single point of contact as opposed to multiple
layers of administration, you probably maximise the
chances that you are able to have a bit of leniency
brought to bear and you are able to have a more
efficient use of taxpayer resources in chasing these
debts. It means that therefore you might have a greater
level of discretion available than would otherwise be
the case, and we might be able to find, in terms of the
fine itself, that we minimise the administrative costs,
which is a desirable thing and a very good thing. With
these sorts of matters where we can try to be as
efficient, effective and lean as we can be in terms of the
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administration of justice in the state, that is a really
good thing that we should be trying to do. So having a
single point of contact for debtors, being Fines Victoria,
I think is very important.
I note the contribution made by my friend the member
for Narre Warren South, who indicated that Fines
Victoria was actually a creation of the former coalition
government in 2014 to that effect. I think that was
very important because, again, trying to find where
you can have that single point of entry for people to
engage on issues in relation to fines is vitally
important. It will lead to greater levels of efficiency.
Again, I think we are in a world where we are trying
to be far more lean, efficient and effective by having
those sorts of mechanisms available to us rather than
having these fines ricocheting around different
government departments and agencies, racking up
more and more administrative expenses. Where that
happens your ability to have a degree of discretion
disappears and evaporates.
For those reasons, I think this is a really important piece
of legislation. I am delighted to belong to a government
that is tackling the issue of family violence head-on by
pursuing a number of these initiatives. It is a very good
piece of legislation, and I am delighted to support it. I
do commend the bill to the house.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — The question is:
That the house now adjourns.

The Pillars, Mount Martha
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) (19:00) — (13 393) I
raise a matter this evening for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. The action I seek
from the minister is that she meet with Shire of
Mornington Peninsula councillors, local emergency
services representatives, interested community
members and me to hear firsthand the issues with The
Pillars at Mount Martha and that she do so as a matter
of urgency. I raised this issue in the house in February
2016, in September 2016, in February 2017 and now in
October 2017. I have even tabled a petition about this
matter, and we still have not seen any real action — lots
of talk, lots of words, but no real action — to try to
resolve this issue, and it is a significant issue.
This is a location remote from Mount Martha village
and a long way from any beach. It is a cliff that people
jump off, that kids jump off, and they have done so for
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generations, but whereas there were two or three or four
or 10, there are now two or three or four or five or six
or seven hundred at a time, and it is causing significant
problems. The Mornington Peninsula shire has
identified that there are significant environmental and
cultural heritage impacts. The sheer volume of foot
traffic is causing significant erosion in the locality.
There are obvious safety risks associated with jumping
from The Pillars in terms of injury from jumping into
shallow water, but there are also safety risks associated
simply with accessing The Pillars in the first place and
the number of pedestrian movements on a road that is
simply not capable of handling that sort of traffic. There
are an enormous number of illegally parked cars, and it
is clearly unsafe in the vicinity of The Pillars. There is
antisocial behaviour, there is offensive behaviour, there
is increased fire risk and there are challenges for
emergency services simply getting through the cars that
are illegally parked.
The council has written to the minister and asked for
her consent to fence off the site as a temporary
measure. She has written back and said, ‘No, you can’t
do that’. But I think what she does not appreciate is the
enormous diversion of resources, particularly for the
emergency management services and for the police.
The strain that this situation is putting on those services
is immense. It is greatly inconvenient for the local
residents, and there are some security issues and
concerns for them, but the strain being placed on the
local emergency services is intolerable. I urge the
minister to come down and talk to the groups I have
identified as a matter of urgency.

Victoria State Emergency Service Chelsea unit
Mr RICHARDSON (Mordialloc) (19:03) —
(13 394) My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Emergency Services, and the action I seek
is for the minister to update my community on the
progress and time lines for the redevelopment of the
Victoria State Emergency Service (SES) Chelsea unit.
Of course in this Victorian state budget, the 2017–18
budget, the Victorian government committed
$2.8 million towards the redevelopment of the Chelsea
SES unit. It was an absolute credit to the unit controller,
Ron Fitch, and to the many volunteers that support the
Chelsea SES that this project saw the light of day. It has
been many years of advocating and many years of
representation to government, and to achieve that
outcome was an extraordinary day.
Just recently I chaired the first project control board
meeting, a similar structure to what we had for the
redevelopment of the Edithvale Country Fire Authority
(CFA) station, bringing all agencies together, including
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Scope Victoria, Chelsea SES, the local council and
other stakeholders. It was a very positive meeting, but
there are a lot of challenges ahead to make this project a
reality, including landownership issues in Aspendale
and the need to work closely with council on
environmentally significant issues.
This shows our record in emergency services, with the
investment that we make. Edithvale CFA was a
$3.5 million redevelopment. The Edithvale Life Saving
Club — a $3.5 million development as well — has
been an extraordinary project for our community. It
goes hand in glove with our commitment to community
safety with our record investment in Victoria Police
members and 450 additional paramedics. Our
commitment to community safety is a very strong
focus, and we are determined across all agencies, police
and Emergency Management Victoria to do all we can
to support our community and support the volunteers
that support our community in times of need, be it in
flood, in storms, in rescue and in road rescue as well. I
ask the minister to update my community on the
redevelopment plans for the Chelsea SES unit.

Myrtlebank-Fulham–Maffra-Sale roads,
Myrtlebank
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (19:05) — (13 395)
My adjournment is to the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, and the action I seek is for the minister to ensure
that VicRoads undertakes a comprehensive consultation
process in relation to its preferred option for the
realignment of Myrtlebank-Fulham Road with
Maffra-Sale Road, a project that is also known as the
alternative truck route for Sale. Whilst I am aware that
some preliminary consultation took place and closed on
17 August, I have since been advised that a map
outlining two options has been presented to some local
residents in that area. However, as of last week I
believe it had not been provided to the wider
community, local MPs or the Wellington Shire Council.
This intersection carries increasing traffic volumes for
motorists who wish to bypass Sale and save a bit of
time travelling either to or from Melbourne. It is very
important once a preferred option is identified on a
project of such importance as this that the community is
specifically consulted. There is a disconcerting trend
emerging where this government decides behind closed
doors what is best for communities in rural and regional
Victoria and then tells us, or tries to persuade us, that it
is a good idea. The project to install wire rope safety
barriers on the Princes Highway between Sale and
Bairnsdale is a classic example of this, where the only
consultation that took place was community sessions at
which VicRoads told the community what was being
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done. Never was the community, or emergency services
for that matter, asked if this was what was wanted in the
first place. I now call on the minister to ensure that a
comprehensive public consultation process is
undertaken in relation to any preferred options that are
announced in relation to this particular project.

Mahogany Rise Primary School
Mr EDBROOKE (Frankston) (19:07) — (13 396)
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Education, and I ask that the minister visit Mahogany
Rise Primary School and witness for himself the unique
lunchtime program they have tailored for their
community. Last year the primary school hatched a
plan to provide 150 hot, nutritious lunches every single
day for their students to prevent them being hungry and
distracted. A few weeks ago they served their first
lunchtime meals. It is a fantastic idea, and I would like
the minister to come down and see the fruits of our
labour. I look forward to the minister’s reply and
subsequent visit.

South Barwon electorate transmission line
easements
Mr KATOS (South Barwon) (19:08) — (13 397)
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. The action I seek is
for the minister to investigate and provide an update on
transmission power easements, in particular the
Grovedale, Marshall and Armstrong Creek transmission
lines and easements, and advise whether these are to be
removed, relinquished or maintained. Many constituents
have contacted me seeking updates on the current
transmission lines and easements in place through the
electorate, namely in the suburbs I have just mentioned.
The minister may recall that some of these transmission
lines were established to provide power to the Alcoa
smelter at Point Henry from Anglesea, and now that the
Anglesea power station has closed and Alcoa has
ceased operation these powerlines and easements, as
my constituents rightly imagined, are no longer
required. However, I am also seeking information on
behalf of constituents who are on the vacant easement
land underneath the transmission lines in Grovedale and
Marshall and on easements that have had no action or
have not been built on. For example, my constituent
Phil Knight of Grovedale, whose property abuts the
unused easement in Hindle Street, would like to know
if this easement is going to be used, relinquished or
maintained for future use.
Similarly, Glynn and Wendy Harkness of Armstrong
Creek have also contacted me seeking updates to the
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longer term plan for the easements running through
their property, which were originally there to supply
Alcoa. On 13 February this year I made representations
to AusNet Services seeking information on these
transmission lines and easements and requested a
meeting to receive an update. I was contacted by
AusNet Services and told that a meeting would indeed
be possible, and after much toing and froing a date was
proposed and agreed to. When this date was close,
AusNet cancelled the meeting, and understandably I
requested another date. By this stage it was June, and as
the minister would understand the list of constituents
with queries on the matter had grown.
I was told by AusNet that they were currently receiving
further information from the Australian Energy Market
Operator and that they would get back to me in due
course to arrange a meeting. However, in September,
being frustrated by not receiving any response, I again
approached AusNet to arrange the intended meeting,
but this time I received nil response despite further
follow-up emails and phone calls. Quite frankly I have
found AusNet’s lack of response to be quite pathetic.
I also met with Richard Bell and Andrew Broadfoot,
both Grovedale residents, who are interested to know
the future of their easements. Richard and Andrew,
whose easements GPH51 and GPHX51 have not been
built upon, are of the view that Powercor can
double-string some of these lines and therefore not
require the use of the easements.
I would be happy to provide the minister with further
information with regard to these easements as they are
quite technical matters and there is only so much that you
can say in an adjournment debate. Again, I ask the
minister to please investigate the future of these
easements in Grovedale, Marshall and Armstrong Creek
and advise whether some of them are to be removed,
relinquished or maintained. That is all constituents wish
to know — the future of these easements — and they are
happy to accept whatever is determined.

Bunjil Place Library
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (19:11) —
(13 398) My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Local Government and concerns the new library at
Bunjil Place in Narre Warren. The action I seek is that
the minister visits this new library. This new library
will replace the Narre Warren Library, which has come
under significant pressure from our growing
community. In the 2014–15 financial year alone this
library was visited almost 430 000 times and provided
over 730 000 loans. I have long advocated for a new
library for our community, and I am so pleased that the

ADJOURNMENT
3548

ASSEMBLY

Andrews Labor government has provided $750 000 for
the new library. I look forward to getting stuck into a
good book with the minister at our new library soon.

Bunyip North quarry
Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) (19:11) —
(13 399) I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Planning, and the action I seek is that he
appoint a representative of the Bunyip North
community to the technical reference group that
will provide advice on the proposed Hanson quarry
at Bunyip North. The Minister for Planning has
directed that an environment effects statement
(EES) process be undertaken for the Hanson
Construction and Building Materials proposal for a
new, very large granite quarry in the district, the
equivalent in area to Melbourne’s CBD. This quarry
proposes to extract more than 1 million tonnes of
granite per annum for 100-plus years, a very
significant project.
The Bunyip North community were very pleased the
minister decided to order the proponent to undertake an
EES for such a large project in such an environmentally
sensitive and key agricultural area. The EES process is
the most effective way for the minister to evaluate and
decide on Hanson’s proposal. The Gippsland region is
rich in mineral and rock resources, and the Bunyip
North community believe that the EES process will
highlight many serious shortcomings with the presently
proposed location, so much so that the proponent will
seek out a more appropriate, less environmentally
damaging site for their quarry.
Many submissions have been made by the community
on the scope of the EES, and the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning has distilled
204 individual items of concern as identified by
residents in their submissions. Despite the 204 items
identified, only 56 words were added to the final EES
scope. At this stage the residents have no assurances
that these concerns will be acted upon or incorporated
within the EES process by the proponent, Hanson. The
community at large do not have faith in the honesty or
integrity of Hanson as there have been many incidents
of factual errors, half-truths and ongoing attempts to
spin situations to the proponent’s advantage. A fair and
reasonable representation of the community’s concerns
by the proponent is held to be significantly in doubt.
The residents are asking for certainty regarding these
concerns — to have the proponent list the concerns and
identify the action to be taken for each one by the
proponent as part of the EES. Obtaining this certainty
would be best achieved by the appointment of a
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community representative on the technical reference
group (TRG) as either a direct participant or as a
technical reference group observer of process and
content. This would ensure that community concerns
are taken into account and are properly addressed by
the proponent during the EES process.
On behalf of the Bunyip North community, I urge the
minister to direct that a representative of the Bunyip
North community be invited to participate in the work
of the technical reference group or at the very least be
invited onto the TRG as an observer.

Yuroke electorate youth employment
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke) (19:14) — (13 400) My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Industry and
Employment, and the action I seek is that the minister
visit young people in Yuroke to hear their concerns
about employment opportunities and that he inform
them of any state government initiatives that can assist
in helping them to find work. This issue was raised with
me by members of the Yuroke Youth Advisory Council
earlier this year. In particular, concerns were raised
about difficulties in accessing local employment
opportunities, and underemployment, as well as the
resulting financial, social and mental health impacts
that these issues can contribute to. I know the minister
is passionate about these issues and will be a champion
of continuing to invest in jobs in the Yuroke electorate.
I look forward to hearing from him.

John Curtin Aged Care
Ms STALEY (Ripon) (19:14) — (13 401) My
adjournment matter is for the Treasurer. The action I
seek is that the Treasurer direct the Department of
Treasury and Finance to sell Crown land parcels
P101853 and P101854 to John Curtin Aged Care or by
public tender as expeditiously as possible. The history
of these parcels of land is that they are vacant and John
Curtin Aged Care has been trying for some years to buy
them. It is happy to buy them at market value.
Until March 2015 John Curtin Aged Care had engaged
in ongoing dialogue regarding the purchase of those
parcels of land, but in March 2015 there was a meeting
between what was then the Department of Environment
and Primary Industries, John Curtin Aged Care and the
architect, and they were advised that the parcels were
going to be sold by the Department of Treasury and
Finance (DTF). But nothing has happened since then,
and John Curtin Aged Care have been singularly
unsuccessful in getting DTF to either bring these
parcels to the top of the list for sale or do anything
about them.
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This has become difficult for John Curtin Aged Care
because they have got a master plan and are ready to
expand, which will result in the investment in Creswick
of over $30 million, which will create in excess of
50 ongoing jobs. That is what is being held up because
they cannot get an answer on the land. As I said, they
have had it valued and they are happy to pay the
valuation. It is not an issue of them wanting something
free or discounted — it is just that they need some action.
The local council has indicated it is willing to amend its
zoning to facilitate John Curtin Aged Care’s plans. I
call upon the Treasurer to prod Treasury into taking
some action on these two areas so we can get further
aged care into the Creswick region, generate those jobs
and have that investment in the region.

St Monica’s Primary School, Moonee Ponds
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (19:17) — (13 402) I
direct my adjournment matter to the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The action I
seek is that the minister join me to meet with students
of St Monica’s Primary School in Moonee Ponds.
St Monica’s is well led by Peter Moore, who is the
principal, and Michael di Nuzzo, who is the deputy
principal. I have received a number of emails from a
number of students at the school expressing concerns
about the environment, particularly in relation to plastic
bags and disposable coffee cups. It would be wonderful
if the minister could meet with me and the students to
discuss these matters in person.

Responses
Mr CARROLL (Minister for Industry and
Employment) (19:18) — I would like to respond to the
member for Yuroke and accept her invitation to come
out to her electorate. I congratulate the member for
giving me my first adjournment matter. It is a fact that
our economy is strong but young people are not always
seeing the benefits, and it would be an honour to go out
and meet with members of her youth advisory council,
who I have met in previous years in my capacity as
Parliamentary Secretary for Justice. I look forward to
going out there and talking about our very successful
Jobs Victoria network and other opportunities that may
be there for the youth in Yuroke, who are strongly
advocated for by the member.
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (19:18) — A
range of matters have been raised by number of
members, and I will pass those matters onto the
relevant ministers.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER — The house now
stands adjourned until tomorrow.
House adjourned 7.17 p.m.
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PETITIONS

Wednesday, 1 November 2017
The SPEAKER (Hon. Colin Brooks) took the chair
at 9.33 a.m. and read the prayer.

CRIMES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(PROTECTION OF EMERGENCY
WORKERS AND OTHERS) BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading

Following petitions presented to house:

Boronia Heights secondary college site
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention
of the house that the future development of the former
Boronia Heights secondary college is opposed by the
undersigned as it is:

Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) introduced a bill
for an act to amend the Crimes Act 1958 to create
offences relating to the creation of risk to emergency
workers and others by driving and to make related
amendments to the Sentencing Act 1991, the Bail
Act 1977 and the Road Safety Act 1986, and for
other purposes.

1.

an important area of open space within the
municipality;

2.

it provides a space for exercise much utilised by
dog walkers and children;

3.

it provides an opportunity for reflection and peace
and quiet;

Read first time.

4.

contains a number of important areas of remnant
vegetation;

TRANSPORT LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (ROAD SAFETY, RAIL AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2017

5.

is an important habitat for local animals including
the powerful owl;

6.

provides a very important wildlife corridor for
animals moving from the adjacent national park
into Knox.

Introduction and first reading
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) — I move:
That I have leave to bring in a bill for an act to amend the
Road Safety Act 1986, the Road Legislation Further
Amendment Act 2016, the Rail Management Act 1996, the
Rail Safety (Local Operations) Act 2006, the Rail Safety
National Law Application Act 2013, the Tourist and Heritage
Railways Act 2010, the Transport (Safety Schemes
Compliance and Enforcement) Act 2014, the Transport
Accident Act 1986, the Marine (Drug, Alcohol and Pollution
Control) Act 1988 and the Port Management Act 1995 and
for other purposes.

Mr HODGETT (Croydon) — I seek a brief
explanation of the bill.
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) — It is to support the implementation of key
government commitments set out in Towards Zero
2016–2020: Victoria’s Road Safety Strategy and
Action Plan, to strengthen high-speed and
drink-driving penalties, to improve road safety and the
effectiveness of regulations made under the Road
Safety Act 1986, to reduce red tape, to improve
transport safety outcomes through reforms to the
Victorian rail access regime and to align drug-testing
requirements in the rail and marine sectors.
Motion agreed to.
Read first time.

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria resist the temptation to develop this site
and instead give it to the people in the form of public open
space (parkland).

By Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater) (16 signatures).

Forest Road, The Basin, pedestrian crossing
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention of
the house that a pedestrian crossing should be installed on
Forest Road in The Basin.
There are multiple schools, nursing homes, and young
families in the area, but no crossing. We want a crossing
before a tragedy occurs.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria requests VicRoads to provide the
necessary funding to install a suitable and safe pedestrian
crossing on Forest Road near Wright Street.

By Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater) (225 signatures).

Voluntary assisted dying
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the house concerns regarding the
introduction of assisted suicide and euthanasia in Victoria.
The Andrews Labor government will introduce legislation
later this year and we want to express, in the strongest terms,
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no Victorian should suffer at the end of life: it is incumbent
on society that every person has equal and guaranteed access
to the best of care when they need it. Euthanasia and assisted
suicide is not the appropriate way of addressing the needs of
people in our community during this time. Our laws have
always held that killing a person or helping them to suicide is
not acceptable.

1.

bus route changes to ensure all business, commercial,
educational and all residential areas are properly
serviced with the timetable they need, and in particular
bringing route 788 bus (Frankston to Portsea) to a
20-minute timetable; extending route 783 bus
(Frankston to Hastings) service; reconfiguring
Mornington North bus services;

We believe that to do so would create significant risk of harm
to vulnerable members of our community and we do not see
any need to change these laws.

2.

find and invest the $6 million allocated in the 2014
budget for Mornington Peninsula bus infrastructure, but
which has never been seen;

The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Assembly
of Victoria calls on the Andrews Labor government to reverse
the decision to legislate for euthanasia or assisted suicide in
Victoria and focus more on ensuring that every Victorian has
access to the best of care at the end of life.

3.

provide bus access direct to Frankston Hospital from all
points around the peninsula;

4.

a cross-peninsula service from Hastings to Rosebud, and
another from Hastings to Mornington;

5.

provide bus services to our key tourism destinations with
intrapeninsula shuttles in peak season;

6.

provision of express commuter services of major bus
routes directly to Frankston station and Monash
University Peninsula campus;

7.

update all bus route signage to reflect current standards
across all bus routes.

By Mr CLARK (Box Hill) (19 signatures).

Mornington Peninsula planning
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of the Mornington Peninsula
draws to the attention of the house the need to protect the
Mornington Peninsula from inappropriate development by:
1.

By Mr DIXON (Nepean) (150 signatures).

removing ‘as of right’ approvals which now allow
three-storey developments and buildings up to 11 metres
high within our general residential zone;

Tabled.

2.

repealing recent changes which have expanded the
scope of VicSmart planning applications, removing
residents’ rights to be aware of future developments in
their neighbourhood;

Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Nepean be considered next day on
motion of Mr DIXON (Nepean).

3.

ensuring our existing design development overlays,
which prohibit three-storey developments within general
residential zones, are protected in perpetuity;

Ordered that petitions presented by honourable
member for Bayswater be considered next day on
motion of Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater).

4.

implement mandatory controls to strengthen and enforce
the intent of our 2014 Mornington Peninsula Localised
Planning Statement to override, in unambiguous
language, any changes to the planning scheme, thereby
providing a clear direction for decision-making;

5.

protecting and strengthening local council control within
the green wedge zone and rural conservation zone by
limiting or, where necessary, preventing commercial and
industrial developments on rural land, including
accommodation complexes.

By Mr DIXON (Nepean) (918 signatures).

Mornington Peninsula public transport
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of the Mornington Peninsula
draws to the attention of the house the legacy of
underinvestment in our public transport services and request a
complete service review to identify, fund and resolve
shortfalls to enable public transport on the Mornington
Peninsula to align with PTV’s minimum service level,
including but not limited to:

MAGISTRATES COURT OF VICTORIA
Report 2015–16
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) presented report
by command of the Governor.
Tabled.

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Acting Clerk:
Court Services Victoria — Report 2016–17
Crimes (Assumed Identities) Act 2004 — Reports 2016–17
under s 31 (two documents)
Financial Management Act 1994:
Reports from the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change that she had not received the reports
2016–17 of the:
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Dhelkunya Dja Land Management Board, together
with an explanation for the delay
Gunaikurnai Traditional Owner Land Management
Board, together with an explanation for the delay
Yorta Yorta Traditional Owner Land Management
Board, together with an explanation for the delay
Report from the Acting Minister for Veterans that he
had not received the Report 2016–17 of the Shrine of
Remembrance, together with an explanation for
the delay
Harness Racing Victoria — Report 2016–17
Legal Profession Uniform Law Application Act 2014 —
Practitioner Remuneration Order 2018 under s 96
Professional Standards Council of Victoria —
Report 2016–17 (two documents)
Sentencing Advisory Council — Report 2016–17
Statutory Rules under the following Acts:
Heritage Act 2017 — SRs 108, 109
Professional Standards Act 2003 — SR 106
Veterans Act 2005 — SR 107
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998 —
SR 110
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Documents under s 15
in relation to Statutory Rules 107, 110
Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — Reports 2016–17 under
s 30L (five documents)
Terrorism (Community Protection) Act 2003 — Report
2016–17 under s 13ZR
Victoria Legal Aid — Report 2016–17
Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission — Report 2016–17 — Ordered to be published
Victorian Institute of Forensic Medicine — Report 2016–17
Victorian Law Reform Commission — Report 2016–17 —
Ordered to be published
Victorian Legal Services Board and Victorian Legal Services
Commissioner — Report 2016–17 — Ordered to be
published.

CORRECTIONS LEGISLATION FURTHER
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered later this day.
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Sacred Space, Bendigo Hospital
Ms EDWARDS (Bendigo West) (09:41) — Last
week I was pleased to officially open the Sacred Space
in the new Bendigo Hospital. This is a multifaith space
of reflection available to anyone who needs it. The
Sacred Space is supported by a large team of chaplains
from across many religions and faiths, and provides
fantastic support for the health service’s patients, staff,
families and visitors. The chaplains also provide
support throughout the hospital — at bedsides and in
waiting rooms, residential services, staff hubs and
wherever required. These services provide vital support
to patients, their loved ones and staff during difficult
times. This space in the new hospital features an
enclosed balcony with a tranquil garden where people
can escape the clinical nature of the hospital
environment and seek some peace.
The new Bendigo Hospital has enhanced facilities for
patients and the Sacred Space features a camera which
can beam services live to a patient’s bedside. This was
used for the first time on Anzac Day, when the service
was available on every patient’s entertainment system
as it happened.
I commend and thank the pastoral care team, many of
them volunteers, for their role in making the hospital
experience a little less daunting for our community and
congratulate them on the role they played in the design
of this wonderful community space. I would also like to
thank our local religious organisations for their support
of the service and for donating sacred texts for the use
of hospital patrons.
The opening ceremony was portrayed through symbols
of air, fire, earth and water. Each participant signed the
tree symbol with a thumbprint to mark the occasion,
and people in services in different traditions shared a
cake, embracing hospitality through food. It is just a
wonderful example of what the hospital offers.

Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and
Liquor Regulation
Mr M. O’BRIEN (Malvern) (09:43) — Since
European settlement the Irish have made a
magnificent contribution to this state and to this
country. I am very proud to be an Irish-born
Australian, and there is a very large and distinguished
expatriate Irish community in this state. That is why it
is very important that the contribution of the Irish to
this state is properly recognised.
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It was very disturbing to hear reports on Channel 9 two
nights ago of comments made by the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation in
relation to the launch of the travelling conmen
campaign, and I quote:
If anybody knocks on your door that has an Irish accent,
automatically ask them to leave.

I do not suggest that the minister is a bad person, but
those comments were disgraceful. The minister has
slurred many Irish people, and the Irish community in
this state are rightly upset by those comments. I
appreciate the minister has gone on social media and
apologised, but those comments were made on the
6 o’clock news. The minister should make sure that her
apology is also on the 6 o’clock news or, at the very
least, in this chamber. She should make a heartfelt and
genuine apology to people who have been offended by
those inconsiderate, wrong and baseless remarks.

Pascoe Vale electorate schools
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) (09:44) — I am
very pleased to rise today to acknowledge two fabulous
girls schools within the electorate of Pascoe Vale.
Firstly I would like to acknowledge the girls from
Mercy College, who are here in the gallery and in the
Parliament today. Mercy College is a fabulous school
within my electorate, one that the Labor government is
making even better with an investment of $1 million for
a new hall. I went to a Mercy school at Lilydale and I
know the power of Mercy education, so I welcome
them to Parliament today.
Last week I was also very pleased to present certificates
to the fabulous girls at Pascoe Vale Girls College who
completed the Premiers’ Reading Challenge. The
challenge is a wonderful initiative, with many schools
in the Pascoe Vale district participating. I am also
looking forward to presenting the certificates at Oak
Park Primary School, Glenroy West Primary School,
Pascoe Vale North Primary School and the many other
schools in the area that completed the challenge.
Reading with young people is certainly one of the most
powerful things that families and teachers can do to
help young people get ahead and imagine the
possibilities of the world around them. In particular it
gives me great pleasure to recognise the following
students from years 7, 8 and 9 who completed the
Premiers’ Reading Challenge. Firstly, Sauileone, who
successfully read over 200 books in her reading
challenge. I also acknowledge Piddocke, Banin,
Jasleen, Sara, Shawq, Wajiha, Chamathna, Rheem,
Ruby, Geetanshika, Yasmin, Ayca, Grace, Maryam,
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Abeer Parveen, Chanudi, Syed, Vinduna, Hanaa, Jada,
Tahrey, Jamilah, Ashlee, Hilal, Nabaa and Batoul.

Bills Street, Hawthorn, redevelopment
Mr PESUTTO (Hawthorn) (09:46) — I rise today
to speak about the Bills Street development in
Hawthorn in my electorate, which is one of the nine
sites that the government has earmarked to cram in
private development in the name of a very marginal
increase in public housing. Public housing increases are
welcomed in my community, but they see the proposal
for what it is.
I rise particularly today to talk about the contiguous
University of Melbourne site, which is a
15 000-square-metre site which abuts the site. Residents
recently received a letter from Fiona Williams of the
Department of Health and Human Services, dated
11 September, which advised them that the department
was in discussions with the University of Melbourne
about the future of that site and how it could be
incorporated for further residential development.
Very concerned residents have raised that with me, and I
too as the local member am extremely concerned about
the intentions of the University of Melbourne and the
government with that site. I wrote to Professor Glyn
Davis, AC, vice-chancellor of the University of
Melbourne, my alma mater, to advise him of my
concerns and to press the need to ensure that that massive
site is best allocated to community use, such as sporting
facilities, for the mental health and physical wellbeing of
people in my electorate, who are crying out for more
facilities. Nary a day goes by when people do not raise
the limitations of facilities for them. I hope to meet with
the university next week if possible to express my
concerns and those of my community about this matter.

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
constitutional recognition
Ms HUTCHINS (Minister for Aboriginal Affairs)
(09:47) — Today I rise to reassure the Victorian
Aboriginal community and all Victorians that the
Andrews Labor government will continue to work
towards treaty and self-determination, no matter what
the federal Liberal government does. Last week
Malcolm Turnbull rejected the Referendum Council’s
recommendation to hold a referendum to change
Australia’s constitution to establish an Indigenous voice
to Parliament. It was envisaged that it would take the
form of a constitutionally recognised body of
Indigenous Australians who would have a voice on
legislation and policy that affects them. Sadly, this was
put in the too-hard basket and rejected without
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consultation by the Turnbull government — an absolute
shame on this country. Despite this, there are still
discussions in Parliament today around the need for
constitutional change on the dual citizenship situation
of federal MPs. Yet it is too hard to go to the question
around Aboriginal rights in our constitution.
This week I joined other states and territories in
demanding the Turnbull government include
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in the
refresh of the Closing the Gap framework. These calls
follow last week’s Ministerial Council on Indigenous
Affairs meeting in Canberra, where federal Minister for
Indigenous Affairs, Nigel Scullion, sought the states’
agreement to revise Closing the Gap targets without a
sufficient time frame to take into account the views and
knowledge of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders
across this country. The current approach of Closing the
Gap is not working and it needs time to be consulted on
with our Aboriginal Australians.

Glenis Appleton, Margaret Monck and
Ruth Glover
Mr D. O’BRIEN (Gippsland South) (09:49) — I
rise to pay tribute to the extraordinary level of service
provided by three Sale women in the Sale Fire Brigade
auxiliary. Glenis Appleton, Margaret Monck and Ruth
Glover have each clocked up an incredible 60 years
serving the auxiliary. That is 180 years of volunteering
between these three remarkable and selfless women.
They were recognised for their service at the Sale Fire
Brigade annual presentation night on Saturday night. The
three women were pivotal in the formation of the
auxiliary, which supports our volunteer firefighters, and
they have also supported and nurtured a number of
family members who have also been critical parts of the
brigade. We thank them and salute them for their service.

Gippsland South electorate public transport
Mr D. O’BRIEN — The South & West Gippsland
Transport Group has launched a petition and campaign
for better local transport in the Bass Coast and South
Gippsland shires, particularly the latter, which has no
internal bus services in the shire at all. This region has a
population of over 60 000 yet little public transport. I
urge the government to undertake feasibility work on
new and improved bus services throughout the region,
in particular to gauge the likely level of demand.

Gippsland South electorate chemical
contamination
Mr D. O’BRIEN — I call on state and federal
governments to be as transparent as possible with
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information about the possible contamination of certain
areas by the PFAS group of chemicals as a result of the
chemicals’ historical use in firefighting foams. Recently
the Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA)
issued a precautionary warning about the consumption
of ducks, eels and fish from the Heart Morass near Sale
due to elevated levels of PFAS coming from the East
Sale Royal Australian Air Force base. We also have
levels of PFAS around the Esso-BHP Longford gas
plant. I understand that there remains no consistent,
empirical evidence about the human health effects of
these chemicals, which are found in a range of
everyday household items, but a precautionary
approach is being taken and rightly so. I thank the EPA
for briefing me on the issue yesterday and ask all levels
of government to keep the public informed about this
emerging issue.

Supervised injecting facilities
Mr WYNNE (Minister for Planning) (09:50) — I
rise to update the house about the bold and brave
decision that has been taken to keep the community of
North Richmond safe and to give drug addicts a chance
at survival that they have not had before. Victoria is in
the grip of a public health crisis, and North Richmond
is its epicentre. Victoria’s heroin death toll is now
comparable with the road toll: 34 people have already
died on our streets, in our laneways and in our parks or
in our homes in Richmond this calendar year. Enough
is enough.
We have announced a two-year trial of a medically
supervised injecting room at the North Richmond
Community Health centre, along with a major boost in
treatment beds across Victoria and increased penalties
for drug trafficking. This a balanced and compassionate
response. It is thanks to the tireless advocacy of so many
of my constituents and the bravery of so many wounded
families that this will soon become a reality. It will save
lives. This is a decision based on evidence, which tells us
medical supervision in a controlled environment saves
lives through monitoring and resuscitation.
Do not take my word for it. Look at Sydney’s Kings
Cross facility: since opening in 2001 staff have
managed more than 6000 overdoses, and there has not
been one fatality. That is why all the experts — the
coroner, the paramedics, Victoria Police, the Australian
Medical Association and the Salvation Army — back
our action, and from the Victoria Street traders to the
Richmond West Primary School, all have spoken in
support of a medically supervised injecting room in the
last 24 hours. The time for this initiative has come.
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Tourism
Ms ASHER (Brighton) (09:52) — I wish to draw to
the attention of the house two articles in the Weekend
Australian of 28–29 October on Chinese tourism. The
context of the two articles is that May 2017 was the first
time that Chinese visitors overtook visitors to Australia
from New Zealand.
In the state of Victoria this happened some time ago,
but in the federal sphere it happened only this year. In
the last five years to 2016 the number of Chinese
visitors grew from 48 000 to 127 000, and of course the
Chinese spend significantly more money in Australia,
which is why they are such a valuable tourism market.
The first article on page 8 refers to the fact that the
tourism boom is fuelled by young female travellers,
many of whom are single.
The second article is a particularly interesting one by
Bernard Salt. He attributes the boom in Chinese
tourism to the significant number of new flights from
China to Australia, and indeed to international students.
I quote from the article:
This isn’t so much a consequence of a prawn-on-the-barbie or a
where-the-bloody-hell-are-you advertising campaign. It’s much
likelier to be an associated response to Australia’s success as a
destination for international students. Plus the sheer volume of
new flight connections, especially with China, is stimulating
and transforming the Australian tourism industry.

This should be much food for thought for those who
spend a lot of money on tourism advertising.
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Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
constitutional recognition
Ms COUZENS — On another matter, the Turnbull
Liberal government’s rejection of the proposal of the
National Congress of Australia’s First Peoples for a
voice to Parliament is a disgrace. Aboriginal and
non-Aboriginal people across Australia are outraged
and bitterly disappointed by this, after the long period
of consultation and summit of 300 leaders at Uluru in
May this year. The Turnbull government is seeking to
impose their own views of what recognition of first
nations people should be, and it is completely ignoring
the extensive work undertaken at the Uluru summit and
the agreed outcome. This is shameful. The Turnbull
government has very much underestimated the public
support for an Aboriginal voice to Parliament.

Mornington Peninsula planning
Mr DIXON (Nepean) (09:55) — For the past few
sitting weeks I have been tabling a petition with
approximately 1000 signatures each week. This week I
will do the same, and I will easily have enough to
continue until the end of the parliamentary year. The
petition is being circulated and collected by a number
of community organisations concerned about changes
to the general residential zone. The Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council also share these concerns. The
petition states, amongst other things:
The petition of the residents of the Mornington Peninsula
draws to the attention of the house the need to protect the
Mornington Peninsula from inappropriate development by:

Ali Heydari
Ms COUZENS (Geelong) (09:53) — I want to
acknowledge the passing of a wonderful man, Ali
Heydari, who died suddenly whilst visiting his homeland
of Iran. Ali came to Australia with his wife and two sons,
Masoud and Vahid, in 1988, determined to ensure that
they had the best educational opportunities, something he
did not get in his homeland.
Due to Ali’s passion for education he became a proud
member of the ALP and worked tirelessly at state and
federal elections because he strongly believed everyone
should have access to a good education. Amongst other
things, Ali ran the best kebab shop in Geelong and
played a key role on the executive of the Geelong
Ethnic Communities Council, known as Diversitat. In
Ali’s words, ‘To make him happy, just be educated and
study well, be diligent and work hard, love and support
your friends, have a kebab. Then he will be happy’.
Vale, Ali Heydari.

1.

removing ‘as of right’ approvals which now allow
three-storey developments and buildings up to
11 metres high within our general residential zone;

2.

repealing recent changes which have expanded the
scope of VicSmart planning applications, removing
residents’ rights to be aware of future
developments in their neighbourhood;
…

4.

implement mandatory controls to strengthen and
enforce the intent of our 2014 Mornington
Peninsula Localised Planning Statement to
override, in unambiguous language, any changes to
the planning scheme, thereby providing a clear
direction for decision-making.

This matter is of massive concern to my community,
and the Minister for Planning cannot ignore this anger.

Derek Gardner
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (09:56) —
Over the past 11 years I have met and worked with
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countless local residents. Together we have worked
tirelessly to grow and improve our local community.
There is one, though, who deserves special recognition,
one who simply never gives up: Derek Gardner. Derek
has written to my office an extraordinary 81 times. I
have met with both Derek and his wonderful wife,
Angela, on many occasions. They have been married
for 60 years and have lived together in Hampton Park
for much of that time. They have seen our local
community grow and change across decades.
Throughout that time they have both fought for
Hampton Park and its residents.
Derek regularly contacts me about issues that are
important to him and the local community. Together we
have ensured that the authorities have got their act
together and done their job. We have ensured that they
have upgraded roads, fixed broken footpaths, removed
graffiti and even improved drainage along Pound Road
and K. M. Reedy Reserve. We have contacted
VicRoads, the City of Casey — a lot of times —
Melbourne Water, Victoria Police and countless
ministers to ensure action is taken.
Derek was one of the most vocal advocates for the need
for an upgrade of the intersection of Pound and Shrives
roads in Hampton Park. He led the charge and together
we secured funding for this much-needed project,
which is now underway. Derek is one of those
remarkable individuals who make their presence felt
and make a difference in their community. It has been a
great pleasure to get to know and work with both Derek
and his wife, Angela. I wish them a happy anniversary.
I will never forget his distinctive handwriting nor his
many contributions to the Hampton Park community.

Blue Ribbon Day
Mr NORTHE (Morwell) (09:57) — Twenty-nine
September is an important date on Victoria’s calendar,
with the hosting of Blue Ribbon Day services across
many communities. These services offer an opportunity
to reflect on the sacrifices of those policemen and
policewomen who have died whilst serving and
protecting our communities.

Police service medals
Mr NORTHE — Yesterday a number of police
members based at stations within the Latrobe Valley
were quite rightly recognised for their dedication and
service to our community.
I wish to congratulate the following officers: senior
constables Lauren Bowman and Lauren Kimberley
received the Victoria Police Service Medal, for 10 years
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service. The Victoria Police Service Medal 15-year clasp
went to Leading Senior Constable Peter Ferguson and to
Michelle Dunstone and Dora Marino. The National
Police Service Medal was awarded to sergeants Paul
Stow and Michael Williams and to leading senior
constables Danny Culliver, Stephen Cranston, Daryl
Howard and Ray Coles. Sergeants Rodney Findlay and
Kaine Pawson along with leading senior constables
Michael Thek and Julie Reilly received the National
Medal and the Victoria Police Service Medal 15-year
clasp. The Victoria Police Service Medal 20-year clasp
went to Leading Senior Constable Paula Linford. The
National Medal 1st clasp and Victoria Police Service
Medal 25-year clasp were awarded to sergeants
Benjamin McWilliam and Craig Vanbreugel. Senior
sergeants Howard Jones and Ian Ricardo were presented
with the National Medal 2nd clasp and Victoria Police
Service Medal 35-year clasp. And the Victoria Police
Service Medal 40-year clasp went to the effervescent
Senior Sergeant Dave Watson.
On behalf of our community I say congratulations, well
done and thank you to all members, and may you
continue to serve with distinction and may you stay safe.

Ballarat Karate Club
Ms KNIGHT (Wendouree) (09:59) — It was great
to visit the dojo of the Ballarat Karate Club to
congratulate them on their successful application for a
defibrillator. I would like to thank the Minister for
Sport for his support of the club and for his support of
this really important program. The Ballarat Karate Club
was established in 1965 and is still going strong. It is
the oldest karate club in the Ballarat district and has
branch clubs in Daylesford and Maryborough.
Impressively most of the founding members are still in
Ballarat and training with the club to this day, some
50-plus years later. The club has 120 registered
members, and all instructors are trained and accredited
to the highest international standards. The instructors
are dedicated and provide their services voluntarily.
During my visit I listened to members talk about what
actually goes on during a training session at the dojo. I
had the chance to step out and witness demonstrations
by the older warrior group at the club. They expressed
their gratitude to the Andrews Labor government for
funding this really vital piece of equipment. Like with
any physical activity, people want to feel safe in the
knowledge that if an emergency was to occur, the right
equipment is on hand to assist if needed. The club has
members of all ages and abilities. They need to be able
to create a safe environment for their members to
participate in and continue their love for the martial
arts. This is also important for the growth of the club.
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They have been able to do this with the help of the
Andrews Labor government and the sporting clubs and
facilities program. The defibrillator is on its way, and
we are all eager for it to be installed and ready for
action. We hope it is never used.
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able to drive on a safe road surface. I thank the
community for getting behind my Report a Road
Hazard campaign. Through their support we have
finally seen some road maintenance works in the
region, but we have only just started. Let us keep up the
fight for our fair share of roads funding.

Fire season preparedness
Ms KEALY (Lowan) (10:00) — A number of
residents in and around the Grampians National Park
are deeply concerned about the danger of camp fires in
the Grampians over the coming fire season. Visitors to
the region may not be aware of the extreme fire risk to
the region, and a camp fire left to burn rather than being
extinguished properly could have disastrous results,
particularly given the high fuel load in the region after a
wet season and the disruption to the Country Fire
Authority (CFA) following the disastrous handling of
the CFA restructure by Labor. Despite asking the
minister to address this issue, we have seen no action
by the Andrews Labor government to restrict camp
fires or at least improve awareness around camp fire
dangers and fire ban periods. I urge the minister to take
action to improve camp fire management and
awareness in preparation for the upcoming fire season.

Lowan electorate public transport
Ms KEALY — Under the city-centric Andrews
Labor government western Victoria is grinding to a
standstill. Recent cuts to public transport services to the
region mean we are more disconnected from major
centres than we have ever been before. Public transport
connections are essential to support people to get to
work, school, shopping, education and health care and
to visit friends. Just because we live in the country does
not mean we do not matter and does not mean we
cannot have access to good public transport options.
We need to get western Victoria moving again, and
only The Nationals will help make that happen in
country Victoria.

Regional and rural roads
Ms KEALY — Finally, after years of lobbying and
strong advocacy by the local community, we are seeing
some roadworks in western Victoria. This is on the
back of hundreds of calls from the community,
concerned about road issues, to VicRoads in support of
my Report a Road Hazard campaign. The Andrews
Labor government have cut hundreds of millions of
dollars out of country roads funding, scrapped The
Nationals country roads and bridges program and now
have been forced to run a significant community
campaign to get our roads fixed. This simply is not
good enough for country Victorians, who deserve to be

Mount Waverley Heights Primary School
Mr DIMOPOULOS (Oakleigh) (10:02) — I would
like to congratulate Mount Waverley Heights Primary
School on their 50th birthday. This is an amazing
school with such incredibly polite and intelligent kids.
Formerly known as Sussex Heights Primary School,
thousands of kids have graduated from this school in
the last 50 years. I am immensely proud to have been a
part of their celebration last Saturday, and I am very
chuffed that this government is providing the school
with a $2 million upgrade to ensure this great school
can continue for at least another 50 years.

Glen Huntly Primary School
Mr DIMOPOULOS — Well done to Glen Huntly
Primary School for their wonderful twilight fete and
Diwali celebration. Every year this school excels with a
fantastic community-style fete. It brings out the best in
us, and I know that is the ethos of the school. Happier
kids you will not meet, and that is a testament to both
the school leadership and all of the parents.

Neil Hendrickson
Mr DIMOPOULOS — I would like to express my
condolences for the passing of Neil Hendrickson. Neil
Hendrickson was a man who had no equal. He was the
most incredible party member I have met. I worked
with him for over 20 years in Simon Crean’s office and
then recently as the member for Oakleigh. He was
always willing to help. He and Pam, his wife, were
wonderful people. They would always greet you with a
smile and generosity of spirit that was hard to find, and
they were always, always helpful. Both Neil and Pam
were life members of the Labor Party, and not just
members; they were significant contributors. They were
the people you could rely on when no-one else was
around, the people you would ring at the last minute
and they would come out and assist the Labor cause
and the Labor members of Parliament. Neil was a
member of the party for 71 years. All my respects and
love to his family.

Supervised injecting facilities
Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) (10:04) — Today
in the Parliament I rise to assure the people of Mount
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Waverley district that I will fight tooth and nail against
the expansion of the Andrews Labor government’s
taxpayer-funded heroin injecting rooms into Mount
Waverley district. Yesterday the government
announced that Victorian taxpayers would fund a
heroin drug injecting centre in our state. The centre will
allow heroin users, including first-time drug users, to
inject themselves at this taxpayer-funded facility.
The reality is that there is nothing safe about heroin and
ice use, whether in a taxpayer-funded centre or
elsewhere. The inescapable truth is that by providing
this taxpayer-funded facility the Andrews Labor
government is sending a strong message to current and
future generations that heroin use is okay. Nothing
should or could be further from the truth. This message
will lead to more people using dangerous and deadly
drugs like heroin and ice and will reduce the
effectiveness of a proper anti-drugs message. There is
no question that a better approach is helping addicts,
putting more police on the beat and toughening up our
laws to punish parasitic drug dealers and traffickers.
The former Liberal-Nationals government funded three
rehabilitation facilities, but the Premier has cut funding
for this critically important measure.
To the people of Mount Waverley district, I assure
you I will not allow our kindergartens, primary
schools, secondary schools, senior citizen centres,
youth centres and residential streets to have
taxpayer-funded drug-injecting facilities nearby.
These facilities have no place in Glen Waverley or
Mount Waverley, nor in the state of Victoria. The
Liberal-Nationals believe this unequivocally and
without exception, and we will see to that.

Macedon Primary School
Ms THOMAS (Macedon) (10:05) —
Congratulations, Macedon Primary School, on your
inaugural writers festival, showcasing your students’
creative and expressive writing using Van Gogh’s
seasons and the natural beauty of the Macedon Ranges
as inspiration. Over the past two years the staff at
Macedon Primary School have implemented a
whole-school sequential writing program, and the
results are fantastic. Not only was the quality of the
children’s writing sensational, but I could tell how
much the students enjoyed their work. It is no
coincidence, then, that this focused attention has seen
an uplift in the school’s NAPLAN results. Thank you to
students Alexa, Riley, Samuel and Lachlan for sharing
your work with me, and to principal David Twite and
literacy coordinator Cathy Krean.
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Jenna Bruton
Ms THOMAS — A big shout-out to Jenna Bruton,
who was recently selected in the AFL Women’s draft.
Jenna started out playing against the boys at Trentham,
but progressed to the Ballarat Football League’s youth
girls competition before playing for the Saints in the
Victorian Women’s Football League, where she was
named best and fairest. Congratulations on your latest
achievement, Jenna. Regardless of the colours you
wear, we are all right behind you.

Deb Mitrevics
Ms THOMAS — Congratulations to Riddells Creek
legend Deb Mitrevics. Deb has been chosen to be a
baton bearer for the 2018 Commonwealth Games.
Currently Deb is the vice-president and fundraising and
junior development coordinator at the Riddells Creek
Junior Mixed Basketball Association. This is an honour
that is richly deserved.

Nunawading Community Gardens
Mr ANGUS (Forest Hill) (10:06) — I recently had
the pleasure of attending the open day and
40th anniversary celebrations of the Nunawading
Community Gardens in Jolimont Road, Forest Hill, the
first community garden in Australia. It was a great day
and provided a tremendous opportunity for those
involved in the gardens over the last 40 years, whether
they were plot holders, committee members or
interested community members, to visit the gardens,
participate in tours, view the static displays or listen to
various talks related to the gardens. I congratulate all
those involved in the gardens over the last 40 years,
including the various committee members, as well as all
those who organised this event, in particular long-term
members Margaret Rackham and Anne Makhijani.

Holy Saviour Parish School
Mr ANGUS — It was a pleasure recently to attend
the Holy Saviour Parish School, Vermont South,
production, this year entitled Primary School
(Christmas) Musical. It was an excellent production
involving all the school’s students, with lots of great
singing, dancing and acting, along with many colourful
costumes. I congratulate all the students, staff and
volunteers involved in this production.

Nunawading Little Athletics
Mr ANGUS — I recently had the pleasure of
attending the 50th anniversary celebration of the
Nunawading Little Athletics club at the Bill Sewart
Athletics Track in East Burwood. It was a time of
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celebrations and reminiscing, with many of the club’s
current members and life members in attendance. A
booklet containing the club’s history was launched, and
two more life members were also inducted. I
congratulate the organisers of this event, in particular
the current club committee members, led by president
Scott Tempany, on marking this fantastic milestone.

Vermont Secondary College
Mr ANGUS — I was pleased to attend the Vermont
Secondary College annual year 12 valedictory dinner.
As always, it was a great night to celebrate the
accomplishments of the year 12 students and to hear
from some of the school leaders, as well as from two
alumni who outlined their journey over the 20 years
since they left the school. I wish all the students well as
they undertake their year 12 exams over the next few
weeks and beyond.

Redeeming Our Community, Whitehorse
Mr ANGUS — Congratulations to the organisers of
the recent Whitehorse Redeeming Our Community
conversation. Well done to Toby Baxter and the team
from Crossway for organising this event. It was very
informative, with common threads from various
participants being readily apparent. I look forward to
reading the report from the evening.

Uplift Project
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (10:08) — The Yan Yean
electorate has some amazing traders and traders
organisations. Diamond Creek is really fortunate to
have a fabulous business called Fossick Clothing. It is
run by the wonderful Simone and supported by team
members Jodie and Bexie. I had a great time on
Sunday. They had their first day of Sunday trading, and
then they held an event at Piccolo Meccanico. It
brought together women of the Diamond Valley in
support of the Uplift Project. The Uplift Project
provides bras to women in Third World countries and
women in Arnhem Land. In the Third World in
particular a bra can cost a couple of weeks wages, and
women, as we know, will always put their children
first. Fossick have got a hamper in the shop in Inglis
Street until the end of November. I urge the women of
the Diamond Valley to bring in your second-hand bras,
or maybe you would like to buy some new ones and put
them in there for the women of the Third World.
I want to read the beginning of a poem written by a
Fossick customer, Kay Arthur.
I turn the corner,
A stream of colour beckons,

Wednesday, 1 November 2017

A soft breeze flutters,
Fabric soft to touch,
Smiles from the rack.
Inside, rows of clothes
Nuzzle together and wait,
My eyes dart, skim,
My arms reach, stretch,
My hands fondle
These soft treasures.
We laugh together,
You help me choose,
Yes, this one, vintage
That one a touch of retro …

St Brigid’s School, Mordialloc
Mr RICHARDSON (Mordialloc) (10:09) —
Recently I had the pleasure of joining the St Brigid’s
School community to make a wonderful announcement
of $1.75 million that we will be contributing to that
school towards a $2.75 million redevelopment of the
St Brigid’s parish primary school. This has been many
years in the making. Since Michael Russo took over
many years ago as principal, the school community has
been working on many iterations of this project, and to
join the Deputy Premier and Minister for Education
recently for the school assembly and a tour of the school
was a tremendous moment. It just shows what we can do
when the independent sector, the non-government sector
and the Catholic schools, particularly some of these
wonderful local primary schools, team up and co-invest
in some of these amazing projects.
This funding will deliver more classrooms. It will
deliver a new administrative wing for the teachers and
take the school’s capacity beyond the 280-student cap
they have had for a number of years. It will set them up
for the future. Some of the incredible work that this
school community does will be strengthened, and I am
very proud to be partnering with this school
community. We will be releasing the design of the
school, and there is a real buzz amongst the community.
We have had so much feedback and so many positive
emails and responses, it has just been absolutely
overwhelming. To Michael Russo and his wonderful
team of teachers and to the Catholic Education Office,
well done on an outstanding application. We look
forward to getting on with the building.

Briar Hill Primary School
Ms WARD (Eltham) (10:11) — It was a beautiful
day, especially at Briar Hill Primary School, which
celebrated its 90th birthday at the spring fair. It was
wonderful to see this vibrant community celebrate
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together and to see the terrific wider community
support, especially of the huge silent auction.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2017–18
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (10:11) — What a joy it
is to be able to make a contribution on the report of the
2017–18 budget estimates, which is a report that I tabled
yesterday. There is nothing like the sound when you
crack a Public Accounts and Estimates Committee report
for the first time and you hear the spine go; it is just a
great joy. Indeed it reminds me of when I was waiting
for the release in 1998 of Cold Chisel’s album The Last
Wave of Summer. I was waiting with anticipation. The
joy is not dissimilar to the feeling I had back then. This is
a great report, and to quote Molly Meldrum, ‘Do
yourselves a favour. Get down to the tables office now
and pick up a copy. It’s just rolled gold’.
I would like to thank the other committee members, who
made such an outstanding contribution to this great
report: of course there is the very handsome and dashing
member for Oakleigh; the delightful member for Eltham;
Ms Shing from the other place; and of course it would be
remiss of me not to also compliment the deputy chair, the
member for Mornington; the member for Gippsland
South; the member for Kew; and Ms Pennicuik and
Ms Patten in the Legislative Council. I want to give a
special shout-out to the member for Ripon, who at very
short notice stepped up to the plate to represent the
opposition in those hearings as a consequence of the
member for Gippsland South having to resign briefly
from the committee. It is wonderful to have him back. It
is an outstanding report, and I should also congratulate
the secretariat and Dr Caroline Williams for her work in
putting the reports together.
Enough of the triumphant lap around the MCG; let us
get down to business. I would like to draw attention to
part 2.5, ‘Victoria’s export performance’, on page 26
of this great report. What interests me is that I am a bit
of a free-trader at heart, and I have sometimes had a
propensity over the course of time to let the private
sector take a lead on these matters, let the private
sector invest and let the state not get in the way and
not try to second-guess the private sector. But I am
reminded of the folly of my thoughts sometimes,
because I do recall back in the early 2000s, when you
were sitting around the cabinet table, Acting Speaker
Thomson, that the then Premier, Steve Bracks, aided
and abetted by the then Treasurer, John Brumby, made
it very clear that they were going to make a play for
biotechnology. Both the then Premier and Treasurer
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would frequently go to the States — for example, to
attend BIO 2001 and BIO 2003 — and start spruiking
Victoria, and Melbourne in particular, as a destination
for the pharmaceuticals industry.
This was really important because it was an opportunity
to try to showcase Melbourne as a destination. It was
followed by hard cash from the state for the Bio21
Institute, and we have now got the Parkville precinct
and the investments in the synchrotron.
What you then see is that those strategic investments
made by the state basically indicate, ‘We do have a
natural advantage in biotechnology and
pharmaceuticals, and we as a state are prepared to make
these strategic investments because we recognise we
have got these advantages. You should start to think
about Victoria as a destination, as a producer of
high-quality pharmaceutical products’.
Page 27 of the report notes that pharmaceutical
products exported to the United States for 2016
increased from $99.2 million to $582.8 million. I
appreciate that such a huge increase might be in relation
to contractual changes and there could be some issues
in terms of exchange rate differences. But to see us as a
state now in 2017 sending $582.8 million worth of
high-value-added products to America demonstrates the
wisdom and the foresight of the former government in
making those sorts of investments.
Looking at table 2.1, pharmaceutical products now come
in at number 8, and in 2016 we were looking at close to
$1 billion. This is a huge industry, and it is born of that
vision of the former government. Again, there is not
much point in trying to create an industry that does not
align with your natural strengths. I think it is fair to ask:
why would we try to compete with China or India when
they have natural advantages that we do not have? But
where you do have these natural advantages there is an
opportunity for aggressive, targeted state intervention to
assist the private sector in making those investments, to
attract footloose capital and to make those sorts of
contributions. It is a great report. It is a cracking report.
As I said: do yourself a favour and get a copy.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2017–18
Mr PESUTTO (Hawthorn) (10:17) — It is a
pleasure this morning to be able to rise to talk about
report on the 2017–18 budget estimates, which the
previous speaker referred to. I acknowledge the work
and effort of all of the members of the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee (PAEC). It is not an easy
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committee to work on because of its heavy workload
and the diversity of the issues that it needs to cover.

are very good arguments about whether you can safely
inject heroin even with medical presence around.

I noticed in particular the issues around health which are
identified in that report and some of the pressures that the
health budget has experienced and no doubt will
continue to experience. Certainly in the area of drug use
and rehabilitation, the pressures on the health budget are
growing, and the report arguably bears that out, in
particular in relation to yesterday’s announcement by the
government that it will trial a drug injecting room in
North Richmond. I take the opportunity this morning, in
light of what that report reveals about the challenges our
health budget faces as a state, just to make some general
comments about the matter.

Mr Pearson — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
I have been listening to the member for Hawthorn’s
contribution intently, and I seek your guidance, because
the member is referring to safe injecting rooms, which
was a decision announced by the government
yesterday. I appreciate the fact that the budget estimates
report by the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee relates to prospective expenditure over the
course of the current financial year and the out years,
and while it would be fair to say that there is likely to
be some level of government expenditure in those out
years, I just do question this because this was a recent
policy decision. It does not form part of the estimates
report; it does not form part of the transcripts. I do not
believe the opposition asked a single question about
this, so I am just wondering whether this relates at all to
the estimates period.

I should say at the outset that it is an issue on which
very reasonable minds can differ. There are very
distinguished people on different sides of the debate.
The purpose of my remarks this morning in light of the
PAEC report is just to highlight some of the issues that
I think need to inform that discussion. The first thing is
that it is a discussion. Like the matter we debated a
couple of weeks ago on voluntary assisted dying, it is a
debate which engages deep existential questions about
life and death, how we best protect life and how we
look after those who find themselves suffering deep and
lasting addiction.
I am concerned about what seem to be some very
powerful comments which are made from within
people’s hearts but which do not necessarily take us to
the rational and detailed discussions we need to have
about this issue. It is said as a very powerful and
emotive statement — which I do not necessarily
disagree with — that drug injecting rooms save lives. I
am concerned about that slogan not because any of us
would want anything else other than to save lives but
because there are legitimate questions that we need to
engage with and answer about whether the drug
injecting room concept does save lives if it does not
result in people coming off heroin addiction — or ice
addiction, for that matter.
We know that last year around Victoria 190 people died
from heroin addiction. We know that 116 people died
from ice addiction last year. So this is a serious matter.
It might well be argued that, unless a drug injecting
room can effectively transition somebody suffering an
addiction from that addiction into rehabilitation which
sees their health and life opportunities improve, then
there are questions about whether it has achieved the
objective in that statement. What these drug injecting
rooms tend to do — and the data actually bears this
out — is certainly provide one safe space for somebody
to inject. Now, I use the term ‘safe’ very loosely. There

Mr PESUTTO — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, I understand from yesterday’s announcement
that a number of the initiatives relate to expenditure in
the current financial year and previously committed
funding, so I take the member’s point. I am trying to
stay within the confines of that and within the confines
of what is already committed this year in light of
yesterday’s announcement. So I am endeavouring to
stay within the concept of the PAEC report.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Thomson) — The
member for Hawthorn, I think you have strayed a little
from this, and I suggest you come back to the PAEC
report.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2016–17
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (10:22) — I refer
to the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee 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
collaborative fashion presents an opportunity to drive
strategic advantage from that collaboration. I want to
continue my contribution on these significant strategic
matters, particularly not just in relation to the Victorian
government but also in relation to how we deal with the
Australian government.
This was again highlighted this week when we had the
Australian government making an announcement that
was of significance about funding for cancer research. It
goes specifically to the issue that I have raised before
about how we coordinate and get a better proposition on
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issues like the proton beam and how that should be
addressed, because medical research is one of the highest
priorities of the Andrews government. The sector and the
government have been shocked and dismayed by the
federal government’s decision to make an allocation of
$68 million to put the proton beam headquarters for
Australia not in Melbourne but in Adelaide.
Melbourne is the natural fit. It would be perfect in the
Royal Children’s Hospital. It would do the greatest
good for the greatest number of people. It goes to this
other issue of trying to have rational decision-making
and not just politics and gaming of the system at every
level. There have got to be issues that are put above
partisanship — medical research, cancer research and
saving lives should be at the top of that list.
To put it in context, Victoria has 25 per cent of the
population. Where politics is played on infrastructure,
we get less than 8 per cent of the contribution. Where
politics is not played because there is an independent
assessment from the National Health and Medical
Research Council on medical research, Victoria gets
more than 40 per cent of the funding. That is on merit,
that is on performance and that is on the institutions that
we have built up over generations and established in
this state.
That is why Victoria leads, and that is why it is critical.
What was announced by the federal Minister for Health,
Greg Hunt, was just a first step. The Turnbull
government is providing $50 million through the
Medical Research Future Fund, combined with
$10 million from the Minderoo Foundation’s Eliminate
Cancer Initiative and a commitment of $20 million from
the Cure Brain Cancer Foundation. I applaud this. It is
admirable. What they are trying to do is help provide
better lives for people suffering from brain cancer.
But this still goes to my critical point, which is that we
have to address issues like the proton beam now and
what has happened, because this is clearly a proposition
of politics entering into medical research. My concern
is how this will affect further allocations from the
Medical Research Future Fund. Put bluntly, the fund
should be the biggest opportunity for Victoria because
we get the lion’s share of the funding, but it could be
one of our real vulnerabilities if politics is played.
I am putting this on the record because that is what we
need to do. It is because of our leadership and
excellence, and it is why the White House came here —
it is why former US Vice President Joe Biden came for
the opening of the $1 billion jewel in Australia’s
medical research crown, the Victorian Comprehensive
Cancer Centre. The Premier and the Minister for Health
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signed a series of memoranda of understanding (MoU)
between the US National Cancer Institute and Victoria
to strengthen international ties and encourage greater
cooperation and sharing of knowledge in cancer
research and patient care.
The new moonshot — a quest to cure cancer — was an
initiative that I put out for public interest and put
forward. The Premier pursued. I went to the US to
follow up on that and had a series of meetings with the
University of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center, the
Texan medical innovation centre that has the proton
beam and has been using it for a decade. Victoria is
clearly best placed to do the greatest good for the
greatest number of people through medical research
and the proton beam initiative.
This is why I am calling for unity tickets on these issues
to put a stop to the relentless gaming and politicking on
these issues. I have called for Minister Hunt to release
the information. Where did Australia’s chief scientist
declare this should be? I can tell you now, he would not
have said Adelaide — straight up. He is a rational
thinker, and I am sure that is not what he advised.
This goes to other issues. This week I was able to
introduce the Graeme Clark Oration. The orator was
Nobel laureate Dr Harold Varmus, who explained that,
really, we are in a race between the ingenuity of science
and ever-evolving cancer cells. This is like an arms
race. So this is how difficult it is to address these issues.
I have called for getting an MoU with the institutions
that he represents out of America as well.

Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills
Committee: community energy projects
Mr CRISP (Mildura) (10:27) — I rise to speak on
the inquiry into community energy projects, and today I
would like to focus on grid connection, mentioned in
chapter 4 of the report, on page 65. The transmission
system, that is the poles and wires, connects the energy
source to the customers. Most of the renewable energy
projects are in regional areas: solar in north-west
Victoria and wind in the highlands and along the coast.
The section that this relates to — and I will quote from
the report — is grid access, which will impact on a
project’s network and business proposition. So these
renewable projects, whether community or otherwise
and wherever they are located, require us to work
within the energy distribution system.
We also need to understand the units of energy: we
have the watt; 1000 watts is a kilowatt; 1000 kilowatts
is a megawatt; and 1000 megawatts is a gigawatt. I
think to understand the scale of the energy distribution
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network we need to understand these. At home we use
watts or kilowatts for a toaster or a kettle. In generation
a wind turbine typically has a capacity of 2 or
3 megawatts, and a solar panel is typically 250 to
300 watts. Victoria’s use is measured in thousands of
megawatts. For example, Loy Yang A, which has been
in the news recently, has a nameplate capacity of
3300 megawatts. Currently most of our generation
capacity is in the Latrobe Valley for brown coal and at
sites closer to our major population centres for gas. The
solar resources are in the north of the state, and
exploiting the resource will be limited by the
transmission line capacity or the grid.
Capacity in north-west Victoria — that is Mildura,
Swan Hill, some of south-west New South Wales and
some of the Riverland — is via two lines that run back
towards the south of the state. The best we can do is to
reverse the flow of the line capacity. So the current
capacity to supply energy to the major customers,
which are in our capital cities, is in fact what currently
supplies the north. Swan Hill, Mildura and parts of
south-west New South Wales are important areas, but
compared to supplying a regional centre or a capital
city, it is extremely low. I also know that there is little
capacity left for solar projects in the north-west of
Victoria as the line capacity that is available is now
fully committed. This was also highlighted in the
report, and I quote from page 65:
In addition to being costly and onerous, the grid connection
approval process can be unclear, uncertain and difficult to
appeal … There may also be grid constraints at the point of
connection, especially in regional areas where connection to a
new renewable energy generator could exceed the technical
limits of the network.

And that is just what is happening in the north-west of
the state. So what are we going to do about this
requirement, because for Victoria’s energy needs, we
will need a huge increase in the transmission capacity?
If you are leaving Melbourne and driving towards the
Latrobe Valley and you look out next to the freeway,
you will see the huge number of powerlines that come
from the valley, and that is not what you see elsewhere
in the state.
As always in this, it comes down to who pays for the
reconfiguration of the transmission network or the
grid. Some say the line operators should pay, and in
our system that means the customer. Some say the
government should pay; that is the taxpayer. We all
know who is going to pay because, whether you are
the customer or the taxpayer, that is you and me and
the users.
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I note that the federal government are inquiring into this
issue of grid capacity and focusing very much on that. I
look forward to their report because moving generation
around the state and around the nation will make it
much harder. There is much to be done in solving our
transmission capacity and our grid connection issues.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2017–18
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (10:31) — I
rise this morning to speak on the report on the 2017–18
budget estimates, and I too am very glad to see this
document presented to the house to give us the
opportunity to reflect on the big spending plans of the
Andrews Labor government. I must admit I do share
some of the delight of the chair of the committee. I have
served on the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee myself, and it is a big job, but the energy
and enthusiasm that the chair brings to this job is just
really extraordinary. Actually the pride and joy that he
exhibited in this chamber just a few moments ago was
really, really something to behold. I just hope those five
children, Chair, do not have to have this as bedtime
reading, because I think it is very —
Mr Pearson interjected.
Ms GRALEY — It may be rolled gold to you, but it
does have a limited audience. But having said that, that
is one of the very points that is emphasised in this
report: it is actually about extending the reading
audience for this report, and it is about providing
greater transparency, as the chair says in his foreword,
about the government’s spending plan.
I actually pointed out to the chair this diagram that is on
page 2 of the report. It is an exceptional diagram
actually, and I congratulate everybody on the
committee for actually taking the story of how
government works and how government spending takes
place and condensing it in this document. As the chair
said to me, it is about making it easy to read. It is
actually about making this document, which has so
much information in it about what governments do and
how they spend people’s money, much more
transparent and much more accessible.
I noticed, as I worked through the report, that there are
a number of very important recommendations. Indeed
I attended a number of the hearings, and I was there of
course to support the Minister for Education. It was a
bit of a tough gig because one particular member
opposite, the member for Kew, was rather obsessed
with asking questions about the Safe Schools program,
which were actually very unkind and very unhelpful, I
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would say, but he relentlessly pursued that line of
questioning.
What was very good to hear actually was the Reason
party member, Ms Patten, in the other place, ask a very
good question about Aboriginal children’s
achievements in our education system. What it threw
up was a whole lot of questions about how we actually
measure performance. In this report the question is
actually highlighted, and I did say to Ms Patten on the
day that it was the best question asked at the hearing.
The report has sought to highlight that question, has
taken it on board and has reflected on how we measure
some of the things that government does.
How do we measure performance in our schools? There
are a number of recommendations —
recommendation 17 about including new measures and
recommendation 20 about reviewing performance
measures — that I think are very worthy to be
considered by the government going forward. Times
change and new projects come on board. In fact I think
there is also a recommendation about reviewing how
Myki is considered. There are some major projects that
the government is undertaking at the moment around
family violence, level crossing removals and housing.
All of these are considered in the report, and they are
worthy of consideration in how we actually measure
them. It is a terrific report.
I will finish by saying that recommendation 1 — I do not
know exactly where it came from, but it is the number
one recommendation — talks about intergenerational
reporting. I think it is a really worthy recommendation
from a political perspective, because one of the criticisms
that governments face from the community, and
especially from the business community, is that we do
not have a long-term vision for our planning. This
recommendation — recommendation 1; numero uno in
the report — actually says, ‘Let’s have a little bit of a
different think about how we report and actually talk
about spreading the burden across the generations of
spending and debt accumulation’. I imagine they are all
thinking about this going forward. It has been successful
in other jurisdictions, and I think it is worthy of
consideration. Congratulations to the committee
members. It is a terrific report. It is not quite bedtime
reading for your children, Acting Speaker, but I
commend it to the house.

Public Accounts and Estimates Committee:
budget estimates 2017–18
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) (10:36) — I too, like
many other members this morning, wish to make some
remarks on the Public Accounts and Estimates
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Committee report tabled yesterday. Indeed, this was my
seventh estimates process. I must say I think it is still a
useful process despite a degree of dumbing down of
some of the operations of the committee and despite, it
has to be said, the refusal of the government to keep the
election commitments that they made with regard to the
estimates process. They made a promise to remove
Dorothy Dixers from the estimates process, and that has
not occurred. We have had Dixer after Dixer after
Dixer throughout the process. They made a
commitment to implement a Senate-style estimates
process. Again, the government have been totally silent
on this. There has been some movement in terms of the
format of the estimates process, but that has been
entirely due to the work of the committee. The
government have had absolutely nothing to do with it.
As for moving to the sort of close scrutiny and the
number of hours of scrutiny that are undertaken in the
Senate, we are a very, very long way from being
anywhere near that. Despite that, as I say, I think it is
still a useful process.
The committee, it has to be said, survived the process, as
we have done I think for the last three years and the four
years before that, still talking to one another. I must also
comment around the coalition members. The member for
Gippsland South survived the first day and then
unfortunately was not able to continue throughout the
estimates process. After some days of being two
members — the member for Kew and me — we were
eventually joined by the member for Ripon. I did want to
comment that she did an excellent job picking up the
reins and filling in in that last week. She also did an
excellent job in terms of the early work on the report, so I
did want to commend her on that. As the chair has
acknowledged, the member for Gippsland South is back
and functioning on all cylinders now, which is terrific.
I also want to acknowledge the work of the secretariat
under the direction of Dr Caroline Williams. This is her
first estimates report, and from my perspective the
process worked very, very well. It is a slightly different
report. The format is a little bit different, and I think it is
an improvement. As others have said, these things need
to keep evolving. I also want to acknowledge
Dr Kathleen Hurley, Mr Alejandro Navarrete, Mr Bill
Stent, Dr Jeff Fang, Ms Leah Brohm, Ms Melanie
Hondros and Ms Amber Candy and the terrific work
they have done in the preparation of the report.
The report is a similar format to recent years, as I
mentioned, but three specific chapters have been
added: ‘Government risk management framework’,
‘Managing telecommunications’ and ‘Environmental
contribution levy’.
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I also want to refer to appendix 2 of the report, which is
a letter from the Auditor-General to the chair of the
committee. When it was released, the budget made no
mention about dividends from the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC). Indeed, the absence was
conspicuous because the forward estimates last year
suggested that an amount of $1.4 billion would be
removed from the TAC. We had a number of
exchanges with the Treasurer and the Secretary of the
Department of Treasury and Finance, and we
established this year, in fact, that the figure had jumped
again to $1.75 billion, but it could not be taken as a
dividend. Frankly when we finished that questioning
we had the figure but we had no idea why the reporting
had changed. The Auditor-General’s letter reveals that,
despite the assurances we have had in every one of the
three years this government have appeared before the
estimates process where they have made claims that the
TAC was entirely financial and there were no problems
with finances, clearly it is not and clearly they were not
reasonable demands. They continued to make massive
demands, but the organisation was not sustainable.
The reason it was not possible to pay a dividend from the
TAC was, as the Auditor-General identified, that there
was a current year loss, there were accumulated deficits
and there was no contributed capital or other equity
available from which to draw. There were no funds that
could be withdrawn legitimately in conformance with the
accounting standards, so the government has had to
move to a device to extract the funds in another way. As
I say, the figure is $1.75 billion. I will speak further on
the report, but in the interim I commend it to the house.

CAULFIELD RACECOURSE RESERVE
BILL 2017
Council’s amendments
Returned from Council with message relating to
amendments.
Ordered to be considered later this day.

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES AMENDMENT
(MEDICALLY SUPERVISED INJECTING
CENTRE) BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Mr FOLEY (Minister for Mental 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
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statement of compatibility with respect to the Drugs, Poisons
and Controlled Substances Amendment (Medically
Supervised Injecting Centre) Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Amendment (Medically Supervised Injecting Centre) Bill
2017, as introduced to the Legislative Assembly, is
compatible with human rights as set out in the charter. I base
my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Amendment
(Medically Supervised Injecting Centre) Bill 2017 (the bill)
establishes a new legislative scheme to allow for the licensing
and operation of a single medically supervised injecting
centre on a trial basis. The key elements of the scheme are:
the site will be the North Richmond Community Health
centre, which is located in the area identified as having
the highest rate of heroin overdose deaths and
heroin-related ambulance call-outs in Victoria, with
significant impacts upon the entire community;
the Secretary to the Department of Health and Human
Services may grant a single licence to operate a
medically supervised injecting centre at that site if they
are satisfied that the necessary preconditions have been
met, including the establishment of internal management
protocols for the centre;
the initial period for the trial is two years with the ability
to extend the trial period for a further three years. The
minister is to arrange for a review to be conducted of the
operation of the centre which will be relevant to any
decision on whether an extension to the trial period is
appropriate;
there will be strong oversight of the centre with the
director and supervisor of the centre required to be
registered medical practitioners and the supervisor must
supervise the centre at all times;
the centre will be required to make effective referrals of
drug users to other relevant health and support services;
during the trial period, some limited protections against
liability will be provided to drug users in respect of the
use, supply, possession and administration of a small
prescribed quantity of a prescribed drug of dependence
while the drug user is at the medically supervised
injecting centre; and
the staff of the medically supervised injecting centre and
licensee will also be granted protection against criminal
liability arising from the operation of the centre and, in
some limited circumstances, so will the owner and
occupier of the site and the staff operating at the licensed
premises site.
Human rights issues
Right to life (section 9)
Section 9 of the charter provides that every person has the right
to life and has the right not to be arbitrarily deprived of life.
The right to life is one of the most fundamental of all human
rights. It is concerned with both the protection and
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preservation of life. Under international human rights law, the
right in section 9 of the charter includes an obligation on the
state to refrain from conduct that results in the arbitrary
deprivation of life, as well as a positive duty to introduce
appropriate safeguards to minimise the risk of loss of life.
The bill establishes a scheme for drug users to attend at a
medically supervised injecting centre in order to
self-administer certain prohibited drugs or substances. Given
the inherent dangers to the human body of the injection of
such drugs or substances, the scheme has the capacity to
engage the right to life. However, the object of the scheme
established under the bill is not to encourage or condone the
use of prohibited substances but rather it is one of harm
minimisation. The state’s obligation to respect a person’s
right to life includes a positive duty to properly and openly
investigate health risks as a result of drug addiction in order to
take positive steps to protect the lives of those affected and
minimise harm caused by addiction.
The bill’s establishment of a medically supervised injecting
centre promotes and protects the right to life in a number of
respects.
Firstly, the bill takes positive steps to reduce the number of
deaths caused by drug overdose. The evidence of similar trials
in NSW and around the world has shown that medically
supervised injecting centres are successful in reducing drug
related overdose deaths. The bill provides strong oversight of
the centre by requiring both the director and supervisor of the
centre to be registered medical practitioners (see proposed
s 55B) and the supervisor must supervise the centre at all
times (see proposed s 55E(3)(b)). These requirements provide
an important safeguard for persons attending at the centre by
ensuring that they are provided with immediate and
appropriate medical supervision in the event of an overdose,
thereby minimising any risk of loss of life.
Secondly, the bill promotes the right to life by improving
access to drug treatment, health and welfare services. The bill
provides for internal management protocols that require the
centre to facilitate access or referral to appropriate health and
support services (see proposed s 55E(3)(c)). These services
include drug and alcohol services, drug and alcohol
detoxification and rehabilitation services, medical services,
mental health services, health education services, opioid
substitution services, services for bloodborne diseases and
sexually transmitted diseases, and services involving a needle
exchange program. This aspect of the bill recognises that drug
addiction is complex but is, first and foremost, a health issue
that requires a package of tailored interventions based on
harm reduction principles. By mandating the requirement for
referrals, the bill ensures that vulnerable drug users are
provided with the opportunity to engage with life-saving
treatment and support services.
Thirdly, the bill protects and promotes the right to life of
other members of the community. In particular, a medically
supervised injecting facility reduces the risks to emergency
services workers and community members arising from the
use of illicit drugs, particularly in public places. Currently,
when emergency services workers and other community
members respond to a drug overdose in the community they
do so in less than optimal circumstances, thereby exposing
them to an increased risk of harm, including needle stick
injuries and bloodborne diseases. Public injection and
inappropriately discarded syringes and needles are a
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significant issue in the North Richmond/Abbotsford area,
with drugs being injected and syringes left in public areas
and in residents’ front and rear yards. Evidence from
interstate and other countries shows that injecting facilities
reduce the incidence of public injecting, inappropriately
discarded drug paraphernalia, heroin overdoses and
heroin-related ambulance call-outs.
Fourthly, the bill also promotes the right to life of drug users
and other members of the community by ensuring that
vulnerable drug users are referred to services for bloodborne
diseases and needle and syringe exchange programs (see
proposed s 55E(3)(c)(v) and s 55E(3)(c)(vi)), thereby
reducing the spread of such diseases. This includes but is not
limited to HIV infection and hepatitis C.
Protection of families and children (section 17)
Section 17 of the charter provides that families are the
fundamental group unit of society and are entitled to be
protected by society and the state; and every child has the right,
without discrimination, to such protection as is in his or her best
interests and is needed by him or her by reason of being a child.
The bill includes provisions that prevent children from
admission to any part of the centre that is used for the purpose
of the administration of any prohibited drug (see proposed
s55H(1)(a) and the procedures required under s 55E(3)(d)).
This condition engages the right of a child to such protection
as is in his or her best interests and is needed by him or her by
reason of being a child. It does not, however, limit this right.
The reason the bill does not allow children to access the
supervised injecting services of the centre is that there are
more appropriate and targeted treatment options to effectively
meet the needs of young persons with addiction issues. There
is a network of alcohol and other drug youth treatment
providers across the state, operating on an integrated
continuous care model with a focus on proactive engagement
and family-focused care. In 2016–17, over 7500 young
people accessed these treatment services. Given the particular
vulnerabilities of children due to their age, it is not considered
that it is in their best interests to access the services of a
supervised injecting centre.
Further, the bill promotes the rights of children, particularly
those living in, attending school or visiting the North
Richmond/Abbotsford area, by reducing their exposure to the
adverse effects of public injection of illicit drugs. Families and
children living in the area are regularly exposed to persons
injecting drugs, inappropriately discarded syringes and needles,
drug affected persons, persons experiencing overdoses and
being attended to by emergency services, and the aftermath of
an overdose including dead bodies. These experiences have the
potential to be particularly traumatic and harmful for children,
especially if exposed to them on a regular basis.
Equality before the law (s 8)
Section 8 of the charter provides that every person is equal
before the law and protects against discrimination, including
on the basis of age.
The bill includes provisions that prevent children from
accessing any part of the centre that is used for the purpose of
administration of a prohibited drug (see proposed s55H(1)(a)
and the procedures required under s 55E(3)(d)). These
restrictions are reasonable limits upon the right to equality.
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They are important safeguards for the protection of children,
both from using illicit drugs themselves and from being
exposed to drug use and its adverse effects.
The restrictions upon children accessing the services of the
medically supervised injection centre are consistent with the
prohibitions upon children consuming alcohol on licensed
premises. They reflect the broader policy inherent in our legal
system that children do not have full autonomy to make
decisions of this nature, and remain subject to the supervision
of their parents. Insofar as children are treated differently
from adults, thereby engaging the right to equality in s 8,
those limits are reasonable and justified. As set out above,
given the particular vulnerabilities of children it is not
considered that it is in their best interests to access the
services of a supervised injecting centre and there are more
appropriate and targeted treatment options to effectively meet
the needs of young persons with addiction issues.
Right to privacy and reputation (section 13)
Section 13 of the charter provides that a person has the right
to not have his or her privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with; and
not to have his or her reputation unlawfully attacked.
Clause 6 of the bill inserts a provision that enables authorised
officers to enter upon the premises of the medically
supervised injecting centre, to ascertain whether the act,
regulations, licence and internal management protocols are
being complied with and to exercise other powers under
s 42(1) of the act. Those powers include: examining any room
or part of such premises and any goods or records therein;
take an account of any poisons or controlled substances
therein; obtaining a sample of any poison or controlled
substance which is in or on the premises. The exercise of
these powers may engage an interference with a person’s
privacy. However, in circumstances where they are conferred
for and limited to the important purpose of ascertaining
compliance with the act, regulations, licence and internal
management protocols, any such interference is lawful and
not arbitrary and therefore compatible with the right to
privacy in s 13 of the charter.
Proposed new s 55P requires the minister to conduct a review
and authorises the minister to access, collect, use and disclose
any data or information to complete the review. However, these
powers are subject to the protections in the health privacy
principles in the Health Records Act 2001 and the information
privacy principles in the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014.
Accordingly, I consider that the provisions are compatible with
the right to privacy in s 13 of the charter.
Rights to be presumed innocent (s 25(1))
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 bill does not create any new offences. However, the act
does create new exemptions to a range of drug offences under
the act. Proposed s 55K provides an exemption for a person
who is a client of the licensed medically supervised injecting
centre who uses, supplies, possesses or administers a drug of
dependence that is an injecting centre drug in a permitted
quantity of injecting centre drug in a licensed medically
supervised injecting centre. Proposed s 55L provides an
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exemption for the licensee and staff of the licensed medically
supervised injecting centre if the activity is carried out in the
conduct and operation of the licensed medically supervised
injecting centre. A limited exemption is also provided for the
other staff operating at the premises but not engaged by the
licensed medically supervised injecting centre, the licensee,
the owner of the site and each occupier of the site. Pursuant to
s 104 of the act, the burden of proving any of the exemptions
will lie upon the person seeking to avail himself thereof. The
standard of proof is on the balance of probabilities.
Ordinarily, the presumption of innocence requires that the
prosecution prove all matters beyond reasonable doubt. The
creation of an exemption that involves an imposition of a
burden on the accused to establish the exemption amounts to
a limit upon the right to be presumed innocent. However, I
consider that it is reasonable and justifiable to create
exemptions with a reverse burden of proof in these particular
circumstances. While the courts have emphasised the
importance of the presumption of innocence, they have also
recognised a special class of cases ‘arising under enactments
which prohibit the doing of an act save in specified
circumstances or by persons of specified classes or with
specified qualifications or with the licence or permission of
specified authorities’ (see R v Lambert [2001] 3 WLR 206
at [35] per Lord Steyn). The exemptions created by the bill
are to what otherwise would be criminal conduct. They do not
require an accused to disprove elements of the offence; the
burden of proving those elements remain on the prosecution.
Rather, they are limited to the very special and narrow
circumstances of the medically supervised injecting centre.
They are matters that are within the knowledge of the clients
and staff of the centre.
Hon. Martin Foley, MP
Minister for Mental Health

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

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
Victoria continues to be impacted by the adverse effects of
ice, heroin, alcohol and other drugs. A key issue is the
growing number of overdose deaths amongst injecting and
other drug users.
Drug addiction is complex and there is no single solution and
different people need different kinds of treatment and support.
In response, the government has made a significant
investment in a multi-pronged approach to alcohol and other
drug harm reduction.
As part of its comprehensive range of measures designed to
minimise drug harm and promote community safety, the
government has decided to trial a medically supervised
injection centre at North Richmond Community Health.
The key aim of a medically supervised injecting centre is to
facilitate a safer setting for injecting and greater referrals of
those people who use drugs to treatment, support and other
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services. The first supervised injecting facility opened in
Switzerland in the 1980s and there are now approximately
90 facilities worldwide.
Australia’s first supervised injecting centre was established
in Kings Cross, Sydney, in 2001. Since opening, the Kings
Cross centre has supervised more than 965 000 injections
and managed 6089 overdoses without a single death. The
centre is also well accepted by traders with 70 per cent of
local businesses and 78 per cent of local residents
supporting the centre.
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The centre is also expected to reduce hospital attendances and
ambulance and other emergency service call-outs in the area.
The public amenity and safety of the neighbourhood in the
vicinity of the centre is also expected to improve with a
reduction of drug injecting in local public spaces and
discarded syringes being left lying around.
Licence for a medically supervised injecting centre
The bill establishes the legal framework for the licensing and
operation of the medically supervised injecting centre,
including a variety of appropriate safeguards.

North Richmond trial
Since 2012 there has been a significant increase in heroin
overdoses in Victoria. The City of Yarra is the local
government area with the highest frequency of heroin-related
deaths over the seven-year period to 2016.
On 20 February 2017, the Coroners Court issued the inquest
findings into the death of a woman who died of a drug
overdose in the Richmond area. The Coroners Court
recommended a medically supervised injecting centre trial in
North Richmond.
On 7 September 2017, the Legislative Council’s Legal and
Social Issues Committee issued its report entitled Inquiry into
the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Amendment
(Pilot Medically Supervised Injecting Centre) Bill 2017. The
committee received submissions from local government,
relevant stakeholders and members of the community.
The overwhelming majority of submissions were in favour of a
medically supervised injecting centre, including those from the
City of Yarra, the Royal Australian College of General
Practitioners, the Royal Australasian College of Physicians, the
Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists and
the Australian Medical Association (Victoria).

The bill provides that the trial is to be conducted at the North
Richmond Community Health centre. This site has been
chosen because of its proximity to existing drug and alcohol,
and wider health, services. The bill specifically refers to and
only relates to the North Richmond Community Health site.
The bill does not permit a separately licensed medically
supervised injecting site at any another site at any time.
The bill empowers the Secretary to the Department of Health
and Human Services to issue only one licence for a medically
supervised injecting centre to North Richmond Community
Health. The secretary will only do so when satisfied that
appropriate internal management protocols are in place and
that any other prescribed requirements have been satisfied.
The initial period for the trial and hence the licence is two
years with the ability to extend the trial period for a further
three years. The minister is to arrange for a review to be
conducted of the operation of the centre which will be
relevant to any decision on whether an extension to the trial
period is appropriate.
The bill expressly provides that no licence for any other site
can be granted.
Internal management protocols

The committee’s report found that:
drug use in North Richmond has reached crisis level,
and is a major concern for residents, business owners
and emergency services;
medically supervised injecting centres improve the
health of injecting persons who use drugs and reduce
signs of drug use in surrounding streets; and
evaluations of the Sydney centre found evidence of
public amenity benefits to the local community and
reduced demand for ambulance services.

The bill embeds clinician-led service delivery and integration
with health, support and other services. The internal
management protocols will require strong oversight of the
medically supervised injecting centre by registered medical
practitioners at both a management and operations level. The
centre must appoint a director who is a registered medical
practitioner. At all times, its operations must be supervised by
a registered medical practitioner.
The centre must also facilitate access or referrals to relevant
health, support and other services. The centre will play a key
part in connecting persons who use drugs with health, mental
health and support services, assisting them to address their
addictions and any underlying or co-occurring health or
mental health issues.

The government is introducing the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Amendment (Medically Supervised
Injecting Centre) Bill 2017 to amend the Drugs, Poisons and
Controlled Substances Act 1981. The bill inserts a new part
into the act to provide for a trial of the licensing and operation
of a single medically supervised injecting centre at North
Richmond Community Health. New regulations will support
the operation of the regime.

Exemptions from liability

In addition to the aim of reducing the number of preventable
deaths and the harm caused by drug overdoses, the medically
supervised injecting centre is also expected to provide a
gateway to health and support services, including mental
health services, drug treatment, rehabilitation and support.

There will be an exemption from criminal liability for clients
of the medically supervised injecting centre for the use,
supply, possession or administration of permitted quantities of
‘injecting centre drugs’ at the centre. The regulations will
specify both ‘permitted quantities’ and ‘injecting centre
drugs’, allowing flexibility to include and exclude certain
drugs of dependence and their amounts.

In order to enable the medically supervised injecting centre to
function, the bill provides for limited exemptions from liability.
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Victoria Police will retain the discretion whether to charge
people travelling to or from, and in the vicinity of, the centre.
The licensee and staff of the medically supervised injecting
centre and staff working at the North Richmond Community
Health premises will be exempt from certain criminal liability
arising from the operation of the medically supervised
injecting centre.
In addition, the licensee, the staff working at the North
Richmond Community Health premises, the owner of the
centre’s premises, and any trustee, member of a committee of
management or of a board of the licensee or the owner are
exempt from civil liability for anything done, or omitted to be
done, in carrying out any duty or function in relation to the
centre, or in relation to the supply or possession of permitted
quantities of injecting centre drugs, provided the act or
omission is done in good faith and without negligence.
Health practitioners at North Richmond Community Health
providing services in relation to the medically supervised
injecting centre will be exempt from committing
unprofessional conduct or breaching professional ethics or
any other code of conduct for anything done, or omitted to be
done, on the reasonable belief that it is in compliance with the
legislative regime, in good faith and without negligence.
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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 Water and
Catchment Legislation Amendment Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Water and Catchment Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with human rights as set out in the
charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview
The bill amends the Water Act 1989 (the Water Act) and the
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 (CaLP act) to
implement the government’s commitment in its Water for
Victoria plan to incorporate Aboriginal values and uses of
water resources and waterways and expand the inclusion of
traditional owners and other Aboriginal Victorians in water
resource and catchment planning and in the development and
reviews of strategies. The bill will also amend the Water Act
to improve processes for declaring serviced properties and
clarify the legal framework for charges for provision of the
salinity mitigation and offsetting scheme.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill

Enforcement
The bill sets out the consequences for any contraventions of
the licence conditions or the internal management protocols,
and allows for the imposition of conditions on the licence or
the suspension, amendment or revocation of the licence.
Conclusion
A medically supervised injecting centre is one of a broader
range of measures required to address this significant public
health issue. Without action, deaths and other harms from
drug overdoses will continue to have a devastating, costly and
avoidable effect on the Victorian community.
This bill establishes a comprehensive legal framework for the
licensing and operation of a medically supervised injecting
centre for a trial period. It incorporates appropriate safeguards
to ensure that the needs and concerns of local government,
relevant stakeholders and the community are addressed.
It is time to establish a medically supervised injecting centre
in Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 15 November.

WATER AND CATCHMENT
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Water) tabled following
statement in accordance with Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:

Cultural rights — section 192(2)
Section 19(2) of the charter act provides that Aboriginal
persons hold distinct cultural rights and must not be denied
the right, with other members of their community —
(a) to enjoy their identity and culture; and …
(d) to maintain their distinctive spiritual, material and
economic relationship with the land and waters and
other resources with which they have a connection
under traditional laws and customs.
The bill will amend the Water Act and CaLP act to recognise
and support the inclusion of Aboriginal Victorians in water
and catchment management. Water and catchment
management authorities will have a statutory requirement to
consider Aboriginal culture and values when undertaking
certain statutory processes and functions and when making
decisions relating to both long and short-term use of water
resources. In doing so, water and catchment management
authorities will be required to consult directly with specified
Aboriginal parties and take into consideration any relevant
recognition and settlement agreements made under the
Traditional Owner Settlement Act 2010, any Aboriginal
cultural heritage land management agreements under the
Aboriginal Heritage Act 2006 and any relevant determination
of native title.
The bill will also provide that, so far as possible, at least one
Aboriginal Victorian or Aboriginal person with experience or
knowledge of Aboriginal values and traditional ecological
knowledge of management of land and water resources is to
be appointed as a member of the Victorian Catchment
Management Council and for Aboriginal Victorians to be
appointed as members of any consultative committee relating
to the preparation or review of a sustainable water strategy or
a review following a long-term water resource assessment.
Additionally, the bill will provide for at least one
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representative from a relevant traditional owner group to be
appointed as a member of a consultative committee for the
preparation of a management plan for a water supply
protection area.

one’s civil claims submitted to a judge for determination.
However, the right to access the courts is not absolute and
may legitimately be limited by the needs and resources of the
community and individuals.

As the bill explicitly recognises the cultural values of
Aboriginal people and encourages their involvement in
decision-making where it impacts on the values and uses of
water by Aboriginal people, the bill promotes cultural rights
under the charter.

In the case of salinity mitigation charges imposed under
section 287A, the bill will validate past charges. The proposed
amendments will not affect the outcome of current litigation
in the Supreme Court. As the bill will clarify that the impost
of charges to date has been done so lawfully, any limitation to
the right to a fair hearing is reasonably justified.

Property rights — section 20
Section 20 of the charter provides that a person must not be
deprived of their property other than in accordance with law.
Water corporations are able to declare properties within their
water, sewerage, waterway management and irrigation
districts as serviced properties and impose fees and charges
for services and benefits provided to the property owners.
Water corporations have identified that there are properties
within their water and sewerage districts that have received a
service for an extensive period but have not been formally
declared as serviced properties.
The bill will provide for a one-off opportunity for water
corporations to identify these properties to be serviced
properties. To be identified as a serviced property under this
proposal, a property must have been receiving a service and
been charged for that service for at least two years or more.
The bill will also validate any service fees imposed to date.
While a water corporation will be required to place, in the
Victorian Government Gazette, a notice of the plan
identifying land as a serviced property, there will be no
requirement to advise the landowner directly.
The amendments will not interfere with a person’s property
rights affected by a declaration as the properties are already
being provided with a service and charged accordingly. The
identification of land as serviced property will merely formalise
current arrangements. As there will be no deprivation of
property, the right to property is engaged, but is not limited.
The bill will also clarify the legal framework for the
imposition of charges for salinity mitigation works and
measures provided to address legacy salinity problems and to
offset the impacts of current irrigation in northern Victoria,
the determination of salinity impact zones and the
administration of the revenue from the charges. The bill will
also validate past charges. The charges have been used to
fund salinity mitigation works and measures and to meet
Victoria’s obligations under schedule B of the
Murray-Darling Basin agreement. The amendments will not
result in a deprivation of property, as they relate to charges for
the provisions of works and services only.
Fair hearing — section 24
Section 24 of the charter provides that a person charged with
a criminal offence or a party to a civil proceeding has the right
to have the charge or proceeding decided by a competent,
independent and impartial court or tribunal after a fair and
public hearing.
Amendments proposed by the bill may limit or prevent the
bringing of proceedings in the particular circumstances but
only in relation to those matters set out below. The fair
hearing right is relevant to these amendments as the right has
been held to encompass a right of access to courts to have

The amendments proposed by the bill relating to fees under
tariffs imposed under section 259 for serviced properties
affect, in all cases, only properties that have been receiving a
service for two years or more. The validation is in the public
interest because any broad refusal to pay the fees would mean
that the fees would need to be paid by other property owners.
The validation does not preclude a person challenging a fee
under a tariff on other grounds. Various grounds for objection
to a tariff or fees under a tariff are set out in section 266 of the
Water Act. Any limitation to the right to a fair hearing is
therefore reasonably justified.
Accordingly, it is my view that the bill is compatible with
human rights as set out in the charter.
Hon. Lisa Neville, MP
Minister for Water

Second reading
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Water) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
On 19 October 2016, the Andrews Labor government
released Water for Victoria, which is the first comprehensive
statewide water plan for more than a decade. Water for
Victoria sets the strategic direction for water management in
Victoria and aims to maximise the wide range of shared
benefits that water and waterways provide.
This bill reflects in law a number of the flagship policy
positions of Water for Victoria including —
greater recognition and involvement of Aboriginal
Victorians in the management and planning of
waterways and catchments;
greater recognition and consideration of the recreational
value of water for communities;
clear planning for future challenges such as climate
change, population growth and changing demands for
water.
We now have the opportunity to take these policy positions
and enshrine them in law through this bill. This is further
demonstration of our commitment to actively represent the
rights and values of the community and in particular our
traditional owners.
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Aboriginal inclusion
Water for Victoria recognises the importance of water for
Aboriginal Victorians and their knowledge of water
management over thousands of generations.
This bill will ensure that wherever possible, Aboriginal
Victorians will have a voice at the table in consultative
committees and on the Victorian Catchment Management
Council, through formal representation and through targeted
consultation, to impart their knowledge and share their values.
To ensure that inclusion of Aboriginal Victorians becomes a
business as usual practice, the bill will amend the Water Act
1989 and the Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994 to
make it mandatory for the relevant statutory agencies —
to incorporate Aboriginal uses and traditional ecological
knowledge in management of waterways and
catchments;
as a statutory duty, to consider Aboriginal values and
look for opportunities to provide benefits for Aboriginal
users of water and waterways when carrying out their
other statutory functions in managing water resources;
to include, where possible, Aboriginal Victorians in
consultative committees and on the Victorian Catchment
Management Council; and
to ensure consultation with traditional owner groups,
native title holders and specified Aboriginal parties for
the preparation of management plans and strategies for
waterways and catchments.
Recreational benefits
The bill will ensure that recreational values are embedded in
the management of water and waterways by water
corporations and catchment management authorities.
Every time a water corporation or catchment management
authority is required to take into account the community’s
social values of water and waterways, in addition to
environmental and economic values, they will also have to
consider what are the community’s recreational values and
uses of water and waterways and how to provide for them.
Communities will benefit by having a broader range of
factors considered and balanced through water planning
processes. Decision-making processes will be extended to
thinking about the recreational benefits that water and
waterways provide to the community.
Water resource assessments and sustainable water
strategies
The bill will ensure that we are able to plan for future
challenges such as climate change, population growth and
changing demands for water.
Long-term planning is essential for security of supply for
cities and towns, industry, agriculture and the environment.
Long-term water resource assessments are a key tool for
monitoring the state of Victoria’s water resources.
We are about to embark in 2018 on the first of the long-term,
15-yearly assessments of Victoria’s water resource that were
first committed to by the then Labor government back in 2005.
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These long-term assessments will examine if there have been
any changes to —
how much water Victoria has for agricultural, industrial
and household purposes, called consumptive purposes,
and for the environment; and
if there are any changes, whether they have fallen
disproportionately on the consumptive or environmental
side of the ledger.
These assessments will be rigorous as they can lead to the
minister having power to permanently reduce the total
amounts of water that can be taken by people holding rights
to take water or released to the environment under
environmental entitlements. The bill does not affect the
commitment that any permanent qualification of rights to
water in this way will be used as a last resort option only.
Water for Victoria recognises that it would be premature to
commence the long-term water resource assessment for
northern Victoria, while we implement commitments under
the Murray-Darling Basin plan to return water to the
environment, until the basin plan is reviewed in 2026.
Water for Victoria also recognises the significant rebalancing
of water rights that has already occurred as part of
implementing the basin plan and the state-initiated programs
to return water to the environment. To align the long-term
water resource assessment for northern Victoria with the
commonwealth’s review of its basin plan during 2026, the bill
will require the long-term water resource assessment for
northern Victorian to commence by 1 February 2025, so it
can be completed 18 months later in mid-2026.
The date by which the long-term water resource assessment
for southern Victoria must be commenced will remain at
3 August 2018.
Sustainable water strategies
We are also about to embark on the statutory reviews of the
first generation of sustainable water strategies, which will
include community consultation on how we balance and
share the environmental, Aboriginal cultural, economic and
social and recreational needs for water within our existing
rights framework. These reviews will overlap in time with the
long-term water resource assessment program.
The bill will therefore give the minister three choices for
responding to any concerns raised by a long-term assessment.
Under changes in this bill the minister will be able to proceed
directly to a formal post-assessment review, which includes
the option of permanently qualifying rights to water or, if
appropriate, review or remake a sustainable water strategy, in
consultation with the community. If the minister considers
that reviewing or making a new sustainable water strategy has
not been able to identify sufficient actions to address the
concerns determined by the long-term assessment, the
minister will be able to return to the option of undertaking a
formal, post-assessment review (including the option of
permanently qualifying rights to water).
The bill retains Victoria’s commitments —
to undertake long-term water resource assessments
every 15 years — to support environmental interests;
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to not be able to permanently qualify rights to water
before 3 August 2021 and not more frequently than
every 15 years — to continue to give long-term certainty
and security to those holding water rights; and
to review or remake sustainable water strategies, in
consultation with the community, at least every
10 years — to provide opportunities for the community
to influence decision-making on how we manage our
water resources.
Salinity mitigation charges
The bill will clarify and improve the legal framework under
which the minister may require irrigators in the Mallee region
of Victoria to meet or contribute to the state’s costs of offsetting
and mitigating the salinity impacts of their irrigation.
The Mallee region, bordered by the Murray River and South
Australia, is highly sensitive to the salinity effects of
irrigation. Irrigation in this area pushes saline water through
the groundwater and into the Murray River.
Since 1993, Victoria has operated a highly effective scheme
to offset the salinity impacts of irrigation by determining
salinity impact zones across the region and imposing charges
on irrigators that vary according to the zone and the amount
of water they can use on their farms.
Through the charges, irrigators pay for the state to invest in
works and measures to offset and mitigate the damage their
irrigation causes to the river and its surrounds. This salinity
mitigation and offsetting scheme has enabled the
development of 35 000 hectares of new irrigated agriculture
in salinity impact zones in the Mallee region.
The bill will clarify the legal framework for the imposition of
these charges, the determination of salinity impact zones and
the administration of the revenue from the charges. The bill
will also validate past charges. The existing legislation is
currently the subject of litigation in the Supreme Court and,
while the bill will not affect the outcome of that litigation, this
opportunity is being taken to strengthen the legislative
scheme to avoid such challenges in the future.
Other items
The bill will also increase efficiency in the administration of
the Water Act with a number of red tape reduction initiatives
and housekeeping amendments. These initiatives will include,
for example, improving processes for declaring serviced
properties, how districts are declared and how fees and
charges may be paid by instalments, improving regulation of
declared recreational areas and providing an exemption for
seeking approval to dispose of matter into an aquifer by
means of a bore.
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serviced property. Currently salinity mitigation and irrigation
drainage fees can be imposed in relation to any property
within an irrigation district.
A short-term mechanism is provided to bring properties
receiving an irrigation drainage or salinity mitigation service,
or benefited by such a service, under the new regime. The
opportunity has also been taken to clarify the status of other
properties in any district that have received a service for at
least two years. Where a property meeting this criteria is
included in a plan lodged in the central plan office and notice
of the plan is gazetted, the bill clarifies the property is a
serviced property and will validate any fees under tariffs that
have been imposed on the relevant properties.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 15 November.

SERVICE VICTORIA BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) 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 Service
Victoria Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with human rights as set out in the
charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview of the bill
The bill establishes Service Victoria as a central access point
for individuals to transact with various Victorian government
agencies and to verify their identity.
To do so, the bill allows the Service Victoria CEO to perform
customer service functions and to verify identity in place of
Victorian government agencies who legislatively transfer
these functions to the Service Victoria CEO. The Service
Victoria CEO will also be able to verify identity
independently of any functions being transferred to it.
Specifically, the bill:

The bill also removes a barrier to Melbourne Water
Corporation preparing plans for special water supply
protection areas, which plans can influence the planning
schemes for land in its water supply catchments. This barrier
was identified by the program of work for the Yarra River
(Birrarung) protection project. The amendment is being
included in this bill as it will apply to all of Melbourne
Water’s catchments, not only the Yarra River catchment.

allows the Service Victoria CEO to deliver customer
services to individuals transacting with various
government agencies through Service Victoria’s digital
platform;

As part of simplifying the processes for determining and
making changes to irrigation districts, the bill provides that
fees under tariffs may only be imposed in relation to a

allows Service Victoria to design standards for, and
provide strategic advice to, government about the
delivery of customer services; and

empowers the Service Victoria CEO to verify identity
and issue temporary and ongoing electronic identity
credentials;
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provides for the relevant minister to develop identity
verification standards.

Human rights issues
The proposed bill engages human rights provided for in the
charter, as follows:
Right to privacy and reputation (s.13)
Section 13 of the charter states that a person has the right not
to have their privacy, family, home or correspondence
unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with and the right not to
have their reputation unlawfully attacked. This right to
privacy protects a person from government interference and
excessive, unsolicited intervention by other individuals.
A key principle of the bill is that individuals should have
choice as to how visible their information is to Service
Victoria. To achieve this, the bill:
requires Service Victoria to obtain an individual’s
consent to store their information for future transactions
in an account and display their holdings with other
agencies on the Service Victoria platform; and
allows individuals to create a temporary electronic
identity credential for a single transaction and to consent
for the credential to continue as an ongoing electronic
identity credential which may be stored in their account
for future use.
The right to privacy is also protected under the bill through
the introduction of strict minimum legislative standards that
detail precisely how Service Victoria must handle an
individual’s information, and offences for:
the unauthorised access, use and disclosure of
information obtained under the bill recklessly or without
reasonable excuse; and
the improper issue of credentials.
In particular, interference with privacy will not be arbitrary if
it is reasonable in the circumstances and in accordance with
the charter.
Creation of a single, authoritative record of identity
The bill creates a centralised identity verification system,
regulated by Service Victoria. As part of this system,
individuals can create a single, authoritative record of identity
(in the form of an electronic identity credential) that can be
re-used across multiple transactions with Victorian
government agencies.
The creation of a central source of identity under Service
Victoria’s control, limits an individual’s right to privacy by
allowing one government entity to collect, use and disclose an
individual’s personal information and to have visibility of an
individual’s interactions with multiple government agencies.
This limitation of the right to privacy is not unlawful as it is
authorised by the bill. It is also not arbitrary as the bill
establishes a number of privacy safeguards designed to
minimise this interference with privacy. For example, under
the bill individuals will have the right to be ‘forgotten’ by
Service Victoria by having the option to create a temporary
electronic identity credential, which may be used as a record
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of identity verification for a single transaction. Once the
transaction is complete, Service Victoria will not retain the
electronic identity credential or the individual’s identity
information unless (and only to the extent) required by law, or
if the individual consents to it being converted to an ongoing
electronic identity credential. If an individual chooses to have
a temporary credential, this means that Service Victoria may
only have visibility of the transaction for which that
temporarily electronic identity credential was issued. If the
individual wishes to transact with another government agency
through Service Victoria, they must create a new credential
each time they transact.
Division 4 of part 6 of the bill also imposes stringent
minimum standards governing the handling of an individual’s
identity information and the use of, and access to, both
temporary and ongoing electronic identity credentials. These
standards impose information handling obligations that are in
many cases more privacy protective than the Privacy and
Data Protection Act 2014 (Vic) (PDP act) and the Health
Records Act 2001 (Vic) (HR act).
Importantly, clauses 50 and 51 of the bill create offences to
deter and penalise any unauthorised access to, use or
disclosure of information obtained under the bill, which
includes identity information and information recorded on an
electronic identity credential. Clause 48 provides that a person
must not knowingly issue an electronic identity credential to a
person to whom the credential does not relate.
I therefore consider that, to the extent the provisions relating
to the regulation of identity limit an individual’s right to
privacy, this limitation is reasonable and proportionate to the
objective of ensuring individuals have the option of
maintaining an ongoing electronic identity credential that will
offer the convenience of being re-usable for multiple
transactions.
Information handling
The Service Victoria CEO can collect, use and disclose
individuals’ personal and health information, identifiers and
unique identifiers assigned to individuals to the extent
necessary for the Service Victoria CEO to perform customer
service and identity verification functions under the act. This
may include information presented by an individual as part of
an application for the issue or renewal of an official
document, such as a licence, proof of identity information
presented by an individual for verification, or the usage
history of an electronic identity credential.
The handling of this information may give rise to a prima
facie interference with an individual’s privacy. However, in
each case the interference with privacy is not unlawful
because the information handling is either authorised by the
bill, or by the PDP act or the HR act.
In addition, the interference with privacy is not arbitrary, as the
information handling is for clear, tailored purposes specified in
the minimum legislative standards in division 3 of part 5 and
division 4 of part 6 of the bill. These standards impose
information handling restrictions and obligations that are strong
as, or stronger than, those under the PDP act and HR act.
The effect of clauses 21(2) and 44(2) of the bill is to allow
an individual to complain to the Victorian information
commissioner where the Service Victoria CEO breaches the
minimum legislative standards when handling their personal
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information obtained under the bill. Similarly, clauses 21(4)
and 44(4) allow an individual to complain to the health
complaints commissioner where the contravention of the
minimum legislative standards involves their health
information. Complaints may be made using the existing
complaints processes under the PDP act and HR act. The
same remedies will be available as if the breach of the
minimum legislative standards were a breach of the
information privacy principles or health privacy principles
(as applicable).

Further, the interference is not arbitrary, as the displacement
operates in a limited manner, only to the extent necessary for
the Service Victoria CEO to perform functions under the act
and only in respect of those secrecy provisions that have been
prescribed. This ensures that these secrecy provisions do not
prevent citizens from accessing government services through
Service Victoria who would previously have had direct access
to the government agency. Consequently, the displacement
operates to enhance individuals’ access to government
services and is reasonable and proportionate to this objective.

Further, clause 54 requires the Service Victoria CEO to notify
the Victorian information commissioner as soon as
practicable after becoming aware that the PDP act has been
breached or is likely to be breached in relation to information
handled under the bill while in the control of the Service
Victoria CEO. The same requirement to inform the health
complaints commissioner of breaches or potential breaches of
the HR act will apply to the Service Victoria CEO in relation
to health information received under the bill.

Notifying agencies of a change in the status of an electronic
identity credential

These complaint and notification mechanisms further
safeguard an individual’s right to privacy by ensuring there is
appropriate oversight of, and remedies available for, any
unauthorised interference with an individual’s privacy by
Service Victoria.
Power to establish and maintain Service Victoria database
Clause 17 will require the Service Victoria CEO to establish
and maintain a database to record information required for the
performance of the Service Victoria CEO’s functions. This
information will include personal and health information
collected from individuals who complete customer service
transactions through Service Victoria or have their identity
verified by the Service Victoria CEO. The database will also
include unique identifiers and identifiers assigned to
individuals by the Service Victoria CEO.
As the bill will authorise the recording of this information on
the database, the interference with privacy is not unlawful. In
addition, the interference with privacy is not arbitrary, as:
the power to establish and maintain the database is for
the specified, limited purpose of recording information
required for the performance of functions under the act;

Clauses 35 and 37 of the bill engage the right to freedom from
unlawful attack on reputation by:
requiring the Service Victoria CEO to notify relevant
agencies when an individual’s electronic identity
credential is cancelled; and
allowing the Service Victoria CEO to notify relevant
agencies of the cancellation or suspension of an
individual’s electronic identity credential.
Such notifications are not unlawful as they are authorised by
the bill and are reasonable because:
promoting awareness of the cancellation or suspension
of a credential is necessary for the effective operation of
a scheme that provides for a re-usable record of identity
verification;
it is necessary to prevent or mitigate the risk of an
electronic identity credential being used fraudulently;
it limits the potential for reputational damage arising
from the fraudulent use of a person’s electronic identity
credential by another person; and
only those agencies who have transferred their identity
verification functions to the Service Victoria CEO, and
with whom the individual has transacted, will be notified
of the cancellation or suspension of an electronic identity
credential.

the information will be retained for a limited time, as
required by law; and

While the provisions listed above may interfere with a person’s
privacy to some degree, they have a clear and precise legislative
basis and serve the public interest by facilitating efficient and
convenient access to government services.

information on the database is protected from further
unauthorised access, use and disclosure through the
introduction of offences to punish and deter this type of
conduct.

I therefore consider that the provisions adequately protect
persons from an ‘unlawful’ or ‘arbitrary’ interference with
privacy and ‘unlawful attacks’ on reputation.

It is therefore my view that these provisions are reasonable
and necessary to allow Service Victoria to operate effectively
and efficiently.
Limited displacement of secrecy provisions
Where the handling of information by the Service Victoria
CEO would otherwise be restricted or prohibited by an
existing statutory secrecy provision, clause 55 displaces that
prescribed provision to the extent necessary to allow the
Service Victoria CEO to perform functions under the act.
As the bill permits the handling of this otherwise secret
information, the interference with privacy is not unlawful.

Right to freedom of expression (s.15(2))
Section 15(2) of the charter provides that every person has the
right to freedom of expression which includes the freedom to
seek, receive and impart information and ideas of all kinds.
Section 15 also provides that special duties and
responsibilities attach to this right, and that lawful restrictions
may be reasonably necessary to respect personal rights and
reputations, and to protect national security, public order,
public health or morality.
A number of clauses in the bill engage the right to freedom of
expression by imposing confidentiality obligations and
information-handling restrictions on individuals, such as:
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clause 49 provides that a person applying for an
electronic identity credential must not provide
information or documents that the person knows to be
false or misleading;
clause 50 provides that a person must not, without
reasonable excuse, access, use or disclose any data or
information obtained under the act;
clause 51 provides that a person must not access, use or
disclose any data or information obtained under the act if
the person knows or is reckless as to whether that data or
information may be used to endanger the life or physical
safety of a person, commit or assist in the commission of
an indictable offence, or interfere with the administration
of justice.

Although these provisions engage the right to freedom of
expression, they are lawful restrictions within the meaning of
section 15(3) of the charter as they are reasonably necessary
to respect the rights and reputation of other persons.
Right to a fair hearing (s.24)
Section 24 of the charter provides that a person charged with
a criminal offence or a party to a civil proceeding has the right
to have the charge or proceeding decided by a competent,
independent and impartial court or tribunal after a fair and
public hearing.
Division 2 of part 6 of the bill allows the Service Victoria
CEO to suspend, cancel or refuse to issue an electronic
identity credential and to refuse to renew or increase the level
of assurance of an ongoing electronic identity credential.
However, the Service Victoria CEO must:
give a credential holder the opportunity to make
submissions prior to any proposed cancellation or
refusal to issue a credential, or any proposed refusal to
renew or increase the level of assurance of an ongoing
credential; and
give the credential holder notice of the suspension of
their credential. Further, clause 40 provides that an
individual may apply to VCAT for review of a decision
to refuse to issue or cancel an electronic identity
credential, or a refusal to renew or increase the level of
assurance of an ongoing electronic identity credential.
To the extent that this may amount to a ‘civil proceeding’, the
provisions support the process of natural justice and provide for
individuals’ right to a fair hearing in VCAT. It is my opinion
that the bill is compatible with the right to a fair hearing.
Right to a presumption of innocence (s.25)
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.’ Thus, the charter
reinforces the principle that in criminal proceedings, the
prosecution bears the burden of proof.
Clauses 50 and 51 of the bill provide that without reasonable
excuse, any unauthorised access, use or disclosure of data
obtained under the bill is an offence. These proposed clauses
may be viewed as shifting the burden of proof by placing the
evidentiary onus on the accused, who must provide the
‘reasonable excuse’ for not complying with the notice
(particularly given the substantial penalties involved).
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Firstly, while the penalty for this offence is substantial, it is
justified given the significant impacts that may result to an
individual for a breach of their privacy. Because the bill
allows for increased use and disclosure of information,
including personal or sensitive information, the strong penalty
is an important safeguard against any unauthorised sharing of
information. Furthermore, the penalty is in line with the
penalties for equivalent offences in other Victorian
legislation.
Secondly, the new offences do not transfer the legal burden of
proof. The accused may point to evidence of a reasonable
excuse, which will ordinarily be peculiarly within their
knowledge. The burden of proof then remains with the
prosecution, who must prove the elements of the offence.
Therefore, in my opinion, the clauses do not limit the
presumption of innocence under the charter.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter because,
to the extent that some provisions may limit human rights,
those limitations are reasonable and demonstrably justified in
a free and democratic society.
The Hon. Martin Pakula, MP

Second reading
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
I am pleased to introduce a bill that puts customer service at
the heart of government, and establishes a dedicated agency
to make it easier to transact with government.
Customer service is a core function of any successful
organisation, and I firmly believe that government services
are no exception.
Each year people complete around 55 million transactions
with the Victorian government, such as applying for licences
and permits, updating contact details or paying fees.
People have no choice but to transact with government for
these services. It is important they are served well and in a
timely manner so they can get on with their busy lives.
The bill redefines the way government will deliver customer
services, by establishing Service Victoria to make it simpler,
faster and more convenient for people.
The bill will:
a.

enable customer service functions currently
provided by service agencies to be transferred to
the CEO of Service Victoria;

b.

enable identity verification functions currently
provided by service agencies to be transferred to
the CEO of Service Victoria;
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c.

establish standards and safeguards to protect
customer information and ensure privacy when
transacting with Service Victoria; and

d.

enable the CEO of Service Victoria to set standards
for customer services and the responsible minister
to set standards for identity verification that will be
mandatory for Service Victoria and voluntary for
the Victorian public sector.
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Enabling customers to conveniently and securely verify
their identity online
Many transactions require people to verify their identity using
documents such as birth certificates, driver licences and
passports, with verification processes differing across
agencies. Not only is this resource intensive for government,
it is burdensome for customers. Customers have told us they
want the ability to tell government once and then have this
recognised across government agencies.

A dedicated customer service capability
Customers have told us that they want:
easier access to services at times that suit them, which
may be outside normal business hours;
consistent information about the transactions they need
to undertake;

The bill enables Service Victoria to become a centralised
provider of identity verification services, so Victorians can
transact easily and securely without the inconvenience of
providing similar identity information on multiple occasions
to different agencies.

The Service Victoria Bill enables the Victorian government to
provide customers with convenience and set a new standard
in best practice for customer services in Victoria.

It does this by providing for the creation of an electronic
identity credential. When an individual proves their identity
during a transaction with Service Victoria, their electronic
identity credential will be temporary and only available for
use in that transaction. Once their transaction is complete,
they will be asked whether they would like their identity
credential to be ongoing, so that they can reuse it in future
transactions. If they consent, their credential will be stored in
their account and will be valid for reuse for up to 10 years, or
until they cancel it. If they don’t consent, it will be destroyed.
This provides a similar experience to when a customer
transacts as a ‘guest’ in retail websites. On their next visit, the
customer will have to re-enter all their details and their
transaction cannot be linked to prior ones. Even when a
customer has an ongoing electronic identity credential in their
account, they can still choose not to use it in a new
transaction. The customer is always in control.

The bill defines the customer service functions that agencies
can transfer to Service Victoria, such as receiving applications
and fees, and receiving complaints and feedback in relation to
customer service delivery.

Identity verification functions may be transferred to Service
Victoria using the same mechanism as for transfer of
customer services, via agreement of the relevant ministers and
prescription in regulations.

Service Victoria will deliver these functions using simple,
consistent processes to suit customers.

Given the significance of decisions about an individual’s
identity, the bill protects the customer by specifying the
procedures to be followed. These include providing for
external review if the CEO refuses to issue an identity
credential, cancels an electronic identity credential, refuses to
renew a credential or refuses to increase the level of assurance
of a credential. The customer must be notified in writing,
provided with reasons and be given the opportunity to make
submissions. The request for review may be made to the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT). VCAT
may affirm the decision of the CEO or make a different
decision, in which case the CEO will consider the individual’s
identity to be verified.

to be able to view their transactions with government in
one place; and
to tell government once to update their personal details
such as their name or address.
Two-thirds of Victorians prefer online government
transactions, but currently only a fraction can be completed
fully online. This results in inconvenience for customers, and
unnecessary costs as government processes transactions
through expensive channels.

Transfer of customer service functions
The bill creates a mechanism for customer service functions
to be transferred from existing service agencies to Service
Victoria.
It requires the relevant ministers to agree in writing to the
transfer. The legal transfer is then given effect through
regulations, ensuring there is appropriate oversight by
Parliament of the transfers. Once regulations are in place,
only the CEO of Service Victoria will be legally capable
and responsible for delivering the specified customer
service functions.
The transfer mechanism is sufficiently flexible to apply to any
act containing a transaction and to transactions that have yet
to be identified or may not exist yet.
The bill enables agencies to progressively transfer
transactions to maximise benefits for the community.
The bill also creates a strong incentive for Service Victoria to
perform to a high standard, through a provision for functions
to be transferred back to service agencies if they are
dissatisfied with Service Victoria’s performance.

Enshrining customer choice and consent to the greatest
degree possible
Customers can choose to transact as a guest with Service
Victoria. In such cases, once the transaction is complete,
Service Victoria will retain only minimal information about
the transaction, and only to assist the customer in the future, if
necessary. The bill prevents Service Victoria from linking
information about guest transactions.
If a customer chooses to establish an account with Service
Victoria, they will decide how much information will be held
in their account and how it is managed. For example,
customers can choose:
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in support of an application for an electronic identity
credential.

whether to receive reminders, and how frequently;
which government services to link to their account; and
which agencies to advise of changes to their
information, such as their address.
Customers will be able access information relating to
themselves held by Service Victoria, including their identity
information, electronic identity credential and transaction
history.
Customers will also be able to transact with government
through individual agencies’ existing service centres and
telephone services.
Information sharing
To support the customer service and identity verification
offerings, the bill provides that the CEO of Service Victoria
may collect, maintain and use information for the purpose of
performing those functions for the individual. This will assist
Service Victoria to provide high-quality and efficient services
to customers.
The bill provides for the transfer of information between
Service Victoria and the relevant agency and it provides for
disclosure of information from the agency to the customer
upon their request through Service Victoria. The CEO or
authorised officers may disclose information when
performing functions under the bill.
Minimum standards for information management
While many customers want an improved customer
experience, they also expect their privacy and personal
information will be protected. The bill strikes a balance
between convenience, privacy and security by enshrining
customer choice to the greatest degree possible, setting
standards, creating sanctions and enabling oversight and audit
of Service Victoria’s activities.
Service Victoria will be subject to the Privacy and Data
Protection Act 2014 and the Health Records Act 2001 in
relation to the collection, use, disclosure and storage of
customers’ personal and health information.

Finally, the bill provides for oversight of Service Victoria’s
information management by the Victorian information
commissioner and the health complaints commissioner,
including enabling the commissioners to request reports on
these activities.
Standards to lift performance across government
The bill enables the CEO of Service Victoria to set standards
in relation to customer service. These standards will be
mandatory for Service Victoria and demonstrate exemplary
leadership in relation to customer experience, design
processes, complaint handling and monitoring and reporting.
The bill provides for the responsible minister to develop and
issue identity verification standards. They will be mandatory
for Service Victoria and align with national frameworks such
as the national identity proofing guidelines and national
e-authentication framework to provide consistency in
requirements across state and federal governments.
The standards will provide a benchmark and
whole-of-government direction enabling customer service
delivery to be lifted across government. It will be optional for
other agencies to adopt them.
Conclusion
The bill seeks to improve the way citizens interact with
government by establishing Service Victoria as a central
access point for individuals to transact with various Victorian
government agencies. It aims to make government service
delivery more efficient for citizens by:
streamlining customer services;
removing the need for citizens to present the same
information to multiple agencies;
enabling a consistent identity verification process with a
re-usable identity credential; and
putting the customer in control of how they transact with
government.
I commend the bill to the house.

In addition, the bill contains minimum standards for
managing information: one for customer service functions
and one for identity verification functions. These standards set
out the information that the CEO may collect, the permitted
uses and disclosures of the information, and the periods for
which information may be retained.
The standards distinguish between a guest and an account
holder. For example, the CEO will only store information
provided for guest transactions for the period until the
relevant transaction is complete, or for the period required by
law, so that Service Victoria will be able to deliver customer
service functions to the individual following the conclusion of
a transaction, if necessary.
As additional protections, the bill creates offences for the
unauthorised access to, use or disclosure of information
obtained under the act. It is also an offence to knowingly issue
an electronic identity credential to an individual to whom it
does not relate, and to provide false or misleading information

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 15 November.

STATE TAXATION ACTS FURTHER
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) 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 (charter), I make this statement
of compatibility with respect to the State Taxation Acts
Further Amendment Bill 2017.
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In my opinion, the State Taxation Acts Further Amendment
Bill 2017 (bill), as introduced to the Legislative Assembly, is
compatible with the human rights as set out in the charter. I
base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The bill makes a number of technical amendments to
Victoria’s taxation and other laws. Part 2 of the bill amends
the Congestion Levy Act 2005 in relation to the application of
exemptions for certain parking spaces. Part 3 of the bill makes
technical amendments to the Duties Act 2000 in relation to
the imposition of foreign purchaser additional duty to which a
concession applies, and the calculation of the first home buyer
concession. Part 4 of the bill updates the service provisions of
the Fire Services Property Levy Act 2012 to ensure that the
service provisions more closely align with the current postal
delivery time frames and the State Revenue Office’s
administrative arrangements for accepting service of
documents and payments. Part 5 of the bill amends the Land
Tax Act 2005 to ensure that where land is owned under a
sub-trust structure, the head trust will only be liable for the
absentee owner surcharge on the proportion of the absentee
beneficiary’s interest in the trust land; to extend the
exemption for absentee owners to absentee trusts; and to
make further provisions for the circumstances in which
exemptions apply to charitable and non-profit organisations.
Part 6 of the bill amends the Payroll Tax Act 2007 to extend
an exemption to approved ‘for profit’ group training
organisations. Part 7 of the bill amends the Taxation
Administration Act 1997 to repeal a redundant permitted
disclosure provision and to make further provision for the
service of documents and receipts of payments. Part 8 of the
bill amends the Unclaimed Money Act 2008 to ensure that the
service provisions more closely align with the current postal
delivery time frames and the State Revenue Office’s
administrative arrangements for accepting service of
documents and payments. Part 9 of the bill amends the
Valuation of Land Act 1960 to provide for general valuations
to be made annually and to provide for the valuer-general to
conduct all valuations under that act, and to provide councils
with the ability to nominate themselves as the valuation
authority for their municipal area until 2022. The bill also
makes consequential amendments to other acts as a
consequence of the amendments made to the Valuation of
Land Act 1960 by the bill. Finally, part 10 of the bill makes a
technical amendment to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998 to ensure that the definition
of ‘taxing act’ includes all acts of Parliament currently in
force under the general administration of the commissioner.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill:
Right to privacy: section 13(a)
Section 13(a) of the charter provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy, home or correspondence
unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with. The bill makes an
amendment to the Taxation Administration Act 2007 to
prescribe an additional means of service, in which the
commissioner may notify a person electronically, for
example, by email or text message, that an assessment or
other document is available through a secure online portal;
and that person then accesses that assessment or other
document through an appropriate online login process. In
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order to utilise a secure portal the taxpayer would need to
register and create a login identity. To the extent that
taxpayers’ personal information is disclosed in the secure
online portal, the right to privacy may be engaged. However,
the disclosure contemplated by this amendment is not
arbitrary because it is confined to the secure online portal with
the consent of the taxpayer. Further, it will not constitute
unlawful interference because the disclosure of this
information will be expressly permitted under the Taxation
Administration Act 2007.
Retrospective operation of criminal laws: section 27
Section 27 of the charter provides that a person has the right
not to be prosecuted or punished for things that were not
criminal offences at the time they were committed.
Although the bill does not amend any criminal laws, it
should be noted the amendment to the Duties Act 2000 to
confirm the legislative basis for charging the foreign
purchaser additional duty on transfers where a principal
place of residence concession is obtained, will be taken to
have commenced on 1 July 2015, and thus operates
retrospectively. A retrospective commencement date is
necessary to allow consistent treatment of taxpayers and to
remove any doubt about the legislative authority to charge
the foreign purchaser additional duty for transfers involving
a principal place of residence.
Tim Pallas, MP
Treasurer

Second reading
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
I am pleased to introduce this bill which amends Victoria’s
taxation and valuation laws including the Congestion Levy
Act 2005, Duties Act 2000, Fire Services Property Levy Act
2012, Land Tax Act 2005, Payroll Tax 2007, Taxation
Administration Act 1997, Unclaimed Money Act 2008,
Valuation of Land Act 1960 and the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998.
The amendments being made by this bill will support
effective and sustainable tax administration by continuing to
improve Victoria’s revenue and valuation laws. The bill
clarifies the operation of a number of tax laws by correcting
technical or drafting defects and removing anomalies, ensures
that the State Revenue Office is positioned to meet the
expectations of government and the community by
maintaining best practice tax administration and provides for
a cost effective valuation process in Victoria.
The bill amends the Congestion Levy Act 2005 in order to
clarify the operation of existing exemptions for parking
spaces provided at the Melbourne Zoo and to shift workers.
When the congestion levy area was expanded in 2014 to
include a number of inner metropolitan suburbs, the
expansion of the boundary encompassed the Melbourne
zoological gardens in Royal Park. Whilst an exemption from
the congestion levy was included for parking at the zoo, some
of the zoo’s visitor car parking is located outside the currently
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defined exempt zone. Accordingly, these amendments will
confirm that all zoo visitor and staff parking spaces are
located inside the exempt zone. The exemption from the
congestion levy for shift workers is intended to apply to
parking spaces that are used only for the parking of motor
vehicles by shift workers who do not work standard business
hours. The amendments in this bill will better target this
exemption towards workers who are genuine shift workers,
reflecting the policy intent of the exemption and ensuring that
it is not exploited.
The amendments to the Duties Act 2000 correct possible
anomalies in the operation of the foreign purchaser additional
duty and the calculation of the first home buyer duty
concession. The amendments clarify that the foreigner
purchaser additional duty applies even where the principal
place of residence duty concession is obtained. To ensure the
legislation is consistent with administrative practice, this
amendment will be taken to be effective from the
commencement of the additional duty provisions on 1 July
2015. The amendment to the first home buyer duty
concession clarifies the application of the calculation formula
so that it reflects the concessional amount of duty payable.
This bill makes amendments that will extend the current
exemption provisions relating to the absentee owner
surcharge in the Land Tax Act 2005 to landowners that are
trustees of absentee trusts. Eligibility for the exemption will
be subject to similar requirements that apply to absentee
corporations, ensuring a level playing field between
Australian-based corporations and trusts that make a
significant contribution to Victoria. Currently, a trustee of an
absentee trust is required to pay the surcharge on the trust
land based on the proportion of the absentee beneficiary’s
interest in that trust. Determining the correct interest held by
an absentee beneficiary can become challenging where there
is a sub-trust structure involved without the ability to trace the
ultimate absentee beneficiary’s interest through to the head
trust. By providing the State Revenue Office the ability to
‘look through’ the sub-trust structure to identify the absentee
beneficiary’s ultimate interest in the trust land will ensure that
where land is owned under a sub-trust structure, the head trust
will only be liable for the surcharge on the proportion of the
absentee beneficiary’s interest in the trust land.
The Land Tax Act 2005 currently provides a number of
exemptions for the benefit of charitable and non-profit
organisations. The bill makes necessary amendments that
confirm the policy intent of these exemptions. Accordingly, the
amendments limit the type of landowners who can benefit from
the exemption so that it only applies to land owned by a
charitable institution that is leased for sporting, recreational or
cultural purposes. Similarly, in relation to sporting, recreational
or cultural land owned by certain non-profit organisations, the
bill clarifies that the exemption from land tax is confined to land
used exclusively for those purposes, but importantly also
enables the exemption to be granted in respect of a part of the
land if it is used exclusively for the exempt activities. Integrity
measures are also being inserted for the land tax exemption that
applies to land that is owned by a charitable institution and
declared to be held for future use for charitable purposes. These
include imposing a time limit of two years on the
commencement of the proposed future charitable use of land,
while allowing this period to be extended by the commissioner
under appropriate circumstances; requiring the proposed future
use of the land to be exclusively for charitable purposes; and
ensuring that land tax is assessable on the part of the land that is
not being used for charitable purposes. Notably, this
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amendment is not intended to restrict the land tax exemption
from applying to charitable bodies that have genuine intentions
to use the land for a charitable purpose. For example,
non-government schools that have acquired land for future
educational purposes.
The Victorian government is committed to creating jobs and
supporting the employment of new apprentices and trainees.
The Payroll Tax Act 2007 currently exempts wages paid to a
new entrant by an organisation declared to be an approved
group training organisation (GTO). The new entrant must be
employed by the GTO in accordance with the requirements of
an approved training scheme. This bill makes amendments
that will extend the types of organisations that can be declared
to be an approved GTO to include ‘for-profit’ organisations
who employ new entrant apprentices under an approved
training scheme. This measure will reduce the payroll tax
liability of for-profit GTOs that engage in the recruitment and
on-hiring of apprentices and trainees, thereby encouraging the
take-up and placement of apprentices and trainees.
Earlier this year, the Victorian government sought to make
important changes to the valuation system in Victoria that
would improve the efficiency, robustness and cost
effectiveness of valuations used by rating authorities. The
proposed changes included centralising Victoria’s valuation
function with the Valuer-General Victoria and providing for
valuations to be undertaken annually. General valuations are
currently conducted biennially by local councils or the
valuer-general and establish the value of properties as at
1 January every second year. Supplementary valuations are
also completed during each cycle to account for new
properties and changes in the use of existing properties. These
valuations are used for the purposes of assessing council rates,
land tax and the fire services property levy. Undertaking
annual valuations will have the added benefit of smoothing
out the existing biennial increases in land tax for landowners.
During debate on these changes, the Victorian government
agreed to consult further with the local government sector to
ensure that the benefits of these amendments were better
understood and then to bring the necessary changes back to
Parliament for consideration. As a result of the consultation
process, which also included the Municipal Association of
Victoria, the Victorian government is now bringing these
measures back to Parliament. Notably, the amendments will
now provide local councils with the ability to opt out of the
proposed centralised system by nominating themselves as
the relevant valuation authority for their municipal district,
thereby allowing them to continue undertaking valuations.
The ability to opt out will be subject to the valuer-general’s
agreement and will be available until 2022. This will
provide local councils with sufficient time to make the
necessary preparations to transition to the new centralised
valuation system. Councils that choose to opt out will still
be required to undertake annual valuations. In addition,
following consultation with the local government sector, the
Victorian government has agreed to pay the full cost of all
general valuations returned each year under the new
centralised system, whilst councils pay for the full cost of
all supplementary valuations each year. Councils that
choose to opt out of the new centralised valuation system
will continue on current payment arrangements and
contribute half of the cost of existing biennial valuations.
These amendments strike the right balance between the
advantages that a centralised valuation system will bring
and the concerns from local councils.
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Some councils have raised a particular concern around
supplementary valuation turnaround times and the impact this
has on their revenue. The government acknowledges these
concerns, and the model we will work towards will give them
greater control over supplementary valuations, and does not
propose to change the process for initiating them. The
valuer-general’s Valuation Best Practice — Specification
Guidelines provide a framework of processes, tasks and
outputs required for the return of general and supplementary
valuations. Under the terms of standard contractual
arrangements, the valuer-general undertakes to complete
supplementary valuations on a monthly basis within a
four-week time period. The government notes that, if a
quicker turnaround is required, this can be negotiated as part
of service level agreements.
As part of a general move towards a fully digital
environment, the State Revenue Office is looking to provide
taxpayers with alternative digital channels to manage their tax
affairs. The amendments in this bill to the Taxation
Administration Act 1997 will enable the State Revenue
Office to serve an assessment or other documents by
notifying the taxpayer electronically (i.e. by SMS or email) of
an assessment or document available for retrieval by the
taxpayer via a secure internet site maintained by the State
Revenue Office. Other amendments to the Taxation
Administration Act 1997, Unclaimed Money Act 2008 and
Fire Services Property Levy Act 2012 will ensure consistency
with administrative and postal changes in the servicing of
documents and payments, repeal a redundant provision
previously enacted to deliver an online duty ‘look up’ service
that is no longer required and update references to certain
state and federal departments and agencies.
The Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998
governs the conduct of proceedings referred to the tribunal
under taxation and revenue laws administered by the State
Revenue Office. The bill amends the definition of ‘taxing act’
in the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act 1998
to include all the laws administered by the State Revenue
Office that currently provide for referrals to/reviews by the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal and allow for the
inclusion of new taxation laws in the future.
The passage of this bill will ensure that Victoria maintains
best practice tax administration, confirms the intention behind
various taxation laws and will introduce a robust and
cost-effective valuation process in Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 15 November.

FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 21 September; motion of
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police).
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) (10:50) — The Firearms
Amendment Bill 2017 is a bill that proposes to make a
range of changes to the law relating to firearms; to
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introduce a new regime for a firearms prohibition order;
to introduce new indictable offences for drive-by
shootings; to make changes to offences relating to the
possession, carriage and use of firearms in public
places; to amend the law in relation to the illicit
firearms manufacturing offence; and to revise the
definition of trafficable quantities of unregistered
firearms, together with a range of other more technical
and administrative amendments.
It comes in the context of course of rapidly rising levels
of crime in Victoria, particularly violent crime, and a
prevailing culture of disregard and contempt for the law
by many who are minded to engage in criminal
activity — a contempt that has been made far worse by
the soft-on-crime approach of the current government,
by its failure to act when courts have failed to comply
with the policy laid down by this Parliament on behalf
of the community, that is, a failure to apply the law in
accordance with the intentions of this Parliament on
behalf of the community; and it comes in the context of
the government allowing police numbers to fall per
capita in this state and allowing an absolute decline in
the number of frontline police at the very time that
crime levels have taken off.
So in response to the law and order crisis that Victoria
is facing, the government is on the back foot, coming
from behind, tardy and at times clutching at straws and
rushing in with legislation that has not been well
thought through or drafted to achieve its objectives.
One of the key provisions in this bill is the introduction
of new offences to tackle drive-by shootings, which is
something that the coalition parties put forward many
months ago. The government refused to agree with
legislation that we brought forward and now they are
belatedly bringing in measures with this bill to seek to
achieve similar objectives, but of course months down
the track and in the context where disrespect and
disregard for the law have continued to grow.
The other principal measure in this bill is to introduce a
firearms prohibition order regime, and the intention of
this regime is to allow the Chief Commissioner of
Police or his or her delegate within the police force to
issue a prohibition order against persons where they
believe that the person concerned is an unsuitable
individual to be allowed anywhere near firearms, and to
do that in a way that bypasses the current provisions
whereby people can become prohibited persons in
relation to the possession of firearms. The argument in
favour of that is that the police can act speedily and on
the basis of police intelligence without necessarily
having to wait for convictions to be recorded or to
establish a case before a court or tribunal.
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That is the theory, and in principle it is an approach that
the coalition parties are prepared to back, but it is
important that we get it right if it is going to proceed,
and unfortunately this is an example where yet again
there are many, many questions about the detail and the
potential operation of this bill, both as to whether it is
going to be effective in achieving its desired ends and
also as to whether it is going to have unfair and harmful
consequences for others who might be legitimate
owners of firearms.
Of course this bill comes in a much longer term context
in relation to firearms in Australia and in Victoria
where, many years ago now, then Prime Minister John
Howard took the initiative on national measures to
tighten up the law in relation to firearms. I think there is
general agreement that that direction was an appropriate
direction in which to go, and that Australia and Victoria
have been the beneficiaries of that in comparison to
other parts of the world where unfortunately firearms
are more readily available and more freely used to
commit crimes, whether that is premeditated crimes or
crimes committed on the spur of the moment.
However, as with any of these laws, there are two
serious issues. The first is to make sure that they do not
unfairly and unreasonably penalise the law-abiding, and
that they are well designed and targeted to make sure
that does not happen, because governments can
promote disrespect for the law and create barriers to
further improvements to the law when those who want
to own firearms for legitimate purposes find themselves
subjected to all sorts of illogical, unreasonable, perverse
and bureaucratic restrictions. Legitimate owners of
firearms often say, ‘We support the principle, but these
rules are just badly constructed. They have absurd
effects on us without achieving any benefit’.
On the flip side, if you have laws, you have got to be
able to enforce them, and if the laws are not being
properly enforced, the criminals simply ignore them. So
the law-abiding are caught and they jump through
hoops to comply with whatever the laws are, because
they want to do so, whereas those with criminal intent
will just treat the entire law with contempt. If that is the
case, you can have all the fine points you want on the
statute book, but if the criminals just ignore them and
they cannot be enforced, then they are useless.
That is the risk and the problem we have been
experiencing in Australia and in Victoria over recent
times, with a dramatic increase in the number of illegal
firearms in circulation and police seemingly powerless
to prevent it, and with border authorities doing
whatever they can to crack down at the border, but then
often penalties are handed down in the courts that many

Wednesday, 1 November 2017

would believe are inappropriate and inadequate for the
seriousness of the offence. Offenders who might be
carrying handguns illegally might be fined $2000 or
$2500 in the court, but if they are a wealthy person,
they just shrug that off.
That is the regime we are in, and it is in that context
that this bill seeks to give police greater powers to act
more decisively against those that they suspect may be
using firearms for illegal purposes. Of course it is
important that there be well-crafted laws, even around
the possession of firearms by those who do not set out
with any illegal intent. It is important to protect
against spur-of-the-moment crimes, potential for
crimes of family violence and the potential for the
theft of legitimately owned firearms by criminal
elements, so of course you also need to make sure that
there are well-designed laws around firearms that are
lawfully possessed.
But it is the problem of illegally possessed firearms that
is the most difficult and pernicious at the moment, and
it is in that context that we need to examine the
provisions of this bill to see how adequate they are
going to be to achieve the objective of tackling illegally
possessed firearms — those possessed with criminal
intent and by those who are otherwise prepared to defy
the law — to see how well the bill achieves that
objective, and on the other hand to ensure as far as
possible that the legislation does not have undesired,
unfair and unintended consequences for those who do
seek to comply with the law.
To turn to the first aspect of that, as I referred to earlier,
there are already a wide range of provisions of various
sorts, such as those that allow for prohibition orders to be
obtained against those who are believed to be wanting
firearms with criminal intent. There are also rigorous
licensing processes. So we have to assess this new
measure in that context and ask ourselves: in reality,
what is it going to achieve? Of course it is going to have
new and additional penalties, but if somebody is mired in
criminal activity, that might not make much difference.
Debate interrupted under sessional orders.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The SPEAKER (11:01) — Before calling for
questions, I acknowledge in the gallery today the
presence of a former member for Northcote, the
Honourable Mary Delahunty.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE and
MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Let’s Feed
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (11:01) — My question is for
the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor
Regulation. The so-called Let’s Feed charity boasts on
its social media to have partnerships with a range of
organisations from Anglicare to small local plumbing
suppliers, dance clubs, restaurants and even Wyndham
City Council. Minister, is Consumer Affairs Victoria
advising these organisations that Mr Jasvinder Sidhu’s
Let’s Feed and its parent organisation are under active
investigation and that it is not registered as a charity?
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation) (11:02) — I again
thank the member for Kew for his question. As I said
yesterday, consumer affairs are currently investigating
this issue and it would be inappropriate for me to
provide any comments.
Supplementary question
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (11:02) — Is Consumer
Affairs Victoria examining whether the so-called
charity Let’s Feed has used any moneys collected,
particularly those collected at its numerous suburban
cashbox locations, as donations to pay for Labor Party
memberships and, if so, will they be referring any of
these matters to the Victoria Police?
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation) (11:03) — I refer the
member to my previous answer.

Ministers statements: paramedics
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (11:03) — I am very
pleased to be able to announce that paramedics across
Victoria are responding faster to life-threatening
medical emergencies with the best quarter 1
performance data in eight years. That is an outstanding
result and one that gives us an opportunity to thank and
congratulate all of our ambulance paramedics,
management and all our other paramedics out there,
who are receiving strong, indeed record, support from
this government with technology, with additional
recruitment, a fair and equitable pay deal, wage justice
for them, valuing and rewarding them for the work that
they do — not a war with paramedics, a partnership
with paramedics. It is saving lives right across Victoria.
Of course we will not rest though. We are going to
continue to invest in 450 additional paramedics, more
than $500 million in new models of care, additional
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technology and equipment, new approaches, and
reform to drive further improvement in response times
and clinical outcomes. Of course this comes against the
backdrop — these best quarter 1 results in eight
years — of the worst flu season we have experienced
and the worst winter since the pandemic back in 2009.
So again we should acknowledge we are treating more
patients than ever before. We are responding to them
faster than we have for many, many years. And we are
turning around gradually, consistently and steadily the
appalling performance that we inherited from those
who would rather be at war with their paramedics, at
war with their ambos — cuts and closures, attacks and
bad-faith bargaining. We reject that approach. Instead
we stand with respect for our paramedics and support
them in unprecedented terms so that they can provide
more care faster, saving lives across Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
Hawthorn and the member for Williamstown to cease
shouting across the chamber. The member for
Footscray is warned.

Let’s Feed
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (11:05) — My question is to
the Premier. The parent organisation of the so-called
Let’s Feed charity is registered to the home address of
Mr Jasvinder Sidhu. Despite claiming to be a charity,
Mr Sidhu’s Let’s Feed is in fact not registered as one.
Premier, can you advise whether Let’s Feed’s founder,
Jasvinder Sidhu, was operating this organisation and its
suburban cashbox collection points, an organisation
under active investigation by your own government,
when he was employed by you as your ministerial
adviser in 2015?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members on my left will
come to order.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (11:06) — I thank the
member for Kew for his question. The Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation has
provided both yesterday and today a comprehensive
answer in relation to these matters, and I do not propose
to add anything to that comprehensive answer. It is
appropriate to allow these —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, on the
question of relevance, the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation’s responses related to the
Consumer Affairs Victoria investigation of Let’s Feed’s
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alleged charity. This question relates to Mr Sidhu’s
presence in the Premier’s office as a ministerial adviser.
His answer is not relevant to the question. I ask you to
bring him back to answering the question.
Ms Allan — On the point of order, Speaker, the
Premier is being entirely relevant to the question that
was asked, and I ask that you rule the point of order out
of order. The question related to a set of allegations that
had been previously put to the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation. She has
responded about the investigation that is ongoing, and it
would be inappropriate for the Premier to comment
further. He is being entirely relevant to the question that
was asked, and I ask you to allow him to continue to
answer the question.
Mr Walsh — Further on the point of order, Speaker,
in supporting the member for Box Hill, this question
goes to the integrity of the Premier’s —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members on my right
will come to order.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — The member for Warrandyte
and the Minister for Planning will leave the chamber
for a period of 1 hour. I will not tolerate members
interjecting while I am on my feet.
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Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation has
indicated, the appropriate thing to do is to allow the
investigation to take its course. That is my
intention — to allow it to do its work — and I have
nothing further to add.
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, in
relation to sessional order 9 I submit that the Premier’s
answer has not been responsive to the question. As I
indicated in my point of order, the question related to
Mr Sidhu’s presence in his office as Premier. He has
not even touched on that matter. I ask you to direct him
to provide a written response.
The SPEAKER — I will consider that matter at the
conclusion of question time.
Supplementary question
Mr T. SMITH (Kew) (11:09) — With Labor
supporting rorters on their way out of Parliament such
as the members for Tarneit and Melton, will you
intervene and rule out Jasvinder Sidhu as a candidate
for the Labor Party, or are you going to endorse rorters
on their way into Parliament as well?
The SPEAKER — Order! I am struggling to see
how that question is within government business. I
offer the member the chance to rephrase his question so
that it does relate to government business.
Honourable members interjecting.

Honourable member for Warrandyte and Minister
for Planning withdrew from chamber.

The SPEAKER — The Attorney-General is
warned.

Mr Walsh — In supporting the member for Box
Hill’s point of order, this question goes to the integrity
of the Premier’s office, as to whether Mr Sidhu was
actually carrying out his alleged charity operation and
cashbox collection while he was employed by the
Premier in his office, and I ask you to uphold the point
of order and bring the Premier back to actually
answering the question that was asked.

Mr T. SMITH — On a point of order, Speaker, you
are not in any position to direct me to rephrase my
question, given that this bloke worked for you. You are
conflicted. You should recuse yourself from the chair
and put the Deputy Speaker in so we can have a fair,
reasonable and fair dinkum debate about the rorting
crooks that work for this government.
Honourable members interjecting.

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Oakleigh will not interject across the chamber, nor will
the member for Polwarth. The Premier has only been
answering his question for a short period of time. I
invite the Premier to answer the question.
Mr ANDREWS — As I was saying, the question
and indeed the points of order taken by those opposite
again remind us that there have been allegations made,
claims that have been made, and as the Minister for

The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Kew
knows that that is not a point of order. The member for
Kew has the opportunity to ask a supplementary
question.
Mr T. SMITH — Is it government policy to support
rorters on their way out of Parliament such as the
members for Tarneit and Melton, and will you
intervene to rule out Jasvinder Sidhu as a candidate for
the Labor Party, or are you going to endorse rorters on
their way into Parliament as well?
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Ms Allan — On a point of order, Speaker, I suggest
that your original —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Attorney-General
has been warned.
Ms Allan — I suggest that your original ruling on
the member’s supplementary question stand. Simply
adding the words ‘is it government policy’ and then
having the rest of the question go to internal matters of
the Labor Party that are not relevant to government
administration —
Mr Hodgett interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition is warned.
Ms Allan — We know the member for Kew
struggles with thinking on his feet, and I ask that you,
Speaker, rule the supplementary rephrased question out
of order.
Mr Richardson interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Mordialloc has
been warned.
Mr Clark — On the point of order, Speaker, the
rephrased question related to government policy. It is a
matter for the Premier as to how he chooses to answer
when he is asked about government policy, but the
question is in order and you should allow the Premier to
answer it.
Mr Pakula — On the point of order, Speaker, I put
to you that the question is clearly not in order. The
question was the exact same question but with the
addition of ‘is it government policy’. At its heart, the
question was still one about the internals of the Labor
Party, about preselection and not about anything to do
with the Premier’s ministerial responsibility.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook! The Premier will assist the running of
the house.
Mr Walsh — On the point of order, Speaker, the
Premier has previously said he takes responsibility for
everything that happens under his watch, so he has taken
responsibility for the rorting of the member for Melton
and the member for Tarneit. The question goes to the
core of if he will take responsibility for the rorting of
those that are Labor candidates now and into the future.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The supplementary
question did not relate to government business.
Mr T. Smith — You’re running a protection racket.
What a rort!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I invite the member for
Kew to withdraw and apologise.
Mr T. Smith — I withdraw.

Ministers statements: education funding
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Education) (11:14) —
I rise to update the house about the difference our
investment in education is making. Thanks to the
Andrews government there are 500 government
primary schools serving breakfast to up to
25 000 children. Well over 2 million breakfasts have
already been served, improving attendance and student
engagement. We are delivering our Camps, Sports and
Excursions Fund so that more kids can join with their
schoolmates and engage in learning and experiences
outside the school gate — more than 214 000 students.
We have signed an enterprise bargaining agreement
with our teachers and given them a well-deserved pay
increase, because we respect their work and value their
profession. We are building 56 new schools and
upgrading well over 1000, delivering 5000 construction
jobs. Ten schools opened this year and another
11 schools will open next year.
We make this investment because education is central
to our state’s prosperity and to individuals reaching
their full potential. But there are alternative approaches
to setting government and budget priorities. One such
approach is a commission of audit. The last time this
was done in Victoria we had the scrapping of the
education maintenance allowance, we had school
infrastructure investment collapse, staff were sacked
and TAFE was brought to its knees. Despite this, this
alternative policy refuses to go away. A recent report in
the Herald Sun says:
If Matthew Guy wins the election and becomes Premier next
year, the opposition has promised to undertake a cost audit
and a review within the first 100 days of forming government.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MERLINO — And we know what that means.
It means cutting breakfast clubs. It means cutting
school capital. It means cutting camps, sports and
excursions.
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Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Deputy Premier is beginning to debate the issue rather
than advise the house of matters relevant to his
portfolio. I ask you to bring him back to compliance
with sessional orders.
The SPEAKER — The Deputy Premier will come
back to the minister’s statement.
Mr MERLINO — Thank you, Speaker. So let us be
clear: Labor will not support a commission of audit. We
will not cut breakfast clubs. We will not cut camps,
sports and excursions. It is only in their DNA.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Mordialloc will leave the chamber for the period of
1 hour.
Honourable member for Mordialloc withdrew from
chamber.

Let’s Feed
Mr M. O’BRIEN (Malvern) (11:17) — My
question is to the Treasurer. With the so-called charity
Let’s Feed now being investigated by consumer affairs
in your own government for potentially rorting or
skimming charitable donations, particularly from
suburban cash collection points, can you guarantee that
not a cent of taxpayer-funded grants or assistance has
been paid to this so-called charity?
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) (11:17) — I thank the
member for Malvern for his question. I would make
this point: simply because there is an investigation
underway, that should not be interpreted as anything
judgemental about the undertakings and activities of
this organisation. Just like in a court of law,
organisations are entitled to a presumption of
innocence. Let us hope this Parliament has not
descended into the grubbiness and the sloth that typified
the government when those opposite were in power.
Negative assumptions should not be drawn against this
organisation. They deserve the right to a fair inquiry
conducted by Consumer Affairs Victoria. Of course,
unless and until that inquiry is complete, then no
judgement should be made against —
Mr M. O’Brien — On a point of order, Speaker, the
question was seeking information from the
Treasurer — confirmation that not a cent of
taxpayer-funded money or grants has been paid to this
so-called charity. The status of the consumer affairs
investigation is neither here nor there to the question.
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He is in charge of the state’s finances — God help us
all! — and he needs to answer: has a cent of this money
been paid to this so-called charity?
The SPEAKER — Order! The Treasurer to come
back to answering the question.
Mr Pallas interjected.
The SPEAKER — The Treasurer has concluded his
answer.
Supplementary question
Mr M. O’BRIEN (Malvern) (11:19) — Treasurer,
you have now had 24 hours to check. Can you inform
the house: have you, or any of your staff involved with
this so-called charity, Let’s Feed, run by potential
Labor candidate Jasvinder Sidhu —
Mr Pakula — Who calls it a charity?
Mr M. O’BRIEN — They do!
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Without the assistance of
government members.
Mr M. O’BRIEN — I might start again, Speaker.
Treasurer, you have now had 24 hours to check. Can
you inform the house: have you or any of your staff
been involved with this so-called charity, Let’s Feed,
run by potential Labor candidate Jasvinder Sidhu, the
man who you said holds great Labor values?
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) (11:20) — I thank the
member for Malvern. I have been involved in at least
one activity that this organisation put in place. I went to
a school — I think it was Wyndham Park Primary
School — where breakfast food was provided to
disadvantaged kids, and I was pleased to be there. Of
course I do not know whether the member for Malvern
cares about feeding hungry kids, but at least I know
there was something very substantial and real being
provided to young kids starting primary school in the
western suburbs of Melbourne.
Mr M. O’Brien — On a point of order, Speaker,
again the Treasurer is completely ignoring the question
about whether he or any of his staff have been involved
with this charity. This is a question of government
accountability. Has he or his staff been involved with
this charity? It demands a yes or no answer. I ask you to
bring him back to the question.
Mr Pakula — On the point of order, Speaker, I think
the member for Malvern was surprised that the Treasurer
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answered the question so directly. He asked him whether
he had been involved in the charity, and the Treasurer
said ‘Yes, I went to an event at a school where free food
was provided to hungry children’. He answered the
question directly. It just seems that the member for
Malvern was not prepared for it and did not like it.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order. The Treasurer has concluded his answer.

Ministers statements: economy
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) (11:21) — I rise to update
the house about the ongoing strength of the Victorian
economy, which of course has created over 280 000 jobs
since we took office, more than 170 000 of those
full-time — and they said it could not be done. Those
opposite of course would put all of that at risk. The
Leader of the Opposition has already quietly announced
plans for a cost audit within the first 100 days of
government, and we all know what that means.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, relating to
relevance, you might want to see that the Treasurer and
indeed the education minister’s comments relating to a
cost audit were in relation to prisons. I seek leave to
table the story just to ensure that the Treasurer and the
Deputy Premier no longer mislead this house.
Ms Allan — On the point of order, Speaker, I think
the Leader of the Opposition protesteth just a little bit
too much. I think it is entirely relevant for the Treasurer
to consider the management of the state budget and
policy options that might be considered in setting the
state budget, and I would ask that you allow him to
continue to answer the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Without the assistance of
the member for Gembrook! There is no ability for
members to seek leave to table a document. They can
make a document available to the house by handing it
to the Acting Clerk.
Mr Clark — On a further point of order, Speaker,
you were asked to rule on the question of relevance and
to bring the Treasurer back to making a ministers
statement in conformance with sessional orders relevant
to his portfolio, not misrepresent a newspaper report
relating to prisons. You have not yet ruled on that point
of order.
The SPEAKER — Sorry, I missed it because of the
shouting. I did not hear the point being made about
relevance; I heard the part about seeking leave to table a
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document. I do ask the Treasurer to come back to
making a ministers statement.
Mr PALLAS — All I said was ‘Thank you’,
Speaker. They took exception to it. Right now of course
business conditions are the highest in the nation — here
in Victoria — and guess who did it? This government.
Why? Because we are investing in the things that
business regard and pay respect to — things that support
business, like doubling the infrastructure spend in less
than three years and creating jobs. And of course we are
the ones that are going out there reducing payroll tax
liability for 38 000 businesses right across this state.
Those opposite, though, are about indiscriminate acts of
cuts to the public sector — to hospitals and to services.
When they say they do not do it, if their lips are moving
they are lying.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook! I warn the member for Kew and the
member for Gembrook to cease interjecting across the
chamber.
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Treasurer is proceeding to debate the issue in his last
few words, indeed throwing abuse at members across
the chamber. I ask you to bring him back to making a
ministers statement.
The SPEAKER — The Treasurer did stray from
making a ministers statement, and I ask him to come
back to making a ministers statement.
Mr PALLAS — The greatest abuse you can do to
the people of Victoria is to turn your back on them
when they need leadership, so as a comparison,
170 000 full-time jobs were created. That is more than
10 times what those opposite managed in their four
limp and dysfunctional years. We have also created
10 times the amount of jobs that those opposite created
in regional Victoria.
As we deliver payroll tax cuts for business and as we
cut stamp duty for first home buyers, those opposite
only know how to manage their ultimate political
infidelity, promising that this time they will be
different. But they will never change. It is their dirty
little secret.

Police resources
Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) (11:26) — My
question is to the Minister for Police. Minister, I refer to
recent media reports regarding your government’s plans
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for automated, robocop police facilities and ‘super-site’
police stations, and I ask: with opening hours at Mount
Waverley and Clayton police stations already cut —
that is right, cut — will you now guarantee that these
two stations, or Glen Waverley and Oakleigh police
stations, will not be closed by your government to build
a supersite facility at Notting Hill or be replaced by
unstaffed, hole-in-the-wall police kiosks?
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (11:27) — Not
really wanting to take any lectures on community safety
from those who hang out with mobsters, I will point out
to the member for Mount Waverley that, firstly, this
proposal was actually made in 2014 in the blue paper.
My memory of that was that it was the previous
government’s proposal, not our proposal, and in fact —
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is clearly misleading the house. This was first
mooted by former member Maxine Morand and the
Labor Party. Indeed I note the police kiosk policy is a
government policy mooted just two days ago.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms NEVILLE — Just have a look at the actual
article in the paper, which refers to the blue paper of
2014. We were not in government then. Luckily for
Victorians we now are. Go and have a look at the
Victoria Police Academy, because I can tell you I have
been there fortnight after fortnight —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Government members
will come to order.
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance. The question was very, very clear in relation
to Glen Waverley, Mount Waverley, Oakleigh and
Clayton police stations, not the police academy. Given
that this minister has cut police in our district, the very
least she can do is provide an explanation to residents in
my electorate as to what her plans are for super-sites.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister was being
responsive to the question.
Ms NEVILLE — We are delivering a 20 per cent
increase in police numbers. Do you know how many
you funded? You funded zero. You might have
supported kiosks, but we do not support kiosks. What
we were clear about in our Community Safety Statement
is that we want more police on the beat. That is why
frontline police signed up by Police Association
Victoria agreed to a 20 per cent increase in police
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numbers. Go and have a look at the academy —
seriously — it is absolutely packed. There are over
1000 recruits there. We have got three squads going out
every fortnight —
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, again on
relevance I refer you to Mount Waverley and Glen
Waverley police stations. Mount Waverley station was
cut from 16 hours, seven days a week, to just 8 hours,
Monday to Friday. If that is not a cut, Minister, I do not
know what is.
The SPEAKER — The minister to continue.
Ms NEVILLE — Let us be clear: we are funding
more police than any other government in the history of
Victoria. The only people who have never funded
police are those opposite. They have not funded new
police since — I am trying to think which government
it was — the Hamer government might have funded
some, but it was certainly not in most of these people’s
time here.
We are not supporting kiosks. We are supporting more
police — frontline police — so those that are at our
stations in our community. We are supporting a record
number of those. What we have funded is the police
assistance line and online reporting. That is what we
chose to do — not pick up their policy of kiosks where
you have an automated person.
We want people accessing local people and seeing
police out on our streets. We want the police assistance
line hearing people directly and our police officers
dealing with their issues. That is our policy: more
police, no cuts to the police force, which we saw under
the previous government, and an academy that is
absolutely full. We are giving police the powers they
need. We did it again today. We have got new laws in
place today. We are backing our police 100 per cent.
We are not undermining —
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, I again
refer to relevance. The minister was asked about
Mount Waverley and Glen Waverley police stations
in particular.
Ms Green interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Yan Yean is
warned.
Mr Gidley — Mount Waverley has been cut from
16 hours to just 8 hours a day, Monday to Friday.
Minister, you are misleading the house. You are cutting
police in my district.
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The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
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and no cuts in the Monash police service area —
absolutely no cuts. The only people that cut police staff
and the police budget were those opposite.

Supplementary question
Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) (11:32) — I again
refer to recent media reports regarding your
government’s plan for automated robocop police
facilities and super-station police sites.
Ms Green interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Yan Yean has
been warned.
Mr GIDLEY — With local police stations in my
electorate already having their hours cut, as I have
outlined to the house, how on earth can an automated
robocop police station with no actual police presence
ever be seen as an alternative to a staffed police station
with police officers present?
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (11:32) — I
thank the member for Mount Waverley for his
supplementary question. Exactly — why did you
propose it? It is a silly idea. Why did you propose it in
2014? Why did your Minister for Police allow it to go
out in the blue paper? Why on earth? I want to be very,
very clear. This government —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, on the
question of relevance, it is not in order for the minister
to refer to a policy that was rejected under the previous
government when the question related to the policy of
the current government under this minister, and I ask
you to bring her back to answering that question.
The SPEAKER — I ask the minister to come back
to answering the question.
Ms NEVILLE — I have ruled this out right from
the beginning because it was their policy. It was a
stupid idea. We will not support kiosks. In fact what we
have supported is a police assistance line that those
opposite never did. The police assistance line is the way
forward. Can I also be absolutely clear —
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is clearly misleading the house. This was a
Labor Party policy that originated under the Labor
government, and the minister is misleading the house
on that as well as on the cuts to police in my district.
The SPEAKER — There is no point of order.
Ms NEVILLE — We are rejecting their policy,
absolutely; we do not think it is good. But secondly,
there have been absolutely no cuts to police numbers

Ministers statements: health system
Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) (11:34) — I
rise to provide the house with new information about the
strength of our health and ambulance system. As the
Premier outlined before, quarter 1 results of hospital and
ambulance performance were released today, and we are
delighted that we have got the best quarter 1 results in
eight years. This is of course in stark contrast to the
incredible attacks on our health and ambulance system
wreaked by those on the other side of the house. Of
course last week our annual reports were released, and
there was more good news contained in those. I am
delighted to advise the house that those annual reports
outlined in detail the fact that there have been, since our
government has come to office, an additional
2853 nurses employed, an additional 1513 doctors
employed, an additional 625 paramedics employed and,
all in all, an additional 5000 frontline health and
ambulance services workers employed. This is of
course in stark contrast with those opposite and how
they performed in our health and ambulance system
when they were in government. Of course we know
that recently there is a really significant risk to our
health and ambulance system. We know that those
opposite, if they are given the opportunity to govern our
great state —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is now proceeding to debate the issue rather
than advise the house of matters relevant to her
portfolio. I ask you to bring her back to compliance
with sessional orders.
The SPEAKER — I do ask the minister to remain
making a ministers statement.
Ms HENNESSY — Of course, Speaker, and of
course we need to keep this important momentum
going, and that is the momentum of investment. We
know that things like commissions of audits mean one
thing: they mean cuts to our health system, and they
mean cuts to our ambulance system. We saw it with the
Vertigan report.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Macedon!
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is both misleading the house, for the reasons
the Leader of the Opposition made clear earlier, and
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debating the issue. I again ask you to bring her back to
compliance with sessional orders.

The SPEAKER — Order! I have warned the
member for Hawthorn.

The SPEAKER — Order! The minister was not
attacking the opposition; she was making a ministers
statement.

Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, in relation
to relevance, the member for Bass asked a very specific
question about a crime wave that is occurring in
Melbourne’s outer south-eastern suburbs in the suburb
of Clyde North, where the necessity for a new police
station is now becoming overwhelming. He talked
about the 90 per cent crime rise and one in every
19 houses being burgled. The member has asked a
straightforward question to the minister about Clyde
North. He has not asked about a range of other issues. I
ask you, please, to bring the minister back to answering
a straightforward question.

Ms HENNESSY — That is exactly right, Speaker.
As I said, keeping the momentum of investment going
is absolutely critical for our health and ambulance
system. We know that if those opposite get the
opportunity, what they want to do is continue to cut,
they want a commission of audit and they want to cut,
cut and cut to the bone.
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is defying your rulings, and I ask you either to
bring her back to compliance or to sit her down.
The SPEAKER — The minister has concluded her
statement.

Clyde North police station
Mr PAYNTER (Bass) (11:37) — My question is to
the Minister for Police. Minister, the fast-growing
suburb of Clyde North has borne the brunt of
Melbourne’s crime wave under your government, with
crime up by nearly 90 per cent under your watch,
including one in every 19 houses burgled in a 12-month
period. Minister, will you now commit to building a
police station at Clyde North so that the local
community, many of whom are young families, no
longer live in constant fear?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Premier!
The Leader of The Nationals!
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (11:38) — I
thank the member for Bass for his question. It is
interesting. It is 384 days since I actually had a question
in this place on law and order, and I am getting one that
has already been asked by the member, and I have also
got one that asked about ruling out the Liberal Party
policy. Anyway, I am very happy to address this
question around crime rates. So let us be very clear: in
16 quarters, under those opposite, crime went up in
every single quarter. In fact the number of offences
during their time went up by 21.4 per cent. The crime
rate went up by 13.6 per cent — every single year. For
the first time, because we are giving police the powers
they need —
Honourable members interjecting.

The SPEAKER — Order! The question did cite
crime rates, and the minister was talking about crime
rates, but I do ask the minister to use the remaining time
to come back to answering the question that was asked.
Ms NEVILLE — Due to the incredibly relentless
effort of our police officers — the unbelievable effort of
our police officers — and with the new laws they have
got and the new capacity, they are making significant
inroads into our crime rate. So for the first time in six
years we are seeing a decline. One of the things that I
know is we have got a very strong track record of
supporting our growth corridors. For example, we have
built the Mernda police station, which is very close to
opening, and we have funded additional police out in
the communities that are supporting the member for
Bass, because we know we have got population growth,
we know we have got —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I need members to stop
shouting across the chamber so I can hear the minister’s
answer.
Ms NEVILLE — We are funding the police we
need. Why has the crime rate gone up? Because they
undermined the police commissioner and they funded
no new police — none of that. So we are getting on top
of this, and I am backing —
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, again on
relevance, I took a point of order with 1 minute in. I
take it again with 2 minutes in, and I ask you, please, to
bring the minister back to even mentioning the suburb
of Clyde North, which is what the member for Bass’s
question was about. I ask you to bring her back to
answering a question, which was straightforward, about
the necessity for a police station in Clyde North.
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The SPEAKER — Order! I do not uphold the point
of order, but the minister did stray from answering the
question to attacking the opposition. I ask the minister
to come back to answering the question.
Ms NEVILLE — As I was talking about, firstly, we
need to have the police to open stations. We have
committed to the biggest increase in police numbers. In
fact police are being allocated to those communities in
order to support the continuing efforts of local police to
disrupt, detect and prevent. There are no less police in
Mount Waverley; there are no less police in the
community of Bass. We are getting on —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Burwood!
Mr Paynter — On a point of order, Speaker, for the
benefit of the minister, would you like me to repeat the
question, because in 2 minutes she has not even come
close to answering the question that I asked. For clarity
would you like me to ask the question again? It is clearly
about building a police station in Clyde North. It has got
nothing to do with police numbers across the state. It is
constituents of Clyde North who are asking, ‘Will she
build a police station in Clyde North?’. I can repeat the
question if you would like, Minister, because you have
not come close to answering the question I asked.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms NEVILLE — We are going to continue to
provide police with record investment, we are going to
continue to support increasing police numbers and we
are going to continue to support —
Mr Paynter — On a further point of order,
Speaker, this is not a question about police numbers.
This is a question about building a police station in
Clyde North. For the benefit of the minister I am
happy to ask the question again. This is about a police
station in Clyde North.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Macedon will leave the chamber for the period of
1 hour.
Honourable member for Macedon withdrew from
chamber.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass
has asked a question that talked about crime rates in a
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particular area. I can only ask that the minister be
responsive to the question. I cannot direct her on how to
answer the question.
Ms NEVILLE — It might come as a surprise to the
residents of Clyde North that apparently the member
for Bass is happy to build bricks and mortar stations
with no police in it, so maybe he is supporting the kiosk
robo-stations after all. We are going to get on with
giving them the —
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister will resume
her seat.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance, I note the Minister for Police is again talking
about robo-stations and kiosks, which she says she has
ruled out, but two days ago her own Victoria Police said
the vision is ‘still under consideration’. So maybe the
minister might want to stop misleading the house that
kiosks are still under consideration under her watch.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Ms NEVILLE — Again, lectures from a man who
is in with criminal organisations —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms NEVILLE — Go on! That is right —
undermining community safety. We will back our
Victoria Police members. We will back them with the
resources and the powers they need. We will not cut —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I realise we have reached
the last question but I will not hesitate to remove
members from the chamber at this point. The level of
shouting is excessive.
Supplementary question
Mr PAYNTER (Bass) (11:45) — Minister, with a
house invasion or break-in every 3 hours in the new
suburb of Clyde North, figures are the worst they have
ever been. What do the families of Clyde North have to
do to convince you that a new police station is vital and
that your neglect of these families’ safety is putting
them at risk?
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (11:45) —
Over the last 18 months we have introduced not only
the biggest investment in Victoria Police in terms of
numbers and dollars but also new laws and new powers
to Victoria Police on home invasions and carjacking.
This is designed absolutely and fundamentally to reduce,
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to prevent, to disrupt and to detect crime in our state.
Police right across the state are doing an incredible job
but they need more resources, and that is what —
Mr Paynter — On a point of order, Speaker, the
essence of the question was simply this —
Mr Merlino interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Premier will
come to order.
Mr Paynter — What do the families of Clyde North
have to do to convince you that a new police station is
vital? That is the essence of the question that I am
asking to be answered.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Premier will
assist the smooth running of the house. The minister is
being responsive to the question.
Ms NEVILLE — Thank you, Speaker. Again what
brings down crime is having the right police numbers.
That is why we are funding them. What helps to bring
down crime is giving police the powers and the tools that
they need, and we are funding that in record numbers.
What brings down crime in local communities like Clyde
North is making sure we have got the right numbers of
police supporting those communities. That is my
commitment: to ensure that Victoria Police have the
powers, the numbers and the resources they need to keep
all communities like Clyde North safe.
Mr Paynter — On a point of order, Speaker, as a
result of the minister’s non-answer can I please request
an answer in writing from the minister to the residents
of Clyde North, answering the question of what they
need to do to get this police station built?
The SPEAKER — That is not a point of order. I am
happy to —
Ms Graley interjected.
The SPEAKER — Yes, that is an adjournment
matter is probably correct.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Frankston!
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Speaker, while the
minister may have been relevant to the preamble, she
was certainly not responsive to the question. The
member for Bass’s point of order was clearly —
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Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the House
will assist.
Mr Watt — The minister may have been relevant to
the preamble, but she was not responsive to the
question. The question was: what do the constituents in
Bass have to do to convince the minister that they need
a police station? She has not answered that question. I
would implore you to read Hansard to find out that she
has not actually been responsive to the question.
The SPEAKER — Order! I do not know that was
entirely the first point of order that was raised, but I
take the subsequent point of order to ask for a review of
the responsiveness of the question, and I will do that at
the conclusion of question time.

Ministers statements: community safety
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (11:49) —
Those opposite might want to hear this update on what
we are doing to reduce harm in the community and
keep Victorians safe. The 2016 Community Safety
Statement was a first — an agreement and a shared
agenda between Victoria Police and the government to
detect, disrupt and prevent crime in our state. This is
also part of an agreement with the Police Association of
Victoria around particular allocation and numbers of
our police officers. It also contains a commitment to
new laws and new powers — laws like banning cash
for scrap metal and laws like the firearms prohibition
orders and the synthetic drugs ban.
There is also a commitment to new capabilities like the
air wing, body-worn cameras, automatic numberplate
recognition and new mobile technology. We have got
new specialists — our gang teams and our
counter-terrorism teams. We have got public order
response teams — the special operations group and the
critical incident response teams. And for the first time
in six years, as I mentioned before, we are seeing a
stabilisation in our crime rate and it is starting to come
down. There is more to do, but we are heading in the
right direction.
In light of these developments, you would expect those
opposite to be able to pat the police on the back for
their relentless efforts right across the state to do this,
but instead what we get is a commission of audit
promised by those opposite. We know what that means.
It is code for slashing —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is both debating the issue and misleading the
house for the reasons made clear by the Leader of the
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Opposition earlier. I ask you to bring her back to
making a ministers statement.
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RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Constituency questions

The SPEAKER — I uphold the point of order. I ask
the minister to come back to making a ministers
statement.
Ms NEVILLE — The facts speak for themselves.
In 2012 we funded 1700 new police officers — Labor
did. We have funded 3000 police officers over the last
18 months, and what did we see from those opposite
when they were in government? They cut 400 police
staff, including forensic staff who tackle our drug
problem.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for South
Barwon is warned.
Mr Gidley — On a point of order, Speaker, if the
minister is going to update the house through a
ministers statement on community safety priorities,
perhaps she could outline to us the kiosk strategy that
was clearly mooted under her government two days
ago.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms NEVILLE — I am just not going to accept your
policy —
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, and noting
the minister says she is not accepting other people’s
policy, I seek leave to table the article about ‘self-serve
kiosks for non-urgent crime’ in which the minister says,
‘You never discount any new ideas’. Do I have leave?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members on my left will
come to order. The member for Hastings! As I have
indicated, there is no ability to seek leave to table
documents. The Leader of the Opposition can make it
available to the house.
Ms NEVILLE — We have seen the horror show
before. We have seen them sacking staff, undermining
the chief commissioner and taping police ministers.
Victorians deserve much better than that tried and
dangerous proposition.

Ms Victoria — On a point of order, Speaker, I have
got some unanswered questions on notice which I
would like you to look into, please. These are well and
truly overdue. There are five for the Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs, being 13 112, 13 111, 13 109,
13 107 and 13 106; three for the Minister for Creative
Industries, being 13 122, 13 114 and 13 110; two for
the Minister for Education, being 13 105 and 13 104;
four for the Minister for Public Transport, being
13 135, 13 134, 13 133 and 13 132; and three for the
Minister for Tourism and Major Events, being 13 121,
13 119 and 13 118. All are outstanding.
The SPEAKER (11:54) — Order! Before calling
the member for Hastings on a constituency question,
the member for Burwood raised a point of order
yesterday in relation to a constituency question asked
by the member for Broadmeadows. I uphold the point
of order. In the question, the member for
Broadmeadows asked the Minister for Sport for
information in the form of an update, which is an
action. Therefore I am ruling the question out of order.
I remind all members that where a constituency
question requests that a minister provide an update or
perform an action, even in this case when it is prefaced
with the words ‘seeking information’, those questions
will be ruled out of order. I advise all members to be
aware of previous rulings and also to refer to
appendix 4 of Rulings from the Chair on how to ask
constituency questions.
Mr McGuire — On a point of order, Speaker, on
your ruling, an update is defined as ‘a set of updated
information’ by the Australian Concise Oxford
Dictionary, which I consulted yesterday. Common
usage and common sense would therefore define my
request as seeking the most current information. It is
not seeking an action, but seeking information, and
therefore my constituency question complies. I ask you
to review your decision.
The SPEAKER — Order! I thank the member for
Broadmeadows for the information he has provided.
The constituency question he asked was very close to
being in order. The issue is in relation to previous
rulings from previous chairs and also in relation to the
guidance given in appendix 4 of Rulings from the
Chair, which I will uphold in this place. I ask members
to phrase their questions in a way that is in accordance
with appendix 4 of Rulings from the Chair.
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Mr McGuire interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I will take a further point
of order from the member for Broadmeadows at the end
of constituency questions.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Hastings electorate
Mr BURGESS (Hastings) (11:56) — (13 403) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Emergency
Services. What information can the minister provide
around available options to secure a new station for the
Baxter fire brigade in my electorate as it seeks to
relocate and build such a new station. The Baxter
Country Fire Authority building is nearly 50 years old,
and the current site on the Baxter-Tooradin Road is no
longer suitable as an effective and modern-day brigade
service. The station is far too small and is located
between two private residences. It has no room for
expansion, there is no opportunity for a drive-through
facility to be provided and the very difficult situation of
car parking for members’ cars is escalating every day.
A new and significantly larger facility would ensure the
Baxter fire brigade is better equipped to respond to
emergencies now and well into the future. This brigade
services Baxter and areas within Frankston and
supports the surrounding suburbs of Langwarrin,
Pearcedale, Summerville, Moorooduc and Mount Eliza.

Yuroke electorate
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke) (11:57) — (13 404) My
constituency question is for the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing, and I ask: what services and
support are provided by the Andrews Labor
government to Yuroke residents that are at risk of or are
experiencing homelessness? I was appalled to hear that
the federal Liberal government will be locking in Tony
Abbott’s cuts to housing and homelessness services,
with no consultation, despite an increasing number of
people at risk of homelessness. This is yet another
conservative attack on the most vulnerable people in
our community. I know that the minister is deeply
passionate about ensuring every Victorian has access to
safe and secure accommodation, and I look forward to
hearing from him.

Ovens Valley electorate
Mr McCURDY (Ovens Valley) (11:58) — (13 405)
My question is to the Minister for Ambulance Services
on behalf of Ms Shirley Macphee of Moyhu,
particularly on the back of today’s government press
release headed ‘Best ambulance response in eight years
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despite horror flu’. Ms Macphee recently called an
ambulance to the adult learning centre in Moyhu. The
dispatcher could not find the address and spent
2 minutes searching; this was a vital waste of time. This
is on top of the fact that this has happened to her once
before in Milawa. Minister, this is now the third time
from three different constituents that I have requested
that the ambulance dispatching in this region be
clarified in this place. Can you please tell me how many
times I need to ask before this issue can be resolved and
we can experience the best response times in eight
years too?

Ivanhoe electorate
Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) (11:58) — (13 406) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs, and I seek information on behalf of my
constituents, in particular Reconciliation Banyule, on
the progress of the treaty process that the minister is
overseeing. I note that on 27 October 2017 the minister
outlined that recruitment for the Victorian treaty
advancement commissioner had officially opened and
the minister noted that the appointment of the
commissioner is a landmark next step towards
establishing the Victorian Aboriginal community and
the Victorian government as equal partners in the treaty
process. I want to acknowledge the great work and
advocacy of Reconciliation Banyule in my electorate. I
know that they would be very keen to understand the
further progress on the treaty process, and I look
forward to receiving information on the progress of
those matters from the minister.

Nepean electorate
Mr DIXON (Nepean) (11:59) — (13 407) My
question is to the Minister for Water. Minister, why are
you allowing Southern Rural Water to block the issuing
of take-and-use geothermal water licences for both
existing and new hot springs tourism operations,
thereby causing unnecessary hardship for this vital part
of our Mornington Peninsula tourism industry?

Narre Warren South electorate
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (12:00) —
(13 408) My question is to the Minister for Education.
It concerns Narre Warren South P–12 College in my
electorate, and I ask: when will the builder be appointed
for the construction of the school’s new $5 million
performing arts centre, a new state-of-the-art facility
that will replace the school’s old and run-down
auditorium? The school has excelled with outstanding
music and performing arts programs in less than stellar
facilities. They have let nothing hold them back, but
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now they can really shoot for the stars. I am just so
excited to see what they can do in their new performing
arts centre, and I cannot wait to see construction get
underway.

Melbourne electorate
Ms SANDELL (Melbourne) (12:00) — (13 409)
My question is to the Minister for Public Transport.
What is this government doing to improve public
transport in the electorate of Melbourne, aside from the
Melbourne Metro project? A huge proportion of people
in my area take public transport, but we have a number
of problems that will not be addressed by Melbourne
Metro alone, even though that is a great project.
Kensington and South Kensington stations have both
been named in the top 10 most overcrowded stations in
Melbourne, but there are no plans to upgrade either of
them. On Nicholson and Lygon streets people simply
cannot get on a tram at peak hour in the morning, yet
we have seen tram services cut on the 86 and 96 lines.
The 402 bus, which is the only way to get east or west
in my electorate, is often unreliable and has short
running hours. People in Melbourne deserve excellent
public transport, and my residents would like to know
what this government is doing to improve services in
my electorate.

Sunbury electorate
Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) (12:01) — (13 410) My
question is for the Minister for Education. What is the
latest information on design and contract time lines for
the important upgrade of Diggers Rest Primary School
in my electorate? This wonderful school is seeing
growing enrolment as Diggers Rest thrives and grows,
and it is a community that is going from strength to
strength. It is a school that I thoroughly enjoy visiting,
and I am thrilled with our commitment to improve
facilities at the school, but I ask the minister for the
latest information on design and contract time lines for
this important project.

Polwarth electorate
Mr RIORDAN (Polwarth) (12:02) — (13 411) My
question is to the Minister for Police. What actions, if
any, will be taken by Victoria Police against the
organisers of Great Ocean Road Cycling Incorporated,
who organised a cycling event on the Great Ocean
Road and through the Otways, without a permit and
without permission from police or local authorities?
The Great Ocean Road and the beautiful Otways are a
popular visiting spot and playground for people from
across Australia and around the world. They are home
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to world-class events such as the Lorne Pier to Pub
swim, the Great Ocean Road marathon and Amy’s
Gran Fondo. These large events take a lot of time to be
organised, and officials generally work closely with
local government and communities to manage the
safety and wellbeing of participants and locals alike.
The event promoted as the Great Ocean Road Cycling
Derek ‘Disco’ Josephs Classic Ride was held illegally,
without permission, without VicRoads’ knowledge and
against the instruction and advice of local police.
Hundreds of cyclists dominated dangerous local bush
and scenic roads without protection or road safety
management. Events of this type cannot be allowed to
be orchestrated and run without planning approval.

Essendon electorate
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (12:03) — (13 412) I
direct my constituency question to the Minister for
Industry and Employment, and I ask: what is the latest
information about job-creation programs for the Horn
of Africa community in the state district of Essendon?
Ms Sandell — On a point of order, Speaker, I have a
number of questions that remain outstanding after
30 days, including questions 13 131, 13 128, 13 127,
13 126, 13 125, 13 123, 13 062 and 13 061. Could you
please direct the ministers to respond.
The SPEAKER — I will follow up those answers.
Mr McGuire — On a point of order, Speaker, I am
referring to Hansard, and I quote:
The information I seek …

That is a call for information. The Australian Concise
Oxford Dictionary definition of ‘update’ is ‘a set of
updated information’, therefore I am not seeking an
action but information. No matter how you read or
interpret ‘update’, it qualifies as a call for information. I
was just calling for the most relevant information. It is
not an action, therefore my submission is that it
complies with the constituency question proposition.
Mr Clark — On the point of order, Speaker, in
support of your ruling, there is a difference between
asking someone to provide information and asking
them a question. The first seeks an action from them to
provide information; the second is phrased as a
question to which they can stand up and give an
answer. The member for Broadmeadows may well say
that that is a fine distinction, but it is the distinction that
has been laid down very clearly. It is the same rule that
applies when a member stands up and asks an oral
question in this house at question time. You cannot
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stand up at question time and request a minister to
provide an update on an issue; you have to ask them
something in the form of a question. Since these new
constituency questions have been introduced, that is the
distinction that has been consistently drawn by whoever
has been in the chair, and it is a matter for the member
for Broadmeadows or any other member to ensure that
they phrase their request in terms of asking a question
rather than making a request for information. I therefore
submit that your ruling has been correct.
Mr Watt — On the point of order, Speaker, I fully
support the member for Box Hill in his summation. If
you look at Rulings from the Chair, it says that
constituency questions must not seek an action. But
the bit that is important is not the word ‘update’
necessarily but ‘provide an update’ — that is, rather
than ask an actual question. What the member for
Broadmeadows has done is ask the minister to provide
an update, therefore that is an action — asking the
minister to do something — regardless of whether it is
providing an update, providing advice or visiting the
member’s electorate. Quite clearly, in Rulings from
the Chair, you can see that Speaker Languiller ruled
on more than one occasion that that is not in order
because it is seeking an action.
The SPEAKER — The member for Broadmeadows
cannot speak on this point of order again, but just to
provide clarification: the member for Broadmeadows
did not seek in the wording of his constituency question
the provision of an update. He clearly said, ‘The
information I seek is an update’, so I have some
sympathy for the position of the member for
Broadmeadows. My problem is appendix 4 of Rulings
from the Chair, which clearly sets out the previous
practices of this house and which I am bound to follow.
I am happy to run through my thought process on this
ruling with the member for Broadmeadows on a later
occasion, but my ruling on this matter stands.

FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr CLARK (Box Hill) (12:07) — Prior to question
time I was making the point that one of the features of
the new firearm prohibition orders (FPO) is to impose
additional criminal penalties, but for someone intent on
defying the law or ignoring the law that is not
necessarily going to have much of a deterrent effect. So
we need to ask: what are the tangible benefits that
might flow from the new FPO regime? It seems that
there are probably two of them primarily. The first is

Wednesday, 1 November 2017

the potential to override lawfully obtained firearms
licences, so that even if someone has a firearms licence,
if they are subject to an FPO, that applies, and as a
consequence of that it will be possible to take
immediate possession of any firearms or possession
within 24 hours of any firearms that they might
otherwise lawfully have. Of course an FPO will also
apply to unlawfully possessed firearms, but they would
already be able to be dealt with under existing law, so it
is principally in relation to lawfully possessed firearms
that the FPO regime will affect.
The second aspect is that ancillary to the FPO scheme
is greater search warrant powers — powers to search to
determine whether or not the FPO is being complied
with, rather than needing some grounds for suspicion or
belief that the law is not being complied with. So that
will be an additional consequence of the order regime.
It is worth making the point that this does contradict
what the minister said in her second-reading speech,
when she said:
Let me be clear, this measure is not about legitimate firearms
licence-holders.

It is about legitimate firearms licence-holders. It may
well be justified in relation to legitimate firearms
licence-holders, but we need to examine that and satisfy
ourselves that it is in fact justified. We cannot simply
say that this is nothing to do with legitimate firearms
licence-holders. They are entitled to look closely at this
regime and to ask questions, seek assurances and, if
necessary, seek amendments to make sure that their
position as people who seek to comply with the law is
understood and is not unfairly and unreasonably being
affected by the new regime.
Let me turn now to some of the specific concerns that
have been raised about the regime and how it may
operate — in particular, first of all, whether it is likely
to be effective or what risks there might be to its
effectiveness that need to be addressed. The proposal is
that the Chief Commissioner of Police or any delegate
of the chief commissioner down to the level of
superintendent will be able to make one of these orders,
and questions have reasonably been raised as to
whether the delegation down to that level is too broad. I
will be interested in the response of government
members to that question, as to whether or not — given
this is a power which as we understand it is to be used
in relatively limited circumstances and is not intended
to be a general bypass to normal firearms laws —
delegation to the level of superintendent is too low or
whether it is justified. We look forward to the response
of government members — the government’s
response — on that issue.
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The other pivotal aspect of the regime is that once an
order has been made it can then be subject to an
application for review at the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal. That is likely to be a pivotal
provision, because anybody who is made subject to an
order and is aggrieved by it is likely to take up that
capacity to seek a review by VCAT. It is proposed to
give, in effect, a right to seek a review upon the making
of an order and then another one once the time is into
the second half of the period of the order.
This is putting a very substantial new burden on VCAT,
because this is going to be an issue that is largely going
to hinge around police intelligence, information
becoming known to the police force, and as to whether
that gives the chief commissioner legitimate grounds to
reach the conclusions that the chief commissioner or his
or her delegate has reached under the act. That is going
to put very serious demands on VCAT’s capacity to
judge and make decisions in relation to many
competing considerations.
The key part of the considerations that VCAT is likely
to have to address is how sensitive police intelligence
information is going to be handled, because VCAT will
face the argument that police have information coming
to them from confidential sources, information which is
highly sensitive and which it would be inappropriate to
disclose to the person seeking the review by VCAT.
The person who is seeking the review will
understandably be saying to VCAT, ‘How can I
respond to the making of this prohibition order unless I
know what the case is against me?’. VCAT is going to
have to make a very difficult decision on that issue.
In a sense it is a decision VCAT is going to have to
make under this legislation that is similar to the
decisions that the Supreme Court of Victoria might
need to make under legislation in relation to the
outlawing of criminal bikie gangs, which again might
be based on information coming into the hands of
police from sources who need to be protected or
information which may be highly confidential. In that
legislation for the outlawing of criminal bikie gangs,
which was brought in under the previous government,
there was extensive provision made for the balancing of
those considerations, and an extensive regime by which
those issues were to be dealt with. But there is no such
extensive provision in the bill before us; there are
simply proposed sections 112L and 112M. Proposed
section 112 states:
(1) An individual to whom a firearm prohibition order
applies may apply to VCAT for a review of the Chief
Commissioner’s decision to make the order.
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(2) Section 50(3) of the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal 1998 does not apply to a
review under subsection (1).

There is then a similar provision in proposed section
112M about a further application for review. All of
those issues are left totally at large, and I think it is
going to be very important for government speakers in
this debate to explain how they envisage that this is
going to work, what considerations they expect VCAT
will apply in making that decision and how matters are
going to be handled if VCAT makes an order that
certain information be made available to the applicant
when the police believe it would be inappropriate to
make that information available to the applicant. If
there is a very litigious individual involved, or if the
individual concerned who is subject to the FPO is a
member of a criminal organisation, a criminal bikie
gang or similar, that person or organisation might put
money into the case and be willing to litigate in the
Supreme Court as well as at VCAT.
I also make the point that the argument in favour of
making VCAT the review body for this issue is at odds
with the arguments advanced in this house by the
Minister for Health just recently in relation to the
Voluntary Assisted Dying Bill 2017. The Minister for
Health and her advisers made it clear to the opposition
in the course of that debate and in briefings that they
believe VCAT is not equipped to handle matters such
as undue influence and coercion because it was said
they raise matters of criminal law which are better dealt
with by a court. But here in this bill VCAT is being
asked to deal with matters that very much relate to
criminal conduct, and not only to whether or not
particular conduct may constitute a breach of the
criminal law, but also about practical matters of police
operations and police intelligence and the operation of
organised crime gangs or other criminal activities. So it
is a new and very onerous burden that is proposed to be
placed on VCAT by this bill. It will be a burden that
will be difficult for VCAT to take on, and it could well
give rise to decisions that are highly contested and
result in further litigation; yet there are just a few lines
on page 18 of the bill that are intended to cover all these
complex issues.
Again, the opposition is very keen to hear how the
government envisages that this is going to work and, if
the current provisions do not prove to be satisfactory, as
to whether or not they need to be amended. In relation
to that matter, and indeed to other matters I will touch
on, the opposition is more than willing to work with the
government between the houses to address the concerns
we have raised and the concerns others have raised so
that, if necessary, amendments can be made and this
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bill will operate effectively and avoid unfair,
unintended consequences.
Other issues that have been raised go to the potential
number of orders that the government contemplates
might be issued under this bill. Are we talking about a
handful, are we talking about hundreds or are we
talking about thousands? Understanding that will give
us in this house and the community a greater capacity
to evaluate how this legislation is likely to operate and
what its effects will be.
There are also a range of issues about the scope of the
prohibition that is going to apply to someone who is the
subject of an FPO. There do seem to be some
unintended consequences here. Proposed section 112O
lists a range of premises that an individual to whom a
firearms protection order applies must not enter. A
number of those are understandable — firearms dealers,
shooting ranges, handgun shooting clubs and so
forth — but it also includes premises where firearms
are ‘stored’. The issue has been raised as to whether
that means someone who is subject to an FPO may not
enter or remain at a police station because presumably
firearms are going to be stored at police stations. Does
that mean they cannot attend a police station to report a
crime or engage in any of the transactions that people
might quite lawfully from time to time attend a police
station for? I think that is an important issue that needs
to be answered.
People also make the point that there are many other
premises where firearms may be stored. It would seem
to prohibit a person subject to an FPO from visiting
other family members at their homes where firearms
may be stored. Again, we need to know whether or not
that is the intention. If that is the intention and the case
is going to be made that that is fair and just, then let us
have that on the record and hear what the reasons are
for it. Or alternatively, is this something that just has
not been anticipated and provided for?
There are some issues about other parts of the bill as
well as the FPO provisions. Let me raise them. One of
them relates to some new provisions that are proposed
to be inserted by clause 25 of the bill. They include
broad provisions that are proposed to be inserted in
section 130 of the act prohibiting people possessing
loaded firearms in a public place or any other place in
reckless disregard for the safety of any person, or
carrying a loaded firearm in similar places or using a
firearm in similar places. But then there are a range of
exceptions to that, and most of those exceptions are
logical and in relation to police officers, IBAC officers
and others carrying out public duties where they would
be entitled to carry loaded firearms. But then at

Wednesday, 1 November 2017

proposed paragraph (g) of proposed subsection (2A) of
section 130 is the exception for:
a person who holds a licence under this Act, and who is
possessing, carrying or using a firearm in accordance with the
licence and with any other requirements of any other law,
licence, permit or other authority that applies to the
possession, carriage or use.”.

So the question that arises is that it would seem to be
that if a person were to carry or possess a loaded
firearm in the middle of the Melbourne CBD, they
would fall under that exception and therefore would not
be committing an offence under the proposed insertions
into section 130. Does that mean that it becomes lawful
for them to do so or are there in fact other provisions in
the legislation on top of these proposed new provisions
that would make that unlawful?
That needs to be clarified one way or another. Even if
there are other provisions that would make it unlawful
for someone to carry a loaded firearm in the middle of
the CBD, this provision may well be very confusing
and misleading, and there might be better ways of
addressing that issue to put it beyond doubt. Again, this
is one of the issues we raise for the government to
consider and respond to so that we can avoid
unintended consequences and have the law work as
effectively as possible.
Another area where concern has been raised has been
about the extension of the provisions for unlicensed
firearm manufacturing and the extension of references
to include firearm parts or manufacturing equipment.
The concern that is raised there is as to whether that
will apply to people who are licensed shooters lawfully
in possession of firearms, whether it is illegal for them
to make ancillary parts of firearms such as butt plates or
cheek pieces or chokes or other pieces of a firearm even
though it is lawful for them to have that firearm in the
first place.
Again, this is something that applies to everyone. This
is not just one of the provisions that relates to a
firearm prohibition order, and so that needs to be
clarified, because there is concern that it might be
extending to stop and prohibit perfectly innocent and
legitimate activity by people who are otherwise fully
complying with the law and for no good reason.
Clearly the intent of cracking down on those who
illegally manufacture firearms is laudable and one that
we would support but, as with all other pieces of
legislation, we need to make sure that it works
properly and effectively to achieve its objectives.
As I say, there are a range of provisions that it is going to
be important to address during the course of this debate.
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Another one to which I allude, which I suppose raises
some different policy issues and policy issues that have
been around for some time, is about the modification to
the number of times which people can attend a shooting
range without a licence. Again, this is a balancing
exercise, and the objective is understood to be to allow
prospective shooters an opportunity to try out for a sport
without needing a licence but on the other hand to not let
that trying out for sport be used as a technique to evade
the operation of licensing provisions.
Legitimate shooters make the point that when someone
bona fide decides to become involved with, for example,
pistol shooting, it takes such a long time for an
application for a handgun licence to be assessed and
issued that they would exhaust the number of unlicensed
attendances at shooting ranges that they are permitted to
make before even receiving their licence. They say that is
unfair, and it seems to be a reasonable question for them
to raise as to what could be done to speed up the
evaluation process or otherwise avoid that anomaly.
Again, I look forward to the government’s response.
In conclusion, we on this side of the house are fully
willing to support the government’s attempt to
implement a workable firearm prohibition order regime,
but there are a wide number of concerns and issues that
have legitimately been raised about it. I do hope
government speakers will take the opportunity to engage
on those issues during the course of this debate to try to
achieve a resolution to them. If matters remain
unresolved at the conclusion of this debate, we are happy
to work with the government between houses, as I said
earlier, to try to resolve those matters and come up with
any amendments that may be necessary, because it is
important that legislation on a subject such as this is got
as right as possible, first of all to achieve its objective of
getting unlawful firearms out of the community and
trying to keep the community safer and secondly to make
sure that it does not have unintended and unfair adverse
consequences for legitimate firearm owners.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (12:27) — I am
delighted to rise and make a contribution today on the
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017. Acting Speaker, with
your indulgence, before I do so I would like to
acknowledge John Moore in the gallery today. John has
come in today. He is doing work experience in my
office every Wednesday now for the next five weeks.
John has come in today, and it is his first experience
with state Parliament. It is great to have the young
fellow in the big house.
I am delighted to make a contribution on this bill
because I think it is really important that the
government gets on with the job of addressing some of
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these systemic problems and issues as they emerge. I
noted, in preparing for this contribution today, that in
many ways what we are seeing here with the rise of
illicit firearms in Australia and Victoria has come about
I think because of the rise of trade in Australia. I was
consulting some Australian Bureau of Statistics data
before I rose to my feet just now, and I note that back in
1999 the value of goods imported into Australia was at
$101.774 billion. We clicked over $200 billion back in
2008 — $232.313 billion — and the most recent
Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade data relates to
2016, which is $267 billion. When you have that rise in
trade and when you are participating in a global
economy — and we are reducing trade barriers and
have got a greater movement of goods — then you are
often likely to see organised crime take advantage of
this set of circumstances.
It is not often I rely upon the Australian as a reliable
news outlet, but in this case I will do so. The Australian
outlined in an article on 6 February this year that in the
2015–16 financial year 1751 firearms were captured by
the Australian Border Force. A lot of these actually are
imported in parts, and organised criminals are
purchasing these goods online and are then assembling
them in Australia. I think that if you are capturing
1751 firearms in a financial year, that gives you some
indication as to the size and scope of the problem. I
think really what the government is seeking to do with
this bill that is before the house now is to try to find a
way in which it can respond to some of those concerns
and issues.
I note that in terms of drive-by shootings, for non-fatal
shootings there were 27 recorded incidents in 2014,
there were 67 in 2016 and to date there have been 47.
So really what we are seeing is an increase in activity
like this, and therefore there is a need to respond. The
government is seeking to deal with this through the
legislative instrument of a firearm prohibition order
(FPO), which is based upon a similar scheme that has
been in operation in New South Wales since I think
2011, and that has seen a significant decrease in terms
of drive-by shootings and criminal activity as a result of
illicit access to firearms.
How these prohibition orders will work is that they will
ensure that the Chief Commissioner of Police or a
person delegated can make that order against a person
where they believe that person is a risk to public safety.
We are making sure that where we believe that people
are going to behave inappropriately or there is a
reasonable assumption that someone might do the
wrong thing, action is taken to address that.
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Specifically in relation to the bill before the house, new
section 112B will create a new offence with a maximum
penalty of 10 years imprisonment if the subject of a
firearm prohibition order possesses, acquires, carries or
uses a firearm or firearm-related item. It is trying to
ensure that in instances where people do the wrong thing,
there are some stiff penalties that are available as a way
of trying to encourage compliance.
Firearm prohibition orders can be imposed when the
Chief Commissioner of Police is satisfied, based upon
the criminal history or behaviour of an individual or the
people with whom the individual associates, that an
individual poses a threat or risk to public safety. This
provision is trying to make sure that where Victoria
Police have got a reasonable suspicion that someone
might be likely to engage in criminal activity and use a
firearm that might be purchased online, there is the
ability to try and take action against that person.
In his contribution the member for Box Hill talked
about some of the restrictions and prohibitions placed
upon an individual in terms of where they can and
cannot go. I was quite intrigued that paintball locations
are explicitly included in the scheme. Having read the
minister’s second-reading speech, my understanding is
that paintball can be used as a way for someone to
refine and hone their skills. This legislation will make
sure that if someone has had an illegal firearm at home
they will not be able to try and hone their skills at a
paintball range. Again, I think that is just recognising
the fact that we need to make sure that we craft
legislation that reflects the needs and requirements of
the times in which we live.
In relation to the bill before the house, it is also important
to note that an oversight role will be played in relation to
the operation of the scheme. I think it is fair and
appropriate that we can assess how the scheme is going
to be rolled out and look at its effectiveness. Obviously
there is a role for the Independent Broad-based
Anti-corruption Commission in relation to that scheme.
They will be able to look at reviewing sample sizes of
FPOs, which will be around about 10 per cent in a given
period, to try and work out their efficiency and
effectiveness. I believe that will be done every two years
to try and ensure that the success of the scheme can be
dealt with and addressed as part of that process.
It is important that government looks to respond to
issues as they emerge. It is clear that there has been an
increase in this level of criminal activity. It is worth
noting that when this had occurred previously in New
South Wales and FPOs were introduced, that state saw
a marked decline in that level of activity. It is important
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that the government has the capacity to bring to this
place legislation that will look at addressing that.
I think this situation has come about because we live in
a global economy. We are seeing increased levels of
imports and significant increases not only in the value
but also the volume of imported goods, so we have to
be vigilant. Clearly there is a role for customs and the
Australian Border Force to play in trying to intercept
these goods at the border. If we have got the ability to
address the demand for these illicit weapons in our
community, then that should hopefully go a long way to
tackling that as well. It is really very much a case of
working hand in glove with federal agencies to try and
address these issues as they emerge and to try and
tackle them head on.
When there is a rise of drive-by shootings in our
community, it is important that the government
responds and tackles that issue and that we do work
together. We are an island country, so we will always
have trade. There will always be containers of goods
coming in. You cannot expect the Australian Border
Force to be able to intercept and search every single
container that comes into this country, so of course
there is going to be a risk that some of these weapons
will make it into our community.
I was surprised by the fact that in the 2015–16 financial
year 1751 weapons were intercepted in Australia.
Victoria represents 25 per cent of the population, so you
are probably looking at over 400 weapons that were
destined for Victoria. That would be my guess, though
of course that could be offset by the fact that Melbourne
is Australia’s largest container port, so a higher level of
weapons may have been seized in Melbourne.
It is an important piece of legislation before the house. I
know that it will have your full support, Acting Speaker
Spence. I will ensure that I will be in the chamber later
today to listen to your contribution on this important
bill. On that note, I commend the bill to the house.
Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (12:37) — I rise to make a
contribution to the Firearms Amendment Bill 2017. I
look at this bill and at the context in which we are
living in the state of Victoria at the moment — where
we have got huge issues with crime and public
safety — and I see that the government is looking to
introduce a range of measures to assist with this
escalating issue with regard to firearms, including the
non-fatal shootings that we have been experiencing.
The minister in the second-reading speech actually does
acknowledge some of the issues which have clearly
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come to light in the last few years since the Labor
government has been in office. The minister said:
… drive-by shootings have risen from 27 non-fatal shootings
in 2014, to 67 in 2016 and already 47 to date in 2017.

We have had an alarming jump in non-fatal shootings,
which is something we hear about in the media every
day. They are not uncommon. You wake up in the
morning and listen to the news and hear that there has
been a shooting. Sometimes somebody has driven
themselves to hospital because somehow they have got
a bullet wound in the leg or the stomach and are not
quite sure how it happened. Sometimes ambulances
also get called out to these shootings. With the high
level of shootings in Victoria there is a clear need to
update the Firearms Act 1996 for the protection of our
communities. The act is about the regulation of firearms
so that they are well managed. This is about the
purchase, use and disposal of firearms, including
whether or not they are past their use-by date. I know
my father had a couple of firearms that were called
antiques as did many other older farmers. This
legislation has the key objective of keeping us safe.
There are several purposes of the amendment bill that is
before us, and I will briefly touch on them. The first is
the introduction of firearm prohibition orders. This
scheme is for the police to proactively address risks to
public safety due to the possession and use of firearms
by organised crime groups. We hear a lot about
organised crime groups, whether they be outlaw
motorcycle gangs, other crime groups or people that
have been rated as a terrorist risk by police. This
scheme is based on the New South Wales model. In
looking at that model I think it is important to note that
the Liberal government in New South Wales were on
the front foot in bringing about such changes.
Also included in the purposes of the bill are new
indictable offences to tackle drive-by shootings, which,
as I said, are becoming more and more commonplace.
The bill updates the offence of possession, carriage and
use of firearms in public places. Whilst this is all well
and good, some 18 months ago the coalition in
opposition put forward a similar measure, but the
government has been very slow to pick it up and run
with it. We in the coalition know that a lot of our good
policies and ideas get copied by the government,
including just today the car-ramming legislation being
introduced by the government. That was something that
the coalition had flagged and introduced previously. I
also note the amendment to the illicit firearm
manufacturing offence, which covers preparatory steps
of the manufacturing process.
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Finally, clause 21 of the bill amends section 101A of the
principal act by reducing the quantity of unregistered
firearms that constitute the offence of acquiring or
disposing of trafficable quantities of firearms from ‘more
than 3’ unregistered firearms to ‘2 or more’. Some other
amendments are also being introduced.
I want to start first of all with prohibition orders. The
Chief Commissioner of Police will be in a position to
make a determination or select a delegate to impose a
prohibition order on an individual if it is seen to be in
the public interest to prohibit that individual’s access
to firearms.
Whilst this sounds good, there is a concern about that
level of delegation, who they can delegate to and how
broad this is, because this is important. We do not want
to be bypassing and weakening any existing firearms
laws. It is important to note, I think, that warrants will
not be required in order to undertake searches over the
life of the prohibition order — that is 10 years for adults
and five years for children. Serious offences will apply
if the subject acquires, possesses, carries or uses a
firearm or firearm-related item. I think that is important
if you look at silencers, cartridges, ammunition or any
part of a firearm.
Finally, an area that is of some concern is that a person
issued with a firearms prohibition order has the right to
go to VCAT when an order is made to seek a review.
This has previously been handled by a different body,
and I worry about the member of VCAT on the day
who gets to hear this matter, because it is possible that
members of VCAT may not know broadly the nuances
around firearms or understand the issues. There are also
issues about what information is disclosed through this
process. There may be some information that the police
have gleaned which is terrorist related and needs to be
kept under wraps as far as possible, because sometimes
we do not want everybody knowing all of the issues
about intelligence that has been gathered. So I am a
little bit concerned, and I know that the lead speaker,
the manager of opposition business, raised these
concerns as well.
With regard to drive-by shootings, I want to refer also
to the part of the second-reading speech where the
minister states that:
New section 131A will create an indictable offence of
discharging a shot, bullet or other missile at a premises
(which would include a private residence) or vehicle, vessel
or aircraft with reckless disregard for the safety of any person.

I think that gives a good little summary of what the
intent of the bill is in this area, and I have already
covered the statistics of the alarming increase.
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I want to also make comment on the changes around
the number of attendances permitted at shooting ranges
without a licence. I will put on the record that I have
attended a couple of shooting ranges where I have been
given a temporary licence to shoot. The Melbourne
International Shooting Club in particular is one where I
did shoot, and I have also visited the Mansfield
premises. But I think it is important to recognise that
shooting is a legitimate sport. They have their world
championships, and at the Olympics Australia did very
well in a pentathlon, with Chloe Esposito taking out a
gold medal. That involves a range of activities
including fencing, running and horseriding but also
shooting. I think it is important that we do not preclude
the instruction of younger people at shooting ranges on
how many times they can do that without a licence
whilst they try the sport. I think there needs to be
flexibility in this. I know that this amendment was
requested by the Victorian Amateur Pistol Association,
and I am pleased to see that there.
I do have some concerns that have been raised as well
by the Combined Firearms Council of Victoria. I notice
that they have been consulted, but clearly they have not
been listened to. They raised a number of concerns
about what the second-reading speech says and where it
appears the bill is in conflict with that. I think one that
is of particular importance is about the legislation’s
impact on legitimate firearms licence-holders. The
government’s expectation, as said in the second-reading
speech, is that the chief commissioner will use these
orders to focus on serious criminal activity, but the bill
actually does not mention the legitimate firearms
licence-holders. I think there might need to be another
look to strengthen that area.
I will say that I have been concerned for quite some
time about the increase in theft of legitimate firearms
from rural properties. The numbers are far greater in the
regions than in the city, and there is a clear link. There
are raids on people’s sheds because farmers have
firearms; some of them may also be hunters. When one
raid happens you hear of several happening — several
properties are targeted at the one time. This is clearly
limited to outlaw activity.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (12:47) — I take pleasure
in again joining the debate on one of the many justice
bills that this government has brought before the house.
It gives the lie to what those opposite say — that we are
not a government that is tough on crime. We are
absolutely a government that is relentlessly tough on
crime. Anyone observing in the chamber, in the gallery
or watching or listening to the livestream would have
heard the Minister for Police and other ministers
outlining our absolute commitment to Victoria Police,
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to increasing police numbers and to giving them the
powers they need to tackle the rise in crime in this state,
which I must say has been occurring since about 2010
or 2011. As the police minister said, we have slowed
that increase. The police minister has said that the
police academy is now completely full and is constantly
training and recruiting the best and brightest to get on
the beat in Victoria. More than 3000 police will be
trained and recruited under our watch, plus police
custody officers and more protective services officers.
I note that the member for Williamstown is sitting
behind me, and I know he will be very interested in
what I have to say, because when he was the shadow
Minister for Police, he and I took great pleasure in
about October 2014 in Mernda in standing in the back
of a flatbed truck with Ron Iddles, who was then the
secretary of the Police Association Victoria, and Tom
Joseph, now Cr Tom Joseph with the City of
Whittlesea, who headed up the Mernda Needs a Police
Station campaign.
I was absolutely delighted to be there backing the
police association’s push for additional police in this
state and for a much-needed police station in Mernda.
They said it was their top priority, and we are delivering
on that in spades. I really hope that the member for
Williamstown, who made that commitment, will be at
the opening. This police station will be operational this
month. It is a massive facility. It is home to a family
violence unit. It will be the police service area
headquarters. It is really state-of-the-art, and it is much
needed in the Mernda community.
I was really glad that Tom Joseph initiated the Mernda
Needs a Police Station campaign. It was most
disappointing that under the watch of those opposite no
police minister set foot in my electorate, let alone the
district of Mernda. But that is definitely different to us,
because I know that the member for Williamstown as
the Minister for Police came out and announced the
funding. The now Minister for Police and I did the sod
turn together, and it is going to make a huge difference
to our community.
Mr Noonan interjected.
Ms GREEN — I thank the member for
Williamstown. We have seen a bit of a scare campaign
going on locally. The minister was forced to deny on
numerous occasions the scurrilous accusations by the
not-that-committed-to-opposing-all-crime member for
Mount Waverley — he has got form with women —
An honourable member interjected.
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Ms GREEN — I do not know whether he has given
his Myki card back, but the Minister for Police was
forced again to deny that. Of course we are not going to
follow their path of having police kiosks. We actually
believe in having police on the beat and increasing
police on the beat.
Just like the minister has had to continue denying that
lie, in my local community there has been a constant
scurrilous lie that when the Mernda police station
opens, the Whittlesea police station will close. It will
not close. Read my lips: it will not close. The minister
has said that on numerous occasions. Those opposite
and in the other chamber have mounted a fear
campaign. They did nothing on their watch. Anytime
they have been in government since 1992, and we can
look particularly from 2010 to 2014, not one police
station has been built in the north — not one. But I can
say that in the 15 years I have been in Parliament, in
Melbourne’s north we have built the almost completed
Mernda police station. We have built the police and
emergency services complex in Diamond Creek. We
built a police station at Hurstbridge. We introduced
policing to Kinglake. We built a police station at
Wallan. We built a police station at Craigieburn. We
built a police station at Eltham. We built a police station
at Warrandyte. Those opposite cannot name one police
station that they have built in the north in my children’s
lifetime — not one.
I ask the Whittlesea community, ‘Who can you trust to
keep the police station in Whittlesea open? Who can
you trust to actually have it staffed and to contract the
response area?’. Once Mernda opens, the Whittlesea
police will not have to patrol all the way to South
Morang anymore, and they will not patrol through
Mernda and Doreen anymore. They will be patrolling
in Whittlesea, and only as far as Grants Road, and they
will be properly resourced. I decry all of those
scurrilous accusations, lies and claims that have been
made by those opposite and their fellow travellers in the
community. They should hang their heads in shame.
They have attempted to scare the community of
Whittlesea. I say you can trust this side of politics with
keeping the north of Melbourne safe.
In his leading contribution on this bill the member for
Box Hill raised concerns about who will be responsible
for making decisions to make a firearm prohibition
order (FPO). Victoria Police advises that initially the
making of FPOs will be limited to the state anti-gang
squad in crime command and that applications for
FPOs will then be more broadly progressed to focus on
organised crime figures. These powers can be
delegated, so the bill restricts the delegation of the chief
commissioner’s power to make an FPO to deputy and
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assistant commissioners, executive employees,
commanders and select superintendents. The
delegations have been further limited to only those
superintendents who have line responsibility for the
division commands that are responsible for public
safety, frontline operations, intelligence,
counterterrorism, tackling organised and firearm-related
crime, and the regulation of firearms. This ensures that
they can respond quickly to dynamic and evolving
incidents, which we hope there are less of in this state,
but we do live in an uncertain world. We are giving
police these powers. I hope that addresses the
opposition’s concerns, which were also raised by the
member for Eildon.
The member for Box Hill also queried why reviews of
the decision to make an FPO are dealt with by VCAT
and not the Firearms Appeals Committee or a court.
VCAT is the appropriate forum to determine a review
of an FPO and also licence decisions that are based on
the chief commissioner refusing a licence application,
refusing to renew a licence or cancelling a licence due
to serious criminal behaviour. VCAT has a fully
functioning court-style registry system with appropriate
and secure file storage arrangements, making it
appropriate to deal with sensitive, complex and
confidential material.
The bill before the house is not an attack on responsible
firearm owners, who I am a great defender of. As the
member for Eildon said, athletes like Chloe Esposito
and many others throughout the region that she and I
represent have represented our country and are
responsible licensed shooters. Field and Game Australia
do some outstanding work through the Goulburn area
and through the Plenty River area in improving bird
habitat and in doing environmental works. I know those
in the Greens party try to decry our licensed shooters,
but I am a great fan of them. They assist with reducing
feral animals and pests in this state. We could not get
by without them.
The bill before the house is definitely about
strengthening the powers of police against those who
would use firearms in a criminal way. It is part of a
broader suite of measures from our Community Safety
Statement, which shows that we are a government that
is committed to fighting crime and fighting the causes
of crime. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr KATOS (South Barwon) (12:57) — I rise this
afternoon to make a contribution on the Firearms
Amendment Bill 2017. As the member for Box Hill
said, the opposition will not be opposing this bill. I
might just touch on some of the features of the bill, and
then perhaps I will go into a bit more of a critique after
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the lunchbreak, because I know I have only got a
couple of minutes now.
The bill seeks to amend the Firearms Act 1996 and
introduces the firearm prohibition order scheme so that
police can practically address risks to public safety
arising from the possession and use of firearms,
particularly by organised crime groups and persons and
also by people who are deemed to be a terrorist risk.
This is largely based on the model that was introduced
by the Liberal government in New South Wales,
although it is not completely the same. The bill inserts
new indictable offences to tackle drive-by shootings
and updates the offence of possession, carriage and use
of firearms in public places.
From memory it was in April of 2016 that the opposition
proposed that drive-by shootings be made a specific
offence. Here we are, a year and a half later, and finally
the government has come to the party and followed the
opposition’s lead on this policy. The bill also amends the
illicit firearm manufacturing offence to better capture
people who are in the process of manufacturing firearms
illegally. It also revises the definition of ‘trafficable
quantities of unregistered firearms’ from four firearms —
that is, more than three — to two or more. The bill also
makes some other amendments.
May I say at the outset that I am actually a licensed
firearms owner. I own firearms myself, so I understand
the necessity of obeying the law and doing everything
properly, particularly as a member of Parliament. With
regard to some of the concerns around the bill, I will
start with what the member for Yan Yean mentioned.
She mentioned VCAT.
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Conservation of Nature (IUCN), and 79 threatened
species that depend on this forest, including the
Leadbeater’s possum and the greater glider;

(3) notes that VicForests’ logging is a loss-making
operation that requires taxpayer subsidies to continue, as
shown in the VicForests 2016–17 annual report;
(4) notes that the creation of the great forest national park
will create at least 760 jobs, tourism opportunities,
protect biodiversity and support the viticultural and
horticultural industries in the Yarra Ranges.

Mr Hibbins — On a point of order, Speaker, in
regard to standing order 37, originally the Greens had
intended to substitute the matter of public importance
for a matter in favour of marriage equality; however,
neither the government nor the opposition supported
this move. I was just wondering if the Speaker, given
standing order 37 has rarely been used, could provide
some guidance to members as to how standing order 37
can actually be enacted.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Prahran
is correct. Standing order 37 does provide the
opportunity for a member proposing that an item listed
on the notice paper be called on in total or partial
substitution of a discussion of a matter of public
importance on a range of conditions. One of those is
obtaining the prior agreement of the leaders of the
government, opposition and third party, as the case may
be, and I understand that in this case that agreement has
not been reached. This is a matter that is in the hands of
the house. I am willing to discuss this matter with both
the Leader of the House and the manager of opposition
business to see if there is any appetite to change the
standing orders, but failing that this is a matter that
really can only be resolved by the house itself.

Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.

MATTERS OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Great forest national park
The SPEAKER — Order! I have accepted a
statement from the member for Melbourne proposing
the following matter of public importance for
discussion:
That this house calls on the Andrews Labor government to
immediately create the great forest national park, and:
(1) condemns the Andrews government for its continued
logging of Victoria’s native forests, especially in the
Central Highlands and East Gippsland;
(2) notes that this logging is contributing to the destruction
of the mountain ash ecosystem, which has been listed as
critically endangered by the International Union for

Ms SANDELL (Melbourne) (14:05) — This is the
first time that the Greens have proposed a matter of
public importance. We are only given the opportunity
to do so once in a term. Today I have put forward a
matter that is of great urgency to this state: the need to
end native forest logging in Victoria, to create the great
forest national park and to protect our forests in
Gippsland through the creation of the Emerald link. The
need to create this great forest national park is
incredibly, incredibly urgent, because if we keep
logging these forests in the Central Highlands and East
Gippsland, within just a year or two there will be no
high conservation value forests in these areas left at all.
And what an incredibly stark image that is. In just a few
years these forests could be completely gone,
completely wiped off the face of our planet simply
because this government allows the logging, the
slashing and the burning of these forests just to make
cheap paper. This needs to end now.
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We are incredibly lucky in Victoria. We have some of
the most precious and the most beautiful native habitat
in the world. Some of these forests are just a stone’s
throw away from Melbourne, and these forests are
made up of incredibly delicate ecosystems. Mountain
ash, members may not know, is the tallest flowering
plant on the planet. For Victoria’s precious animal
emblem, the Leadbeater’s possum, these forests are
their habitat. These gorgeous little creatures are
critically endangered because of habitat loss. They are
so tiny they can fit in the palm of your hand. There are
over 30 threatened species that inhabit these incredibly
precious forests.
I love these forests, and these forests are the reason I
got into politics in the first place. When I was a student
at university and new to Melbourne I went to a talk at
my university run by the local environment club, and
what I learned at that talk was absolutely shocking. I
learned that not only does the Victorian government
allow the logging of our threatened forests, but actually
the Victorian government pays for it. Our taxes pay for
the destruction of our native habitat. When I learned
this — that we actually pay for the pleasure of
destroying our forests — I was dumbfounded,
completely dumbfounded, and then I was completely
devastated. How could it be that a government actually
uses taxpayer money to prop up an industry that
destroys one of our most natural assets? It just simply
did not make sense to me. And how could a Labor
government do this? When I first learned about it, it
was a Labor government allowing this, and today it is a
Labor government allowing it still.
I first learned about this over 10 years ago, and since
then logging has continued at a rate of around seven
MCGs every single day. And after decades of this
logging we are just one or two years away from wiping
these precious forests off the face of our planet for
good. These are forests that we will never get back.
In 2015 a leaked briefing by Victoria’s Department of
Treasury and Finance revealed that this logging in
Victoria is making a loss of $5.5 million a year, and
earlier this year the Labor government bailed out the
failing Heyfield timber mill in East Gippsland for a
speculated $50 million. The timber mill was no longer
profitable and was going to close down, so Labor
stepped in and forked out tens of millions of our
taxpayer dollars to temporarily save a few jobs and
keep logging going. Labor says it did this to protect
workers, but this is an entirely unsustainable approach
in every sense of that word. Soon enough there will
simply be no forest left, and forestry workers will be
left in the lurch yet again.

3605

If this Labor government truly cared about jobs for
people, they would look at the reports that show there
are over 700 jobs that could be created through ceasing
logging, creating the great forest national park and
moving our logging to plantation forests, which is
much, much more sustainable. But instead of making
plans for this industry’s future, such as moving to the
plantations that we know are there — and more could
be there — and instead of creating a plan where
industry and workers could have certainty and where
they could thrive, the government clings to the past.
This is a ridiculous, ridiculous waste of public money.
In many cases this logging is not even legal by our own
laws. In September the Goongerah Environment Centre
and Friends of the Earth released a report alleging there
had been 27 cases of logging in East Gippsland and the
Central Highlands in only the past three years —
27 cases in just three years — that breached the
environmental code of practice. Even right now in
Gippsland the Kuark Forest is about to be logged by
VicForests even though it contains areas of old-growth
forest that are supposed to be protected by law. The
tireless warriors at Environmental Justice Australia and
the Goongerah Environment Centre and many other
incredible volunteers have tried to stop this logging,
and I believe today they have just won an injunction in
the Supreme Court that will put a stay on this logging.
Good on them for actually having to put their bodies on
the line to protect what this government will not.
We have a temporary stay on logging in this part of the
forest, but what about the rest of the forest that is about
to be logged? It should not be up to environmental
volunteers to actually stop this logging. It should not be
up to volunteer groups to keep saving the forest —
forest that the government should simply not be
destroying in the first place.
Labor has been squirming around this issue for years.
In the latest ironic twist it has been revealed that the
government is now spending $4.8 million for the
state-owned logging company, VicForests, to build
artificial hollows for possums while they continue to
log the possums’ habitat. Let me just say that again: the
Victorian government is paying the state-owned
logging company to save the same species, the
Leadbeater’s possum, that they are pushing to
extinction through their logging, which the government
also pays for. You just simply could not make this stuff
up; that is how ridiculous it is.
Labor have been the great pretenders on the
environment for years, but when it comes to logging —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Ms SANDELL — When it comes to logging, your
credibility is completely shot to shreds. The choice here
is obvious. We must end logging, we must create the
great forest national park and we must create the
emerald link to save our forests in Gippsland. The great
forest national park is not just about protecting the
environment. It will protect more than 500 000 hectares
of connected national park land from Kinglake to
Eildon, across Toolangi, Warburton, Healesville and
Marysville and all the way down to Mount Baw Baw.
It will protect our environment. It will help us to save
some of these species from extinction. But it is also a
place for people. The great forest national park will be a
place for families to picnic and adventurers to wander
around. It will be a place to camp under the stars and
for hikers to aim towards the horizon. But more than
that it will protect our precious drinking water. The
mountain ash forests east of Melbourne provide most of
Melbourne’s drinking water. The forest itself — the
trees — actually purify our air and purify our water.
Every tree that is cut down in these forests reduces
water flow into Melbourne’s catchments and dams.
Every tree that is cut down muddies the water that
comes out of our kitchen taps.
The great forest national park will also create
sustainable jobs — sustainable jobs in a booming
tourism industry and sustainable jobs in restoring the
damaged forest to mitigate the additional fire risks that
have been created by logging since the 1970s. That is
700 new jobs and more than $70 million we can bring
to the local economy, according to the great forest
national park working group. So if the Labor
government here in Victoria really wants to create jobs,
protect workers and show leadership, they have only
one option available to them — create the great forest
national park. The choice to create this national park is
one that is supported by environment groups, local
communities and people across Victoria. But if the
government are not interested in listening to the
scientists, environmentalists or the tourism operators
who want this park, I have a tip for them: maybe they
should listen to the voters.
There was recently a poll of voters across the electorate
of Northcote where, as people would know, there is
currently a by-election being fought out between the
Greens and Labor. There is still time to do something
about it, but there are only three weeks to the
by-election.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Government members will
come to order.
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Ms SANDELL — The poll last month showed that
more than 81 per cent of people supported or strongly
supported the creation of the great forest national park.
The people of Northcote and the people of Victoria
know that if we do not act now to create the great forest
national park, we will soon have nothing left. If the
Labor government does not act now, they will soon be
replaced by the Greens, who will.
I grew up marvelling at the wonders of Victoria’s
environment. I want the future children of Victoria to
be able to grow up doing the same. I want my daughter
to grow up learning about the Leadbeater’s possum and
wandering in and wondering at the great forest national
park of Victoria. The only way that we can protect the
creatures, the trees, the animals, the ferns, the streams,
the rivers and the jobs of Victorians is to create the
great forest national park. These natural assets — these
trees, these animals, these ecosystems, these habitats —
have been here for centuries, and they should continue
to be here for centuries. But the only way to ensure that
these ecosystems will be here into the future is to end
this state-sanctioned destruction and create the great
forest national park.
Mr HOWARD (Buninyong) (14:18) — I am
certainly pleased to speak on this matter of public
importance, and I do so being very proudly a Labor
member of this house. I am a Labor member of this
house not only because I care about the people of my
electorate and I know Labor is the party that listens to
and supports the people who need our support across
my electorate and across the state, but also because I
have a very strong and abiding concern about our
environment and I know that Labor is the party that has
acted when in government to address environmental
issues. I just want to provide an account of some of the
things that Labor has done to extend our national parks
system and to protect our environment, because back in
my teaching days, before I came into this house, I
reminded and educated my students that we in Australia
have a very sensitive environment that needs to be
respected and that we need to live in a sustainable way
in our environment, understand that environment and
act to ensure it is protected.
It is great to see that Labor has acted in so many ways
over many years, since it came to power in particular in
the 1980s under John Cain, to support the protection of
our environment. The major expansion of our park
system happened in the 1980s, including in East
Gippsland, the Alps and the Mallee. There was a
legislative prohibition on mineral exploration and
mining in national parks that came in in 1989 and then
a significant expansion of protected wilderness areas
also under the Cain-Kirner period of government.
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Since I came to this house in 1999, with Labor again
being elected at that time, we have continued to expand
our national park system. Some of the things that we
have done are we have expanded the box ironbark
protection areas and put them under a national park, the
Great Otway National Park; we have ceased cattle
grazing in our Alpine National Park; we have created
the Otway Forest Park; and I can go on, talking about
the Cobboboonee National Park, the Cobboboonee
Forest Park, the marine national park system — a first
for any government around this country in creating a
marine national park system — and the new river red
gum park system, which has been extended and
enhanced under this government.
We have looked at areas around this state that clearly
need to be recognised for their value. We have
expanded the national park system extensively. I
remember that early in my time in government Steve
Bracks listened to the people in my electorate in the
Daylesford area, and we looked at the Wombat State
Forest and other areas in my part of the state,
recognising that under the former Liberal government
they had been overharvested. Clearly they were
harvested to an unsustainable level, and so we took
great action to protect those areas, even though it meant
the loss of jobs in my region, and to reduce logging. In
fact we closed down the logging in many of these areas
to ensure that they were protected, because they had
been overharvested in a way that was not allowing
them to regrow properly.
At the same time we took action to protect old-growth
forest in other parts of the state. While there were many
protests from workers in some areas and some concerns
expressed, that is a challenge that we had to deal with.
In paying out some of the timber mills, at least Labor
made sure that we supported those workers with
training to get them back into work. We have taken
action to reduce harvesting in so many parts of the state
and to ensure that we are not overharvesting areas so
that these forests can grow on in sustainable ways.
Moving on to the issue of the park that the member for
Melbourne wants to talk about, the great forest national
park, the government has established the timber industry
task force. Under the timber industry task force we have
been listening to people across the electorates to ensure
that we are able to hear all sides of the argument. We
have not closed our minds to further action in regard to
that. It is a matter of working sensibly through a process
before declaring further national parks. The Labor Party
has worked very well over the years to commission work
to be done and to work through the issues so it does not
go off half-baked, and it has shown it has a determination
to protect our environment. I am a bit surprised that the
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member for Melbourne did not talk about the issue of the
Leadbeater’s possum, which has clearly come up in
looking at the issues of the great forest national park area.
Of course this government has commissioned extensive
work, and it has continued to build on previous work —
Ms Sandell interjected.
Mr HOWARD — I hear the member for
Melbourne’s retort about artificial nesting boxes. One
of the issues that has been pointed out in regard to the
Leadbeater’s possum, which clearly is endangered, is
that the 200-metre buffers that we have put in place
have helped the number of Leadbeater’s possums to
increase. But we know that there are a number of issues
that determine the success or otherwise of the attempt
to save the Leadbeater’s possum. One of the most
significant issues is bushfires. We are not in control of
whether bushfires happen. Why do we need to have
artificial hollows? It is not because of the logging that
has taken place, it is because of the 2009 fires.
Ms Sandell interjected.
Mr HOWARD — The member for Melbourne
seems to think that we should not go ahead with
having artificial hollows to replace those that were
destroyed. We know that when a bushfire goes
through an area the first trees that it is going to wipe
out are those hollow trees. The fire will get into the
hollow trees and burn them out. We know that we
need to take action in the short term, while we are
waiting for the forest to regrow, to try and provide
more hollows. So it is very sensible for workers to
produce artificial hollows to make up for those that
have been lost as a result of bushfires.
Ms Sandell interjected.
Mr HOWARD — It is not a ludicrous suggestion
at all; it is a very sound suggestion to try and find new
habitats for the Leadbeater’s possums and the many
other animals and birds that live in our forests which
require hollows but have lost so many of them through
the major bushfires that we have had, particularly
in 2009.
This government is listening to advice from scientists in
regard to what we can do about the Leadbeater’s
possum, and there are a range of actions that can be
taken. But of course we cannot control the incidence of
bushfires. There are a range of issues facing us in
regard to that matter, including climate change. We will
work as hard as we can to try and reduce the threat of
fire but, as we know, we cannot control it completely.
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There are many things that this government continues
to do. As I say, we continue to listen closely to a range
of perspectives on this issue, including from scientists,
and to work sensibly to address the issues involved.
When we hear from the Forest Industry Taskforce we
will be in a position to look at further national park
extensions.
Can I also say in regard to towns where logging takes
place that this government is concerned about what will
happen to workers in this industry. We know that in
some areas we can retrain them. In Daylesford we can
retrain them to go into the tourism industry and other
industries associated with it. There are other industries
that the workers formerly employed in timber mills
might be able to go into, but we know that in Heyfield
this has been a very difficult issue. As we know, the
government has purchased the Heyfield timber mill.
There is still timber available in the east of the state, so
the government will be in a position to meet some of
the needs of the Heyfield timber mill so that we can
keep that mill going and keep workers in employment. I
think that is a sound balance.
Clinton Tilley, the chief executive officer of the Hermal
Group which ran the Heyfield timber mill, was very
frustrated. He certainly had a lot to say about the Leader
of The Nationals. Mr Tilley claims that the Leader of
The Nationals provided assurances to him ahead of the
last election. I will not read them out, but I have seen
some of the quotes by Mr Tilley in regard to the
member for —
An honourable member — Murray Plains.
Mr HOWARD — Murray Plains now — I was
going to say Swan Hill, but I am a little behind the
times on that score. Clinton Tilley claims that he
believed he had very clear assurances from the member
for Murray Plains, the Leader of The Nationals, which
were not met, so he is very critical of The Nationals,
which he has stated in his commentary on this issue
over the years.
This government has tried get the balance right with
regard to supporting the people of Heyfield. We are
satisfied that there is timber available that can meet the
needs of that mill and that we can keep people
employed for some time to come. Clearly this is a
government that continues to work to support our
environment. It is a government that I am very proud to
be a member of because it continues to weigh up the
issues in regard to national parks. I read out a
significant list of national parks that have been created
by Labor governments in the past. We continue to look
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at opportunities to increase the number of national
parks into the future.
I want to make further comment in regard to other
works that this government has initiated. It is important
that we recognise that there are opportunities available
in any of the national parks that we have created and
any of the areas we have protected. I should have
mentioned earlier that I am very pleased that we have
proclaimed the Woowookarung Regional Park, which
is in my electorate, in this term of government. That is
something that many people in Ballarat are delighted
about. An area that under the former government was
likely to be carved up, perhaps for residential
development, has now been protected as a regional
park. It is a very large park to the east of Ballarat. It is
641 hectares.
I am very pleased that people in my electorate as well
as across the state know that Labor is the party that is
prepared to consider all issues that come to it in regard
to protecting our environment and our forests across the
state. We have been pleased to listen to communities
that come together to express their concerns and their
desires to see areas protected, such as the people in my
electorate who now see that the Woowookarung
Regional Park is going to be protected and will be there
for them into the future.
We recognise also the opportunity to build on tourism
in those areas. Ecotourism is an area that we have
strongly worked towards, whether that is through
creating more walking trails or supporting the
construction of more access points into our national
parks. Certainly that has happened extensively through
my electorate, through the Wombat State Forest areas
where we have the Eureka Trail. We have so many
other walking trails that this government has supported
the development of, including the Great Otway trail,
and I was pleased to be involved in some of the
discussions in regard to its development some time ago.
This government will continue to work with our
communities, to protect important areas of land and to
ensure that it is appreciated for years to come.
Mr WAKELING (Ferntree Gully) (14:33) — It is
very interesting to see that today we are debating this
matter of importance (MPI) that has been put up by the
member for Melbourne. One thing we do know is that
today is not actually about the national park; today is all
about the Northcote by-election. I think the most telling
point made by the member for Melbourne in her
contribution was when she alluded to the fact a poll that
was conducted in Northcote on the issues relating to the
great forest national park showed that 81 per cent of
people in that electorate see the great forest national
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park as being the most important issue. I do not want to
paraphrase, but I think that is what she was alluding to.
So today is all about waiting to see what Labor’s
response will be to the Greens position on the great forest
national park. I presume emails are already starting to go
out to those voters in Northcote to say that the Labor
Party is not going to be supporting the Greens position
on the great forest national park, and therefore the
Greens are using this as another exercise to wedge the
Labor Party in terms of the by-election that is coming up
in a couple of weeks. It is pretty plain to see that that is in
fact the exercise we are seeing today.
It will be very interesting to hear the contribution from
the next member of the government when they
contribute to this debate, to see whether or not they
support the position of the Greens in terms of the great
forest national park, because we know that that is what
this motion before the house is all about. It is all about
the by-election. It is all about whether or not the Greens
will be able to take the seat from the Labor Party, which
the Labor Party has been able to hand down from father
to son and from mother to daughter. They know very
well that for the first time they have a chance to win the
seat, and they want to use this as an opportunity to
wedge the government as another means by which they
can steal a seat from the Labor Party.
When we talk about the matter of public importance,
this is not actually about a matter of public importance
of significance to the state; it is a matter of public
importance about which political party is going to win a
by-election in the coming weeks, but I will put that
issue to one side for the moment.
In relation to the great forest national park, the member
has called on the government to immediately create it.
The MPI also makes reference to East Gippsland in
terms of logging within that community. What is being
proposed is a significant national park that will cover
the state of Victoria. In fact what is being proposed as a
great forest national park is an increase in the
conservation reserve from 183 542 hectares to
536 755 hectares, an increase of 353 213 hectares or
192 per cent. By any stretch that is a significant parcel
of land, and the Greens are now proposing that this
government act immediately to deal with it.
The party I represent has a proud record in terms of the
environment. We actually created the environment
portfolio, we created the Environment Protection
Authority Victoria, we created the green wedges and
we created national parks. But let me tell you one thing:
those opposite are going to be guided by what their
polling is showing them for the seat of Northcote. That
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is what they are interested in. They are going to be
doing polling tonight, once the texts and the emails go
out from the Greens about the position that Labor does
not support the great forest national park. This will
guide the government as to whether or not they cobble
together an announcement to try to shore up votes.
We have seen this in areas such as injecting rooms.
This is a government that was forever telling the
Victorian community that it did not support safe
injecting rooms. Funnily enough, all of a sudden there
is a significant backflip on this issue, and it just so
happens —
Ms Green — On a point of order, Speaker, the
member for Ferntree Gully is clearly straying from the
subject of the matter of public importance. Safe
injecting rooms bear no relationship at all to the great
forest national park, and I ask you, Speaker, to return
him to the content of the Greens matter of public
importance.
The SPEAKER — I do ask the member to come
back to the matter of public importance that is before
the house.
Mr WAKELING — Thank you very much,
Speaker. All I can say is that perhaps government
members are a little bit touchy on this issue.
The proposal that has been put forward by the member
for Melbourne in her MPI does not talk about what
impact this proposal will have on the community it
seeks to apply it to. The member in her MPI talks about
the community consultation with stakeholders that will
occur under this proposal. In fact in speaking to people
who have been involved in this process through my
shadow ministry role, they have said that they have
requested consultation with stakeholders on this issue
and that has not occurred. So the MPI from the member
for Melbourne, which proposes that this government
throws itself into simply creating the great forest
national park, denies the opportunity for people who
live in those communities to express their views.
I know there are many people within those
communities who do have a view and are concerned
about the proposal. There are local governments that
have a view on this issue, there are logging
communities that have a view on this issue, there are
people who live in the community and there are
businesses in the community who have a view. Yes,
there are obviously going to be people that may have
some views that the Greens have alluded to, but I think
the fundamental issue here is that the Greens are
proposing that the government implement a policy and
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affected people — communities, businesses and the
logging industry — are not going to be afforded an
opportunity to express their views on how it is going to
impact on them and their way of life.
There is nothing in the matter of public importance that
talks about what the cost will be to the Victorian
government in terms of the establishment of this park.
There is nothing that talks about what costs are going to
have to be borne by the Department of Environment,
Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) in terms of creating
this national park. Certainly documentation that has been
prepared by the proponents for a national park talks
about the funds that will be generated for the purposes of
future tourism opportunities, but if it becomes a national
park, by default it is going to rely on the state
government to administer it through staff at DELWP.
There is nothing in the matter of public importance that
talks about what that cost implication will be. In fact I
do not know if there is anything in the forward
estimates that will fund this park. So the Greens are
proposing the establishment of a park, and technically
there is no funding allocation in the forward estimates
for it to be delivered.
The other area of concern to many is in regard to
bushfire management. We know of the devastating
impacts of the 2009 fires and the impact they had on
communities. I know that the member for Eildon, who
will be speaking on this MPI, will certainly be alluding
to this in terms of its impact on her community.
Bushfire management and fuel reduction is something
of significant concern to Victorian communities but
particularly to communities for which this potential
national park will be of great concern.
There is nothing in this MPI in which the Greens have
indicated how they propose to deal with this issue. In
fact what we are seeing today is an MPI that is more
about politics in one seat and less about the
implementation of a policy position for the
establishment of a national park. Ultimately, if this
government seek to follow the Greens’ lead on this
issue, ultimately, if this government believe they need
to change their position on the great forest national park
to shore up their votes in Northcote, they are going to
have to explain to Victorians the process for which they
have denied local residents the opportunity to have their
say on this issue, given the fact that they themselves
know that they are going to be making a decision not
based on sound public policy but purely based on sheer
politics in the seat of Northcote.
I think this MPI should be seen for what it is. This is a
matter more about who is going to win this seat
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between the Greens and Labor. This is more about
brinkmanship than it is about public policy, and for that
reason this MPI should be treated for what it is.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (14:43) — Well, is it not
interesting? The member for Melbourne proposed and
made a big deal at the beginning of this matter of public
importance (MPI) about her opportunity to speak for
15 minutes on the first Greens matter of public
importance. She said it was the only time they would
have the opportunity. She was so motivated by the issue
of the great forest national park that she ran out of puff
with 1 minute 50 seconds to go. Just like the member
for Ferntree Gully, who could not make his 10 minutes
either, the member for Melbourne was so passionate
about the great forest national park, so full of anguish
and desire for future children and generations to enjoy
such a park, that she finished 1 minute 50 seconds
before her time.
Did she mention any of the communities that are
around this park? There was some sort of mention in
the matter of public importance. It said something
about the Yarra Ranges — that is a rather nice place
that some of us might have visited from the inner city
every now and again. They say, ‘I think I’ve heard of
it. I think I’ve drunk some wine from there’. I mean,
seriously!
There was no mention of the five local government
areas that were impacted by Australia’s worst
disaster — Black Saturday, not one mention of that. It
reeked of politics, and the only mention of community
was a slight mention of the jobs in Heyfield and the fact
that they were not really important, that they were jobs
of the past and those people could be thrown on the
scrap heap. In paragraph 4 we do have a mention of
jobs, but that was the only thing we heard, that maybe
there are some jobs in tourism.
There was nothing about the five local government
areas. It was not just the Yarra Ranges, member for
Melbourne, it was the whole Goulburn region, it was
the Shire of Mitchell, it was the Shire of Murrindindi, it
was the Shire of Nillumbik and the City of Whittlesea
that were impacted by this. It is those children and those
people living in that area who need our care and
concern, and who should be our first priority. There
was no concern from the member for Melbourne or any
on that side except around the time of the Black
Saturday fires. That is the only time I have heard any of
the Greens party members mention that.
And then when she talks about community she talks
about the community of Heyfield and how their jobs
are not important. And when she talked about what the
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community thinks, what the voters think, she
immediately segued into her favourite topic of the
moment, the Northcote by-election and the inner city,
because that is all the Greens party is ever about.
Well, not this Green, not this member for Yan Yean
Green, not the Green family — I had this name first. I
will always put community and the future of my local
community first. We will support their environment, we
will support their education, we will support their
health and wellbeing. We will not just play politics.
The voice she found was 1 minute 50 seconds short.
The only time the Greens find their voice to criticise a
government is when Labor is in government. Where
were they during those four years? They had members
in the other place; they did not have members in here.
They were voting with the coalition as they cut
regional communities’ jobs, as they cut funding to
schools, as they cut budgets to Parks Victoria and as
they cut health budgets.
But they say they care about the environment. Where
were they when the environment was totally
subsumed by agriculture and run by those
environmental vandals, the National Party? Did we
hear from the Greens? No, we only hear from the
Greens when they are attacking a Labor government
because that is all they are about. They are never about
governing. They are never about actually taking
responsibility and delivering an outcome. They say,
‘Let’s flick a switch. We’ll have a national park
tomorrow’. How will they support those
communities? Will they actually look at anything that
would occur in that area? They say, ‘No, we’ll just fly
a flag. We’ll have a banner. We’ll put something in
the window. We’ll sing Kumbaya. We’ll sing Give
Peace a Chance’.
But what about the kids of the Goulburn region? Did
we ever hear them speak up during those four years?
What did those in the other place do? The Greens in the
other chamber voted 70 to 80 per cent with the
environmental vandals, the National Party, who should
be their sworn enemies.
The Labor Party is the party who has created more
hectares of national park than any other government,
who legislated to protect green wedges, who established
in my community the Plenty Gorge Park, who banned
fracking, who is committed to the Victorian renewable
energy target and who is looking at green jobs, whereas
this lot are only talking about the past. Renewable
energy is what we are talking about. But what do this
lot on the other side and in the other chamber do? Most
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of the time they are still voting with their friends in the
coalition, the other side.
Those that think about voting for the Greens political
party should actually have a look at their record in this
Parliament. They vote with the environmental vandals
more often than not. Did they stand up for those
bushfire-affected communities during those four years
of coalition government? Did they stand up when
community transport was cut from the areas within the
great forest national park? I heard not a word. Did they
stand up for the cuts to secondary colleges? There were
so many businesses as well as homes that were lost
across those five municipalities. Did we hear the
Greens? Did they go up to those communities and say,
‘How are you? Why has Peter Ryan, the Minister for
Regional and Rural Development, closed the economic
centre?’, the economic centre that had been set up for
those people who had lost their businesses either in the
township of Kinglake or in their homes and had lost
their customers? Did the Greens go up there and talk to
them? Did they talk to them about rebuilding their
communities? Absolutely they did not.
And then the member for Melbourne has the temerity to
make glib comments and talk about the reason why
Leadbeater’s possum hollows have to be created when I
know that in the Plenty River catchment there was only
a very, very small stand of mountain ash trees left in the
Sherwin Ranges and in the Plenty River headwaters.
That was all that was left. I did not see any Greens party
people up there worrying about that. And then they try
and confect a nonsense that falls short of the 15 minutes
allocated to the member for Melbourne and try to say
that this artificial habitat is there because of logging. It
is not. It is there because of the worst natural disaster
that this country has ever seen.
If you are going to put forward a national park, you
actually do it in a well thought out way. You take your
community with you, like we have done, whether it was
the Kinglake National Park when it was established, the
Warrandyte State Park, the Plenty Gorge Park, the
Cobboboonee or the Woowookarung, the former
Canadian Regional Park. That is what you absolutely
do. And when you are pro-environment, you actually
stand up and you say, ‘How dare you, coalition
government, cut funding to weed management. How
dare you cut funds to our parks, to their visitor services
and to environmental works. How dare you cut funds
that assist in maintaining our waterways’.
But no, we never see that. They just sit quiet and doggo
whenever the coalition is in government, and then they
find their voices for only part of their speaking time.
‘Let’s not do the full allocation’. Even though she had
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been waiting four years, she said, to do this, she had
prepared a 10-minute speech and then went, ‘Oh,
goodness me, I’ve got to speak for 15’, and she spoke
really slowly and did not quite make it. People should
see the Greens for who they are; they are frauds.
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (14:53) — It is a
pleasure to rise and join in the debate on the matter of
public importance relating to the member for
Melbourne’s call for a great forest national park, a
move that will decimate the timber industry in Victoria.
I start by saying that plantations are an important part of
our timber resource in Victoria, but they are certainly
not a replacement for our existing native timber
industry. Our plantations are not able to replace the type
and quality of timber we currently produce from our
native forests. Given it cannot come from plantation —
and I will get onto the reasons for that in a little
while — we ask where the timber is going to come
from. We heard the member for Melbourne in her
opening commentary stand up and completely bag the
native timber industry, but if we cannot get that
replacement-quality timber from plantations, her
contribution was void on where that will come from.
She also said that forests of this type will be wiped off
the face of the earth — off the face of the planet, I think
her comment was. Of the 7.8 million hectares of public
native forest in Victoria, 94 per cent of it is unavailable
or unsuitable for timber-harvesting operations. This is a
figure highlighted by the Victorian Auditor-General,
not the timber industry. Ninety-four per cent is
unavailable to the timber industry. It is difficult to see
us having forests wiped off the face of the planet.
On another point made by the member for Melbourne,
the Auditor-General also reported clearly that
VicForests receives no government subsidies.
VicForests last year reported, since its inception in
2004, an operating profit of $26.5 million, so I would
argue very strongly against the claim that it is costing
Victorian taxpayers.
With only 6 per cent available to the timber industry,
this shows that timber harvesting is permitted in a very
small part of Victoria’s total native forest area. To give
an example of what is harvested on an annual basis, in
2013–14 VicForests harvested 0.038 per cent of
Victoria’s native forests, and they have been similar
figures since then. Despite the very small amounts that
are harvested, the industry directly employs around
20 000 people and indirectly supports another 40 000 to
50 000 jobs, providing suitable timber for suburban,
rural and regional communities right across Victoria.
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Maintaining our native timber industry and halting the
constant attacks on it by the Greens and environmental
groups is very important for a number of reasons. As I
said earlier, plantation timber cannot provide the
appearance-grade timber that the marketplace demands,
and I will cite several sources that have come up with
that finding. Professor Rod Keenan from the school of
ecosystem and forest sciences at the University of
Melbourne has stated that:
Victoria’s current plantation crop is generally not the right
mix of species and has not been managed to produce products
for construction, flooring or joinery.
Moving to a plantation-only timber industry in Victoria has
been suggested as a way to transition out of native forest
harvesting. However, there are not enough plantations in
Victoria to produce the volume of timber required to meet
the … demand for … wood products.

That is in black and white. It also states that as a result
of us currently not being able to meet the demand,
Victoria and Australia are currently net importers of
timber products, and a component of these products that
are imported are from native forests. Despite the fact
they will not yield high quality sawlog, even if left to
grow for longer periods, plantation timber is not there
to replace any reductions in native timber. So if we
create more national parks to the detriment of our
timber industry, it is quite simple: if the timber is not in
plantations, we are simply driving up imports.
Now, when we refer to plantations being unable to
provide appearance-grade timber, I refer to a report that
was completed by Pöyry consultants. It found that
plantation timber is not a direct substitute for native
forest timber. It also found that if sawlogs were not
available, appearance-grade timber would be replaced by
imports — of course from countries with less
governance and less oversight than we have here in
Victoria. That report also stated that hardwood plantation
sawlogs do not have the same wood qualities as native
forest sawlogs, and that Victoria’s hardwood plantation
estate is based around blue gum, a species which is not
sought after for appearance-grade products.
So if we remove the ability to harvest appearance-grade
timber and it cannot come from plantations, Pöyry
came to the same conclusion: it will have to be replaced
by imports. It is perhaps best summarised by Tim
Johnston, the CEO of the Victorian Association of
Forestry Industries, who said that consumer demand for
certain products made it impossible to transition to an
entirely plantation-based timber industry. Mr Johnston
said that the plantation estate and the native forestry
estate were two separate and distinct resources. He said
it was not a case of either-or — we need both — and he
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is right. We need plantation and native timber in the
product mix to serve the market demand.
On top of the Pöyry report, I will move to a Deloitte
Access Economics report. Its study found that if native
timber harvesting ceased, substitutes for the native
timber harvesting — surprise, surprise! — will also be
imported. The reason given for this is because
plantation timber is suitable only for paper and
low-grade pallets, and therefore not a perfect substitute
for native timber.
Then we had a third report, from the Yarra Ranges
municipality, on this topic. It found, among other
things, that the level of employment created by the
proposed great forest national park is certainly
questionable. The cessation of timber harvesting in
association with the great forest national park would
likely see the closure of the timber industry and a net
loss of 264 jobs. The establishment of the great forest
national park would provide negligible value to that
already generated by existing parks. The creation of the
great forest national park may see limitations placed on
some existing recreational activities. So why would we
establish a new national park when others are overrun
with pests and feral species? Surely we should be
focusing on looking after our existing parks better
rather than creating new ones.
In summary, the creation of this national park that you
are proposing, member for Melbourne, will further
reduce the 6 per cent of resource available to the timber
industry and will drive up imports of appearance-grade
timber. Next thing you will be standing on the front steps
of Parliament saying we are killing the orangutan with
our imports, but that is what you are doing. You are
going to drive up imports with the creation of this park.
Time limits me from going into any great detail on the
Leadbeater’s possum situation — my views on this are
already well documented in Hansard — but I will touch
quickly on a couple of points. We are now up to nearly
2000 identified protected possums, and we have not
really looked all that hard for them outside the timber
harvesting areas. They are breeding in manufactured
hollows successfully, and this is part of the evidence
that is showing that we do not have to choose between
Leadbeater’s possums and the timber industry. It does
not have to be one or the other.
I mentioned earlier the Deloitte Access Economics
report. It had a study that showed that firefighting,
particularly in the Central Highlands area, would be
harder without the native timber industry, which
contributes to maintaining fire access roads. That
industry also provides machinery at the front line when
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fire breaks out. So we are advised fire is the biggest
threat to the Leadbeater’s possum — that is the advice
that we get — and we are looking at putting the timber
industry, which is a major part of our frontline defence
to fire, out of business by the creation of this park as
proposed by the Greens. Put two and two together on
that one.
I also want to quickly comment — I see the member for
Prahran has just walked into the chamber — that it was
earlier this year or late last year that the member for
Prahran came up to East Gippsland and gave some
commentary that was reported in the local paper, that
there was basically no discrepancy between the
viewpoints of city and country people. Well, member
for Prahran — ‘The divide is not really there’, I think
was your comment as reported in the media — if that is
right, please go down to the street corner at Orbost or
Heyfield and talk about this MPI that you have
proposed. Talk about what you want to do with the
great forest national park, and I dare say you will
probably get a pretty good insight into what divide
there is between your policies and the people in my
electorate who are employed in the timber industry and
who want to earn a decent, honest day’s salary, because
it is not in line with your thoughts and your processes.
My final comment is, plantations do present an
important part of our timber supply, but they should not
replace native forest harvesting.
Mr RICHARDSON (Mordialloc) (15:03) — It
gives me pleasure to rise on the Greens-moved matter
of public importance (MPI) by the member for
Melbourne. A matter of public importance has been put
forward, but let us call it out for what it is. This is the
first MPI they have put up, two weeks out from the
Northcote by-election. The member for Melbourne
herself acknowledged that Northcote is on the go. They
have had a bad poll. They are having a bit of a sook at
the moment. They are a bit concerned and have come in
with a very political MPI. Apparently the Animal
Justice Party is going the other way, and they have
come in swinging for the fences.
We will address some of the hypocrisy put forward by
the member for Melbourne, who made the baseless
claim that the Labor Party has done nothing at all on the
environment. It is a baseless claim. The member for
Melbourne, playing up to her constituency, knows that
that is absolute garbage, but when you are playing for
votes in the inner city, you have got to say what you
can to put it on a DL and give it a fair shake.
Ms Sandell interjected.
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Mr RICHARDSON — Good luck to you. It is going
to be a good contest. You will have a big contest out in
Melbourne, but let us stick to the facts of this matter.
What we have got today is Abbott economics coming
to the Victorian Greens. It was an extraordinary claim
before from the member for Melbourne to walk away
from employment, walk away from industry in our state
and say that these workers and their families are past
industries. If you extrapolate the claims from the
member for Melbourne, the member for Melbourne and
the member for Prahran would have been down
there — down at Toyota, down at Ford, down at
Holden — waving away those motors. They would
have been there with Joe Hockey, waving them away.
If we are saying that there is never a need for industry
assistance and to wave goodbye to industry, they are
waving goodbye to tens of thousands of jobs in our
state in various industries. It was an extraordinary
claim. It was a claim that if you came into the City of
Kingston or the City of Greater Dandenong, where
automotive workers have had to see their industry go,
and said that there is no place for the Victorian
government to provide industry assistance, it would be
considered absolutely extraordinary. The member for
Melbourne cherrypicks what issues she will stand up
on, and so does the member for Prahran.
You have to go back eight long years to the federal
Parliament of the Rudd and Gillard era. As the Greens
website proudly puts forward, the member for
Melbourne left the Department of Premier and Cabinet
for the Australian Youth Climate Coalition in 2009.
What happened in 2009? Well, the high and mighty
Greens political party abandoned the Carbon Pollution
Reduction Scheme. They voted against it, voted it down
and sided with the incoming Abbott opposition. They
walked away from one of the biggest market-based
mechanisms, quoting economics. They have gone full
circle, going back to Abbott economics now. They
walked away from one of the most significant
market-based reforms ever. They turned their backs on
it. They are the facts of the matter.
I have gone through Google, I have gone through
Wikipedia and had a bit of a look — I hit control and F.
How many times did the member for Melbourne stand
up and criticise her political party for walking away from
one of the biggest environmental reforms of our nation?
Mr Pearson — Let’s guess.
Mr RICHARDSON — Zero. She never got up and
criticised the Greens political party, never said, ‘My
mob, they got it wrong’. It was all Kevin Rudd’s fault,
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it was all Julia Gillard’s fault, it was someone else’s
fault — never taking responsibility. No wonder the
Victorian Greens are so concerned about the newly
minted Reason party, formerly the Sex Party. That is
because they are driving some of the policy outcomes
and actually bringing forward policy discussion. Not
being the ‘We want to’, ‘We would have done it better’,
‘We’re claiming credit for everything’.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr RICHARDSON — No, that is not the case at
all. They are very concerned about Fiona Patten in the
other place just storming ahead and claiming votes in
their patch. I would be concerned because you cannot
just be a ‘Me too’ movement. You cannot be a ‘Me too’
or ‘We thought of it first’ movement; you have got to
stand for something and have a bit more substance.
Of course the town of Heyfield is in a difficult position
at the moment and if it was up to the Greens political
party we would have industry after industry shut down.
This is the thing for the member for Melbourne and the
member for Prahran. When have you had to eyeball
workers in your communities and say, ‘Your industry
has gone. You don’t deserve a job anymore. You
shouldn’t have employment anymore. We don’t care
about how you’ll pay your mortgage; we don’t care’?
You can talk about transition all you want, you can talk
about the jobs of tomorrow. You stand there high and
mighty and you do not think about the ramifications for
those families. You cannot just say, ‘It’s all a
transition’, and walk away. You cannot do that. That is
not how you support Victorians and working families.
When you talk about Alcoa, when you talk about
Hazelwood, when you talk about Heyfield, when you
talk about these communities, it is not just to say, ‘Shut
them down; these are old industries’. You have to look
at all the ramifications. That is the important point here.
The member for Melbourne made the incredible claim
that the Labor Party has done nothing on the
environment. Maybe the member for Melbourne or the
member for Prahran were not doing their Google
searches but fracking — does fracking ring a bell at all
or some of the reforms for non-conventional gas? Or
was that their idea all along? They put that forward with
a grand policy and vision. Then again, there is our work
on the renewable energy target. Our work on climate
change policy as a state and as a government is what is
getting results for Victorians and that is supporting the
environment.
So I remind the member for Melbourne: if you are
going to come into this place and claim old industries,
think about the ramifications and what you are saying
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to those people. Think about the same messages you
put forward about old industries. The member for
Melbourne can talk about the 700 jobs. You have talked
about no assistance for industries — none. It is easy for
me to put this on a DL. When you extrapolate that out,
you are saying that we should never have been in the
auto industry; we should never have supported those
workers for many years. Effectively you are signing up
to Abbott and Hockey economics. You are saying there
should not be a partnership there and you are turning
your back on so many Victorian families.
What is the message? There was not one comment
from the member for Melbourne about what they would
say to those families struggling to pay their mortgages,
struggling to even have a town in existence — not one
message. There was no acknowledgement of the
pressure and issues they are facing. The former
Minister for Industry and Employment was on the front
lines talking to those families and just last week the
newly minted Minister for Industry and Employment
was down there with those workers, who are stressed
and concerned about their future, putting forward that a
Labor government supports working people. That is
what consistently separates our movement.
This is why the Greens political party is not a credible
alternative in Victoria. You have to talk about the issues
that affect working people in our state. You cannot turn
your back on people who rely on government. You
have got those opposite, the conservatives, who think
about small government and walking away and that
government does not have a place in people’s lives. The
Labor Party supports working people. This is why the
Greens are no credible alternative in Victoria until they
put forward some sort of consistent view of working
people, rather than just turning their back on working
people. That is the biggest flaw in what they put
forward here. Not once have they done that.
The member for Prahran might work on his notes as
he is coming up I think in last place to speak on the
MPI. Maybe he could talk about what he would put
forward for those working people — what is the plan,
what does the Greens political party stand for —
because that is what people care about. You might
have come in with an MPI here, and it is very nicely
political — this and that and the Labor Party is
terrible — but there is not one mention here about the
jobs that are affected, not one. That would have been a
balanced position to take. That would have had some
credibility as you are doorknocking and handing out
flyers in Northcote. People see through these politics,
they see through what you are putting forward,
because not once in this MPI have you said anything
about the workers that are being affected.
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Mr Pearson — What about the downstream jobs?
Mr RICHARDSON — That is exactly right, the
flow-on to businesses like Binq in my electorate — the
secondary industries and their concerns. That is what
needs to be the focus of this MPI. It should have been
about how we support Victorian working people,
absolutely. There is an environmental imperative here,
and that is why the task force was put together. These are
difficult issues. These policies are difficult to get right, to
make those decisions about how you balance
environmental outcomes with employment outcomes.
But we see through this MPI; we see what it is all about.
This is all about Northcote, this is all about a bad poll —
Mr Pearson — Bad numbers.
Mr RICHARDSON — Bad numbers for the
Greens because they will never stand up for working
people. That is the Labor Party. That is why we are the
oldest party in Australia, and that is why we will
continue to always fight for working people. Till the
day we die we will continue to fight for working
people. Those opposite are just pretenders.
Mr BLACKWOOD (Narracan) (15:13) — It is not
with pleasure that I rise to speak on this matter of
public importance (MPI) but with serious concern
about exactly what the intent of this MPI moved by
the member for Melbourne is about. The creation of
the great forest national park will destroy the native
forest timber industry in Victoria, and that is the intent
of this proposal.
Having spent 30 years as a harvesting and haulage
contractor, I have extensive firsthand knowledge of the
practices, the impacts of and the regulations about
timber harvesting in our native forests. But rather than
draw on that experience in this debate and risk having
the Greens accuse me of a conflict of interest or bias, I
will refer to a position paper written by the Institute of
Foresters of Australia on the great forest national park
as the basis for my comments:
The Institute of Foresters of Australia (IFA) is the
professional body representing over 1000 members who are
forest scientists and managers operating in all aspects of
forest and natural resource management, including forest
conservation throughout Australia.

The Greens claim that the main reason for the proposed
park is to protect the Leadbeater’s possum, or at least
they are using the possum to tug at the heartstrings of
unwitting, mainly city-based supporters. Former federal
environment minister Greg Hunt listed the possum as
critically endangered, as we know, but that listing is
currently being reviewed by the federal Minister for the
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Environment and Energy, Josh Frydenberg. On that
process the Institute of Foresters of Australia says:
The Threatened Species Scientific Committee (TSSC)
assessment of the conservation status of Leadbeater’s possum
is flawed …
Since May 2015, when the Leadbeater’s possum was listed as
‘critically endangered’, there has been a major research effort
into better understanding its population and habitat. As well,
some highly innovative and successful habitat creation
methods have —

been —
developed and implemented, and forest management
practices have been adapted to ensure that timber harvesting
doesn’t impact on this species.
Around 70 per cent of the region’s mountain ash forest that is
already ideal or potential Leadbeater’s possum habitat is
already reserved in three national parks, closed water supply
catchments, and various state forest reserves where timber
harvesting is excluded.
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Saturday’ fires killed the largest remaining areas of
old-growth forests (in Melbourne’s water catchments).
There has been no harvesting of ‘old-growth’ forest in the
Central Highlands forests for around 30 years …

despite what the Greens say.
Some ecological studies show that a diverse forest with a
mosaic of different age classes (produced by a cycle of
harvesting and regeneration) interspersed with unharvested
forests, supports a greater range of biodiversity than
‘locked-up’ forests.
By closing the timber industry, the creation of the GFNP
would result in the loss of firefighting expertise of a skilled
forestry workforce.
With the onset of a hotter and drier climate, there is a risk of
more large bushfires and thus more severe damage to
biodiversity.

When it comes to plantations the Institute of Foresters
of Australia says:

Leadbeater’s possum is thriving in the current mix of land
tenures. This includes in logging regrowth as young as 10–
20 years, and fire regrowth only seven years old.

The creation of a GFNP would lock up most of the region’s
timber resource, resulting in the decimation of much of the
region’s high-value timber industry.

In 2014, its population was estimated at up to
11 000 individuals. A new survey methodology, introduced in
early 2015, led to the confirmed discovery of 354 new
possum colonies in the 18 months to September 2016 and
556 possum colonies by February 2017.

Our timber needs have to come from somewhere.

Now it is up to 649 colonies and 20 000 individual
animals. The institute continues:
The pre-harvest detection and full protection of all known
possum colony sites in state forest wood production zones
ensures that timber harvesting has no impact on its current
population.
Since 2014, active conservation management, jointly funded
and facilitated by VicForests and DELWP, has been
successfully supplementing Leadbeater’s possum habitat. As
of late 2016, 51 per cent of 72 artificially created hollows
were occupied by the possum, while 53 per cent of 493 nest
boxes were showing signs of occupancy. This innovation is
even more significant when considering hollows take about
200 years to develop in trees and bushfires may limit
attainment of these ages.

The current practice of managing the Leadbeater’s
possum via an individual species program has got to be
reverted to a landscape-wide management approach.
That is the only way to make sure that the possum and
the industry can survive. I believe we can have both the
possum and the industry. In terms of biodiversity the
Institute of Foresters of Australia says:
Claims that past timber harvesting is primarily responsible for
the lack of old-growth forest in the region are not evidence
based. The lack of old-growth forest is overwhelmingly due
to bushfires (… in 1926 and 1939) which, in combination,
killed some 75–80 per cent of the forest. The 2009 ‘Black

The member for Gippsland East touched on this. The
paper goes on:
If the GFNP was created, the ongoing demand for
high-quality hardwood timber would drive substantially
increased imports of tropical rainforest timbers from the
Asia-Pacific region. Ecological and socially sustainable forest
management in many of these Asia-Pacific countries still has
a long way to go to meet Australian forest management and
harvesting standards.

In relation to plantations it is my view and that of the
Institute of Foresters of Australia that:
A future long-term timber supply strategy needs to be
considered on a landscape scale. This includes business
models for the co-production of existing timber resources on
private land and establishing new plantations on suitable
private land.

But as the member for East Gippsland said, the quality of
the plantation that is currently in the ground will not
replace the quality that we derive from native forests, and
the size of the existing plantation estate is nowhere near
enough to support the closure of the native forest
industry and still be able to supply current local demand.
In terms of tourism, the Yarra Ranges shire
commissioned a report into the economic and social
impacts of the great forest national park. That report said
unequivocally that the impact of the closure of the timber
industry would not be mitigated, in their view, in the
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foreseeable future by the tourism industry. That is also
backed up by the institute of foresters when they say:
The native forest timber industry in the Central Highlands
region generates $573 million of economic activity/year …
The closure of this industry as a result of the creation of a
huge new national park would be a socio-economic disaster
for the Gippsland community …

where 2117 workers, including 1100 in the already
disadvantaged Latrobe Valley region, would be
impacted.
The claim that this socio-economic loss would be recouped
by increased forest-based ecotourism is not supported by
relevant evidence. A recent report commissioned by
‘environment groups’ based its findings of a supposed
tourism boom on experiences in the Grampians and Mallee
where national parks were established 40 years ago and there
was no prior timber industry. In far more pertinent and recent
examples, such as the Otways and the Murray Valley forests,
there is no evidence that new national parks have generated
sufficient jobs to replace those lost by closing the former
forest and timber industries.

There is no genuine scientific evidence that supports the
creation of a great forest national park. The push from
the Greens, in particular the misinformation, the
emotional rhetoric and the selective use of questionable
data, is typical of the propaganda that has become their
hallmark. Sadly the Andrews Labor government
continues to play politics with an industry that it should
be supporting — an industry that has been used by
successive Labor governments as a political football.
No consideration is given to the impact this is having
on hardworking families going about their legitimate
occupation producing product that is embraced by the
vast majority of Australians and products that are in
huge demand overseas.
The Greens continue to attack and undermine access to
our natural resources. The Andrews government claim
to support workers but are very quick to sell them out
when their political future is threatened. In doing so
they are empowering a minority green movement. They
are giving the radical Greens a say in policy that
inevitably inflicts enormous pain on country Victorians.
The people of Gippsland are sick of it. The closure of
Hazelwood affected 800 direct jobs and 4000 indirect.
The introduction of a great forest national park would
affect 2000 direct jobs and 6000 indirect. That is
12 800 Gippsland jobs thrown on the scrap heap. The
Premier is not concerned about the possum; he is only
concerned about himself, because he could fix this
problem.
The Greens, including the two gumnut fairies to my
left, are a joke and pose the biggest threat to the
economic, social and moral fabric of our society, and
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sadly the Premier and the Victorian Labor Party are in
bed with them.
Mr Hibbins — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
I take offence at that comment, and I ask the member to
withdraw.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Carbines) — I am
not clear that the member referenced a particular
member, but if the member for Prahran has taken
offence, I will ask the member for Narracan to
withdraw. My understanding is there has been no direct
reference to an individual. The member for Prahran has
claimed offence, so I ask the member for Narracan to
withdraw.
Mr BLACKWOOD — I withdraw.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (15:24) — I rise to
speak on the matter of public importance (MPI), and I
do so because I would like to congratulate both the
member for Melbourne and the member for Prahran in
the first instance because today is a personal best for
both. In nearly three years in this place neither have
spent 1½ hours in the chamber for a period of time, and
neither have spent this length of time together in the
chamber, so in both cases it is a personal best.
Congratulations. Well done. Welcome to hard work.
In preparing for this matter of public importance I was
reflecting upon a book I read.
Ms Sandell interjected.
Mr PEARSON — It will be a history lesson. You
might learn something, member for Melbourne. It is a
book written by Robert Catley and Bruce McFarlane in
1974. It is called From Tweedledum to Tweedledee: The
New Labor Government in Australia, a Critique of its
Social Model. What Catley and McFarlane argue is that
there was no difference between the McMahon and
Whitlam governments. They were both the same; they
were both as bad as each other. When you read this
matter of public importance that the member for
Melbourne has prepared, there is no recognition of the
fact that this is the most progressive government this
state has ever seen. The member for Melbourne in
crafting this matter of public importance could have
covered any number of topics or issues. The member for
Melbourne could have changed or made a variation to
the tone and turned around and said, ‘Maybe let’s attack
the federal government because they have not invested in
housing’. She did not do that. She could have turned
around and said, ‘Look, the Labor government should be
congratulated for being the most progressive
government, but it could do a couple more things’.
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No, there is never anything like that at all. Instead what
we have here, as the member for Melbourne indicated
early on in her very short contribution, is all about one
thing: this is all about the Northcote by-election. It has
got nothing to do with anything else. What we know
with both the member for Melbourne and the member
for Prahran is that their true enemy is the Australian
Labor Party. They loathe the Labor Party. They will
always, at the first chance they get, attack the Labor
Party. This is not some sort of coalition like that which
exists opposite. It is often said about the
Liberal-National parties that they will kiss in public and
punch in private. Where the Greens are concerned and
the Labor Party is concerned, it is just a fists up, boots
and all affair. They treat the Labor Party with contempt,
and I think in terms of this MPI today, they treat
working people with contempt.
I have listened to this debate with great interest. The
member for Melbourne has consistently talked about at
least 760 jobs. I note that the member indicates that at
paragraph 4 of her MPI. My question to the member for
Melbourne in relation to this specific statistic is: is she
suggesting that every worker who currently works in
logging will be in that 760? Is the member for
Melbourne suggesting that the skills that you acquire by
working in logging will be transferable to protecting
biodiversity, to tourism and to viticultural and
horticultural industries? If that is the case, I would be
really curious to see the evidence. Is the member for
Melbourne indicating that if you create this great forest
national park, you will create at least 760 jobs
overnight, or not? These are important issues.
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communities, yet there is no thought or consideration
given to supporting the workers in these industries.
There is none. There is just this blanket statement:
‘You could be out of a job, but I’m sure that you’ll be
one of the lucky 760. Off you go. You’ll be fine’. I
think it shows a real callousness from the Greens and
a lack of concern for workers and regional
communities.
If you look at the trend of industry development at the
moment, you see that we are increasingly transitioning
to becoming a highly educated, highly value-added and
highly skilled workforce. With a lot of loggers — and
the member for Narracan is probably better placed to
comment on this than me — you are probably not
necessarily looking at people who have got readily
transferable skills. You might not be looking at people
who can easily transition to another industry, yet here
we have the member for Melbourne saying, ‘Look,
that’s fine. I’m sure you will be fine. I’m sure you can
lose your job tomorrow as a logger and be picked up as
one of the 760 and you’ll be fine’. There is no
recognition in terms of industry support. Again, having
sat here and listened to the member for Melbourne’s
contributions throughout the 58th Parliament, I know
that the member has constantly talked about Hazelwood
power plant and about the need to shut down
Hazelwood. When Hazelwood was open and operating,
the member gave no thought or consideration, at least
in her contributions in this place, to supporting those
workers and to transitioning those workers. There was
never, ever any thought or consideration about that.
Ms Sandell interjected.

I note that the member for Melbourne has in her
contributions to various debates talked about being a
new parent. I agree with the member for Melbourne
that when you become a parent it does change your
views and you do look at the world in a very different
way. Certainly in my case when I became a parent and
my wife had taken time out of the workforce, it
became very clear to me that I had a mortgage to
service, I had to pay for my children’s food and for
my children’s clothing. I had to pay for a whole range
of activities while my partner took time out from the
workforce to help raise our children. That certainly
gives you a different perspective, because all of a
sudden you cannot run and hide. If it all gets too hard,
there is nowhere to run. You have got to service the
mortgage, you have got to feed your children and you
have got to clothe your children.

Mr PEARSON — The member for Melbourne
interjects and says that she had some sort of transition
plan. I do not recall the member for Melbourne ever
getting up here talking about Australia’s dirtiest power
station and talking about protecting the workers.
Comrade, you are not workers’ friend number one. You
do not care about working people, and that is what this
whole matter of public importance demonstrates, yet
again. This is all about seeing it through the prism of
Northcote. It is all about making sure that the Greens
can win Northcote in the by-election. They are happy to
put to the sword these regional communities without
any thought or any consideration about the impact that
it is going to have on these communities. They just
simply do not care. They do not care about the impact
that this is going to have on workers.

In relation to this MPI we are talking about massive
changes which, if you introduced this tomorrow
without any industry support package and without any
transition package, would have a huge impact on these

The member for Melbourne in one of her earlier
contributions, or it might have even been in an
interjection, indicated that Labor in power in Victoria
has got a very poor record when it comes to the

MATTERS OF PUBLIC IMPORTANCE
Wednesday, 1 November 2017

ASSEMBLY

environment. Nothing could be further from the truth. If
you talk about the great legacy of Joan Kirner with
Landcare and the role that Joan played in banning
mining in national parks, if you look at the role that
Steve Bracks played when he was Premier in creating
the Great Otway National Park and if you look at the
introduction of the Victorian renewable energy target
scheme in the mid-2000s, these were initiatives that the
Labor Party championed in government.
As Robert Caro, the great biographer of Lyndon Baines
Johnson, says, power reveals. When Labor is in power,
these are the things that we do. We make sure that we
make the necessary changes and meet the requirements
to protect the environment, and we make changes that
we are all proud of. We will not be — well, I am not
prepared to be — lectured to by those opposite, who
have never run a thing in their lives. All they do is sit on
the sidelines and sledge, and they attack the Labor Party
at every opportunity because that is all they are interested
in doing. They are not interested in supporting a
progressive administration, the most progressive
administration in the country. They just do not care.
I understand this is all just seen through the prism of the
Northcote by-election. It is all about the cut and thrust
of politics, and that is what it is. When we sign up for
public life and enter this chamber, this is what we sign
up for. But it will be shown in due course that the
Premier of this state will be seen in the same way as the
great Labor heroes like Whitlam, like Curtin, like
Hawke and like Keating. The member for Melbourne
and the member for Prahran will be nothing more than
a sad footnote in the annals of the history of the state
Parliament. They will be forgotten like Robert Catley
and Bruce McFarlane, people who did not know what
they were talking about, who did not appreciate what
was before them and who denigrated and attacked an
institution like the Australian Labor Party, which has
delivered progressive government and has got a proud
environmental record to stand on.
We are in the business of ideas and of producing
progressive policies and good, strong environmental
policies which balance the needs and requirements of
supporting regional communities. Those opposite, and
particularly the members for Melbourne and Prahran,
just do not get it. They just do not care. There has never
been a blue-collar job they did not want to be thrown on
the scrap heap. That has been their form. This has just
been a display in rank, base politics. I am delighted to
belong to the most progressive Labor government this
state has seen.
Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (15:34) — Boy, do I smell a
by-election. Nothing could be more certain judging by
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the introduction of this matter of public importance
(MPI) by the member for Melbourne. The Greens are in
a very desperate bid to try to get over the line in
Northcote ahead of Labor, and so they have put this one
before the house. Those on the government benches have
said, ‘Well, there must be poor polling for the Greens,
and they have gone out and popped this one up’.
The by-election is very quickly approaching, and the
Greens are certainly up against it because Labor are
pork-barrelling their way forward in the electorate of
Northcote. We have had an immediate $2 million
investment for stage 1 of upgrades to Bell Primary
School, followed by a detailed master plan of the entire
school; a $5 million upgrade at Thornbury High
School; and $3.16 million for Northcote Primary
School. This last one is the most interesting one
because there was an announcement made on
15 September, but the Minister for Education only
several days beforehand had refused a plea for cash
from the school council president, so there is a bit of a
backflip there. But, as I said, I smell a by-election. It
does not stop there of course. There have been a
number of other small grants given out in the area, so
the pressure is on.
This is all very relevant to the debate because it sets the
context around the introduction of this MPI. I, like
many others, will note that it is the first MPI that has
been put forward by the Greens, and disappointingly
their lead speaker was unable to speak for her full
15 minutes on an area that she is so passionate about.
The member for Melbourne made it very clear that the
establishment of a great forest national park is all about
stopping the timber industry and stopping the
sustainable forestry operations that we have here in
Victoria. This has been very well put to the chamber by
the member for Narracan and in a very strong
contribution by the member for Gippsland East as well.
There seems to be a belief that has been peddled
incorrectly that this is there for the greater good and that
ecotourism will thrive under a great forest national
park. I believe that people are being quite misled in this
area, because ecotourism can exist in the current
environment.
We have horseriding operations, for example, that will
not be able to operate in a national park, but also the
Yarra Ranges Shire Council for several years now have
had on the table the establishment of the Warburton
mountain bike hub. It is a shovel-ready project, and in
fact the coalition made a commitment of about
$3.75 million to assist with the establishment of the
Warburton mountain bike hub prior to the last election.
Disappointingly the current government has ignored
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their pleas. The minister has said that he supports it in
principle, but the interface council funding that could be
used here for shovel-ready projects has been directed
elsewhere, certainly to the establishment of a park in
Olinda in the electorate of Monbulk and also something
at Lilydale Lake.
These certainly were not as high a priority as the
Warburton mountain bike hub, because this Warburton
mountain bike hub is actually a great ecotourism
opportunity down in that area. It would be set with a
backdrop of the beautiful township of Warburton, and it
is proposed that there would be 100 kilometres of
mountain bike track. Warburton is at the end of the rail
trail, and it would make Warburton such a key tourism
destination for families. Mum and the kids might want
to ride on the rail trail. It tends to be the men who are a
little bit more into the mountain biking, but not
exclusively, so Mum might be the one wanting to pop
up and do a big workout in the hills. This mountain
bike project is expected to generate 120 000 day visits
and 10 000 overnight stays, with 170 ongoing jobs and
25 of those during construction.
The Yarra Ranges shire are not sitting there saying,
‘We need a great forest national park before our
tourism project can go ahead — our job-creating
tourism project, an economic driver for the Yarra
Ranges and certainly for Warburton’. This does not rely
on the creation of a national park. This can go ahead
right now. It is a myth that is being generated and
perpetuated that ecotourism cannot exist at the same
time. I suggest they have a look at what has happened
down in the Otways, because what is happening now
could have happened previously as well.
With that myth blown, I want to draw attention to our
current national parks, which are overrun by invasive
species — plants and animals. I have said in this
chamber before that we have enormous blackberry
bushes that are just out of control. We have feral cats,
we have wild dogs —
An honourable member — Have you found the big
cat yet?
Ms McLEISH — I believe the big cat has been
spotted down that way somewhere as well. There is so
much that we need to do to manage our current national
parks that the creation of another one, when we have so
many problems, does not make sense.
I want to turn my attention also to the Leadbeater’s
possum. Once programs were put in place to start
looking for the possums, let me tell you, they started to
find them. I am very proud that under the coalition
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government we put the process in place because of
threats to the possum. A colony that was established at
Lake Mountain was taken by feral cats, and that was
really disappointing, but since then the news has been
much better for the Leadbeater’s possum. The current
figures show that 649 colonies have been detected and
some 20 000 possums. This is an animal that was near
extinction, so this is very good news. The word on the
street is that these figures are quite accurate.
The government reported that at 30 September 2016,
354 new possum colonies had been located since the
program commenced in July 2014 — that program
was about works in state forests — with 158 found
through surveys conducted by the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning, 21 through
VicForests preharvest surveys, 79 from reports by
members of the community and 12 through Project
Possum, which is a partnership between Parks
Victoria, Zoos Victoria and the Friends of
Leadbeater’s Possum. There were 84 colonies found
in national parks — one from a report by a member of
the community and 83 through Project Possum. When
people are out there looking for the possums, they are
finding them. It is absolutely essential to understand it
is a small area of state forest and national park that has
been investigated for this possum.
One of the things I found quite exciting is that
Leadbeater’s possums have been found in artificially
created hollows and they have been found in
new-growth forests. We have heard for such a long
time that they need old-growth forests and they need
old-growth trees, and that it is the trees that are
particularly important. But they are now living in
many areas of new-growth forests, areas that have
been burnt out previously by bushfires. Many of them
have jumped ship. They might have a preference for
old hollows, but they are certainly feeding on the
new-growth forests that are there. I have also heard
reports from those in my electorate that not only are
they being found in forests and national parks, but a
couple went outside to their chook house one morning
and there was a Leadbeater’s possum clinging onto the
side of that chook house. They are being found
everywhere they are being looked for at the moment.
I also want to comment on plantation forests. People
need to remember that plantation forests become habitat
too. We have seen this with the blue gums down in the
south-west of the state, where koalas have taken up
residence. If we look at the reports on studies that have
been done in New South Wales, for example, of the
habitats that occur in plantation forests, it would be
disappointing if the Greens think that you are not going
to get native animals living in them, because where
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there are trees, they will move. Whether those trees are
newly planted or regenerated from bushfires, they will
move.
Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) (15:44) — I rise
to speak on the matter of public importance (MPI)
submitted by the member for Melbourne. I believe I am
an environmentalist. I have been involved in campaigns
and protests to protect our flora and fauna, but I am also
a trade unionist who believes in humanity and the rights
of working people — the right to work and the right to
a decent standard of living. I do not believe that these
two issues are mutually exclusive. The problem with
this MPI is what lies behind it. It is political
opportunism at its worst.
I can sit in Reservoir and demand that the great forest
national park be established immediately, just like the
member for Melbourne can, sitting in, say, Kensington,
or the member for Prahran can while walking down
Chapel Street, but what are we giving up? What do we
lose in supporting this park? We make no sacrifice at all
and expect others to give up their way of life, their
livelihood, their future security and, in some cases, the
only thing that they have ever known. I am not for a
moment saying that things should not change, that
people need not change or adapt, but I believe that
people are just as important as our native animals and our
native forests. This MPI says nothing at all about people.
Does the member for Melbourne think that in this
debate people are irrelevant, unimportant or a necessary
evil? It is disappointing that people are being ignored
by the Greens party in this debate. As a trade unionist
with the Australian Manufacturing Workers’ Union and
at Trades Hall later, we had these hard conversations
with members in the Latrobe Valley and elsewhere. We
discussed the threat of climate change and the impact of
the petrochemical industry, and in later times we held
forums sponsored by the Gippsland Trades and Labour
Council. There were no climate change sceptics in
those meetings. There was no-one who did not
understand that things will change and that it is
important to preserve the environment. But it is all
about how that change takes place.
The Labor Party at the last election promised to
establish a task force to look at logging, particularly in
the east of Victoria, which is where the great forest
national park is being proposed. That commitment was
to bring the parties together to try to work our way
through it and come up with some solutions. This has
been ongoing, and all interested parties have been
involved. There have been the unions there representing
workers in the area, and there have been organisations
such as the Wilderness Society, the Australian
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Conservation Foundation and the Victorian National
Parks Association. They have all been working together
with goodwill to try to reach an understanding and a
way forward — negotiating, debating, discussing, day
in, day out. But where have the Greens party been
while this hard work is being done? What has been
their contribution, other than an hour or two to write up
and prepare this MPI on the chance that one day,
maybe, there will be a great forest national park and
they can claim victory for it?
We cannot compromise when it comes to saving the
Leadbeater’s possum or any native wildlife, plants or
trees that are threatened with extinction. We cannot
compromise on ensuring we do everything to preserve
our world and nurture and protect our environment for
our children and the generations to come. But we must
also ensure that we protect our people, ensure their
resilience and provide future security. What do we do
with the workers and their families that rely on the jobs
at Australian Paper? Should they make all the
sacrifices? How will they support their families if the
$90 000-a-year job that they have disappears overnight?
Will the Greens party send around a hat and give them
a few handouts or maybe collect some second-hand
clothes to distribute to those in need? These
communities are small but proud, and their jobs are
generational — mothers, daughters, fathers, sons and
grandchildren, all working in this industry and in those
factories and workplaces. Youth unemployment is high.
These issues are missing from the MPI.
I am most definitely not saying that these are the only
issues to be addressed and that these are the only real
problems that have to be worked through or dealt with
in some way. But the issue of people and their concerns
cannot be dismissed or ignored, as this MPI seems to
do. There are three sides to the debate in this chamber
today. We have the Greens with their MPI that seems to
forget about people. Then, on the other side, there is the
opposition, The Nationals and the Liberal Party, that
seem to want all forests to be basically destroyed and
demolished in the name of industry. They shed
crocodile tears about the workers that they supposedly
stick up for. We know that it is not true. The Nationals
and the Liberal Party do not care about working people.
A good example of this is of course their silence on or
their support for the cuts in penalty rates that would
affect these very same people that they are talking
about when they complain about this MPI. The workers
at places such as Australian Paper are shift workers,
they work weekends, and into the future those penalty
rates are threatened.
The Labor Party is not taking the extreme position of
The Nationals and the Liberal Party, who say that there
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ought to be no preservation or consideration of the
environment. At the other extreme are the Greens, who
say there should be no consideration of people. The
Labor Party’s commitment is to try to work through
these issues and find a solution that will not necessarily
be supported or be completely 100 per cent of what any
one group wants, but will be something that can allow
the coexistence of human beings and the environment
in that eastern Victoria area.
In terms of the Labor Party’s commitment to the
environment, I believe there are many things that we
have done to support and promote the environment,
even in just the short time of the last three years that we
have been in government. We have already legislated to
reinstate the ban on cattle grazing in the High Country.
We have already started to protect national parks from
overdevelopment by legislating out 99-year leases. We
have delivered Victoria’s first biodiversity plan in
20 years, Protecting Victoria’s Environment —
Biodiversity 2037. We have also begun a review of
native vegetation guidelines and, as I mentioned earlier,
we have established the Forest Industry Taskforce.
I look at places like Heyfield as a good example of
where on the one hand we have The Nationals and the
Liberal Party saying that more of our beautiful native
forests should be logged in the name of more profits for
the owners of the Heyfield timber mill. On the other
side we have the Greens, who are saying, ‘Close the
whole place down and forget about everybody who
works there’. The Labor Party has come to a solution
by working with all parties affected by the Heyfield
sawmill to allow workers to continue to work there and
have some future as well as trying to ensure that our
great forests are protected and that the amount of
logging is sustainable.
It is disappointing to know that in this MPI the Greens
party spend all their time attacking the Labor
government rather than The Nationals and Liberal Party
that really do not care about forests at all. It is the Labor
Party that is trying to work out solutions so that people
can continue to have a livelihood as well as ensuring
that our native flora and fauna have a future and are
well protected into the next generations.
It is disappointing but not surprising that this MPI
comes on the eve of the Northcote by-election. It is
political opportunism rather than an interest in coming
up with solutions to take into account both the human
stories and the needs of our environment.
In one of his speeches yesterday I think the member for
Essendon quoted a Greek philosopher. I would like to
quote another philosopher, Karl Marx. He coined the
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phrase ‘armchair philosopher’. The view of an armchair
philosopher is that of one who sits in their chair,
completely removed, uninterested in solutions, not
lifting a finger to solve any problems, but sitting back
and saying how the world should be rather than being
an active participant in trying to come up with solutions
that help society go forward rather than blocking it
forevermore.
Mr HIBBINS (Prahran) (15:54) — I rise to support
the creation of the great forest national park, which is
discussed in this matter of public importance. This
really is, I think, one of the most exciting policy
proposals in Victoria — to end logging in our native
forests and create the great forest national park. There
are so many benefits to this proposal to have a national
park on Melbourne’s doorstep for tourism, for
sustainable industries, to transition the native forest
logging industry to plantations and other industries, to
improve our water quality and in fact increase water in
our water supply, to tackle the effects of climate change
and that massive carbon sink that we know protected
native forests would be, to protect our native animals,
including our faunal emblem, the Leadbeater’s possum,
and of course to reduce the risk of fire through that
natural firebreak of rainforests.
I also want to take some time to respond to some of the
points raised by other members in their speeches. I will
first respond to the member for Yan Yean. It was a bit
off topic, but the member for Yan Yean in her
contribution accused the Greens of being absent during
Black Saturday. At the time a member for Eastern
Metropolitan Region was in the gallery. She is a
member who represents that area, a member who was a
local government councillor for many years, including
at the time of the Black Saturday fires, a member who
was out in her community at the time of the Black
Saturday fires, a member who spent thousands of hours
supporting her community after the Black Saturday
fires. The Greens did not just visit those communities.
The Greens are part of those communities. The member
for Yan Yean I am sure can make some time after this
debate to go and apologise to that member for Eastern
Metropolitan Region and apologise to the Greens for
such an outrageous accusation.
The member for Mordialloc and other members raised
the matter of jobs — and rightly so, because this is
important. We have always been very clear in this
regard, that in ending native forest logging and creating
the great forest national park, we need a transition plan
for timber workers. We need to transition to plantations
and we need to invest in those other industries that will
support those communities. I remember voting on some
legislation to close down the commercial fishing
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industry in Port Phillip Bay. This government has a
record of closing down industries. I understand there
was a transition package. It is doable; it can happen.
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people who have engaged with that task force in good
faith. All we have seen so far — this is my
understanding — is a statement to say that the status quo
cannot continue, but in actual fact the status quo has
continued. Stop using the task force as political cover
and get on with creating the great forest national park.

The reality is that the situation faced by the Heyfield
mill workers and those communities is not the fault of
the Leadbeater’s possum, and it is not the fault of the
environmentalists; it is the fault of successive
governments in failing in that transition plan. If you
have not had the courage in those previous terms of
government or in this term of government to put in
place that transition plan to plantations, then you are
responsible for the current situation faced by those
workers at Heyfield.

A lot has been made about the Northcote by-election —
that this is all about the Northcote by-election. I can
assure the member for Ferntree Gully that it is not only
in Northcote, but a poll of the residents of Prahran
supports the great forest national park. And do not worry,
I will be sending out an email to those people as well
about their opposition to the great forest national park.

Guess what? The Greens have been to Heyfield; we
have been to that plant. We do go and speak to those
communities, and we do go and speak to those workers.
We have been to the factory. Other members know that
part of our support for the great forest national park is
our support for a transition plan for those affected
workers, a transition to plantations and a transition to
sustainable industries. Those workers and those
communities will be much better off.

I think that probably detracts from the fact that it is the
people in those communities who are supporting the
great forest national park. There are people in those
communities who are pushing for the great forest
national park. That is a fact. The suggestion from the
member for Gippsland East that it is us versus them,
inner city versus rural, is completely false. In fact the
Greens were down there just recently, talking to voters
affected by logging in their communities.

The member for Gippsland East suggested that
plantations could not supply the necessary timber, yet
the industry’s own statistics and figures show that
92 per cent of what is produced is paper, woodchips
and sawdust; only 4 per cent is appearance-grade
timber. These are industry figures. So to suggest that
plantations cannot be used to replace native forest
logging is completely untrue.

I would suggest that it seems to be the season for this
government to implement Greens policies. We have
seen reform on donations laws, we have seen better
rights for renters, we have seen a ban on plastic bags
and we have seen a supervised injecting room. There is
still time to stop delaying and get on and create the
great forest national park. It will bring more jobs, which
is better for local economies. It will protect the
ecosystem from collapse, increase our water supply,
increase our water quality, save the Leadbeater’s
possum and other native animals from extinction,
reduce carbon emissions, protect our climate and
reduce the risk of bushfires. It is for all these reasons.

The other issue that has been raised is fire. If I heard
correctly, there was a suggestion that the logging
industry is at the front line of fire protection. Here are
the facts. A protected rainforest is a natural firebreak,
and a natural firebreak can reduce the impact of fires.
Those are the facts, and the idea that somehow logging
is a natural firebreak is simply untrue; in fact the
opposite is true.
A lot has been made by government members of the task
force. This was, I think, the policy that the government
took to the last election. I do not remember that they had
much of an environment policy at the last election —
Mr Pearson interjected.
Mr HIBBINS — If the member for Essendon will
just wait, the Liberal-Nationals coalition did have a
policy of no new national parks, so I guess no policy is
better than a bad policy. This task force, which has been
going for three years, has been exposed for what it really
is — political cover for not taking the right decision to
create the great forest national park. I really feel for those

You have to ask why it has not been done, and the
answer is that neither the government nor the
opposition are acting in the public interest. They are not
acting for the public good; as usual they are acting in
favour of vested interests. They are acting in favour of
the logging industry, not in favour of the local
communities who would benefit so much, not in favour
of those workers who need a long-term plan for their
futures and certainly not in favour of the environment.
This task force has been exposed as a process that is
providing political cover. This government is relying on
citizens to do the job for them and identify those
protected species that need protecting. This government
needs to do their job. They need to do the job that is
required, create the great forest national park and stick
up for those communities.
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FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr KATOS (South Barwon) (16:04) — I will
continue my contribution on the bill from just before
the lunchbreak. The firearm prohibition orders that are
issued under the bill are for a 10-year period for adults
and a five-year period for children between the ages of
14 and 17 years. The chief commissioner or his or her
delegate can only make these orders if it is genuinely in
the public interest to do so. The person who is issued
the firearm prohibition order has the right for it to be
reviewed at VCAT when the order is made and at the
halfway mark of the order.
As I was asking before the lunchbreak, is VCAT really
the right place to handle this? VCAT generally deals
with civil and planning matters. Does it have the
expertise when it comes to criminal law and firearms
law to handle these issues? I think a more appropriate
place would be perhaps either the Magistrates Court or
a court of some sort, but not VCAT, as I honestly do
not believe it has the expertise. We will have to await
the outcome of the bill and where we go from here.
I will put some of the concerns of the Combined
Firearms Council of Victoria on the record, but the main
concern is that the focus of the bill needs to be on
criminals and criminal activities and for there to be no
unintended consequences for law-abiding firearms
owners, whether it is intentional or unintentional, but
more unintentionally in the bill. That is something that is
of great importance. The Combined Firearms Council of
Victoria has contacted me with a number of concerns
about the bill, and I will put some of those on the record
on its behalf. If there are members of the government
who could perhaps put the combined firearms council
and other stakeholders at ease and allay some of their
concerns, that would be greatly appreciated.
As I said, these are their concerns; I am just putting
them on the record. They are worried about the
delegation of power down to a superintendent level.
They believe, in the absence of specific guidance from
Parliament, that this could open up the scheme to abuse.
Again, these are the concerns of the Combined
Firearms Council of Victoria. The bill denies access to
the firearms appeals committee. It provides an avenue
of appeal through VCAT; however, this is limited and
removes the tribunal’s power to stay an order. That is
an issue they have put on the record. It prohibits a
person subject to an order from visiting a gun shop, a
gun club or another place where a firearm is stored. As
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an example of that, if a person has to report to a police
station, firearms are stored at a police station, so if you
look at the letter of the law here, they could actually be
in breach of their order for attending a police station,
whether it is a bail condition or some condition that
says they have to attend a police station. I would like
some clarity on that given on their behalf.
The same sort of thing would apply to visiting a family
member. You might have a relative who owns a
firearm. The firearm is locked away securely. The
relative is a licensed owner of a firearm; their firearm is
registered and locked away properly. You might go and
visit your brother or your sister or your uncle or a
parent and they have a gun in the house. You might be
the subject of that order, but are you technically in
breach of that order if you enter those premises, even if
you do not have a key and cannot access those
firearms? If those sorts of concerns could be allayed
and we can know the government’s response to them, it
would certainly be appreciated.
There is also the question of some of the objects being
used to potentially manufacture a firearm. For example,
they might have a lathe in the back shed. Does that
mean that they could potentially manufacture a firearm?
If they are subject to that order, even if that is not their
reason for having the lathe in the back shed, where does
that put them?
The other thing I would just like to talk about in this bill
is the notice of received instruction, particularly around
pistol shooting. This has been increased, so you can go
13 times now, but if you go more than 13 times, you
would be breaching this and actually become a
prohibited person under this bill. It is an increase, which
has been welcomed, but 13 times is not a lot of times,
particularly for junior pistol shooters who are learning
to shoot. If someone has a bit of ability and perhaps is
looking at competing at a higher level — say, at the
Commonwealth Games or Olympic Games even —
13 times is not a lot of times to visit a pistol range. Is
there an example where there could be exemptions for
those sorts of situations? It would be unfair I think,
particularly to somebody like that who is learning to
shoot. Thirteen times is not a lot of times to visit the
pistol range in that circumstance.
Another example is that politicians often get invited to
shoots, whether it be pistol or otherwise. I have
certainly been invited to a few where there has been
shotgun shooting. With a pistol, for example, if have
been a member in this place for quite a few terms and
you attend 13 shoots in succession and went to your
14th, would that make you a prohibited person? This is
over a lifetime; it is not over a period of time. If you do
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not have a pistol licence, it is 13 occasions over your
entire life. If you go on a 14th occasion, you are going
to get yourself into a bit of trouble. Again, I have been
talking about unintended consequences, particularly in
junior sport shooting when they are learning to shoot
and they have no licence. That could create an issue. I
have put those concerns on the record. As I said, if
government members could allay these concerns, that
would be appreciated.
One other thing that the member for Eildon touched
on in regard to firearms, particularly in country areas,
was about the storage of firearms and the thefts that
have been taking place recently. That has certainly
happened in the Geelong region. There was a report in
the Geelong Advertiser on 1 June this year entitled
‘Fears bikies stealing Geelong and Surf Coast
farmers’ guns after details leaked’. That information
got into the wrong hands, and there has been a spate of
burglaries. A farmer, Ross Matthews, at Modewarre
had $30 000 worth of guns stolen. If we could get an
answer to what the government is doing to combat
that situation, it would be greatly appreciated. Other
than that, the opposition is not opposing the bill. If
those concerns I have put on the record can be allayed,
it would be appreciated.
Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) (16:12) — I am greatly
pleased to have the opportunity to speak on the
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017. We on this side of
the house are committed to giving Victoria Police the
powers and the resources they need to fight crime.
Unlike those on the other side of the house we know
crime is a complex problem that requires complex
solutions. If you listen to those over there, you would
think that the crime rate simply increased overnight on
29 November 2014, when the Andrews Labor
government took office. Of course nothing could be
further from the truth. We do know in fact, and we
have heard this afternoon from a number of speakers
on this side of the house, that the crime rate was
steadily increasing in the term of the previous
government. Rather than tackle it head-on, they did
nothing. Well, that is not entirely accurate. We do
know that there were significant cuts in a number of
sectors, particularly in TAFE, which of course denied
young people the opportunity they desperately
deserved and the opportunities to upskill and then get
a job and do those things that we know contribute to a
better and stronger Victoria.
I wanted to briefly take this opportunity to have a look
at the Barry Kennedy article published on 28 June 2017
in the Sunbury Leader which refers to Sunbury bucking
the rise in crime and ‘Crime Statistics Agency figures
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revealing a 12.8 per cent drop for the year to March’.
The article states:
Sunbury will welcome two new police trainees, while two
more and an extra sergeant are due in September.

I certainly know that the work done by Victoria Police
is greatly appreciated in my community and
appreciated by the communities right throughout my
electorate. I take this opportunity to thank the
hardworking men and women of Victoria Police, a
couple of whom I bumped into this morning whilst
getting a coffee. I thank them for their support and their
hard work within the community.
Of course, by example they need to be supported by the
government, and I am incredibly pleased that this
legislation is before the house, enabling Victoria Police
to have the opportunity to curb the —
Mr McCurdy — Acting Speaker, I draw your
attention to the state of the house.
Quorum formed.
Mr J. BULL — It is wonderful to see so many
members have come to my contribution. As I was saying
previously, the investment that has been made by the
Andrews Labor government is a significant one. The
government’s record $2 billion through the Community
Safety Statement in 2017 made major commitments,
those being 2729 additional police over four years on top
of attrition, including 415 specialist family violence
officers, of course the 100 new protective services
officers to boost mobile patrols and safety at train
stations and transport hubs, a dedicated 24-hour police
assistance line for non-emergency calls and a reporting
website so Victorians can contact police when and where
they need to — a very important service.
On top of that there is the $63.2 million to modernise
and expand the Victoria Police air wing with three new
helicopters and one fixed-wing aircraft, the replacement
of ten police stations right across the state, and
42 additional youth resource officers and Aboriginal
community liaison officers. We always know, though,
that the work of government never ends, and this bill is
a fine example of the Community Safety Statement,
which has seen significant reform and, most
importantly, significant investment — real money for
police and an investment in community safety.
What we were told was that there could be more done
to reduce the harm caused by illegal firearm use, and
this of course brings about the bill that is before the
house this afternoon. I wanted to very briefly refer to an
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article by John Silvester in the Saturday Age of
30 September 2017, in which he writes:
Just the other day, Victorian police minister Lisa Neville
dropped a press release headed ‘New laws to target illegal
guns, organised crime and drive-by shootings’.
In the release the minister channelled Clint Eastwood … ‘Let
this be a warning to organised crime figures and those that
associate with organised crime figures — we are coming for
you.’

The article goes on:
… make no mistake, the Firearms Amendment Bill 2017 is a
game changer.

We know that this bill will make a real difference to the
safety of Victorians.
I am very pleased to note that specifically the bill
introduces a firearms prohibition order (FPO) scheme
into the Firearms Act 1996 for police to protectively
address the risk to public safety from the possession and
use of firearms by organised crime groups and persons
rated a terrorist risk by police. This is a scheme that has
been successful in New South Wales and a scheme that I
think will be just as successful in Victoria.
The bill inserts a new indictable offence into the
Firearms Act to tackle drive-by shootings, and updates
an offence for possession, carriage and use of firearms
in public places. I do not need to go into detail around
the danger that is caused by drive-by shootings and the
risks associated with those practices. I am very
pleased to see this provision in this act, and it is
something that I fully support.
The bill goes on to amend the illicit firearm
manufacturing offence to better capture preparatory
steps in the manufacturing process, reducing the
definition of trafficable quantities in unregistered
firearms from four firearms to two or more. We know
that the bill also makes a number of amendments to
improve the operation of the firearms licensing and
regulation system. There are a range of provisions
contained in this bill.
I note deputy commissioner Shane Patton has said this
legislation is groundbreaking and perhaps the most
important piece of legislation introduced for a number
of years to improve community safety. This of course
comes on top of those significant investments that I
spoke about earlier. They are investments that are
making a genuine difference to community safety right
across the state, community safety in my area of
Sunbury and community safety in the areas of each and
every member of this house.
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We know that the police will have significant search
powers that can be exercised at any time. The right of
review by VCAT has safeguards to protect police and
of course intelligence. Those persons subject to an FPO
will have a further review right at the halfway point of
an order, and we know that there is a role — I will not
go into detail, given the time — for the Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission in oversight.
The government has been absolutely clear that it is not
and never has been the intention for these orders to
inhibit the lawful activities of legitimate firearm users,
and that has been discussed this afternoon. Those
include sporting shooters, farmers and those that do the
right thing with firearms. That is incredibly important
and certainly something that the government is acutely
aware of.
I would like to take this opportunity to commend the
Minister for Police for her hard work, her dedication
and her commitment to the safety of the people of
Victoria. This is a minister who knows her stuff and a
minister who has the leadership to make serious reform
and, most importantly, to work closely with cabinet,
with the Premier and with the Treasurer to make serious
investment with Victoria Police. This bill, as noted by
John Silvester, is entirely a game changer. It is
something that I think the people of Victoria will very
warmly receive, and I commend the bill to the house.
Mr McCURDY (Ovens Valley) (16:22) — I am
delighted to rise and make a contribution on the
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017. There is a lot that has
been said on this already, but I certainly want to add my
contribution. As you would be aware, we are not
opposing this bill at this stage, but certainly I would like
to flag that we might be seeking some clarification
between the houses on a few of the issues that have
been raised.
The purpose of the bill is to amend the Firearms Act
1996 to introduce a firearms prohibition order scheme
for police to address the risks to public safety from the
possession and use of firearms by organised crime
groups and individuals rated as a terrorist risk by police.
This scheme is based on the New South Wales model.
The bill also inserts a new indictable offence to tackle
drive-by shootings and updates the offence for
possession, carriage and use of firearms in a public place,
which is another good step forward. It amends the illicit
firearms manufacturing offence to better capture early
steps in the manufacturing process. At the same time it
revises the definition of trafficable quantities of
unregistered firearms, from four firearms down to two. I
think that is a significant step forward. The bill also
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makes amendments to improve the operation of the
firearms licensing and regulation system.
The bill will introduce the firearms prohibition order
into the Firearms Act. Some of the features include that
the Chief Commissioner of Police will be able to make
an order against individuals only if it is in the public
interest to prohibit their access to firearms.
I will draw on an example that I came across recently,
just over the river in Albury in New South Wales. A
chap by the name of David Dunstan, a farmer, had an
ice-affected person come to his place at 3 o’clock in the
morning. Mr Dunstan got an unloaded gun out of his
safe and I would not say he brandished the gun, but he
held the gun. Finally when the police came and the
whole deal got sorted out, Mr Dunstan had his guns
withdrawn, and his wife had her guns withdrawn,
because he was deemed a risk for having used a gun to
threaten someone. Clearly he was not using it to protect
himself at 3 o’clock in the morning with an ice-affected
person coming at him. It was obviously what he felt
comfortable with at the time.
I suppose what I am coming to with that is that with
any of these changes that we make, we have to make
sure that we do not have unintended consequences,
which happens sometimes. At this stage of the bill,
before it moves to the other house, there are
opportunities to make some appropriate changes.
Other provisions of the bill include that police will have
search powers over the life of the order, which is
10 years for adults and five years for children aged
14 years or older. That is obviously for when somebody
is in this position. Serious offences will apply if the
person to whom the order applies acquires or possesses
a firearm or a firearm-related item, such as a silencer or
a homemade cartridge ammunition holder. There are
areas there that I think are significant and will certainly
assist in this process.
A person issued with an order will have a right of
review to the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal when the order is first made, and a further
review right at the halfway mark of the order. I question
whether VCAT is the right place for this to occur. I
think we may have to look at that in the future.
The bill provides for a three-tiered oversight and
assurance system that has been developed, which
includes reports to Parliament by the Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission; standing
monitoring and reporting powers for IBAC; and a
review of a sufficient sample of case files to assess the
information relied on when making an order.
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A new indictable offence will prohibit shooting at
premises and vehicles — obviously that is the drive-by
shooting component of it. And the offence for
possession and use of firearms in certain places will be
updated, with the maximum penalty significantly
increased. That is another significant step forward.
To put it into perspective, the Firearms Act 1996
contains measures to restrict access to firearms with
respect to individuals who are not fit and proper or who
fall within a prohibited person category. However, the
prohibited person scheme only applies after the event —
a retrospective measure is probably not ideal in this
situation — so it only relies on a person’s criminal
convictions or court orders and licensing decisions if a
person applies for a licence. That is probably more
retrospective than proactively looking forward.
The proposed scheme and the new offences will
further strengthen Victoria Police’s response to illicit
firearms and will proactively address the risks to
public safety from the possession and use of firearms
by organised crime groups and people rated as a
terrorist risk by police.
The Liberal-Nationals, as we know, have strong law
and order policies, and we certainly support tough gun
laws. When I say that, that is for those who are a risk to
the community. We do not want this to have
unintended consequences, as I said, for registered and
legitimate gun owners, so we have to protect their rights
at the same time.
We recognise that in Victoria criminals and illegal
firearms remain a significant threat to community safety.
The opposition will continue to work cooperatively and
proactively to ensure that we have the necessary
legislative powers to deal with illegal firearms.
I have a couple of areas of concern. The government
has been slow to address the issue of drive-by
shootings. I understand it is now about 18 months since
the opposition announced its policy. Some say it is
better late than never, but at the same time I think the
community has been calling for this for a long time —
for the government to get tougher on some of these
laws — so I am pleased to see those changes beginning
to hit the floor now.
There are also concerns among some stakeholders
regarding the amendments to the definitions ‘populous
place’ and ‘public place’ in the context of carrying
firearms.
There are also concerns about clause 14, ‘Review of a
decision to cancel a licence’, and the apparent
replacement of a part of the role of the Firearms
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Appeals Committee with VCAT. I wonder whether
VCAT is the ideal place for this to be dealt with.
Of course we do not want terrorists or people with
mental health concerns in charge of firearms, but at the
end of the day we also want to protect those who are
legitimate gun owners. At the same time, we need to
have the right checks and balances so that there is a
right of reply for those who may be unfairly targeted.
We have seen how our laws and systems over the years
can be used by an unhappy spouse, for example, or a
family member to strip a recreational hunter of their
rights if they are accused of this, that or whatever might
be the case. This is a concern. We just do not want to
find that allegations like this can actually put somebody
into this position. It is then very difficult for them to
have themselves removed from this list. The majority of
stakeholders are generally supportive of the bill’s
provisions. We need to ensure that a right-of-reply or
appeals process is in place.
The coalition does not want to water down any
opportunity to be tough on crime, including gun laws,
certainly for terrorists, but we need to protect the rights
of legitimate registered gun owners and users. This is
designed for illegal gun users, terrorists and criminals.
Again I mention the unintended consequences: we want
to be sure that they will not flow on to our recreational
hunters and people who are legitimate gun users. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (16:31) — The
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017 highlights the
Victorian government’s commitment to community
safety, and it builds on existing legislative measures to
help reduce illicit access to and use of firearms. The bill
will introduce complementary police powers and tools,
including firearm prohibition orders (FPOs) and new
and updated offences for Victoria Police to proactively
and quickly disrupt serious criminal activity associated
with the illegal use of firearms.
This is important for a whole series of reasons and for
community safety and protection. The context is
crucial, so I will reference the Community Safety
Statement 2017, which outlines the Andrews
government’s commitment to give Victoria Police the
powers and resources it needs to keep Victoria safe.
Illegal firearm use causes significant harm in our
communities, and Victoria Police told the Victorian
government that operationally the current tools that
exist to address firearms-related offending are no longer
sufficient to prevent emerging kinds of firearm crime.
So this is part of the evolution that is evidence-based
and how the government is responding to the issues as
they emerge.
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To support Victoria Police in their efforts to crack
down on firearm crimes we have the firearms
prohibition orders. They will be used in scenarios
where no other appropriate mechanism exists to prevent
a person from obtaining a firearm, but sufficient
intelligence exists to indicate that it is contrary to the
public interest for that person to possess a firearm. Why
is this increasingly important right now? The reason is
that the risk of the illicit use of firearms by organised
crime groups, network defenders and people who are
rated as a terrorist risk by police clearly threatens our
safety and also statistics from both Victoria Police and
the independent Crime Statistics Agency show an
increase in firearm-related violence with what is
colloquially called ‘drive-by’ shootings and non-fatal
shootings, which are often linked to organised crime.
That is the proposition. Drive-by shootings in Victoria
have risen from 27 non-fatal shootings in 2014, to 67 in
2016 and already 47 to date this year.
The fundamental purpose of the Firearms Act 1996 is to
ensure that the possession, carriage, use, acquisition and
disposal of firearms are regulated in order to ensure
public safety and peace. The Firearms Act provides the
Chief Commissioner of Police with mechanisms to meet
this purpose through a system of licensing and regulating
firearms as well as a prohibited person regime.
These are the key issues that the Victorian government
confronts and this is another part of the suite of reforms
that have been brought in to address public safety and
reduce harm in the community and keep Victorians safe.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr McGUIRE — I hear some interjection. I want
to go to that. For the first time an agreement and shared
agenda between the Victorian government and the
police to detect, disrupt and prevent crime has been
established. I want to acknowledge the Minister for
Police for all the work that has taken to deliver and now
implement. There are new laws from a whole range of
different aspects from banning cash for scrap, road
safety laws expanding, protective services officers’
powers growing, the role of the police custody officers,
drug reform and the introduction of laws for firearm
prohibition orders. This is regarded as a game changer
when it comes to tackling serious and organised crime.
There is new capability around mobile technology,
body-worn cameras, even a new air wing, and new
specialists in the public order response team, in the
special operations group and in the critical incident
response team. For the first time in six years the crime
rate has stabilised and has now begun to go down. This
is one of the key propositions that has been addressed,
and this is what is going on.
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An honourable member interjected.
Mr McGUIRE — I am hearing some interjections
from the other side again. Let us just go to the fact of
the matter, which is that under the former coalition’s
time in government crime went up 16 quarters in a row,
so every three months the crime stats were released
under the Liberals and they confirmed rises across all
types of crime.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr McGUIRE — I hate to address an issue of
opinion with the stated facts as presented to me. Let us
actually just make sure that these reforms are in place
and work in the public interest. That is what the
government and the Minister for Police have been
implementing. I think the opposition should follow the
facts of the matter and be arguing in that context. This
is what has been going on under the Andrews
government to actually address these issues.
I want to use this opportunity to respond to some of the
claims that have been raised and the questions that have
been asked by the opposition. One of the key questions
was: sometimes a person, particularly a junior who has
three unlicensed shoots, can exhaust the number of
unlicensed training shoots — by way of explanation,
that is for sporting shooters — before their licence
application is finalised; is there a way the licence
process can be sped up? That was a question put by the
opposition. The response, as I am informed, is that
Victoria Police process applications as quickly as
possible, but there are necessary checks that have to be
run to ensure the suitability of a person. This is the case
even with junior shooters. By and large the junior
applications are not so complex but Victoria Police, as a
responsive regulator, will continue to promote greater
efficiency in the administration of firearms regulations.
I think that is a commonsense approach. Yes, we would
like to be more efficient but we have got to actually get
the checks validated and verified. So that is the critical
point there.
Another proposition was: under the exemptions for the
firearms in public places offence, would a person be
able to walk down the Melbourne CBD with a loaded
firearm? The response, as I am informed, is that the
intention is that the status quo is maintained, so police
and armed security guards would be able to walk down
the Melbourne CBD with loaded firearms, which they
can do now. The exemptions only apply if a person
holds a firearms licence and the possession, carrying or
use of the firearm is in accordance with the firearms
licence and any other authority that applies to the use,
possession and carriage of the firearm. For example, if
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someone has a firearms licence for hunting, the
carriage, use or possession of the firearm has to be for
that purpose and subject to the other authorities that
regulate hunting in Victoria. That is the response as
provided to me.
Another question was: is VCAT the appropriate review
body for FPOs? Again, to address this question raised
by the opposition, I have been advised that it is not
unusual for VCAT to deal with sensitive, confidential
or intelligence information across the broad range of
application types. VCAT was consulted on the bill and
was comfortable taking on the new jurisdiction, as I am
advised. Handling such information as police
intelligence arises in private security licensing reviews
and appeals from the Firearms Appeals Committee, so
VCAT does have background and knowledge of
firearms issues. Some of these firearms licensing
reviews have involved serious criminality and accessing
the applicants links with organised crime. VCAT should
be able to continue to deal with these matters. The
VCAT reviews will likely deal with the character of the
person and the information relied on when making the
order, not the technical workings of the firearm. Dealing
with issues of character and probity is well-established
within VCAT.
This is another reform and another initiative as part of
the Andrews Labor government’s suite of policies to
make the community safer, and I commend the bill to
the house.
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong) (16:40) — It is my
pleasure to rise in support of the Firearms Amendment
Bill 2017. Australia thankfully enjoys a relatively low
rate of gun violence, especially compared to other
places in the world. The reason for this is that both state
and federal governments have taken gun control and
firearms management very seriously, especially
following the Port Arthur massacre. It seems we are
regularly given reason to reflect on the value of our gun
laws, most recently following the mass shooting in Las
Vegas, which once again has raised the issue of gun
control in the United States. I would like to think that
Australia presents a very strong case study in successful
gun control and firearm management. That is not to say
we cannot improve, and I will get to that. I think it is
fair to say that most, if not all, Australian governments
see firearms management as an important part of
ensuring community safety. The bill before the house
today is another chapter in the broader story of firearm
management, and it supports this government’s
Community Safety Statement.
Despite our generally low rates of gun violence,
statistics from Victoria Police and the independent

FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2017
3630

ASSEMBLY

Crime Statistics Agency show an increase in
firearm-related violence, particularly in drive-by
shootings and non-fatal shootings, which are often
linked to organised crime. As the previous speaker
outlined, drive-by shootings in Victoria have risen from
27 non-fatal shootings in 2014 to 67 in 2016, and I
believe this year we are already up to 47. We also know
that there has been an increase in the rate of aggravated
burglary using firearms and the possession of firearms
or ammunition in contravention of the Firearms Act
1996. This is obviously a significant issue that the
Andrews government is seeking to address and address
comprehensively.
It should also be noted here that the previous
government significantly underinvested in police, and I
think we are feeling the impact of that in our
community today. This underinvestment bites, and I
think we are feeling that. But thankfully we now have a
government in power that is addressing this
underinvestment. Meanwhile, those opposite, as we
heard by the heckling in the chamber earlier,
commentate and ignore their own failings that saw
them booted from office in 2014. They really have not
learned their lesson at all.
We have already seen significant work in addressing
the issues I have outlined. We have seen action to
support the Victoria Police response to firearm-related
crime, including funding for two new illicit firearms
trade and armed crime teams. Back in 2015 we also
saw the introduction of new laws to get illegal firearms
off the streets, and this included lowering the threshold
for trafficking firearms from 10 guns to three,
tightening the meaning of ‘possession of a firearm’ to
make it easier for police to prove possession,
introducing a new offence of illegally manufacturing
firearms and increasing the maximum sentence for theft
of firearms from 10 to 15 years.
Perhaps most notable is the $2 billion investment this
government made in the provision of over
3000 additional police, which is particularly significant
given the former government’s failure to fund frontline
police officers at all — a failure they deny but is fact.
We challenge them to counter that fact, and they cannot
often give us a reasonable or valid explanation.
The bill before us today introduces a firearm
prohibition order — an FPO — and this scheme
effectively allows police to proactively address the risks
to public safety from the possession and use of firearms
by organised crime groups and other high-risk
individuals. The bill also introduces new indictable
offences that will tackle drive-by shootings, and the
offence of possession, carriage and use of firearms in
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public places will be updated. This meets a
commitment made in the Community Safety Statement I
referred to earlier.
Further, the illicit firearm manufacturing offence in the
Firearms Act will be amended to better capture
preparatory steps in the manufacturing process. The
definition of ‘trafficable quantities of unregistered
firearms’ will be reduced from four firearms to two or
more firearms. I note that the bill also makes a number
of amendments to improve the operation of the firearms
licensing and regulation system.
The development of firearm prohibition orders has been
informed by experience in New South Wales, which
also has an FPO scheme in place. Regard has also been
had to the New South Wales Ombudsman’s review of
the New South Wales search powers, which was
released last year, and our scheme draws on many of
the recommendations that were outlined in that review.
I should also note that many states are planning to
introduce an FPO regime, and consideration of an FPO
scheme forms part of the activities agreed by all
jurisdictions under the National Organised Crime
Response Plan.
To return to the New South Wales experience, New
South Wales police advise that shooting incidents
across New South Wales decreased by 45 per cent
between 2011 and 2016. They advise that FPOs have
been successfully issued in relation to counterterrorism
investigations, outlaw motorcycle gangs and other
high-risk individuals. It is also important to note,
however, that FPOs should not be looked at in isolation,
as they form part of a suite of initiatives and tools that
target these problematic cohorts that we have outlined.
In terms of how the FPO scheme will operate, FPOs
will apply before the event so that police can quickly
and proactively disrupt dynamic and intricate criminal
activity where there is sufficient intelligence that
particular persons should not have access to firearms.
The criteria for making an FPO are quite broad, and this
is deliberate so that the Chief Commissioner of Police
has operational flexibility to quickly respond to serious
criminality. As such, the chief commissioner will be
able to make an order for an FPO if they are satisfied
that it is in the public interest because of the criminal
history of an individual, the behaviour of an individual
or the people with whom the individual associates or
because the individual may pose a threat or risk to
public safety based on information known to the chief
commissioner. In short, this effectively means that the
chief commissioner is making a judgement that it is not
in the public interest for a particular individual to have
access to firearms.
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It should be noted that these orders will be primarily
targeted at organised crime groups and persons of
interest in counterterrorism cases. It is not expected that
Victoria Police would gratuitously target law-abiding
firearm owners — that is, people who do not have a
criminal history, who have not exhibited concerning
behaviours or who do not pose a threat to public safety.
These people that other speakers have alluded to —
those responsible licensed gun owners — should not be
concerned by these laws.
In terms of the effect of one of these orders, it will
mean that police will have warrantless search powers
over the life of the order — that is, 10 years for adults
and five years for children aged 14 years or older.
Serious offences will apply to prohibit the possession,
use, carriage or acquisition of firearms or
firearms-related offences by a person who is subject to
an FPO. These offences come with a maximum 10-year
imprisonment penalty. Another impact is that
attendance at firearm-related premises, such as shooting
ranges or firearms storage facilities, will be restricted,
and a breach of this also comes with a maximum
12-month imprisonment penalty. It is worth noting here
that Victoria Police have voiced concern about
high-risk persons attending paintball locations to
undertake tactical firearms training. As a result of these
concerns, paintball venues have been included within
the definition of ‘prohibited premises’.
Finally, after a person is served with an order, they will
have the opportunity to surrender their firearm or
related possession — ammunition, for example, or a
silencer or any other form of firearm accessory — and a
failure to do so also comes with a very significant
penalty. If an FPO is made against a person who holds
a firearm licence, permit or approval, these
authorisations are automatically cancelled, as you
would expect.
As you would expect, the scheme will be subject to
oversight. Others have spoken about the role of VCAT,
so I will not discuss that here, but I will note that an
FPO subject will have the right to seek a merits review
of the decision as well as a fresh review at the halfway
mark of the order. We know that IBAC will have a
three-tiered, ongoing auditing and oversight role, with a
report on the operation of the scheme to be tabled in
Parliament every two years and a review of a sufficient
sample of case files relied upon when making an FPO.
IBAC will also have a standing power to review and
report on the operation of the scheme at any time.
In addition to this, the chief commissioner will be
required to report annually on activity under the
scheme, which will cover off on information like the
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number of FPOs that have been issued during the
relevant period. The scheme will have a legislative
enshrined operation of 10 years. It will then be up to
Parliament to determine if the FPO scheme should
continue, and I think that is more than appropriate.
I do not think anybody in this place could object to the
notion that firearm ownership and possession need to be
actively monitored and regulated, and all of us in this
place appreciate the community safety benefits of gun
regulation, especially when it comes to organised crime
groups and counterterrorism or potential terrorist threats.
The measures outlined in the bill before us will
strengthen this system, but will also give it flexibility and
enable it to be proactive. I cannot emphasise enough how
important it is that we work to prevent crime and not just
deal with it on the back end when the damage is already
done. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (16:50) — It is
a pleasure to rise this afternoon to speak on the
Firearms Amendment Bill 2017. I will begin by
concurring with the member for Dandenong. Our seats
do abut, actually, and we are well aware of many of the
concerns about safety in our community. I would like to
say that I agree with her that we live in a relatively safe
community where firearms are not as readily available
as they are in other countries. I grew up in a community
where I took for granted my safety. I used to walk
home from the train at night after working and I
allowed my kids to go out and play on the streets. It has
become, I know, a big concern of people that our streets
and communities are not as safe.
I hark back to that day when we heard the news of Port
Arthur. It was unbelievable that that could happen in
Australia. I think it was actually a defining moment for
us as a nation. I do commend the then Prime Minister
for standing up and saying, ‘We can’t allow this to ever
happen again’, and ‘We must make sure that there are
restrictions placed on the availability of firearms’. After
that announcement there was an enormous clean-up,
should we say? People, through the amnesty — it was a
paid amnesty, as I recall — sent their firearms back,
because most Australians did not want to have firearms
easily available in our community and for them to get
into the hands of the wrong people.
I would also like to put on the record, given I have been
given this opportunity to speak unexpectedly, that out
of that awful event at Port Arthur came the
establishment of the Alannah and Madeline
Foundation. They do extraordinary work in raising the
issue of violence, especially as it was played out on
innocent families and young children at Port Arthur, but
also in our homes, in our communities and in our
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school settings as well. They do an amazing job of
raising these issues at the Alannah and Madeline
Foundation. I know that they are well aware that when
they raise issues about gun ownership, even in letting
people in the community know that these sorts of laws
are coming into the Parliament, they get inundated by
people saying, ‘This is not true. Gun ownership is our
right. Gun ownership is something that is not very
widespread, and I deserve and have the right to own a
gun’. Well, you know, people do have certain rights,
but they do not have the right to own certain types of
firearms and these firearms should not be readily
available to the community.
As we have seen and as the statistics show — and the
Crime Statistics Agency Victoria reports this — there
has been an increase in the number of drive-by shootings
in our community. People have had access to firearms
that we do not want them to have access to, or there are
certain people we do not want to have access to them. I
know the Crime Statistics Agency data shows that
aggravated burglary using firearms increased by 30 per
cent over the three years to 2015–16 and possessing
firearms or ammunition in contravention of the Firearms
Act 1996 increased by 44 per cent over the same period.
Of significant concern to Victoria Police is the level of
non-fatal drive-by shootings in recent years relating to
organised crime groups as well as evidence from
counterterrorism operations of at-risk persons seeking
firearms. Drive-by shootings have risen from
27 non-fatal shootings in 2014 to 67 in 2016, and already
47 to date in 2017. So they are cause for concern. This
legislation is very much needed to make sure firearms do
not get into the hands of the wrong people.
I see in an article from the Herald Sun headed ‘Gangs
warned’ it says:
Hundreds of bikie gang members, terrorism suspects and
Middle Eastern crime figures face new gun prohibitions under
proposed laws.

I think nobody would have much problem with that.
The article goes on to quote the Minister for Police as
saying — and I want people to understand this:
This is not targeted to our legal, registered gun owners, our
farmers who use them for pest management or sporting
shooters.
This is about targeting people who we don’t want to have
carrying guns.

That is certainly the case, and I think there would be
universal acceptance of that in our community. The fact
is, though, as we have seen with the recent amnesty,
there are still a lot of firearms out there. I am very
pleased to see, reading a recent press release, that:
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In the first two months of the national firearms amnesty,
2150 firearms have been surrendered in Victoria.

Frankly, I am glad they are out of the cupboards, out of
the barns, out of the homes and somewhere safe now. It
goes on:
This is on top of a number of bladed weapons, imitation
firearms and ammunition which have also been surrendered.

Superintendent Paul Millett of the licensing and
regulation division said:
Let me be clear — this is more than 2000 firearms that would
otherwise be at greater risk of ending up in the wrong hands.

In my own area of the southern region I notice — and
I am not going to be a shrinking violet about this —
that I represent an area where there have been a
number of Australian Federal Police raids, and a
number of terrorist suspects have been arrested. We
have had some cause for concern about exactly this
issue of firearms ending up in the wrong hands. I
notice that during the amnesty 236 firearms have been
surrendered so far in the southern region, which does
cover a very big region from Prahran to the
Mornington Peninsula, and I have got to say that is
good news for our local community.
I am well aware that some people have raised the issue
of sporting clubs and shooting ranges and that this may
be a restriction on the rights of people who really enjoy
having a good shootout at the sporting range or do in
fact keep a gun for farming purposes or sporting
experiences. In fact not so very long ago I had the real
pleasure of meeting the young girl who had won a gold
medal at the last Olympics. She told a fantastic story
about how she had grown up with guns in the house.
Her father had coached her, her father had shown her
how to use a gun and she found that she had a natural
inclination to get involved in the sport. She was really a
terrific young person and a great role model for aspiring
athletes and indeed aspiring young people across the
board. It always strikes me as a bit strange that some
people are interested in this sport, but I know that when
my children were at school one of the things they did,
when they were doing some electives, was actually
some clay shooting. They really did enjoy it, so I
understand that a lot of people out there actually enjoy
gun sport.
The bill also makes a number of amendments to
improve the operation of the firearms licensing and
regulation system. It updates the exemption for
advertising the sale of firearms to enable approved
clubs to advertise in online publications; aligns between
adults and children the number of attendances at
shooting ranges without a licence, providing that an
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unlicensed person can receive a maximum of
13 instructions in pistol shooting over their entire
lifetime; and importantly, as I have suggested, by
transitioning from a junior to an adult firearms licence
by allowing a junior licence to continue to operate after
an individual turns 18 until a decision on their adult
application is made.
These are all sensible changes to the law. In fact, they
are more than sensible; they are exactly what the
community is asking for. We cannot, given our recent
history in making sure that firearms are not readily
available, walk away from the fact that there have been
a number of very upsetting experiences with drive-by
shootings. We may have to make sure with these laws
that our police force have the resources and that we
provide them with the laws to ensure that our
community, the Victorian community, can go to bed at
night, walk the streets, go to work, go to school and
know that they are going to be safe. I commend the bill
to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms ALLAN
(Minister for Public Transport).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

FIREARMS AMENDMENT
(ADVERTISING) BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Received from Council.
Read first time on motion of Mr CLARK (Box Hill).
Leave refused for bill to be read a second time
immediately.
Ordered that second reading be made order of the
day for next day.

COMPENSATION LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 18 October; motion of
Mr SCOTT (Minister for Finance).
Mr MORRIS (Mornington) (17:02) — I am pleased
to rise to make what I anticipate will be some relatively
brief comments about the Compensation Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017. While there are two substantive
matters that are affected by the bill, it is pretty
straightforward. I think there are only eight clauses in
the entire bill. Essentially the first impact it has is to
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amend the Transport Accident Act 1986, and the
second effect is to amend the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013, also
known as the WIRC act. In the case of the Transport
Accident Commission (TAC) act the bill effectively
abolishes the application of the excess, and with regard
to their WIRC act it amends some provisions relating to
apprentice jockeys. Beyond that, the impact is very
minimal, so I will speak briefly to those, and then I
want to talk about the broader issue of the resourcing of
the Transport Accident Commission.
I should say first of all that the opposition was briefed
last week, and I appreciate the briefing and the
opportunity to discuss with the affected agencies the
issue. I can also indicate at this point in proceedings
that the opposition will not be opposing the bill.
With regard to the changes to the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013, the bill
inserts new provisions that will in effect make the
workers compensation arrangements for licensed
jockeys and for apprentice jockeys comparable. There
is a discrepancy at the moment with regard to the
coverage of apprentice jockeys where, under most
circumstances, they are covered by the trainers. But
the proposal here is to change those provisions so that
the arrangements for jockeys and for apprentice
jockeys are uniform. Apprentice jockeys will be
deemed to be employed by Racing Victoria while at
specific locations and undertaking particular
activities — that essentially means if they are engaged
in riding work at an approved facility and/or riding to
and from an approved facility.
There is, I understand, a little concern amongst the
trainers — the member for Gippsland East will have
more to say on this — that riding work undertaken in
other locations is not to be covered. For example, if
horses are being ridden on the beach in the course of
the training activity, the apprentices would not, under
those circumstances, be covered by Racing Victoria.
But the key issue with regard to this bill is that under
most circumstances, whether moving to or away from
approved facilities or actually engaged in riding work at
approved facilities, the apprentices are covered.
The second aspect of this bill relates to amendments to
part 2 of the Transport Accident Act 1986. Again, they
are relatively straightforward — effectively they
abolish the current excess arrangements. I think these
are reasonable proposals. The intent, as I understand it,
is to improve the client experience. In the context of the
briefing, we were advised that, while previously it took
up to two weeks for a claim to be accepted, under the
current service standards it is down to two days. By
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maintaining the excess, there is, as was originally
intended, a disincentive created, but the difficulty with
that disincentive is that it becomes then an impediment
to early treatment. Because people need to put money
out in order to recover it, they do not necessarily get the
attention they need in a timely fashion, as is desirable.
As I understand it, the intent of these amendments is to
seek a speedy resolution for the client, both in a health
sense and in terms of the claim.
There is of course a cost, which we are led to believe is
relatively modest, of $6 million. It is a lot of money, but
in the context of claims of in excess of $1.2 billion it is
probably a relatively small amount of money.
My concern is with regard to the health of the
organisation overall, and in particular the impact that
the constant taking of dividends by the government has
on the Transport Accident Commission (TAC). If you
look at the commission’s last three annual reports, you
will see that while the bottom line for the 2016–17
financial year is much improved, essentially that is
from a change in value of assets in a positive sense of
more than $1 billion. If you go to last year’s report,
there were accrued losses. Indeed when we were going
through the estimates process earlier this year, there
was quite an interesting discussion, depending on your
interests I guess, around the impacts of —
Mr Pearson interjected.
Mr MORRIS — Some seek excitement, and
accounting standards excite some of us. It was in
particular around the review and potential amendment
of the accounting standard that applied to insurance
organisations. That was the initial discussion because,
when the budget was brought down we, being the
opposition, had a look to see what was happening in
terms of dividends from the TAC — they are a matter
of perennial interest — and there were not any there.
Given that the figure proposed over the forward
estimates last year was in excess of $1.3 billion, I think
we all thought it was reasonable that those amounts
were probably somewhere else in the budget. It turned
out they were, but it was not as the secretary of the
department initially believed might be the case — that
it was because of a change in accounting standards.
As we in fact established, it was because there were
some issues with taking dividends from a corporation
that was not only not making any money, but at that
point had accrued losses. Despite assurances from both
the Treasurer and the Minister for Finance over the last
three estimates that it was very healthy financially and
there were no problems, the reality is the government
could not this year take dividends from the TAC
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because, had they called them dividends, they would
have breached the accounting standards.
The most recent report of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee carries a copy of a letter from the
Auditor-General. He says in part that:
The budget treatment through to 2019–20 is based on a
precedent established during the 2015–16 audit of the TAC,
whereby a repayment of capital of $78 million — requested
by the Treasurer in accordance with section 29A of the
Transport Accident Act 1986 — was recognised in their
Comprehensive Income Statement as an expense … This
repayment was in addition to interim and final dividend
payments disclosed in their Statement of Changes in Equity.
The particular financial circumstances that led to this
treatment were that the TAC had:

and this is the important point —
already incurred a current year loss before the capital
repayment was taken into account
carried forward accumulated deficits from the previous
year which were increased by the current year loss —

so there was a cumulative effect —
no contributed capital or other equity from which to
draw.

As I mentioned, this year the books look a whole lot
better, thanks to a $1000 million move in terms of the
valuation of investment funds, but that did not stop the
Treasurer taking another $29.5 million out of the TAC
prior to 30 June, again by way of a capital return.
As the secretary of the department advised the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee at his second
appearance with the Minister for Finance towards the
end of the estimates hearings, and again this is
contained in the committee’s report tabled yesterday,
the TAC is expected to pay grants — they are now
called grants, not dividends — of $505 million in the
current financial year, $431 million in 2018–19,
$563 million in 2019–20 and $252 million in 2020–21.
From memory, that is a significant increase — some
hundreds of millions of dollars more than for the
current year in the forward estimates — than was
anticipated last year.
I reiterate my concern that enormous sums of money
are being shifted out of the TAC in order to prop up the
bottom line of the budget. I do not think there is any
doubt about that — half a billion dollars or more in this
financial year alone when we have a corporation that
had for a number of years sustained losses.
As I mentioned, it has had a much better year this year,
but essentially it is investment income, not operating
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income. There is a real risk that if you strip out that
one-year profit and they have a bad year this year in
terms of their investments, the organisation could be in
serious trouble. But in the context of this bill, the advice
that was given to the opposition was that the forecast
cost would be $6.5 million in terms of removing the
excess, on the basis of $1.2 million in payouts.
It will be interesting to see whether that is exactly the
way it works out. If that is the cost and that is the
proportion — and I believe those figures to be
accurate — then it seems to me to be a reasonable
policy step to take if it results in improving the
circumstances for TAC clients and if it results
ultimately in improving the medical outcomes for those
clients. On that basis, the opposition will not be
opposing the bill.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (17:16) — I am
delighted to make a contribution on the Compensation
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. I did listen with
great interest to the member for Mornington’s
contribution because I, too, recall the robust but
respectful exchange that occurred between the member
for Mornington, in his capacity as deputy chair of the
committee, and the Minister for Finance on what I
believe was our last day of hearings at estimates this
year. While I take on board the comments made by the
member in his contribution, I think it is worth making a
couple of observations. One is in quoting the report that
was prepared by the Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee, the committee does state on page 66 that:
The committee understands that while the TAC has enough
cash to make a payment to the state, this cannot be classified
under the accounting rules as a dividend due to accumulated
losses on the entity’s balance sheet over recent years.

As the member for Mornington points out, in
appendix 2, under revenue, there is a letter from the
Auditor-General that was incorporated. I raise this from
the point of view of saying that, yes, it is the right of the
government to seek a dividend be paid and returned as
a capital repatriation because we are the shareholder. I
note the member for Mornington’s point about the
accumulated losses. I suppose what I would say is that
there are significant cash reserves that would warrant
that capital repatriation and that obviously we need to
be compliant with accounting standards, which is why
it is treated as a grant rather than a dividend.
I do not think the member for Mornington is suggesting
that there are concerns about the financial viability of
the Transport Accident Commission (TAC). I think
there is recognition that the TAC is a well-run
organisation. Yes, there have been accumulated losses
in recent years, which preclude the capital repatriation
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from being treated as a dividend, so instead we will
treat it as a grant. I do not think the member for
Mornington in his contribution is suggesting that there
are concerns about the financial viability of the TAC,
but I do appreciate the contribution that he is making.
I did not have a great appreciation of accounting
standards before I became chair of the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee. I have learned to love
accounting standards — I am prepared to concede that
and confess that to the house. But we had a really good
discussion. It demonstrates the fact that being able to
read the budget papers and understand the way in
which these issues are treated is a really important skill
for members to have. When you come to this place and
you have that level of knowledge, it is a really
important skill to have when you look at a budget. You
owe it to yourself as a member and you it owe to the
institution of the Parliament to be able to dissect budget
papers and try and understand why the executive makes
the decisions that it does.
With that, I will come to the bill itself. In preparing for
this contribution I am indebted to an article I found
called ‘The facts and figures on jockey fatalities in
Australia’ by Gretchen Kijak, which was published on
8 January 2015. The article talks about the fact that
from the 1840s to 2015, 873 jockeys lost their lives and
that a licensed jockey fell on average once in every 240
rides, and that one-third of those falls resulted in injury.
These are licensed jockeys, so these are jockeys that are
no longer apprentices. You would expect that for
apprentice jockeys, because their skill levels may not be
as high, you would have probably a greater rate of
injuries. The article also said that 620 falls resulted in a
death. It talks about Brad Rawiller who, in 2014, had
1055 starts. On the basis of that analysis, there is a
25 per cent likelihood that he would have a fall in any
given year.
It is worth using those figures as context to understand
the fact that being a jockey is a very dangerous
occupation. Racehorses weigh on average between 470
and 515 kilograms. Some of the larger horses can
weigh up to 570 kilograms. If a jockey weighs about
50 kilos, you are talking about a figure that is 10 times
the jockey’s weight. If you think about that sort of
weight falling on a jockey, you get an appreciation
fairly quickly of the sort of damage that can be
sustained by people in this occupation.
We owe it to jockeys to make sure they are able to
operate in a safe environment. It is particularly
important when you think of the time of year which is
approaching us. Obviously this weekend we have the
Melbourne Cup Carnival. I was with the Minister for
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Racing at Flemington on Monday. The suburb of
Flemington is in the state electorate of Essendon, but
the racecourse itself is in the state electorate of
Melbourne. I note that in the minister’s media release
he indicated that last year the Melbourne Cup Carnival
generated $427.1 million in economic activity and
employed almost 20 000 staff and contractors. Visitors
spent $38.3 million on accommodation, while
$44.3 million was spent on retail and fashion. This is a
significant industry.
I think that when you look at the racing industry you
see that the jockeys play a really important role, but in
the food chain they are the proletariat of the industry.
They are probably not particularly well paid for the
work they do, yet the work they do plays a pivotal role
in terms of this sport that many of us will enjoy over the
coming days.
That is just in terms of what happens at Flemington. I
think when we broaden that out and look at the impact
that races have at country racetracks, it is significant. I
think the Sale Cup was held on Sunday.
Mr T. Bull interjected.
Mr PEARSON — Thank you, member for
Gippsland East. It was on Sunday. I think there was —
Mr T. Bull interjected.
Mr PEARSON — I am very pleased that the
member for Gippsland East backed a winner. I think
there were about 3000 people at the track on Sunday.
For a city like Sale, having 3000 people attend the cup
is huge. I think we all know that the Geelong Cup is
similarly a very large race meeting for Geelong, as are
the various other regional cups.
So you are looking at a major industry that creates an
enormous amount of employment opportunities and
enormous amounts of wealth and affluence that is often
localised and concentrated over a period of time. When
you have got that level of economic activity and the
level of wealth that is created, it is important that we
have a bill like this come before the house to clear up
that anomaly between licensed jockeys and apprentice
jockeys, to make sure that apprentice jockeys are
covered by Racing Victoria in the event that they are
injured at their workplace. As we have seen over the
years, it is vitally important that workers have the
ability to go to work and come home safely and that
they are appropriately covered by an appropriate
workers compensation scheme.
I also note that the bill makes some further amendments
in relation to the medical excess, which currently sits at
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$651 and is indexed each financial year to the consumer
price index. This is about trying to make it a lot easier
for people who have been injured and are clients of the
TAC to be able to get the help and care they need as
quickly as they can and to make sure they experience
the best quality of care they can have as a result of
having been injured and being clients of the TAC.
I appreciate that the bill is not particularly controversial,
and I appreciate the fact that the opposition has
indicated its support for it. A bill like this is really
important, to make sure we give apprentice jockeys the
support they need to do their job and the protection of a
uniform scheme. Addressing some of these anomalies
is really important because it will make the scheme
operate more efficiently and far more effectively than
has clearly been the case. The reality is that being a
jockey is a very dangerous occupation, and we need to
make sure that these jockeys get the proper care and
assistance they need, given the fact there is a high
chance that they will be injured. It is a very good bill
and I appreciate that the opposition is supporting it. I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (17:26) — I rise to
make a relatively short contribution on the
Compensation Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 and
to reinforce our not oppose position to the bill.
I will just pick up on what the member for Essendon
said. He made some comments in relation to the
importance of country racing, and I certainly endorse
those comments. It is very much the lifeblood of a lot of
our country communities. He did refer to a jockey, but I
think he might have got the name wrong: Brad Rawiller
is his name. Brad is actually a good Richmond
supporter, so I know him pretty well, which I know the
member for Sandringham would be happy with. He is
one of our leading jockeys around the country.
In my contribution today as the shadow racing
minister I wish to focus on the element of the bill that
relates to apprentice jockeys. In this regard the bill
amends the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013 to provide workers
compensation arrangements for apprentice jockeys. As
was touched on by our lead speaker, the member for
Mornington, currently the legislation does treat
apprentice jockeys differently to licensed jockeys. The
major difference is that if an apprentice jockey is
injured in the course of work while performing track
work or training duties, it is the trainer to whom they
are indentured who is deemed to be their employer
and is therefore responsible for costs. However, if a
licensed jockey — a senior jockey like Brad
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Rawiller — is injured under the same circumstances,
Racing Victoria is deemed to be their employer.

place, Racing Victoria is deemed to be the employer of
apprentice jockeys, as it is with fully licensed jockeys.

It is true that this has led to a bit of confusion in the
thoroughbred ranks, and at times it has led to
considerable costs to trainers, some of which our smaller
trainers have found hard to absorb. You can understand
that where a trainer with a relatively small team of horses
does the right thing and takes on an apprentice jockey,
doing a good turn and looking after an up-and-coming
youngster in the industry, who then unfortunately
sustained an injury, and those costs fall on that relatively
small training operator, it is very, very difficult for them
to absorb those costs. In some cases I know that it has
acted as a deterrent to smaller-scale trainers taking that
step and actually taking on an apprentice jockey. This
bill provides that apprentice jockeys will now be deemed
to be employed by Racing Victoria if they are injured
while performing training work.

In relation to compensation for any injuries sustained,
the bill confirms that any prize money received by
licensed jockeys and apprentice jockeys is taken into
account for the purposes of determining their
entitlements. I think that is a fair recognition. Some of
our jockeys are driving around in Maseratis and riding
group 1 winners over the Spring Racing Carnival. I do
not think it is quite fair to compare them to country
jockeys who may be getting two or three rides at a
non-TAB meeting a few weeks of the year.

There has been a little bit of confusion in reading the
bill in relation to the terminology used. Where it talks
about where apprentices are covered, it says that
apprentice jockeys will be covered:
(i)

at a training venue occupied by a club registered in
accordance with the Rules of Racing; or

(ii) at a training venue occupied by a trainer licensed under
the Rules of Racing.

That is pretty clear-cut. But in the explanatory
memorandum it says that an apprentice will be covered
only ‘in relation to ride work undertaken at specified
training facilities’. The second-reading speech says that:
… apprentice jockeys are only deemed to be employed by
Racing Victoria in relation to training work undertaken at
recognised training facilities.

So there is a bit of different terminology there. The
reason I raise that is because if we were to use the
terminology in the second-reading speech that says
‘recognised training facilities’, I would have thought
that, for instance, the beach at Warrnambool, where we
have hundreds of horses worked every week, would be
deemed to be within the industry as a very, very
well-recognised training facility. But I am advised that
under this legislation those apprentice jockeys will not
be covered at Warrnambool.
Despite this I guess little point of confusion — that the
Victorian Jockeys Association (VJA) also found
slightly confusing — the bill does improve the system;
there is no doubt about that, and hence our not oppose
position. It does ease the burden for trainers in relation
to taking on apprentices, and it means that in cases at
registered venues where trials and track work take

The Victorian Jockeys Association is supportive of this
legislation, but I understand it will welcome some
clarification around what is deemed to be a recognised
training facility and where this applies. In mentioning
the VJA, I wish to congratulate Matthew Hyland on his
relatively recent appointment as CEO earlier this year. I
make the comment that in Matthew the VJA certainly
has a CEO with strong racing knowledge and
understanding of all aspects of this great industry.
As we are midway through the Spring Racing Carnival,
I take the opportunity to acknowledge that it is Bendigo
Cup Day today and that we will then head to
Flemington for Derby Day, followed by the Melbourne
Cup, Oaks Day and then Stakes Day before we head off
to Sandown. We have already been through Caulfield
and Moonee Valley for the Cox Plate.
I certainly wish all jockeys, whether apprentice or
senior, a very safe conclusion to the spring carnival and
the period following. It is a profession that involves an
enormous amount of courage as well as an enormous
amount of dedication. It is such an important part of
this great industry. If we do not have jockeys, we do not
have thoroughbred racing. Thoroughbred racing both
here in Victoria and nationwide is an industry that we
should be extremely proud of; it does provide enormous
economic benefits for our state and our country. It is a
terrific industry, and I welcome these changes that
provide a greater level of security for trainers who are
taking on apprentices. I conclude by restating that we
are not opposing this bill.
Mr DIMOPOULOS (Oakleigh) (17:33) — It gives
me great pleasure to speak on the Compensation
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. I am pleased that
the opposition have said they will not be opposing the
bill. I am very proud of the bill. It may seem like a bit
of a dry bill, but it really does follow a proud Labor
legacy of workers rights. This is a bill that principally
does two things: the first is that it amends the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
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2013, and the second is that it amends the Transport
Accident Act 1986. It is interesting to note that both
these regimes — the workers compensation regime and
the transport accident regime — were established by
Labor governments. The workers compensation
scheme was established in 1985 by John Cain, and in
what was a very productive government — like the
Andrews government — in 1986, a year after, the
transport accident compensation scheme was
established by a Labor government.
You can imagine the thousands of lives that have been
improved by those two regimes existing. There have
been thousands of Victorians and their families who
have been victims of traffic accidents or who have
suffered workplace injury or death. These are profound
changes to the rights of Victorians and the rights of
workers, and this is yet another step in that regard. I am
extremely proud of it.
In terms of some of the detail, the bill makes
amendments, as I said, to the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013. As other
speakers have indicated, it specifies that apprentice
jockeys are deemed to be employees of Racing Victoria
if they are injured while performing training at work, at
accredited training facilities or at accredited rides or
trials. So it brings that into line for jockeys. It confirms
that Racing Victoria is the only deemed employer of
licensed jockeys and apprentice jockeys, and it clarifies
that winnings received by licensed jockeys and
apprentice jockeys are considered remuneration for the
purpose of the bill and for the purpose of working out
compensation.
The second thing, and the thing that I am going to
spend a bit more time on in my contribution, is the
amendments to the Transport Accident Act 1986. This
bill seeks to remove the requirement for Transport
Accident Commission (TAC) clients to pay a medical
excess before the TAC is liable to pay for the
reasonable costs of medical services. This change will
apply to all transport accidents that occur on or after the
date of the royal assent of this bill. It fits the
government’s aspiration of a fairer and more
sustainable workers compensation scheme.
On that point, I might make a couple of quick
observations about the focus of those on the other side
of the chamber, particularly the member for
Mornington in his contribution, which was very, very
articulate and intelligent but was 99 per cent focused on
the financial elements of this bill. Of course they are
important, and of course he is a member of the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, as am I, but it is
quite interesting when you see the value sets that drive

Wednesday, 1 November 2017

different sides of this Parliament. While of course
finances are important and we are a government that is
acutely aware of financial strength in terms of
delivering for the people of Victoria in terms of budget
surpluses, in terms of lower debt and in terms of higher
employment and economic growth, it is a testament to
this government and the people on this side that our
main focus, once we have delivered the economic
security, is actually bettering people lives. That is why I
have chosen to spend more time on that aspect of this
bill rather than dissecting the annual report of the
Transport Accident Commission, which is in safe
hands.
There are Transport Accident Commission changes that
apply here. I am looking at the website of the TAC, and
it has a whole page devoted to explaining to people
who have just been injured, or to their families or
advocates, the complications of how you work out
whether you fit under the medical excess mechanism or
you do not. It says:
The medical excess does not apply to everyone.

That is a good start. It goes on:
You can use the medical excess tool and chart below to find
out if the excess applies to you.

It goes on to say in the chart:
If you were admitted to hospital as an impatient …

and it explains whether you are eligible then. Also in
the chart:
If you did not go to hospital, or if you were not admitted to
hospital as an inpatient …

and then it has another few paragraphs explaining that.
Then it says:
If you had a family member involved in the same accident …

and it explains what the definition of a family member
is.
It is complicated, it is unnecessary and it is unjust. It is
unjust because when the excess was instituted, it started
at about $300. With the indexation tool available in the
legislation, it is now $651. If you are injured in a traffic
accident or you are a victim of a traffic accident, you
have to stump up for the first $651. Some families and
wage earners do not make $651 in a fortnight to pay for
their daily living expenses. You have to stump up for
chiropractic, dental and a whole bunch of other medical
services that are not in the hospital setting, which is the
case in many of these examples of people who have been
injured in transport accidents — and for what purpose?
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For the purpose of providing what was originally thought
to be a sustainable future for the TAC. Well, the TAC
has a sustainable future, and this government has decided
it is time to give back to the community and those who
have been injured some of that dividend in a different
way by getting rid of the compulsory excess.
The government’s estimation is that this will be about a
$6.5 million annual cost, based on the expected
additional claims lodged, and they are expected to be
around the 4500 mark. That is based on a similar model
in New South Wales. That is $6.5 million to effectively
provide significant relief to people who are
disadvantaged currently accessing those medical
services they need and paying for them or, worse still,
not accessing them because they cannot afford them.
Their injury can often get worse. I have had personal
experience in my family where that exact case has
happened, where family members have chosen not to
go for the seventh and eighth and ninth chiropractor
treatment because they cannot afford it. The injury that
they sustained lives with them longer, and sometimes it
is harder to restore their full-body health because they
took too long to seek remedial and medical
intervention.
I am really proud of this. At first glance it seems like a
boring and pretty perfunctory piece of legislation, but it
is fundamentally important in improving people’s lives
for what is really a relatively small amount of money in
the TAC mix but even smaller in the Victorian budget
as a whole — $6.5 million to improve thousands and
thousands of lives. As I said, we are expected to have
8232 claims per annum, where the TAC would pay the
amount usually included within the medical excess, and
that is how the $6.5 million figure has been worked out.
That is 8232 claims, that is perhaps 8232 individuals or
less individuals with multiple claims. Nonetheless it is
absolutely helpful for them and their families.
Before I conclude I just want to commend the work of
the TAC. It is an outstanding organisation, but some
people may have the view that it is difficult to get
money out of the TAC. I have heard that in my office,
but fundamentally I have heard very positive things
about the TAC. It is the only insurer in Australia that
requires an excess, effectively, to be paid by injured
transport victims who were not at fault. It is a system
that we are continuing to better for the people that are
its beneficiaries, and that is effectively, in the full
course of its history, all Victorians.
I am proud of the fact that it does good work in terms of
promoting safe driving, working with Victoria Police
and a range of other statutory agencies to mitigate lives
lost on Victorian roads and to promote a whole bunch
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of different initiatives from safe driving programs in
schools to other things. It can do this. It can measure its
outcomes, but it could also be more generous in the
way it treats victims, and this bill does exactly that by
off-loading some of the cost pressures those victims
currently face. I commend the minister. I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (17:43) — I am
pleased to join the debate on the Compensation
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 to make a few brief
remarks. When I first entered this place, I sat next to the
then member for Eltham, Wayne Phillips. He had
injured his eye in an accident involving the changing of
a car tyre where it exploded in his face, and he lost the
sight in one eye. He was the beneficiary of
compensation payments for an accident. In that
particular case it related more to the workers
compensation area than transport accident
compensation, but it was important to him at that stage
of his life journey.
I also note for the record that Mr Phillips was one of the
first Indigenous Australians elected to the Victorian
Parliament. In his career now, where he is continuing to
serve in local government, he has served on six
occasions as a local government mayor, so beyond
Spring Street he has continued to represent the
community. I also note that in terms of his Indigenous
heritage, he comes from the same part of Australia as
Stan Grant and Evonne Goolagong, although I do not
think he plays tennis as well as Ms Goolagong, a great
tennis player who won Wimbledon and a number of
other tournaments. He has been a good raconteur in the
Stan Grant-style in this arena.
In terms of the bill before the house, the purposes are to
amend the Transport Accident Act 1986 to remove the
medical excess payable by a person who is injured as a
result of a transport accident and also to amend the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
2013 to make further provision in relation to jockeys
and apprentice jockeys.
A bill of this nature dealing with those who ride horses
is timely in the wake of the 100th anniversary of the
Battle of Beersheba. The person that led the charge on
Beersheba was Harry Chauvel, who rode horses for
most of his life — 150 miles to boarding school,
18 miles on a daily basis — and in his later teenage
years rode as a jockey in many picnic races in southern
Queensland and northern New South Wales. There was
a high level of riding accomplishment. In the
Sandringham electorate along Mentone Beach to
Mordialloc there was an area of horse training serving
the former racecourse in Mentone, and there were many
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people with racing backgrounds within the
Sandringham electorate.
The bill provides some certainty in terms of enabling
apprentice jockeys to be deemed to be employed by
Racing Victoria at specific locations whilst undertaking
particular activities. Responsibility will remain with the
trainers at other locations, for example, at beaches —
that is an important distinction that needs to be kept in
mind — where workplace safety remains an important
ongoing issue.
The opposition does not oppose the legislation. It is of
the understanding that it will result in improved
services, including a speedier response for TAC claims.
It is noted that the changes to the legislation, more
specifically the changes to the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013, are
supported by the Victorian Jockeys Association.
I would like to make another comment in relation to
accident compensation as it involves transport accident
legislation and its precursor, the Motor Accident Board.
I have been corresponding for some years with a person
who lost his parents in 1985 as a result of a motor
vehicle collision. He says:
At 19 I was confronted with coronial inquests and other
things that I would never wish a teenager to have to deal with,
from attending inquest to identifying their belongings and
visiting the holding compound to identify the car or what was
left of it. And continuously visiting the site of the crash on
numerous occasions just to be sure that it was false and it
didn’t happen.

He has suffered from post-traumatic stress disorder and
depression for many years, as I am advised, and it was
only when he consulted a psychiatrist in 2011 that he
sought treatment. He has sought, in the context of his
life journey of not having great stability of purpose,
further training as a result of the loss of his parents. I
understand that he has not been able to exercise his
rights to compensation within a statutory period, so he
has had no entitlement to compensation.
Representations have been made to government
departments and other statutory authorities to see what
way forward there may be. This particular person,
Mr Dyson, seeks closure to these circumstances.
I note for the parliamentary record that where
someone’s life has been significantly and adversely
affected through no fault of their own, and where there
are compensation pathways that may exist today, in
Mr Dyson’s case his rights had not been exercised. In
his own life journey he has not had the levels of support
that might otherwise be available today. It is a matter of
major concern to him. It is important that he be able to
put the matter behind him and move forward in a wise

Wednesday, 1 November 2017

way to make the most of the rest of his life. He has
asked that this matter be placed on the parliamentary
record so that what has happened to him does not
happen to other people.
Improved levels of awareness, legal representation,
support from legal services from time to time and
no-win, no-fee services provided by some firms have
enabled some people to advance their legal rights.
When you see how it has worked in the case of
someone that did not have their rights advanced, there
is a more deleterious outcome.
In relation to wider matters, the opposition does not
oppose the legislation. It does occur in the context of
dealing with important industry matters. It is worth
noting at this time of year that the racing industry is
important to the Victorian economy. It does make a
contribution in overall terms. There has been a
rationalisation of country racing over the years, and the
Spring Racing Carnival plays the role of providing a
good industry base, enabling the tourist occupancy
levels within Melbourne to be at a maximum. The
racing carnival also supports hospitality within the
overall calendar of the City of Melbourne. It is
important for employment, not only for those that are
more directly related to the industry, but also to those
who support the visitors who travel to Melbourne
following the AFL final season. The Spring Racing
Carnival occurs between the AFL season and the
Australian Open, one of the world’s great sporting
events, judging by the number of visitors to Melbourne
and the duration of the event itself.
It is important that the racing industry be protected in a
way that continues its viability so that it can support
people who participate in it. We need to support
jockeys and apprentice jockeys in ways that do not
represent a massive impost on the state budget. We also
need to note the importance of ensuring that the dollars
of taxpayers money that are raised are wisely spent.
Ms THOMAS (Macedon) (17:52) — I am pleased
to rise to speak on the Compensation Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017. Given the time of the year, I
thought that I would focus my contribution on the
changes in this bill that relate to jockeys and, if I have
time, discuss some of the changes that relate to the
Transport Accident Commission (TAC).
What we have, which I am very pleased to see, is a bill
that improves the process and protection for Victorians
who do ride work. The bill does this by making a
number of changes to improve the certainty of workers
compensation coverage for apprentice jockeys.
Currently the deemed employer of an apprentice jockey
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varies depending on the circumstances in which a
workplace accident occurs. Of course this can lead to
disputes and delays in having compensation claims
lodged and accepted. The Andrews Labor government
is clarifying responsibility so that injured apprentice
jockeys can concentrate on recovery and getting back in
the saddle.
The bill also confirms that winnings received by
jockeys and apprentice jockeys are considered
remuneration for the purposes of WorkSafe. This
ensures that compensation payments are fair and in
keeping with what injured jockeys and apprentices have
previously earned.
The bill also clarifies that Racing Victoria is the deemed
employer for jockeys and apprentices for training work
undertaken at recognised training facilities. This will
minimise disputes and benefit all parties in the
compensation process in the unfortunate event that an
accident occurs — unfortunate, but unfortunately all too
common, I might say. These changes are consistent with
our commitment to facilitating speedy resolution of
workplace accident claims. The bill also clarifies that the
provisions only relate to licensed jockeys and
apprentices. This removes confusion for other
contractors in the racing industry.
As I alluded to at the beginning, we are in the midst of
Victoria’s famous Spring Racing Carnival. In fact we
are on the cusp of one of the most exciting weeks of the
year. I know that many members of this house will be
looking forward to attending some of the races
scheduled during Cup week. Of course I hope that you
will find some time to attend the Kyneton Cup, which
conveniently falls on the Wednesday between the
Melbourne Cup and Oaks Day, so there is no reason not
to have a very full week of racing come next week.
We have already had some extraordinary highlights at
the Spring Racing Carnival, including Winx on the
weekend, another amazing run — three Cox Plate wins,
22 wins in a row. Quite extraordinary, I might say, just
amazing. It reminds me of sporting events that I have
had the good fortune to attend. I had the good fortune to
see, with my mother and daughter, Makybe Diva win
three Melbourne Cups in a row at Flemington. It is an
extraordinary week. It is full of fun, fashion and food.
Up at Kyneton, thanks to an injection of funding and
support from the Andrews Labor government, we are
going to have even more activities on offer, including
free activities for children and a shuttle bus from the
station to the racecourse. I do encourage members to
attend the Kyneton Cup, but back to the serious
business of this bill. I do want us to pause for a moment
and reflect that, behind all of the fun and all of the
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frivolity, we need to remember that racing is an
extremely dangerous business. I do want to take a
moment to spare a thought for all those jockeys who
put their lives on the line every time they hop on a
horse.
My grandfather was both a dairy and beef cattle farmer,
but he was also a bush jockey in his day and I recall as
a very small child my grandfather reciting one of his
much-loved Banjo Paterson poems to me. I am not
going to read it to you, as much as I am sure you would
like me to, but members may know the poem Only a
Jockey. I did want to just read the prologue to this poem
that inspired Banjo Paterson to write this very affecting
and moving ballad. The prologue says:
Richard Bennison, a jockey, aged 14, while riding William
Tell in his training, was thrown and killed. The horse is
luckily uninjured.

That is the way in which a poor jockey boy’s death was
reported. And I am very sad to say that since
horseriding began in this country more than
800 jockeys have lost their lives racing for our pleasure.
So, as I said, I think we do need to pause and remember
that. To that end, I commend the National Jockeys
Trust that established a statue in 2005 at Caulfield
Racecourse in memory of all those jockeys who have
lost their lives. As I said, the toll currently sits, as I
understand it, at 886. These are very sobering statistics
behind, as I have described it previously, the fun and
the frivolity of horseracing in this country.
This is an important bill because it does clarify the
employer for apprentice jockeys and makes sure that
they are suitably covered. Horseracing is a dangerous
business. I might say that horse and track work and the
equine industry of course is very important to my own
electorate. There are a number of local trainers and
many people involved in this industry, many people
who ride both for business and pleasure, and I am sure
that they will, as I do, welcome this important change.
On to the changes as they relate to the Transport
Accident Commission (TAC). Again this is a very
important amendment that we are seeing. Essentially
what the bill is doing is improving the compensation
process for vulnerable Victorians injured on the road
and we are doing that by removing the medical excess.
That should assist in reducing the delays and
administrative burden experienced by clients as they
recover from injury on our roads.
I have some more sobering statistics. Last year,
239 people were killed on our roads and so far this
year 198 have been killed. According to information
on the TAC’s website, every 2 hours someone in
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Victoria is either killed or hospitalised as a result of a
road accident. So making sure that we have the right
accident compensation scheme in place is
extremely important.
I am also pleased to see that the Transport Accident
Commission is investing in making our roads safer.
Certainly I was very pleased to attend with the member
for Sunbury and the Minister for Roads and Road Safety
an announcement about the Melbourne–Lancefield Road
in my electorate where the Transport Accident
Commission has committed $20 million to fix that road.
It is at the moment one of the 20 most dangerous roads in
the state. That is not good enough and, as I said, I am
very pleased that the TAC is taking this decisive action
to fix the road and to make it safe. These safety
improvements include widening the centre median
outside local townships, placing rumble strips along the
full length of the road, installing flexible safety barriers
along the centre line and roadside to reduce the
likelihood of run-off-road and head-on crashes, replacing
the intersection of the Gisborne–Kilmore roads with a
roundabout to slow down traffic, constructing five new
overtaking lanes, and widening and sealing the road
shoulder to reduce run-off-road crashes.
It is incumbent on all of us in this place to do what we
can to support the implementation of policy, programs
and legislation in this place that will drive down our
road toll. We are on the mission Towards Zero. Any
life lost on the roads is one too many. Similarly, the life
of one jockey lost is one too many. I commend the bill
to the house.
Mr NOONAN (Williamstown) (18:06) — It is a
pleasure to rise and speak in support of the
Compensation Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 and
to follow the member for Macedon and of course
compliment the member on her wonderful racing club
in Kyneton. I think it is probably one of the most
spectacular country courses in Victoria, but I suspect
any country member in this place would probably make
the same claim about their course. But certainly the
member for Macedon actually understands the value of
country racing to her community, as others would.
I want to start my contribution this evening by talking
just briefly about the Transport Accident Act 1986 and
the changes being made. It is good to see the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety in the house tonight. Of
course here in Victoria across successive governments
and across many decades we have absolutely prided
ourselves on our world-leading leadership in road
safety, whether that be through the introduction of
seatbelts, random roadside breath testing or drug
testing, and the investment in roads or driver education.
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There is no doubt that Victoria has always been a leader
and will maintain that leadership role regardless of the
colour of the government in charge of the state at the
time. It has been one of the features of our political
system that major parties have always been very
committed to safety on our roads, indeed driving down
deaths on our roads and of course driving down serious
trauma from accidents.
That is where the Transport Accident Act is really
critical. What this bill does is improve its operations
and benefits through the Transport Accident
Commission (TAC) in relation to the compensation
scheme by removing the requirement for TAC clients
to pay a $651 medical excess. As I understand it, at this
point, unless a TAC client meets certain criteria — and
an example might be an overnight stay in hospital —
through an injury suffered on our roads, they must in
fact pay $651 excess for their medical treatment
themselves before the TAC can start to pay for medical
services. What this bill allows and what the action of
the government intends is for the removal of that
medical excess to give greater certainty about who pays
for a TAC client’s medical treatment.
I understand this is quite a modest change in terms of
the TAC’s bottom line costs — somewhere in the order
of about $6 million for the next financial year — but
importantly it will provide those that have been affected
by a road accident of any kind in this set of
circumstances an opportunity to essentially get their
lives back on track and remove what has been identified
as a gap, if you like, in our current scheme around this
medical excess arrangement.
That is the Transport Accident Act component of this
particular bill. The other component that many
members have spoken about is the amendments being
made to the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013 to ensure apprentice jockeys
are treated more fairly.
I think we all concede that apprentices in any
workplace are probably the most vulnerable workers
because they are usually young, they are usually
inexperienced and, sadly, from time to time they are
open to exploitation — although that is only in the
minority of cases. For many it is their first opportunity
to work. They are learning the job, and they are
learning about safe workplaces. So we have great
responsibility as a community in relation to apprentices,
and that is obviously no different in the racing industry,
where workplaces are quite interesting and very
dynamic. As other members have referenced in their
contributions, they can be very dangerous workplaces,
based on deaths of jockeys in the past.
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This bill improves certainty for apprentice jockeys
doing so-called ride work. Really what it does is clarify
in many ways who is deemed an employer. There can
be some confusion around this particular area. This bill
has generated support in terms of tying up any
misunderstanding in relation to who is the deemed
employer and how you can avoid disputes and delays in
terms of processing compensation claims for those
apprentices who may be in a situation where they are
having to access workers compensation.
It also importantly confirms that the winnings received
by apprentice jockeys are considered remuneration for
the purposes of WorkSafe Victoria. Of course this is
very important in terms of making assessments about
payments and around what is deemed to be earnings. I
think that is really critical in relation to another advance
that has been made through this particular bill. It also
clarifies that Racing Victoria is the deemed employer of
jockeys and apprentices for training work undertaken at
recognised training facilities.
I think what this bill will do is provide real clarity and
real benefit for a group of workers — as I have
indicated, apprentices — who may in circumstances
before now have been vulnerable to accidents
happening in their workplace, which is a very dynamic
workplace, and delays and disputes in relation to their
being able to access fair compensation in the
unfortunate situation where they are injured on the job.
Beyond that I will make a few comments in relation to
the broader issue of workplace safety, because if you
set aside the TAC changes, at its heart this is really a
bill about workplace safety. Acting Speaker
Dimopoulos, when you had an opportunity to speak,
you spoke about our very proud record on the Labor
side in relation to workers compensation, which goes
back many Labor governments.
In fact I would argue that most of the more substantial
changes and improvements to workplace safety and
workplace compensation arrangements have been made
by Labor governments. If anyone wants to
underestimate the importance of this potentially as a
political issue, they need go back no further than
pre-1999, when the then Kennett government withdrew
common-law entitlements for people injured in the
workplace. That of course put thousands of workers out
on the street, led very strongly by their unions, to make
it a political issue. I think one of the first acts of the new
Bracks government was to restore common-law claims
for workers in situations where they had suffered
serious injuries in the workplace.
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That is why the issue of workers compensation and the
prevention of accidents in the workplace will always be
part of Labor’s DNA, particularly when we are in
government but also when we are in opposition, in
order to protect what is a very important entitlement
and right for workers. In fact I remember from my days
in the trade union movement that when you talked to
workers in their workplace, the most important issue
was always workplace safety and the prevention of
injuries. The best workplaces were the ones where there
were great partnerships between employers, workers
and contractors to ensure that wherever possible
accidents and injuries could be prevented.
This draws me to the last part of my contribution, and
that is to speak briefly about the WorkSafe Victoria
Annual Report 2017, because there is some really
good news in it. I think that goes to the work that has
been done over a long period of time to move to a
prevention-led approach to safety in the workplace
here in Victoria. There is a key statistic in this annual
report that I want to reference. It makes it clear that
during the five-year period up to 2017 there has been a
22 per cent reduction in claims per million hours
worked. This is the largest reduction on record, and it
is particularly significant as it comes at a time when
the number of hours worked in Victoria is actually
growing. That is a key statistic that I think everyone
can be proud of, because we know workplace safety is
a community issue.
There is more work to be done when it comes to the
issue of mental health, where we are seeing an increase
in the more serious claims, but I note the annual report
indicates that WorkSafe is looking at a program to run
out across the board which will address this. With those
words I congratulate the Minister for Finance for
introducing the bill, and I commend the bill to the house.
Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) (18:12) — I also
rise to speak in support of the Compensation
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017. This bill amends
two pieces of legislation, so it has two purposes. Firstly,
I will talk about the amendment to the Transport
Accident Act 1986, which is the amendment that
waives the excess payment that those who are injured in
a motor vehicle accident are currently required to pay in
particular circumstances.
To me this is a really good example of the Labor
government not only supporting everyday people in
the case of injury but also removing red tape. There is
a whole lot of detail around the requirements
regarding when this excess payment of $651 is
required and when it is not. If you end up having an
overnight stay in hospital, you are not required to pay
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it, but in other circumstances you are. It is very
confusing. When someone has just had a motor
vehicle accident that requires medical attention, I am
sure the last thing they need to be worrying about is
who pays. I understand that they not only have to pay
this excess but also have to then provide receipts to
the Transport Accident Commission to prove that they
have actually paid the required amount of excess
before they can get reimbursement or payment for any
further medical treatment.
This bill has two purposes. It makes things much
easier for those who sustain an injury through a
vehicle accident. It also takes the burden off those
who can probably least afford it in terms of having to
pay the excess. We understand from some of the
research and evidence that concerned this amendment
that there were people that did not take up the proper
medical treatment they should have because they were
deterred because they just could not afford the excess
payment, because of course $615 is a lot of money. In
some cases it could be a week’s wage, and that is a lot
when you need to worry about your family, about putting
food on the table and about all the other cost-of-living
expenses that people have. We would hope — and the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety will be doing his
very best to make sure that people are not involved in
accidents on the road — that in the event of an accident
people are looked after and do not have to be paying this
sort of excess.
Again, I think this is a really good example. It is a small
issue in the scheme of things. Yes, there is still the
$6 million cost, but it is something that really does affect
people’s lives if they are in this situation, and it is really
something that only Labor governments look at doing. In
the previous Liberal-Nationals government, from 2010 to
2014, I cannot actually remember there being a piece of
legislation that looked at circumstances like this to give
working people a bit of support. In fact I think the only
legislative change, as I recall — and I could be
corrected — was around the workers compensation
legislation, and that was really just about raising the
excess to pay for other things, so it was not really
anything that actually improved any sort of service or
support for working people or everyday Victorians.
The second part of this bill is the amendment to the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
2013. This again, in the scheme of things, is another
small, very simple legislative change, but it will have a
big impact on those that are affected by it. At the
moment, while jockeys are employed for the purposes
of riding and Racing Victoria employs jockeys as far as
workers compensation goes, the situation for apprentice
jockeys is that they are not currently covered by Racing
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Victoria if they are injured. It seems that there have
been issues where apprentice jockeys have been
considered independent contractors and were not
covered, even though we know that their wages or
retainers are normally very, very small.
Jockeys have not been covered by workers
compensation, or there have been difficulties
determining who the actual employer is. Perhaps they
work for a number of different trainers, and therefore it
is difficult to ascertain which is the responsible entity in
the event — and you hope there is not one — of an
injury. However, this legislation makes sure that
apprentice jockeys are covered and that Racing Victoria
is deemed to be the employer for the purposes of
workers compensation and no doubt for all facets of
health and safety legislation.
Another really important aspect of this bill is that it also
includes prize money. For a jockey that rides and
receives prize money for doing a good job and riding a
winning horse, prize money will be incorporated into
their remuneration for the purposes of their workers
compensation payment. We know that in situations
where a person is injured there can be an argument
about what their actual weekly or regular wage is, and
obviously in this case with jockeys there have been
disputes in the past about whether prize money is
constituted as income or just an additional payment,
and of course in terms of jockeys this would probably
make up a very large proportion of their income if they
are riding the winning horse. That of course should be
part of the calculation for any workers compensation
payments that they may receive.
This is a piece of legislation that I believe only a Labor
government would look at. These are issues that have
been raised before. There has been some consultation
with the union that covers jockeys — the Australian
Workers Union. I commend them for having
discussions with the Minister for Finance and his
ministry to alert them to these issues and for working
with them to make sure that while in government Labor
can contribute to making people’s lives just that little
bit easier and that little bit better as we go along. Of
course, as I said, this is not huge, earth-shattering
legislation but is just about making things a little bit
better, a little bit easier and a little bit more streamlined
for those who either get injuries through motor vehicle
accidents or who may be injured as a result of a
workplace accident.
Labor governments have a very strong and long history
when it comes to workers compensation and health and
safety in the workplace. In 1985, I think it was, the
Labor government at the time introduced what was
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probably the most advanced, progressive legislation to
cover workplaces in the world, not just in Australia.
There have been a number of jurisdictions that have
taken notice of that legislation. It included working
people representatives as part of the consultation
process so that they could have a say in the health and
safety regulations for where they worked. The other
component of that created a better workers
compensation system so that people did not have to
wait to go to court for six or 10 years after their injury
while trying to scrape by without any income at all and
waiting for a very disputative, litigious action to
determine whether or not the employer was at fault and
what sort of compensation they should receive.

accident in those hours as we raced to the Alfred to
check on Brian and to make sure he was okay. I can only
think of the stress that is placed on the individual but
then also the family as they try to care for and support
their loved ones. You then think about the excess
medical expense that you have got to incur, as well as
dealing with everything else — getting on the phone and
interacting with family, getting on the phone to the
hospital and getting there, making sure you are okay —
and the fact that just because you have not had an
overnight stay, you have got to pay that medical excess. I
just think this is good policy and it makes sense to make
that change. Forty-five per cent of people fall in that
category, which is already a stressful situation.

The system that was introduced provided for weekly
wages for workers in a no-fault system, where of course
further damages could be claimed as a result of
negligence. This made a system that was fairer, so
people were not waiting months and years in order to
get some sort of payment but were instead able to
receive weekly payments with the ability to dispute
decisions within a reasonable time frame on the side of
both the employer and the employee. This legislation is
good Labor legislation helping people in their lives. It is
great to stand up here in support of this bill.

Whether you have had a very serious accident or
whether it is minor, your confidence is shaken up, you
are not sure of yourself and you are worried about the
ramifications going forward. You are already worried
about car insurance and everything else and the effect
that might have on your family or on your livelihood.
People talked about it being minor; it is not minor on
the scale of a serious accident or a serious event like
that for someone to confront. I think it makes great
policy sense, and I am so proud that we are doing these
commonsense things that will have a huge impact on
people who are confronted with that circumstance.

Mr RICHARDSON (Mordialloc) (18:22) — It is a
pleasure to rise on the Compensation Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017 and add some brief remarks to
the bill. I think a number of members have talked about
the impact of this bill, and I will be covering off on the
changes to the Transport Accident Act 1986 and the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation
Act 2013.
Something that has stuck with me is the changes that
will be made to the medical expenses excess. In my
family recently my father-in-law had a serious accident
while out on his bike, a traumatic incident where he
was hit by an oncoming car on the Kallista road in the
Dandenongs. It was probably the first major interaction
our family has had with an accident like that. A car was
coming the other way on the wrong side of the road;
my father-in-law was on his bike and was collected. He
was rushed off to the Alfred, and it was a significantly
stressful occasion for us and our family as we wondered
in those hours whether he was all right and about the
severity of his injury and what the next steps were.
I could only imagine going through the Transport
Accident Commission (TAC) process, and the TAC
were extraordinary. What a fantastic system we have and
how lucky we are in Victoria to have a no-fault scheme
where, no matter what, we support people in those
difficult times. There was a lot of uncertainty after that

The other important part of this bill is the changes that
relate to apprentice jockeys. I had occasion to have a
look at the real stress and burden that is placed on
apprentice jockeys when they go about their business.
A Herald Sun article by Matt Stewart from 16 June
2016, headlined ‘Apprentice jockeys running on empty
as they contend with torturous schedules’, talks about a
terrible accident that occurred with Mitch Aitken, an
18-year-old P-plater who had a serious accident and
was in a coma. It talked about the burdens on
apprentice jockeys trying to make ends meet and trying
to get their first crack, and I think the member for
Williamstown summed it up perfectly. They are a
vulnerable category of people trying to get by, and with
the pressures they are under to succeed and excel they
are vulnerable and there are chances for them to be
taken advantage of — not by everyone, but they are a
more vulnerable class as they are trying to, like any
apprentice, find their feet, prove themselves and get
into their industry.
The Mansfield-based apprentice Mitch Aitken had one
day in Werribee and then was in Pakenham the next
night. He then hopped in his car, stopped at a mate’s
place halfway to Mansfield and then had a serious
accident that rendered him in a coma. That is a bit of a
WorkCover issue but also a TAC interaction that shows
the burden on apprentice jockeys. When I think about
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how successful the industry is and the amount of revenue
that is going to be raised, it is fantastic for our state. The
Spring Racing Carnival is an absolutely exceptional
time, with over 300 000 racegoers flocking to
Flemington and the economic output generating
$427 million in economic activity. Surely we can support
some of the more vulnerable people in the industry who
are trying to make ends meet. And if they have occasion
to be injured in the workplace, prioritising their care and
their support I think is exceptional.
It is a long time coming. I want to place on the record
our appreciation in engaging with the Australian
Workers Union (AWU), and yet again this is another
issue where they are leading the charge for vulnerable
workers. They have done it before in other industries
just within my electorate.
Mr Donnellan interjected.
Mr RICHARDSON — Absolutely. Hawkey was
there for the jockeys, as the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety points out. Again the AWU are at the
forefront supporting workers. They did it in my patch
with Fletcher Insulation. They are doing it again across
the board. At Esso down the highway, once again they
are leading —
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yards, just as Mitch Aitken was trying to make his mark
in the industry until he had his serious accident a year
ago. Every one of those jockeys has been in that
position, and I think it is a logical change to make.
In rounding out and summing up my contribution,
obviously the changes to the TAC are quite significant
for many people who experience accidents throughout
the year. I see that it is a saving to Victorians of
$6 million. That might seem like a small amount, but in
times of accident and need it is absolutely critical in
removing the uncertainty and pressure on people.
Other parts of the jockey bill which are really important
are deeming Racing Victoria the employer of
apprentice jockeys, with that support coming through,
and also looking at the winnings and earnings being
taken into account, because that is a large part of the
remuneration for jockeys.
It is a very important bill. Some people have put
forward that they are minor changes, but for people
who experience those challenges and difficult times and
for them to be able to pay the bills, pay their mortgages
and make ends meet, these are important reforms to
support working people and some of the more
vulnerable in our community.

Mr RICHARDSON — At Alcoa they were on the
front foot in Portland. They are a great union supporting
working people again. The federal government might
have occasion to go and visit them every now and then
and get some of their politically motivated activities
happening. This is a union motivated by protecting
workers and getting the outcomes. Those opposite
might not like some of the work of the AWU, but this is
just another example of them supporting working
people and putting them first. They have supported the
jockeys in the racing industry, and I think it is
absolutely commendable.

Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (18:30) — I take pleasure
in joining the debate on the Compensation Legislation
Amendment Bill 2017. As other members before me
have said, it is only ever Labor governments that make
positive changes to our workers compensation schemes
and to the Transport Accident Commission, because we
care about what happens to vulnerable people when
they have been injured, whether at work or on the road.
I get really cross with those opposite and their constant
diatribe around the trade union movement, the labour
movement and Labor law firms. There is a good reason
why trade unions exist, and that is to defend their
members and to look after them when they are at their
most vulnerable.

When we think about the dangers in horseracing and
the injuries that happen across the board, and linking
that in with some of the industry accidents that happen
across workers compensation as well, it is just
extraordinary to see the figures over the last five years
on worksites, where we have lost 115 people. That is
just extraordinary. I think of people’s lives being torn
apart by preventable deaths and then the many
thousands of injuries that happen in workplaces. Given
the dangers in horseracing and the industry, we must
support the apprentices. Every big racing identity or
jockey now going through the spring carnival has had
their start as an apprentice and has done these hard

The bill makes amendments for a small group of
workers, apprentice jockeys. It is great that it is the
Spring Racing Carnival and we are all thinking about
the exciting tips that we might have. It is also great for
those of us who are interested in the millinery, the
fashion and the food and everything else that goes
along with that. But I really like the horse races in
addition to everything else. We have had quite a bit of
pleasure out of a horse that we own called Knowable. I
think we own the nostril and maybe a bit of the mane.
Knowable won a group 3 race at Flemington in
January, won in Geelong and was placed in two other
meets in Melbourne, although it has not met with a lot

An honourable member — Alcoa.
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of success since. But it has always astounded me,
whenever I have watched Knowable or other horses
that I have been connected with in racing, how amazing
it is that more jockeys are not injured in the course of
the dangerous work that they do.
I really want to commend the Australian Workers
Union (AWU), Australia’s oldest union and the union
that I am proud to say I am a member of. My son, who
works in the road construction industry, is also a
member. It is the AWU that brought to the attention of
the government that there was a need for winnings to be
taken into account when determining apprentice
jockeys’ pre-injury earnings. As others have said, it is
quite likely that that could be the largest component of
an apprentice jockey’s earnings if they have been off
work for a length of time with some of the injuries that
can occur. I had dealings with the Australian Jockeys
Association when I was the opposition spokesperson on
disability in the preceding term of government — I was
doing some work with them in the disability sector to
try to improve helmets and improve the outcomes and
survivability for jockeys, and saw that firsthand.
The changes in this bill specify that apprentice jockeys
are deemed to be employed by Racing Victoria if they
are injured while performing training work. Currently
apprentice jockeys are deemed to be employed by the
trainers they are apprenticed to in these circumstances.
The changes will align the deeming provisions for
apprentice jockeys with those that apply to licensed
jockeys, and they confirm that Racing Victoria is the
only deemed employer of licensed jockeys and
apprentice jockeys, which is consistent with current
operational practice and case law.
It confirms that Racing Victoria is the deemed
employer of licensed jockeys and apprenticed jockeys
in relation to riding in an official trial and that this is
also consistent with current operational practice and the
Victorian Rules of Racing. It also clarifies that Racing
Victoria is the only deemed employer of licensed and
apprentice jockeys in relation to training work
undertaken at recognised training facilities. As I
mentioned earlier, it confirms that winnings received by
licensed jockeys and apprentice jockeys are considered
remuneration for the purposes of the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 2013.
The bill before the house also makes some amendments
in relation to the Transport Accident Act 1986. These
changes, when announced a couple of weeks ago, did
get quite a bit of media — and quite welcome media. I
know that the member for Mordialloc spoke before
about when his father-in-law was injured in a road
accident while on a bicycle not too long ago. I think
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that almost every family is touched somehow by either
the road toll or road injury. It is always a stressful time,
not just having the difficulty of an impact on their
property or maybe having lost their motor vehicle;
sometimes people have been very close to losing their
lives. For individuals that have been injured or have had
to assist family members that have been injured it has
always seemed to me to be a difficult thing that before
benefits could be received there was an excess payment
of $651 — before the TAC was liable to pay for
non-hospital medical treatment. I think removing that
requirement will really assist people who have been
injured in transport accidents.
One of the people that I have had dealings with most
recently who was injured in a transport accident is a
really lovely woman called Wilma Hawthorne-Smith,
who is no longer a constituent of mine but lives just
outside the electorate in Strathewen. She was injured in
a road accident on the Heidelberg-Kinglake Road near
the corner of the Cottles Bridge-Strathewen Road and
was very, very lucky to have escaped with her life. The
car flipped, and as Wilma rightly pointed out, if the
Diamond Creek had been in flood, she could very well
have drowned in addition to the broken bones and soft
tissue injuries she received.
While I am on my feet I do want to pay tribute to
Wilma because, while needing to spend time
recuperating and recovering from her own injuries, she
was quite relentless in campaigning to have barriers
installed along that dangerous section of road. She just
thought that if an experienced driver like her was
injured — it was a poor safety situation with the
condition of the road and no barriers there, and she
really had this at the forefront of her mind — what
could the result have been for a younger, less
experienced driver than herself or, as I said, had the
Diamond Creek been in flood? Wilma campaigned
through VicRoads. She came to see me and said,
‘Look, really, what can we do about this?’. I am really
pleased to see the Minister for Roads and Road Safety
at the table and that VicRoads has responded to Wilma
Hawthorne-Smith’s overtures saying that those barriers
needed to be installed. I believe I might have raised
them in an adjournment matter for you, Minister, so I
want to thank you firsthand.
It was great to catch up with Wilma and her daughters
Brooke and Alannah on the weekend. We are all
together in a choir that is going to be in a documentary
about the story of The Blacksmiths Tree that has been
installed as a memorial to those terrible Black Saturday
fires. It was such a fantastic thing to see Wilma and her
family on Sunday fit and healthy. They lived through
that terrible disaster, and Wilma has lived through this
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shocking car accident, and I am sure that a generous
person like her would be saying, ‘Well, yes, I had to
pay that excess, but now anyone who is injured in the
future will not have to pay that excess.
I reflect on what those opposite have done when they
have been in government. I particularly recall the
period of the Kennett government, during which
workers compensation and transport accident benefits
were really gutted. Many of the employees who worked
in those areas were cut from the workforce and were
not available to support people at their most vulnerable.
That is one of the things that defines us versus them in
that we will stand up for the most vulnerable. I think it
is quite instructive to see that there have been almost no
speakers on this Compensation Legislation Amendment
Bill 2017 from the other side. The silence of those
opposite speaks volumes about their priorities. We will
always stand up for those who need us most in their
hour of need, and I commend the bill to the house
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr R. SMITH
(Warrandyte).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 18 October; motion of
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation).
Mr R. SMITH (Warrandyte) (18:41) — I rise to
lead the coalition on the Victorian Data Sharing Bill
2017. I will go through aspects of the bill. The purpose
of the bill is to improve arrangements for the sharing
and use of public sector data across the public sector,
and it seeks to codify protections for the sharing of
identifiable data. The bill establishes the office of the
chief data officer to achieve this, and that particular
position is employed by the secretary of the department
responsible for administering the bill. The chief data
officer will be responsible for conducting data
integration and data analytics work to inform
government policymaking, service planning design and
other related functions.
Part 3 of the bill sets out the bureaucratic mechanism by
which the chief data officer may make a formal request
to bureaucrats in other agencies for the release of
certain datasets for sharing within the public sector.
Part 4 sets out the circumstances and bureaucratic
process under which the identifiable data may be
disclosed across public sector agencies. Part 5 of the
bill sets out the offences which may apply if a person
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accesses, uses or discloses data or information obtained
under this legislation other than in accordance with the
said legislation.
The coalition will not be opposing this bill. The main
reason for that is that the policy direction is already
happening. It was initially set forward under the
Brumby government. Although it did release data,
access to data was quite restrictive, it was quite
fragmented and indeed it was quite costly. The coalition
government on Thursday, 30 August 2012 — so five
years ago — went down this policy direction. I quote
from a press release from the former Assistant
Treasurer and Minister for Technology, Gordon
Rich-Phillips in the other place, who said at the time:
Each year the Victorian coalition government invests millions
of dollars in producing and acquiring high-quality data about
our state …
Giving recurrent and reliable access to this data is a
long-overdue stimulus that Victorian businesses and the
community will be able to finally harness in developing
innovative applications that create new services or improve
existing ones.
These new, comprehensive policies place Victoria at the head
of the pack in Australia on mandating access to state
government data.
In driving the release of usable, high-quality data, these new
policies will stimulate significant innovation and economic
activity, creating a platform on which to develop new
technologies, new services and ultimately new jobs.

If the words of this press release have not been lifted in
their actuality, the spirit of them has certainly been
lifted and put into the minister’s second-reading speech.
In July 2013 coalition spokesman and the then Minister
for Technology, Gordon Rich-Phillips, said that the
policy had moved ahead from August 2012 and that
more than 400 datasets had been made available,
inter-agency and to the public. In September 2013 the
announcement was that the policy direction was
continuing. In fact at that stage 1000 datasets had been
made available, and Mr Rich-Phillips said at the time:
Providing more open access to government data will help
drive innovation, create new business opportunities and also
enable the development of new technologies, new products
and new services.

Finally, in March 2014 the policy direction had led to
more than 1300 datasets being made available through
the data.vic.gov.au website, which describes itself as
follows:
The Victorian Government Data Directory … is a ‘portal’ —
a specialised website that helps you find the datasets and data
tools that exist on other government websites and can then
take you directly to those websites.
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It says that data.vic.gov.au is ‘an easy-to-use directory
and a powerful search engine’.
The problem with this particular piece of legislation is
that while we support the sharing of data across
agencies — indeed we agree entirely with the
government that using this data and spreading it around
the various agencies and departments of government
will help in decision-making processes, that is certainly
without question — the unfortunate part about this is it
that there is no real policy direction about continuing to
release this data to the community.
We had a number of conversations. Indeed, as a former
Minister for Environment and Climate Change, I know
that the former Department of Environment and
Primary Industries had a lot of datasets that they made
available to the public through this website and indeed
across agencies. I remember having a number of
conversations with the then Assistant Treasurer,
Gordon Rich-Phillips. We talked extensively about the
value that that data could have for the public more
broadly.
It is a shame that this bill does not go that one step
further and actually talk about releasing data to the
public. If we are going to legislate the free data sharing
of the data that is kept by agencies and departments
right across government, then we should be talking
about legislating to make that available to the broader
community so that they can use it to enhance their
businesses and in doing so make the economy stronger.
In addition to data sharing, it is worth mentioning
because the data sharing position that we took was part
of a broader ICT package, which was released in 2014
under the title of Victorian Government ICT Strategy —
2014–2015. The reason that particular policy was put in
place was because the Auditor-General had found that
the previous Labor government had had a disastrous
run when it came to introducing new IT into their
policy process. Myki, of course, has been nothing but a
millstone around the neck of the Labor Party since
Peter Batchelor signed that particular contract. Myki is
synonymous with government failure. Most of the
community, whilst they might use myki every day,
would also understand the failures of it. Certainly it has
been a very, very difficult integration.
We can also talk about the failed ultranet program. An
article in the Age of 27 January titled ‘IBAC finds the
disastrous ultranet program for schools was a “corrupt”
shambles’ said:
The ultranet project promised to deliver an online platform
that connected teachers, parents and students, but was plagued
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by technical issues and rarely used after its rollout by the
former state Labor government in 2010.

A year earlier the Herald Sun, under the headline
‘Education department’s white elephant ultranet got
$1.4 m party’, also describes the project as blowing its
budget. It said the ultranet was to cost $71 million but
blew out to $180 million. At the IBAC hearings it was
found that in fact that project had blown out further,
with costs to be as high as $240 million. Of course that
did not stop the former Labor government from having,
as I said, that $1.4 million promotional party for this
white elephant system. They are the sorts of projects
that the former Labor government have been
responsible for.
I also mention a project rolled out under the
responsibility of the former Minister for Health and the
now Premier, who also oversaw an IT implementation
that was a complete and utter failure, with the Age
reporting on 22 October 2008 that:
A new report has attacked the slow progress and vague
budget of a $360 million overhaul of Victoria’s hospital
computer systems, raising fresh doubts over the state
government’s ability to handle major projects.
A parliamentary committee found there was no clear time line
or funding for about a third of the HealthSMART project. Its
report queried whether hospitals would ever get clinical
systems intended to reduce medical errors, reduce the number
and cost of pathology and radiology tests, and reduce delays
in patient discharge.

The system was described as the Victorian health
system’s myki and there was widespread dissatisfaction
with health boards across the state. It was also reported
that HealthSMART was never fully accepted or
implemented by the public health sector, and the
Auditor-General and the Ombudsman both gave
scathing reviews to the Premier’s bungled project.
It shows us that Labor has a lot of trouble introducing
IT projects into its administration, and the reason for
the Victorian Government ICT Strategy was as a direct
result of the Auditor-General’s probe into the Labor
government’s implementation of IT. If I can come back
to the issue of data sharing, again I will quote from this
document because, as I said, the exact words are not
necessarily in the minister’s second-reading speech, but
certainly the spirit of it is. In this strategy the former
Minister for Technology and Assistant Treasurer,
Gordon Rich-Phillips, said:
Government is an information-based enterprise and
improving the way we manage and analyse data is central to
improving service delivery and policy outcomes.
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The potential to unlock the value in government-held datasets
is immense, and gaining momentum. The appropriate sharing
of government data — internally —

as I said before, this is not in the government’s policy
approach, but it should be —
and with citizens and businesses … should lead to
transformative improvements in the delivery of services.

Yes, we are completely supportive of what the
government is doing, but as I said, it just does not go far
enough. Later in the same strategy it talks about driving
more value from government data. Again I say that you
will drive more value from the immense amount of data
that the government holds within the decision-making
process that the government goes through, and it is very
important that this is made available to businesses right
across the state, because we want to see the economy
grow, we want to make sure that they are doing
innovative things and we want to make sure that those
businesses can use that public data to enhance their
businesses and ensure they have investment and further
job opportunities.
It is interesting to note in the strategy that there is a time
line for a whole range of different actions that were
necessary for the implementation of the ICT strategy.
Action 78 on page 21 says that there should be in the
time line an opportunity to:
Implement a process to formalise the sharing of government
ICT expertise more readily between departments and
agencies …

and that is precisely what this piece of legislation does.
It formalises that process. Interestingly with the
department that was working with us at the time, and
with the work of the former technology minister,
Gordon Rich-Phillips, that time line said that the
formalisation would be implemented in November
2015. One has to ask the question: why in November
2017 are we only just seeing it now? There were clear
processes in place to make sure that this was up and
running, that the legislation was in place and that the
process was formalised two years ago, so why has it
taken two further years for this to happen?
The government has a pathological desire not to credit
the former coalition government with anything, so we
often see projects scrapped or delayed. The Minister for
Roads and Road Safety is at the table, and he well
understands that the clearways on Punt Road, for
instance, were ready to go when the Labor government
took office in 2014. Why that was delayed for two
years I will never know, but that was a mere
inconvenience for the many, many commuters in the
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Hoddle Street and Punt Road gridlock that was
promised to be fixed, but that is another story.
But for some, while that is a mere inconvenience, the
government’s desire to tear down or ignore the
coalition government’s policies can also lead, frankly,
to some disastrous outcomes, such as the tearing up of
the east–west link contract, which Victorians were
promised would not cost a cent to do. Over $1.2 billion
later we find that playing politics with any sort of
policy can really have disastrous consequences and a
huge impact on Victorians, particularly when we are
talking about that sort of money.
In this instance it is not an enormous impact to delay
the introduction of this legislation by two years, but it
does seem strange. If the government think that data
sharing across agencies is such a good idea, why would
they not continue the program that was already in place
and well underway when they took office, instead of
waiting or delaying it by two years? It seems quite odd.
The Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and
Liquor Regulation, who moved the second reading of
the bill, said:
This government is committed to a renewed focus on reform
and innovation to improve the lives of Victorians.

She went on to say:
Data is fundamental to delivering better services and
outcomes for Victorians … By enabling it to be shared and
used, we can harness its true value — generating insights that
help us make the most informed policy decisions and design
the most effective services.
This bill is part of this government’s commitment to using
data better to deliver exceptional outcomes …

It is interesting that the government is only now
considering delivering good outcomes for Victorians,
only just now, three years into the Parliament term —
Ms Victoria — That will not happen.
Mr R. SMITH — Certainly that is true, as the
member for Bayswater says, that will not happen
because those on this side of the house, and Victorians
more broadly, understand that the government is keen
to do a lot of things, but delivering good outcomes for
Victorians is perhaps not one of them.
These matters were in train before, in fact in a more
diverse form. As I said before, not only sharing data
across agencies and departments, but also across the
broader community, so it is confusing as to why the
government would wait so long. This bill actually
diminishes what is already in train, because once you
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mandate certain actions by the departments, then we
may actually see them not doing the broader things that
they have been doing, certainly under our government
and I guess in more recent times.
This bill actually removes the practice of data sharing
into the broader public sphere, and I am not sure what
the data.vic.gov.au website may look like as we go
forward. I guess it should not be a surprise that the
government is reluctant to share data with the broader
public. We see the contempt with which they dismiss
freedom of information requests with a litany of
unreasonable refusals, lengthy delays and we are often
seeing those issues prevail.
Just going on to the clauses that talk to the chief data
officer. Maybe one of the government members in their
contribution can explain something to me which I find a
little curious, and that was the advertisement for the
chief data officer, who I understand will be responsible
to the Department of Premier and Cabinet. The
application is to the Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS). I am not sure whether that is because
there will be a chief data officer in every department,
which the legislation certainly does not speak to, but it
does seem curious that the application for the chief data
officer is going through DHHS.
The website of the Victorian Centre for Data Insights
also shows a little bit of arrogance that, I guess, is
common to this government. The website talks about
the installation of Victoria’s first chief data officer. It is
quite arrogant to put this up before the legislation has
even passed both houses of Parliament — to spruik that
it will happen perhaps shows the arrogance that
Victorians are used to seeing from this government.
Certainly there is an issue there about proper process.
Clause 14 of the bill talks about some of the protections
around privacy. We did have in this state a privacy and
data protection commissioner. He clearly fell foul of the
government when he fronted up against the Premier
when the Premier demanded everyone’s mobile
phones, showing very clearly to Victorians how little he
trusted his own cabinet. I would ask the minister at the
table, the Minister for Roads and Road Safety, whether
he willingly handed over his phone to the Premier’s
witch-hunt of an audit. I would suggest that he did not,
because the privacy and data protection commissioner
stepped in and made sure that did not happen, and that
certainly led to his demise.
I think we have seen, particularly with the Country Fire
Authority issues, that anybody who does stand up to the
Premier tends to find themselves without a job. That is
certainly an issue, and we will look with interest to see
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if these new arrangements do protect privacy in the way
that the former privacy commissioner, David Watts, did
protect our privacy and the public’s. I suspect that
members of cabinet would have been very pleased by
his intervention because I am not so sure that the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety, or indeed other
ministers that are in the house at the moment, would
have been happy to pass their phones over. We would
not always want to see the texts that are sent between
ministers when they are in their internal wars. It would
have been quite an interesting exercise to have seen
those texts and the information on those phones, but I
guess we never will.
In wrapping up can I just say that we do question the
commitment to an effective ICT framework. The Labor
government, as I have said, has had many difficulties
with implementing IT projects. There are some areas of
concern, but they are not strong enough to have us
oppose the bill. We will certainly let the bill go through,
and certainly people will have their contributions to
make as we go forward.
I would be very interested if Labor members could tell us
through the process, through this debate, why there was
an additional two-year delay. Because there was a time
line in place to install this particular process, to formalise
this process, in November 2015, I am not sure why we
are seeing this legislation in November 2017. Perhaps
Labor members could tell us why there was the delay.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.

ADJOURNMENT
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — The question is:
That the house now adjourns.

Bayswater wine cellar site
Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater) (19:00) — (13 413)
I rise to ask the Minister for Planning to take urgent
steps to protect the heritage Bayswater wine cellars
building from imminent destruction. Anyone who has
driven along Scoresby Road, Bayswater Road or
Mountain Highway more than a couple of times over
the last 120 years will have noticed the old white
character-filled wooden building standing at the
intersection of these roads. It is a local icon. It was built
in 1897 and is thought to be Knox’s oldest surviving
shop. It is also believed to have held Victoria’s longest
liquor licence, only expiring a year or so ago after the
death of the owner.
It was used as a boarding house and as the headquarters
for the Dodd family bus service before becoming the
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Bayswater wine cellars. It is on the National Trust’s
Victorian heritage database as having ‘local historical
significance’ because of its association with the wine
industry in Lilydale in the early 1900s. However, only a
simple permit would be required for it to be demolished.
Given the abysmal track record of Knox city councillors
when it comes to preventing inappropriate development,
locals fear the permit is a given.
The property is currently being advertised for auction,
and that will take place tomorrow — Thursday,
2 November. Given its prime location and
4800-square-metre site size, much of which is vacant, it
will attract significant interest, almost inevitably, from
developers. A historical group simply would never be
able to afford land like this. Locals do not seem to mind
the site being appropriately developed, provided that the
heritage cottage is saved and repurposed. To date
247 people have voted in an online survey, of whom
92.7 per cent want it saved. A Facebook post I put up
about the topic has received 155 shares, 67 174 views,
188 comments and 136 likes. The community, young
and older, are making it very well-known that the site is
important to them.
In the busy, vibrant and increasingly developed suburb
of Bayswater, the old Bayswater wine cellars building
takes us back to another era. It reminds us of what
Melbourne and its suburbs once were. It is an important
link to the past. Minister, the people in my electorate
are concerned that we are going to get another set of
ugly boxes on that site. We are not like your seat of
Richmond, nor should we be. However, both of our
seats have something in common: an overwhelming
obligation to preserve important historic buildings. So
again, I ask the Minister for Planning to take immediate
steps to protect the heritage Bayswater wine cellars
building from destruction.

Barker Trailers
Ms THOMAS (Macedon) (19:03) — (13 414) The
matter I wish to raise is for the attention of the Minister
for Industry and Employment, and the action I seek is
that the minister join me on a visit to Barker Trailers in
Woodend to see how this business is growing and to
understand the opportunities and challenges that
Barker’s faces. A family-owned business of more than
40 years, Barker Trailers produces between 400 and
500 trailers a year. It has distinguished itself in the
market because of its excellent reputation in building
custom-made commercial trailers for a broad range of
industries and customers from around the country.
Barker’s currently employs around 200 people across
two sites at Maryborough and Woodend. Having
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recently visited the Woodend site, I can tell you that
this is a company that respects and invests in their staff.
Over a quarter of their staff have been employed by
Barker Trailers for more than 10 years, while 22 staff
are currently undergoing apprenticeship training.
Barker trailers are made with 100 per cent Aussie steel,
and the business is a great example of a thriving
manufacturer in our region that is driving local
employment. Speaking to CEO Simon Meadows, it is
clear that Barker Trailers see opportunities in utilising
its steel fabrication equipment and skills.
The Andrews Labor government has been a great
champion for regional businesses, and Barker Trailers,
like 4000 other businesses across regional Victoria, is
already feeling relief from the reduction in payroll tax
that took effect in July 2017. This is a government that
wants businesses such as Barker Trailers to not just
survive but thrive, and it is to this end that I look
forward to introducing this great local business to
the minister.

Murray-Darling Basin agreement
Ms RYAN (Euroa) (19:04) — (13 415) My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Water, and the action I seek is for the minister to lobby
her federal colleagues and insist that they support
Victoria’s interests in the ongoing implementation of the
Murray-Darling Basin plan. This week Victorian
Nationals Senator Bridget McKenzie fired questions at
the Murray-Darling Basin Authority and federal water
bureaucrats during the Senate estimates, standing up for
the interests of Victorian irrigators who are facing
sustained attacks from environmental lobbyists such as
the Wentworth Group. Despite Senator McKenzie’s
advocacy, Victoria’s Labor senators remain absolutely
silent on issues involving the Murray-Darling Basin plan.
In fact the voting record of Victoria’s Labor senators
speaks volumes about where they sit on these issues.
Extraordinarily in 2013 senators Kim Carr, Gavin
Marshall and Jacinta Collins voted against amendments
to the Water Amendment (Water for the Environment
Special Account) Bill 2012, moved by The Nationals,
which would have removed from the plan the ability for
the 450 gigalitres of upwater to be recovered through
commonwealth buybacks and changed any water
recovery from a concrete target of 450 gigalitres to up
to 450 gigalitres. In speaking to the amendment
Barnaby Joyce highlighted the dire consequences
further buybacks would have on Victoria, reflecting
that we should be striving to achieve environmental
objectives through infrastructure upgrades and
environmental works and measures.
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It is difficult to see how a Victorian senator of any
political persuasion could disagree with that, but
senators Carr, Marshall and Collins did and voted
against those amendments and against the interests of
Victoria. Our senators are there to represent Victoria in
its entirety, but for Labor’s senators party politics come
before the interests of Victoria’s basin communities.

Plan, which will see $356 million invested in this area as
a result of the 2016–17 budget. This work is making a
real difference and of course saving lives. I ask the
minister to join me in meeting Tori and discussing ways
we can support her in this very important advocacy.

I am concerned that Minister Neville seems unable or
unwilling to garner even an ounce of support from her
federal counterparts. She pays lip service to the
concerns of our irrigators and northern Victorian
communities, but her voice is very lonely in the Labor
Party both here in Victoria and federally. The Liberals
and Nationals stand up for Victoria’s irrigation
communities because they are the communities we
represent and live in. Victoria’s Labor senators need to
draw on a bit of agrarian spirit to muster the courage to
do their job in representing all Victorians.

Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) (19:08) —
(13 417) My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Education. The action that I seek is for the
minister to reverse the Andrews Labor government’s
cancellation of the rebuild project for the middle and
senior campus of Mount Waverley Secondary College.
In March 2012 I had the great pleasure of visiting
Mount Waverley Secondary College junior campus
with the then Minister for Education, the member for
Nepean, to open the completed and hard-worked
project of the junior campus rebuild, an investment of
$10.5 million, which was overseen and completed by
the previous Liberal-Nationals government. It was a
wonderful day where we saw the fruits of that labour —
new classrooms, a new library, canteen and
administration facilities and a refurbishment of the arts,
music, textiles, home economics, drama, science and
technology facilities — almost a complete rebuild from
the ground up.

I call on Minister Neville to rally her federal Labor
counterparts to support the fair and equitable
implementation of the basin plan. This means no further
buybacks from Victoria and no recovery of water
towards the 450 gigalitres of upwater unless it can be
done with neutral or beneficial socio-economic impacts
on the communities the water is coming from.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Member for Euroa,
could you just repeat the action you are asking of the
minister?
Ms RYAN — The action I seek is for the minister to
lobby her federal colleagues and insist they support
Victoria’s interest in the ongoing implementation of the
basin plan.

Minds Matter

Mount Waverley Secondary College

A lot of work was put into that project. A lot of work
was put into ensuring that it was not only done within
budget but done to exceptional standards. Of course
once that was completed we commenced planning for
the middle and senior campus rebuild, because we on
this side of the house understand that education and
learning do not just stop at junior school; they need to
continue on to middle and senior school. We
recognised that need, and in government we signed off
on a full rebuild of the middle and senior campus.

Mr J. BULL (Sunbury) (19:07) — (13 416) My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Mental Health,
and the action I seek is for the minister to meet with me
and young Sunbury resident Tori Luke, who recently
wrote to me in her advocacy for improved local mental
health. I ask the minister to visit my electorate and
discuss with Tori her concerns and her advocacy on this
important issue. In writing to me recently Tori asked for
my support for a local event that she is hosting called
Minds Matter. This is an event that aims to create
awareness around local youth mental health, and it is a
very important issue for my community.

Mr GIDLEY — It is just so disappointing that those
opposite in the government are laughing at Mount
Waverley Secondary College. I will put that on the
record. I am very proud of that school and the students
there, and it is such a shame that the Labor government
is laughing at it. Is it any wonder that this government
then has cancelled that middle and senior campus
rebuild? Unfortunately the Andrews Labor government
has. There is just no excuse for dumping this project, no
excuse whatsoever.

I want to take this opportunity to commend the Minister
for Mental Health on his commitment and his tireless
work in the mental health space, specifically the
implementation of Victoria’s 10-Year Mental Health

It is not funny that prior to the 2014 election the then
shadow education minister and the Labor candidate for
Mount Waverley went out to the Mount Waverley
Secondary College senior and middle school campus,

Honourable members interjecting.
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and of course they had the photos, they posed for the
cameras and they said, ‘We’ll listen to the needs’, but
three years into this term of government the project has
not gone anywhere. I say that is just so disappointing,
not only to hear the laughing at Mount Waverley
Secondary College from the government but also the
decision of this government not to rebuild the middle
and senior campus.
As I said, the junior campus has been rebuilt. It has
provided a very good model for education, but the
middle and senior campus also needs to be rebuilt.
Indeed the previous government signed off on and
committed to ensuring that the middle and senior
campus would be rebuilt. It was cancelled by this
government, and tonight I again call on the government
to reinstate that project.

Moorabbin Primary School
Mr STAIKOS (Bentleigh) (19:12) — (13 418) My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Education, and the action I seek from the minister is
that he ensure that Moorabbin Primary School is
provided with $100 000 out of the School Pride and
Sports Fund for the rebuild of a playground. The
current playground at Moorabbin Primary School has
been deemed unsafe, and it needs to be replaced. This is
a matter that was brought to my attention by a group of
parents from the school who attended a morning tea
that I held in Hampton East. The school has some
drawings of and plans for the new playground. They
require $100 000 to get the job done, and my request is
that the minister provide those funds.

Melbourne electorate planning
Ms SANDELL (Melbourne) (19:12) — (13 419)
Today I stand here to ask the Minister for Planning to
significantly reform our planning system to take back
control of our city from developers. I am asking him to
put the planning back into planning. Melbourne is a
great city. We have so much to be proud of — our arts
and culture, our heritage buildings, our parks, our
schools, our universities and our sports facilities — but
one of the things that people bring up with me time and
time again is how this government and previous
governments have ceded so much control of our
planning system to big developers. They have ceded
control about what our city looks like and how our city
is built.
Instead of planning for how buildings can actually
foster community connection and healthy, fulfilling
lifestyles, successive governments have simply sold off
large parcels of land to private developers whose only
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incentive is to build whatever gets them the biggest
profit in the shortest period of time. This often results in
poor-quality skyscrapers or apartment buildings that
simply do not fit with the buildings or the communities
around them. Sometimes these buildings even put
people’s lives at risk, as we have seen with the
flammable cladding issue in my electorate recently and
in other electorates, where developers simply pass the
buck on fixing up these dangerous buildings and
governments seem to let them.
Docklands was an experiment in the privatisation of
urban planning. It is a great spot — it is on the water,
and it is close to the city — but instead of planning a
world-class community there, the government just let
developers have control over large parcels of land. That
community worked really hard to make Docklands a
really vibrant place to live, but the council, and that
means ratepayers, had to step in and retrofit Docklands
with parks, a library and the community facilities that
should have been built there from the start. And yet
Docklands still does not even have a school. It took a
campaign from the community and the Greens to even
get a commitment for a primary school, and we still
have no commitment for a secondary school.
Bad planning changes the face of Melbourne, and we
cannot recover for decades — if we can recover at all. I
hoped that we could expect more from this Labor
government, but we still see decisions to demolish
heritage buildings, our parkland constantly under threat,
poor-quality skyscrapers still given approval and 80 per
cent of our public housing land about to be sold off. We
must reform this broken planning system. We must cut
ties between developers and the politicians who are
happy to accept donations. We must go back to the
drawing board and elect governments who actually plan
our cities not just sell off parcels of land to developers.
We must have stricter controls when it comes to
heritage buildings and stricter controls about what can
be built and where. And developers must pay their fair
share of tax to fund community facilities. Enough is
enough; people are really sick of bad planning right
across Melbourne, and it is time that we did something
about it.

Rosanna Road safety initiatives
Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) (19:15) — (13 420) My
adjournment item is for the Minister for Police, and
the action I seek is for the installation of a fixed road
safety camera at the intersection of Rosanna Road and
Banyule Road as approved by Victoria Police’s fixed
camera site selection committee on 1 September 2017.
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I would like to draw attention to a letter I received
from Victoria Police Superintendent Donald Downes,
chair of the fixed camera site selection committee, on
18 September 2017. That was in response to my letter
of 25 July 2017 requesting installation of fixed safety
cameras on Rosanna Road at the Lower Plenty Road
and Banyule Road intersection. I was pleased to be
informed by Victoria Police on 18 September that they
had approved road safety cameras at that intersection
of Rosanna Road and Banyule Road. This intersection
is used very frequently by families in my electorate to
get their children to and from Banyule Primary
School, a great primary school in the middle of my
electorate with very significant enrolments and a
school for which in this year’s budget we approved
$1 million for master planning.
In relation to road safety I want to acknowledge the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety, who has
contributed some $850 000 for road safety
improvements on Rosanna Road between Lower Plenty
Road and Burgundy Street. Those works have now
been completed based on safety audits from VicRoads,
but what has been critical is the identification through
this independent fixed camera site selection committee,
which has approved and recommended to the
government — certainly from lobbying and work from
Resolve Rosanna Road residents group, who act to
prioritise safety improvements along the Rosanna Road
corridor and from lobbying on my part — that the
intersection of Rosanna Road and Banyule Road,
Rosanna, should have those safety cameras installed.
We want to see the installation of those as soon as
possible. It is a very difficult intersection, not only for
pedestrians but particularly for those travelling north–
south and those seeking to turn right into Banyule
Road. Sitting there at those intersections we need to not
only obey the road rules but drive behaviour and hold
drivers accountable, particularly those passing through
who are not local residents and do not show the respect
that they should in the local community. These fixed
road safety cameras are critical. It has been approved by
an expert, independent committee, and it is now for our
government to get the installation done. I look forward
to hearing from the minister. I am thankful for her
advocacy and lobbying to also make sure that this has
been secured. I know together we will get this
implemented to save lives and protect our community.

Vermont Primary School
Mr ANGUS (Forest Hill) (19:18) — (13 421) I raise
a matter of importance for the attention of the Minister
for Education. The action I seek is for the minister to
provide funding for Vermont Primary School to
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enable the school to rebuild its central administration
and classroom wings and rectify various other facility
deficiencies.
I have previously brought the significant facility needs
of Vermont Primary School to the attention of the
minister both in this place and directly via letters. I also
called on the minister to meet with me and the school
principal to discuss the school’s facilities in an
adjournment debate in this place on 21 October 2015.
Sadly, this has not happened. Vermont Primary School
is one of the growing schools in my electorate of Forest
Hill. The school provides a quality education to its
students, which is reflected in the ongoing demand for
places at the school each year.
I was out at the school again early this week and, whilst
catching up with the principal, was advised of the latest
in a long list of facility issues facing the school, namely
another termite infestation in one of the school buildings.
Ongoing concerns regarding the numerous deficiencies
in the school’s buildings have previously been brought
to the attention of the education department, but in
many cases not satisfactorily addressed. Prior to the last
state election the then coalition state government
committed if re-elected to fund $4.5 million for a
substantial upgrade of Vermont Primary School.
I call on the minister to provide the necessary funding
to enable Vermont Primary School to rebuild its main
wings and address the other significant facility issues
at the school. I look forward to hearing from the
Minister for Education with favourable consideration
of this request.

Glenroy Bowls Club
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) (19:20) —
(13 422) I appreciate the opportunity to raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Sport. The action I
seek is that the minister support the Glenroy Bowls
Club’s application for funding from the Victorian
government’s Community Sports Infrastructure Fund.
The application for funding is for the installation of a
synthetic bowling green. Currently the Glenroy Bowls
Club has three standard grass bowling greens. As the
minister would be aware, grass bowling greens take great
resources, both dollars and time, to maintain. Further, as
well as having surface anomalies, grass greens cannot be
played on around the clock like a synthetic bowling
green can be. The installation of a synthetic bowling
green would greatly increase both participation and
access and would allow the bowling green to be used by
members of the community all year round.
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The Glenroy Bowls Club, one of the oldest and largest
bowls clubs in Melbourne, is a wonderful community
organisation within the district of Pascoe Vale and has a
rich and proud history. The club currently has a very
healthy membership of approximately 190 men and
women who compete in a number of metropolitan
pennant competitions. The club also runs a number of
social activities to engage its current members as well as
encourage new members. For all of these reasons, I call
on the minister to support the club’s application for
funding for the installation of a synthetic bowling green.

Responses
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General) (19:21) — The
member for Bayswater raised a matter for the Minister
for Planning regarding the protection of Bayswater
Wine Cellars. The member for Macedon raised a matter
for the Minister for Industry and Employment
regarding a visit to Barker Trailers in Woodend. The
member for Euroa raised a matter for the Minister for
Water, I think asking her to lobby the federal opposition
in regard to the basin plan. I will pass that on. I would
have thought lobbying the government would be more
valuable, but anyway, there you go! The member for
Sunbury raised a matter for —
Ms Ryan interjected.
Mr PAKULA — Apparently it is the opposition’s
fault that New South Wales is stealing water. The
member for Sunbury raised a matter for the Minister for
Mental Health, seeking that he meet with him and a
young Sunbury resident. The member for Mount
Waverley raised a matter for the Minister for Education
regarding Mount Waverley Secondary College. The
member for Bentleigh —
Mr Gidley interjected.
Mr PAKULA — There appears to be an interjection
from the member for Mount Waverley with regard to
what I understand to have been an unfunded project
which he now claims was cancelled — difficult to do.
The member for Bentleigh raised a matter for the
Minister for Education regarding funding for the
Moorabbin Primary School playground. The member
for Melbourne raised a matter for the Minister for
Planning, seeking that there be planning. The member
for Ivanhoe raised a matter for the Minister for Police,
seeking the installation of fixed road cameras at
Rosanna Road and Banyule Road. I thought I had heard
enough from the member for Forest Hill last week. The
member for Forest Hill raised a matter for the Minister
for Education regarding funding for Vermont Primary
School. He did it very politely, and I give him credit for
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that. The member for Pascoe Vale raised a matter for
the Minister for Sport, seeking funding for the Glenroy
Bowls Club. I will pass them all on.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The house
now stands adjourned until tomorrow.
House adjourned 7.24 p.m.
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Thursday, 2 November 2017
The SPEAKER (Hon. Colin Brooks) took the chair
at 9.32 a.m. and read the prayer.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport)
(09:33) — I desire to move, by leave:
That this house notes:
(1) the Liberal Nationals coalition have confirmed they will
undertake a cost audit —

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order!
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Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, as you
would have noticed, initially when the minister rose to
her feet she indicated that she wished to move this
motion by leave, which is why I refused leave. The
minister then claimed that in fact her intention all along
was to give notice of motion. I trust that Hansard will
accurately reflect the fact that initially the minister
sought to move this motion by leave, rather than what
she subsequently informed the house.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! It is too early in the
morning for members to be removed from the
chamber, but I will remove members at this stage of
the day from the chamber if they continue to shout
across the chamber.

Honourable members interjecting.

Ms ALLAN — On the point of order, Speaker —

Ms ALLAN — It is a notice of motion.

Mr Paynter interjected.

The SPEAKER — Order! I am just seeking
clarification from the Leader of the House as to leave.

The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Bass is
warned.

Ms ALLAN — Thank you, Speaker, for that
assistance.

Ms ALLAN — I would be delighted to confirm that
this is a notice of motion. If it would assist the house, I
would be delighted to read again that I desire to give
notice that tomorrow I will move that this house —

The SPEAKER — You are seeking leave?
Ms ALLAN — No. Thank you for that assistance,
Speaker.
The SPEAKER — You are giving notice?
Ms ALLAN — I desire to give notice that tomorrow
I will move — and I appreciate the assistance of the
manager of opposition business — to repeat:

The SPEAKER — Order! There is no need for the
Leader of the House to read the motion again as part of
a point of order.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — I am sure that Hansard will
record what was said in the house.

That this house notes:
(1) the Liberal Nationals coalition have confirmed they will
undertake a cost audit if they win the 2018 election …

Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Members on both sides
of the house will come to order so that the Leader of
the House can read out the motion that she is giving
notice of.
Ms ALLAN — Further, I will move that the house
notes:
(2) the devastating cuts and job losses in the public service
when the Liberal Nationals were last in government;
(3) the grave risk to services and jobs following a Liberal
Nationals cost audit.

PETITIONS
Following petition presented to house:

Guy Turner Reserve, Bayswater
To the Legislative Assembly of Victoria:
The petition of residents of Victoria draws to the attention
of the house that Guy Turner Reserve in Bayswater
becomes an unplayable and unusable mud heap in winter,
but the current Knox council will not look at fixing it
before, at least, the next decade.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative
Assembly of Victoria calls on the state government to allocate
funds to upgrade the surface in time for the 2018 season.

By Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater) (195 signatures).
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Tabled.
Ordered that petition be considered next day on
motion of Ms VICTORIA (Bayswater).

DOCUMENTS
Tabled by Acting Clerk:
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 —
Report 2016 on the operation of the Act — Ordered to be
published
Game Management Authority — Report 2016–17
Parliamentary Committees Act 2003:
Government response to the Electoral Matters
Committee’s Report on the Inquiry into electronic
voting
Government response to the Law Reform, Road and
Community Safety Committee’s Report on the Inquiry
into lowering the probationary driving age in Victoria to
seventeen
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of approval
of amendments to the following Planning Schemes:
Boroondara — C229, C277
Colac Otway — C86
Greater Geelong — C332
Wellington — C92 Part 2
Yarriambiack — C21.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport)
(09:37) — I move:
That the house, at its rising, adjourns until Tuesday,
14 November 2017.

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Charles De Long
Mr HODGETT (Croydon) (09:38) — I wish to
acknowledge one of my Croydon constituents,
Mr Charles De Long of Kilsyth, for an excellent
initiative he is spearheading to support stroke services
at Eastern Health. In May this year, Charles, a tenor and
singing teacher, suffered a stroke. Like many stroke
sufferers, he was initially unaware but was soon
admitted to Box Hill and William Angliss hospitals and
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later undertook rehabilitation at the Peter James
Centre — all arms of Eastern Health. Charles
explained, ‘I had a stroke in 2017 and I couldn’t talk at
all. I couldn’t utter a word’. He was worried he would
never sing again. After receiving treatment, however,
Charles is recovering well and is now giving back to
those who helped him in this difficult period through
music and song.
As I understand, Charles has nurtured a lifelong passion
for singing and performance that has seen him travel
from his birthplace of South Africa to stages around the
world. Now residents will have the pleasure of hearing
Charles perform a very special concert organised by
him to raise money for Eastern Health and say
thankyou to the doctors, nurses and staff that supported
his rehabilitation and recovery. The concert will feature
excerpts from operatic works by Verdi, Puccini, Mozart
and Bizet, all sung by Charles. These works are
challenging for any performer to master and they
require a high level of technical voice training and
familiarity to be sung well, so to hear these works sung
by a stroke survivor is a remarkable achievement.
Charles was very determined to see this concert come
to fruition, and it is pleasing to see the media coverage
in the local Leader newspapers recognise his efforts. I
congratulate Charles for his determination, initiative
and effort to give back to our local community and
wish all the concertgoers a wonderful afternoon
enjoying Charles’s performance.

Bellarine Relay for Life
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) (09:39) — Last
weekend the annual Bellarine Relay for Life was held
at Leopold Primary School. This year a total of
21 teams made up of 203 participants took part in the
relay and over $40 000 was raised for cancer research.
A special mention goes to the team Breastie Besties,
whose 13 members raised the highest amount, $10 000.
Well done to them. Of course not only were there
hundreds of participants, but many people also
volunteered their time and effort to support the teams
and the event itself. My congratulations and thanks go
to all those people who were part of a very successful
weekend. In particular I congratulate relay chairperson
Loz Hardman who once again was the driving force
behind the relay. Herself a survivor, Loz really is an
inspiration, and I commend her for all her work.

Indented Head boat ramp
Ms NEVILLE — On another matter, on Monday I
had the pleasure of opening the new Indented Head boat
ramp. The ramp was constructed with a $360 000
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contribution from the Andrews government and
$135 000 from Bellarine Bayside Coastal Management.
The original boat ramp was built more than 40 years ago,
and its replacement will ensure that vehicles and vessels
can access the ramp more quickly and safely. The new
ramp will now allow two vehicles to use the ramp
simultaneously and is designed to give much safer access
to the water. Of course the Bellarine Peninsula and towns
like Indented Head are very popular with anglers and
boaters, and with the summer nearly upon us I know the
new ramp at Indented Head will be extensively used and
appreciated by locals and the thousands of visitors who
come to the peninsula each year.

Random House, Rochester
Mr WALSH (Murray Plains) (09:41) — I again
raise the concerns of the community of Rochester and
the saga of what is Random House in Rochester.
Random House is a heritage-listed property under the
National Trust of Australia (Victoria) and it has been
allowed to go to rack and ruin by the Andrews Labor
government, who just do not seem to care about what
happens in regional Victoria. I raised this issue as a
constituency question back in August 2016. There has
been a range of correspondence with the minister since,
including correspondence back in June this year, when
Minister Mikakos stated that she shared my concerns
about the disrepair of the property, that a review would
be finalised in July 2017, that she would inform me of
the department’s decision in relation to the property
going forward and that it was her intention to make sure
that it is actually maintained appropriately.
Nothing has happened at Random House since that
time. It is overgrown with grass. There is a severe fire
risk to the house and to the surrounding community.
There are fallen branches of trees rubbing on the roof. It
is just not good enough, what is happening to this
particular heritage-listed house in Rochester, and the
community are very concerned about that.

Murrabit Country Market
Mr WALSH — In the last few seconds, I would
like to congratulate Murrabit Country Market, which is
celebrating its 40th year this Saturday. They have a
great day planned at the Murrabit market, and we
encourage anyone in northern Victoria or anyone that
wants to travel to northern Victoria to come along to the
Murrabit market for what is going to be a great
celebration of a very proud community event.

3659

Mid-Autumn Festival
Ms D’AMBROSIO (Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change) (09:42) — In early
October the member for Thomastown and I had the
pleasure of attending the annual mooncake
Mid-Autumn Festival in Epping. The event was
hosted by the Whittlesea Chinese Association and the
Whittlesea Vietnamese women’s group, and I would
like to congratulate them and their committees. They
did an outstanding job. The night was a culturally
enriching experience and an educational one at that.
The Mid-Autumn Festival stems back to 1600 BC and
celebrates the principles of gathering food and family
and being thankful for bountiful harvests and
harmonious unions. In ancient times, mooncakes were
made as an offering to the moon, and they are now the
most popular food of the Mid-Autumn Festival.
Mooncake is shared with family and friends to convey
completeness and harmony as well as being a
delicious treat.
Our senses were engulfed by colourful and vibrant
traditional performances to celebrate this event.
Children performed songs, dances and plays to the
delight of everyone in attendance. It was a wonderful
night that truly showcased the diversity of my
community in Mill Park. I am truly grateful to be a part
of this community that is proud of its heritage and
welcomes everyone to join in their festivities. I would
like to thank the Whittlesea Chinese Association and
the Whittlesea Vietnamese women’s group for their
invitation. I look forward to attending next year. Their
committees ought to be congratulated. They are a fine
bunch of people who work very diligently and hard to
include all members of the community in their cultural
celebrations. I certainly congratulate them.

Knoxfield Southern Cross Girl Guides
Mr WAKELING (Ferntree Gully) (09:44) — I was
very pleased to attend the fifth anniversary of the
Knoxfield Southern Cross Girl Guides group. This is a
fantastic group that is providing wonderful
opportunities for young girls in the Knox community. I
congratulate all involved for their hard work in
providing this wonderful opportunity for young girls.

Fairhills High School
Mr WAKELING — I was very pleased to attend
the Fairhills High School valedictory dinner, where I
presented an Endeavour award. I would like to pay
tribute to principal Harvey Wood, to school council
president Mike Hurd and to all the staff and students at
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this great school. It was a well-attended event.
Congratulations to all involved.

The Knox School
Mr WAKELING — I was pleased to attend The
Knox School speech night. I would like to place on
record my congratulations to principal Allan Shaw,
who with his staff provides a wonderful education. It is
a well-received school in the Knox community, and I
congratulate all involved for another fantastic year at
the Knox School.

McHappy Day
Mr WAKELING — I was pleased to attend
McDonald’s both in Mount Waverley and Ferntree
Gully for McHappy Day, and I would like to place on
record my thanks to Bob and Barry May and also to
Howard Armytage, who operate fantastic McDonald’s
franchises and who do so much work with McHappy
Day and raising money for Ronald McDonald House,
which is a fantastic cause, particularly for the work they
have done in Clayton at the Monash Medical Centre.

Glengollan Village
Mr WAKELING — I would also like to pay tribute
to Glengollan Village. I attended their annual general
meeting. It is a wonderful institution and a
well-received organisation in Ferntree Gully.

Wyndham Tech School
Mr PALLAS (Treasurer) (09:45) — I am delighted
to inform the house that recently I joined the
outstanding Minister for Education to turn the sod to
commence construction of Wyndham Tech School on
Victoria University’s Werribee campus. Wyndham
Tech School will mean so much for students, teachers
and families in Werribee and Wyndham. Students and
principals, many of whom were on school holidays,
came out on a winter’s morning to witness the start of
this exciting new development. This will be one of
10 tech schools built under the Andrews government’s
$128 million tech school initiative. It will give
thousands of young people from 18 local government
and private secondary schools access to a high-tech
learning environment and will also have linkages to
local industries.
For this government the Education State is more than
just a slogan; it is about providing far-reaching
opportunities for a new generation of Victorians.
Wyndham Tech School is testament to that, and I am
proud that the Andrews Labor government is bringing
such opportunity to the local students of Wyndham.
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And of course paired with today’s announcement that
the state will be forgoing for-profit payroll tax to ensure
that apprentices and trainees get the right start and the
right education and provide the community with the
skills that we need, this is a demonstration of our
commitment to young people.

Sensis Business Index
Mr BURGESS (Hastings) (09:47) — For the
11th time in a row the Andrews Labor government has
been given a total fail by Victorian small businesses.
The latest Sensis Business Index delivered an F for the
Minister for Small Business, Philip Dalidakis, and the
Andrews government. Among the major criticisms
levelled at the minister and his government were that
they take too much notice of unions and do not provide
support for small business. It is not surprising that some
Labor MPs are pointing out that the ratings of
Minister Dalidakis are worse than those recorded under
the tenure of previous and sacked Labor small business
minister Adem Somyurek.
The Sensis results highlight a government with its head
in the sand and a minister who spends more time in
other countries than his own, and who refuses to take
responsibility for anything. Whether small businesses
are suffering due to sky rail, the Metro Tunnel or the
member for Frankston’s Young Street debacle, the
minister simply says, ‘Not my responsibility’. He just
does not get that these are small businesses and he is the
person in the cabinet that stands up for them. The
majority of Victorian small businesses are run by
Victorian families, and when you hurt small businesses
you hurt Victorian families.

School cleaners
Mr BURGESS — The Premier and Labor are
implementing a plan right across the state to increase
union membership and dramatically increase union
donations to the Labor Party. On 22 October I was
invited to address a rally of school cleaners on the front
steps of Parliament House. The rally was to protest
against the plan by the Andrews government to bully
up to 700 small businesses out of business and
hundreds if not thousands of their employees out of a
job — all to increase the funding of the Labor Party
through unionisation of the school cleaning process.
Union organisers were sent out to schools to try to get
membership and they only got 12, so the Premier
decided he would change the game. He changed the
rules so that from 30 June next year small businesses
could not do the business.
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Casey Hospital
Mr PERERA (Cranbourne) (09:48) — The
Andrews Labor government’s $135 million upgrade of
Casey Hospital will bring the following: an extra
128 new multi-day beds, 12 intensive care unit beds,
12 day surgical beds and six new operating theatres. This
will allow for 25 000 more patients to receive treatment
at the hospital each year as well as an extra
8000 procedures and 1300 births. Labor is also
delivering a short-stay unit at the emergency department,
which will be included in the development, as well as an
upgraded pharmacy, back-of-house areas, 333 extra car
parking spaces and refurbished cafe and retail areas. The
expansion will mean an extra 92 jobs during construction
and 21 apprenticeships. The Casey Hospital expansion is
expected to be complete by the end of 2019.

Cranbourne electorate schools
Mr PERERA — It is a great pleasure to announce
that Cranbourne Primary School has been allocated
$320 000 in planned maintenance funding to replace
the floor structure and stumping in the administration
building. Lynbrook Primary School has been allocated
$198 691 in planned maintenance funding to replace
the stormwater system and also to address the roof of
the gym. The Andrews Labor government through the
Victorian School Building Authority has approved an
application for emergency maintenance funding to
address Cranbourne South Primary School’s septic
tank system.

Timber industry
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (09:50) — I am
advised this week that timber workers in East Gippsland
have had their works halted, resulting in the logging
contractor having to stand down his nine-member
logging crew. The action not only affects his business,
but I am advised it also compromises supply to the
Auswest sawmill at Brodribb. For the sake of the
workers and their families, I strongly encourage the
minister to ensure that in the short term alternative
options are found for them to work. The timber industry
cannot afford constant and ongoing disruption, so I urge
the minister and this government to stand up for these
workers and do more to support their operations.

Great Alpine Road
Mr T. BULL — I understand works are soon to
commence on the Great Alpine Road to repair a section
of the road commonly referred to as ‘The Gap’ between
Omeo and Bindi. Having had my office speak with
VicRoads, I was pleased that the 80-kilometre-per-hour
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speed limit is only temporary due to these works. While
they do need to be done, I encourage the minister to
ensure there is limited disruption over the peak holiday
period when many visit the High Country. This year
will be the Mountain Cattlemen’s Annual Get Together
north of Omeo which will result in significantly
increased traffic flows over that period.

Lions District 201V3
Mr T. BULL — As a member of the Lions Club of
State Parliament, I was pleased to officially open the
41st annual convention of the Lions District 201V3 in
Sale last Friday night, hosted by the Stratford Lions
Club. Delegates travelled from across the Gippsland
region, and the speakers on the night only reinforced
what a great organisation this is and the terrific work it
does not only in local communities but also on the
international stage.

John Armit
Mr T. BULL — I also want to acknowledge the
passing of John Armit, a well-known member of the
Tambo Valley community. John lived at Bindi for
many years, between Swifts Creek and Omeo. He was
a terrific community worker for many, many years and
will be sadly missed.

1st Eltham Scout Group
Ms WARD (Eltham) (09:51) — I want to thank
12-year-old Eltham resident Teyanah, a scout at
1st Eltham. Teyanah was a participant in Scout Shout,
which is a four-week period in which scouts are
encouraged to fundraise in support of a charity
nominated by the Scouts Victoria State Youth Council.
It was a terrific achievement by Teyanah to alone be
nominated for this. This year she supported ReachOut
Australia, an online mental health support service for
young people. Teyanah organised and ran a sausage
sizzle in Eltham Town Square on Saturday, with the
support of the Eltham Chamber of Commerce and local
traders, and managed to raise over $300, a wonderful
achievement and an important contribution to
ReachOut. She did this despite having to rush off for a
dance competition on Saturday afternoon, for which she
had to also do a great deal of practice. She has juggled a
lot this week. She is a terrific young woman, and I
know that 1st Eltham scouts are as proud of her as I am.

Eltham High School
Ms WARD — I commend the efforts of all involved
with the Eltham Mudbrick Tour for 2017. The
mudbrick tour showcases the amazing architecture and
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buildings of Eltham in support of the Eltham High
School (EHS) music program. I thank all the teachers
and organisers involved, especially Hillary Cantwell,
Nicki Hauser and all parents and friends who were on the
parking team, were drivers or were on the ticket desk and
in the houses, as well as those who brought along the
delicious cakes. In all, over 70 volunteers were involved
on the day helping to showcase the beauty of our built
and natural environment. This is a terrific annual
fundraiser for the wonderful EHS music program, which
has developed many successful musicians.
Eltham High School has a proud history of
achievement in the arts, sport and academia and has a
wonderful community that supports our state school
wholeheartedly. My community is very proud of this
school, which is highlighted by the enthusiasm at the
recent announcement of nearly $5 million —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member’s time has
expired.

Shepparton electorate schools
Ms SHEED (Shepparton) (09:53) — The
Auditor-General’s Access to Education for Rural
Students report in 2014 found that regional and rural
students fall behind their city counterparts when it comes
to academic achievement, aspiration and secondary
school completion. Falling enrolments, below-average
Victorian certificate of education scores and
consecutively poor NAPLAN results in the Shepparton
district tell a similar story. As part of the Shepparton
education plan we have surveyed community views on
current service provision, and the message could not
have been clearer: our kids deserve better.
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schools, but we know that a child’s early years are the
key to future success and have identified an immediate
need for this to be addressed in Mooroopna. The
advisory committee will be finalising its
recommendation to the Minister for Education in
preparation for consideration in the next budget.

Australian Mesopotamia Arts Group
Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) (09:54) — On
2 October I had the great pleasure of visiting the
Victorian Artists Society in its historic building on Albert
Street. The artists society was established in 1856 by
great artists such as Arthur Streeton and Tom Roberts. I
had the pleasure of going to the society to introduce the
Australian Mesopotamia Arts Group, which is based in
the electorate of Thomastown. This is a group of very
accomplished Iraqi artists who live in the area and want
to extend out to mainstream artists in Victoria.
We attended the artists society, and the manager was
very kind and generous with his time. We had a tour of
the heritage building, including the recent renovation
and restoration work, for which they received a small
amount of funding from the state government. We were
also given a tour of the very exciting Spring exhibition,
which is on display at the artists society.
This society holds exhibitions of member artists four
times a year, and I look forward to attending its artist of
the year awards later this year. Well done to the
Victorian Artists Society. I thank Mr Ray Wilson for
his time and for reaching out to the Iraqi artists, who
were very happy to attend.

Royal Geelong Show

For the past six months our strategic advisory
committee has been working hard, both in the
community and with the Department of Education and
Training, to develop a blueprint for change. We have
visited schools across Victoria to see firsthand how
others have overcome similar challenges of declining
enrolments, socio-economic disadvantage and general
lack of financial investment. After the first round of
consultation four options were developed but were
quickly refined to two, with the community-favoured
option having the potential to bring fundamental change
to the way in which education is delivered in
Shepparton and Mooroopna by combining our four
secondary schools possibly into one, but located on one
or two campuses.

Mr KATOS (South Barwon) (09:56) — On
20 October I had the honour of officially opening the
2017 Royal Geelong Show. This is one the great
regional agricultural shows of Victoria, which is
evidenced by the ever-increasing number of entries in
all of its activities, from horses to dogs to birds to home
crafts. It includes the excitement of woodchop events,
supported by the show bags and fairground rides, all of
which are for the enjoyment of people of all ages.
Congratulations to president Sheree Seiffert and her
team of council members, volunteers and support staff,
who saw a huge attendance once again at the 2017
Geelong show.

I acknowledge that this is drastic change, but the time
for putting bandaids on the system has gone. It is time
for transformation. The plan is to start with secondary

Mr KATOS — I was also most pleased to receive
the news that the Torquay Bowls Club was recognised
with the Bowls Australia Club of the Year award for

Torquay Bowls Club
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2017. The award was announced at an event on the
Gold Coast in Queensland last Thursday, with the
Torquay club coming in ahead of some 1870 other
bowls clubs from around Australia. The award
acknowledges years of innovation, including in
response to the changing demographics within the
wider Surf Coast community.

the Heart Foundation for elderly residents. At the Heart
Foundation presentation, one of many undertaken
across Ballarat, residents learned about preventative
risk factors. I want to commend the Heart Foundation
for their great work in this area.

From a club that was in decline, with only 170 members,
it now has a combined membership of 880 people, with
over 400 affiliated bowlers. Twilight bowls brings
together over 240 people each week. The club excels in
community engagement, but it is also its administration
and membership initiatives that have led to it being
recognised as the Australian club of the year.

Mr TILLEY (Benambra) (09:59) — I recently had
the opportunity to discover a rare gem in the
heritage-rich country around Beechworth. Tucked away
at the end of an overgrown track and down a dirt road
are forgotten remnants of our colonial history. When
the gold panners left Beechworth in the mid-1860s,
miners looked underground. As a result the Wallaby
and Rechabite mines became major producers of more
than $3 billion in gold that was dug up and blasted out
of the tunnels around the late 1800s. A nearby gold
battery, already on the heritage register and restored at a
cost of $50 000 after the 2003 fires, was used to extract
the gold from rock. Today you have to scale two fences
to get to the battery. Tracks to the mine are overgrown
and have fallen into disrepair.

The club has also established a good relationship with
both Torquay College and Surf Coast Secondary
College, with learn-to-play-bowls sessions provided
for students, overseen by club members. Well done to
president Mac Smith and his committee and
leadership team.

Central Highlands prevention lab
Mr HOWARD (Buninyong) (09:57) — Last week I
joined the member for Wendouree in announcing a
$150 000 investment for a business case to develop a
prevention lab to help improve long-term health
outcomes in our region. This initiative is a direct
outcome of last November’s regional assembly, where
health and in particular the improvement of long-term
health outcomes for people in the Central Highlands
were identified as priorities. As a result the government
has been working with local health agencies to set a
long-term goal of a 5 per cent increase in the number of
people in the community meeting healthy eating and
physical activity guidelines. Lifestyle risks include
smoking, overeating, not consuming enough fruit or
vegetables daily, not enough physical activity and the
consumption of too many sugary drinks. On almost all
of these measures people in our region, male and
female, have high lifestyle risk factors, and these are all
entirely preventable.
The establishment of a prevention lab will better
coordinate community health services and public health
campaigns and support programs at local schools and
sporting clubs to directly tackle poor personal health to
achieve this goal.

Heart Foundation health presentation
Mr HOWARD — Preventative health was also the
main theme of my recent visit to Sovereign Gardens in
Sebastopol to open a community health presentation by

Beechworth heritage goldmine sites

I have said it before and copped plenty of flak, but I
advise the member for Buninyong and other members
that Beechworth remains the only faithful representation
of Victoria’s goldmining history. It is not a movie set or
a theme park, and I know I am saying this in the week
after the Labor government committed $8 million to
Sovereign Hill and some costumes. It does not take
much imagination to see these mines and the gold battery
as part of a bike or walking trail celebrating Beechworth
and Victoria’s goldmining legacy. Beechworth’s Geoff
Palmer, Joe Krauss and Jamie Kronborg showed me
around the mines and they want this history, as I do,
accessible to everybody. I am committed and I will do all
in my power to make that happen.

Hobsons Bay Community Fund
Mr NOONAN (Williamstown) (10:00) — I rise to
acknowledge the significant support that the Hobsons
Bay Community Fund has granted to so many local
community organisations. The fund is a perpetual
philanthropic fund established in 2006 to strengthen
social inclusion in the community. The fund relies on
contributions from local businesses, organisations and
individuals, both in cash and in kind. Importantly, every
single dollar raised is returned and reinvested back into
the community.
The types of organisations that benefit from the fund
are diverse, ranging from welfare and housing groups,
arts, sport, health and environmental groups, amongst
many others. Over 11 years the fund has provided
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more than $200 000 to about 70 grant recipients,
including 11 in 2017. This year the fund’s donations
included $4000 to Emma McLean kindergarten to
support them in opening up their existing outdoor
education program to the wider community; $5000 to
West Welcome Wagon to provide essential supplies to
asylum seekers in the community; and $5000 towards
the program Reaching across the Ages run by the
Williamstown Community and Education Centre,
which will facilitate mature-aged volunteers meeting
and reading stories with children in child care.
I would like to thank the hardworking committee
members, including the chair, Hayden Raysmith,
Cr Peter Hemphill, Liam Cummins, Kerri Pyne, Helen
McVay, David Mattner, Adrian Butera, Katherine
Baron-Ancliffe, Craig Eyes, Vedran Drakulic, Ashley
Thompson and John Clarke. Through the fund’s great
work Hobsons Bay will continue to be a place of
social inclusion.

Ashburton, Ashwood & Chadstone Public
Tenants Group
Mr WATT (Burwood) (10:02) — As someone who
grew up in public housing I always enjoy the dinner
held by the Ashburton, Ashwood & Chadstone Public
Tenants Group. This year’s dinner, like every other
year, was a good opportunity to catch up with locals
and listen to the Big O or Elvis. Thanks to Natalie
Rabey, the Encounter Baptist Church and the
organising committee.

Harlequin Rugby club
Mr WATT — The Harlequin Rugby club has
another team that is a force to be reckoned with.
Congratulations to the Quins’ wheelchair Rugby team,
which has gone back to back in what can only be
described as an awesome display by some of the best
players in the world. The fierceness attributed to the
players is an inspiration to all who watched the game.

Parkhill Primary School
Mr WATT — Recently I had a tour of Parkhill
Primary School with acting principal Elaine Brady. It
was a great opportunity not only to discuss education
issues more broadly but also to see the progress of the
$5 million development following my election
commitment in 2014.

Vietnamese Senior Cultural Association
Mr WATT — I attended the Vietnamese Senior
Cultural Association moon festival held at Samarinda
Ashburton Aged Services. The children showcased
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their lanterns in a parade and Cr Garry Thompson
showcased his considerable dancing skills. I thank
president Yen Bui, vice-president Lloyd Tran and all
the organisers for the invitation.

Gardiners Creek Trail
Mr WATT — Gardiners Creek Trail is a very
important trail in my electorate. There is only one point
on the trail which has a bit of a problem, and that is at
High Street Road. I encourage the government to do all
it can to make sure that the crossing is much safer for
the kids but also for residents like me who use the trail
regularly to get to and fro.

Republic of Turkey
Ms SULEYMAN (St Albans) (10:03) — On
Monday, 30 October, I had the opportunity to join the
Turkish community to celebrate the 94th anniversary of
the foundation of the Republic of Turkey. The Turkish
community has contributed so much to Victoria. They
have played a vital role in our multicultural state in
areas such as sport, business, banking, politics, arts and
much more.

Keilor Downs College
Ms SULEYMAN — I take this opportunity to thank
Keilor Downs College students. This year 270 students
participated in the Premiers’ Reading Challenge and
read over 9000 books, which is such a fantastic effort.
Their favourite book was Harry Potter and the Cursed
Child. Students were very excited with the
announcement that Harry Potter will be coming to
Melbourne. I thank principal Linda Maxwell and
teachers at Keilor Downs College for their guidance
and support of students in their outstanding
achievement this year.

Diwali festival
Ms SULEYMAN — Recently the Victorian Indian
community celebrated the Diwali festival, with
celebrations including Hindu rituals, cultural
performances, Bollywood workshops, many food stalls
and fireworks displays within my electorate and around
Victoria. I take this opportunity to wish great health,
happiness, peace and prosperity to Victoria’s Hindu
community and to congratulate all the volunteers for
hosting a very successful event.

Sunshine Lantern Festival
Ms SULEYMAN — I also had the opportunity to
attend the Sunshine Lantern Festival this year hosted by
the Sunshine Traders Association.
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Great Ocean Road cycling event
Mr RIORDAN (Polwarth) (10:05) — On Saturday,
21 October, a rogue cycling event was held on the
Great Ocean Road, starting and finishing in Lorne and
using dangerous Otway roads. After my question to the
Minister for Police yesterday seeking to know what
sanctions will be put in place for such behaviour, it was
further brought to my attention that the organisation
running the event has deliberately used a name almost
identical to that of a well-known and respected existing
cycling group. It appears that Mr Richard McDonnell
has set up an organisation called Great Ocean Road
Cycling Pty Ltd, commonly known as GORC, which is
almost identical in name to the older and
well-established Great Ocean Road Cycling
Incorporated, also known as GORC. Mr McDonnell
and his organisation have deliberately traded on the
goodwill of the existing organisation to attract riders to
the event. The craft beer company à Bloc was a sponsor
and promoter of the event, and it has encouraged riders
to post their photos of the event online.
Local government, Victoria Police and reputable
cycling groups must join together with local
community groups who seek to promote safe cycling in
our beautiful regional areas to help prevent such illegal
events from occurring again. Cyclists must be educated
to know that cycling events in regional areas must be
approved by local authorities, who can then ensure
roads are safe and local communities are managed for
minimal disruption.
I further urge Victoria Police to investigate the bona
fides of Great Ocean Road Cycling Pty Ltd and
Mr Richard McDonnell to make sure that they have not
used false and misleading information to promote their
illegal event.

Wooranna Park Primary School
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong) (10:07) — Recently
I visited Wooranna Park Primary School to pay a visit
to the grade 2 class, who have created their very own
classroom Parliament. The kids have formed three
committees charged with determining priorities across a
number of themes, in much the same way that we do in
this place. They are very passionate about their school
community, and the ideas generated from their
committee deliberations included everything from new
food days to a maths week, playground enhancements
and much more.
But the grade 2 class have some concerns. I received a
letter from two of the grade 2 students, Damien and TJ,
which outlined these concerns with great clarity. The

3665

students were keen to discuss this matter in greater
detail when I visited. The grade 2 students want to visit
Parliament and they want to sit in on question time, and
they were very disappointed to learn that this is
something we reserve for older year levels. As such,
they are advocating for a change to this rule so that they
might be able to see firsthand how our state is governed
and what leadership looks like in a parliamentary
context. This group of students is organised; they are
intelligent and they are active members of their
community. After visiting this class it was apparent to
me that their commitment to pursuing this issue is
unshakeable. They are very serious indeed.
I committed to raising this matter with the Presiding
Officers so that we might be able to assist in their
request, and I hope the Speaker and the President will
look upon this request favourably. I am quite certain
that these bright young people will not be distracted
from their goal. These are the leaders of the future, and
the future is in very good hands. I thank the students
and the grade 2 teachers for having me.
Sin é.

CRIMES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(PROTECTION OF EMERGENCY
WORKERS AND OTHERS) BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) 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 Crimes
Legislation Amendment (Protection of Emergency Workers
and Others) Bill 2017 (the bill).
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with human rights as set out in the
charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview
The bill introduces new offences to specifically address
incidents where offenders use motor vehicles to harm police
and other emergency workers.
The bill delivers on the government’s commitment to protect
police and other emergency workers from violence and harm.
The bill will amend the Crimes Act 1958 to introduce the
following new offences:
a.

intentionally exposing an emergency worker, a
custodial officer or a youth justice custodial worker
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to risk by driving (maximum 20 year term of
imprisonment);
b.

recklessly exposing an emergency worker, a
custodial officer or a youth justice custodial worker
to risk by driving (maximum 10 year term of
imprisonment);

c.

damaging an emergency services vehicle
(maximum five-year term of imprisonment).

A statutory two-year minimum term of imprisonment will
apply if an adult offender commits the offence of intentionally
exposing an emergency worker to risk to safety by driving
and in so doing causes an injury to the emergency worker
while they are on duty.
Further, intentionally or recklessly exposing an emergency
worker to risk to safety by driving will require the imposition
of a custodial sentence if the offence is committed in certain
aggravating circumstances, for example, where the motor
vehicle is stolen.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill
Protection from cruel, inhuman or degrading punishment
(section 10 of the charter)
Section 10 of the charter provides the right for a person to not
be treated or punished in a cruel, inhuman or degrading way.
In my opinion the bill does not limit this right.
Statutory minimum non-parole period
The amendments require the court to impose a statutory
minimum sentence of two years if an adult offender commits
the offence of intentionally exposing an emergency worker to
risk to safety by driving and in so doing causes an injury to the
emergency worker while they are on duty. This requirement is
relevant to the right to protection from cruel, inhuman or
degrading punishment in section 10 of the charter.
Although this right is relevant, the bill contains safeguards
that protect against the imposition of a sentence of
imprisonment that is inappropriate, unjust or disproportionate.
The safeguards include the availability of full sentencing
discretion where a court is satisfied of the existence of a
special reason in relation to an offender or the particular
circumstances of a case as set out in section 10A of the
Sentencing Act 1991. The special reasons are:
the offender assisted or has undertaken to assist in the
investigation or prosecution of an offence; or
the offender was aged over 18 but under 21 years of age
at the time of the commission of the offence and can
prove that due to psychosocial immaturity was unable to
regulate his or her behaviour; or
the offender can prove he or she has impaired mental
functioning; or
the court makes a hospital security or residential
treatment order; or
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there are substantial and compelling reasons that justify
a departure from the statutory minimum sentence.

These statutory minimum sentences do not apply to offenders
who were under 18 years old at the time of the commission of
the offence. The working group — comprised of
representatives from the Department of Justice and
Regulation, Victoria Police, and the Police Association of
Victoria — which developed these offences considered that
statutory minimum sentences would not act as a deterrent to
children who may commit these offences. Instead, the
working group in consultation with the Children’s Court of
Victoria is considering other measures to ensure young
people are sentenced and supervised in the community
appropriately.
Requirement to impose a custodial sentence in certain
circumstances
Intentionally or recklessly exposing an emergency worker to
risk to safety by driving will require the imposition of a
custodial order if the offence is committed in certain
aggravating circumstances, for example, where the motor
vehicle is stolen or is committed in connection with a serious
indictable offence. This will mean that offenders cannot be
sentenced to a community correction order or other
community-based order.
This requirement is also relevant to the right to protection
from cruel, inhuman or degrading punishment (section 10).
However, the amendments also maintain safeguards to
prevent the imposition of a custodial sentence when it is
inappropriate or unjust. The requirement does not apply to
offenders under the age of 18 at the time of offending, and the
special reasons (as described above) are replicated for these
provisions, meaning a court will retain full sentencing
discretion when one of these reasons exists.
Right to liberty and security of person (section 21 of the
charter)
Section 21 of the charter provides that every person has the
right to liberty, and that a person must not be deprived of his
or her liberty, except on grounds, and in accordance with
procedures, established by law. Section 21 also provides that
every person has the right to security.
The right to liberty needs to be balanced with the right to
security, specifically, the community’s right to safety and
security, which includes protection from being subject to
criminal offending. Although conviction for the new offences
may result in the deprivation of liberty, it will only arise as a
result of a sentence imposed after conviction for an offence
by an independent court after a fair hearing.
These offences and corresponding penalties apply to a clearly
defined cohort of victims, that is, emergency workers,
custodial officers and youth justice custodial workers on duty
where the prosecution proves that the offender knew or was
reckless as to whether the victim was an emergency worker,
custodial officer or youth justice custodial worker. By
working in dangerous environments, these people play an
important role on behalf of the broader community. In these
circumstances the deprivation of an offender’s liberty is
necessary to preserve the right to security of person of
emergency workers, custodial officers and youth justice
custodial workers on duty.
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Right to a fair hearing (section 24 of the charter)
Section 24(1) of the charter provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence has the right to have the charge or
proceeding decided by a competent, independent and
impartial court or tribunal after a fair and public hearing. In
my opinion this right is not limited by this bill.
The right in section 24(1) is engaged by the sentencing
provisions which apply to three new offences created by these
amendments which restrain judicial discretion. Although
there is a general requirement that in certain circumstances
courts impose a minimum non-parole period or a custodial
order, this requirement is restrained. As outlined above, these
sentencing provisions provide that where special reasons
exist, including the existence of substantial and compelling
circumstances, a court retains full sentencing discretion. This
will ensure the imposition of sentences that are just and
appropriate in the circumstances, allow the courts to take into
account factors that reduce an offender’s culpability and
justify a departure from the requirement to impose a statutory
minimum sentence.
Further, the amendments are necessary to introduce appropriate
sentences to effectively protect, punish and deter violence
against emergency workers performing their professional duties
in circumstances where the offender knew or was reckless as to
whether the victim was an emergency worker.
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legal representatives, obtain legal assistance and generally
prepare their defence.
Right not to be tried or punished more than once
(section 26 of the charter)
Section 26 of the charter provides that a person must not be
punished more than once for an offence in respect of which
they have been convicted.
This bill creates a presumption in the Sentencing Act that
every term of imprisonment imposed on a person for any of
the five offences must, unless otherwise directed by the court,
be served cumulatively on any uncompleted sentence of
imprisonment imposed on that offender. This requirement is
relevant to the right not be tried or punished more than one in
section 26 of the charter.
Although this right is relevant, in light of the purpose of
providing adequate deterrence from harming emergency
workers on duty, the right is not unjustifiability limited by the
requirement for sentences to be served cumulatively.
Additionally, despite the legislative presumption, a court can
direct that a term of imprisonment be served concurrently
where it considers necessary to achieve the aims of
sentencing.
In my opinion this bill does not limit any charter rights.
The Hon. Lisa Neville, MP
Minister for Police

These amendments do not impact on a person’s ability to
respond to the allegations made against them, to advocate for
why they should be shown leniency by the sentencing court,
to appeal the decision of a sentencing court or to have their
matters determined consistently with the rules of procedural
fairness, criminal procedure and other sentencing laws.

Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police) — I move:

Rights in criminal proceedings (section 25 of the charter)

That this bill be now read a second time.

Section 25(1) of the charter provides the right to be presumed
innocent, and section 25(2) outlines minimum guarantees in
criminal proceedings.
Presumption against bail for offender
A presumption against bail will apply to offenders charged
with any of the new offences. This means that offenders will
be required to show compelling reasons as to why they should
be granted bail.
In Victoria, there is a presumption that a person accused of an
offence who is held in custody shall be granted bail. This
reflects section 25(1) of the charter which states that a person
has the right to be presumed innocent until proven guilty, and
supports an accused person to remain in the community
pending the determination of the charges. This presumption
of bail is subject to a number of exceptions, directed at
ensuring that an accused person is not a danger to the public,
does not commit offences while on bail, and appears at
subsequent criminal hearings including their trial.
Due to the serious nature of these offences, it is proportionate,
reasonable and appropriate that an offender charged with any of
these offences is required to demonstrate compelling reasons as
to why they should be released into the community on bail.
An accused’s rights in section 25(2) are not affected by these
amendments, which maintain the accused’s ability to be
informed of the charges against them, communicate with

Second reading

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
The Crimes Legislation Amendment (Protection of
Emergency Workers and Others) Bill 2017 introduces new
offences in the Crimes Act 1958 to protect police from harm.
On 9 August 2017, I announced that the government would
fast track new laws to specifically address incidents where
offenders use motor vehicles to harm police and emergency
workers. This bill contains these laws.
These reforms have been developed in close consultation with
Victoria Police and the Police Association of Victoria.
This bill introduces the following offences, which have been
endorsed by Victoria Police and the Police Association:
intentionally exposing an emergency worker, a custodial
officer or a youth justice custodial worker to risk by
driving (maximum 20-year term of imprisonment);
recklessly exposing an emergency worker, a custodial
officer or a youth justice custodial worker to risk by
driving (maximum 10-year term of imprisonment); and
damaging an emergency services vehicle (maximum
five-year term of imprisonment).
The bill also introduces aggravated versions of the new
offences of intentionally or recklessly exposing an emergency
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worker, a custodial officer or a youth justice custodial worker
to risk by driving.
These reforms are broader than just police car ramming and
damage to property. They focus on the safety of police and
emergency workers, and cover incidents where offenders
drive at a police officer who is not in a car.
A statutory two-year minimum term of imprisonment will
apply if an adult offender commits the offence of intentionally
exposing an emergency worker to risk to safety by driving
and in so doing causes an injury to the emergency worker
while they are on duty.
Further, intentionally or recklessly exposing an emergency
worker to risk to safety by driving will require the imposition
of a custodial sentence if the offence is committed in certain
aggravating circumstances, for example, where the motor
vehicle is stolen, where the offence occurred in connection
with another indictable offence, or where the offender has
also damaged the emergency service vehicle.
Violence towards police and emergency workers in the line of
duty is unacceptable and will not be tolerated. These reforms
reflect the government’s commitment to cracking down on
offenders who harm, or seek to harm, a police officer or
emergency worker.
Through the design of these offences and penalties the
government’s expectation and intention is clear — charges
for the offences of exposing an emergency worker to risk
offence and the damage to an emergency services vehicle
charges can and should (where appropriate) be laid and
prosecuted simultaneously, thereby requiring the imposition
of a custodial sentence.
The government shares the concerns of police officers when
offences involving violent behaviour towards police are the
subject of plea deals by police prosecutors. If an offender,
intentionally or recklessly exposes an emergency worker to
risk to safety by driving and the offence is committed in
certain aggravating circumstances, the offender should go to
prison.
To ensure that offenders whose conduct exposes emergency
workers to harm receive appropriate and targeted sanctions,
the working group will review police prosecutorial practices
to address the circumstances in which plea arrangements are
entered into in cases involving police harm offences.
These new offences are comprehensive in scope and strong in
sentencing. Fittingly these offences are also accompanied by:
a presumption against bail — offenders must show
compelling reasons as to why they should be granted
bail; and
if found guilty, it is the intention of this bill, that every
term of imprisonment imposed on a person for the new
offences, must be served cumulatively on any sentence
of imprisonment imposed on that offender and still to
be served.
Furthermore, persons found guilty or convicted for exposing
an emergency worker to risk by driving will be subject to
driver’s licence confiscation and disqualification provisions;
and these offences will be captured in the Road Safety Act
1986 which will mean the vehicles used in the commission of
offences can be subject to impoundment and forfeiture.
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The government has asked the working group to develop a
more comprehensive suite of reforms to address harm to police,
and legislative measures to further protect police from harm
will be brought forward for government to consider shortly.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr CLARK (Box
Hill).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 16 November.

TRANSPORT LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (ROAD SAFETY, RAIL AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2017
Statement of compatibility
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) 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 Transport
Legislation Amendment (Road Safety, Rail and Other
Matters) Bill 2017 (the bill).
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Assembly, is compatible with human rights as set out in the
charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
Statement.
Overview
The bill implements a number of reforms to Victoria’s road
safety scheme through amendments to the Road Safety Act
1986, including reforms aimed at reducing deaths and injuries
on Victoria’s roads such as introducing behaviour change
programs for persons who commit drink-driving and
drug-driving offences.
The bill improves rail safety in Victoria by amending the Rail
Safety (Local Operations) Act 2006, including by providing
for the drug testing of persons engaged in rail safety work.
The bill facilitates improved transparency of access to rail
infrastructure for rail freight services by replacing the current
rail access regime in the Rail Management Act 1996 with a
more light-handed approach.
The bill amends the Transport Accident Act 1986 so that the
28-day grace period for the payment of a transport accident
charge applies to a registration of three months or more.
The bill also makes minor and technical changes, and of a
statute law revision nature, to transport legislation including
the Transport (Safety Schemes Compliance and
Enforcement) Act 2014, and to the Marine (Drug, Alcohol
and Pollution Control) Act 1988 to enable regulations to be
made in respect of administrative arrangements for the
storage of blood samples.
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Human rights issues
Several aspects of the bill raise human rights issues. Where
appropriate, I deal with these aspects thematically to avoid
duplication.
Driver licence or learner permit suspension, cancellation
and disqualification
Section 12 of the charter provides that every person lawfully
in Victoria has the right to move freely within Victoria and to
enter and leave it.
A number of provisions in the bill relate to circumstances in
which a person’s driver licence or learner permit is
suspended, or where a person’s driver licence or learner
permit is cancelled and the person is disqualified from
holding a licence or permit, under the Road Safety Act 1986,
including:
clause 5 of the bill, which inserts new section 23A into
the Road Safety Act 1986;
clause 9 of the bill, which substitutes section 50(1) and
(1A) of that act;
clause 12 of the bill, which substitutes section 89C(1) of
that act;
clause 24 of the bill, which inserts new section 58C(1),
(3) and (4) of that act; and
clause 58 of the bill, which inserts new section 41A of
that act.
For example, substituted section 50(1) and (1A) provide that
the court must cancel a person’s licence or permit and must
disqualify a person from obtaining one if the person is
convicted or found guilty of certain alcohol-related offences,
and substituted section 89C provides for the cancellation of
licences or permits for drink-driving infringements.
While these provisions are relevant to the freedom of
movement, in my view they do not limit the right because the
person to whom they apply is free to use other forms of
transport such as walking, cycling or public transport and, in
addition, may be a passenger in a private motor vehicle
provided that the person does not drive.
Section 8(3) of the charter provides that everyone is entitled to
the equal protection of the law without discrimination. This
includes protection from age-based discrimination. Clauses 12
and 13 of the bill amend section 89C and schedule 1 to the
Road Safety Act 1986, which provide for the periods for which
a driver licence or learner permit is cancelled if a traffic
infringement notice for a drink-driving offence has been issued
and no notice of objection has been given.
Section 89C, in its current form and as amended by the bill,
provides for longer periods of licence cancellation for persons
under 26 years of age. The proposed amendment to section 89C
may limit the right to equality in section 8(3) of the charter to
the extent that the provision discriminates against such persons
on the basis of age. However, I consider that the provision is
objective and reasonable, and is demonstrably justified in
accordance with section 7 of the charter.
The rationale for retaining stronger sanctions for
drink-driving offenders under 26 years of age is that this
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group of offenders is more vulnerable due to inexperience
compared with other driver groups and there is ample
research available that demonstrates that drivers under
26 years old are at particular risk of being involved in motor
vehicle accidents. Section 89C seeks to address this by
ensuring that these drivers receive an appropriate
disqualification period that will have the effect of deterring
further dangerous road safety behaviour. Section 89C is a
proportionate response to the risk posed by these drivers and
is necessary to protect other road users. In my view, there are
no less restrictive measures that are available.
Clause 43 of the bill amends section 24(3) of the Road Safety
Act 1986 by substituting ‘infirmity, defect or incapacity’ with
the words ‘disability, medical condition or injury’. Existing
section 24(3) currently provides that, in suspending a driver
licence or learner permit on the ground that it would be
dangerous for the person to drive, the Roads Corporation
(VicRoads) may do so on the basis of a report given by a
medical practitioner and without conducting any other
hearing or investigation. In considering the matter, VicRoads
will have regard to any link between the disability, medical
condition or injury and the capacity of a person to drive.
The section 8(3) right is relevant to this provision in that it
might disadvantage persons with a protected attribute such as
a disability insofar as that attribute affects the capacity of a
person to drive. However, in my view, the criteria for
suspension in the regulations (to which the provision relates)
are reasonable and objective and do not amount to
discrimination so as to limit the right to equality. Even if it is
considered that the right to equality is limited, this is
justifiable on the basis that road safety is of paramount
importance to the general community and the inherent
requirements of driving a motor vehicle include that drivers
meet an appropriate standard of medical fitness.
Section 24 of the charter provides that a person has a right to
a fair hearing. The right applies to civil proceedings as well as
criminal proceedings. I note that, while section 24(3) of the
Road Safety Act 1986 does not provide an affected person an
opportunity to put their case to a decision-maker prior to the
exercise of power, section 26 of the Road Safety Act 1986
provides for these decisions to be considered by the
Magistrates Court on appeal. In any event, it is reasonable for
VicRoads to rely on the report of a medical practitioner in
making this decision. Insofar as section 24(3) engages the
section 24 charter right to a fair hearing, I do not consider that
the right is limited.
Alcohol interlocks
Clause 6 of the bill inserts new section 23B into the Road
Safety Act 1986, and provides that VicRoads must not grant a
driver licence or learner permit to a person who is subject to
an alcohol interlock condition unless a certificate is provided
to VicRoads by the person confirming that an alcohol
interlock has been installed in the person’s vehicle at the
request of the person. Alcohol interlocks collect information
regarding the presence of alcohol in a person’s breath and
prevent the vehicle from being started if alcohol is detected.
Clause 8 of the bill substitutes section 31KB of the Road
Safety Act 1986 to specify circumstances in which a driver
licence or learner permit must be made subject to an alcohol
interlock condition.
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Section 13 of the charter provides that a person has the right
not to have the person’s privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with.
Insofar as the right to privacy is engaged by the requirement
in new section 23B to provide a certificate to VicRoads, in
my view it is not limited because an application for a driver
licence or learner permit is entirely voluntary.
Amended section 31KB(3) provides that an alcohol interlock
condition may be imposed on the basis of an application for a
driver licence or learner permit made by a person to whom
amended section 31KB applies, and any matters that appear
in records kept by VicRoads, without conducting any hearing
or investigation. The provision relates to a mandated
administrative process and whether a person falls within the
ambit of the provisions is a question of fact which is
ascertainable from information in the person’s application or
VicRoads’ records. To the extent that the provision engages
the section 24 charter right to a fair hearing, in my view the
right is not limited by the provision.
The alcohol interlock provisions may engage the section 20
right not to be deprived of a person’s property other than in
accordance with law, because a person is only able to obtain a
licence or permit to drive the vehicle if an alcohol interlock is
fitted to the vehicle, which requires modifications to the
vehicle to accommodate the device. In my opinion, the
provisions do not limit the right because the circumstances in
which a device must be fitted are clearly formulated and are
in accordance with the law. In addition, an application for a
licence or permit (and therefore the fitting of an alcohol
interlock device) is a voluntary process.
Section 26 of the charter provides that a person must not be
punished more than once for an offence. The alcohol interlock
provisions in the bill are administrative in nature and do not
impose punishment for a criminal offence. Rather, the
requirements are imposed where a person wishes to apply for a
driver licence or learner permit after a period of disqualification
for a drink-driving offence. As such, in my view the new
provisions do not engage section 26 of the charter.
For completeness, new section 31KB does not limit the right
in section 27(2) of the charter not to have a greater penalty
imposed for a criminal offence than applied to the offence
when it was committed. An alcohol interlock condition is not
a penalty, so there is no issue of an increased penalty for a
criminal offence. Rather, the condition is imposed when a
person applies for a licence or permit which, as indicated, is
an entirely voluntary process. The alcohol interlock assists a
person found guilty of a drink-driving offence to separate that
person’s drinking from driving and can therefore be better
described as a therapeutic measure designed to assist the
person to avoid committing another drink-driving offence in
the future.
Road safety behaviour change programs
The bill introduces new provisions requiring persons to
undertake a behaviour change program following drink and
drug driving offences. The key provisions are inserted by
clause 24 of the bill as new part 5A of the Road Safety
Act 1986.
New part 5A provides that VicRoads must not issue a driver
licence or learner permit to a person who has committed
specified drug and alcohol related offences unless the person

Thursday, 2 November 2017

has completed a first-stage behaviour change program. A
person may also be required to complete a second-stage
behaviour change program prior to having an alcohol
interlock condition removed.
Neither requirement imposes punishment for a criminal
offence. As with alcohol interlock conditions, the
requirements are imposed where a person wishes to apply for
a driver licence or learner permit after a period of
disqualification for an offence and are administrative in
nature. For this reason, the new provisions do not engage
section 26 of the charter.
In addition, the section 12 freedom of movement is not
limited because the person chooses to make an application for
a licence or permit and in any event is able to use other forms
of transport besides driving a motor vehicle.
New part 5A of the Road Safety Act 1986 provides that an
approved provider of a behaviour change program may, as
part of that program, refer a participant to medical or other
therapeutic services. New section 31H(c) of the Road Safety
Act 1986 provides that a court may inquire whether the
applicant attended those services and may have regard to
whether the applicant attended or not on an application for a
licence eligibility order. This may engage the section 13
charter right to privacy, but any interference will be lawful
and not arbitrary and so, in my view, the right is not limited.
The referral to medical or other therapeutic services is also
relevant to the section 10(c) charter right not to be subjected
to medical treatment without full, free and informed consent.
However, in my view, the right is not engaged because the
applicant will need to provide free and informed consent prior
to receiving these services.
Impoundment, immobilisation and forfeiture of motor
vehicles
Part 2.3 of the bill amends the existing motor vehicle
impoundment, immobilisation and forfeiture provisions in the
Road Safety Act 1986 by revising the definition of relevant
offence. Part 2.3 of the bill also makes consequential changes
to the courts’ powers to order the impoundment,
immobilisation or forfeiture of a motor vehicle following the
conviction or finding of guilt of a person for a relevant
offence in certain specified circumstances. Clause 74 of the
bill makes amendments to existing section 63B of the Road
Safety Act 1986 to provide that vehicle immobilising devices
may be used in police pursuits.
Section 20 of the charter provides that a person must not be
deprived of the person’s property other than in accordance
with law.
In my opinion, the provisions engage the section 20 right.
However, the provisions do not limit the right because the
circumstances in which the court can make an order, and in
which vehicle immobilising devices may be used, are clearly
formulated and are in accordance with, and constrained by,
law. In addition, forfeiture is not mandatory and existing
provisions in the Road Safety Act 1986 provide third party
protection from the effects of a forfeiture order. In addition, a
person may apply for relief from a forfeiture order in cases of
exceptional hardship as specified in the act.
The provisions may also engage the section 12 freedom of
movement, however in my view the right is not limited
because affected persons are free to use other methods of
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transport and, if the person holds a driver licence or learner
permit, the person is free to drive an alternative vehicle.

The section 24 right to a fair hearing may also be engaged by
provisions relating to the giving of evidence.

Inspection of motor vehicles and trailers

I consider that this provision is compatible with the section 24
and 25 rights. While the provision provides for the manner in
which the speed of a vehicle may be proved, it is reasonable
for the prosecution to be able to prove the speed of the
marked vehicle by reference to the road safety camera image.
If the accused wishes to take issue with the evidence this may
be done by adducing evidence to the contrary. In my view,
the provision represents a reasonable limitation on the
section 25 right. Insofar as the provision also engages the
section 24 right to a fair hearing, I consider that any
limitations on the right are reasonable and justified for the
same reasons.

Clause 72 of the bill inserts new sections 13(1A), (1B) and
(1C) into the Road Safety Act 1986 to provide for random
safety inspections of motor vehicles and trailers located in a
public place, whether the vehicle is attended or unattended. If
the vehicle is attended, this may limit the freedom of
movement in section 12 of the charter if the person attending
the vehicle is required to remain in place for a limited period
of time. However, the right has been found to be subject to
compliance with regulations legitimately made in the public
interest, such as traffic laws. The provision is directed at
enabling the police to effectively discharge their road safety
compliance functions, including ensuring that vehicles meet
relevant safety standards. Accordingly, I am satisfied that any
limits on the freedom of movement are reasonable and are
justified in accordance with section 7 of the charter.
I also note that the provision is limited to external inspections
of vehicles, except for inspections under the bonnet, hood or
other covering of the engine in limited circumstances.
Inspection under the bonnet, hood or other covering of the
engine is only permitted if the officer conducting the
inspection believes on reasonable grounds that the driver of
the motor vehicle is not complying with the Road Safety Act
1986 or regulations and rules made under them in driving a
motor vehicle of that kind or if the driver or registered
operator of the motor vehicle consents to the inspection.
Insofar as the right to privacy is engaged by the provision, in
my view it is not limited because the provisions are
constrained, lawful and are not arbitrary.
Records of persons driving motor vehicles
Clause 65 of the bill inserts new section 93(6) into the Road
Safety Act 1986 to provide that a person’s residential address
or address for service may be updated on the basis of
notification by a third party, such as Victoria Police, the
sheriff or a court. In relying on the third party notification,
VicRoads must be satisfied that the third party is a credible
source of that information and that the information is likely to
be up-to-date. In my view, this provision engages, but does
not limit, the section 13 charter right to privacy because the
recording of information provided by a third party is lawful
and is not arbitrary. The records are limited to a person’s
name and address and are needed to ensure that VicRoads has
up-to-date information of the contact details of any person
who drives, or intends to drive, a motor vehicle.
Evidence from prescribed road safety cameras
Clause 75 of the bill amends section 81 of the Road Safety
Act 1986 to provide that, where an image produced by a road
safety camera contains images of more than one motor
vehicle, a marker on a particular vehicle and a message
stating the speed of that vehicle determined by the camera is,
without prejudice to any other mode of proof and in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, proof of the speed of that
vehicle on that occasion. The provision supports the issuing
of speeding fines for road traffic speeding offences.
This is relevant to section 25(1) of the charter which provides
that a person charged with a criminal offence has the right to
be presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law.

Evidence of the power to mass ratio of a vehicle
New section 84(6)(ba) of the Road Safety Act 1986, as
inserted by clause 70 of the bill, enables evidence of the
power to mass ratio of a motor vehicle to be given by way of
a statement. The evidence is, in the absence of evidence to the
contrary, proof of the matters stated. The provision relates to
an offence in the regulations which prohibits probationary
drivers from driving vehicles which exceed a certain power to
mass ratio. The provision engages the section 25(1) charter
right to be presumed innocent until proven guilty according to
law and the associated section 24 right to a fair hearing.
The power to mass ratio is generally set by the manufacturer
of the vehicle and, for most vehicles, the manufacturer’s
specifications are available via online sources including the
commonwealth-maintained Road Vehicle Certification
System and the National Exchange of Vehicle and Driver
Information System. The purpose of the provision is to enable
evidence derived from these sources to be given by way of
certificate, rather than to require the provision of written
and/or oral evidence from the manufacturer in a prosecution.
If an accused wishes to challenge the evidence, they are
entitled to adduce evidence to the contrary.
Insofar as the provisions amount to a limitation on the
section 24 and 25 rights, any limitation is clearly related to its
purpose which is to facilitate the effective prosecution of road
safety offences involving the use of prohibited vehicles by
probationary drivers. I consider that any limitations on the
rights are reasonable and proportionate and do not consider
that any less restrictive means are reasonably available to
achieve the purpose of the limitations.
False, fraudulent or counterfeit licence documents
New section 18B of the Road Safety Act 1986, as inserted by
clause 42 of the bill, enables VicRoads to retain licence
documents to check their validity. A copy of the licence
stamped by VicRoads must be provided to the licence holder
and may be relied on as evidence that the licence holder is
authorised to drive, and VicRoads must return the document
to the licence holder within the period specified on that copy.
New section 18C provides that VicRoads may confiscate or
destroy a licence document that has been retained under
new section 18B if VicRoads reasonably believes that it is
false, fraudulent or counterfeit or that it has been improperly
obtained.
While licence documents issued by VicRoads are the property
of the state of Victoria, licences issued by another state or
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territory or another country may, in some cases, be the
property of the licence holder.
Insofar as the provisions engage the section 20 charter right not
to be deprived of property other than in accordance with law, in
my view the right is not limited because the circumstances in
which a licence, or purported licence, may be held or retained
and destroyed by VicRoads are clearly articulated and are in
accordance with law. The provisions are clearly related to their
purpose which is to ensure that only persons who are properly
licenced may drive on Victorian roads.
Operation of amendments to the demerit points scheme
New section 103ZK(10) of the Road Safety Act 1986, as
inserted by clause 85 of the bill, provides that the
amendments to the demerit point scheme imposed by part 2.5
of the bill apply to an extended demerit point period (imposed
where people who have exceeded the demerit point threshold
undertake to not commit any further driving offences for
12 months on the basis that if they do so they will incur a
suspension period of double what they would have originally
suffered) or the suspension of a driver licence or learner
permit for incurring too many demerit points whether:
the extended demerit point period or the suspension
commenced before, on or after the day on which these
amendments commence; or
the offences that gave rise to the extended demerit point
period or the suspension were committed before, on or
after the day on which these amendments commence; or
the conviction or finding of guilt in relation to those
offences occurred before, on or after the day on which
these amendments commence.
While these amendments apply to demerit point sanctions,
offences, convictions and findings of guilt which occurred
before the day the relevant provisions commence they are not
inconsistent with section 27(2) of the charter which provides
that a penalty must not be imposed on any person for a
criminal offence that is greater than the penalty that applied to
the offence when it was committed. This is because the
changes to the demerit point scheme which will be effected
by this transitional provision allow for extended demerit point
periods and demerit point suspensions that would previously
have been paused while other licence sanctions are completed
to instead run concurrently with those other sanctions.
Therefore these changes are in fact a benefit to motorists as
compared with the current situation.
Rail safety workers — testing for drugs
The bill makes amendments to the Rail Safety (Local
Operations) Act 2006 (the Local Operations Act) to insert
provisions relating to the testing of rail safety workers for the
presence of drugs.
Medical treatment without consent
Clause 98 of the bill inserts new sections 86CA to 86CG into
the Local Operations Act. A number of these provisions
engage the section 10(c) charter right not to be subjected to
medical treatment without full, free and informed consent.
The provisions require rail safety workers to submit to oral
fluid tests and specify the manner in which oral fluid samples
must be provided. Oral fluid drug screening tests are the usual

Thursday, 2 November 2017

first process for checking rail safety workers for the presence
of drugs. The provisions are:
new section 86CA;
new section 86CB; and
new section 86CC.
For example, new section 86CA provides that a rail safety
worker may be required to place a prescribed device or
collection unit into the worker’s mouth for the purpose of
undertaking a drug screening test and may be required to carry
out any necessary physical actions to ensure that a sufficient
sample of oral fluid has been captured by the device or unit.
In addition, new section 86CF enables an officer to require a
rail safety worker to allow a blood sample to be taken if the
worker is unable to furnish the required sample of oral fluid
on medical grounds or because of some physical disability, or
if the prescribed device is incapable of testing for the presence
of a prescribed drug for any reason. Clause 99 of the bill
substitutes section 86D of the Local Operations Act and
provides that a transport safety officer or police officer may
require a rail safety worker to allow a sample of the worker’s
blood to be taken for analysis.
Evidence indicates that the use of drugs can have adverse
effects on the capacity of people to carry out tasks safely. The
effects of impairment of a rail safety worker and the potential
consequences in the rail industry can be severe and, as a
result, the industry is highly regulated in this regard. The
safety of Victoria’s rail network is an essential and paramount
consideration. Appropriate drug controls and an effective
drug testing regime are vital in this key area of regulation.
For these reasons and given the importance of the scheme, in
each case, I consider any limitation on the section 10(c)
charter right to be reasonable, proportionate and justified to
protect the public and other rail safety workers, and I do not
consider that less restrictive means are reasonably available to
achieve the purpose of the limitations.
I also consider that any limitation on the section 13 right to
privacy is justified for the same reasons.
Refusal to provide oral fluid sample
Clause 95 of the bill inserts new section 77(1)(da) into the
Local Operations Act to provide that a rail safety worker
commits an offence if the worker refuses to provide a sample of
oral fluid, or to comply with any other requirement, in
accordance with new section 86CB. However, new
section 86CC(5) provides that a person must not be convicted
or found guilty of refusing to provide a sample of oral fluid if
the worker satisfies the court that there was some reason of a
substantial character for the refusal, other than a desire to avoid
providing information which might be used against the worker.
This is relevant to the section 25 charter right to be presumed
innocent as a persuasive burden is placed on the accused by
requiring the accused to satisfy the court of the reason for the
refusal. However, in my opinion, it is reasonable to require
the accused to satisfy the court as to matters which are
peculiarly within the accused’s own knowledge and the
requirement is demonstrably justifiable and is a reasonable
limitation on the section 25 right.
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Insofar as the provision engages the section 25(2) right in
criminal proceedings not to be compelled to testify against
oneself, in my view any limitation on that right is
demonstrably justified taking into account the need to ensure
that rail safety workers do not carry out rail safety work if
impaired by illicit drugs, and the potential consequences if a
worker carries out rail safety work while impaired.
Freedom of movement
The section 12 freedom of movement is engaged by some of
the provisions relating to testing for the presence of drugs,
where a person may be required to undertake certain tests and
to remain in place, or go to a certain place, for that purpose
which necessarily although temporarily restricts a person’s
movement.
For example, a person may be required:
to remain at a place where drug screening is being
carried out until a sample of oral fluid is collected (new
section 86CA(5) of the Local Operations Act);
to accompany a transport safety officer or a police
officer to a place and remain there until a sample of oral
fluid can be provided and tested or a blood sample
taken, or until 3 hours after the person carried out or
attempted to carry out rail safety work or was involved
in a prescribed notifiable occurrence (new
sections 86CB(3) and 86CF(3)).
However, the section 12 right may be subject to reasonable
limitations.
While the provisions engage the right, they are highly limited
in scope. There are time duration limitations and the
restrictions are applied in the context of a highly regulated
industry. There is an overarching need to protect public safety
which the provisions support and, in my opinion, the
restrictions represent reasonable limitations on the right.
Evidentiary provisions (oral fluid analysis)
Evidentiary provisions in the bill relating to oral fluid analysis
may engage the section 25(1) charter right to be presumed
innocent. As noted above, the section 24 right to a fair hearing
may also be engaged by provisions relating to the giving of
evidence and burden of proof.
The bill inserts new section 86CG into the Local Operations
Act. New section 86CG(1) provides that evidence derived from
a sample of oral fluid is not rendered inadmissible by a failure
to comply with a request under new section 86CE, which
provides that a rail safety worker required to provide an oral
fluid sample may request that a sample of blood is taken.
The provision engages the section 24 and 25 charter rights
because evidence from oral fluid analysis may be used despite
the failure to provide the rail safety worker with an
opportunity to have the worker’s blood tested if reasonable
efforts were made to comply with that request.
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relate to the authorisation of transport safety officers to
conduct drug screening tests and to obtain oral fluid samples
and for police officers to obtain oral fluid samples. These
provisions engage the right to be presumed innocent as the
statements and certificates are admissible in evidence and, in
the absence of evidence to the contrary, are proof of the
authority of the transport safety officer or police officer to
conduct the tests. The associated right to a fair hearing is
engaged for the same reason.
Insofar as the provisions amount to a limitation on the rights,
any limitation is clearly related to its purpose which is to
facilitate the effective prosecution of rail safety offences
involving the illicit use of drugs. The provisions provide a
means of ensuring that authorisation to conduct drug
screening tests and oral fluid analysis is admissible in
evidence in accordance with the substantive provisions of the
bill. I consider that any limitations on the rights are reasonable
and proportionate and do not consider that any less restrictive
means are reasonably available to achieve the purpose of the
limitations.
Offence provisions — evidentiary onus
The bill provides for a number of statutory offences which
shift the burden of proof onto an accused in criminal
proceedings. This is relevant to the section 25(1) right to be
presumed innocent.
Exceptions and provisos
The bill modifies or restructures a number of Road Safety
Act 1986 offences which include exceptions to the offences.
For example:
clause 40 of the bill substitutes section 18(1), (1A), (2)
and (3) of the Road Safety Act 1986 to provide that a
person must not drive a motor vehicle on a highway
unless the person holds a driver licence or learner permit
(including a licence or permit issued in another state,
territory or country if authorised by the regulations) or, if
the person is disqualified from driving, is undergoing a
driver assessment or is driving under instruction in
accordance with the regulations;
clause 41 of the bill inserts new section 18AA into the
Road Safety Act 1986 to prohibit driving in breach of a
condition on a licence or permit. However, the new
section provides that a person does not breach a
condition if:
an exemption from the condition prescribed by the
regulations applies; or
the person holds a licence or permit issued in
another state, territory or country and the person is
authorised by the regulations to drive a motor
vehicle that has a gross vehicle mass of not more
than 4.5 tonnes, contrary to the conditions of that
licence or permit; or

Noting that reasonable efforts to comply must be made, the
limitation is clearly related to its purpose which is to facilitate
the effective prosecution of rail safety offences involving the
use of illicit drugs and, in my opinion, is reasonable.

a person holds a licence or permit that is subject to
an alcohol interlock condition and the person rides
a motor cycle while undertaking the on-road
component of a motor cycle learner permit
assessment;

New section 86CG(2) enables evidence to be given by way of
statements and certificates. The statements and certificates

clause 47 of the bill substitutes provisions in section 32
of the Road Safety Act 1986 to provide that it is an
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offence to employ or engage a person to drive a motor
vehicle if the driver does not hold a relevant licence or
permit, unless the person presents or points to evidence
that suggests a reasonable possibility that the accused
made all enquiries that were reasonable in the
circumstances and, having done so, believed on
reasonable grounds that the driver held a licence or
permit (and the contrary is not proved beyond
reasonable doubt by the prosecution).

Clause 88 of the bill inserts new section 38ZZB into the Rail
Management Act 1996 which relates to the new rail access
regime and requires a person to comply with a requirement to
provide information to the Minister for Public Transport or
the Public Transport Development Authority. It is an offence
not to comply without lawful excuse. (To avoid doubt, the
section 25(2)(k) charter right not to be compelled to give
evidence is not limited because section 38ZZB(2) provides
that it is a lawful excuse that compliance may tend to
incriminate the person or make the person liable to a penalty
for any other offence.)
Clause 88 of the bill inserts new section 38ZZF of the Rail
Management Act 1996, inserted by the bill, prohibits the
Minister for Public Transport or the Public Transport
Development Authority from disclosing information or the
contents of documents to any person except where they form
certain opinions and give certain notices.
In each case, to escape liability, the accused must present or
point to evidence that suggests a reasonable possibility of the
existence of facts that, if they existed, would excuse the
offence. In my view, these offences do not transfer the legal
burden of proof because, once the accused has adduced or
pointed to some evidence, the burden is on the prosecution to
prove the absence of the exception raised. Courts in other
jurisdictions have generally taken the approach that an
evidentiary onus on the accused to raise a defence does not
limit the presumption of innocence.
The exceptions that are provided relate to matters peculiarly
within the knowledge of the accused (such as whether they
hold a licence or permit issued in another state, territory or
country) and, if the onus were placed on the prosecution,
would involve the proof of a negative and investigation into
matters additional to the subject matter of the offence, which
would be too onerous a burden for the prosecution to
discharge. For these reason, I consider it appropriate for an
evidential onus to be placed on the accused in these
circumstances.
Hon. Luke Donnellan, MP
Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Second reading
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) — I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.

Speech as follows incorporated into Hansard under
standing orders:
Drink-driving remains a key cause of road trauma. Victoria
has had great success over several decades in combating the
trauma caused by drink-driving. We continue to lead the
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country in our strong stance against drink-driving. Sadly,
despite our achievements in this area, last year we saw a rise
in drink-driving deaths. This reversal is troubling and it must
be halted.
The Andrews Labor government is continuing to work hard
to address this important issue and the launch of Towards
Zero in May 2016 reflects our determination to eliminate road
trauma. It is simply not good enough in 2017 to accept any
number of deaths or serious injuries on Victoria’s roads.
Towards Zero sets an ambitious target to achieve less than
200 fatalities and a 15 per cent reduction in serious injuries on
Victorian roads by 2020.
This bill introduces a range of new measures to help achieve
this. All drink-driving offenders will now have their driver
licence cancelled and be disqualified from driving. This
includes fully licensed, first-time offenders detected with a
blood or breath alcohol concentration of 0.05 to 0.07, and
commercial drivers detected below 0.05. We want to send a
strong message to people that ‘close enough is not
good enough’.
These offenders will also be required to drive with alcohol
interlocks and provide evidence that the alcohol interlock
device has been fitted in their vehicle upon re-licensing. The
requirement for drink-drivers to use an alcohol interlock was
introduced in Victoria in 2002 and has proven highly
effective in preventing further drink-driving.
There is clear evidence that taking driver licences off
Victorian drink-drivers has a major impact on their behaviour,
and that combining a licence ban with an alcohol interlock is
the best way to tackle drink-driving. If we are serious about
eliminating drink-driving, we can no longer allow any
drink-drivers to get away with just gaining demerit points and
continuing to drive almost as if nothing has happened.
Towards Zero 2016–2020: Victoria’s Road Safety Strategy
and Action Plan commits to alcohol interlock requirements
for all drink-drivers and this bill delivers on that commitment.
The bill also makes important amendments which increase
deterrence for unlicensed driving, drug driving and excessive
speeding offences and makes a number of operational and
efficiency improvements to road safety legislation, including
the vehicle impoundment and demerit point schemes.
Towards Zero 2016–2020: Victoria’s Road Safety Strategy
and Action Plan also commits to a new behaviour change
program to be rolled out for drink-drivers and drug-drivers.
The new program will replace the existing drink-driver
education course and individual assessment, which only
applied to some drink-drivers. Repeat offenders and those
with higher alcohol concentration readings will complete a
longer, more in-depth program to deal with their more serious
alcohol issues.
While there has been success over several decades in
reducing drink-driving-related road trauma, this has not yet
been the case for drug driving. Drug driving now contributes
to more fatal crashes than drink-driving. In 2016, there were
26 fatally injured drivers with alcohol in their bloodstream but
41 fatally injured drivers who had illicit drugs in their
bloodstream. Worryingly, there were 17 fatally injured
drivers and riders who had both alcohol and drugs in their
bloodstream.
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This government is taking action to respond to the increasing
problem of drug-driving by increasing licence suspension,
cancellation and disqualification periods for drug driving
offences. This will promote a greater level of deterrence and
make the penalties more consistent with drink-driving.
Speed plays an important role in road deaths and injuries. In
Victoria, speeding contributes to one-third of all road
casualties, or about 100 people killed each year, and another
2000 seriously injured. The bill will improve deterrence and
make Victoria’s roads safer by increasing the suspension
period for excessive speeding offences so that sanctions are
aligned with sanctions applied to offences carrying a similar
crash risk.
The suspension period will increase from one month to three
months for exceeding the speed limit by 25 to 34 kilometres
per hour or driving at a speed between 20 and 24 kilometres
per hour over the limit in a 110 kilometres per hour zone.
At the same time, we are simplifying demerit point sanctions
by removing the demerit points from these excessive speed
offences. Excessive speeding is more effectively managed by
licence bans, and removing the demerit points will also mean
that some people will avoid being suspended a second time
for having excessive demerit points.
Despite ongoing improvements in enforcement practices and
technology, unlicensed driving continues to present
significant problems for road safety. Worldwide, unlicensed
drivers are over-represented in road trauma and unlicensed
driving is also associated with higher rates of offending and
crashes. In Victoria, unlicensed driving is a contributing
factor in approximately 8 per cent of deaths on Victorian
roads. This equates to 20 to 25 unnecessary deaths per year.
This bill makes amendments to unlicensed driving penalties
to provide more effective deterrence, to more appropriately
reflect the level of road safety risk, and to align with best
practice sentencing policy in Victoria.
This bill will also reduce risks associated with drivers using
fraudulent foreign licence documents by providing Victoria
Police and VicRoads with powers to check the validity of
licence documents from other jurisdictions, and to retain and
destroy those documents if they are found to be fraudulent.
Reforms will also simplify and strengthen the vehicle
impoundment scheme. Vehicle impoundment is an effective
deterrent to dangerous and hoon-related behaviour,
particularly among younger offenders.
Offenders caught driving unlicensed for the first time can lose
their vehicle. In the same way, drink-driving offenders with a
recorded blood or breath alcohol concentration between 0.05
and 0.10 can lose their vehicle if they have committed a prior
drink-driving offence or impoundable offence in the previous
six years. These changes better target patterns of high-risk
behaviour.
Victoria Police will also have broader roadside vehicle
inspection powers. This encourages regular vehicle
maintenance and is consistent with the ‘safe vehicle’
component of the Towards Zero road safety strategy. These
measures will assist in providing Victoria Police with the
tools to improve vehicle condition and road safety outcomes.
It is important that sanctions are administered efficiently and
effectively to ensure the best road safety outcomes. The bill
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will improve efficiency of enforcement activities by making
notices deemed to be served, including those returned
undelivered.
To continue to improve road safety in Victoria’s alpine areas,
the bill also introduces consistent wheel chain requirements
for light vehicles across hazardous areas, which extend
outside the alpine resorts and national parks. This provides
greater certainty of requirements for all motorists driving in
snow and icy conditions in those areas.
To ease the financial burden from vehicle registration, the
government has announced that from 1 January 2018, Victorian
motorists will be able to register their light motor vehicles for
periods of three or six months in addition to the current option
of annual registration. This bill amends the Transport Accident
Act 1986 to ensure that the current 28-day ‘grace period’ for the
payment of the Transport Accident Charge associated with
vehicle registration payments is extended to three month
periods of registration of light motor vehicles.
The bill will also improve consistency between the road
safety and rail safety drug and alcohol control schemes by
enabling rail transport safety officers, police officers and other
authorised persons to conduct drug screening tests for rail
safety workers under the Rail Safety (Local Operations) Act
2006. This will reduce the burden of these drug testing
procedures by no longer requiring a medical practitioner or
health professional to conduct tests. Blood sampling
provisions for rail safety workers and marine vessel operators
will also be updated by the bill to align with amendments
recently made to equivalent provisions in the Road Safety
Act 1986.
The bill will also include a public transport measure to reform
the Victorian rail access regime in the Rail Management Act
1996 when the current rail access contracts expire. This
regime will reduce red tape, enable administrative cost
savings and facilitate improved transparency of access to rail
infrastructure for rail freight services.
The current regime was designed at a time when Victoria’s
regional rail freight network was managed by a private rail
freight operator. This regime is no longer appropriate given
that the rail freight network has been bought back by
government. The Minister for Public Transport will provide
guidance to Public Transport Victoria and rail network
managers on proposed access arrangements and set a
maximum price that can be charged for access. To ensure
fairness, formal processes will be in place in case of a dispute
between access seekers and providers.
Overall, this bill increases deterrence measures for
drink-driving, drug driving, unlicensed driving and excessive
speeding, as well as making improvements to our rail safety
and rail access schemes.
The measures in the bill deserve the support of all Victorians.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr HODGETT
(Croydon).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 16 November.
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VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 1 November; motion of
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation).
Ms HUTCHINS (Minister for Aboriginal Affairs)
(10:13) — I rise to speak on the Victorian Data Sharing
Bill 2017, and it is my pleasure to speak on this bill as a
former statistician who was obsessed with data in my
early years. I do not think that that obsession has gone
away, quite frankly; I love reading anything that I can
get my hands on that gives us an insight into the
changes to our society.
Of course in this day and age the ability to collect and
analyse data is all around us. We cannot reverse the tide
of data digitalisation, and nor do we want to in most
circumstances. On the one hand digital data presents us
with unprecedented opportunities to analyse our
society, our economy and our environment to really get
to the heart of how people live their lives, understand
their worries and their aspirations and then determine
how government can most effectively help Victorians
through this analysis.
On the other hand, we constantly need to adapt our laws
to suit the technological advancements that we have in
our times, and in this case that means managing the
relevant privacy concerns and ensuring that Victorians’
data does not fall into the wrong hands or get used
inappropriately, and that is what this bill is about. It is
about positioning the state government to fully utilise
public data for all of those positive purposes while
safeguarding Victorians against privacy violations and
potential misuse of this sort of data. To achieve this the
bill establishes a statutory position of Victorian chief
data officer, known as a CDO — I am not sure that we
actually need more acronyms, but, yes, a CDO — and
grants the CDO the relevant functions and powers.
The Victorian chief data officer will be based with the
new Victorian Centre for Data Insights, so in turn this
bill will promote the sharing of data and the use of
public sector data as a public resource that supports
government policymaking, service planning and design.
It will remove the barriers impeding the sharing of
identifiable data with the chief data officer or data
analysis bodies so as to facilitate the sharing of data
across the public sector. With the growth that Victoria
is facing, this could not come at a more important time.
The bill also provides protections in connection with
data sharing by specifying the purposes of data sharing
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and the circumstances in which sharing of identifiable
data is permitted. It ensures that the data that is handled
under this bill is protected from unauthorised access,
use or disclosure.
The bill gives legal authority for departments and
agencies to share identifiable data for integration and
analytic purposes with the Centre for Data Insights
across government. Currently Victorian agencies are
unclear about their abilities to share data with each
other and certainly in what circumstances. That has led
to a siloing of data across our government, so strong
additional privacy safeguards have been included, and
where data must be de-identified before analytical work
can take place, this bill provides for that protection.
We know that collecting and analysing public data can
do so much to improve public policymaking and service
delivery and design right across government. Indeed this
Andrews Labor government and Victorian government
departments always seek out the very best data and
analytics on which to base policy directions and
decisions. The Victorian people expect us to do it better.
By creating a clear legal framework to enable
government data to be shared for this purpose, we will
continue to improve on the quality of public policy that
comes from this place so we can better respond to the
changing social and economic factors which affect
people’s lives across the state. From roads and traffic to
education, health, business, employment, infrastructure
and the environment, there are enormous opportunities
for improving the flow of data and information.
Therefore policy outcomes can be reached in a quicker
time frame with more accuracy underpinning them in
these important areas.
You only have to look at the former federal Labor
government’s website and the creation of the My
School initiative to see how data sharing improves
transparency and how transparency in turn improves
outcomes. Parents, educators and the community can
now get a clearer view about literacy and numeracy
scores and how they change over time across various
age groups within the school community, make fairer
comparisons when choosing schools that suit a
particular child, and support and drive improvements in
schools across the country.
Likewise, in my previous role as Minister for Local
Government, we were able to launch the Know Your
Council website, which improves transparency and
accountability for the local government sector. In the
case of this information sharing, we were able to provide
in the public domain information around planning
permits and their timing and the financial performance of
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councils, roads and governance. Now ratepayers have
available online more information about their local
councils than they have ever had before. Just after its first
year of operation, we are actually seeing improvements
in a 12-month period that is absolutely mappable. We are
seeing improvements in waste services, including the
collection and reduction of numbers of missed bins,
which can be easily accessed by any computer or iPad by
any resident out there. We are also seeing success with
more waste being diverted from landfill into recycling.
That is a key measurement that is quite often looked at
by ratepayers through this data.
And of course now, as the Minister for the Prevention
of Family Violence, I am looking forward to
implementing policies which can better protect victims
of family violence by better sharing of information
across government. But it is in this area of government,
too, where privacy is absolutely paramount. This bill
includes appropriate measures to ensure that women
and victims of violence can place their upmost trust in
the government services they engage with and can do
so without fear that the sharing of their information
may increase any dangers that they may face.
Victorians want us to use every tool at our disposal to
deal with the big issues, improve people’s lives and
keep people safe. There is absolutely a fundamental
right to expect that we will always get every piece of
information protected and used to make the best
decisions on a daily basis.
Both New South Wales and South Australia have
already got similar systems in place, and I know in
drafting this bill that the Special Minister of State drew
on the lessons and experiences of those other states to
make sure that we have some of the best practice in
Australia in this measure. Understandably there might
be some concerns in the community around privacy and
the use of public data, but I am confident through the
extensive public consultation that was undertaken in
drafting this bill that we do have the balance right. The
Andrews government is absolutely committed to
increasing the use of data to deliver better services
across Victoria. By enabling data to be shared and used
across government, we can generate really valuable
insights into what works, what does not and why, and
make the best informed policy decisions that can lead
us to tailor services that Victorians need and expect. For
that reason I commend the bill to the house.
Mr CRISP (Mildura) (10:21) — I rise to speak on
the Victoria Data Sharing Bill 2017 and indicate that
The Nationals in coalition are not opposing this bill.
The purpose of the bill is to improve arrangements for
the sharing and use of public sector data across the
public sector, and to codify protections for the sharing
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of identifiable data. The bill establishes the office of
chief data officer to achieve this.
There are a number of main provisions within the bill.
Part 2 of the bill establishes the office of chief data
officer, a person employed by the secretary of the
department responsible for administering the bill who is
to be responsible for conducting data integration and
data analytics work to inform government
policymaking, service planning and design, and other
related functions. Part 3 of the bill sets out a
bureaucratic mechanism by which the chief data officer
may make a formal request to bureaucrats at other
agencies for the release of certain datasets for sharing
within the public sector. Part 4 of the bill sets out
circumstances and bureaucratic processes under which
identifiable data may be disclosed across public sector
agencies, and part 5 of the bill sets out offences which
may apply if a person accesses, uses, or discloses data
or information obtained under this legislation other than
in accordance with the legislation.
There are a number of concerns with this bill. Firstly,
when we think about this issue, we do need to collect
data and we do need to use the data. We need to share
that data for it to have value, and public data does have
a value. We should not be collecting this data unless we
actually plan to use it. Many people who are involved
in a number of government areas know how good the
government is at collecting data and they often ask me:
‘Well, what do you do with all this form filling in that
we do?’, particularly in health.
So I think there are a number of issues that need to be
raised. I think back to 2009 when there was a report by
the then Economic Development and Infrastructure
Committee about improving access to Victorian public
sector information and data. That goes back a long
time, but I was a member of that committee and recall a
number of things that were said in 2009 that are worth
considering. At that time it was stated:
In this modern age much information and data are produced,
stored and often not made available, which leads to either
costly replications or information being lost to the
community. We are at an age when we cannot afford to be
reinventing the wheel.
The committee’s inquiry was a response to the increasing
international interest in the thinking in the private and public
sectors about how information and data held by governments
and other organisations can best be used for the public good.

The executive summary of the report said:
… in which it must balance competing demands for and
upon the information and data it holds, while ensuring
that it acts appropriately as a custodian of that
information and data. The release of PSI —
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public sector information —
by the Victorian government for reuse may lead to
increased commercial activity, provide primary data to
researchers in a wide range of disciplines …

One of the issues with this particular bill is that it is
focused on purely internal data sharing within
government and does not facilitate the dissemination of
data outside the public sector. In fact it is almost only
going to be used by, I think, the Department of Premier
and Cabinet, so it is a very narrow use of the data. We
also need to consider how it will be used in the formation
of that policy within the Department of Premier and
Cabinet, but also whether that will be at the loss of
sharing information with other parts of government that
could well benefit from sharing that data.
Siloing of data was a concern back in 2009. Various
departments do like to hold their data close to their
chests and there are some concerns about how we are
going to implement this legislation. Hopefully this bill
will remove those data silos and the silo gatekeepers
and we are not just creating a ring fence around those
silos with the chief data officer as a new gatekeeper
and restricting access. I hope there will be benefits to
government because it is needed. We do need to
balance the securing of data with using data to
advantage.
I notice the library recently published a report on the
need for data protection. The report says that the
Victorian Protective Data Security Framework was
released in June 2016 and took effect from 1 July 2016.
It goes on to say that the objectives of the Victorian
Protective Data Security Framework are to assist in
identifying information, determining ownership,
assessing the value of information, identifying and
managing protective data security risks, applying
security measures, creating a positive security culture
and maturing protective data security capabilities.
So again what we need is a balance that we have got to
maintain between knowing the value of the data and
protecting that data. The library publication goes on to
talk about how each government organisation is
required to develop, implement and maintain a security
risk profile assessment and a data protection security
plan. The organisations must submit these plans to the
Office of the Victorian Information Commissioner
within two years of the issue of the Victorian protective
data security safeguards.
This bill has been introduced at the same time as we
have this data process being put in place. I think there is
a significant risk that the whole thing will get bound up
here and will not achieve what we are trying to achieve
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with this legislation. This gives the gatekeepers at the
silo a very good reason to put another lock on the gate
of the silo while we are trying to free up that data. This
is an issue that has been around since 2009.
Since data can have commercial value, I think it is
better to provide access to data that has had personal
information removed — that is, has been sanitised —
rather than tempting hackers to go in there and take it
all. We have got to have some appreciation that there is
a need for this data, but we need to be aware of what
people will go looking for.
I cannot help but comment at this point that it was only
last sitting week that we were debating the Voluntary
Assisted Dying Bill 2017, and one of the suggested
amendments to that bill was to have data collected and
shared. That amendment was steadfastly rejected by the
government, and I cannot help but point out the irony
that within a week we are going to have data sharing to
improve government policymaking. In my view a
concession on the amendment suggested last week
would have been a polite concession by the
government, given that this bill was on the notice paper.
To conclude, data only has value if you can use it to
foster better outcomes both in government and also in
the commercial sector. If this bill is a step in that
direction, I am happy not to oppose it, but I do have
concerns about how it is going to be implemented in a
very difficult environment.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (10:30) — I am
delighted to make a contribution on the Victorian Data
Sharing Bill 2017. Although this is probably not a
particularly contentious bill, I think the ramifications of
this bill will be far-reaching and in years and decades to
come people will look back to this bill as a really
important moment in the history of the state of Victoria.
It has been said that data is going to be the oil of the
21st century and that data offers enormous potential
for our state, our nation and our broader economy. I
picked up a copy of the Productivity Commission’s
report from March of this year Data Availability and
Use. It is an outstanding report. It was produced under
the stewardship of Peter Harris, who is an outstanding
public servant and chair of the Productivity
Commission.
There are a number of really good insights in this report.
It states that in 2002 globally 5 terabytes of data was
created for the entire year. Now that same volume of data
is produced every two days. Some of it, of course, is
going to be in relation to imagery and photography, but I

VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Thursday, 2 November 2017

ASSEMBLY

think that gives you some sense of the magnitude of and
huge increase in data that is being created.
The state is very good at generating data, and we collect
a lot of data, but this bill is enabling legislation that has
got the potential to create digital assets in the
21st century in the same way the state created physical
assets in the 20th century. By making sure, through the
chief data officer, we are creating data that can be shared
and interpreted, there is going to be an enormous amount
of potential as a result of this enabling legislation.
It is important, though, that when you think of big
data — I define big data as being high volume, high
velocity and having a variety of characteristics, and that
is on page 60 of this report — it has got to be data that
can be shared and interpreted. There is not much point,
for example, putting hospital admission data in a PDF
format, putting it up online and saying, ‘We’re sharing
data’. It has got to be usable so it can be imported into
programs like Qlik, which has got the capacity to
interpret the data. I commend Andrew Greaves, the
Auditor-General, because I know that the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office — and the member for
Eltham has seen this firsthand herself as a member of
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee — is
starting to look at interpreting this data in order for us to
be able to think about how we can more efficiently
deliver services in the state.
I note the Productivity Commission’s report, Shifting
the Dial: 5 Year Productivity Review, which talked
about the five-year update. The commission has
identified, and this was reported on 23 October this
year, potentially $200 billion worth of savings over the
next two decades. If you think about the economic
reforms of the 1980s, and I will be generous and throw
in the subsequent introduction of the GST in the late
1990s, that created an enormous amount of wealth, and
it changed the economy. But if you are talking about
$200 billion of efficiencies over the course of 20 years,
that is going to be enormous.
I note that many of us have got smartphones now. Most
of us will have Google Maps on our smartphones.
Google Maps was created as an application because the
US military made freely available their photography.
They just handed it over to Google, and they said,
‘There you go. We’ve got continental USA maps, and
we’ve got the world mapped as a consequence of the
industrial military complex. We’ll free up those assets.
We’ll make them freely available’, and Google was
able to use that data to create Google Maps.
Can members think for a moment if we could as a state
ultimately make data freely available, and that the state
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would hold an equity position in those companies, own
those assets or would license those assets? What sort of
revenue could we be talking about as a state? How
much revenue could we generate as a state just by
basically commercialising our base assets? I note that
the Productivity Commission report on page 7 states:
Using data to alert practitioners to duplicate radiology tests
has been estimated to reduce the number of tests by up to
25 per cent and test waiting time by up to 50 per cent …

Again, if members look at the Department of Health
and Human Services as our single largest expense item
in the budget as a standalone department, if we could
make these sorts of efficiencies, how much better could
we be and how much more efficient and effective could
we be in delivering services to the state, just by using
data more effectively than would otherwise be the case?
The reality is that Australians are early adopters when it
comes to technology. Look at the uptake of Fitbits.
Thirteen per cent of the population has got a fitness
band device. That is the second highest take-up rate in
the world. So we have got a natural propensity to try to
use data to that effect. I think that what we can try and
do with this is play to our natural strengths — we have
got that ability to generate data — and try and capture
that data and utilise it.
The report also goes on to talk about data analysis, and
I found this really interesting. This comes back to the
fact that obviously a lot of the data that is being
created are photos that are captured in the cloud and
there is probably very little value that can be created
by having photos of Miffy the cat in the cloud. The
report says that:
… in 2013 around 22 per cent of the digital data generated
globally was potentially useful as an input in subsequent
analysis (to generate information and build knowledge and
thus inform decision-making and action) but less than 5 per
cent of that data was actually analysed.

Less than 5 per cent. So there is this enormous amount
of data that we are creating every single day in the state
of Victoria. We are creating the data, we are generating
this data, but we are not properly capturing, analysing
and utilising it.
If we look, for example, at issues around youth justice
and youth crime, which has been a topic that has been
raised at length in this place over the course of the
58th Parliament, I would hazard a guess that if you
went back in time 10 years ago and analysed the data
inputs in terms of the perinatal, postnatal, early
childhood and school data of those children, you would
probably have a 95 per cent confidence rating that you
would predict that those children will end up in the
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youth justice system. I think that would be a reasonable
supposition, but the problem is that because the
information is siloed, because it is not necessarily
shared and because it is not necessarily utilised, we do
not necessarily see it.
Having this sort of data available and making it
intelligible means we can do some predictive analysis,
so that we can then do, for example, early intervention.
If we could identify a four-year-old or a five-year-old
child that would have a 95 per cent chance of ending up
in the juvenile justice system or becoming a frequent
flyer in the correctional facilities, and then if we could
turn around and say, ‘Let’s have some targeted
intervention of that child at that time and age’, how
much more efficient would we be as a state? How
much richer would that person’s life be? How much
greater a contribution would they make to the state and
to themselves were that to be the case?
I note from page 222 of the report that iSelect gave
evidence about the cost of APIs, which are application
programming interfaces. This is how you might try to
develop an app that is based on big data. The report
says, in terms of iSelect, that APIs typically range from
$10 000 to $50 000 but that it is around the $20 000 to
$25 000 range for most APIs. Again, you are not
looking at a lot of money, but the potential is quite rich.
Sometimes we talk about innovation. The reality is that
government does not tend to do innovation well, but I
would argue that big business does not do innovation
particularly well either. The quote on page 357 of an
OECD report in 2015 refers to the fact that in order to
lower the cost of entry, you should try to make sure that
data is freely available or available at a low price,
because you see a higher take-up rate of small and
medium-sized enterprises (SME) utilising the data.
SMEs are probably far more likely to be able to use this
data effectively than a very large company like, for
example, Telstra. Specifically, it states that:
… analysis of 14 000 firms in architectural and engineering
activities and related technical consultancy services in
15 countries in the 2000–07 period shows that in countries
where public sector agencies provide fundamental
geographical information … free or at maximum marginal
cost, firms grew about 15 per cent more per annum compared
with countries where public sector geographic data have
cost-recovery pricing.

Again, where we can try and make sure that data is
freely available or that it is available at a relatively low
price, then we can try and see that greater level of
uptake in these organisations and that level of growth.
I get very excited. I may not share the same level of
passion that the Minister for Industrial Relations has
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about statistics, but I think the capacity for data is
enormous. This is a fantastic bill. I commend it to
the house.
Mr ANGUS (Forest Hill) (10:40) — I rise to also
make some comments in relation to the Victorian Data
Sharing Bill 2017. Clause 1 outlines the purposes of the
bill, and they are, firstly, to establish the office of chief
data officer; secondly, to promote the sharing and use
of public sector data as a public resource that supports
government policymaking, service planning and
design; thirdly, to remove barriers that impede the
sharing of identifiable data with the chief data officer or
with data analytics bodies, and to facilitate the sharing
of data across the public sector; fourthly, to provide
protections in connection with data sharing under this
act by, one, specifying the purposes of data sharing, and
the circumstances in which sharing of identifiable data
is permitted, and two, ensuring that data that is handled
under this act is protected from unauthorised access,
use or disclosure, and finally, to make consequential
and other amendments to other acts.
I think it is important for us, when we are looking at a
bill like this in relation to IT and ICT data and so on, to
look back, because history can often be a good guide
for us in relation to some issues and challenges that can
surround matters of this nature. One of the documents I
went back to was the Ombudsman’s report from
November 2011, Own Motion Investigation into
ICT-enabled Projects. That is an extremely informative
document. It goes into a range of projects, in fact
10 projects in total, and outlines the details of those
projects and then the deficiencies that were found in
relation to those. I think it is worth putting it on the
record today just to remind members, particularly as we
look at a data-related bill, what some of the issues can
be surrounding these matters.
The Ombudsman said in his report at the time that he
decided to investigate 10 high-risk, high-dollar and
complex projects across a range of departments and
agencies in the Victorian public sector, and they were a
sample. There was, firstly, LINK from Victoria Police;
second was HealthSMART; third was Myki; fourth was
the registration and licensing (RandL) system from
VicRoads; fifth was the client relationship information
system from the then Department of Human Services
(DHS); sixth was the infamous ultranet from the then
Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development; seventh was the integrated courts
management system from the then Department of
Justice; eighth was the property and laboratory
management, again from Victoria Police; ninth was
HR Assist from Victoria Police; and 10th was the
housing integration information program from DHS.

VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Thursday, 2 November 2017

ASSEMBLY

Having looked at those, the Ombudsman made a
whole range of comments in relation to them. In the
executive summary on page 4 at paragraph 13, the
Ombudsman says:
Each of the 10 projects I examined failed to meet
expectations; most failed to meet delivery time frames; and all
ran over budget. The original budgets for these projects
totalled $1.3 billion. The latest estimated cost is
$2.74 billion — an additional $1.44 billion cost to
government.

I note that that was at that time. We know from some of
the work that was done subsequently and some of the
investigations that were undertaken subsequently to the
tabling of this report in November 2011 that those costs
continued to blow out. The Ombudsman continues in
paragraph 14:
On average, projects will have more than doubled in cost by
the time they are finished. Two of the projects will have more
than tripled their original budgets … Together, the two largest
projects will require almost $600 million more than originally
planned …

One of those two was the infamous Myki system and,
as we know, that just continued to blow out. Who
knows what the final figure was on the original phase
of that? Certainly the subsequent costs have continued
to cost Victorian taxpayers virtually endlessly for years
and years since that time.
The report goes on. It talks about many of the projects,
and I quote:
There has also been abject waste. Victoria Police spent
$59 million on Link over four years, only for it to be
cancelled. VicRoads spent $52 million on RandL which has
not yet made it past the design phase. There is also a cost
attached to delay: in many of the projects I examined, delay
was a significant cause of cost overruns.

The Ombudsman goes on to identify a number of
common mistakes, and I quote again:
My investigation identified a number of common mistakes and
problems with how ICT-enabled projects are managed.
Generally, these issues are not new. They have been discussed
in previous reports by the Auditor-General and me …

The report goes into five particular areas: there is the
area of leadership, accountability and governance; the
area of planning; funding is the third area; probity and
procurement the fourth; and project management
the fifth.
I say all that because any time we hear the Labor
government talking about data, IT and related matters,
it certainly gets the red lights flashing in my mind in
relation to how those matters are going to be properly
managed, how they are going to be handled and
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whether there is going to be a bottomless pit of costs
that are going to come associated with that. In theory
this should be a straightforward bill, given the
associated matters around it but, as I said, in my limited
time in this place over the last seven years I have seen
time and time again that when you put the Labor
government and ICT projects in the same sentence it
always ends up a disaster.
This particular document, I think, is one of the most
valuable documents tabled in recent years because it
captures that. It captures the inability of the Labor
government to manage any sort of project but
particularly IT projects. That is what makes me nervous
in relation to the theory that is contained in this bill. We
can see that there may be some elements of worth in
there, but how that is going to be achieved and the
protections, firstly, for the Victorian taxpayer in terms
of financial protection and, secondly, for the Victorian
taxpayer in terms of data protection, raise significant
concerns for me because there is ample evidence —
overwhelming evidence indeed — that there have been
such tremendous failures in the past in relation to both
data protection and certainly cost and management of
major ICT projects.
So it is with mixed feelings that I make my
commentary in relation to this particular bill because
we need to be very cautious. Hopefully we will not see
some of the dreadful financial mismanagement that is
well evidenced in this place in relation to this particular
bill and the matters that will be the consequence of it.
In terms of the bill itself, we can see that part 2
establishes the office of the chief data officer, who is
going to be responsible for conducting data integration
and data analytics work to inform government
policymaking, service planning and design and other
related functions, and that is in sections 6 and 7. Part 3
of the bill sets out a bureaucratic mechanism by which
the chief data officer may make a formal request to
bureaucrats and other agencies for the release of certain
datasets for sharing within the public sector. That is in
section 8 and following. Again that is an area of some
concern to me in relation to how that will be managed
and how those datasets will be adequately protected.
Part 4 of the bill sets out the circumstances and
bureaucratic processes under which identifiable data
may be disclosed across public sector agencies. Part 5
of the bill sets out offences which may apply if a
person accesses, uses or discloses data or information
obtained under this legislation other than in
accordance with the legislation.
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Just in conclusion, I think we can see that there is some
merit in this. However, as I said, I think there needs to
be some scepticism as well in relation to how this will
all come to pass and whether it is going to result in
failures similar to failures that have happened in the
past in relation to matters that the Labor government
has put its hand to regarding ICT projects, data
management and matters of a similar description.
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong) (10:49) — It is my
pleasure to rise in support of the Victorian Data Sharing
Bill 2017. In the minister’s second-reading speech he
said that the Victorian public sector needs to find new
ways to engage, use technology and build capability. Our
commitment to do this is enshrined in our public sector
reform statement entitled Public Sector Reform:
Delivering Exceptional Outcomes for Victorians. As will
be clear to most of us, the way we manage data is a key
part of meeting this commitment and is vital to
delivering better services and outcomes for all
Victorians. Across government, as other speakers have
noted, we collect an enormous amount of data. We
collect it through our health system, our education
system, our interactions with business, our infrastructure
projects, our employment programs and of course the
vast array of community services that we administer. The
way we use this data is extremely important.
I have, through my portfolio work, often encountered
complaints and frustration about the way government
utilises data, and in particular frustration about the way
information is kept in silos, which can have negative
flow-on impacts on what we hope is well-informed
policy development. These complaints have often come
from people with very complex needs and people who
have regular interactions with various government
departments and agencies and yet feel that government
understanding of their needs is still lacking. These are
people who, for example, may be dealing regularly with
various divisions within the Department of Health and
Human Services — with, say, disability and mental
health — while also trying to navigate carer services. At
the same time they may need to be accessing housing
services and family services, as well as transport
services, or the justice department or the Transport
Accident Commission or WorkCover, or any number of
variations and permutations thereof in addition.
By better sharing data we can better harness its true
value, which means we can make more informed policy
decisions and design services that are more responsive
to the needs of our community, particularly the
complex cohorts within our community. This, in short,
is what the bill before us today is all about. That is, this
bill will enable departments and agencies to work
together to tackle key policy problems by delivering
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more integrated and effective services and investment.
This is particularly important when you consider the
very complex and integrated policy agendas the
government is pursuing, with the most obvious
example being the whole-of-government family
violence response, which cuts across many portfolios
and many agencies.
Community input and expectation has shaped the
development of this bill, and rightly so. Earlier this year
research was conducted to better understand Victorians’
attitudes and awareness of information and data use.
About 1700 Victorians participated in this process
through online and phone surveys and through focus
groups and individual interviews. The findings of this
research are perhaps unsurprising. It revealed that there
is an expectation that government should be doing more
with the information it collects, and I must say this
accurately reflects the conversations I have had over the
past few years when I have met with individuals who
have had cause to be dealing with various parts of the
government with great frequency.
The next step in this consultation process was to seek
community feedback on how and why government
should use the data it collects. One hundred and
thirty-five responses were received from individuals
and organisations, which included suggestions on
projects that the Victorian Centre for Data Insights
should focus on and ways in which the centre could
build trust with the community regarding data sharing
and analytics. This feedback has led to the
incorporation of key safeguards in this bill in the areas
of governance and oversight on how data is being used
and of course of strong privacy protections.
In summary, the bill establishes a statutory position of
chief data officer and outlines its powers and functions.
The bill provides a clear legal framework that allows
for data, including personal and health information, to
be shared within government for the purpose of
informing policymaking, service planning and design.
It provides protections in connection with data sharing,
including by specifying the purposes and circumstances
in which data can be shared and protecting against
unauthorised access, use or disclosure. It will also
displace secrecy provisions in other legislation for
when data is shared with the chief data officer.
Before getting into how the bill operates, it is important
to give some context for it. The complexity of existing
legislation makes it difficult to know what data can be
shared, with whom it can be shared and for what
purpose it can be shared. This has led to a culture of
risk aversion, which has led to less than desirable
outcomes. That is the context that sits behind this bill.
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The bill then creates an enabling framework for data
sharing, rather than a mandatory disclosure regime. It
provides departments and agencies with a clear legal
authority to share. Under current legislation, information
sharing agreements can take months and sometimes even
years to negotiate before data can be used or shared, and
this is just not an effective or efficient way of operating.
As I outlined before, it can have some negative impacts
on the formation of policy direction.
The bill before us addresses this by providing a clear
legal pathway for departments and agencies to share and
use data for policy, service and design. It establishes a
request and response regime, where the chief data officer
has the power to request data and where departments and
agencies have an obligation to respond, either by
providing the data requested or by giving a written
reason for refusal. It should be noted that independent
and oversight bodies like IBAC and the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office have no obligations to respond
to a request from the chief data officer.
The bill also enables cross-government sharing of
identifiable data by allowing departments and other
agencies prescribed by regulation to receive such data
for integration. Importantly it then requires reasonable
steps to be taken to de-identify the data before any
analytics work is conducted. The bill also facilitates
data sharing by displacing secrecy provisions, as I
outlined before, when sharing data with the chief data
officer. However, where there is a good reason to limit
sharing, even for government analytics purposes, the
bill allows secrecy provisions to be expressly preserved
by regulation, and I think that is important.
As I mentioned earlier, we are embarking upon these
changes with an eye to privacy concerns, and with this in
mind the bill incorporates broad protections against data
security and privacy risks. It does this by providing that
data must only be handled under the bill for the purpose
of informing policymaking, service planning and design,
not for any other purpose. It also provides that
identifiable data can only be used for data integration,
and that before using data for analytics, reasonable steps
must be taken to ensure the data no longer relates to an
identifiable individual. There are requirements for
ministerial approval before disclosing any data that was
subject to a secrecy provision. There are also offences for
unauthorised access, use or disclosure of information and
there are other measures designed to protect data security
risks as well.
It is worth noting that both New South Wales and South
Australia have already travelled down this path and
have delivered data sharing legislation. We have drawn
lessons from their experience, and in doing so we have
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gone further than they have, especially in creating an
express authorisation at law to handle identifiable data.
It may be difficult for some to appreciate how
significant the provisions in this bill are. Data is not
generally considered sexy, except of course by the
Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence, who
earlier outlined her passion for data analytics very
clearly — and all power to her for that. But by sharing
data, by bringing it together from across government
departments and agencies, we can tell a bigger and
more accurate story about what is happening in our
community — about the challenges and about the risks
and the opportunities as well.
When we analyse data from just one source we often
miss this bigger picture, and therefore we miss the
opportunities that come with a more comprehensive
understanding. This is particularly important when we
consider complex client cohorts who are supported by
a range of government services, often over a long
period of time. As outlined earlier, these are people
that I am often dealing with through my work as
parliamentary secretary. I think that these are cohorts
of individuals who should be a priority in the delivery
of government services.
As I have outlined, there has been significant
consultation to inform this bill, not just the community
consultation that I outlined in detail earlier but also
significant consultation with relevant agencies and
privacy regulators as well.
Ms Thomas — Fascinating.
Ms WILLIAMS — It is fascinating. Thank you to
the member for Macedon for that interjection.
This bill makes every effort to strike an acceptable
balance between realising meaningful outcomes from
data sharing and protecting privacy and managing data
security risks. I think that it has been successful in
striking this balance and that it will lead to a much
improved functioning of government and will improve
outcomes for all Victorians, particularly across a range
of services that we deliver. I would like to finish by
again emphasising the importance of this for complex
cohorts of Victorians who need our help the most. I
commend the bill to the house.
Business interrupted under sessional orders.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE and
MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Fire services
Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) (11:01) — My
question is to the Minister for Emergency Services.
Minister, earlier this week you released fire services
response time statistics, alleging that Country Fire
Authority (CFA) volunteers were inferior to the
Metropolitan Fire Brigade (MFB) in meeting many
response time targets, figures you again used to justify
tearing apart the CFA. However, in this comparison the
MFB figures used were only for emergency structure
fires, with false alarms and MFB stations with under
10 calls excluded from the data; yet CFA station figures
used all emergency call data for call-outs, including
false alarms, smoke scare, extraction of people locked
in cars and even cooking fume alerts. Minister, why did
you deliberately issue dishonest figures in order to talk
down the performance of our CFA volunteers?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:02) — I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his
question. One thing is certain in this debate about fire
services — those opposite do not want to talk about
community safety. Those opposite have no interest in
saving lives or saving property. All they are interested
in is the politics of fire.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, with
respect, I know it is only 30 seconds in; however, the
minister is really off track. It was a very straightforward
question about data that the minister presented earlier
this week and a straightforward question about the
minister issuing those figures and the honesty in
relation to those figures.

Thursday, 2 November 2017

that responds or a volunteer that responds. They just
want a response on time. What this data shows —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — I warn the member for Hastings
and the member for Warrandyte to cease shouting.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance again, the question was very straightforward.
It was about why the minister has released dishonest
data in relation to the CFA. Why did he release
dishonest figures, dodgy figures, in relation to the
CFA? Could you please bring him back to answering
that straightforward question?
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister was being
responsive to the question.
Mr MERLINO — Absolutely, Speaker. What this
data shows is that there are parts of Victoria where we
need to improve service, because at the end of the day it
is about saving lives and saving property, and that is
something those opposite will never understand. There
are parts of Victoria that have not kept pace with
population growth. Victoria is very different now to
1955 — very different indeed. We need to provide the
resources, the support and the independence to our fire
services to protect our community. That is exactly what
we are doing, and it is what those opposite are voting
against.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — I warn the member of Eltham
and the member for Gembrook to cease shouting at
each other across the chamber.
Supplementary question

The SPEAKER — Order! I uphold the point of
order. I ask the Deputy Premier to come back to
answering the question. Before he does, I warn the
member for Hawthorn to cease shouting across the table.
Mr MERLINO — In relation to the data, the
minister does not release the data; the fire agencies
release the data. MFB data, for example, includes
emergency medical response time data. So there are
slight differences — 7.7 versus 8 minutes.
It is those opposite that are being exposed. The
so-called majority report of the Legislative Council,
written by the Liberal Party, did not mention
community safety once. I tell you what: for families in
the community, if there is an emergency, if there is a
fire in their home, they do not care if it is the CFA that
responds, the MFB that responds, a career firefighter

Mr GUY (Leader of the Opposition) (11:05) —
Minister, in releasing the fire services response time
statistics you released only one set of figures for the
MFB, using response times based on the first truck on
scene, yet you released two sets of figures for the CFA,
using that and the response times by individual brigades
in their own response zone as well. Why have you
deliberately failed to release both sets of figures for the
MFB? Is this simply to assist with your lies to trash the
name of targeted CFA brigades across Victoria?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Warrandyte has already been warned. The member for
Polwarth is warned.
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Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:06) — Those opposite did not care much when they
cut the fire services budget by $66 million.
In regard to how our two fire agencies collect data and
respond and publicly release it, it is a decision of our
fire agencies. The CFA wanted to release community
and brigade-level data. The MFB wanted to release
emergency medical response data. These are decisions
that our fire agencies make. The bottom line is that
there are parts of Victoria where we need to improve
service to protect lives and property, and it is that that
those opposite are against.

Ministers statements: education funding
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Education) (11:07) —
I rise to update the house on the Andrews government’s
achievements across our TAFE sector. Since being
elected we have cracked down on shonky providers
through our skills blitz. We have restored funding,
which led to the reopening of TAFEs in Lilydale and
Greensborough, allowing them to reinstate courses,
support their local communities and engage with local
industry. There are now more than 1000 students at the
Lilydale Lakeside campus, a campus which those
opposite forced to close.
Just last month the iconic Glenormiston College opened
for classes, after being closed by the previous Liberal
government. South West TAFE will offer a
certificate III in agriculture at Glenormiston this year,
which will see dairy farmers in the south-west once
again having access to the skilled local workforce that
they need. This is in stark contrast to when
Glenormiston closed back in 2013, when someone said
that he ‘felt for the people who had a great affinity with
the college’. Who was that? That was the former
Liberal Premier, Denis Napthine. We do not only feel
for people; we do something about it.
We are rolling out Skills First, which places TAFEs at
the centre of our vocational education and training
(VET) system. Government-funded TAFE and
dual-sector enrolments have increased by 10 per cent
since Skills First started. TAFE and university VET
market share has now increased to over 44 per cent this
year, from around 35 per cent in 2014. The previous
Liberal government slashed $1 billion out of TAFE and
sacked 2400 staff, and they will do it again.

Fire services
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (11:09) — My question
is to the Minister for Emergency Services. Your dodgy
fire response time statistics for the Metropolitan Fire
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Brigade (MFB) only report on structure fires and have
excluded stations with fewer than 10 structure fires
during the 90-day reporting period, meaning the MFB
response times do not include 15 of 47 stations.
According to the MFB’s own data many of these
excluded outer suburban stations are likely to have
lower response performance data than the inner-city
stations. Minister, why have you again lied and trashed
the reputation of our Country Fire Authority (CFA)
volunteers for your own political gain and used
selective MFB inner-city station data to make
comparisons against country, rural and outer urban
CFA brigades?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! Honourable members
are fully aware that the use of the word ‘lie’ is not
parliamentary. I ask the member to repeat his question
without using that particular word.
Mr BATTIN — My question is to the Minister for
Emergency Services. Your dodgy fire response time
statistics for the MFB only report on structure fires and
have excluded stations with fewer than 10 structure
fires during the 90-day period, meaning the MFB
response times do not include 15 of 47 stations.
Mr Edbrooke interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Frankston is
warned.
Mr BATTIN — According to the MFB’s own data
many of these excluded outer suburban stations are
likely to have lower response performance data than the
inner-city stations. Minister, why have you again
misled and trashed the reputation of our CFA
volunteers for your own political gain and used
selective MFB inner-city station data to make
comparisons against country, rural and outer urban
CFA brigades?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:11) — I thank the member for Gembrook for his
question, the bloke who lies about firefighters on Black
Saturday. He is wrong again. The CFA also exclude
fires of less than 10, because it is not statistically
significant. So the CFA and the MFB are doing exactly
the same thing. He lies about Black Saturday; he lies
about this data.
Mr Battin — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance, when you are discussing the facts within the
CFA versus MFB data —
Honourable members interjecting.
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The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Essendon will leave the chamber for the period of
1 hour.
Honourable member for Essendon withdrew from
chamber.
Mr Battin — When one is reporting false alarms,
smoke detection and everything else, and one is only
reporting structure fires, it is again this minister
misleading — we will not use the word lying — the
Parliament in his answer to tarnish those volunteers
who proudly protect us. It is about time we protect
those that protect us.
The SPEAKER — Order! There is no point of
order, but I do take the opportunity to warn the Deputy
Premier against the use of the same word that I asked
the member for Gembrook not to use.
Mr MERLINO — I take your advice, Speaker. I
was just pointing out the mistake yet again of the
member for Gembrook. As I said, he is caught out
again, wrong again, with his questions today. The fact
is the parliamentary committee recommended that the
fire agencies release this response time data in a
transparent and accountable way. We have released
data in October. There will be a further release of data
at the end of this month and a further release of data at
the end of January.
The thing is, those opposite do not like what it says. It
says that there are parts of Victoria that are not as
protected as they should be. Our responsibility as a
government is to support our CFA — our volunteers
and our career firefighters — and support our MFB to
ensure that people’s lives are protected, that properties
are protected, and that is exactly what we are doing.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Warrandyte will leave the chamber for the period of
1 hour.
Honourable member for Warrandyte withdrew
from chamber.
Supplementary question
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (11:14) — Your
performance response data excluded MFB stations such
as Greensborough, Mentone, Deer Park, Altona,
Sunshine, Keilor East, Taylors Lakes, Thomastown,
Westmeadows and Croydon due to low call-outs to
emergency structure fires. If you would like an
explanation of what they are, emergency structure fires
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do not include false alarms. Minister, why did you
release response time statistics —
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook will pause. I will wait for the member for
Warrandyte to leave the chamber.
Mr Staikos interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Bentleigh will
leave the chamber for the period of 1 hour.
Honourable member for Bentleigh withdrew from
chamber.
Mr BATTIN — Minister, why did you release
response time statistics that exclude these stations yet
used data for surrounding CFA stations that included
false alarms? Is this yet another example of your
deliberate use of dodgy figures to disrespect the CFA
and its volunteers?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for South
Barwon is warned.
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:15) — You cannot believe a word that the member
for Gembrook says. Whether it is firefighters on Black
Saturday or response time data, you cannot believe a
word that the member for Gembrook says. If he bothers
to read the response time data —
Mr Hodgett — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is debating the question. It was not about the
member for Gembrook. I would ask you to bring him
back to answering the question. We are still on the
Victorian data sharing bill. Maybe the minister would
like to make a contribution on that after question time.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member has made
his point of order. I do ask the Deputy Premier to come
back to answering the question.
Mr MERLINO — If the member for Gembrook
bothered to read the data from the fire agencies, it
shows that the MFB for the period from April to
30 June 2017 met its targets, responding to 92.8 per
cent of structure fires within the 7.7 minute target. For
CFA brigades, the customer service delivery standard
compliance rate is 87 per cent. That is the data provided
by our fire agencies. It shows where —
Mr Battin — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister keeps referring to data provided by the

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE and MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Thursday, 2 November 2017

ASSEMBLY

agencies. A media release by the Andrews Labor
government says ‘Fire services response data published
for the first time’ — that is actually from the minister,
signed off by him and Peter Marshall. I seek leave to
table the media release so the minister can read it.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook knows that he can make the document
available to the house by giving it to the clerks.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Nepean
will leave the chamber for the period of 1 hour.
Honourable member for Nepean withdrew from
chamber.
Mr MERLINO — The individual results of CFA
brigades range from 16 per cent to 100 per cent. Are
those opposite happy with 16 per cent? That is an
answer the community wants.

Ministers statements: regional rail services
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport)
(11:18) — You can imagine that I am very pleased to
advise the house of the significant investment the
Andrews Labor government is making in regional
public transport services right across the state. Like
Labor governments always do, we invest in rail in
regional Victoria. In just under three years I can advise
the house that more than 600 services have been added
to the V/Line timetable every single week. That takes to
more than 2000 the number of services that regional
Victorians can catch every week. That is a 40 per cent
increase — a 40 per cent increase — in services in
regional Victoria.
Of course there is the $1.6 billion investment that we
have secured to upgrade our regional network through
the regional rail revival package, and then there is the
money we have had to put in: $600 million into V/Line
for maintenance and for operations but of course to
rebuild an organisation that suffered from significant
cuts under the former government.
We have also done more. We have ordered 87 new
V/Locity carriages to provide those extra services and
to deliver for those extra passengers who are using the
network. And we have the first-ever regional network
development plan for the network as well.
It alarms me and it concerns me to advise the house of a
briefing, the very first briefing I had as public transport
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minister, about the operation of V/Line. In that very first
briefing I had in December 2014 I was advised by the
organisation of the $120 million in funding cuts that that
organisation had faced over the past three years. I was
advised of the 100 jobs that organisation had planned to
cut as a result of those funding cuts. This is what Liberal
governments do to our regional rail network, and we
know, given the chance, they will do it again.

Victorian State Emergency Service Lara unit
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (11:20) — My question
is to the Minister for Emergency Services. Minister,
on 5 June 2017 you, Steve Warrington and the
member for Lara attended the Lara Country Fire
Authority (CFA), where you all looked volunteers
present in the eye and told them that you were not
comfortable kicking the Victoria State Emergency
Service (SES) out of the Lara CFA station; they would
remain there. The SES have now been told that in the
coming weeks they have to get out as the United
Firefighters Union (UFU) have said, ‘We’re moving
in’. Minister, with SES volunteers now being booted
out in Lara, why did you again lie to volunteers? Why
are you incapable of telling them the truth?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — The member for Gembrook has
already been warned about the use —
The SPEAKER — The member for South Barwon
will leave the chamber for the period of 1 hour. The
member for Hastings will leave the chamber for the
period of 1 hour.
Honourable members for South Barwon and
Hastings withdrew from chamber.
The SPEAKER — The use of props in the chamber
is not appropriate. The member for Gembrook will
repeat the question without the use of the word that he
has already been warned about. The member for
Hastings has been warned to leave the chamber.
Mr BATTIN — Minister, with SES volunteers now
being booted out of Lara, why did you again mislead
volunteers? Why are you incapable of telling the truth?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! If the member for
Gembrook wishes to stay in the chamber to hear the
minister’s answer, he should cease shouting across the
chamber.
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Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:22) — I thank the member for Gembrook for his
question. One of the parts of his question referred to
truth. The truth for the community of Lara is that 22 per
cent of the time firefighters arrive at fires within the
standard response time. I would think —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook!
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, it was a
very specific and straightforward question asked by the
member for Gembrook. The minister may want to
change the subject because he does not want to address
the question, but question time is about responding to
questions that are asked. I ask you to bring him back to
answering the question that he was asked.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — The member for South-West
Coast will leave the chamber for the period of 1 hour.
Honourable member for South-West Coast
withdrew from chamber.
Ms Allan — On the point of order, Speaker, I ask
that you rule the point of order out of order. The
Deputy Premier was being entirely relevant to the
question that was asked. The question was about the
Lara CFA. The question was about services to the
local community. The minister is being entirely
relevant to the question that is being asked, and I ask
that you allow him to continue.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Leader of the
House! The member for Eltham has been warned.
Mr Walsh — On the point of order, Speaker, can I
support the manager of opposition business in his point
of order and ask you to bring the Deputy Premier back
to actually answering the question that was asked. This
is not about response times. It was very clearly about
how he misled the people of Lara and particularly
misled the SES brigade there, saying they could stay,
and now they are being moved out for the UFU to
move in.
The SPEAKER — I note the minister has two and a
half minutes remaining on his answer. I do ask the
minister to come back to answering the question.
Mr MERLINO — The important thing to do is to
support SES volunteers in regard to the work they do
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protecting communities and in road rescue, to support
our CFA —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MERLINO — It is actually about saving lives
and protecting property. Those opposite seem to think
that 22 per cent is okay, that 22 per cent is good
enough. It is not, and that is what the response time data
shows.
What we will do on this side of the house is support our
SES. Whether it is in Lara or anywhere else in Victoria,
we provided more funding and more support than the
SES over recent budget decisions. We are supporting
the CFA — I recently announced around $60 million of
additional support. When the Leader of The Nationals
talks about the UFU moving in, he is talking about
career firefighters supporting our volunteers to increase
that 22 per cent response time. At the end of the day if
there is a house burning in Lara and a family is at risk,
do you think that family is concerned whether it is a
volunteer or a career firefighter? Do you think they are
concerned whether it is the CFA?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook will come to order.
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, on
relevance, this question was about the SES — the SES
being kicked out of their premises, which the minister
said they would not be. He said on tape that they would
not be, and now they are. The SES volunteers at Lara
deserve an explanation, which this question has sought,
to which this minister has never provided. Can he be
brought back to answering the question to tell the SES
volunteers why he told them one thing and did another?
Ms Allan — On the point of order, Speaker, the
Deputy Premier could not have been more relevant to
the question that was asked. It was about Lara, it was
about CFA services and it was about SES services, and
the Deputy Premier has addressed all of those issues in
his response. He is quite right to point out that the
approach that he is taking is about saving lives. With
his secret tape recordings over here, the Leader of the
Opposition is showing he is all about the politics, not
about protecting the community.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Premier had
been responsive to the answer and then proceeded to
talk about firefighting services. I ask the Deputy
Premier in the minute remaining to come back to
addressing the question of the SES.
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Mr MERLINO — The bottom line is only Labor
will support our SES volunteers, our CFA volunteers
and our career firefighters, because it is about saving
lives and protecting property. All those opposite are
interested in is the politics of fire. They do not care
about saving lives, they do not care about response
times —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
Deputy Premier is defying your ruling and proceeding
to debate the issue and stray away from the question. I
ask you to again instruct him to come back to
answering the question that was asked.
The SPEAKER — The minister did stray. I ask him
to come back to answering the question. The minister
has concluded his answer.
Supplementary question
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (11:28) — Now that you
have been caught out again lying to hardworking
volunteers —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The use of the word ‘lie’
is inappropriate.
Mr Battin interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! I am not asking for
reflections on my performance. I am asking the
member for Gembrook not to use the word ‘lie’. If I
have missed anyone using that word, I would ask
people in the house to bring it to my attention as a point
of order.
Mr BATTIN — Now that you have been caught out
misleading the hardworking volunteers, in this case
both CFA and SES in Lara, will you give a guarantee
that no other SES unit currently based at a CFA station
to better protect local communities will be forced out
by the union?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The Deputy Leader of
the Opposition and the member for Frankston will
come to order.
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:29) — Fancy them asking a question about the
SES! We have provided record support for our state
emergency services, whether it is building new units or
whether it is supporting their operational funding. I
remind the member for Gembrook —
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Ms Victoria interjected.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Bayswater!
Mr Guy — On a point of order, Speaker, given that
a supplementary only has 1 minute to be answered, the
minister was asked a very straightforward question: to
guarantee every other SES unit currently based at a
CFA station that they would not be forced out of their
premises. It is a very simple question for this minister to
answer and to give a guarantee to every other SES unit.
I ask you to bring him back to answering that direct
question.
The SPEAKER — Order! As honourable members
know, I can ensure that a minister is being responsive to
a question, but I cannot direct him how to answer the
question.
Mr MERLINO — What I will guarantee to our
fantastic SES is that we will protect them in terms of
their facilities. We have got a memorandum of
understanding with the Municipal Association of
Victoria, with the state picking up all of the operational
funding in exchange for certainty and longevity in
terms of where their units are based. That is the support
that we are providing the SES, and it has been well
received by SES units across the state.

Ministers statements: immunisation
Ms HENNESSY (Minister for Health) (11:31) — I
rise to provide the house with some really fantastic
results that have been delivered in respect of increasing
our rates of immunisation. I am really proud to advise
the house that the immunisation rate for five-year-olds
in Victoria hit a record high of 94.9 per cent in the
September quarter this year, so we are getting very,
very close to that Holy Grail rate of a 95 per cent target,
which would offer herd immunity to those in the
community who cannot for medical reasons themselves
be immunised. Not only is that the second highest rate
in Australia, it also represents a huge improvement on
the rate that we inherited under the previous
government. It was 92.6 per cent that the Liberals
achieved in their last year in government.
This fantastic achievement has only been achieved by
our government focusing on lifting immunisation rates
through programs like no jab, no play and
pharmacist-administered vaccinations and of course
through reintroducing the parents’ whooping cough
vaccination program, a program that was axed by the
previous government. Since we reintroduced that
program nearly 295 000 doses of that vaccine have
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been distributed, and I am really pleased that instances
of whooping cough have dropped from 4607 under the
previous government to 1667 cases in the year to date.
This is a program that saves lives; it has only been
achieved by this government reintroducing it.
When was the whooping cough program axed by the
previous government? It was when the whooping cough
program was axed by the commission of audit under the
previous government. There is a threat that these kinds of
cuts could indeed be reintroduced if those opposite are
re-elected. This stands in stark contrast with our
government that will never cut health services.

Great forest national park
Ms SANDELL (Melbourne) (11:33) — My
question is to the Premier. Victoria’s native forests are
home to critically endangered species such as the
Leadbeater’s possum and the greater glider, but
currently the Labor government is logging and burning
these forests just to make cheap paper. The government
brought together a task force of loggers, unions and
environment groups to find a way forward for these
forests, but after three years the talks seem to have
stalled and this government is still subsidising this
logging using taxpayer money. So my question is: how
can the government continue to justify logging these
forests when there would be so many more jobs created
through the creation of the great forest national park?
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (11:34) — I thank the
member for Melbourne for her question. She is correct
to say that in full delivery of an election commitment
the government did establish a task force with the hope
that we could for the first time have both workers
represented through their union, those in the timber
industry represented by their association and a group of
environmental non-government organisations reach a
consensus in relation to certainly the Central Highlands
and ash forestry, and indeed potentially a consensus
beyond that.
It is disappointing that we have not been able to reach
that consensus, but I do thank all of those that were
involved in that process, and indeed the government
continues to work with those who have been involved
in that task force process.
I have no policy announcements to make today in
relation to forestry. If and when I were to, I would be
only too happy to ensure that the member for Melbourne
gets a briefing so that she can continue to do what, might
I say with respect, she does best — run a commentary.
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Supplementary question
Ms SANDELL (Melbourne) (11:35) — I thank the
Premier for his response, but if the government keeps
allowing this logging, in just a couple of years these
forests will be gone and species could go extinct
because of habitat loss. Given that the government has
been very happy to borrow and announce other Greens
policies in the lead-up to the Northcote by-election,
such as rental reforms and safe injecting rooms, can we
expect the announcement of a great forest national park
sometime before the election day, 18 November?
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — The Attorney-General and the
Minister for Planning are warned.
Mr ANDREWS (Premier) (11:36) — I do thank the
member for Melbourne for her question and for giving
me the opportunity to again remind all honourable
members that whether it is building the Metro Tunnel;
whether it is getting rid of level crossings or building
new rolling stock made here in Victoria; whether it is
making big social reforms like protecting Victoria’s
women and children from violence; whether it is
recruiting more police than ever before; whether it is
upgrading 1200 schools across our state or building the
new Joan Kirner hospital for women and children — if
only I had more time to list all the things that we are
doing — do you know who is perhaps the most distant
from that agenda? Those who would pretend to be
closest to it. There has never been a brick laid, a job
created, a reform delivered by the commentators up
there in the furthest row: the Greens political party.

Ministers statements: employment
Mr CARROLL (Minister for Industry and
Employment) (11:37) — I rise to update the house on
how the Andrews Labor government is putting more
Victorians in work than ever before. Three times the
number of jobs are being created under the Andrews
Labor government than the Baillieu-Napthine-Shaw
governments — 280 000 new jobs, three MCG-fulls of
jobs — thanks to our Jobs Victoria program, which is
delivering.
The worst thing you could ever do is have a strategy to
cut jobs. Those opposite had the sustainable government
initiative, which ripped 4200 jobs away from the public
sector. In contrast, our Jobs Victoria program is
delivering and delivering, and I have met them — young
Abdullah from Kensington, who is now working at
Essendon Fields near my electorate, in a full career in
hospitality thanks to our Jobs Victoria network.
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We know the federal Minister for Employment,
Michaelia Cash, is down a media adviser, and it is
beginning to show. Hot off the press from the Guardian
newspaper last night: ‘Half leave coalition’s youth
internship scheme without a job’. But do not just take
the word of the Guardian; the Australian newspaper on
Tuesday talks about the ‘hopeless mess’ that is the
federal coalition’s employment program. Unlike those
opposite —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! I warn the member for
Kew and the member for Ferntree Gully to cease
shouting across the chamber.
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — And the Deputy Leader of the
Opposition.
Mr CARROLL — I thought those opposite would
love a quote from the Australian.
Unlike those opposite, who love to cut — it is in their
DNA to cut jobs; any future state Liberal government
will cut, cut, cut — we will always put local jobs first.
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, as best I
can make out, the minister seems to be debating the
issue. I ask you to bring him back to making a ministers
statement.
The SPEAKER — Order! The minister was
making a ministers statement and had strayed from
making a ministers statement. I ask him to come back.
Mr CARROLL — We will always put jobs first;
we will always put local businesses first. The Andrews
government is getting it done, with 280 000 jobs
created. Under their watch, 4200 jobs were ripped from
the public sector. Their sustainable government
initiative mark 2 is under development right now. We
are all waiting for it. Only the Andrews Labor
government will look after workers and give people a
choice in where they want to go to live a life of
purpose. Young people like Abdullah from Kensington
are getting their foot in the door in the labour market.
Our record infrastructure spend is delivering.

Fire services
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (11:40) — My question
is to the Minister for Emergency Services. Your bill to
tear apart the Country Fire Authority (CFA) and make
it more beholden to Peter Marshall and the United
Firefighters Union (UFU) has so far failed to pass
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Parliament, yet the CFA is already advertising for the
position of manager, fire services reform, with a key
job responsibility being listed as ‘restoring the CFA to
an only volunteer organisation’. Minister, given your
fire services reform bill has not passed the Parliament
and it looks unlikely to do so, why have you instructed
the CFA to advertise for a position designed
specifically to implement it?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:41) — The answer to the question from the member
for Gembrook is in two parts. Firstly, in relation to the
legislation that is currently before the upper house, that
legislation goes directly to a key recommendation of
the bushfires royal commission, which talks about an
independent process —
Honourable members interjecting.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for Kew
will leave the chamber for the period of 1 hour.
Honourable member for Kew withdrew from
chamber.
Mr MERLINO — There were 173 deaths on Black
Saturday. A key recommendation of the bushfires royal
commission was the establishment of an independent
process to determine boundaries.
The response time data that we released goes to the heart
of the legislation and why it is important, and it is a
disgrace that those opposite continue to vote against it.
Regarding the second part of the question in regard to
this appointment at the CFA, there is a lot of fire reform
that is not contingent on the legislation. We recently
announced $60 million of additional support for the
CFA: $11.6 million for volunteer training and
capability, $11 million for upgrades to CFA buildings
and other infrastructure, $11 million for specialist
vehicles, $10 million for CFA volunteer sustainability
grants, $6.7 million for workplace health and safety
measures and funding to support leadership, culture
change and diversity. That is fire reform, and we can
get on with that job immediately. That is why the CFA
is seeking to get additional staff to do just that.
Supplementary question
Mr BATTIN (Gembrook) (11:43) — Minister,
since your government has taken control of the fire
services in Victoria we have seen the loss of the
emergency services minister, the Country Fire
Authority chief officer, the CFA CEO, the Metropolitan
Fire Brigade (MFB) chief officer, the MFB deputy
chief officer, the MFB CEO and the MFB acting chief
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officer as well as 10 CFA board members. With the
loss of more than 300 years of fire service experience
and your constant misleading of CFA volunteers about
their future, is it not a fact that the management of
Victoria’s fire services are less prepared this year than
they have been for decades due to your politicised war
on our fire services?
Mr MERLINO (Minister for Emergency Services)
(11:44) — My answer to the member for Gembrook is
a categoric no. Those opposite never talk about saving
lives. They never talk about saving property. They
never talk about additional resources for the CFA. That
is what we are delivering on this side of the house. In
regard to fire season preparedness —
Mr Battin — On a point of order, Speaker, in
relation to relevance and talking about saving lives and
protecting people, one person on their side had the
courage to stand up and say that it would not save lives,
and look what happened to her. The one person who
wants to stand up for safety, and the Premier bullies
them out. It is disgraceful.
The SPEAKER — Order! The member for
Gembrook will resume his seat. There is no point of
order.
Mr Edbrooke interjected.
The SPEAKER — The member for Frankston will
leave the chamber for the period of 1 hour.
Honourable member for Frankston withdrew from
chamber.
Mr MERLINO — In regard to fire season
preparedness, people should listen to the emergency
management commissioner and the chief officer of the
CFA, who said at the start of Bushfire Action Week
that we are as prepared as we can be for the upcoming
summer season. We know it is an earlier start. We
know it is going to be a long, hot summer season. We
have got the largest aviation fleet that we have ever had
to protect our community. That is what an Andrews
Labor government will deliver, protecting our
community, saving lives and saving property. All those
opposite want to do is the politics of fire.

Ministers statements: roads
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) (11:46) — I rise to update the house on a
number of projects within my portfolio which are
planned to be finished next year. What a great year it
will be — the international year of a bit of ribbon
cutting. We are going to be doing a marvellous thing.
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We on this side love a bit of pomp and ceremony,
cutting a ribbon, and we are going to be doing a lot of
it. I have bought myself a little pair of scissors, and I
have called them Tory the Trimmer. They are gold
embossed, and they are ready to go.
We know we will be opening the CityLink-Tullamarine
widening project, and I know that is one close to the
member for Malvern’s heart. There is also the
M80 ring-road — what a great project and Keating
initiative. The Leader of the House will be very much
looking forward to the opening of the upgraded Napier
Street, Bendigo.
I know that when you are cutting ribbons you always
like a bit of pomp and ceremony, and the Chandler
Bridge is one that we will be opening next year. It is a
great one. I know that the absent member for Kew, who
obviously cannot play the four quarters, has a soft spot
for that one. I will be expecting the member for Kew, in
a flurry of trumpets, maybe knickerbockers and a bit of
colour and movement, saying, ‘What a marvellous job
the Labor government has done fixing this tight point of
the Chandler Highway’. What a great project that is.
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is now starting to stray from making a
ministers statement. I ask you to bring him back to
compliance with sessional orders.
The SPEAKER — I do not uphold the point of
order.
Mr Hodgett — Take the scissors off him.
Mr DONNELLAN — Well, they are called Tory
the Trimmer, so we will not be letting go. They are gold
embossed.
It is going to be a big year of cutting the ribbon. We are
going to be doing it at the Monash Freeway. We know
the member for Gembrook will enjoy that one as he
goes down the freeway, coiffed hair, spick-and-span,
and looking good with ‘VOTEBB’ on the front of his
car. God only knows what that stands for. ‘Vote for big
boo-boos. I promise not to tell another lie’. Who knows
what that means? What we will not be doing —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister is again straying. I ask you to give him some
guidance to bring him back to complying with sessional
orders.
The SPEAKER — The minister has now strayed
from making a ministers statement. I ask him to come
back to making a ministers statement.
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Mr DONNELLAN — What we will not be doing is
cutting a lobster claw open and sucking on the flesh.
We will not be cutting a deal with Kroger to bring in
the Duke of Kew. We will not be cutting road
maintenance in regional —
Mr Clark — On a point of order, Speaker, the
minister seems incapable of complying with your
guidance. I ask you to ask him to cease his statement
unless he can come back to compliance with sessional
orders.
The SPEAKER — The minister on a ministers
statement.
Mr DONNELLAN — It will be a mighty year of
cutting ribbons with old Tory the Trimmer. I am going
to really have a great time.
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protect Merri Creek and adjacent land in the Yuroke
electorate? Friends of Merri Creek do a terrific job
protecting the creek through community education and
group activities, and recent reports by their volunteers
of pollution and rubbish dumping have been disturbing.
One local resident reported collecting seven full
garbage bags of rubbish from the creek in Somerton,
containing drink bottles and a disused fire extinguisher.
I know that many Yuroke residents would appreciate
any information the minister can provide on what the
government is doing to keep our local waterways
healthy and clean. I look forward to her response.

Gippsland South electorate

The members for Bass and then Burwood asked me to
review the Minister for Police’s answer to a
supplementary question asked by the member for Bass.
After reviewing Hansard I also rule that that answer
was responsive.

Mr D. O’BRIEN (Gippsland South) (11:51) —
(13 435) My question is to the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. Can the minister provide a list of funding
and works proposed for the major highways in my
electorate over the forthcoming summer on the South
Gippsland Highway, the Strzelecki Highway and the
Hyland Highway, noting the works already underway
on the Princes Highway between Traralgon and Sale? I
regularly drive on all of these roads, and the South
Gippsland Highway is in terrible condition. There are
numerous potholes, pavement breakup and rough
patches along its length, and it is a source of regular
complaint from my constituents. I noticed last week
that the section from Korumburra to Nyora is in a
particularly bad state. Roads are the number one issue
in my electorate. There is great concern about the poor
level of maintenance. People are very frustrated at
seeing millions of dollars spent on safety barriers while
the road surfaces themselves are in such poor condition.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS

Carrum electorate

Evelyn electorate

Ms KILKENNY (Carrum) (11:52) — (13 436) My
constituency question is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. Minister, where can
my constituents get more information about a ban on
single-use plastic bags and managing plastic waste in
Victoria? I have been contacted by environmental
groups and many residents in my electorate of Carrum
who are concerned about the impact plastic pollution is
having on our land, environment and waterways. This
is an urgent problem. We are now seeing plastic bags
and other plastic products ending up everywhere,
including in the Patterson River and on the Carrum
foreshore, contributing to rubbish and posing a really
significant hazard to our marine life. I know my
constituents want to get involved and help protect our
environment, particularly from plastic bags and other
plastic waste. My constituents and I look forward to the
minister’s response.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Questions without notice
The SPEAKER (11:50) — Yesterday the manager
of opposition business asked me to review the
Premier’s answer to a substantive question asked by
the member for Kew. I have reviewed Hansard and
consider that that answer was responsive to the
question.

Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) (11:50) — (13 433) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Education.
Could the minister advise my constituents when the
education department will demolish the old police
building at the Lilydale Primary School to make way
for the new play area? Parents have told me it was
supposed to be demolished in June and that it is a safety
risk having the abandoned building so close to the
students. It also looks ugly and is distracting to
prospective families who are inquiring about sending
their children to this wonderful school.

Yuroke electorate
Ms SPENCE (Yuroke) (11:51) — (13 434) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Water.
What is the Andrews Labor government doing to
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Mount Waverley electorate
Mr GIDLEY (Mount Waverley) (11:53) —
(13 437) My constituency question is to the Minister for
Water. I acknowledge the cooperation and efforts of the
minister in working with my office in seeking to
resolve a complex and difficult residential water dispute
in my district. I ask the minister to continue to do
everything possible to resolve this dispute safely and
satisfactorily and would appreciate receiving updates as
the matter progresses further.
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and concerns Kambrya College. I ask: when will the
builder be appointed for the construction of the
school’s new $3 million multipurpose facility? The
entire school community is already very excited by the
architectural designs that McGlashan Everist has
produced. Their old portable classrooms will finally
be replaced with a modern, state-of-the-art facility.
The students and staff alike cannot wait. It is just yet
another much-needed school upgrade delivered by the
Andrews Labor government.

Yan Yean electorate
Sandringham electorate
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (11:53) —
(13 438) My constituency question is directed to the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety. Beach Road has
been hailed as one of the world’s great cycling
boulevards. Cyclists come from around the world to
cycle along Beach Road, in addition to the multiple
thousands of sports cyclists per weekend. My
constituency question is in relation to the decision to
narrow Beach Road. Has the minister or VicRoads
consulted with the Amy Gillett Foundation or sports
cycling groups in relation to the decision to narrow
Beach Road and the safety implications of such
narrowing?

Thomastown electorate
Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) (11:54) —
(13 439) I have a question for the Minister for Health.
My question is: Minister, could you please give
information on the Koori maternity birthing room at the
Northern Hospital and how it is progressing?

Bass electorate
Mr PAYNTER (Bass) (11:54) — (13 440) My
question is for the Minister for Water. Minister, can you
please clarify exactly in dollar terms what fine has been
imposed on Aquasure for its failure to deliver the
50-gigalitre water order that was due by 30 June this
year? You recently said that as a result of the failure to
deliver the order the government would seek to cut
payments it makes to the operators of the desal plant to
have it ready for use, which was $604 million this year.
It was claimed that the money would be put in trust and
used to flatten future bills for Melbourne water
customers. Exactly how much has been placed in trust
as a result of the fine and how much was the cost of the
order discounted by for failing to deliver the full order?

Narre Warren South electorate
Ms GRALEY (Narre Warren South) (11:55) —
(13 441) My question is to the Minister for Education

Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (11:56) — (13 442) My
constituency question is to the Minister for Planning.
How is the minister and his department working across
government to ensure infrastructure and services are
delivered in a timely manner for the proposed suburbs
such as Donnybrook and Woodstock? The
communities of Mernda and Doreen are feeling a sense
of relief that in the last three years Labor has been
delivering new rail, roads, schools, early learning
centres and sporting facilities, after the Liberals and the
Leader of the Opposition allowed the 3754 postcode to
experience a four-year population boom with zero
funding for infrastructure and services. The challenge
for the proposed suburbs is to deliver these vital
services before significant population growth occurs.
Mr Watt — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
with regard to the question asked by the member for
Carrum, Rulings from the Chair, page 150, ‘Should not
seek information readily available’, states:
The Chair ruled a question without notice out of order as the
information was readily available.

Regarding information that the member for Carrum has
sought, I did a very cursory Google search and found
that there was a press release by the Premier on
18 October which actually gives her that information. It
is very easy for her to find it, so very clearly the
information that she sought was readily available, and
so the question should be ruled out of order.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Spence) — I will
refer the constituency questions from today to the
Speaker for review.

VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (11:57) — When
the White House came to Melbourne last year for the

VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Thursday, 2 November 2017

ASSEMBLY

opening of the billion-dollar jewel in Australia’s
medical research crown, the Victorian Comprehensive
Cancer Centre, one of the proudest boasts of
Vice-President Joe Biden was signing a memorandum
of understanding with the Premier on data sharing
aimed at helping to save lives. When it comes to
cancer, we are in a race between the ingenuity of
science and ever-evolving cancer cells. Being able to
share the key proteogenomics, clinical phenotypes, data
of various proteins and genetic characteristics of almost
60 000 patients in Australia and the United States with
full privacy provisions was seen as a major leap in what
we can do to address these issues, particularly when
combined with computing power to give researchers an
advantage in this ever-evolving challenge.
This highlights the opportunity that we have with data
sharing if it is well-managed and if privacy is protected.
It gives us opportunities to address these in medical
research, science and commercial opportunities as well,
including how we actually use the intellectual property
that we have within the state government’s jurisdiction
and how we can do this for the public benefit to get the
value out of intellectual property that the state holds to
form a virtuous circle of funding. We can then get the
money back from any products, services or businesses
that are spin-offs and reinvest that into the sector.
Medical research is at a critical point where we have a
major international advantage. It was really telling to get
the insight from the White House that the system that we
have on the data and the records that we have obtained in
Victoria is so good that, compared to Victoria, even
though America has a population of 320 million people,
we still have a system that is of really high value, and it
adds to the science that we have.
The Science, Medical Research and Technology
Ministerial Advisory Panel is looking at how we can
connect from business to benchtop the opportunities
that come from data sharing and how we can actually
hopefully evolve from that new companies such as
CSL, which manufactures life-saving blood products
globally from Broadmeadows. This is the opportunity
that we can have in a globalised world, to increase
science, to provide greater opportunity and to get to the
value proposition through data mining.
If you think of it this way, in a 21st century ideas
mining boom data sharing may prove to be as vital as
the tools were in the gold mining boom that helped
establish Marvellous Melbourne and Victoria’s early
prosperity. So that is the opportunity that we have. It is
internationally recognised at the highest level. This is
what this government is trying to do in a number of
portfolios: look at how we can use this for economic
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and cultural development and how we can actually
harness this opportunity.
I think that is why this data sharing bill has relevance
and that is why it is vital right now. It has urgency that
has been put into it because these are the opportunities
that this government is trying to pursue internationally,
from the connection to the US through the Cancer
Moonshot quest to cure cancer and through trade,
investment and a whole scheme of different companies
that will be spin-offs through innovation. So that is the
relevance and importance of this bill.
I did want to pick up on what the member for Essendon
said in his contribution. He said that if we looked at how
this could be used in a social context and how we could
identify where areas of concern are and actually identify
families or individuals, we could determine what are the
interventions and when they should be made to try to
give them a better opportunity in life. I point out that that
has been a proposition that I have been arguing for for
nearly two decades. We know how these issues evolve
over time. One of the best things we could do for
equality in this state is to go back to where all the old
housing commission estates were established in the
postwar industrial settlement and actually have a look at
what we are doing. We could convert them into
public-private social housing and give lifelong learning
so that we give the next generation the chance and the
opportunity and then create the skills and the jobs and the
better opportunities. It is the investment in the attributes
that largely determine where we all end up in life —
attitude, education and opportunity — rather than
ceaselessly having the argument about building bigger
police stations, grander courthouses and more prisons.
Let us address causes and not just symptoms. Let us
actually be smart on crime, not just have the
rhetorically endless loop argument between the media
and MPs about being tough on crime, because it is
actually being smart on crime that will make the
difference. The issue is that we know where these
people live. It has been defined. I have argued this and
published it in Creating Opportunity: Postcodes of
Hope. We know where the postcodes of disadvantage
are. I said it about two decades ago and repeated it in
my inaugural speech. The immutable laws of power,
politics and money mean that resources are gifted to
marginal seats ahead of those in greater need or
disadvantage; therefore the safest held Labor and
National Party seats will be where the issues are.
We have models on how we can address this. It is being
done. I am happy to bring anyone on a tour through
Broadmeadows and we will look at the Hume Global
Learning Centre there. You have preschool reading and
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lifelong learning. You can get some mentoring off
computers and there is bilingual story time. Here is
your chance to get a university degree or a postgraduate
degree. This is how we should be using data. This is
where we can locate the issues and we know what
needs to be done. So it now comes to it being a question
of political will, nous and funding to actually address
how we go to these issues.
This would be one of the biggest investments we could
make. On data, we know from the report done by the
Ombudsman that half of Victoria’s prisoners come
from just 6 per cent of postcodes. This is my argument.
So what are we actually doing in those postcodes to
create opportunities and jobs, to address poverty, to
address unemployment and to address disconnection?
This is incredibly important now in a time of
deindustrialisation.
So it is about how we are driving this agenda, and I am
delighted that the Andrews government is taking the
leadership on this nationally and has established the
new portfolio of suburban development that addresses
this. It is going into these communities and it is actually
creating hope again, and that is what we need to do.
This is the way we can identify data, this is why it
matters and this is the way that it can be harnessed so
that we do change people’s lives, we do keep social
cohesion and we do address the other issues that we
have with population boom. Because they are the
issues, particularly for Melbourne’s north, which is
going through major population growth, as are other
areas as well.
Then it comes back to mutual obligation. This is a
phrase that the Australian government likes to use when
it suits its political agenda of the moment, but mutual
obligation also means that it should be providing the
resources that underscore the investments that are
needed in these communities. These issues come to the
fore, and data and its analysis are the way that we can
see this. I just, as the member for Broadmeadows,
highlight that $70 billion went to South Australia after
the closure of their auto industry, and I have established
that there is an unspent $1.324 billion sitting there that
the federal government still does not want to invest in
Melbourne’s north.
We know what history says to us. We do not need to do
any more research on the data because this was the
managed decline that Margaret Thatcher showed to
England’s north, this is what the Australian government
is showing to Melbourne’s north. That is why I have
been arguing the case for a smart cities deal. These are
the propositions that the data exposes, and it comes
down to this: we have to make decisions, and when you
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look at the proposition that I put forward it is clear we
need the triumph of rational decision-making over
endless political gaming.
Ms KNIGHT (Wendouree) (12:07) — I would like
to start by congratulating the member for
Broadmeadows and thanking him for articulating so
well why data and the sharing of data that we already
hold is so critical across all spectrums of our lives, but I
think, perhaps most importantly, in those areas of very
high unemployment and multigenerational poverty,
which is an issue that is close to my heart as well.
Thank you for your advocacy in that area, member for
Broadmeadows.
I am pleased to have a chance to speak on the Victorian
Data Sharing Bill 2017. At its heart, the bill before the
house is pretty simple. It creates a structure where data
held by the government can be used to provide better
services for Victorians to make the lives of Victorians
better. Analysing this data and looking at it in different
ways to discover patterns and insights to inform policy
development and delivery will be the work of the
Victorian Centre for Data Insights. But a key to being
able to draw real insights to inform policy and
government processes is having a range of data for
analysis, and the bill before the house, the Victorian
Data Sharing Bill 2017, will allow a process whereby
departments can share data for analysis.
To do this, the bill before us will establish the office of
chief data officer; promote the sharing and use of public
sector data to make policy and service delivery
decisions; make it easier to share identifiable data with
the chief data officer or with data analytics bodies, and
to facilitate data sharing across the public sector; put in
place protections around data sharing by specifying the
purposes of data sharing and the circumstances in
which the sharing of identifiable data is permitted; and
make sure that data handled under the principal act is
protected from unauthorised access, use or disclosure. I
will be discussing a number of these aspects of the bill
during my contribution today.
I think we all want governments to make better
decisions, and in so many cases those decisions can be
better informed by information that is already held by
the Victorian government. However, we first need to
make sense of that information through analysis, and a
lot can be learned by bringing different sets of data
together and subjecting them to that analytical work.
The insights we gain through this work can be hugely
valuable to better government decision-making.
However, it is currently difficult for government
departments and agencies to share data. Sharing data
under the current arrangements can take a long time to
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occur and requires the negotiation of data sharing
agreements between the agencies and departments who
propose to share data. This limits the degree to which
our policy and service delivery is currently informed by
insight gained through analytics.
The first step to sharing data is to provide agencies with
the authority to share data with the chief data officer or
with analytics bodies in departments or agencies. This
express authority will make it clear to agencies that they
are able to share identifiable data and the conditions and
circumstances under which that sharing can occur. This
bill proposes a request and response regime where the
chief data officer will have the power to request data
from Victorian government agencies and departments.
For the purpose of data sharing enabled by this bill,
there are two categories of government organisations.
The first, termed ‘data sharing bodies’, includes
departments, agencies and Victoria Police. These
bodies will be required to respond to a request from the
chief data officer by either providing the requested data
or by giving a reason why that data will not be
provided. The second category of organisations are
‘designated bodies’, which are organisations like IBAC,
the Auditor-General and the courts. These designated
bodies may respond to a request for data from the chief
data officer by providing the data or providing a reason
why data is not being provided, or choosing not to
respond to a request. To maintain their independence
these designated bodies will not be required to respond
to a request but can still participate in a collaborative
data sharing exercise if they wish.
However, given some of the data that could be held by
designated bodies, I think it is important that they can
share data with the chief data officer through this process
if they so choose. For instance, the Coroners Court may
hold data that, if the court wished to share and allow it to
be subject to analytical processes, could inform policy
and service delivery in Victoria. The potential benefits of
this kind of work are not hard to imagine, and the option
to participate has to be available and be subject to their
independent judgement.
I now want to touch on issues of confidentiality and
secrecy and to briefly discuss the kinds of data that will
not be shared. The bill provides departments and
agencies, data sharing bodies, with a range of reasons
that can be the basis for refusing a request, because
there may be very good reasons why an agency does
not want to share data with the chief data officer. The
bill also defines ‘restricted data’, which is data that the
chief data officer cannot request, including information
that could identify confidential law enforcement
sources, the identity of a person in witness protection,
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national security information and information on
investigative procedures of law enforcement agencies.
To facilitate the transfer of data to the chief data officer,
the bill before us, as detailed in the second-reading
speech, sets aside secrecy provisions in other legislation
when data is being provided to the chief data officer. It
is important to note that data provided to the officer is
staying within the Victorian government. Importantly,
the bill only allows analytical work to be undertaken on
data after reasonable steps have been taken to
de-identify individuals. Indeed a line from the
minister’s second-reading speech bears repeating:
… the government is not interested in profiling individual
members of the community, and this bill is specifically
tailored to prevent that happening.

Underscoring the importance of maintaining
confidentiality around Victorians’ data, the bill creates
two new offences for ‘unauthorised access to, use of or
disclosure of data or information’. These offences
attract heavy penalties — imprisonment for up to five
years for a serious offence.
Importantly, the bill provides for independent oversight
by the Office of the Victorian Information
Commissioner and the Health Complaints
Commissioner to which the chief data officer must
report annually on the work of the Victorian Centre for
Data Insights.
I want to conclude by stating something that I think is
incredibly obvious — that is, we live in a complex
world. Understanding that world and how we can make
the lives of Victorians better through fully informed
policy and service delivery is also complex. But we can
grow our understanding by making the best use of data
that is already held by the Victorian government. We
can gain insights into problems facing our community
and be better informed when we develop solutions
through analysis of government data. The bill before
the house promotes this approach and makes it easier
for government departments and agencies to collaborate
on the use of data. Importantly, the bill also provides
for protections and oversight of the work of the
Victorian Centre for Data Insights. Someone a lot more
famous and a lot smarter than me said:
Do the best you can until you know better. Then when you
know better, do better.

I think it is beholden on governments and departments
that hold a lot of information to do better and to learn
more, to take what we already know and to look at what
we have, how we can analyse it and how we can use it
to effect practical change that can transform people’s
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lives. I absolutely support this bill and I commend it to
the house.
Ms THOMAS (Macedon) (12:17) — I am very
pleased to rise to speak today on the Victorian Data
Sharing Bill 2017. In doing so I note that I spent almost
10 years of my working life as a senior bureaucrat in
policy and communications roles, both at the
Department of Education and Training and the
Department of Premier and Cabinet, serving Premiers
Bracks, Brumby and briefly Baillieu. It is my
experience during that time that informs my
contribution to this bill and my support for much better
information sharing across the public sector to improve
the quality, the responsiveness and the effectiveness of
government services and program delivery.
The first question that public policy makers need to ask
is: what is the problem that we are trying to solve?
Secondly, we need to know how or if our interventions
are making a difference. Data is absolutely critical to
answering both of these questions. The bit in the
middle — policy design — is the fun bit. It is easy to be
creative, but less easy to be effective. Doing the hard
work at the beginning, making sure that you have got
all the data and evidence in front of you, understanding
the problem that you are trying to solve and knowing
how you will measure success or not are very critical
questions and require access to good quality data.
I am very pleased to report that this bill will strengthen
evidence-based policy and practice by promoting
government data as an asset that should be shared and
used to inform policymaking, service planning and
design. In particular the bill will establish the position,
powers and functions of the chief data officer as head of
the Victorian Centre for Data Insights, give legal
authority for departments and agencies to share
identifiable data for integration and analytics purposes
with the centre and across government, and provide
appropriate protections and oversight of the centre and
its operations.
The bill creates an enabling framework for data sharing
rather than a mandatory disclosure regime. It provides
departments and agencies with the clear legal authority
to share. Under existing legislation, information-sharing
agreements — memorandums of understanding — can
take months or sometimes years to negotiate before any
data can be shared or used. The bill addresses this by
providing a clear legal pathway for departments and
agencies to share and use data for policy and service
design. It establishes a request and response regime
where the chief data officer has the power to request
data and departments and agencies have an obligation
to respond by providing either the data requested or a
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written reason for refusal. However, independent
oversight bodies such as IBAC and the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office have no obligation to respond
to a chief data officer request.
The bill enables cross-government sharing of
identifiable data by allowing departments and other
agencies prescribed by regulation to receive such data
for integration. Importantly it then requires reasonable
steps to be taken to de-identify the data before any
analytics work is conducted. It also facilitates data
sharing by displacing secrecy provisions when data
sharing with the chief data officer. Where there is good
reason to limit data sharing, even for government
analytics purposes, the bill allows secrecy provisions to
be expressly preserved by regulation.
Broad protections to mitigate against privacy and data
security risks have been incorporated into the bill.
These include providing that data must only be handled
under the bill for the purpose of informing
policymaking, service planning and design, not for any
purpose. The protections also include providing that
identifiable data can only be used for data integration.
Before using data for analytics, reasonable steps must
be taken to ensure the data no longer relates to an
identifiable individual.
Other protections include establishing a mandatory
reporting regime that requires the chief data officer to
report to the Office of the Victorian Information
Commissioner (OVIC) and the health complaints
commissioner (HCC) on the centre’s operations and
functions, requiring notification to OVIC and the HCC
of any breach of privacy legislation, requiring
ministerial approval before disclosing any data that was
subject to a secrecy provision and creating offences to
unauthorised access, use or disclosure of information.
The chief data officer is not allowed to request highly
sensitive data, such as data relating to national security
or data that could identify confidential sources or a
person in a witness protection program.
This bill is an important part of the Andrews
government’s data reform program, and it will provide
clarity that Victorian departments and agencies need to
share data for the benefit of all Victorians, together with
the protections and oversights in place that the
community has told us they expect.
I am very proud of the public policy leadership that has
been shown in Victoria under successive Labor
governments over almost 20 years. The Bracks and
Brumby years saw Growing Victoria Together, A
Fairer Victoria, the national reform agenda and Taking
Action for Victoria’s Future, which were all very
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significant, substantial pieces of public policy work
informed by an increasing understanding of the
challenges Victorians face in a globalised, complex and
unequal world. Of course when the Bracks government
came to power in 1999 we had some significant
challenges to face. We had to rebuild, from the ground
up, public education, transport and health services, but
we were able to do this at the same time as delivering
world-leading public policy research and programs in
early childhood, climate change and education,
amongst other areas. This policy work was led by
evidence and commitment to use the levers available to
us to govern for the benefit of all Victorians.
When Labor lost government in 2010 it is fair to say a
great pall descended across the public service. The
policy teams literally had no work to do. As I have said
before in this chamber, at that time I was a member of
the Victorian public service. I was the director of
communications at the Department of Premier and
Cabinet. In the time that I worked for Premier Baillieu I
have to say that I was given one task. That task was to
use all the resources that were available to me to change
the font on the briefing templates. That was the one task
that was given to me.
The point that I am making is that those on the other side
have demonstrated they have no capacity, no
understanding and no ability to use the resources of the
public service in the interests of all Victorians. In fact
what we saw was that they sacked 4200 public servants
when they were last in power. That is the regard with
which the Victorian Liberal Party holds the highly
professional public servants of the state. They have no —
Mr Wakeling — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I do know that you provide latitude to
speakers on bills, but I would ask you to draw the
member back remotely to the bill at hand and perhaps
ask her not to talk about the previous administration.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Spence) — I call
the member back to speaking on the bill.
Ms THOMAS — Thank you very much, Acting
Speaker. I want to make the point, because I think it is a
relevant one, that we are talking about a bill here to
improve the capacity of the Victorian public service to
use data that is available in the interests of the Victorian
public. This is a great reform, but it is a reform that I
very much doubt that those on the other side, should
they win government anytime in the future, will have
any need for, because you do not need data to cut
services, and that is what those on the other side have
shown. You do not need data to cut 4200 Victorian
public service jobs, you do not need data to rip almost
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$1 billion out of schools and axe the education
maintenance allowance.
Mr Wakeling — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I do appreciate that the member may not have
fully comprehended what you stipulated following my
last request, but can you please ask her to come
remotely back to the bill at hand and stop talking about
the previous administration.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Spence) — The
debate has been wideranging, but I ask the member for
Macedon to come back to speaking on the bill.
Ms THOMAS — I believe that I am speaking very
directly on the bill, because I am talking about the very
important use of data that is held by the public service
to inform good policy design, and under this
government, in contrast to those on the other side, we
have seen some fantastic, well-researched,
evidence-based policy reforms.
Indeed talking about data, as we were in question time
today, for the first time we have released the response
times for our fire services. We have seen that response
times from the ambulance service are the best they have
been in seven years. Our Education State targets are
driving better outcomes for Victoria’s young people.
We have also used evidence to design what I consider a
very significant reform — our Homes for Victorians
package, which is a wideranging package of reforms
that is making it easier for first home buyers to move
into the housing market and a package that is making
renting fairer, because we know that an increasing
proportion of Victorians are now priced out of owning a
home, so we need to change the relationship we have in
this state between renters and landlords. On this side of
the house we will use the data for good purposes, and I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms HALFPENNY (Thomastown) (12:27) — I am
also pleased to rise to speak in support of the Victorian
Data Sharing Bill 2017. This bill is very important, and
it aims to enhance management and remove barriers
that impede the sharing of public sector data across
departments and agencies. We know that people in
government departments take their jobs very seriously,
and of course they take privacy very seriously. Often
this means that they do not want to pass on information,
as they believe it may breach privacy rights. I think it is
important to have this data sharing bill to allow the
exchange of information across departments and for it
to be in a central location.
The bill establishes the office of Victoria’s first chief
data officer in the Victorian Centre for Data Insights.
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The chief data officer will have responsibility for data
integration across government as well as data analytics.
By enabling the sharing of data throughout government
we will be able to deliver better services for Victorians
across areas such as health, education, community
services, business, employment, infrastructure and the
environment. Because each department holds onto their
own information, we do not really get a full picture; we
only get fragments or departmental views on the things
that are going on around us. It is not in any way an ideal
situation for government to have to rely on piecemeal,
unintegrated information in order to plan, in order to
understand what people are doing and in order to
provide the best services.
In Victoria, for example, there is the issue of population
growth, which has been difficult to grapple with,
particularly in the outer suburbs. I will give an example
from the electorate of Thomastown, which since 2014
includes areas such as North Epping and Wollert, and
they are growing at an enormous rate. I was talking to
AVJennings staff the other day, and they were saying
that something like four houses per day — or per
week — were being purchased, and that is just one
developer in a small part of the electorate.
It is really important to plan and to understand the
demographics, because based on those things we can
determine what sorts of services people are likely to
need, and it is important to have proper data and have
nominated responsibility not just for the collection of
that data or the gathering of data from the various
departments but also to analyse it in order to assist the
actuaries and so on who look at what the population is
doing and where we need additional schools and certain
types of health services, whether that is maternity or
aged care et cetera.
This bill aims to bring together data from across
government departments and agencies and enable them
to work together to fill in the gaps and gain insights into
what works and what does not work while making
important policy decisions in Victoria. There might be
information from the Department of Health and Human
Services, but another department, for example in
relation to sport, may have further information about
what sorts of sports people like. The health department
may want to encourage further physical activity, and it
is much better that data from the two is matched rather
than being treated separately, which may mean that we
are not making the best use of government services to
increase people’s participation in physical activities.
It is more of an enabling scheme rather than a
mandatory disclosure scheme, which will enable data to
be accessed by departments and agencies when it is
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needed. As I was saying, for good reason departments
are worried; they do not want legal action taken against
them if they provide information to another department
and it is considered to be a breach of privacy. In some
ways departments are overly cautious, so this allows
them to do it in a framework, and they will be protected
through this legislation rather than them not doing it
purely because they are worried that someone or some
organisation may take action against them for
disclosing that information to another organisation
within the government.
The bill will allow us to gain a better understanding of
Victorians and their needs. We can then plan for, say,
population growth and things like that. Of course the
government really does need to look to the future. It is
often hard to work out what is going to happen, but that
is what governments have to do. We have many
policies and plans that go out to 2020, 2027 and 2030,
so governments always need to look to the future, and
the more centrally located and complete data we have,
the better we will be able to assess needs for the future.
Another issue addressed by the bill, which has arisen, is
the timely provision of data. We are considering data in
this bill as a very valuable asset rather than just
information that might be out there. It promotes the
importance of data as a valuable asset that will be
provided in a timely manner.
The bill provides a clear pathway for departments and
agencies to share and use their data through a request
and response system via the chief data officer. This will
allow the data to be accessed more quickly, because
under current legislation we do it through
information-sharing agreements, which can take many
months if not years to negotiate. This is really not an
efficient use of departmental people’s time. By the time
an agreement is negotiated the need for the data may
well and truly be past.
In terms of issues of concern that have been raised,
security has been raised as an issue, as has privacy. This
is not just amongst members of government
departments but also amongst Victorians themselves.
All of us are worried that our information and data
about ourselves will be used in a proper manner and
only for the purposes for which we provided the data.
In the bill there are a number of safeguards that will
allow the central collection of data without breaching
any security issues. There are going to be strong
safeguards to help ensure that the data is used in the
way it is intended to be used. The new legislation will
require steps to be taken to de-identify the data before it
is used any further. It is also important to note that the
chief data officer will not be authorised to request
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highly sensitive data that could potentially identify or
endanger, for example, a person that is in a witness
protection program.
There has been extensive consultation on this
legislation with organisations such as Victoria Police to
look at where data collection might have some issues
around security and protecting people. The bill has then
addressed those things. The bill also provides that it is
an offence for data to be disclosed in an improper
manner or without authority, and individuals face up to
five years jail if they breach the legislation and provide
that data in an unauthorised way.
I think it is about time that data sharing across
government is legislated to provide less costly access to
the valuable data we have, and to allow us to use that
data to improve the policies and services that are
provided by government and its departments, because
of course that is what being in government is all about.
It is about improving society and making people’s lives
better, and we really do need the data to make sure that
that happens.
Another issue is that other jurisdictions such as New
South Wales and Australia have also introduced data
collection legislation such as this, but I think we can
never underestimate how important records are. I will
give you an example: during the child abuse inquiry
people were unable to access records because they were
spread over different departments. It meant then that
they were unable to provide evidence to take legal
action, and it was also very frustrating and upsetting for
people to have to run from one department to another
trying to get information about themselves and being
blocked all the way. So I hope into the future there will
be some mechanisms in this system for people to access
their own information.
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) (12:37) — It is a privilege to speak today. It is
in many ways a very important piece of legislation for
any government. It does not really matter whether it is
this government or the next government or any
government henceforth. It allows a greater capacity to
identify data and use it more productively because at
the moment, as we know, governments are very good at
collating and collecting data but not really as good as
they should be at wisely using it.
This legislation sets up the Victorian Centre for Data
Insights, and with that we also establish a chief data
officer. When I was the shadow minister for child
protection, I had the opportunity to sit down with the
Murdoch institute and talk about a whole lot of data
they had collected. They were using that data to identify
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the likelihood of a young teenager literally going off the
rails. Various incidents in the teen’s life would suggest
there would be a particular outcome in this particular
instance for this particular individual, and that the teen
would potentially end up in incarceration or being
looked after by child protection or whatever the case
may be. At the time the Murdoch institute were getting
one of the large accountancy firms to assist in their
endeavour on a voluntary basis to do that data analysis.
I know about the work that John Merritt does at
VicRoads. When I first became the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety at one of my first meetings with John
Merritt he indicated that as an agency they were very
keen to have their data open and available to all of the
community. The reasoning for this was, more than
anything else, so that this data could potentially be used
by the private sector to look at the development of
software, specifically, for argument’s sake, in the area
of traffic modelling and traffic management so that the
private sector could look at using the data available
through the data.vic access site to develop software to
improve decision-making and the reliability of travel
for the community across the board. I think in many
ways that is just the beginning of this exercise.
The Victorian Centre for Data Insights will be
responsible across the whole of government for data
integration and analytics. It will work with the various
agencies to ensure that data is presented in a usable
format. For far too long, for many years, we just
collected data and held onto it like Steptoe and Son —
hoarding it, having it in the garage, putting it in another
box, hiding it away and then pulling it out again.
Really, it just sat there and we did not really do much
with it. I think it is good that we are now going to be
able to get that data out into the clear light and people
can start to use it.
The bill will enable departments and agencies to work
together to tackle key policy problems. When
VicRoads put their data online and made it available to
the community, it took some time to ensure that the
data was de-identified and that there were proper
agreements in place with other agencies and the like to
ensure that it was done properly.
In the lead-up to this bill, in 2017, research was
conducted to better understand Victoria’s attitudes to
and awareness of information and data use. I
understand that approximately 1700 people
participated. One of the findings of that particular bit of
research was that there was the expectation that the
government would use this data more wisely. I know
for many years under the Bracks-Brumby government
we had a lot of data but, sadly, many times the data
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underestimated the growth that this state was going
through. In many of the outer suburban areas the
growth was very much higher than expected and, as
such, in terms of our investment profile and our
infrastructure spending, in many ways we were doing a
good job, but I do not know whether the data might not
have been able to allow us to do a much better job.
There probably was data around different agencies in
government, but because of the current legislation,
which has been in place for many years and which is
obviously focused on privacy, it was not actually able
to be accessed in real time and to provide us a real-time
loop of what is going on on the ground. For argument’s
sake, in many ways, maternal child health service data
is invaluable in terms of planning for future schools and
the like. That type of data should be available in a very
timely manner for all governments to use to actually
plan for those things because that very much indicates
your home-base population growth separate from your
migration growth from interstate or from overseas.
That being said and done, hopefully now that we are
able to access more agencies’ data and actually collate
it and use it wisely, I think we will be able to better plan
for this state. I know at the moment we are doing such
work in terms of transport, in the department of
transport and also VicRoads, to start looking again at
the data we have got, reviewing it and getting
specialists in to assist us with the analytics of that
particular data.
I know that there is going to be a need for strong
governance and oversight of how this data is being
used. That is important because of course there would
be nothing worse than the abuse of this data, especially
if it was not properly de-identified for others. There
have obviously also got to be very strong privacy
protections within that data. As I was saying, obviously
it will assist us greatly in policymaking, service
planning and design. I think in many ways it will give
legal authorities a much easier process for departments
and authorities to actually share the data. Previously it
could take years to get agreements between those
particular agencies and departments to share their data.
That will be very much a streamlined process now after
this legislation goes through, so that is very much
welcomed. This enabling framework will provide a
clear legal authority to share, which is certainly an
improvement in the sense that obviously for years the
government or any agency was trying to protect its data
to ensure that there was privacy, but unfortunately it did
not really do us much good as a government.
The chief data officer has the power to request data, and
departments and agencies have an obligation to
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respond. We will have the chief data officer doing that
in an independent sense. It will not be particularly a
minister doing that but the chief data officer looking at
the potential for what we can use all that data for. If
those agencies or departments refuse to provide that
data, they have obviously got to indicate to the chief
data officer why they would not hand it over and the
particular reasoning for doing so.
More than anything else, we can obviously assure the
community that the data which is shared between
agencies will be de-identified before any analytical
work is undertaken, which I think gives people surety
within the community and the like that this will be used
for proper purposes. Ministerial approval will also be
required before disclosing any data. It will establish a
mandatory reporting regime that will require the chief
data officer to report and it provides that only
identifiable data can be used for data integration — in
other words what data can be provided for that and the
format it needs to be provided in.
Obviously we will be trying to mitigate against privacy
breaches and data security breaches at the very highest
level, because we know from the 1700 people who
participated in the research to look at the data the
government has and how they are going to use it that
this is something that the community also indicated
their wish to see.
I think in many ways this is a good start. There is a long
way to go in terms of our analytics and how we use
this, but I do not doubt that over time we will develop
substantial capacities in government, and there is also
obviously substantial capacity in the private sector at
the moment. We know that there is a great demand for
data analytics across the universities and the like. I very
much look forward to a future where this information
very much drives better policy outcomes for the
community and better policy outcomes for all of us.
Mr EDBROOKE (Frankston) (12:47) — Acting
Speaker Ward, it is always a pleasure to see you in the
chair right before lunchtime.
It is my pleasure to rise and speak on the Victorian Data
Sharing Bill 2017. From the outset I would say that this
is the result of evolution. The concept of big data is
constantly evolving according to Kryder’s Law, and the
challenge for us is to provide architecture and
management systems to ensure this data is accessible, is
stored right and is useful.
Just for argument’s sake, the world’s per capita
capacity to store information has roughly doubled every
40 months since the 1980s, which is absolutely huge.
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The world’s capacity to exchange information through
our telecommunications network was 281 petabytes in
1986 — for anyone like me who does not know what a
petabyte is, it is actually 1000 terabytes — and that had
increased to 65 exabytes in 2007. And an exabyte, for
those who cannot tell, is 1 million terabytes. As I said,
the concept of big data has evolved, and this bill comes
directly from a government that is evolving with our
community and planning for the future. Whether it be
on education, on the recent results we have had post the
war on ambulances and paramedics, on roads or on
social aspects as well, this government is hearing the
community, listening to the community and acting on
what the community wants.
We have heard some members of the opposition speak
about this bill. Firstly, I would just like to point out
some answers to some questions that have come up; I
guess that is the correct way of putting it. One member
of the opposition has said that this work has already
been done, does not need to be done and there is no
need to do anything. We can just sit on our hands like
they did for four years, which members know we have
not done.
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world experience difficulties in delivering IT projects;
that is a fact. That is why this government has invested
significant resources and the central oversight required
in building the internal capability of the Victorian
public service to manage and deliver IT projects.
This started in March 2015, when the Andrews
government reversed the previous government’s
outsourcing agenda and saved 480 public sector jobs;
480 people were about to lose their jobs. Since that
time we have funded the carefully planned and staged
development of Service Victoria, released two
whole-of-government IT plans, established
unprecedented transparency over IT project delivery
through regular public reporting on IT projects and
funded the Centre for Data Insights in the
2016–17 budget. We have even introduced legislation
to improve information-sharing practices in
government and non-government service agencies to
protect women and children experiencing family
violence. This government is a getting-it-done
government. We are certainly getting it done in many
areas, and this is one of them.

This bill establishes statutory powers for the chief data
officer because the current provisions in legislation lead
to extremely burdensome and lengthy memorandums
of understanding being developed between agencies for
one-off projects. This process can take up to three
years. This means that datasets cannot be reused for
integrated analytics outside the scope of the original
project. This is time wasting, it is inefficient and we
need to do something about it. We are not sitting on our
hands. The powers in this bill and the capability will
drive for increased data integration and analytics which
were not envisaged in the previous minister’s IT
strategy, which I will go into in a second. I think it is
worth touching on that.

We have appointed Victoria’s first chief data officer. I
have heard some people say they are a bit sick of
acronyms, but I am sure the chief data officer does not
mind it. This person is going to lead the Victorian
Centre for Data Insights in transforming the way
government uses data to strengthen policymaking and
service design. This bill supports the CDO, or chief
data officer, by establishing the statutory position,
powers and functions in law. We know the complexity
of existing legislative and policy mechanisms
contributes to a strong culture of risk aversion around
data sharing, and there are many examples of this. This
bill provides a clear legal framework that explicitly
allows for government data to be shared for
policymaking, service planning and design.

We have also heard that the bill prevents data from
being released. There is nothing in this bill that prevents
or inhibits the government’s current open data policy.
This bill is about data sharing for advanced analytics to
solve complex policy and service delivery challenges.
Again I say that there is nothing that will stop data from
being released.

We know that protecting the security of our citizens’
data is paramount. Obviously this subject is in the
media today. It is very important to note that when
people provide their data there are certain expectations,
and one of those is privacy. This bill provides a set of
strong safeguards and oversight to protect people’s
personal and health information.

We have also heard members of the opposition talk
about Labor’s record on IT. IT is a very complicated
world, and delivering successful IT projects is
extremely hard, so when you can do it efficiently and
properly it is a great outcome. When it goes bad — all
you have to do is look at the federal government and
you can see the census — it goes very, very bad very
quickly. Public and private organisations across the

We are not reinventing the wheel here, and we are
certainly not the first to deliver data-sharing legislation.
Both New South Wales and South Australia have gone
before us, and we have used the lessons of their
experience to create a clear regime for data sharing and
improve our policy and services, but we are actually
going further, as this government usually does, by
creating an express authorisation at law to handle
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identifiable data. This will mean we can bring data
together from across government to tell a bigger story
rather than analysing from just one source to develop a
better understanding of the common and complex client
cohorts who are supported by a range of Victorian
government services over time.
At the moment I can speak from experience in my seat
of Frankston, where we have undergone various trials
in our health sector to look at alcohol and other drug
strategies and take a different approach to the way we
treat members of our community with these health
issues, which are not always crime and police issues.
The difficulties we have had in getting data released
from, I guess you could say, outside of the different
departmental silos have been quite amazing. We have
done it, but with difficulty. I see that this bill will
improve on projects like that in places, even at the
grassroots level in our communities.
The functions of the chief data officer are as follows.
He or she will conduct data integration and analytics to
inform policymaking, service planning and design; will
build capability and data analytics across the public
service; will lead and coordinate cross-jurisdictional
data sharing and integration; and will collaborate with
agencies and make the results of the centre’s work
available to those agencies. This is great news, as I said
previously, to the people in my team who had so much
difficulty in getting the information and the data that we
needed for these trials.
To facilitate the CDO performing their role and to
provide a clear message of the importance of providing
data to the centre for policy and service design, the bill
sets out a request and response regime. This sees the
CDO provided with the power to request data and
information about data holdings from Victorian agencies.
These agencies fall into two distinct categories. We
have data-sharing bodies, which include departments,
admin offices, statutory agencies and Victoria Police,
and also designated bodies, which include independent
and oversight bodies such as courts, IBAC, the
Victorian Auditor-General’s Office (VAGO) and the
Ombudsman. The obligation to respond to requests
from the CDO differs according to the type of body for
the data-sharing bodies. They definitely have an
obligation to respond to a request from the CDO, either
with the data or with a reason why they cannot supply
that data. The designated bodies, such as IBAC, VAGO
and the Ombudsman, may voluntarily provide the
requested data or a reason for not supplying the data,
but have no obligation to actually respond.
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Only 30 seconds ago I spoke about the previous
government’s concepts around data sharing, and I
would like to revisit that for a second. The two ICT
projects commenced by the previous Liberal
government — Project Atlas and VicConnect — have
been discontinued, and there are good reasons for that.
The decision we made reverses the outsourcing of all
but CenITex’s services and preserves internal ICT
capability that would have been lost through its closure.
We know that high-quality business systems and
technology platforms are critical to driving better
results and more collaborative practices across
government agencies. Unfortunately the previous
Liberal government did not see it that way. The review
we undertook found that the former Liberal government
proposed to outsource all these services in one package.
That would have left the government, and therefore our
community, much worse off. In essence, to be able to
just strike off 480 jobs and make government worse off
and less efficient and make things hard for our
community is not a decision that a government should
be making. There were obviously some critical factors
around that. I commend this bill to the house.
Ms THOMSON (Footscray) (12:57) — I rise to
support the Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017. In doing
so I want to talk a little bit about — and I will only talk
for a short period of time — the importance and
complexity of government decision-making and policy
development at the moment and why it is so important
that there is a sharing of data with all the safeguards in
place to protect the personal data so it does not identify
the individual but is there for the purposes of policy
development. That is contained in the bill.
In the couple of minutes I have available I want to talk
about why we need to have this data sharing. We need
to have it because governing has never been more
complex. There are no simple issues anymore. They
tend to be across a range of policy areas and portfolio
areas. If we are going to do this properly, we need to
understand the complexity of that data and what it
might mean.
If you look at planning and communities moving in,
you need to look at what kind of health facilities they
are going to need. You are going to have to look at the
demographics of that community and how they may
change over time and therefore the needs that may be
required alongside that. You are going to have to look
at the educational needs and the requirements and the
complexities now with education providers. We used to
teach to the norm, to the average. Now we need to
identify and teach to the needs of our children. That
data is crucially important in actually analysing what
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kind of teaching provisions are available in our schools.
We also need to understand what other health
requirements these children may need so that they are
supported. We need to know what those families may
need to be supported.
In those policy settings, that data becomes crucial in
being able to forecast and prepare for our futures so we
are no longer working from behind the eight ball but
actually working ahead of what our communities need
and we are able to provide it. That is what this data will
enable us to do. It will enable us to prepare for the
future, not just work to the reactive responses to
community needs but actually be ahead of them and be
able to put the service provision in place where it is
needed and when it is needed.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.
Mr CARBINES (Ivanhoe) (14:02) — Can I say
from the outset that when we talk about data in broad
terms what has been very important are the changes to
the way in which personal information and data is
collected and the way in which it is protected. My wife
in fact was a former member of the Rudd and Gillard
privacy information commissioner working party,
appointed by the federal minister at the time, Brendan
O’Connor. I know the work that she did involved with
advice to the privacy information commissioner was
very important in relation to how we protect and look
after people’s personal data.
We have seen change over many years now in relation
not only to technology but also in relation to the way in
which data is collected and the understandings and
expectations that people have around privacy. We have
seen many times the policies and procedures that are
required right across the accountabilities for not only
government institutions and organisations but also for
many years health services and private businesses. We
have seen some reports in recent times about the
disposal of information, and law offices in Melbourne
have reported recently about how documents are
destroyed, how people’s information is protected, but
also how we record that over time. I think what is
important here is that community standards have
changed and that has also required our institutions,
some of the great public record holders of our time, to
address the way in which organisations are expected to
maintain and share data and to consider what are the
protocols and the standards that we seek to maintain in
relation to data sharing.
I also wanted to touch on the explanatory memorandum
which indicates that the main purpose of the Victorian
Data Sharing Bill 2017 is to establish the office of the
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chief data officer, to promote the sharing and use of
public sector data as a public resource that supports
government policymaking, service planning and design,
and to amend, of course, the Privacy and Data
Protection Act 2014. In particular I think what is
important here are some of the comments made by the
Attorney-General in his second-reading speech. There
are some matters that I want to touch on.
A particular area that I think is of interest is that the bill
expressly authorises data sharing bodies and designated
bodies to provide data containing personal and health
information to the chief data officer (CDO) on their
request as well as to data analytic bodies —
departments and other public sector agencies prescribed
in legislation and regulations. The bill of course does
also override secrecy provisions in legislation that may
otherwise prevent data sharing bodies and designated
bodies from sharing information with the CDO, except
to the extent that certain provisions are preserved by the
regulations.
I think that is important because members of Parliament
act as advocates on behalf of their residents and
constituents and often at times on their behalf we seek
as legislators in this place to represent our constituents.
That might be on public housing inquiries or it might be
in relation to health service accountabilities that we
wish to uphold and deal with on behalf of our
constituents, often also in local government. The refrain
that comes back from public sector bodies is, ‘Sorry,
we can’t deal with you. This is something we have to
deal with directly with the individual’. Of course we
can then work through the bureaucratic processes to get
the imprimatur, the permissions, from those
constituents on behalf of whom we are advocating. But
what sometimes we can be suspicious about is that
there is obfuscation, a desire to make sure that members
of Parliament are not able to act in the best interests of
their constituents, to advocate for them and to advance
and protect their interests on their behalf.
What I think is also important in a broad context around
the principles of data sharing and the way in which that
works is that the role of members of Parliament in
advocating on behalf of their constituents is not impeded.
It is important that those who run our public
organisations, our public officials, understand when they
are working in statutory authorities, when they are
working in government departments, when they are
working in local government, that there is a role for
members of Parliament. By the nature of our role we
have become in some ways experts in dealing with,
cutting and wading our way through red tape and
bureaucracy on behalf of constituents who are just trying
to put food on the table, get through the day, do their job,
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raise their families and make a contribution to society.
They do not want to get bogged down and caught up in
what can often be myriad red tape and bureaucracy
when they are trying to seek justice and fairness in the
way they are being treated by government authorities,
organisations and the like.
Also important in relation to data matters is that
members of Parliament are not impeded in their
obligations and their desire to represent constituents.
We have a lot more experience than many of our
constituents. Sometimes these authorities and the
people who work for them use those opportunities to
push MPs away and to blunt and limit our effectiveness
in the way in which we can advance the interests of our
constituents and hold to account those public
authorities. That is certainly an experience that has been
important to me regarding how we are able to work our
way through holding public institutions accountable,
particularly when we are representing our constituents.
In many cases those who understand privacy laws and
those who understand being the custodians legally of
private information also understand their obligations
and the role of legislators in representing the interests
and the rights of their constituents, so I think sometimes
common sense does prevail. But in many cases, when
you get these literal interpretations of legislation, it can
be to the detriment of legislators and their role as
advocates for their constituents. I think that is a
particularly important matter that we need to bear in
mind in relation to the way in which the Victorian Data
Sharing Bill works.
There are also a couple of other aspects that I think are
important around possible reasons for a refusal to
provide data. In particular a data-sharing body or
designated body can refuse to provide data for any
reason they see fit. Some possible reasons for refusing
to provide data are outlined in the legislation and
include but are not limited to when the disclosure is
restricted or prohibited by law — naturally — or likely
to prejudice an investigation of a breach of law, law
enforcement, a coronial inquest or an inquiry or
proceeding before a court or tribunal and also when it is
likely to endanger the safety, health or welfare of an
individual or group of individuals. That is all fair and
reasonable. What we need to make sure is that people
do not withhold data and information or do not shirk
their accountabilities by using legislation like this to
obfuscate and avoid their responsibilities and being
held accountable as public officers on behalf of
Victorians who may seek to hold them to account when
issues arise and when people feel they have been
treated unfairly.
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Also important is the question of how highly sensitive
data will be protected. There are multiple recent
examples of serious government breaches. We have got
Medicare data, defence data and the hacking of the
Australian Bureau of Statistics census. How will the bill
protect against such data security risks? The
Attorney-General outlined some of those issues in
detail in the second-reading speech. Other questions
that people ask include: how will the risk of on-sharing
of data be addressed under the bill? Will the bill require
privacy impact assessments to be undertaken? What
safeguards will be in place if the Victorian Centre for
Data Insights or other data analytics bodies rely on
large teams of contractors or consultants? How is that
managed to protect data and hold them accountable?
In recent times in the area of defence data we have seen
contractors leaving USBs on city streets. What are the
protections there? Those opposite particularly like to
deal with contractors and tender out the obligations and
rights of the state to private mates. How do we make
sure that the rights and protections of citizens are
absolutely paramount? Given that this is a new scheme
and the rate of change, why is the legislative review a
period of five years? I think that has also been outlined
well by the Attorney-General.
Consequential amendments are also a critical part of
this bill, and I draw people’s attention to why aspects of
the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014 need to be
amended and of course to the fact that there are good
policy reasons for distinguishing between personal
information and sensitive information under privacy
law. Also well covered has been how the bill seeks to
treat sensitive information in the same way as personal
information. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms GARRETT (Brunswick) (14:12) — It is a
delight to get up and make a contribution on the
Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017. As we know, in the
complex, modern world that we live in, with the
technological advancement that is happening as rapidly
as the days are long, government is collecting more and
more data in all areas of our lives — really critical areas
such as health, education, employment, infrastructure,
environmental issues, planning and the livability of our
communities, our suburbs and our regions. Government
is able to do that more and more easily with these
changes in technology. It is not what it was even just a
decade ago and certainly not a couple of decades ago.
With that changing capability of collecting these huge
amounts of data, people have two really key
expectations of government. First and foremost they
need to have confidence that the data that is collected in
many different ways is protected and that their privacy
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and confidentiality remain absolutely paramount. These
days people are often sharing data without even
realising they are doing so. We know that with the
increased capabilities of people who want to use data
for bad or nefarious reasons to access people’s data and
strip them of their assets or embarrass them in public —
whatever it may be — government has this very solemn
obligation to protect the data that it is collecting in a
rapid way.
But people also have a very legitimate and, I believe,
growing expectation that the data the government has
collected is used appropriately, not just to protect their
confidentiality but also to inform decision-making. This
body of data gives government a huge resource to make
important decisions about where perhaps resources
should be expended in all those critical areas. Where
are the gaps, for example, in protection for our
vulnerable or sick Victorians? Certainly the Minister
for Families and Children did a lot of work around how
we are making sure there are not gaps in our data about
people who are working with children and that that
information is shared in a responsible way so that a
person who may have a shady history or a red flag is
coming up if they are bobbing up in another area. That
is a classic example of how we need to make sure that
the data that we gather and store is used not only to
protect people’s privacy but to help people in all of
those areas mentioned.
With the member for Ivanhoe here I would also like to
touch upon one of the important things that we have
done in this place, which is around the donor conceived
legislation, which the Andrews Labor government
introduced. Part of the build-up to that legislation and
part of the issues and the gaps that were identified was
the destruction or loss of health data records for people
who were conceived through the help of a donor
pre-1988 and had no knowledge of that and had found
out when they were in their 20s and 30s and sought
information from hospitals and medical clinics only to
find that that information had been destroyed or
misplaced. The misuse or the destruction of data can
have absolutely devastating consequences for people,
and there is no more clear example.
Part of the recommendations of the committee, which I
was a member on, was to ensure that there was integrity
around record keeping. This is a reflection on a small
part of what the government needs to do as a whole. It
is doing this by supporting the fact that we have
established the first chief data officer to lead the
Victorian Centre for Data Insights. That is going to
transform the way the Victorian government manages
its data and strengthen its policymaking capabilities and
outcomes based on that data.
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Part of this bill is also addressing some of the
extraordinary complexity that exists across
departments, across legislation and across
policymaking. One of the key drivers of these changes
is of course the cumbersome nature of departments’ and
agencies’ ability to share information in the existing
framework. These agreements are long and
cumbersome. There is no agility around how we are
using this data. Often the bureaucratic pipeline gets
clogged, which means of course that ultimately it is the
Victorian people who suffer by not having that data
used readily and well.
But again to reinforce the point about privacy and
security being paramount, this bill creates very
significant safeguards around the misuse of data by
either accessing or disseminating the private
information of Victorians with the creation of two new
offences in relation to those matters, and those two new
offences have very significant penalties attached to
them, including up to five years imprisonment for those
who breach them.
The framework of this bill is an outstanding framework
for the Victorian community in the 21st century. We
know that we are not alone in the steps that we are
taking. Both New South Wales and South Australia
have gone before us with their data-sharing
arrangements, which have been very successful. We
have also learned from the many mistakes that they
may have made. We believe that this bill will provide
Victorians with the certainty that they deserve around
the storage of their data and also the absolute
commitment that the data that is there will be used to
make their lives better.
The chief data officer will have a range of functions in
his or her position, including conducting data
integration and analytics specifically designed to inform
and assist us in our policymaking, service planning and
design. He or she will also build capability in data
analytics across the public service, lead and coordinate
cross-jurisdictional data sharing and integration, and
collaborate with the agencies, making sure that the
results of the centre work. This will not only be
available to those agencies but will also be used in the
best possible manner. This is a very significant step
forward, and we believe it will make an extraordinary
difference to how government does its work.
Furthermore, the bill makes sure that the promotion,
sharing and use of public sector data to inform policy
and service delivery is at the core of the chief data
officer’s role. It will make it much, much easier for
agencies and departments to share that data and to get
over those hurdles that have crippled the departments
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and agencies in their capacity to make the best use of
the enormous amounts of information that they collect.
I think this is an extraordinary step forward for the
Victorian community, and the government has put its
money where its mouth is, really. It has had the
courage, it has had the foresight and it has done the
work to create a piece of legislation that will not only
ensure that the data that is collected is protected, is
confidential and has integrity around it, but also that it
is used in the best possible manner. With that, I
commend the bill to the house.
Mr WATT (Burwood) (14:20) — I rise to speak on
the Victorian Data Sharing Bill 2017. I make the point
that I have been listening to the debate and listening to
members talking about the integrity of data and the
importance of data. For me it is not just a matter of how
we collect the data; it is also how we use the data. One of
the points that was made by the member for Brunswick
was in regard to the misuse of the data. I very much
agree with that comment around the misuse of data.
When a person takes two different datasets and tries to
compare them without actually telling people that they
are comparing two different datasets, and then they use
those two datasets to actually make policy
announcements, then members should be noting the fact
that they are talking about different sets of data. So if we
have two different government authorities carrying out
similar functions in different areas and we are to take
data from one and compare that with data from the other
but not acknowledge the fact that they are different sets
of data, then we might actually be accused of lying.
Now, I am not saying that anybody is lying. I am just
saying that sometimes people misuse data.
I have been in this chamber for nearly seven years, and
the number of times I have seen the misuse of data is
unbelievable. We heard during question time today the
misuse of data. I think that what we need to do is make
sure that when we deal with —
Ms Hutchins — On a point of order, Acting
Speaker, I am not sure that the member has referred to
any clauses in the bill or has referred to the bill. The bill
is about the future agency, and he has actually not even
referred to that. He is now referring to question time. I
ask you to bring him back to the bill.
Mr WATT — On the point of order, Acting
Speaker, I started my contribution by referring to
another member’s contribution. I am directly referring
to the comment that was made by the member for
Brunswick about the misuse of data, and if making
commentary on another member’s contribution during
this debate is not a debate, then what is a debate?
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Graley) — Thank
you for your point of order. We have had a wideranging
debate, but I would caution the member for Burwood to
stick to the bill.
Mr WATT — The Victorian Data Sharing Bill
2017 is about data. It is in the title — data. I have been
listening to the debate, and members opposite have
been talking about the use of data. This is about the use
of data. It is also about the fact that when we make
policy decisions, we use the data that we have. We need
to make sure that we use the data properly. It is not just
about the gathering of data or who is holding the data; it
is about the integrity of the data and the use of that data.
If a particular minister were to stand in this place or put
out a media release and talk about the fact that one
particular authority is not as good as another particular
authority and they used two different datasets that did
not correlate, then they might actually be accused of
lying. Now, I am not saying anybody has lied; I am just
saying that there is the opportunity for that when people
do not use data properly.
I have seen in this place members over the last three
years use multiple datasets which have been completely
wrong, and sometimes I hear members using figures
which are just completely and utterly made up. When
we stand in this place and talk about data and about
numbers, we should actually know what we are talking
about, rather than just making this stuff up. You cannot
turn around and say that the Metropolitan Fire Brigade
is much better than the Country Fire Authority if you
do not have the right data, and if you are comparing the
dataset of call-outs to fires of one particular —
Ms Ward — Acting Speaker, I would like to raise a
point of order. The member opposite has referred to
making things up, and I would ask him to resist actually
doing that in his own speech and to stick to data, facts
and figures — not go on a wide, rambling debate, but
actually stick to the bill, stick to facts and figures and not
himself make things up.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Graley) —
Member for Burwood, please try to stick to the bill.
Mr WATT — Thank you very much. Referring to
both the member for Ivanhoe and the member for
Brunswick when they talked about the use of data and
misuse of data, I think that is very important. Let us say
we were to get data on a dictaphone and we were to
take it off the dictaphone and disseminate that and then
we were to smash that source. We need to be very
careful about the use of data, but the member for
Brunswick actually also talked about the destruction of
data. I think it is very important that when the data we
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are looking at does not actually belong to us we
probably should not misuse it and we probably should
not destroy it because that might actually be seen as
property damage. That might actually be a crime. I
think we need to make sure when we do use data in this
place that we actually —
Ms Ward — On a point of order, Acting Speaker, I
am sorry to interrupt you with another point of order
and I am sorry to take up your time, but I really would
offer counsel to the member opposite to actually
articulate something and stick to the point, as opposed
to yet again ramble with these impossible metaphors
which very few people will actually understand.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Graley) —
Relevance, I think we are speaking about here. I would
suggest to the member for Burwood that he is speaking
in very broad terms, and he might like to narrow his
attention down to specific parts of the bill.
Mr WATT — On a point of order, Acting Speaker,
the standing orders and Rulings from the Chair actually
preclude me from going through the bill clause by
clause. If you read the standing orders or Rulings from
the Chair, it actually says that I am not allowed to stand
here and go, ‘Clause 1, clause 2, clause 3’. Actually that
is not within the standing orders or Rulings from the
Chair, so I would say that your ruling is wrong and that I
actually do have the capacity to stand here and say, ‘The
member for Brunswick said this, the member for
Ivanhoe said that’, and I have the capacity during the
debate to actually debate what other members have said.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Graley) — Thank
you, member for Burwood. Given that we have only
got 3 minutes and 15 seconds left, I would suggest that
you speak on the bill.
Mr WATT — Thank you very much. I am happy to
speak on the bill, but I would like to concentrate my
contribution on not necessarily disputing but agreeing
with commentary that was made by other members of
Parliament. Particularly I want to concentrate on the
contribution from the member for Brunswick. The
member for Brunswick specifically in her contribution
talked about the misuse of data, and I know that she
talked about the misuse of data because I actually wrote
it down: ‘misuse of data’.
When members come into this place, put out press
releases and base government policy on data — let us
say as a minister you might want to destroy a particular
government authority and you might want to trash the
reputation of volunteers in a particular authority — what
they might do is use made-up data. They might use data
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that maybe was not made up but certainly does not
correlate with other data that they are comparing; that is a
very clear misuse of data. Members of Parliament, when
they come in here, should actually tell the truth, and
when they use data in an incorrect way, that is
tantamount to lying. What we should not do is come into
this place and make stuff up; what we should actually do
is use the data. So if you look at the data —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr WATT — We found out today during question
time that the Minister for Emergency Services was
completely misusing data. Some might say that he is a
liar. Some might say that — I would not, because that
would be unparliamentary — but what others might say
is that he misled the Parliament, he misled Victoria —
Mr Battin — He is a liar!
Mr WATT — So the member for Gembrook would
say he is a liar. The member for Gembrook might say
that. I am not saying that he did say that, but the
member for Gembrook might have said that during
question time and he might have been right, because
when you misuse data and when you deliberately
misuse data to try to get your point across some might
consider that to be a lie.
I would just say to members opposite that when you
come up with facts and figures, maybe you should
make sure that they are actually facts — not just
made-up stuff, not just pretend and not just comparing
two different datasets. You have got to make sure that
you compare the datasets that have the same inputs
because otherwise what we are doing is lying, and what
we need to make sure is that as members of Parliament
we do not actually lie to the public. What we should not
do is misuse data —
Mr Richardson interjected.
Mr WATT — As I said, those opposite are the ones
talking about misusing data, and I would say maybe we
should not take data on a dictaphone, smash that after
disseminating the data and then pretend that we did not
do it or pretend that it is okay. It is not okay. Do not
misuse data.
Ms WARD (Eltham) (14:30) — This bill is a key
part of the Andrews government’s public sector reform
agenda, and it is actually important, despite the member
for Burwood’s trivialising of this important reform and
this bill and the bizarre monologue that we had from
him. I suspect anyone outside of this place would have
great difficulty actually understanding or working out
the points that he was trying to make. His subtlety was
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a beauty to behold — it really was — and I suspect that
the message was well missed in his bizarre use of the
English language.

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Graley) — The
member for Burwood is out of his seat. If he wishes to
interject, he should return to his seat.

This is not a bill to ridicule, and the idea of data sharing
is also not an idea to ridicule. I would encourage all
members in this place to actually approach legislation
with maturity and with thought as opposed to the
bizarreness that we see from the member for Burwood.

Ms WARD — I find that quite objectionable that
there are those opposite who think that the work of
government employees is quite funny and do not value
it. It does not matter who is in government, our public
servants and our government employees work
incredibly hard. They work dutifully and they work for
the betterment of the government they serve, the people
they serve and the community they serve. To treat them
with contempt, which sometimes happens in this place,
is shameful.

Many years ago I worked at Kew Cottages. We had
computers. We did not have many. This was the early
1990s, and we were still using what were then called
Apple Macintoshes.
Mr Richardson — Going back to the good old
days.
Ms WARD — Going back to the good old days — I
will have the member for Essendon talking about his
cars from the 80s shortly. We had data — reams of
data — in piles of paper. There were piles of paper
stacked on desks, on chairs and against walls all over the
place. These were case files. These were the files
containing people’s stories — their histories, their
medical stories, their families — and there were whole
reams of it. While it was a job to put that data into a
computer, you could see how cumbersome it was to
cross-reference and collect the data.
I will give one example of where you may not think
that sharing data is important, but it is. It is when you
come to areas like storerooms and the people who have
to order things in, where you have got someone who
has to work out how many rolls of toilet paper are
needed — in all seriousness — how many sheets are
needed and what detergent is needed, and you do not
know that. Unless you have that data, you cannot make
informed decisions, you cannot make efficient
decisions and you cannot make cost-saving decisions.
Data is needed for pharmacy requests at a place like
Kew Cottages. You have to know which unit needs
how many workers and what shifts they have to work.
There are a whole range of things that data can supply
to help an organisation or a department run efficiently.
It is interesting to see this conversation around the idea
of privacy and the idea of keeping and respecting
people’s data. It is right for us to raise this question and
want to be assured of the fact that data is protected. But
what I also have concerns about is the idea of those
opposite that those who work in government cannot be
trusted and that those who work in government cannot
have their work valued.
Mr Watt interjected.

Sharing data increases efficiency and reduces waste. It
helps an agency or a department have a conversation
both with itself and across departments. It helps people
to know what is going on and it helps them to make
informed decisions, but it also helps them to make
informed policy. It stops people from making what we
would call intuitive policy — policy on the run, policy
out of the bottom drawer — which we saw from those
opposite. It helps to make informed decisions.
Our election promise was to put people first, and that is
exactly what we are doing and that is exactly what we
are getting on with. We are indeed putting people first.
The first thing that we are doing is showing how much
we respect people, whether they are people who are
employed by the government, whether they are people
on the street or whether they are volunteers in our
community. We do respect them and we are creating
policy that shows how much we respect them and the
work that they do.
We need to have the right institutions and capabilities to
address the complex issues that this state faces. We
need to know where to put things, where to spend the
money, what to do and how to plan for the future. If the
Australian Bureau of Statistics did not share their data
with a whole range of agencies, we would find it
incredibly difficult to make informed decisions. We
would find it incredibly difficult to know where to
invest our time, our thinking, our hearts, our passion
and taxpayers money. We need that data from the ABS;
we need data across the board. We need to know what
is going on, what is important and what the trends are
that are emerging.
We know how important public sector information is
and how analytics can improve service design and
delivery. Similarly — and this is something that is
really important for this government — we want to tap
into the entrepreneurial potential. We want people to
grab data and be excited about it and do good things
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with it. We want them to use their imagination, their
enthusiasm and their abilities to create even better
processes, to create even better policies and to keep
striving for things that are exciting, original, new, good
and useful. By being able to share this data, this is
exactly the path we will be able to go on.
I think it is also important to note that as part of the
government’s response to the Royal Commission into
Family Violence we established the Victorian Centre
for Data Insights to drive new arrangements for
information sharing and data management across
government. I will talk about a woman in my own
electorate who is really struggling at the moment. One
of the things she is struggling with is something as
simple as a car parking fine. She is struggling with that
because she is a single parent who has experienced
family violence. She might be lost without data sharing.
Agencies will not necessarily know why she is finding
it a struggle to pay that parking fine. They will not
understand the layers of problems that she faces
because she experienced family violence.
Again, I want to say how angry I am at those opposite
who want to trivialise the idea of data sharing, because
data sharing can save lives. It can help people who are
on the breadline. It can help and identify people who
could be doing it tough and who could fall through the
cracks and find life a real struggle, through no fault of
their own. They could find that struggle through family
violence. This is something that is incredibly important.
This is one area where we need agencies to be able to
share their data. We need to know where these people
are. We need to know what they are experiencing, and
we need to know how they are living, because we need
to be there to pick them up and help them along. It is
our responsibility as a good government and as good
citizens of this state to make sure that we are there for
them. We can be there for them when we are sharing
data and when we know what is going on in their lives.
We cannot trivialise that. We have to take this seriously
and we have to understand the ripple effect that this
brings with it. We have to understand the positive,
broader policy implications of this legislation and what
it will bring.
This bill will strengthen the ability of the Victorian
Centre for Data Insights to drive a data and analytic
capability uplift across all government departments and
will be an important foundation for accelerating data
reform across government. Family violence is just one
example of where this can help people and to make sure
people do not fall through the cracks, that people do not
miss out, that they are caught, that we have that safety
net there ready to catch them, that we know what to do,
that we know what has caused them to fall through the
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gaps, that we know how to patch up those cracks and
that we know how to put a hand out to pick them up
and put them on a journey that is so much better than
the one they have been on. That is the role of a
responsible government, that is the role of a caring
government and that is the role of a government which
puts people first, which is what this government does.
I do not have much time left, but I do want to talk about
CenITex and the services they had. One of the reasons
that I want to talk about this is not just about the
480 jobs that were going to be lost because of decisions
made by those opposite. This also affected people in
my community. I had a dad with two young daughters
who was so fearful of losing his job it was not funny.
He had a mortgage to pay. He had a wife who was
working part-time because she was looking after their
two girls. Where was he going to go if he lost his job in
a seat like mine, where house prices are not cheap? I
commend this bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms SPENCE
(Yuroke).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE
INDUSTRY AMENDMENT (FURTHER
REFORMS) BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 19 October; motion of
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport).
Mr HODGETT (Croydon) (14:42) — It is a
pleasure to rise to lead the debate on this side of the
house on the Commercial Passenger Vehicle
Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill 2017. We know
this is the second set of legislation in relation to the
commercial passenger vehicle industry — the
taxi-rideshare bills, as they have come to be known.
While the first piece of legislation took some time to
get through the Parliament and there were a number of
issues associated with it, this bill deals with more
practical issues of implementation, and as such we are
not opposing this bill.
I will spend a bit of time putting on the record our
understanding of the purpose and main provisions of
the bill. The minister has given us an indication that she
is happy to go into consideration in detail on this bill.
There are a couple of key issues that we wish to
prosecute or follow up on. We will take the opportunity
to further highlight some of the concerns that are still in
existence by people in the industry for the benefit of the
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government and the minister. There is still plenty of
work to do to sort those out.
As we understand it, the purpose of the bill is that it is a
bill for an act to amend the Commercial Passenger
Vehicle Industry Act 2017 and to provide a new
framework for the regulation of the commercial
passenger vehicle industry in Victoria, to make
consequential amendments to acts and for other
purposes. I will quote the purpose of the bill:
1.

The main purpose of this act is to amend the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017—
(a) to provide for a new framework for the regulation
of the commercial passenger vehicle industry in
Victoria including—
(i)

new safety duties for commercial passenger
vehicle industry participants; and

(ii) registration schemes for commercial
passenger vehicles and booking service
providers; and
(iii) an accreditation scheme for drivers of
commercial passenger vehicles; and
(iv) certain protections for—
(A) consumers of commercial passenger
vehicle services; and
(B) drivers of commercial passenger
vehicles; and
(b) to re-enact, with modifications, certain provisions
of the Transport (Compliance and
Miscellaneous) Act 1983 for the purpose of the
new framework referred to in paragraph (a); and
(c) to make consequential amendments to the
Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous)
Act 1983 and other Acts, including amendments to
the Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous)
Act 1983 that will have the effect of enabling
providers of commercial passenger vehicle services
and booking services to set fares in relation to the
provision of commercial passenger vehicle services
under the new framework referred to in
paragraph (a).

The reason we are not opposing this bill is that it deals
with issues that were raised when the first piece of
legislation came before this house. The issues were not
in the first piece of legislation, and we did not expect
them to be. But when the legislation was aired, the
industry and commercial passenger vehicle
participants — whether it be drivers, operators,
licence-holders, stakeholders et cetera — raised
concerns about safety and other issues that this second
piece of legislation addresses. That is why I make the
point that I think it deals with some of the more
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practical issues that have been at the front of people’s
minds — about consumers, about safety, about
protection, about everyone paying the same fee and
about having a level playing field in which to operate.
We are not opposing the bill. However, we will seek
information and answers on a range of matters in
relation to these reforms.
Part 2 of the bill inserts new definitions into the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act and
provides for a new objective of the act. The new
objective spells out that the regulatory framework is
primarily concerned with the safety of the driver and
passenger in a commercial passenger vehicle and the
protection of consumers of those services. That goes to
the point that I just made. We do not oppose this. Safety
is the number one priority. It has been constantly raised
by people who use the deregulated market — whether
of taxi or rideshare services, hire cars; whatever they
may be. The safety of transport users is the number one
priority, and we welcome that part of the bill.
The new part 3, as I understand it, will establish a
simple vehicle registration scheme to replace the
complex licensing scheme which is currently in place.
Any person who wishes to use their vehicle, whether on
a casual basis to provide rideshare services or an
ongoing basis to provide dedicated commercial
passenger vehicle services, will be able to register the
vehicle as a commercial passenger vehicle. We
understand that this is necessary. Again this is a
sensible provision and it is something that responds to
people’s concerns.
The bill will maintain measures introduced in the first
round of legislation that were designed to ensure that
booking service providers comply with the law. Critics
of ridesharing have continuously raised concerns about
safety, compliance, equal rules et cetera. An example is
that before rideshare was legalised taxidrivers had to
comply with .05 legislation, and whilst Uber drivers
wanted to comply with it, there was not the same
policing or checking of those drivers with regard to
driving under the influence. Again critics of rideshare
services would welcome such a change so that everyone
plays by the same rules. It is commonsense that booking
service providers should comply with the law. Therefore
we are very supportive of that part of the bill.
New part 5 will re-enact the commercial passenger
vehicle driver accreditation scheme. The bill also
simplifies the driver accreditation process, eliminating
the requirement for a driver to renew accreditation
every three years. In its place the Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Commission will monitor all
accredited drivers. The commission will continue to
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undertake ongoing, regular criminal background checks
on all drivers. Again this will be most welcome in the
industry. People have talked about the fact that one
player in the market has had to undergo criminal checks
and comply with certain rules. If everyone is subject to
those rules and it is policed and the commission
continues to undertake those ongoing regular
background checks, this will make it a level playing
field. I think you will find that that will be a welcome
addition by people who have asked questions about this
issue for some time.
I note that the Commercial Passenger Vehicle
Commission will have new possibilities to monitor
fares for commercial passenger vehicle services,
including requirements to report annually on how fares
are changing. This monitoring task will include
monitoring the impact of the per trip levy on fares for
commercial passenger vehicle services, including fares
paid by regional communities and the disability sector,
and I will come back to that in a moment. This
information will be used to inform whether any rebates
to ensure geographic equity are required and the level
of those rebates. Fares paid by regional communities in
the disability sector are something that has been a major
concern, and that got my interest. At the bill briefing,
which we were very appreciative for, we explored that
a bit, and maybe there will be an opportunity to explore
a bit more with the minister how that will operate.
Members may recall when the first piece of legislation
went through that there were attempts to amend the bill
because regional areas that do not necessarily have
access to ridesharing services — albeit with the
legalising of them they can commence there — will be
collecting the levy to fund that. We have had
discussions around the equity of that, how that would
work, whether it should not apply outside metropolitan
areas, whether it should apply coming in and out of
metropolitan areas or whether there should be a lower
rebate in those areas.
With credit to departmental officers and the minister I
think they have taken that on board. With those
amendments not proceeding in the upper house I think
a gesture of goodwill was to explore that with members
of the upper house in seeking their support. Again we
have major concerns around regional communities and
the disability sector, so we will explore with the
minister how that may operate. I know a number on our
side in making contributions to the debate on this bill
will highlight that, particularly those who live in
regional and rural communities.
New part 7 provides for compliance and investigation
powers. This part provides for authorised officers and
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confers powers on the Commercial Passenger Vehicle
Commission and authorised officers to investigate
breaches of laws under the act. Again I state that this
will be welcomed by those in the industry who have
spoken about this at length in terms of authorised
officers having not only the powers but actually acting
to make sure people are complying. The industry has
asked for this, so I think it will be welcomed — and
that is across all of the commercial passenger vehicle
industry, not just a segment of it.
New parts 8 and 9 provide for enforcement measures
and disciplinary actions that may be taken by the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Commission. That goes
back to my previous point, that if you have authorised
officers, they can provide enforcement measures and
disciplinary action across the sector. I think you will
find that at the end of the day that will be welcomed by
all those in the sector as this legislation beds in and the
bill takes effect when it has passed both houses.
Amendments to the Road Safety Act 1986 require all
drivers of commercial passenger vehicles to have a zero
blood alcohol concentration when providing a
commercial passenger vehicle service. As I said earlier
in my contribution, we support this. In this day and age
of road safety and a focus on drink-driving and
0.05 driving, and where taxidrivers have had to comply
strictly with this for their safety, roads users and their
passengers, to have this now for all people providing
commercial passenger vehicle services is supported. It
was raised by the industry and the taxi group when it
was them versus the ridesharing group, which had to
comply with a certain set of rules, and ridesharing
seemed to get away with a lot of it. So to have this
uniformly across the board is fair and reasonable and
will certainly meet community expectations.
At the bill briefing we were informed, just out of
interest, that since the changes on 9 October, following
the passage of the last bill, there have been some
1450 new applications for taxi licences, with 700 new
licences granted. There have been 350 applications for
hire car licences, with 150 issued. No applications for
taxi or hire car licences have been refused. I think that
point demonstrates that there is demand for licences.
With the deregulation and cheaper fares across the
board there is still great interest in people wishing to
take up a taxi or a hire car licence. That gives great
choice and great opportunity for businesses and for
transport users.
Where we have always had concerns is with the
compensation package and the Fairness Fund. That
continues to create great difficulties for taxi licence
holders, and I will come back and raise grave concerns
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around that. That aside, these sorts of practical changes
uniformly across the board are fair, and everyone knows
the set of rules they are playing by. You will still have
critics of ridesharing and you will still have critics of taxi
services, but by and large I think you will find that it will
be welcomed that we have a uniform set of rules.
The key issues for us in discussions with stakeholders
and those on our side of the house that we wish to
prosecute are questions about how the disclosure of
fares and the quoting of fares under the new and
deregulated arrangements will operate, in particular
how the system can be fair to the elderly and the
vulnerable. The bill briefing gave us confidence in
terms of how it will operate, but you know these things,
we will see how they work when they are implemented
and hit the ground. So we will have questions about the
disclosure of fares and the quoting of fares under the
new and deregulated arrangements, how they will
operate, and in particular how the system can be fair to
the elderly and the vulnerable, particularly the elderly.
I hark back to the regions again. We have had many,
many examples over this year and even last year as the
legalising of ridesharing was in the mix and being
discussed, of elderly people, not only in country
communities but also in the metropolitan areas, who
might catch a taxi down to a medical appointment or to
do their shopping. They might get a bus to do their
shopping but they catch a taxi home because they have
got the groceries on board. How might this impact on
them with the setting of fares et cetera? You want those
people to still have access to cost-efficient, efficient and
reasonable services and not have their lives disrupted
because they are priced out of it with the current
cost-of-living pressures.
The second key issue that we wish to prosecute is the
ongoing position of taxi and hire car families and the
crushing of their licence value. I caught a cab from
Parliament on Tuesday night. I got in outside Parliament
House and the Greek taxi driver said to me, ‘Are you a
member of Parliament?’. Of course I said yes, and then
he took the opportunity to tell his story fairly, reasonably,
sensibly and calmly. It is a story that echoes the story of
many, many families that have a licence and have
worked hard to get it and still do not know what is going
on in terms of their compensation under the Fairness
Fund. I will come back to that; it is a key issue. It is the
ongoing position of taxi and hire car families and the
crushing of their licence values and where that leaves
them. I urge the minister, the government and the
department to turn their attention to that.
Indeed we had a gentleman in the gallery here, Andy, a
couple of weeks ago. The minister met with him after
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question time, which was terrific. Andy owes money to
the bank. He is living in a garage and his wife is
pregnant. He does not want to go bankrupt because he
is doing some further studies to try to better himself, to
go onto a career path. It is an example of someone in
the industry. The current way the compensation and
Fairness Fund is being applied to him is grossly unfair.
It is putting a lot of pressure on him and his family. He
is a proud man and needs to have this issue sorted out.
To give credit where credit is due, the minister met with
Andy straight after question time, and it will be
interesting to follow up to make sure that he has
received some advice from the department in relation to
his application to the Fairness Fund. I make the point
that his is one of many, many stories, and the Greek
taxidriver I spoke about a moment ago, whose taxi I
caught on Tuesday night, is another example of what is
happening in the industry. I implore the minister to
listen to the stories and to get them rectified as soon as
possible, because it is putting a lot of pressure on taxi
and hire car families that hold licences.
The third key issue that we wish to prosecute is security
under the new arrangements and how the government,
through the new regulations, will ensure the safety of
drivers and passengers. We want to explore that and
how that might operate a bit more. If we get the
opportunity to go into a consideration-in-detail stage
after this debate, we will be able to hear firsthand from
the minister on some of those issues. We would be
interested in having the minister elaborate on the key
issues and clarify how they are going to work in
practice, how are they going to operate, and to give us
some sort of confidence in how they will operate.
I should take the opportunity to thank again the many
industry associations and stakeholders that we consulted
with. When you get a bill into this house, none of us on
either side would claim to be the font of all knowledge.
We go out and consult with industry and get feedback
from a range of people in a very tight time line, so I
thank the Victorian Taxi Association, Victorian Taxi &
Hire Car Families, Barton Chauffeurs, the Taxi Action
Group, the Victorian Hire Car Association and Uber,
amongst many who were able to give us some input into
this bill, including their thoughts on it, how it might
impact on the industry and what matters we should
prosecute when debating the bill in here.
As I said, we are not opposing the bill. We will seek
answers to a range of questions in the
consideration-in-detail stage, but we are not opposing
this bill because by and large we think this second piece
of legislation is not as controversial as the first and deals
with more practical issues, ones that have been talked
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about for some time and need to be implemented. The
bill largely replicates many existing functions, but also
establishes a mechanism to regulate safety. We are all
about safety. That is a good thing. It provides that
mechanism to regulate safety in the setting of fares.
Clearly we want a safe taxi, hire car, Uber and
ridesharing service. We will seek assurances that this bill
will actually deliver that — a safe taxi, hire car and Uber
service — for anyone who uses or operates it.
In the time remaining I want to turn my mind to and
raise a number of matters that have been raised with
me. People will appreciate my putting them on record
to again draw to the attention of the minister and her
office some of the cases out there in the industry that
are in really dire straits. I refer briefly to the minister’s
tabling of the statement of compatibility and her
second-reading speech. In her second-reading speech
the minister said:
Earlier this year, the Andrews government introduced a bill
that made major reforms to the commercial passenger vehicle
industry. The changes in that bill provided for the regulation
of rideshare services and measures to assist the industry in
this time of sweeping change. Industry participants were
supported —

these are the minister’s words in the second-reading
speech —
by the largest industry support package in the country. That
bill was the first step in the reform process.

The minister went on to say in the second-reading
speech that:
… the government has decided to abolish all licences while at
the same time providing the most generous transition package
in the country to the industry.

The reality check here is that there are many, many
stories out there. We have all got them, on both sides of
the house — you will hear about them today — from
taxi licence holders and owners. A typical story is
where they have come out, they have migrated to
Australia, they have bought a licence, they have worked
hard — some 60, 70 or 80 hours a week over many,
many years — often giving up time with their families
and their loved ones, sacrificing school parent-teacher
interviews and graduation nights. There were all those
sorts of things that people gave up with the view of
working hard, getting ahead and being able to retire
with some sort of superannuation or some sort of
self-funded retirement to enjoy the latter years in their
life after working their guts out for many, many years.
Many of these people reinvested and bought a second
licence, a third licence, a fourth licence. Many
mortgaged their house and continue to owe money to
the bank. Whilst the claim is that this is the most
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generous compensation packet, if you listen to some of
these people’s stories, a lot of them are still in really
dire straits, so much so that the Fairness Fund is not
really being seen to be fair at all.
I would implore the minister, as politely as I can, to
focus on this area. We had Andy in here a few weeks
ago. There are plenty of examples of Andy out there
where they need the assistance of the minister’s office
to get their applications heard and processed as quickly
as possible so that these people can get on with their
lives, meet with their banks and do whatever they need
to do to adjust their circumstances. All their
circumstances are different, but the common theme in
them is that they have had their licence bought back for
a pittance and they need assistance.
Whilst I could quote many, many examples, I think
they are summed up in an email that I recently received
from Linda De Melis, who is an advocate for her
parents, who are taxi licence holders. Again it shows
the botching of this, and the government really needs to
have a look at this to try to get it sorted out. I will read
Linda’s brief email:
You may be interested in the way this government is paying
out on taxi licence transitional assistance … this is a colossal
government botch job. Perhaps you could shed light on the
way the transitional payments ($100 000, 50, 50, 50 for 1st,
2nd, 3rd and 4th taxi licence, nothing for any more) have
been paid on a per entity basis. For example, husband and
wife own two licences jointly receive $150 000.

That is, $100 000 for the first and $50 000 for the
second.
Husband and wife own one each singly receive $200 000.
Seventeen licences owned in a trust with seven beneficiaries
(mum, dad and five adult kids and a shared $2 million debt)
get $250 000.
Husband and wife with 10 licences held in six separate
entities — singly, jointly, company, family trust and super
fund — got $750 000.
Guy with 13 licences in 13 separate entities got $100 000 for
each one — that is a staggering $1.3 million!

So you can see the pattern here. There are people that
own licences in different structures. They are not being
treated consistently; they are being treated differently.
So is it any wonder that people are frustrated and
annoyed and trying to get the best deal for themselves
to pay off debt? A few examples there just show how
inconsistently assessments are being been made.
Linda goes on to say:
We are being governed by imbeciles. They have these
reforms so wrong. By fluke alone some people have come out
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way on top and others penalised severely. I don’t begrudge
people their accidental win, but the inequity is staggering.
People have structured their financial affairs to suit their own
unique personal and business situation. No-one planned for
this ridiculous outcome. Not one person was more clever than
the next.
A taxi licence is property, as ruled by the High Court in 1998,
but it is being treated by this government like a token found in
a pack of cereal. Each licence is equivalent in value, whatever
that may be, and is entrenched in people’s finances just like
any other income-bearing property.

Finally, Linda says:
Perhaps you would be willing to shed light on this gross
injustice. We are being deprived of our basic human rights by
a moronic and arrogant government and apparently everyone
thinks it’s okay because after all taxidrivers smell! And
because of this the government is getting away with it. The
racist undertones of this situation and persecution of those in
the industry is the only thing that stinks here! No-one will set
the record straight — will you?

I am happy to pass that on to the minister’s office.
Clearly Linda is frustrated. She is not a licence-holder;
her parents are. She has been a great advocate and a
great voice, along with Esther and Lou and a number of
people we have met in relation to this, but that sums up
the payout of that. It is grossly unfair.
Finally, I raise an example from the member for
Benambra, who just this week has passed on that he has
had a visit to his office — another example that these
people need help — and I implore the minister to take
this up. The hardworking member for Benambra passed
this to me this week. The email to me — this is from
his office — reads:
Good morning
Mr Tilley had a visit in the office yesterday from Mr Dennis
Cook of Yackandandah regarding the implementation of
reforms.
Mr Cook and his wife own a CT country taxi licence and a
CH country hire car licence.
They received several letters from the TSC outlining the
reforms and including a table of payments (attached).
At no stage was it mentioned that, even though they hold two
different types of licence that one would be considered as a
second licence. They accept that this would have been the
case had they held 2 x CT or 2 x CH but their two licences are
in totally different categories.
However, payment day came around and they received
$21 250 when they were expecting $27 500 (based on the
table of figures provided).
Contact was made with the TSC and they were advised that
‘payments are for a maximum of four licences, per
licence-holder. If you hold a combination of licence types
(e.g. hire car and taxi licences), only the licence with the
highest value will be considered as your first licence’.
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There was no mention of this in any earlier corro and Bill —

Bill being the member —
doesn’t recall this being any part of the debate and has asked
me to touch base and establish if this was part of the
legislation or if the TSC are now interpreting it this way and if
therefore possible comeback for licence-holders such as
Mr Cook.
Look forward to your advice.

I think the member for Benambra is right, and I will
take that up with the minister, but there was an
opportunity to put that on record here today. I would
implore the minister to take up these matters. These
people are in dire straits. They have worked hard all
their lives. They have had their assets taken off them,
and they have been given a payment which is far from
acceptable in terms of being able to pay off their debts
and sort out their financial facilities.
Ms Graley interjected.
Mr HODGETT — You can laugh at them and say
they get nothing; I think that is disgraceful.
Ms Graley — No, I said you were going to give
them nothing.
Mr HODGETT — That is not correct. I think that
is a disgrace. We were fighting for more money for
these, and it should be open to that. To mock these
cases I think is an absolute disgrace.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr HODGETT — We are not rewriting history at
all. You are lying. You are misleading. I challenge you
to produce any time that the coalition said that they
opposed any payments. That is not correct and is a
falsehood.
Anyway, that is part of the first bill. The problem now
is sorting out some of these matters, and I respectfully
ask the minister to turn their attention to it.
In relation to this current piece of legislation before us,
we are not opposing it. We think it deals with the more
practical issues, gives a level playing field and deals
with the issues of safety and compliance. I think those
practical matters will be welcomed by the industry. If
we get the opportunity to go into committee, we will
prosecute those three issues that I raised and look
forward to the minister’s response.
Mr PEARSON (Essendon) (15:12) — I am
delighted to join the debate on the Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Industry Amendment (Further
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Reforms) Bill 2017. I note the lead opposition speaker
has indicated in his contribution that the opposition will
not be opposing this important piece of legislation. It is
incumbent upon the government to bring a piece of
legislation like this before the house. We all know, and
many of us have seen firsthand, the change in this
regulated market over the course of a very, very short
period of time.
I think in an earlier contribution I relayed a story I
experienced back in 2016 when I was doing some
letterboxing in my electorate. It was a Sunday morning
and a car pulled up beside me. A man came out of his
house, walked over to the car, jumped in the car and
left. As many of us know, when you are out
letterboxing you have got a lot of time on your hands, a
lot of time to think about problems or issues. It struck
me at the time that I did not know whether the driver of
the vehicle was an Uber driver or a friend who had
picked someone else up. I had no idea whatsoever.
I thought back to if that had happened in 2006 or if it
had happened in 1996 or 1986. It was a different world
because, if you were trying to sell your services as a
taxi driver, you would need to promote that. You would
need to have a phone number. You would need to put
yourself out there. Within a very constrained, tight
market it would become quickly apparent that you were
operating illegally, and there would have been a very
stern regulatory response against you. Yet in this case
what you saw was, if it had been an Uber driver, a case
of someone using an app on a smartphone to contact
Uber to procure those services. That is beyond the
purview of the state government, and it was
complicated obviously by the fact that when these
matters had previously been before the courts, the
courts had ruled them out.
From a purely regulatory perspective in terms of the
way in which the industry operates and is run, the
circumstances of that industry have changed quite
significantly over a very, very rapid period of time. But
what is before the house today relates to broader issues
beyond the operation of that industry. It relates to the
way in which the safety and efficiency and
effectiveness of that industry will operate, and it will
also be about providing information to people to make
better choices about what services they use in the
ridesharing or taxi space.
As the member for Croydon indicated, part 1 of the bill
indicates the framework will commence in mid-2018. I
asked one of the attendants for a copy of this bill, and
this is a very serious piece of legislation — I think this
would be the largest bill I have had in my hands in the
brief time that I have been in this place.
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With this bill we are trying to ensure that minimum
standards are being met so that consumers have got a
degree of protection when they use either a
ridesharing service or a taxi service. I note that in
terms of some of the changes there will be real-time
recording of driver accreditation so people will have a
sense as to whether drivers are fit and proper people to
drive. There will be reporting on an annual basis about
fares, and data will be generated to put out in the
public domain for people to use.
I note in particular that:
New part 10 establishes a public register of industry
participants to enable the community to access information on
the industry such as the status of person’s accreditation. This
information will empower consumers of commercial
passenger vehicle services and enable them to make informed
choices.

I am quoting there from the minister’s second-reading
speech.
It did remind me of a book I am currently reading
called Nudge by the Nobel prize-winning economist
Richard Thaler. He wrote the book in 2008 with Cass
Sunstein. He posits a theory of libertarian paternalism.
It is the idea of trying to encourage people to make
changes based upon information while restricting
freedom of choice. It is a way of basically saying,
‘Look, I’ll let the individual determine what they wish
to do, but I’m going to provide information to that
person so that they can make a good choice. They can
make a good decision if they so choose’.
In this case, what we are seeking to do with new part 10
is to make sure that consumers can make an informed
choice. So you go from a strictly regulated market
where you have got high barriers of entry and a
monopoly provider — essentially a monopoly provider,
really, or you might argue that it was an oligopoly, but
at the end of the day it was a service you were using —
you are now going to a multiplicity of service providers
offering a wide range of services.
In his contribution the member for Croydon referred to
the member for Benambra, and I do appreciate that in
regional settings there are probably fewer choices
available. What we are trying to do here by putting
more information out in the public domain is make sure
that people have the opportunity to make an informed
choice. By that they will then be able to determine,
‘Well, I won’t go with that particular service provider
because, based upon the information that is in the
public domain that has been captured by the state
government and put out in the public domain, that
person has got a bad record or they have got very low
ratings, so I’m not going to go there’.
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So to some extent, then, you have got the capacity for
an individual consumer’s choice and their behaviours to
have an impact upon the service offering. It is in many
respects a completely different regulated market
compared to the one we had previously. I think that is
reflected in the size, depth and complexity of the bill
that is before the house. This is effectively establishing
a new regulatory framework for what is essentially a
new market, or a market that really did not exist terribly
long ago.
It is also about making sure that these participants obey
the broader rules of our society and our community. It
is true, going back to my example, that we had no
capacity to ascertain who was an Uber driver or who
was not. Again, as I indicated earlier in my
contribution, when the matter came before the courts,
the courts did not rule against the Uber driver. That
does not mean that an Uber driver, a ridesharer, a driver
or a taxidriver is above the law. Clearly there is a need
and a requirement to make sure that there are
obligations that comply with the Occupational Health
and Safety Act 2004. There needs to be an assurance
that there is a zero blood alcohol reading for drivers to
make sure that there is a safe environment for people
travelling in these vehicles. I think that is a really
important step.
I am pleased that the Commercial Passenger Vehicle
Commission will monitor drivers on an ongoing
real-time basis as opposed to renewing an accreditation
every three years. I think we would all appreciate the
fact that three years is a very long period of time. If I
commit a serious criminal offence the day after I get
my accreditation and I work 48 weeks a year for the
next three years and I am working a 10 to 12-hour shift,
that is a lot of fares in that period of time; I will be
engaging with a large proportion of the community, and
they have a right to know whether I am a fit and proper
person to be providing those services. Clearly if I am
not, then I should not be on the road. I think we can try
and use some of this data to ensure that there are higher
levels of service improvement and that we are operating
in a regulated environment that addresses the needs and
the requirements and the expectations of consumers.
I think that now we are moving beyond that strictly
regulated monopoly service provider, which was
effectively the yellow cabs for many, many years, and
we are moving towards effectively a deregulated
market with a wide number of participants offering a
wide number of services, we need to make sure there
are minimum standards in place, that there is
compliance with that and that people have got that
real-time information available to them to make
informed choices.
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I would encourage members, if they have the capacity,
to pick up a copy of Nudge by Thaler and Sunstein. It is
a very good read, and I commend the bill to the house.
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (15:22) — I also rise
to make a contribution on the Commercial Passenger
Vehicle Industry Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill
2017. As we have heard, this bill does establish a new
framework for the regulation of the commercial
passenger vehicle industry. It takes in such elements as
new safety duties for industry participants, registration
schemes for commercial passenger vehicles and
booking service providers, and an accreditation scheme
for drivers of commercial passenger vehicles. It also
provides certain protections for consumers of
commercial passenger vehicle services and for drivers
who provide these services.
I want to focus my comments initially on the part of the
bill that provides for consumer protections. The
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Commission will have
new responsibilities to monitor fares, including
requirements to report annually on how fares are
basically impacting or how they are changing. This
monitoring task will include monitoring the impact of
the per-trip levy on fares for commercial passenger
vehicle services, including fares paid by regional
communities and the disability sector.
This review and this monitoring is going to be critically
important, in particular for the disability sector, because
there is often a high reliance on taxis by people with
disabilities or special needs. In some cases, particularly
in country areas where we do not have an extensive
public transport network, several trips per day are
required. Any increase via a levy could possibly have
quite a profound impact on those with disability, given
that they are currently in many cases on individual
support packages while some are transferring to the
national disability insurance scheme. It is something that
will certainly require monitoring. For this reason I am
very keen to see this element monitored. This
information will be used to inform whether any rebates
are provided or to ensure what the minister described in
the second-reading speech as the ‘geographic equity’ that
these possible rebates or potential rebates may cover.
One area of concern I have is that we are saying we are
going to put the levy in place and that it is going to be
monitored and looked at. My view on this is that
perhaps that should be looked at up-front because
monitoring potential impacts is a little bit like shutting
the gate after the horse has bolted. Yes, they will be
addressed at some stage, but it is certainly a
wait-and-see approach rather than, I guess, attacking
the potential problem before it occurs.
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This is particularly important, as I said, for those with
disabilities. We have around Victoria at the moment the
national disability insurance scheme (NDIS) currently
being rolled out and I think it is probably fair to say that
in the majority of cases those with disabilities are
finding that they have a little bit more scope in their
NDIS packages than they had in their individual
support packages. But the reality of it is that the NDIS
is still to be rolled out for well over another 12
months — in fact my electorate of Gippsland East is
not being rolled out until early 2019 — so those people
with disabilities will still be operating on their
individual support packages. I can assure you that there
is not a lot of fat or room to move in some of these
individual support packages at the present time.
From time to time I have people in my office saying,
‘My son or daughter has to get to day care’ or ‘We have
to pay for therapy’ or ‘We have to pay for respite and
we haven’t got the money remaining in our individual
support package to do so’. So adding an extra cost via
the taxi levy for those people will just put a bit more
additional pressure on people with those packages, and
I would hope that it certainly does not impact on the
ability of those with disabilities to receive the other
supports they were receiving. Maybe that is something
that can be looked at in the committee stage of this bill
and something that the minister could consider
addressing up-front, rather than monitoring after the
event. This is particularly important, as I said, in an area
such as mine because, although we have improving
transport up there, it is in some cases best described as
patchy and therefore there is a high reliance on taxis.
Another thing that is particularly important in many
locations around rural and regional Victoria is that, like
East Gippsland, some communities have high retirement
populations and a number of our senior citizens who rely
on taxis as their public transport, whether that be to get
shopping or to get to appointments and the like, again are
confronted in many cases with what you might call
spasmodic public transport options. It remains to be seen
what cost pressures will be put on our senior citizen
fraternity as well.
It also remains to be seen if the per-trip levy being
imposed will result in the country-based taxi businesses
becoming tax collectors to subsidise city-based
businesses. Why I say that is that when the $2 a ride
levy was proposed, one taxi operator from the
country — and it was Lakes Entrance Taxi Service, if I
am to be a bit more specific — suggested that based on
their current usage they will have collected enough
from their per-trip levy to pay for their payout, if you
like, within six months. But the proposal was for the
levy to be collected for over eight years. So if Lakes
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Taxis collected the amount for their transition
assistance package in six months they would for the
next seven years be collecting this levy to subsidise
city-based taxi businesses.
With the reduction in the levy to $1, I can only assume
that a company like Lakes Taxis will have collected
what would be their transition package amount over 12
months rather than six, and still they are collecting for a
further seven years. So we need to make sure that
country operators are not just collecting the levy for
metro-based businesses.
The bill includes amendments that clarify that the
revenue from the levy needs to recover the total cost of
the transition assistance package. Again it refers to that
time period of eight years and the net cost of
administration, enforcement and rebates provided, so I
still think there is a real possibility that, whether it be
East Gippsland, Bairnsdale, Lakes Entrance, Horsham,
Hamilton, Mildura, Echuca or wherever around
Victoria, those operators will be collecting a levy that
will not be going back into their communities; it will in
fact be going to metropolitan operators.
This poses the question that if the country operator has
collected his share after a year to pay for his transition
package payout, surely we should be looking at some
process or some way that they can then be alleviated of
the need to collect this levy on behalf of others. It just
does not seem right or fair. It is an enormous amount of
money that is coming out of rural and regional Victoria
and going into the urban area. That is something that
we do not want to see: that drain of funds out of rural
and regional Victoria.
There are other questions that do need to be answered,
including more detail around the disclosure of fares and
also detail around the quoting of fares under the new
deregulated arrangements and how they will operate.
Then of course, as the shadow minister touched on in
his contribution, there is the overarching issue of
licence values being diminished and the question about
what the outcomes of those will be for those who have
invested heavily in the sector. The shadow minister
gave a number of examples of people who will be
detrimentally impacted by that. I conclude my
contribution by stating that I look forward to seeing
these matters raised in the committee stage of the bill.
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (15:32) — I am pleased to
be joining the debate on the Commercial Passenger
Vehicle Industry Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill
2017. Before going into my detailed comments about
the bill I might just take up where the member for
Gippsland East left off. He was quoting the member for
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Croydon — the shadow minister and Deputy Leader of
the Liberal Party— saying he could give numerous
examples of people being worse off and how he was
very concerned about this. It is just ‘Do as I say and not
as I do’ with those opposite. It is like they think you get
to a certain point in time, the slate is just completely
blank, you start again and no-one is going to remember
what you did on your watch and even what you said
earlier in the current debate.
When the Liberals were in government, taxi licence
values were cut in half from, over $500 000 to around
$250 000. Not a cent of financial assistance was
provided. I certainly do not recall the member for
Croydon or any members of the National Party crying
foul or saying anything about that. It is quite true that
from the get-go the Liberals have supported ridesharing
and the legalisation of Uber. They have supported the
removal of existing taxi and hire car licences, but they
have put forward amendments to remove the provisions
to provide financial assistance.
I have a quote from earlier in this debate — not the
debate in Parliament but the debate that has gone on for
some time to regulate ridesharing and to make changes
to the taxi industry — from Neos Kosmos on
27 August 2016:
Daniel Andrews is basically setting up a slush fund to buy the
votes of the companies that hold these taxi plates …

That is what the shadow minister thinks of financial
assistance for these hardworking families that are getting
financial support now that this industry is going through
so much change. We have heard all that nonsense in the
last hour when he was giving examples —
Mr Watt interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Thomson) — The
member for Burwood!
Ms GREEN — of his concerns about families not
being compensated, yet he was completely silent. I
think the children in the gallery probably wish, like
everyone else in this place, that the member for
Burwood would be silent. On his epitaph it is going to
say, ‘I came, I raised a point of order, I finished’.
Hansard of 9 March 2017 shows that the member for
Croydon said:
It is important for the house to note that process, because this
groundbreaking report by Professor Allan Fels is called
Customers First: Service, Safety, Choice. It put passengers
first, as should be the case.
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On 19 October 2017, which is quite recent — only last
month — the Leader of the Opposition said on
Facebook:
Taxi fare free-for-all.
That’s Daniel Andrews’s plan. He says passengers should
haggle for the right fare, or shop around between cabs while
waiting on busy streets.
This will inevitably result in cabbies refusing short trips or
charging massive fares. And what about the elderly, frail, or
disabled? Will they have to haggle too?

Then we have got David Davis, in the Legislative
Council, who said on Facebook on 18 October 2017:
Daniel Andrews’s plan to completely deregulate taxi fares
will leave many Victorians much worse off as they are
refused short trips or forced to pay massive fares.
Victoria will face an Asian-style tuk tuk approach to taxi fares
with haggling and negotiation and the frail and old at a sharp
disadvantage.
Does Daniel Andrews seriously think it’s acceptable for an
elderly person to be hailing taxis and then haggling with the
driver in driving rain on a busy street?

On the one hand they are saying they are going to have
an absolute free-for-all, and on the other hand they are
trying to get people to believe that they actually give a
damn about passengers, about ridesharers, about drivers
in the industry and about licence plate holders and their
families. Nothing could be further from the truth.
This bill is the next stage of the very necessary
reforms — reforms that are not of the industry’s
making and not necessarily of the government’s
making. The introduction of ridesharing has changed
the landscape for taxis and that type of transport
forever. We saw the first tranche of changes take effect
on 9 October. I have a local taxidriver in my
neighbourhood, which is in my electorate, that I use
regularly, and he is a much-trusted bloke. We have had
a lot of conversations about his work and about his
livelihood. He has what is known as a Green Top taxi,
so he has only been able to drive at night.
Mr Singh is an absolutely, thoroughly decent, honest
human being and one of the best taxidrivers I have ever
known. He knows all his customers by name. He is
known all around the neighbourhood, and importantly
parents really trust him with their kids. When you live
in the outer suburbs, it is fine if you are going into the
city and getting home on a Friday or Saturday night,
because we have rail services that operate all night, but
what do you do to get from the station or to get from
within some of the properties that are out of Diamond
Creek in the high Nillumbik hinterland and not a
walkable distance to the station? Places like Whittlesea
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do not have a train station, and their last bus is at
around 9.30 p.m., so you entrust your kids and your
loved ones to a fabulous taxidriver like Mr Singh.
These changes, which took effect last month, and
broader changes will mean that Mr Singh can actually
drive during the day. He can work as long as he wants,
evening and night, and will be able to support his many
loyal followers. I have reassured him that I have never
booked or paid for an Uber. I said that I was going to
stick with supporting the existing industry until we had
a proper set of changes. I think he is really happy with
these changes.
The removal of licensing costs of up to $23 000 per
year and increased competition will reduce fares for all
Victorians. We will have this new flexible fare system
for commercial passenger vehicle service networks to
set their own prices. Consumer protections will be
strengthened by requiring all service providers to
provide passengers with a fixed fare or estimate before
the trip begins. When there has been an increase in
demand we have seen huge price gouging by that
well-known rideshare operator Uber. I have also known
some Uber drivers who have had some really
dangerous things happen to them when they have had
accidents or been attacked. We have got to have
support for all drivers, whether they have existing cab
licences or are engaged in ridesharing.
In short, we do care about this industry and about
having it grow and be flexible to reflect the needs of all
sorts of communities in all different settings. Rural and
regional outer suburban areas that are often
transport-poor will really benefit from this, and I know
that drivers like Mr Singh in Diamond Creek will be an
active and forward part of this. I hope that the
community has seen through the lies of those opposite,
who never had the courage to actually provide any
compensation or support for this industry during its
transition and flip-flopped all over the place. I would
rather be on the side of the house with a government
who can be trusted with this industry. I commend the
bill to the house.
Mr WATT (Burwood) (15:42) — I rise to speak on
the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry
Amendment (Further Reforms) Bill 2017. In starting
my contribution, firstly, I would like to set context. I
know the member for Yan Yean talked about what has
happened in the past and how we got to this point, so I
would like to spend a little bit of time talking about
how we got to this point and talking about some of the
contributions that people have made in relation to the
deregulation of the taxi industry, which has brought
about this particular bill.
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I want to refer to a Hansard excerpt from a contribution
made by a member of Parliament in this house on
27 March 2014. I will skip forward a couple of pages,
because otherwise I would spend all my time quoting
this particular member of Parliament. In his
contribution he said:
… we still have serious concerns in relation to the way this
government has gone about dealing with taxi reform, and we
have serious concerns that small business operators have in
effect had assets appropriated without their having received
proper payment for the value they have put into those assets.
There are many licensed taxi operators in my area and they
are bleeding.

I just need to cross my arms here. The member
continued:
They are people who have bought licences for $520 000, and
they are suffering, with the banks literally putting a noose
around their necks. There is a large Sikh community in my
electorate with substantial investments in taxi operations, and
they are screaming blue murder, to put it mildly. They are
furious that this government will not pay proper
compensation.

I will go a little bit further down, noting that the member
for Yan Yean in her contribution said, ‘Do as I say, not
as I do’. That is why I am continuing to set the context.
This particular member of Parliament went on to say:
No, the government will not pay compensation but it is
driving the price down by releasing further licences. That is a
full-frontal attack on taxi operators. That is what this
government is doing. Every time there is another reform it is a
kick in the head for taxi operators. It is very much about
knocking them down, driving the value of their investment
down until it is worth nothing and then somehow or other
saying, ‘We did not compulsorily acquire your licence
because we did not have to do it under compulsory
acquisition legislation or anything like that. We have just
released more licences and ruined your life’. That is what has
happened here.

I find it very interesting that the member for Narre
Warren North said this three and a half years ago but
does not seem to think that cancelling people’s licences
and leaving them with huge debts is not in opposition to
what he said three and a half years ago.
I have received correspondence from people in my
electorate and others. There is a particular gentleman
who corresponded with me who said that he had a
$262 000 loan from a bank, and it was outstanding as
a debt on his taxi licence. What this government is
doing is giving him $100 000 — but that is not
compensation, because they do not pay compensation.
It is a transition assistance payment. In some people’s
minds it might be a transition-to-bankruptcy payment.
But there is a transition payment of $100 000, and that
is all good and well. There is $100 000 as a transition
payment, and he is $262 000 in debt, so all he is left
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with is $162 000 of debt. No problem. This nice Sikh
gentleman that contacted me is only $162 000 in debt.
The government says, ‘No problem, this is what we’ll
do: clearly with $162 000 of debt, you are suffering
hardship, so now we have this Fairness Fund’. Others
would like to call it the Unfairness Fund, but
nonetheless we have this Fairness Fund. This Fairness
Fund has allocated him $50 000.
So when the member for Narre Warren North three and a
half years ago talked about compulsory acquisition
legislation, he was saying, ‘We do not compulsorily
acquire your licence because we do not have to’. That
was his attitude three and a half years ago, and it shows,
because now what we have is a gentleman who is
$112 000 in debt with no asset and no ability to pay off
his debt. Here is this gentleman who is $112 000 in debt.
I spoke to a gentleman only two weeks ago who was
living in a factory because he had to sell his house.
Well, actually the bank came and took his house
because of the debt on his asset, which is not an asset
because the government is now saying after three and a
half years, ‘Actually, no, it’s not an asset. We said it
was an asset three and a half years ago when we were
in opposition, but now we are in government, actually,
no, we don’t want to give you what it’s worth. No, it’s
not really an asset; it’s just a licence, but don’t worry
about that. Look over here’. The member for Narre
Warren North said this very thing three and a half years
ago about payments for licences, and now the
government is saying, ‘Here, take a pittance when you
are $112 000 in debt’.
I have a young constituent in my electorate who a
couple of years ago wanted to drive hire cars and drive
people around for a living. He saw that Uber was
around. He contacted the appropriate authority and said,
‘I want to drive cars. Am I allowed to drive with
Uber?’, and he was told, ‘No, you cannot drive with
Uber, because we are driving Uber out of business’.
The Taxi Services Commission said, ‘No, you cannot
drive with Uber because that is illegal’. So the man
goes and gets himself a licence. He pays $40 000 for a
licence, and the government only a couple of months
later said, ‘Actually, no, we’re not driving Uber out of
business; we’re going to drive you out of business’.
The government set up the Fairness Fund — and I
talked about the Fairness Fund earlier — but the
problem with the Fairness Fund is that not only is it not
fair but the big problem with the Fairness Fund is that it
has not actually paid my constituents any money at all.
I have a constituent who paid $40 000 for a licence and
has received a $25 000 transition payment, even
though, at the briefing I went to, the Minister for Public
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Transport’s staff told me it would be a
$40 000 payment, very clearly. I very clearly said, ‘But
you have been saying $25 000’, and I was told at the
time of the briefing, ‘No, no, they are selling for
$40 000, so clearly we’re going to pay $40 000 in
compensation’. Well, that was a lie. Sorry, that was not
true, because it is only $25 000 now.
But then there is this Fairness Fund idea. When you have
got this Fairness Fund you say, ‘Put in your application
on a certain date’, and people do apply at that date and
then the interview is months after that date. Then you
contact them again and they say, ‘Actually we need more
information. Can I please have your current
circumstances and your current bank account details?
How much do you currently have in your bank
account?’. Keep in mind that that includes the pittance of
$25 000 that you received for your taxi licence or your
hire car licence, so now we are going to include that
when we actually determine whether or not you need the
Fairness Fund. Why do we need to know what my
constituent has in his bank account now, when the
Fairness Fund was supposed to be judged months ago?
As I said, the Fairness Fund is not fair. It is not a fair
process. What the government are doing here is not fair
at all, and what the government are doing here is a
complete backflip on what they have said previously.
Here is an interesting one. I am looking through an
excerpt from a speech by the member for Narre Warren
North only some three and a half years ago. He said:
You cannot have self-regulation when you have price
notification.
There is no self-regulation.

Here we go:
The Treasurer is a little upset because supposedly he
represents small business and the like, but he is party to the
full frontal … attack …

What else does he say here? He quotes the then
Minister for Public Transport as saying:
The government is not acquiring taxi licences as a result of
the taxi industry inquiry and … no compensation is payable.

These are the types of weasel words that he uses these
days:
Unfortunately, this government continues to talk about
hardship provisions.

I love this. Keep in mind that we are not talking about
the current government, even though if you take the
words, you could probably think that we are talking
about the current government. The member for Narre
Warren North would be right if he wanted to talk about
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the current government in the same light. The member
continues:
The problem with this government is that it cannot work out
where it actually sits. Is it a supporter of small business or is it
a destroyer of small business?

Well, that does not apply to this government because
clearly this government is a destroyer of small business.
The member for Narre Warren North previously in a
contribution talked about taxi licence holders coming
back to bite them on the backside. Well, the chickens
have come home to roost; taxi licence holders are going
to come back and bite you on your own backside. The
member for Narre Warren North should hang his head
in shame, just like every member of the government
should hang their head in shame. There is no fairness in
what is being done here. There is no fairness in what
has been done here. This government is a disgrace, the
actions they have taken are a disgrace and they should
hang their heads in shame.
Mr DONNELLAN (Minister for Roads and Road
Safety) (15:52) — These are the rantings and ravings of
the member for Burwood. Facts are not really the best
friends of the member for Burwood, because the
offering which was offered by the previous government
was simply zippo, nothing, absolutely nothing. The
previous government sat still while Uber ran rampant
over all the taxidrivers and operators. And what
happened? They stood still. Did they get to the —
Mr Gidley interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Thomson) — The
member for Mount Waverley is not in his spot.
Mr DONNELLAN — I obviously cannot hear over
the top of my own voice. Let us be very clear: the last
government actually sat still while Uber was quietly but
surely rampaging through the countryside. They failed
to bring into this house any legislation to manage what
was going on. Further, they quietly but surely watched
while business opportunities were taken away from
existing licence-holders and sat still and continued to sit
still. When they were finally returned to opposition, you
suddenly saw the Leader of the Opposition hopping in a
taxi saying, ‘I support it’. In other words, what the
previous government did while they were in was
promise nothing — absolutely nothing. They actually
sat still. So for the member for Burwood to suggest that
my statements were in any way contrary to what we
have undertaken is an absolute load of rubbish.
To date we have paid out $350 million, which is
$350 million more than was ever offered by the Liberal
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Party and Denis Napthine and his government. We
remember Denis Napthine and his government. They
were very good at running ads about a transport plan
they had which did not have any transport infrastructure
associated with it. I think they spent $20 million on a
transport ad that was about something they might have
done in the next 10 years, but they never got around to
doing anything — the greatest fraud I have ever seen.
They could have actually offered that to the taxidrivers
instead of pretending somehow or other to have a
transport plan, because a transport plan would have
meant dealing with the issue head-on and actually
offering compensation.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms Thomson) — The
member for Macedon! The member for Gippsland
East!
Mr DONNELLAN — They simply stood still. At
the end of the day all they did was largely sit still like a
statue, watch the world go by, fail to act on it and
accuse everybody else of getting it wrong. And now we
have this goose, the member for Burwood, coming into
the house deciding he has forgotten his previous history
and wanting to rewrite it here, and he wants to rewrite it
with my words. Well, go jump in a lake, quite honestly.
I stand by my words, very much so.
We are offering compensation and we have done so,
and it is certainly so much better than the zippo
compensation the previous lot offered. They stood still.
They can come into this house and rant and rave as
much as they like, a bit like the Kenny Rogers of state
Parliament, which is the member for Burwood. He is
looking a bit like Kenny Rogers now with that beard.
But at the end of the day the important thing is that we
look at the truth and we look at the facts. At the end of
the day they failed comprehensively to do anything.
The current Minister for Public Transport has done a
mighty job of securing funds through the Treasurer —
and that is always hard, as we know — to actually get
that $350 million-plus, whether it be for the Fairness
Fund or to pay out the taxi licences. The minister has
done a very good job. It was a very difficult and
complex issue, which we had to sort out because the
last lot sat on their bums, did nothing quite literally and
just watched the world go by. Before you knew it, we
had a crisis in the industry and we had to come in and
sort it out, and that is what we have done.
So I stand by my words. I am very comfortable with
what I have said, and I encourage the member for
Burwood to do a little bit of reading, less ranting and

COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE INDUSTRY AMENDMENT (FURTHER REFORMS) BILL 2017
3724

ASSEMBLY

Thursday, 2 November 2017

raving, and actually look at the old facts. Maybe even
read the old Liberal Party transport plan or the coalition
transport plan. There might even be some ideas there of
what they might be able to do sometime in the future.
They certainly did nothing last time around, so things
can only get better.

discussions with the federal government, as I believe
many states are, as to how transport support for people
with a disability is to be provided as part of that scheme.
This is not a situation that is unique to Victoria. It is
something that a number of states are talking to the
national disability insurance scheme about.

Motion agreed to.

What I do want to point out to the member, though, is
that his question was around why we are just
monitoring these arrangements. People who are
currently in receipt of the multipurpose taxi program
(MPTP) will continue to be in receipt of the
multipurpose taxi program, and as a result of these
changes people with an MPTP card can choose whether
they use a taxi, a hire car or a ridesharing service, so we
are giving those people more choice as to which
provider they want to receive a service from.

Read second time.
Consideration in detail
Clauses 1 to 4 agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr T. BULL (Gippsland East) (15:58) — I wish to
refer to the component of clause 5 that relates to the
protections for consumers of commercial passenger
vehicle services, and my question, as I raised in my
contribution on this bill, relates to people who, as the
minister would be well aware, are going through the
transition to the national disability insurance scheme
(NDIS). We have a number of people, particularly in
areas in rural and regional Victoria, who have not
transitioned yet. They are still on individual support
packages. As I am sure you would know, Minister, in
your electorate as in my electorate we constantly have
representations from families and individuals who are
saying that they have not got a lot of fat left in their
individual support packages to be able to deal with all
the various needs that may range from day care to
respite to transport issues.
Minister, I am aware that you are putting in place a
process that will monitor the impacts of that, but there
are people who are already stretched in relation to
paying for the services that they require out of their
individual support packages, and I ask: why are we just
going to monitor that? We already know that they are
very tight financially. Why are we not offering any
support for people in the disability sector up-front?
Although these levies are only $1 per trip, we often
have people with special needs doing several trips per
day, so I ask: why are we not addressing that in the first
instance and why we are just monitoring it?
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport)
(16:00) — The member for Gippsland East discusses the
interface between these reforms to the commercial
passenger vehicle industry and the rollout of the national
disability insurance scheme. That is a very complex
interface, and there are arrangements that are continuing
to be finalised. As the member indicated, the NDIS is yet
to fully roll out, particularly across regional Victoria. It is
a staged rollout, and we are continuing to have

Part of these reforms and part of the challenge in talking
about this in the Parliament in a legislative sense is that
some of these changes go beyond what is in the
legislation — they are non-legislative policy
responses — and we absolutely want to see an
improvement, particularly in the servicing of wheelchair
accessible taxis and associated services. As part of the
transition phase over the past few months, we have
increased the lifting fee for wheelchair accessible taxis to
$20 per trip. We are providing support, particularly in
regional areas, for providers to get cars out on the road.
What we have seen is that since the start of October,
when the new licence arrangements were in place,
37 new wheelchair accessible taxi licences have been
issued by what is currently known as the Taxi Services
Commission. Of course, should the bill go through the
Parliament, that will become the Commercial Passenger
Vehicle Commission.
I am very committed — deeply committed — to
providing support for people with a disability and
mobility challenge. I should have also mentioned that,
as part of the changes to the first legislation that went
through the Parliament, we have put in place a
dedicated disability services commissioner, who will sit
on what will become the newly named Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Commission.
We are also doing a significant amount of policy work
with community service providers about how they can
also have the potential to become a registered
commercial passenger vehicle provider and therefore
provide additional services to people with a disability
in their community. For example, if you are a
community-based organisation that provides disability
services, you already have a vehicle as part of your
service offering. It might be a minibus; it might be
modified vehicles for people with a disability to easily
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access. There is no reason why those providers cannot
use those vehicles — go through the accreditation
process and put those vehicles out on the road — to
provide a service to people in the community. Indeed,
I have had many conversations with service providers.
I have had conversations in my own community about
how we can use this legislative framework to
encourage those community service providers to look
at this as another service offering that they can provide
to the people they work with, whether they are on the
NDIS or not.
We are continuing to do this work. As I said, there is a
complex interface with the national disability insurance
scheme. But what we are not losing sight of, as part of
this work or that conversation with the federal scheme,
is that we need to ensure that everything we are doing is
improving services for people with a disability, because
we know right now they are not being as well serviced
as they deserve to be under the current arrangements.
Mr T. BULL — Just to follow up on that clause
with the minister, who referred to wheelchair
accessible taxis — and we know that a lot of people
with disabilities do not need access to wheelchair
accessible taxis — with the monitoring that is going to
go on for potential impacts for people with special
needs that she referred to, what I am interested in is:
given that it would not be extreme to say that there
may be increases of $20 to $25 a week for people with
special needs who will be paying this levy, that
equates to about $1000 a year. Minister, if you are
going to monitor this and if problems are identified in
relation to cost — so the monitoring is done and, yes,
it is having a detrimental impact — is there anything
in place or do you have any schemes proposed that
will offset these costs so that these people with special
needs are not left out of pocket?
Ms ALLAN — In answering the member for
Gippsland East’s line of questioning, he started off with a
scaremongering approach, which does nothing to
advance this debate. It is extreme to say that people are
facing that increased level of cost, because it makes a
significant assumption about the sorts of services that are
going to be provided in this area into the future. There
have already been industry participants on the record
indicating that with more service provision — with more
service providers out on the road — there is the potential
and the expectation that fares can go down.
This is a debate that we had as part of the first tranche
of legislation. It is not particularly relevant to this
tranche of legislation, but I am very happy to talk about
it. There is a level of scaremongering going on.
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The member for Gippsland East talked about the fact
that he and I represent regional Victoria. That is true,
we do — and indeed you do too, Deputy Speaker —
but there is a great difference between the community
he represents and the community I represent. His
community has had deregulated fares for a number of
years. The fare deregulation that we are proposing
under this legislation is something that has been in
place in rural areas of Victoria — in places like
Shepparton and in places like the member for
Gippsland East’s own community — for a number of
years because it was part of the legislation that was
introduced when the member for Gippsland East sat at
the cabinet table under the former government. We are
simply extending that approach to the urban and
metropolitan areas. Over that period of time in those
country and rural areas the concerns that the member is
now raising have not been realised. It would be
interesting to know if the member of Gippsland East
raised these concerns when he was a member of
cabinet, sitting here in the Parliament. What we are
doing is simply extending that approach to the urban
and metropolitan area.
Mr HODGETT (Croydon) (16:08) — As a
follow-up, Minister, we understand what the bill is
trying to achieve. In the second-reading speech, under
the heading ‘Better services’, it states that:
The bill creates a level playing field for taxis to compete with
hire car and rideshare services, and encourage new operators
to enter the market, thereby boosting competition, choice and
the quality of services. The benefits of this change to the
travelling public, including persons with disabilities, are
significant.

I would be the first to admit that under the current system
there have been some horror stories of people with
disabilities and the way they have been treated while
trying to get access. Our concern on this side is that
given you said in the second-reading speech, ‘To ensure
that benefits of reform do flow through to persons with
disabilities’, and noting that you are appointing a new
commissioner who will oversee that, we are interested in
your thoughts on how that might operate or how we can
give some sort of confidence to people with mobility
impairment as to exactly how those benefits are going to
flow through to them so that they will get at least an
equal or hopefully better service than they get in the
current system. With respect, I note that this legislation is
designed to boost competition, choice and quality of
service, but we are interested in how that can be done so
we can go to those people who have raised these
concerns with us and report it back to them.
Ms ALLAN — I appreciate that the member for
Croydon was late joining us in the chamber and much
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of what he raised is what I have just addressed in
response to the issues raised by the member for
Gippsland East, but we have put in place a number of
additional mechanisms — and many of them sit outside
of the legislative framework — to ensure that we are
providing extra and additional supports for people with
a disability. I have mentioned the disability
commissioner. That was a legislative change; it was
part of the first tranche of legislation. We have
increased the wheelchair lifting fee to $20 a trip to
provide an additional incentive for these services to be
provided. The annual licence fee for a licence to
provide a wheelchair accessible taxi was around
$19 000 a year. That has been abolished, removing a
significant barrier for entry to the market for people
who want to provide those services. We are also setting
aside $25 million as an investment fund to encourage
providers to put on more accessible services.
We already know from the changes that we are making
that there are people who are coming into the market. I
mentioned earlier that 37 new wheelchair accessible
licences have been issued since the start of October. We
also know that other providers are interested in
providing these services. We have a suite of incentives
that are about providing increased support to people
with disability, which is over and above the legislative
framework that we are proposing through this
legislation and the previous legislation and which is
about reducing barriers to entry.
Disability service providers will now not have to pay a
$19 000 fee to get their wheelchair accessible vehicle
out on the road. They can pay just over $52 and then
get out on the road after they have gone through the
appropriate accreditation services. They can add that to
their service offering for people with a disability, and I
think this has a great potential to increase services.
Whether you are in the smallest of rural communities,
the outer suburban fringe, metropolitan Melbourne or a
regional centre, there are service providers who are
right now looking at providing this service in addition
to the suite of disability supports that they already
provide to people with a disability.
We also know that more vehicles on the road will
provide a disincentive to taking advantage of people
through the fare structures. In terms of the question of
who is the watchdog on all this, that is exactly why we
have put in place through this legislation the additional
consumer protections that we are putting in place. We
will have a dedicated disability commissioner. We will
be looking to finalise that appointment in coming
weeks. Their sole job is to monitor and report on this
area. We will be watching this area very carefully
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because we want to improve the services from what
they are at the moment.
Mr T. BULL (By leave) — My issue here — and I
am just after an explanation — relates to the clause in
the bill that refers to recovering the cost of the
transitional assistance. My question is one that I have
raised previously in this place. A scenario was put
forward by Lakes Entrance Taxi Service. It has since
changed hands, but the scenario that the previous
owners put forward when a $2 levy was mooted was
that they could have collected the amount that they
were to be paid under the transitional assistance
package within six months, but at that time the levy
collection period was to be over eight and a half years.
The owners of Lakes taxis at the time put the case, ‘I
will have collected enough to pay for my own
transitional assistance package within six months. Am I
then collecting to pay out metropolitan-based taxi
services over the ensuing period?’. I think it was
mooted at eight and a half years at the time. I think that
has probably been altered to when the full amount is
collected. But for rural and regional taxi operators I
guess my question is: are they still faced with the
situation that they will be collecting the levy and that
money will be disappearing out of rural and regional
Victoria and going into the compensation packages of
metropolitan licence-holders?
Ms ALLAN — One of the challenges in answering
this question is that this was all part of the first bill that
went through the Parliament a few months ago. I had all
my facts and figures then. I do not have them in front of
me right now, but I will do my very best to draw on the
depths of my memory on those figures.
Firstly, the member is incorrect. Yes, initially there was
a contemplation that the transitional support
arrangements would be paid out over a longer period of
time, but from when we announced our proposed
reforms in August 2016 to when the bill came into the
Parliament we listened carefully to the people who
were impacted by these changes, and as part of the
changed arrangements we have seen the transition
money being paid out effectively up-front. Once the
first bill went through the Parliament and the
mechanism for setting the levy was established we were
able to move on paying out that transitional support,
and that transitional support that has been paid out is
now in the vicinity of $350 million.
Included in that transitional support are people from
country and regional areas who held licences. They
have received transitional support, which all
licence-holders have received. They may have also
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received support from the Fairness Fund, if they made
an application and were deemed eligible as part of that
process. So, yes, there is a link between the collection
of the levy and the transitional support that is being
paid out to all licence-holders. We have been very
transparent about that from the outset, and through the
legislative process with the first bill there is a
mechanism now that includes the oversight of the
essential services commissioner as to the amount that
the levy is set at and how much is paid on an annual
basis against the transition payments and the support
that is paid out.
The nexus that the member was drawing between
licence-holders in the rural areas collecting the levy but
not seeing support is not correct. They are getting
support.
Mr T. Bull interjected.
Ms ALLAN — This again is part of the first piece
of legislation that we put to the Parliament. The
member is also forgetting, perhaps, or not
remembering —
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road with a $52 licence fee. As part of this arrangement,
yes, we are seeing the collection of a levy to provide
fair support for the industry. As I said, we had this
long-ranging debate as part of the first tranche of
legislation, but I am very happy to go back over that
issue as much as the member needs.
Clause agreed to; clauses 6 to 17 agreed to.
Clause 18
Mr HODGETT — I am trying to decide where best
to raise a couple of these matters, but in the interests of
the minister it might be better just to raise some of
them. I was looking for the section on passenger
vehicle safety and safety matters. As I said, the bill
deals with a lot of the practical issues around safety. Of
particular interest or matters that have been raised with
me are in relation to matters of safety and duty holders.
In your second-reading speech there is mention that:
Each participant in the commercial passenger vehicle industry
will be held to account for the safety of passengers … The
industry regulator also will continue to conduct weekly
criminal background checks on all drivers of commercial
passenger vehicles.

Mr T. Bull interjected.
Ms ALLAN — No, I am getting to it, because this
all goes back to the first bill. Part of abolishing the
licence structures that we have had in the past was
removing the significant financial barriers to entry that
licence-holders had to pay. Country licence-holders
had to pay annually, I think — I will get
confirmation — but they had to pay $3400 for a
country licence and $11 000 for a regional licence.
Those costs do not exist anymore.
Mr T. Bull interjected.
Ms ALLAN — Those costs do not exist anymore.
Existing licence-holders have received transitional
support. Existing licence-holders do not have to pay
those thousands of dollars, and they can continue to
operate provided they sign up to a flat $52 licence fee.
Yes, as part of these arrangements they are collecting a
levy. If you are a regional licence-holder, you would
have to do 11 000 trips, which is vastly more than most
regional operators do, before you are getting ahead of
where you were with your licence charge. So I think the
member is wrong.
It is annual; we have had that confirmed. It was
$11 000 annually that a regional licence-holder had to
pay. For a country licence-holder it was $3400. We
have taken that annual cost away from those
licence-holders. We have provided them with
transitional support. They can keep their cars out on the

In my contribution I made the point that critics of
ridesharing were very keen that they should have to
comply with everything that taxis currently have to
comply with, whether that be 0.05 laws, criminal
checks, background checks and all those sorts of things,
which this bill addresses and which is terrific. I think
that will be welcomed by the industry.
Where the speech says ‘continue to conduct weekly
criminal background checks on all drivers’, will that
be any different to what it is now or more thorough or
frequent or in-depth checks? Some of the concerns
raised with us are that people might have a clean bill
of health today, but if they are not checked again for 6,
12, 18 months, 5 years or whatever they could have
committed some sort of crime. So we are wondering
how frequent these checks will be as opposed to how
they were conducted in the past. Also there have been
questions raised about how they are costed or paid for.
Is there any requirement on the person to get their
police checks and send them in? Is that how the
process operates?
Of course the other end of the process is actually dealing
with people when it is discovered that somebody who
does have a licence or accreditation to drive and has a
criminal background or has committed a crime after they
are accredited. How does that process operate in terms of
getting them off the road as quickly as possible for the
protection of passengers and the industry?
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Ms ALLAN — In terms of those issues around
safety, I can certainly appreciate why this is an area that
the member wants to explore, because it is important. It
is important that we ensure through these legislative
changes that, where we can, we improve the safety for
both drivers and passengers. I think it is important that
those protections are in place for all participants in and
users of the service. I want to assure the member, in
terms of what he outlined on the process for safety
checks, that the weekly safety checks will continue to
be in place.
What has changed, what is different, under this
approach is that for the first time we are bringing the
ridesharing services into this safety regime. Of course
without putting in place an approach that brought them
into the regulatory framework, they sat outside it, and
there were not those protections that could be afforded
for both drivers and passengers, when they sat outside
the framework. They will be brought in to have the
same safety requirements as taxis, so those checks that
the member referred to will continue. They are largely
the same. I have been advised that there are some minor
updates to the offences that are in line with other
amendments that have been made to other legislation
since the regulations were set some time ago. So the act
will just reflect other legislative changes, mostly in the
justice portfolio.
The member asked about the case of drivers who
post-accreditation have committed an offence. I am
advised that if they commit a category 1 offence, they
will be taken off the road immediately. If it is a
lower-level offence, they will be asked to show cause
as to why they should continue to be allowed to provide
the service.
Mr HODGETT — Minister, in relation to duty
holders, I was asked about it, and I was not sure of the
exact answer. The bill talks about requiring duty
holders to ensure safety as far as is reasonably
practicable. Your second-reading speech states that:
The new safety duties framework means that the industry will
need to take action to identify risk and hazards and eliminate
or reduce any risks to safety in the provision of commercial
passenger vehicle services.

Again, that raised not necessarily concerns but questions
of what that means for the duty holder. What action is
required by them to identify risk and hazards? Because
they clearly will want to do the right thing. They want to
operate in a regulated framework and do the right thing
and not be caught out for not meeting their duties or
responsibilities. I guess it is clarification on what are the
duty holder’s responsibilities? When you say ‘take action
to identify risk and hazards and eliminate or reduce’
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them, is there an example of that? It is clearly a very
basic sort of thing, and therefore they do not have to be
overly concerned that they have a renewed duty and are
going to end up in jail if they breach that. Is it just more
of a sort of common-sense approach — that if they see or
are aware of people in the ridesharing industry who are
not complying with what would be expected by the
reasonable person that they should be identifying those
risks and rectifying those?
Ms ALLAN — I am advised that this part of the bill
is about placing the responsibility where it should sit,
with the network service provider or the booking
provider, in terms of their accountability for the services
they are putting out on the road and for the drivers they
are employing as part of that service. This is giving the
capacity for what will become known as the commercial
passenger vehicle commission to have powers similar to
those under occupational health and safety requirements,
to be able to take any issues or concerns up directly to the
commercial passenger vehicle commission through the
network service provider.
Clause agreed to; clauses 19 to 22 agreed to.
Schedule 1
Mr HODGETT — I appreciate the minister’s
goodwill and flexibility in the consideration-in-detail
stage. Minister, there are a couple of other areas I want
to explore, and it might be best in terms of the schedule
to raise these here. I appreciate that we touched on this
in the bill briefing and the officers were very helpful
there, but since then a couple of people have asked for
further clarification around the issue of cheaper fares
where the bill provides the industry with the flexibility
to set their own fares for services. We understand that
via the Essential Services Commission they set their
fares now and that the bill provides for industry to set
their own fares. Again, I guess we are interested in your
thoughts on exactly how that might operate on the
ground, to reassure people that this is not just a fully
deregulated market where people can just set their own
fares and you jump into a taxi or a rideshare vehicle and
do not know what you will be paying.
We understand, and actually agree with, the idea of
cheaper fares and being able to set your own fares and
the direction you wish to take with that and we are
supportive of that, but we are more interested in how
that might operate on the ground to give the consumer
or the user some confidence about what they might be
paying compared to what they might be paying now.
Ms ALLAN — Given this bill puts in place the
deregulated arrangement for fares, it is again no
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surprise that this issue of fares is an area of interest to
the member for Croydon. I will repeat something I
mentioned earlier when I was dealing with a matter that
the member for Gippsland East raised. Flexible fares, if
you like — this deregulated fare approach — have
existed in the regional and country zones of Victoria
since 2014, so taxi operators in places like Shepparton,
Wodonga, Warrnambool and Traralgon have been able
to set their own fares since that period of time. These
changes in the legislation expand this flexible fare
approach to the metropolitan and urban areas.
I do not think I need to put a big red spotlight on the
fact that 2014 was when the former government were in
office and introduced changes to the taxi industry. What
we have seen since the government announced this
approach is that many taxi companies have indicated
that they will use this approach to offer fixed-fare
prices, particularly to popular destinations such as the
airport. Again this goes to a broader point: it is difficult
to see this or to just judge this in isolation from the rest
of the framework that has been put in place. By
levelling the playing field, by reducing barriers to entry
and by getting more vehicles out on the road, we will
see more competition for service delivery and we will
drive down prices.
Before I go on to consumer protections I do want to
point out to the member that those providers who are
offering a rank and hail service, so not a prebooked
service, will still be required to have a meter up and
running, and there is a requirement for the passenger to
be provided with an up-front fare estimate. That is
seeing that for rank and hail passengers there will be at
least as much fare certainty as what currently exists.
But I am clearly mindful of the need to have in place
strong protections for passengers under this new
arrangement — when I say new arrangement, it is an
arrangement that has been in place since 2014, as I said,
in the regional and country zones, but we are extending
it into the urban and metropolitan areas under these
arrangements. What we are seeing as part of the
strengthening of consumer protections above what
already exists at the moment under the current
arrangements is that we will be requiring all service
providers to provide passengers with a fixed-fare cost
or estimate before the trip begins. So a passenger will
be able to have an estimate of the cost of the service
before they take off.
What we are putting in on top of that is that there will
be penalties for the driver and there will be penalties for
the network service provider — the booking
provider — if they breach these requirements. If they
are a repeat offender, they can face losing their
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accreditation. There can be no greater penalty than
kicking the provider off the road and taking away the
capacity of the driver to drive a car. That is the toughest
of penalties that is in place if they breach these
consumer protection requirements.
Mr HODGETT — Minister, just a follow-up
around the transparency of fare for services and
consumer protections, you gave an undertaking that the
government will consult with the industry and the
community before any regulations are made. Can you
perhaps just outline, for our benefit, the consultation
process time line for it so that we can give industry an
indication of when that will be done before these
changes are implemented?
Ms ALLAN — The time lines are in the hands of
the Parliament. If this legislation is successful in
passing through this place and the upper house — and it
is always my wish to see legislation go through the
Parliament as quickly as possible — then we can get
the arrangements in place to undertake the standard
regulatory impact statement process, get that underway
and sort through the regulations and the appropriate
consultation, particularly with industry.
Mr HODGETT (By leave) — Minister —
Ms Allan — I reckon this is almost the last time,
Deputy Speaker.
Mr HODGETT — I forgot to unleash Watty; I
think he has got a question.
Ms Allan — You are not getting leave.
Mr HODGETT — I do appreciate that I did come
in as the consideration in detail had commenced, and I
caught your answers to the member for Gippsland East
in relation to his questions around disabilities. Just as a
follow-up to that, in your second-reading speech you
touched on the dollar levy and said:
However, the reduction in licensing costs may not completely
offset levy costs in the country zone. For this reason, the
government has undertaken to provide rebates to address any
circumstances …

From my recollection — it does seem a long time
ago — there were some undertakings given to some of
the members in the upper house who supported the bill
that you would review and have a look at that. Again I
am just seeking your advice or information or whatever
you can provide to us in terms of what that might look
like or what that might be in terms of country zones and
any rebates or what your thinking might be in terms of
any changes that might be flagged there — if you can.
If you cannot, I fully appreciate that. Could you provide
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what your thinking might be there in terms of what
might happen more broadly in the country areas, not
just the issue that the member for Gippsland East talked
about in terms of disabilities?
It was around this issue — you may recall, and the
member for Gippsland East raised it — whereby Uber
or ridesharing, Uber in general, may not already be in
existence in country areas but they were still collecting
the levy. We understand that. We do not necessarily
want to go back and revisit that now, but I think there
was an undertaking given by yourself to supporters of
the bill through the upper house that you would go back
and have a look at that and review that, and I guess I am
seeking your thoughts about where that might be
headed or what we can go back and say to country
providers in relation to that matter.
Ms ALLAN — To demonstrate that I was keeping a
close eye on what the member for Croydon was saying
in his second-reading debate contribution, I anticipated
he may want to raise this in the consideration-in-detail
stage. I have some advice here that I am happy to
provide to the house in response to this issue.
He rightly identifies that through the process of getting
the first tranche of legislation passed through the
Parliament there was a commitment made to have a
look at the issue of how there could be a rebate applied
to commercial passenger vehicle services in particular
geographic areas. The primary issue was regional and
country zones.
It is intended that rebates would be applied to those
transactions at the start and finish in these areas. The
level of the rebate will be determined by the
government, depending on future changes to the levy
amount that may be recommended by the ESC. This
links back to that other requirement that came through
the amendments in the upper house, where the levy was
brought back to a dollar, but with the capacity of the
ESC to monitor annually the amount of the levy that is
collected and how that lines up with that transition
payment support that has already been provided.
With this amendment in this act, it authorises
information sharing between the State Revenue Office
(SRO), because it is the State Revenue Office that is
going to collect the information on the number of trips
undertaken in each of these zones, and it is the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Commission that will be
responsible for administering the rebate scheme. So that
information will be collected by the SRO and shared
with the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Commission,
and the arrangements will be taken from there.
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Mr WATT (Burwood) (16:41) — Schedule 1 talks
a bit about definitions, including that ‘Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Commission’ means the body
corporate established by section 115B of the Transport
Integration Act 2010. I have a question around
specifically when a taxi company becomes a booking
service provider. Talking about definitions, what is the
difference between someone who drives a taxi and
someone who then gives out extra work? Can I, as a
driver, give another person a ride? Do I then become a
booking service provider, or am I just someone who has
extra work? Am I allowed to give out that extra work?
Ms ALLAN — I am not sure if the member for
Burwood has given us a glimpse into what his
post-political life might look like in terms of the career
option he is exploring. This does go back a little bit to
the first tranche of legislation, but again I am happy to
talk about it. Effectively there will not be a taxi, hire car
or ridesharing service; there will be a commercial
passenger vehicle service. It is a long title, but that is
what it will be. To become a commercial passenger
vehicle service provider, whether you are one person or
you are one person who operates a fleet of vehicles and
therefore has a range of drivers that you work with, you
have to register as an accredited commercial passenger
vehicle provider. That ensures that there is an
accountability that will rest with you. Whether you are
a sole trader or you have multiple services that you are
putting out onto the road, there will be the same level of
accreditation and requirements that sit over you. There
is the low-cost fee to enter this new arrangement, the
$52 licence to enter the market. Provided you meet all
the relevant safety and driver accreditations and the
like, you can get out there and provide those services as
you desire to.
Mr THOMPSON (Sandringham) (16:43) — We
are on schedule 1, ‘Consequential amendments’. I am
interested in the reference to the Bus Safety Act 2009.
When a number of amendments were introduced into the
house back in the early 1980s regarding purported no
compensation for operators, there was reference made to
the bus industry and no compensation in the case of
certain routes. In that particular bill there was no
reference to the circumstances of taxidrivers and the taxi
driving industry. My concern is the interests and rights of
the taxidrivers regarding their interest in their livelihood.
I just wanted to ask the minister whether there may be
scope for further equitable compensation for taxidrivers,
noting the massive impact upon their loss of livelihood
and their expected return under the licence.
I note the consequential amendments, but there was this
issue where reference was made in the earlier legislation
to buses and what would happen if there was a change or
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cancellation of routes and change of licences. That was
given as the example of where the change had been
introduced to take away compensatory rights, but on my
reading of that particular debate there was no reference to
the taxi industry. My question is really an open question
to the minister, noting the massive impact upon the
livelihood of taxidrivers in Victoria as a consequence of
the changes that are taking place.
Ms ALLAN — I may have to follow up with the
member for Sandringham about his knowledge of the
bus industry changes in the 1980s. I will confess he
may have a bit more knowledge on that than me, but I
will do my best to go back and check what happened in
the 1980s. If I heard the member for Sandringham
correctly, I think the heart of what he was asking was
about what additional support might be given to
licence-holders.
We have been very clear — through the first tranche of
legislation, this tranche of legislation and the
conversations we have been having now for a long
time — that we are providing significant financial
support to licence-holders. Already to date over
$350 million has been paid since the first bill went
through this Parliament back in August. That is money
that is going to every single licence-holder who is
receiving those transition payment supports. We must
remember too that if those licence-holders wish to
continue to operate, they most certainly can under these
new arrangements. Secondly, those who made an
application can also apply for additional financial
assistance through the Fairness Fund. Since the
Fairness Fund started in July, around 300 applications
have already been approved.
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the Fairness Fund. We are working very hard to go
through those as quickly as we possibly can; however, I
do note that this has been a very complex process
because it requires that each individual’s financial
information be provided and worked through.
From the outset we have put these arrangements together
as a package of financial support, deregulating the
industry and providing a level playing field. At the end
of this process this new framework is all about getting
more services out onto the road and giving more public
transport options for people, for many of whom this sort
of service is the only public transport that they can access
and have provision of. We are determined to see greater
support for people who rely on these services.
Mr THOMPSON — I thank the minister for the
indication that she would be happy to discuss the matter
further. I think that there would be some constructive
outcome.
If I can, I will refer her to departmental officers who
might be able to provide some guidance on this
particular matter. I again note the massive impact upon
the livelihood of people who understood that they may
have had an asset and note the compensation schemes
that had been embarked upon for scallop dredger
licence-holders in Port Phillip Bay, where there was a
compensation scheme and also compensation to
commercial anglers along the Victorian coastline.
I also note that many people who came to Australia in
the 1950s and 1960s were driving taxis in the 1970s.
That was their means of livelihood, and the taxi licence
value was their form of superannuation. I appreciate the
minister’s indication, and I would be happy to work
with her and the ministerial advisers just to gain
clarification on a matter that has remained obscure in
discussions and to bring about a high level of expertise
to look at the early 1980s act, which was meant to have
brought about a change. It did impact the bus industry,
which had notice, but the taxi industry did not. I would
appreciate the minister’s response in that regard.

This is significant financial support. The government
have made this significant financial support because we
recognise we have made changes in an industry.
Indeed, circumstances around the industry require this
change. The forces of technological change, other new
entrants into the market and different ways that services
are being offered and provided have required this sort
of change to take place, but we felt there was a
responsibility on us to provide significant financial
support — the most generous financial support of any
state in Australia — to those who have been directly
affected. Indeed, I believe in New South Wales, where
they also had financial support to the industry, their
changes have been in place for the best part of two
years and they have not even started making payment
support to the industry.

Ms ALLAN — The member for Sandringham in
talking about this issue made reference to other
industries. I think he mentioned the scallop industry and
the revocation of licences for commercial fishers in Port
Phillip Bay that went through the Parliament in 2016.
There is a stark difference between those changes that
impacted the fishing industry and the changes that we
are instituting here.

We have taken a very different approach. We are
providing support to the industry. I note that there
continues to be the finalisation of further applicants to

Those other changes took away the right for those
people to operate those fishing licences. We are not
doing that in this industry. People who had a taxi
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licence under the previous arrangements can still
continue to operate under these new arrangements and
what we have put in place has reduced significantly
their barriers to entry. There is the abolition of the
$24 000 annual fee. There is a significant reduction in
those costs and they are seeing the requirement to pay a
flat $52 fee so they can continue to operate. That is a
stark difference to what happened in the case of the
fishing industry so I would suggest to the member for
Sandringham that that is not an appropriate example to
use in this instance.
We have had a very cordial debate and discussion this
afternoon. I appreciate the spirit of that discussion, which
means I will not go down the path of repeating some of
the other comments I have made in the past about what
previous governments have done in terms of transition
support to an industry when licence fees dropped and no
support was provided and not supporting the first tranche
of legislation, which meant that there was no levy under
their approach, which would mean that industry would
be deregulated and there would have been no levy. I will
not go down that path because we have had a cordial
debate this afternoon.
But I go back to those observations I made in response
to the member’s first comments on schedule 1. We
have made available a significant up-front financial
support package to those affected licence-holders. I
certainly understand the significance of the impact
these changes have made to a particular group of
people. That is why we have worked very hard to give
them support up-front. We have put in place the
additional support around the Fairness Fund and we are
working through those applications. Many of these
licence-holders can continue to operate in an
environment where there are significantly reduced
barriers whilst we have provided them with support
through this transition period.
Mr WATT — It was not really my intention to
jump up again, but based on the comments the minister
has made I do want to ask a couple of questions. It has
come to my attention that there are some in the industry
who are still suffering some fairly significant
consequences of the changes that the government has
made. Based on the comments that the minister has just
made, I was wondering what sort of supports are in
place for somebody who has $262 000 of debt — I
mentioned this in my contribution to the second-reading
debate — acknowledging the fact that even though the
government has provided $100 000 and potentially
another $50 000, that would still leave this person
$112 000 in debt.
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I am wondering what sort of support mechanisms the
government might have for that person and I am
wondering what the minister might say to that person
to make him feel better about still being $112 000 in
debt, or to the gentleman I spoke to a couple of weeks
ago who was currently living in a warehouse while his
kids and wife were living on the couch of family
members because they could not possibly be
accommodated in a warehouse.
There are some very significant issues even now going
forward. If I was to look at, say, the case of my
constituent, based on the advice that I was given by the
department during the briefing for the initial bill, I was
told very clearly that they would be getting $40 000. I
followed that up with a question — I actually followed
it up and said, ‘We have been told $25 000. Are you
sure it is $40 000?’ and I was told very clearly, ‘Yes,
$40 000. That is what they are currently being
advertised at on the website, so that is the compensation
that will be paid’.
It was not a mistake; I did not misunderstand this. People
can shake their heads as much as they like but I asked the
question and I repeated the question. I was very clearly
told that hire car licence owners would get $40 000 in
compensation, not the $25 000 that they have actually
received. I was not going to raise this, but given the
minister did get up and bring this into schedule 1, I feel I
would not be doing my job if I did not ask the question
of the minister and get her to respond to these very real
problems that are being faced.
The minister also talked about the Fairness Fund. I
wonder why the Fairness Fund needs to have a look at
the bank accounts of taxi licence holders or hire car
licence holders as of today when their applications for
the Fairness Fund were actually made months ago.
Given that the government has actually paid out —
compensation is not really the word, transition
payments I think is the phrase we are going with —
transition payments to some people, I am concerned
that those transition payments might be included in the
assessment. I am only going by the concerns that I have
and the concerns of constituents who have received
notification from the Fairness Fund asking for current
bank accounts which actually include that money.
I acknowledge that the government has paid some
transition payments, but including funds held in a bank
account now in the assessment might actually show that
the person has a capacity that he otherwise would not
have had. I am a little concerned about that. As I said, I
was not actually going to get up and raise these issues
but the minister did introduce them into schedule 1,
which is why I needed to jump up.
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Firstly, what do the government and the minister have
to say to somebody who still, after the transition
payments and Fairness Fund payments, has $112 000
of debt? What does the minister say to the person who
is currently living in a warehouse alone without his
family because the bank has foreclosed? What do the
government and the minister in particular have to say to
my constituents who, on advice I was given, have
actually received $15 000 less that they were told they
were going to receive?
The final thing that I would say, following up on my
previous question, is that if a person is a commercial
passenger vehicle driver and has excess work and
passes that work on to other people, at what point do
they become a booking service provider? If I was a
commercial passenger vehicle provider — and I am
not — and I pass work on to the minister, would I then
become a booking service provider if the minister
wanted to drive?
Ms ALLAN — To be brief — and I recognise I
have cast a rod for my own back in allowing schedule 1
to be a much more wide-ranging debate than what it
should have been, but I will live with that burden — my
advice to the member for Burwood is that if he wants to
become a network service provider, if he is considering
his post-political life, I would encourage him to take
advice from the commission that we have established. I
am sure they would be happy to give him that advice.
The other thing I would say in all seriousness is that, if
there are people who continue to contact the member for
Burwood and who continue to express concern about
how their Fairness Fund application has been assessed
and processed, I would encourage him to share that
information with my office rather than second-guess and
provide incorrect advice. My advice to the people who
are contacting the member for Burwood — no disrespect
to the member for Burwood — would be to not
necessarily take his advice about what he thinks might be
happening but to instead take advice from people who
are actually administering the scheme. We would be very
happy to provide that support.
The member asked for some observations about Andy
Thompson, the gentleman that the member for Croydon
raised in this place last week. The member for Carrum
has also met with Mr Thompson and offered support. His
fund application is currently being assessed. But again —
and I will try to be very quick — each individual
application is different. Each individual application
requires a great deal of detail to be worked through, and
you cannot make an assumption about all of the
applications based on the experience of one person.

3733

In finishing, because we are coming up to time, I would
just like to once again thank members for their
contributions to this debate. I also very much thank my
department and the Taxi Services Commission for the
work they have done on this comprehensive legislation.
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — Order! The time set
down for consideration of items on the government
business program has arrived, and I am required to
interrupt business.
Schedule agreed to.
Bill agreed to without amendment.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

GAMBLING REGULATION AMENDMENT
(GAMING MACHINE ARRANGEMENTS)
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 31 October; motion of
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation).
The DEPUTY SPEAKER — The question is:
That this bill be now read a second and a third time.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 81
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Andrews, Mr
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Gidley, Mr
Graley, Ms
Green, Ms
Guy, Mr
Halfpenny, Ms
Hennessy, Ms
Hodgett, Mr
Howard, Mr
Hutchins, Ms
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Katos, Mr
Kealy, Ms
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Languiller, Mr
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Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

FIREARMS AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 1 November; motion of
Ms NEVILLE (Minister for Police).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading

Question agreed to.

Motion agreed to.

Read second time.

Read third time.
Third reading

VICTORIAN DATA SHARING BILL 2017
Motion agreed to.
Second reading
Read third time.

FINES REFORM AMENDMENT BILL 2017

Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Ms KAIROUZ (Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation).

Second reading
Motion agreed to.
Debate resumed from 31 October; motion of
Mr PAKULA (Attorney-General).

Read second time.
Third reading

Motion agreed to.
Motion agreed to.

Read third time.
Third reading

Business interrupted under sessional orders.

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

ADJOURNMENT

COMPENSATION LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 1 November; motion of
Mr SCOTT (Minister for Finance).
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.

Read third time.

The SPEAKER — The question is:
That the house now adjourns.

Public housing
Ms ASHER (Brighton) (17:08) — (13 443) The
issue I have concerns the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing. The action I seek is for him to
stop the government’s public housing development of
nine storeys in New Street, Brighton. There is currently
public housing on this site, and that housing is three to
four storeys high and has 127 apartments. I support the
redevelopment of public housing on that site at that
level. The government’s proposal is called the public
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housing renewal program and involves selling public
housing land to developers and, more importantly,
bypassing planning controls. I refer to a press release
from Bayside City Council dated 30 October 2017
which encapsulates some of the community’s concerns:
Ministers Foley and Wynne are selling —

and I am very pleased to see he is in the house —
the New Street social housing site to developers who will
build a handful of new public housing dwellings while at the
same time developing hundreds of apartments to sell on the
private market to reap massive profits’, Cr del Porto said.

The council notes that there will only be 12 additional
public housing units as a result of this monstrosity
being built in New Street, Brighton. The councillor was
further quoted as saying:
The government has recently introduced a three-storey height
limit to provide our communities with certainty but it now
plans to build huge nine-storey apartments towering over
playgrounds and robbing residents of open space.

I reiterate those concerns. I also note that Bayside council
has gone into an alliance with the City of Stonnington
and the City of Boroondara. It is odd for three local
government municipalities to be opposed to a
government policy like this. I also note that the minister
is responsible for two contentious public housing
projects in Brighton. Interestingly enough, the minister is
not doing this in his own adjoining electorate a little bit
up the road. He is foisting two contentious public
housing developments on Brighton, one of which will
overwhelmingly be for the private sector and which will
be nine storeys high. We are perfectly happy with the
existing public housing. We are not satisfied with a
nine-storey development in Brighton.
I also note that the minister, in his usually combative
style, when asked to comment about local government
opposition to this, dismissed it by calling it, as reported
in the Age of 30 October:
… cheap, politically inspired lies spread by the Greens party
and Liberal-dominated councils.

The minister is wrong. Bayside council is neither
dominated by the Greens nor the Liberal Party. Those
councillors are reflecting genuine community
opposition to an inappropriate nine-storey development
in New Street, Brighton. I urge the minister to stop it.

Australia-Ireland alliance
Mr McGUIRE (Broadmeadows) (17:12) —
(13 444) My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Trade and Investment. The action I seek is a
memorandum of understanding building economic and
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cultural development between Victoria and Ireland. I
raised this initiative with the President of Ireland,
Michael D. Higgins, recently in Melbourne, when he
headed a trade mission to Victoria, and I also discussed
the concept with the Taoiseach, Leo Varadkar, in June
during the European Australian Business Council’s
mission to Dublin.
The ebb and flow of history and our greatest asset, our
people, provide a significant opportunity to formalise a
21st century economic and cultural development
strategy. Two-way trade and investment between
Australia and Ireland is worth almost €19 billion. If
Brexit occurs, Ireland can increasingly become
Australia’s gateway to Europe, while Australia offers
the bridge to the growth markets of the Asia-Pacific.
Australian companies can join Harvey Norman, the
Macquarie Bank and Woodside Petroleum in using the
diaspora connection to build Irish divisions as pathways
into the European Union. Ireland is home to nine out of
10 of the world’s leading companies in sectors Victoria
is targeting: information and communications
technology, pharmaceuticals and financial services. The
Irish Australian Chamber of Commerce has driven
interest from Irish companies looking to Australia as
their preferred base in the Asia-Pacific region.
I was delighted to recently welcome Irish company
Kingspan opening a new factory in Victoria, becoming
Australia’s first Green Star rated manufacturing facility.
It will supply insulation products to the Australian,
New Zealand and Asia-Pacific markets. This is proof of
the concept I want to see thrive. Here is Irish
intellectual property creating local jobs in a new
industry in the community I represent, where my
mother, Bridie Brennan, from Boyle, worked on the
assembly lines at Yakka, Nabisco and Ericsson, which
have fallen silent. The Victorian and Australian
governments supported Kingspan’s investment in
Broadmeadows, where innovation is needed most to
create new jobs, especially for retrenched auto workers.
The trade mission that President Higgins headed
featured more than 40 of Ireland’s most innovative
companies defining the interest and urgency in
establishing a new mechanism to fast-track investment.
One of Australia’s greatest gifts has been the
opportunity it has provided generations for a new life
beyond the burden of history. Our connection to Ireland
is a blood tie. When I discussed our relationship with
the President of Ireland he reeled off his family’s own
Australian diaspora. President Higgins described
Melbourne and Victoria as perhaps absorbing the full
spectrum of Irish society more than any other
Australian city or state. Former Irish President Mary
McAleese said the two countries were joined at the hip.
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Former Australian Liberal Prime Minister John Howard
described Australia as the most spectacular component
of the Irish diaspora. Former Australian Labor Prime
Minister Paul Keating declared:
… Australia without the Irish … would be unimaginable. In
fact Australia without the Irish would be unthinkable;
Australians without the Irish would be unspeakable.

Need I say more?

Horsham health services
Ms KEALY (Lowan) (17:14) — (13 445) My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health, and I
am seeking a comprehensive explanation as to why
women with a strong family history of breast cancer or
women that have been diagnosed with breast cancer are
charged $200 for a mammogram and ultrasound in
Horsham, when this service is provided to women in
Ballarat and Melbourne for free. This additional cost
means that women in western Victoria are delaying
having this important diagnostic procedure performed
simply because they cannot afford it. This is
compounded by poor public transport links to Ballarat,
which are getting worse due to cancelled services to the
Wimmera Southern Mallee region and longer travel
times recently imposed by the city-centric Andrews
Labor government.
I refer to a contact I had from a local constituent who
asked why our counterparts in Melbourne and Ballarat
are able to have this service bulk-billed and yet in
Horsham we have to pay, especially when some people
have to have these tests every six months. I therefore
ask the minister to explain to the women of my
electorate why it costs so much to get a diagnostic
mammogram and ultrasound in Horsham when it is free
for women in Ballarat and Melbourne.

Australian Volunteer Coast Guard Carrum
flotilla
Ms KILKENNY (Carrum) (17:15) — (13 446) My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Emergency
Services. I would like the minister to join me in my
electorate of Carrum to visit the Carrum flotilla of the
Australian Volunteer Coast Guard. The Carrum flotilla,
founded in 1966, is a tremendous local volunteer
organisation and the busiest flotilla in Victoria. Coast
guard volunteers work hard to deliver marine rescue
and education services. These volunteers provide an
invaluable service to our local community and visitors
to our beautiful waterways. Patrols cover an area from
Seaford to Sandringham and beyond, and the flotilla
averages 120 to 150 assists every year. I look forward
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to welcoming the minister to meet the dedicated
volunteers and members of the Carrum coast guard.

Box Hill Institute Lilydale Lakeside campus
bus services
Mrs FYFFE (Evelyn) (17:16) — (13 447) My
request for action is to the Minister for Public
Transport. It is for the minister to investigate extending
the weekend timetable for bus route services 670 and
672 to the Lilydale Lakeside campus. Currently
route 670, Lilydale via Maroondah Highway, operates
to and from the Lilydale Lakeside campus between
7.42 a.m. and 8.08 p.m. from Monday to Friday, and
there are no bus services over the weekend to the
campus. Route 672, Chirnside Park shopping centre via
Wonga Park, does not currently provide any bus service
to the Lilydale Lakeside campus.
The campus delivers bachelor of early childhood
education and graduate diploma in early childhood
teaching courses over the weekend. Classes for these
courses will be running on the weekend from 9.00 a.m.
to 4.00 p.m. and will then continue on Tuesday
evenings from 6.00 p.m. to 9.00 p.m. They are also
looking at expanding their short courses during the
weekends, as they will provide more opportunities for
the community at the Lilydale Lakeside campus.
Eastern Regional Libraries operates the Lilydale
community library located at the campus and is also in
need of an extension to the bus service. The Lilydale
community library opens from 10.00 a.m. to 4.00 p.m.
on Saturday and 1.00 p.m. to 4.00 p.m. on Sunday. They
recorded over 10 000 visits in July 2017, averaging
400 visitors during the weekend, and are expecting this
number to increase in the future. Eastern Regional
Libraries and its patrons are advocating for bus services
over the weekends. On behalf of the Box Hill Institute
Lilydale Lakeside campus and the Lilydale community
library I ask you to investigate extending the weekend
bus services for routes 670 and 672 so that both these
institutions can achieve their potential.

Coburg City Oval
Ms BLANDTHORN (Pascoe Vale) (17:18) —
(13 448) I appreciate the opportunity to raise a matter
for the attention of the Minister for Sport, and the action
I seek is that the minister accompany me on a visit to
the Coburg City Oval to meet with the board of the
Coburg Lions Football Club and discuss the club’s
vision for the future of its facilities at the oval. Last
week I met with Coburg Lions president Kevin Breen
and general manager Seb Spagnuolo as well as an
officer from AFL Victoria to discuss a number of issues
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of significance to the club, including the inadequacy of
its current facilities at the Coburg City Oval.
As the minister is aware, the Coburg Lions currently
compete in the VFL. Up until 2013 the club was
affiliated with the great Richmond Tigers Football
Club, but since 2014 it has operated as a standalone
club. The West Coburg Football Club, another great
local club in the electorate of Pascoe Vale, also calls the
Coburg City Oval home for a number of games each
year. In addition, this year the Coburg City Oval played
host to the Essendon District Football League finals and
the Victorian Amateur Football Association finals, as
well as hosting a number of women’s finals.
As the minister will see firsthand on his visit, the
Coburg City Oval’s facilities are outdated and
uninviting, and certainly the last time there was any
significant funding provided to VFL facilities the
Coburg City Oval missed out. The facilities do not
reflect the high level of competition that is played there
and do not cater adequately for female players, umpires
or spectators. A redevelopment of this iconic but tired
facility would unlock its immense potential and provide
significant and ongoing benefits for the local
community and beyond. If provided with funding for
redevelopment, the Coburg City Oval’s close proximity
to the CBD, as well as its accessibility via public
transport, would make it a premium venue and one
which could potentially be used to host more
blockbuster matches, including VFL Women’s games,
in the future. I look forward to accompanying the
minister on a visit to the Coburg City Oval so he can
see firsthand the potential that is there.

Melton Community Health Centre
Mr NARDELLA (Melton) (17:20) — (13 449) My
adjournment is to the Minister for Health. The action that
I seek is that she come to inspect with me the new
community health centre and hub building that she
launched a few months ago and inspect the terrific
progress that has been made when she is next around the
Melton area. The new community health centre and hub
is now at the metal skeleton stage and going up at a rate
of knots. Since the Melton Community Health Centre
was established in 1983 under the Cain Labor
government and the then Minister for Health, the
Honourable Tom Roper, the health service has been in a
temporary rented premises, and its new home along with
other providers like MacKillop Family Services is being
welcomed by all members of the township and district.
Whilst on site we can also go and have a look at Melton
Health, the super-clinic next door, and at the site set aside
for the Melton day surgery hospital to see firsthand how

3737

this would assist people in the district to have these
services provided locally and would relieve pressure on
acute hospitals and other health services in town and
elsewhere. It is important as the government is in the
process of developing the next state budget, and for her
to advocate for this initiative would be just terrific.
The staff and the community are looking forward to
their new home at the community health centre and
hub, as they are currently in the old Melton shire
offices. I was on the board of the Melton Community
Health Centre for many years and was the president as
well. Those premises and the amenities that the staff
have to work under are very, very poor. The shire
offices have been rebuilt, and the old building was put
aside and given to the community health centre to be
rented as a temporary measure. They have been there
now for around 15 years, I think, and possibly longer.
So next time the Minister for Health is going through
Melton or is within the district, I would welcome her to
come along and visit the new building with me.

Dandenong Primary School
Ms WILLIAMS (Dandenong) (17:22) — (13 450)
My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Education. The action I seek from the
minister is that he approve funding for maintenance
works at Dandenong Primary School. The main school
building is heritage listed and dates back to 1881, with
an extension that took place in 1901. It is a beautiful
building and is much loved by the local community, but
it is also in desperate need of repair and refurbishment.
The school is fortunate to have a wonderful and
energetic principal in Daniel Riley and the teaching
staff are exceptional, but they do not have the facilities
they deserve.
I was concerned when I was last there to see sections of
the building cordoned off for safety reasons due to
some kind of subsidence, which has caused the wall to
pull away from the building’s foundations. There are
deep cracks through walls, and old sash windows have
rotted and can no longer be opened.
The school is committed to maintaining this important
piece of Dandenong history and also providing their
students with a safe and welcoming educational
environment. But overcoming these significant structural
issues will come at a cost, and the school needs help.
This is why I request that the minister provide funding to
Dandenong Primary School to help fix these issues and
ensure the school remains a first-class learning

ADJOURNMENT
3738

ASSEMBLY

environment for local students, while also preserving an
important part of Dandenong history.
Sin é!

Eildon electorate schools
Ms McLEISH (Eildon) (17:23) — (13 451) My
adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for
Education, and the action I seek is for the minister to
provide capital funding in next year’s budget to repair,
maintain and modernise the school buildings in the
Upper Yarra. I have had the pleasure of representing
schools in the Upper Yarra for only three years and
always under a Labor government. I have 51 schools in
my electorate. There are 10 government primary
schools and one secondary school in the Upper Yarra,
and many of these schools are on busy roads. I have
visited all the schools on a number of occasions,
including spending a full day at Upper Yarra Secondary
College, both campuses of Millwarra Primary School,
and schools at Launching Place and Warburton as
principal for a day.
The need for capital investment in the area is obvious.
Each school of course has its own needs. A common
theme seems to be leaking roofs, and this extends
beyond just fixing the roof as the wiring, the plaster and
the carpets below are all affected. If we take this to the
next step, mould can develop, which can impact on the
health of both the students and staff. These sorts of
repairs are not cheap, and some of these schools have
very large roof areas.
Some schools are growing and they have identified
areas that could be enclosed to expand their space. The
classrooms and teaching environments in all schools
could be modernised. Prior to the last election I was
pleased to commit $1 million to Woori Yallock
Primary School. The Labor government has not
followed this up, and that need still very much exists.
Launching Place and Millwarra primary schools are
both in desperate need of capital investment. Access
from the schools in times of bushfires or emergencies
needs to be addressed at Hoddles Creek and Wesburn.
Electronic flashing lights need to be installed outside
Woori Yallock and Wesburn primary schools, both of
which are on main roads.
With regard to secondary schools, many schools in the
area have had a complete modernisation, such as
Healesville, Lilydale and Monbulk. Upper Yarra
Secondary College just seems to miss out. It is the only
secondary school in the Upper Yarra, and it should not
be neglected further. It needs to be considered on its
own, and I fear that these needs will be lost if it is fully
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incorporated into an Upper Yarra-Lilydale education
plan. I fear that development of a master plan will not
go far enough.
It is also worth noting for the minister that in his time as
minister $17.6 million has been invested in his own
electorate, while the member for Bentleigh boasted in
his appropriations response this year that in the last
three budgets Bentleigh received ‘10 schools and
$45 million in school investment in the Bentleigh
electorate’. I find this outrageous when there has
probably been $2 million in capital funding in my
electorate. I am sure that the real need in my electorate
is greater than that of Bentleigh, which is more affluent.
The minister and the government continue to play
politics, but it is time to make a significant investment
in the schools in the Upper Yarra.

Multi-use paths
Ms GREEN (Yan Yean) (17:26) — (13 452) I wish
to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Public Transport, and the action I seek is that she work
with the Minister for Roads and Road Safety, the Level
Crossing Removal Authority, VicRoads, Parks Victoria
and Whittlesea City Council, local developers,
Melbourne Water and other stakeholders such as the
YMCA, Whittlesea Bicycle Users Group and local
schools to ensure that new and upgraded multi-use
paths from the fabulous investments in primarily the
postcode of 3754 — Mernda and Doreen — can be
pooled in such a way that the outcome for multi-use
and cycling paths can be maximised.
The Mernda-Doreen area is experiencing significant
construction and investment due to the Andrews Labor
government’s ongoing commitment to Melbourne’s
north. Well over $1 billion of investment is occurring,
including the Mernda rail extension, Yan Yean Road
stages 1 and 2, and the Plenty Road upgrade stages 1
and 2, not to mention tens of millions of dollars of
investment in new schools in Mernda, upgrades to
Hazel Glen College, new early learning centres and
other investments in sporting and community facilities
across the board.
All of these facilities would be much better supported
and much better patronised with proper multi-use and
cycling paths. It would be great for the health of the
community, it would diminish congestion and it would
give parents alternatives to having to constantly drop
off kids at sport and at the three new stations as part of
the project. It could actually lead to families saying,
‘Maybe we can get by with only one car’. That is what
families in the inner city have, and that is the aspiration
that I would really like to see in Mernda and Doreen.
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In addition, the VicRoads engineers who are planning
stage 2 of both the Plenty Road and Yan Yean Road
projects have said that they could have some issues
with the width of the road projects, and may not be able
to fit in the walking and cycling paths immediately
alongside the roads. I think this is an opportunity to
combine the cycling paths that are already being built
as part of the Mernda rail extension and by Whittlesea
council, with maybe accessing and using some of
Melbourne Water’s property along the Yan Yean Pipe
Track or through the Plenty Gorge Park. I urge the
minister to pull everyone together for a great outcome
for Mernda and Doreen cyclists.

Responses
Mr FOLEY (Minister for Housing, Disability and
Ageing) (17:29) — I very much thank the honourable
member for Brighton for the matter that she raised. It
gives me the opportunity to place in a more appropriate
context the Homes for Victorians policy of which the
public housing renewal project to which she referred —
inaccurately, but nonetheless to which she referred —
in her contribution.
The Homes for Victorians policy that was released in
March by the Treasurer and the Premier has a whole
range of approaches that seek to make sure that the
contribution that Victorians make through our housing
process is to make them more affordable in the whole
ecology of affordable housing, from first home buyers
in the suburbs and in the regions all the way through to
public and social housing, and all the way through to
homelessness and rough sleepers across the whole
ecology of the housing crisis we face as a nation.
In that context one program, the public housing renewal
program, seeks to deal with what in my notes — and I
stand to be corrected by Hansard — the honourable
member referred to as the tenants of the Elsternwick
estate being perfectly happy with the concrete walk-ups
that they are currently living with. If the honourable
member for Brighton is of that view — and I stand to
be corrected, I will let the record speak for itself — let
us be clear, this government will not condemn another
generation to the housing poverty that those concrete
walk-ups speak to.
Their life span has well and truly expired. Those
inadequate facilities condemn people, generally
speaking, on low incomes and, generally speaking,
older Victorians who are disproportionately represented
in disabilities and all sorts of other vulnerabilities to
facilities that are not fit for purpose. They are hot in
summer, they are cold in winter, they have no lifts and
they condemn people to having to walk up and down
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four storeys, sometimes in badly designed and, frankly,
sometimes unsafe facilities, given their design.
In that context, this is not a government that will sit idly
by and allow that to continue, given that under the last
government we saw $400 million taken out of public
and social housing. In terms of public housing renewal,
homelessness and responding to family violence, this
government has invested $799 million and $2.1 billion
worth of financial instruments have been made
available through the Homes for Victorians program to
provide a comprehensive response to the issues that are
most starkly reflected in the fact that we have
35 000 people on our public housing waiting list, a
number which is growing. The Victorian Housing
Register brings together over 40 different waiting lists
for community housing and public housing. When the
register is in place early next year the public housing
list will be more accurate and even larger.
This government is not prepared to sit by and allow that
to happen. That is why as part of the wider program
that the public housing renewal is a part of we will see
6000 social housing units put into the market, delivered
either by the Office of Housing or by accredited
housing providers. I think every community should be
making a contribution to that, including — as the
member says — my community, in which there are
over 3000 public housing units and over 1200 social
housing units.
It is a bit rich of the City of Bayside, which has made
an art form of opposing public housing developments in
Hampton, in Brighton East and in Elsternwick, to add
this to its rich list of opposition. Its friends in
Stonnington have also made an art form of opposing
developments, including in Bangs Street, in King Street
and in Malvern Road. Even more astonishingly the
good people of Boroondara have through their
leadership made an absolute art form of opposing
programs in Hawthorn and Ashburton. On the record I
will state that we are not prepared to take advice from
the City of Bayside.
Let us be clear: this government will not condemn
another generation of people to inadequate, unsafe and
poor-quality housing when there are other options
readily available. The one thing that I will give the
former government at least a little bit of credit for is the
fact that they did not totally close down the Heidelberg
estate, which is one of the 11 projects that are part of
the public housing renewal program. The previous
government scaled back that estate, and we have scaled
it back up again. That is a project that is not dissimilar,
member for Brighton, to what we are doing now —
using the value of the land to build more public housing
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and partnering with the private sector to build more
diverse communities.
The other thing that this project is all about is making
sure that we end the stigma and discrimination that goes
oh so well and oh so enduringly with the public housing
estates in our communities. There might as well be a
Berlin Wall between some of these estates and their
surrounding communities. What this project will do is
build better communities through a diverse range of
housing choices and a diverse range of modern housing
opportunities. I would urge the City of Bayside to get on
board, end a generation of opposing public and social
housing developments, support this project and use this
opportunity to deliver better communities, safer
communities and better housing for a diverse range of
tenants across all 11 estates that we have targeted.
Ms ALLAN (Minister for Public Transport)
(17:36) — If I heard her correctly, the member for
Evelyn raised a matter about extending weekend
services on bus routes 670 and 672 to the Lilydale
Lakeside TAFE campus. We will take the member’s
request on board. I note that when the Labor
government reopened the TAFE campus in Lilydale at
the start of 2016 it did extend bus route 670 to the
reopened Lilydale TAFE campus. You might ask,
‘Why was this TAFE campus reopened?’. Of course it
needed to be reopened because it was closed by the
Liberal government, which the member for Evelyn was
a member of. Notwithstanding that, we understand very
clearly the importance of providing bus connections to
educational institutions. We have done it for a number
of other locations, including to La Trobe University in
Bundoora and to other university and TAFE campuses
across the state. We have reintroduced route 887 to
provide a better connection to Monash University for
students on the Mornington Peninsula.
We are a government that invests in bus services, and
we invest in TAFE campuses as well. As I said, the
only reason we put on those bus services to the TAFE
campus in Lilydale when it was reopened is that we had
to reopen it after it was closed by the Liberal
government, which the member for Evelyn was a
member of. We will investigate that and look at how
we can support extra bus services so students can get to
a TAFE campus that was closed by the Liberal
government and reopened by the Andrews Labor
government.
The member for Yan Yean has raised a matter with me.
I think the member for Yan Yean is seeking to set a
world record for the number of adjournment matters
she can raise on a particular project, because she is such
a great lover and supporter of the Mernda rail extension
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project. I am very pleased to once again provide
information to the member for Yan Yean about this
project. She has fought for this project for years, she
has pushed the government on this project and we are
delivering this project. This is a critically important
extension of the South Morang line to the growing and
emerging community around Mernda, and Mernda can
have no better advocate for their community than the
member for Yan Yean.
While we consider the size and scale of this expansion,
we have to make sure that the networks around it work
together so that the community can make the most of
this important piece of new public transport
infrastructure. The member for Yan Yean has put her
hand up once again on behalf of her community. She
wants to see a number of agencies come together,
including the Level Crossing Removal Authority,
VicRoads, Parks Victoria, Whittlesea City Council,
local developers and other local agencies, to ensure the
Mernda rail extension project is coordinated in the best
possible way. I am pleased to be able to support those
efforts by the member for Yan Yean. We will get that
work up and running as quickly as we can. I thank her
once again for her tireless advocacy and leadership in
her local community.
The remaining seven members raised matters for
various ministers, and those matters will be referred to
those ministers for their attention and response.
The SPEAKER — The house now stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 5.40 p.m. until Tuesday,
14 November.
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