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Goulburn-Murray Rural Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.

The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

Goulburn Valley Region Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I congratulate
Mrs Kronberg on her birthday on Monday, and I wish
Dr Redenbach a happy birthday for today.

Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.

I inform the house that I have been advised that the
Environment and Planning Legislation Committee and
the Legal and Social Issues Legislation Committee will
be meeting this day following the conclusion of the
sitting of the Council.

PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTS

Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission —
Report under section 30L of the Surveillance Devices Act
1999 for the period 10 February 2013 to 30 June 2013
(incorporating the report of the Office of Police Integrity for
the period 1 July 2012 to 9 February 2013).
Linking Melbourne Authority — Report, 2012–13.
Lower Murray Urban and Rural Water Corporation —
Report, 2012–13.
Melbourne Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.

Reports 2012–13
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria), by leave, presented
reports of Department of the Legislative Council
and Department of Parliamentary Services.

National Parks Act 1975 —
Report on Lake Tyers State Park under section 17(2A).
Report on the working of the Act, 2012–13.
North East Region Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.

Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Adult Community and Further Education Board — Report,
2012–13.

Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 — Report of
Requests for Approval of Persons or Bodies under
section 11(1)(d)(v) of the Act, 2012–13 pursuant to
section 11(2).
Ombudsman — Report, 2012–13, Part 2.

Adult Parole Board of Victoria — Report, 2012–13.

Planning and Community Development Department —
Report, 2012–13.

Auditor-General’s Reports on —

PrimeSafe — Minister’s report of receipt of 2012–13 report.

Managing Telecommunications Usage and Expenditure,
September 2013.
Performance Reporting Systems in Education,
September 2013.

Racing Integrity Commissioner’s Office — Report, 2012–13.
Royal Botanic Gardens Board — Report, 2012–13.
South East Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.

Barwon Region Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.

South Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.

Central Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —

Central Highlands Region Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.
City West Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.
Coliban Region Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.
East Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.
Energy Safe Victoria — Report, 2012–13.

Legislative Instruments and related documents under
section 16B in respect of —
An Order of 30 August 2013 made under
section 16BA of the National Electricity (Victoria)
Act 2005.
The Constitution of Adult Multicultural Education
Services Order 2013 dated 3 September 2013 made
under the Education and Training Reform Act
2006.

Essential Services Commission — Periodic Review of
Accident Towing and Storage Fees Final Report, July 2013.

Transport, Planning and Local Infrastructure Department —
Report, 2012–13.

Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Corporation — Report,
2012–13.

Victoria Grants Commission — Report, 2012–13.
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Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority — Report,
2012–13.
Victorian Electoral Commission — Report, 2012–13.
Victorian Institute of Teaching — Report, 2012–13.
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority — Report, 2012–13,
together with 2012–13 Financial Statement for Domestic
Buildings (HIH) Indemnity Fund.
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority —
Report, 2012–13.
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brigade being allocated a 1A station that will be simply
inadequate for the size and responsibility of the brigade.
Last month I raised an issue facing the Kolora CFA
brigade in my electorate. It has been fighting for first
aid training to be provided by the CFA as only 3 of its
more than 20 members have received this training.
With the fire season just around the corner, our CFA
volunteers must be provided with adequate means to
protect our community, not continually denied proper
resources due to the Napthine government’s CFA cuts.

Wannon Region Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.
Western Region Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.
Westernport Region Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.
Yarra Valley Water Corporation — Report, 2012–13.

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
The Clerk — I have received a letter and documents
from the Minister for Roads dated 16 September 2013
headed ‘Order for documents — east–west link
project’.
Letter at pages 72–73.
Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan).
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Country Fire Authority funding
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — The Pomonal
fire station, located approximately 45 kilometres west
of Ararat on the Western Highway, serves one of seven
Country Fire Authority (CFA) brigades in the
district 16 Ararat group. With 72 members it is the
largest of all brigades of similar town and district size in
the region. Because it is situated close to the
Grampians, the brigade must be prepared for large
bushfires as well as emergency events that threaten
large numbers of tourists and hobby farmers and the
township.
On a number of occasions my office has been in contact
with Mr Terry May, chairperson of the brigade, who
has informed us of the CFA’s reversal of a previous
decision to provide Pomonal with a new lB fire station,
deciding instead that a smaller 1A fire station will be
installed. The CFA stated that this decision is
exclusively a funding issue. As is well known by the
Victorian community, during its time in government the
Napthine government has slashed tens of millions of
dollars from the CFA. This has resulted in the Pomonal

Greensborough Hockey Club
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Last
Sunday, 15 September, I was delighted to watch
Greensborough Hockey Club’s Women’s Premier
League team win its championship for a
record-breaking third time in a row. This has never
been done before at Hockey Victoria, and I congratulate
the Greensborough women’s hockey team. I
congratulate the president, Bob Crowley, and his
committee for their excellent leadership and the
winning team of Alana Butler, Stephanie Doutre,
Stephanie Riordan, Katie Burns, Lauren Chatelier,
Tegan de Man, Nicola Hammond, Melanie Howell,
Brooke Johnson, Lucy Kutrolli, Sarah Kutrolli, Alana
McQueen, Lucy Ockenden, Erin O’Connell, Hana
Peak, Emily Riordan and Glenys Schubert. I commend
the coach, Mark Taylor; manager, Colin Riordan; and
team officials, Peter O’Connell, Matt Richards and
Carol Brewster. This is a magnificent effort for the
women’s team from Greensborough Hockey Club. I
congratulate them for their great endeavour in winning
three championships in a row.

Victorian Training Awards
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — On
Friday, 6 September, I attended the 2013 Victorian
Training Awards presentation ceremony. This is an
annual event that I am always pleased to attend to
observe our young Victorians being recognised for their
outstanding abilities and talent. I was very glad that I
did not have to determine or choose the winning award
recipients, because all of the nominated finalists were
truly deserving of their nomination. As always, I was
impressed with the quality of all the entrants. They are
too numerous to name, but I congratulate them all. Last
year the Minister for Higher Education and Skills,
Mr Hall, appeared in a suit designed by one of the
entrants. This year Minister Hall’s suit had a different
label ‘Handmade for the Honourable Peter Hall, MLC,
by Emily Turner and Hannah Pearce, 2013’.
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Home Road Kindergarten
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — Last week we had
some very special visitors in my ministerial office. As a
way of thanking them for sharing their beautiful art
with us, my staff and I hosted a morning tea for
children from Home Road Kindergarten in Newport.
The children are the latest kindergarten group to have
their work displayed on our art wall, and they have
focused on recycling and sustainability. Buttons and
bottle tops were collected to make two colourful
canvases, which are surrounded by windmills made
from recycled paper. A mix of natural items like bark,
twigs and leaves combine with fabric, plastic and wool
to create a woven wall-hanging. Three bright mobiles
hang from the ceiling in a swirl of feathers, paper cups,
streamers, photos, lace, beads and pipe-cleaners.
However, the thing the children were most excited
about was their paper making and spring blossom
paintings. They were obviously thrilled with the
paper-making process. They told of collecting paper to
recycle, blending it up and stomping on it to make it
flat. Once it was dry they painted spring flowers on
their paper in vibrant colours and designs. Whilst they
have learned a lot from their art experience, we have
also learned from their visit and beautiful work. This is
the latest of many kindergarten displays to brighten my
office. Each one shows just how inquisitive, talented
and engaged our youngest students are. I thank the
students, teachers and parents from Home Road
Kindergarten. I hope they enjoyed their excursion to the
city, their morning tea and the sight of their art on our
wall.

Federal election Greens candidates
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
would like to use my members statement today to
congratulate Janet Rice, who is the new Greens senator
for Victoria. Janet is a very old friend of mine and lives
in Footscray and it is fantastic that another westie has
been elected. I would also like to thank Adam Bandt for
his incredible work in the electorate of Melbourne. We
share part of that electorate and have been able to do
very good collaborative work together.
I also want to thank all other Australian Greens
candidates: Rod Swift in Gellibrand, Dinesh Jayasuriya
in Gorton, Beck Sheffield Brotherton in Lalor and
Richard Keech in Maribyrnong. These are candidates
who always put their heart and soul into seats even
when they know they do not have any chance of
winning. They do it to make sure that either an upper
house member is elected in state elections or, in this
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case, Janet Rice is elected to the Senate. They worked
incredibly hard and did a wonderful job.

Warren Mundine
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — Today is a
great day for Australia. A new Prime Minister is about
to be sworn in in a little over an hour to give our nation
a strong, united and purposeful government once again.
As we congratulate Tony Abbott and his team and
celebrate change without any shootings or riots on the
streets, there is one aspect of the federal election I find
deeply disturbing and totally despicable. I refer to
reports in the media of Indigenous leader and former
Australian Labor Party president Warren Mundine
being subjected to racial abuse from Labor members
and supporters angry that he voted Liberal.
An article published by the News Network on
10 September states:
A tirade of racist slurs were directed at Mr Mundine, who will
run incoming Prime Minister Tony Abbott’s indigenous
advisory council, after he tweeted how he voted.
…
The campaigner for Indigenous jobs said that many of the
racist texts and tweets he received were from white ALP
members and non-Indigenous supporters of the party.

The article further states:
Mr Mundine said the abuse directed at him from members of
his former party — which he quit in August 2012 — could
deter further Indigenous leaders from aspiring to public life.
He said the left, which had advocated against racism, had
turned on him.
‘I copped a fair amount of racial abuse over the weekend’, he
said.
‘Some of the self-righteous people on the left who attack
people for being racist. About 40 per cent of attacks on me
have been racial. It is because I voted Liberal and I am
working for Tony Abbott.

The left is very fond of throwing around the term
‘racist’ in this country but the treatment of Mr Mundine
in this particular instance tells us exactly where the
racists really are.

North-eastern Victoria federal funding
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — Last week I
was pleased to respond to an invitation to meet with
representatives of Indigo Shire Council and to listen to
their priorities for the shire and north-eastern Victoria.
At that meeting I was reminded of the tremendous
amount of work Indigo Shire Council and other
north-eastern Victoria councils have invested in
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securing funding for regional projects worked up by
local communities and successfully proposed to the
former Australian government.
Rural cities and shires across north-eastern Victoria are
dismayed that projects like the redevelopment of
Wodonga’s city centre, Rutherglen’s Main Street
works, Wangaratta’s Saleyards and Mount Beauty’s
street works are not to proceed and the Regional
Development Australia Fund is to be axed by the new
Liberal-Nationals federal government. They were
further dismayed by comments by the former member
for Indi, Sophie Mirabella, who said that funding has
been refused because ‘local government gets it wrong’.
I call on the new Liberal-Nationals government to
reassess its refusal to fund these projects, which are
owned by local communities. They deserve to go ahead
and certainly have my support as one of their state
representatives.

Gowrie Street Preschool and Occasional Care
Centre
Mrs MILLAR (Northern Victoria) — On
11 September I had the pleasure of accompanying the
Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development, Wendy Lovell, to the opening of the
newly extended Gowrie Street Preschool and
Occasional Care Centre in Shepparton. This is one of
only a few schools in the state which combines
occasional child care, kindergarten and primary school
all on a single campus, allowing for a seamless
transition for children from attending occasional care
and kindergarten to starting primary school when they
reach school age, in full familiarity with the school
campus and the staff. This is an exciting model for
early childhood education. Minister Lovell, together
with the member for Shepparton in the Assembly and
Minister for Local Government, Jeanette Powell, were
recognised for their strong and ongoing contribution to
this school community.
The coalition government committed $300 000 to
construction of the new preschool building, allowing an
expansion of preschool places from 47 up to 53 and
importantly allowing for the comfortable provision of
15 hours per week per child. Notably, the school
community raised the exceptional sum of $35 000 in
support of this new facility.
During this visit I was struck by the commitment and
involvement of a truly exceptional group of staff and
parents led by Mr Travis Eddy, the school principal;
Ms Di Matheson, the assistant principal; and Ms Ros
McPherson, the president of the school council. These
staff and parents have a vision for their school and
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absolutely believe in the educational programs on offer
at the school. I acknowledge the passion, commitment,
energy and drive of the school leaders and the warmth
of this community in celebrating all that they have
already and will continue to achieve for the children of
Shepparton now and into the future.

Supported accommodation fees
Mr TARLAMIS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — It
is with relief that I rise to speak about the government’s
backflip on its cruel plan to increase accommodation
fees for people with disability living in facilities
operated by the Department of Human Services (DHS).
This plan was a cruel and shameless raid on the
commonwealth-funded pensions of the most vulnerable
members of our community. It would have resulted in
slugging people with a disability up to 75 per cent of
their income just to live in DHS accommodation.
Despite claims by the Premier and the Minister for
Community Services, Ms Wooldridge, that this
backflip came as a result of them listening to the
community’s concerns, the fact remains that it only
came after the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal (VCAT) ruled against the government in
response to a class action legal challenge brought by
affected families and their supporters. The fact the
government decided to back down rather than prosecute
its case shows it knew this policy was unworkable,
unjust and unreasonable.
As I have said in this place in the past, a measure of a
society is how well it cares for its most vulnerable. This
government failed this test, and I am grateful to VCAT
for its ruling. The government’s lack of compassion for
disabled residents living in supported accommodation
highlights just how out of touch it really is. This is a big
win for residents in DHS-operated facilities, their
families and advocates, as they simply could not have
afforded these massive and unfair fee increases.
I would like to congratulate the individuals, carers,
family members and disability advocates who have
campaigned for the rights and dignity of disabled
people in state-run homes and who were instrumental in
achieving this policy backflip. The government’s plan
would have ripped $107 million away from some of our
most vulnerable. The government now needs to explain
where it will find this money without sacrificing the
720 independent support packages for which this
money had been earmarked. The government needs to
stop the rhetoric and prove that it is committed to
supporting the disability sector by properly funding it
rather than simply moving the same money around by
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taking from one group of people in need to give to
another.

Dan Tehan and Sarah Henderson
Mr KOCH (Western Victoria) — The Australian
electorate has spoken and has voted for change,
endorsing Tony Abbott as the new Prime Minister of
our great nation. I would like to congratulate the federal
member for Wannon, Dan Tehan, on his magnificent
win, where he dominated polling booths across his
electorate. Since becoming the member in 2010 Dan
has worked hard for the people of Wannon, and I know
he is extremely honoured to be representing Wannon
for the next three years. It was a great result for Dan
and the coalition, with an increased swing in first
preference votes of 8.34 per cent; on the two candidate
preferred result he obtained 60.26 per cent of the vote,
which is a gain of 4.6 per cent.
I would also like to congratulate the new member for
Corangamite, Sarah Henderson, on her success, despite
a very negative campaign from the former Labor
member, Darren Cheeseman. Sarah succeeded in
securing 48.78 per cent of first preferences, an increase
of 3.68 per cent; on the two candidate preferred result
she obtained 54.24 per cent of the vote, which is an
increase of 4.52 per cent. This was a sweet victory for
Sarah, who worked so tirelessly after being defeated by
the slimmest of margins in 2010. The coalition’s
success could not have been achieved without the help
of many volunteers who put in so much time and effort
to ensure that Australians have a strong voice in a better
government — a government that listens to all
Australians, no matter where they live.

Federal government
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I rise to express concern that Prime Minister-elect,
Mr Tony Abbott, has failed to appoint a minister for
science, innovation and technology in his first ministry.
I understand this is the first time since the creation of a
science portfolio in 1931 that Australia will not have a
science minister.
Innovation is a powerful economic driver and is
underpinned by scientific research, yet this omission
indicates that science and research are not seen as a
high priority by the Prime Minister-elect, Tony Abbott.
According to an article in news.com.au, which is a
News Limited publication, Australian scientists say
they are ‘confused and disappointed’ by the fact that
there is no science minister in the new cabinet. The
article states:
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Melbourne molecular biologist Upulie Divisekera called the
decision ‘short-sighted in the extreme, and lacking vision of a
broader future’.
…
Australia is the country that developed the solar cell, the
bionic ear and now the bionic eye.
These are the industries that are going to be important for the
future but we’re not investing in it, we’re not making it a
central vision for the country’.

National broadband network
Mr SOMYUREK — On another matter, there is a
certain irony in the declaration by the Prime
Minister-elect, Mr Tony Abbott, that he wants to be
known as an ‘infrastructure Prime Minister’, when he
has promised to scale back the national broadband
network, a great nation-building project. I urge the
newly elected federal coalition government to consider
its plans and recognise that the true benefits of the
national broadband network — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Member for Narre Warren South comments
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
also wish to congratulate Tony Abbott and his federal
team on their election and being able to form
government, as well as of course to commend and
thank all those who participated in the federal election
on all sides of politics, including my local Liberal Party
candidates from South Eastern Metropolitan Region.
I guess the win by the coalition, which is certainly
something that has been welcomed by the nation, must
also have been the cause for the rather catty and
undignified personal attack of me by Ms Graley, the
member for Narre Warren South in the Assembly,
during last night’s adjournment debate. The substantial
issue that she raised was answered, I believe,
adequately by the minister in the chamber last night.
But in her contribution Ms Graley implied that I have
not been on the job, that I have been neglecting my
electorate, and she cited a number of examples. One of
these was my appearance at the Springvale grade
separation, which is a much-needed project welcomed
by everyone, and one that was certainly supported by
the Premier and the Minister for Roads and endorsed by
the Labor mayor of Dandenong, Angela Long, as it is
by all other members of the community.
At another time she accused me of cancelling a meeting
of the Hampton Park Community Renewal Committee;
on 12 September I was actually opening the upgrade of
the Lynbrook Kindergarten, as Parliamentary Secretary
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for Education on behalf of the Minister for Children
and Early Childhood Development, Wendy Lovell,
with the mayor of Casey. Of course there was no Labor
member in sight.
Lastly, she accused me of actually going to an
anti-ageing clinic in the Mornington Peninsula, which
was a rather catty attempt to criticise me. This was in
fact a reporting of my opening, with the Minister for
Higher Education and Skills, of My Time Beauty &
Massage, which is associated with a local registered
training organisation in Frankston. It is indeed
undignified, Ms Graley.

Federal election results
Hon. E. J. O’DONOHUE (Minister for Liquor and
Gaming Regulation) — We are indeed lucky to live in
a country where the democratic will of the community
is respected and the transition of power from one side
of politics to another can take place without riots in the
street or the sort of violence or behaviour we regrettably
see in other countries. I take this opportunity to
congratulate the federal members in Eastern Victoria
Region who were re-elected: Mr Chester in Gippsland,
Mr Broadbent in McMillan, Mr Hunt in Flinders,
Mr Billson in Dunkley, Mr Smith in Casey and
Mr Tudge in Aston. I particularly congratulate Jason
Wood and his fantastic team of volunteers who did a
great job in winning back the seat of La Trobe for the
coalition. It is a credit to Jason’s campaign and to the
energy and vitality of his volunteers and also to the
platform that he ran on. Indeed the Abbott federal
government is committed to the east–west link, as is the
Victorian coalition government.
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Read first time.
Statement of compatibility
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) 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 act — I make
this statement of compatibility with respect to the Fire
Services Levy Monitor Amendment (Ensuring Fair and
Equitable Levies) Bill 2013.
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced into the Legislative
Council, is compatible with the human rights protected by the
charter act.
I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
The purpose of this bill is to amend the Fire Services Levy
Monitor Act 2012:
to provide the monitor with responsibilities to ensure the
fair and equitable operation of the Fire Services Property
Levy Act 2012, particularly with respect to the
imposition of the fire services property levy;
to provide the monitor with additional investigative
powers in relation to the fair and equitable operation of
the Fire Services Property Levy Act 2012, particularly
with respect to the imposition of the fire services
property levy;
to provide the monitor with additional reporting
requirements in relation to the fair and equitable
operation of the Fire Services Property Levy Act 2012,
particularly with respect to the imposition of the fire
services property levy.
Human rights issues:
Information-gathering powers

I also congratulate Mr Chester on being appointed
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Defence,
Mr Billson on being appointed Minister for Small
Business, Mr Hunt on being appointed Minister for the
Environment, and Mr Tudge on being appointed
Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister.

FIRE SERVICES LEVY MONITOR
AMENDMENT (ENSURING FAIR AND
EQUITABLE LEVIES) BILL 2013
Introduction and first reading
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) introduced
a bill for an act to amend the Fire Services Levy
Monitor Act 2012 to make provision for the fair and
equitable operation of the Fire Services Property
Levy Act 2012, particularly with respect to the
imposition of the fire services property levy and for
other purposes.

A range of clauses in this bill provide powers to the monitor
to enable the gathering of information for the purposes of
performing functions under the bill.
Clauses 4, 5 and 6 included powers:
i.

to review, monitor and promote the fair and equitable
operation of the FSPL act 2012;

ii.

provide reports on revenue raised pursuant to that act;

iii. monitor, investigate and provide recommendation to the
minister to address any identified problems of insurance
companies not reducing premiums to reflect the
abolition of the fire services levy;
iv.

to make recommendations;

v.

to review, monitor and promote the fair and equitable
operation of the Fire Services Property Levy Act 2012,
particularly with respect to the imposition of the fire
services property levy;
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vi.

to provide reports on the revenue received from the fire
services property levy;

vii. to monitor, investigate and provide recommendations to
the minister to address any identified problems of
insurance companies not reducing premiums to reflect
the abolition of fire services levy;
viii. to make recommendations in relation to any legal,
administrative or policy amendments or changes
required to ensure the fair and equitable operation of the
fire services property levy; and
ix.

to investigate individual complaints concerning the
operation of the fire services property levy and to make
recommendations regarding appropriate remedial action.
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Human rights protected by the charter act that are
promoted by this bill:
The right to recognition and equality: section 8 of the charter
act.
This bill provides additional power to the monitor to ensure
that the fire services property levy is transparently and
equitably raised.
It also provides power to the monitor to recommend any
changes that would assist in the principal purposes of the bill
aimed at ensuring fairness and equity.

Second reading
Mr LENDERS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:

Privacy
That the bill be now read a second time.
Section 13 of the charter act provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with.
Clauses 4, 5 and 6 of the bill are relevant to this right as they
enable the monitor to exercise powers in accordance with the
Fire Services Levy Monitor Act 2012 (the principal act).
These powers extend to investigating complaints (clause 5)
and power to make requests to the commissioner of state
revenue and the Secretary to the Department of Treasury and
Finance, both of whom must comply with any such request.
I consider any interference with a person’s right to privacy
will be neither unlawful nor arbitrary.

This bill seeks to amend the Fire Services Levy
Monitor Act to remedy certain aspects of the
government’s botched efforts to introduce the fire
services property levy.
The bushfire royal commission’s 2009 discussion paper
recommended that a broadbased tax be introduced to
cover fire services funding, the aim being to ensure a
fairer and more equitable allocation of financial burden
for the provision of funding of our fire services, and to
encourage the take-up of building and contents
insurance.

The right to property
Section 20 of the charter act provides that a person must not
be deprived of their property other than in accordance with
the law.
This bill does not extend powers already contained in the
principal act and a range of protection provisions ensure that
property is not retained for longer than necessary in the course
of searches and inspections.
Information sharing
Section 110 of the principal act is amended by inserting new
subclauses (1) and (2A), which provide an obligation upon
the monitor to provide quarterly written reports to the
minister, particularly regarding the principal act’s fair and
equitable operation and any revenue received as a result of the
fire services property levy.
Further, section 110(2A) proposes a power of
recommendation to the minister of systematic issues relating
to the conduct of insurance companies and any necessary
legal, administrative or policy amendments to ensure the fair
and equitable operation of the fire services property levy.
For the reasons given in this statement I consider that the bill
is compatible with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006.

It recommended a property-based levy because its
uniform base would remove the unwanted effects of the
FSL, and the only other options, supplementing the
FSL with an extra levy, or compulsory insurance, were
not practical. Similar schemes also already existed in
Queensland, Western Australia, South Australia, the
ACT and Tasmania.
The former Labor government supported the royal
commission’s recommendation.
On 2 September 2010, Labor outlined its position on
the FSPL as follows:
Firstly, it will not be a flat poll tax; it will be progressive.
Secondly, it will provide the same level of funding as the
existing FSL to both the CFA and the MFB. Thirdly, it will
collect no more revenue than that which is gained under the
current model. Fourthly, there will be a 50 per cent
concession to low-income earners.

The then opposition had noted on 10 August 2010 that
they supported the recommended move to a
property-based levy as ‘a fairer and more equitable
system of funding fire services’, and in government the
coalition has moved, however slowly, to implement this
change.
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The coalition government has presented this tax to the
public as if it will indeed produce the outcomes and
address the inequities as the royal commission
recommended. They are spending taxpayers money on
propaganda promoting their new tax and making
overblown promises about the new scheme being a
major tax cut.
But in fact it is clear that many people are unfairly
much worse off under this new scheme.
Labor MPs are hearing from people who are paying
many times more in their fire services property levy
than they were previously through their insurance.
These are not, as the Treasurer dismisses them, people
who have avoided insuring their properties or for whom
a multi-thousand dollar bill is of no concern.
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The application to car parks is also bordering on the
ridiculous. We know of a case where a car parking
station — previously insured, very low fire risk — has
increased its contribution from $6300 to $63 000.
Other people and businesses are suddenly paying more
because their properties are CFA zoned, meaning that
in the outer suburbs of Melbourne the FSL may vary
widely depending which side of the street you are
located on. Even with this brief outlining of the
complaints and confusion surrounding the FSPL, it is
clear that the detail needs reviewing, because it is
having an effect that is counter to the original reason
the scheme was changed.
But there is very little accountability for any aspect of
the implementation of this scheme:

Despite the wealth of experience of other jurisdictions
with this type of scheme, the coalition government has
bungled it.

the collection burden has been shifted to councils,
who take the brunt of people’s anger, not the state
government;

We knew the slapdash transition to this so-called
simpler tax was a confused mess, leaving many people
unclear about why they were still paying the FSL.

the funds are sent to consolidated revenue with no
explicit budgetary allocation of operational funding;

The removal of the FSL has not reduced insurance
premiums, which have in fact risen up to 55 per cent
over the past year.
The FSL has not been consistently removed from
premiums on a pro rata basis according to the amount
of insurance coverage after 1 July 2013, leaving
insurers feeling like they are paying twice. This means
insurers who pay by the month are often seeing an FSL
payment being made for months after the changeover.
The FSL monitor can do nothing about continued
overcharging by insurance companies and while the
minister can report on it, that is only until June 2014
and he does not have to.
The chaotic implementation of this tax had meant that
owners of investment units on a single title — not
owners of houses for investment, or separate title units,
or any other investment property — are no longer
paying the reasonable, residential rate on a single
building, but a commercial rate on every separate
residence. We are hearing about people whose fire
services contribution has gone from less than $250 to
over $1500, $2000, and in one case nearly $3500.
Many of these people are modest self-funded retirees
whose tenants are among the most financially
vulnerable and cannot afford to have the costs passed
on.

the minister is able to set the rates at any level he or
she chooses with no provision for review.
The role of the fire services levy monitor is limited
entirely to oversight of the removal of the FSL. There is
absolutely no oversight about the operation of the new
scheme, no means of addressing the problems that are
emerging.
The bill addresses the issues of accountability and the
mess of this tax’s implementation by providing the fire
services levy monitor with responsibility for the fire
services property levy — the explicit purpose of
ensuring the fair and equitable operation of the new
scheme.
The new responsibilities of the monitor would be to
review, monitor and promote the fair and equitable
operation of the Fire Services Property Levy Act 2012.
At a general level the monitor will be able to make
recommendations for any changes to make the levy
more fair and equitable. The monitor will also have the
power to investigate individual complaints and make
recommendations for action on the basis of its findings.
The monitor’s powers relating to the abolition of the
fire services levy will be expanded to include problems
of insurance companies not reducing premiums in line
with the removal of the levy requirement. These powers
will include monitoring, investigating and making
recommendations to the minister.
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Finally, in order to ensure transparency and
accountability around this tax, the monitor will also
report on the amount of revenue raised. This will form
part of a regular quarterly report to the minister, which
will also include the performance of his functions and
the extent to which the scheme is operating fairly and
equitably. The minister must table this report to
Parliament.

Brunswick, Ivanhoe and Morwell in the Assembly,
Ms Garrett, Mr Carbines and Mr Northe respectively,
and a former member of this place, Mrs Petrovich —
did an exceptional job of reviewing this issue. It is a
complex issue which raises many concerns for many
people. Those people who spoke to the inquiry were
courageous in coming forward, presenting their cases
and sharing their experiences.

This bill provides the monitor with the power to make
requests of the relevant agencies, the commissioner of
state revenue and the Department of Treasury and
Finance, for information necessary to this and other
functions under this act.

In his foreword to the final report, the chair notes:

This bill provides a means by which the government
can address these problems and amend the operation of
a faulty scheme so that the outcome envisioned by the
commission, which both sides agree is desirable, can be
realised.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr P. DAVIS
(Eastern Victoria).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 2 October.

ASSISTED REPRODUCTIVE TREATMENT
AMENDMENT (ACCESS BY
DONOR-CONCEIVED PEOPLE TO
INFORMATION ABOUT DONORS)
BILL 2013
Second reading
Debate resumed from 26 June; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan).
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — It is my
pleasure to speak on the Assisted Reproductive
Treatment Amendment (Access by Donor-Conceived
People to Information about Donors) Bill 2013, which
was introduced by Mr Jennings in June. It relates to an
important issue that has been brought to our notice. The
bill was intended to ensure that all persons born as a
result of donor treatment procedures, regardless of
when the gametes were donated, have access to
identifying information about their donor and for other
purposes. As I said, it is an important issue.
The Law Reform Committee conducted an inquiry on
this issue, and its final report was tabled in March last
year. The inquiry was led by the member for Prahran in
the other place, Clem Newton-Brown. He, along with
other members of the committee — the members for

While the committee considered many issues during the
course of this inquiry, the key questions that emerged were
essentially ethical: should a donor-conceived person have the
right to access information about his or her donor? Should a
donor-conceived person have this right even if the donor was
assured that he would remain anonymous? What role, if any,
should the state of Victoria have in facilitating access to
information about the identity of parties to donor conception?

As members can see, these are complex issues. As the
chair said, the inquiry was dealing with a question of
ethics for many people. Members of parliamentary
committees that conduct inquiries into such difficult
issues often do a good job in working through the
complexities.
The report contains 30 recommendations. The key
recommendations include providing all
donor-conceived people with access to identifying
information about their donor without a requirement for
the donor’s consent; centralising the delivery of
services relating to the provision of information, linking
and counselling services relating to donor conception,
including management of donor registers and
education; and securing access to records related to
donor conception practices prior to 1988.
In this debate there are three real issues. In 1998 —
25 years ago — there was a quite different attitude to
this issue from that of today. Anyone who undergoes
in-vitro fertilisation (IVF) finds it exceptionally
traumatic at times. It is highly emotional. It can result in
great joy, but it can also result in heartbreak. For many
who undergo that process and are unsuccessful time
and again it is heartbreaking. It can be exceptionally
difficult to understand what those people have
experienced.
When the government considered this report it looked
at the issues the report addressed. They are complex
issues that raise significant legal and practical
challenges for many people. The committee
acknowledged that the release of identifying
information to donor-conceived people may potentially
cause a great degree of discomfort and distress to
donors who had been given an undertaking that they
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would have anonymity and that that anonymity would
be respected. On the other hand, as time has gone by,
attitudes have changed towards the many people who
have been unable to get information about their genetic
backgrounds. We are seeing more and more advances
in medical technology, and the genetic information link
is very significant for many people. The natural need to
understand our genetic background is also well
understood by many people considering this issue.
Nevertheless, these are still difficult and complex issues
to grasp.
Mr Jennings’s bill addresses only 6 of the
30 recommendations that this report highlights. While
the bill considers and supports the key inquiry
recommendations that I have mentioned I highlight the
fact that it has not taken into consideration the
government’s response to this issue. The Victorian
Assisted Reproductive Treatment Authority (VARTA)
was asked by the government to canvass and consider
through consultation the views of the broader donor
community. Whilst it is my understanding that the
committee undertook to hear from seven people,
VARTA consulted more broadly and sought the views
of 42 anonymous donors, particularly those who
donated prior to 1988, on the release of identifying
information.
In the consultations VARTA undertook during that
period it successfully enabled participation by donors
who had not previously made their views known. As
anticipated, those views were mixed. It is fair to say,
though, as I have highlighted before, that all the people
who participated in the consultation process understood
very clearly the support from changing community
attitudes towards donor-conceived people having
genetic information available to them whilst keeping in
mind the ethical issues I mentioned in relation to
anonymity, which people were under the impression
would remain.
It is fair to say that research in this area indicates that
opinions on this subject vary, especially among those
involved in donor conception. In saying that, I note
there is probably insufficient robust empirical evidence
to establish that, in reviewing the anonymity of many of
these donors, harm could be caused.
In looking at the issues, the inquiry itself noted the poor
record keeping. I think it is fair to say that there has
been significantly better record keeping in our hospitals
and IVF clinics post-1988. When these procedures first
became available only a number of clinics undertook
them, and of course this was relatively new medical
technology that had been advanced after the 1970s and
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1980s. The procedures were being undertaken at the
Royal Women’s Hospital, the then Prince Henry’s
Hospital and the then Queen Victoria Hospital. Now
Melbourne has two very significant IVF clinics —
Monash IVF and Melbourne IVF — and they are world
renowned for the work they undertake.
In saying that, I note that records today are far better
kept than they were prior to 1988. The report highlights
that there were and still are no legislative requirements
or consistent procedures around the collection and
retention of donor conception records created prior to
1988. The management of these records was at the
discretion of the clinics and the doctors who provided
the treatment. There was no obligation at that time for
clinics or doctors to keep records, and of course poor
record keeping impacts on this issue in quite a
significant manner. The government has obviously
understood that the poor quality of the record keeping
at the time means that if people are granted access to
existing identifying information as of right, there is no
guarantee that they will receive information that is
sufficient and/or accurate enough to enable them to
understand what happened at the given time.
The inquiry report discusses voluntary disclosure in
terms of disclosure of risks, but it is my understanding
that, in terms of the privacy of donors, this has not been
undertaken anywhere else in the world. This again
raises some questions about the issues of complexity
and the ethical component of this matter. The
government, as I said, has undertaken independent
consultation with the Victorian Assisted Reproductive
Treatment Authority. VARTA made a number of
recommendations, which are well known and have
been highlighted in the government’s response.
Mr Jennings’s bill does not consider a number of issues
related to the recommendations I have mentioned. It
does not consider the recommendations for required
counselling to support the process of obtaining
identifying information. It does not adequately consider
the complexity of records management, which was
raised in the inquiry, as I have just outlined. It does not
propose enhanced counselling and service provision for
donor conception stakeholders, and we do not know
what the impacts could be on those people when their
identity is disclosed, and I think that is something that
needs to be very much thought through. These are
concerns the government has.
The bill does not consider the provision of
non-identifying information to donor-conceived
siblings or parents. Again that has major ramifications
and the unintended consequences have not been well
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thought through. The bill also does not provide enough
time to publicise and inform the community of the
legislative changes that are proposed in it.

Greens amendments circulated by Ms PENNICUIK
(Southern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.

I know other members will speak on this, and I believe
the Greens have some amendments they want to put
forward, and we will wait to hear what they have to say
about the bill.

Ms PENNICUIK — I want to start by giving a bit
of a history of the issue in this Parliament and in
particular in this chamber. It was way back in
September 2008 when the Assisted Reproductive
Treatment Bill 2008 was introduced into the Legislative
Council. Members will recall that it went through a
lengthy process, including being referred to the
Legislation Committee we had at the time. That
committee went through the bill at some length, and in
December 2008 the bill came back to the chamber and
went through its committee stage. It was finally passed
on 4 December with some amendments. The bill was
subject to a conscience vote, and two of the
amendments that I put forward in regard to records and
birth certificates were passed. I also tried to amend the
bill to remove the anomaly whereby access to
information by donor-conceived people was regulated
by the time at which they were donor conceived.

In conclusion, this is a complex issue which raises
many questions, and it is difficult to work through. The
government needs to take a measured response, and we
believe the response and proposed supporting
legislation will more comprehensively consider the
matters I have raised in this debate and certainly the
issues that have been raised by the Law Reform
Committee. That legislation will provide a far more
balanced solution to the complexities around this issue
and the issues of information release, as well as the very
important issue of record protection and those issues in
relation to the service system that will be crucial to
ensuring that stakeholders implicated by any legislative
change can have the support they require. The
government will not be supporting Mr Jennings’s
private members bill on this matter, and I think I have
made my reasons quite clear.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Has the opposition
being provided with Ms Pennicuik’s amendments?
Mr Jennings — I have not got a copy, but we are
aware of them.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is my intention to
call Ms Pennicuik as the next speaker in order to give
the opposition speaker an opportunity to consider any
remarks she might make in respect of her amendments.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I start
by commending Mr Jennings for bringing this bill to
the chamber. As I am sure he understands, and we have
spoken about this many times, it has been a long time
coming. Having listened to Ms Crozier it looks as if we
still have some time to go in terms of this issue.
I am supportive of the provisions in this private
members bill except for the issue of the inclusion of
five-year contact vetoes with an associated penalty of
60 penalty units for breaking those contact vetoes.
Given that you foreshadowed my amendments before I
started to speak, President, I have some amendments to
remove contact vetoes from the bill, and I am happy to
have them circulated. I did circulate them to all parties
prior to coming in here today.

Just to run through that last point, those conceived prior
to 1988 — and really that is between 1980 and 1988
because the first in-vitro fertilisation child born in
Australia was Candice Reed who was born on 23 June
1980 — have no legal right to information, and that
situation still stands and needs to be redressed. Those
born between 1988 and 1998 have access to
information if the donor agrees; those born post-1998
have full access.
In 2008 I tried to have the bill brought in by the then
Labor government amended to achieve equal rights for
all donor-conceived persons, no matter when they were
conceived. That amendment was not supported, and the
argument put forward by the minister at the time,
Mr Jennings, was that it needed to be looked into, and
he gave an undertaking that he would make sure that it
was. But by June 2010 it had still not occurred. I had
been talking with groups such as Vanish, Tangled
Webs and the Donor Conception Support Group, and I
organised a forum in the Parliament in June 2010 with
those groups. Many members of Parliament attended
the forum and heard the stories of how the lack of
access to information was causing much pain and
anguish for those donor-conceived young adults. Those
groups and others have continued to work for reform in
this area.
On 23 June 2010 I moved a motion to refer the issue of
access to information by all donor-conceived persons to
the Parliament’s Law Reform Committee, and that was
supported by the chamber. The committee commenced
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work and issued an interim report in September 2010.
Its final report was issued in March 2012, as
Ms Crozier said. The overarching recommendation of
the report was that all donor-conceived people should
have equal access to information about their donors.
There are a lot of other recommendations around
various issues, such as the inclusion of contact vetoes
and other qualifications on the recommendation, but
that is the overarching recommendation, and that is
what this Parliament should be working to achieve.
In April 2012, following the release of the Law Reform
Committee’s report, I raised an adjournment matter
asking the Attorney-General to act with speed on this
issue, because at that time three and a half years had
passed since the bill had been enacted in 2008, and it
was almost two years since I had referred my motion to
the parliamentary Law Reform Committee. When I
moved that motion I said that it would take several
years for the government to act on this issue and that
this was to the detriment of people who were born or
donor conceived prior to 1988 and who had been
discriminated against simply due to the date of their
conception and continue to be discriminated against.
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Committee released its report. After that report was
released, the government said it was going to conduct
further consultations with the donor community. Many
people from the donor-conceived community
commented that there had already been a full
parliamentary committee inquiry into the issue, so it
seemed contrary to the interests of resolving the issue to
have more consultation. However, as Ms Crozier has
said, that consultation was undertaken by the Victorian
Assisted Reproductive Treatment Authority, and there
were some different views. Many donors are very
supportive of donor-conceived people having access to
information about their donors; others are less
supportive.
Ms Crozier raised the issue that there was a different
view 25 years ago — that is, there was an undertaking
to protect anonymity. I agree; there was a different
view. There appeared to be a lot of thought about the
needs of adults at the time and little or no thought about
the needs of children. In particular there was not a lot of
vision in regard to what donor-conceived children
would quite naturally want to know when they grew
into young adults or even older adults.

On 12 September 2012 I put some questions to the
Minister for Health regarding the protection of records,
and he supplied a comprehensive answer outlining what
was happening with health records. Ms Crozier in her
contribution talked about the issue of poor record
keeping, particularly prior to 1988. Everyone is aware
of that, but there is no reason to deny people access to
those records. People who were donor conceived before
1988 are aware that there may be no records for them to
access, but what concerns those people is the legislative
bar preventing them from accessing their records at all,
whether those records exist in full or only in part.

What has come to pass is that donor-conceived people
want to know about their biological origins not only for
themselves, their own identity or their health needs but
also for the rest of their family — that is, for their
siblings or children. They are having their own children
now, and they want to know about their biological
origins. That is quite natural, and perhaps those of us
who have access to that kind of information about
ourselves take it for granted. That is why this is an
important issue that needs to be resolved by this
Parliament without more time being taken in that
regard.

As Mr Jennings said in his second-reading speech, his
bill seeks to legislate the primary right of a
donor-conceived person to access identifying
information about their donor. One of the overarching
principles of the Assisted Reproductive Treatment Act
2008 was to make paramount the interests of the
child — that is, the interests of the child today, because
1988 is now more than 25 years ago and people who
were donor conceived before 1988 are now young
adults. Restricting access to information is contrary to
that principle of the 2008 act to make paramount the
interests of the child. The act does not make paramount
the interests of the donor, and that is the important
issue.

The government’s response was that it would introduce
legislation that would give persons donor conceived
before 1988 the same rights as those conceived between
1988 and 1998. The beauty of Mr Jennings’s bill is that
it removes that discrimination, which is based on date
of conception. That is what we should be aiming for,
not persisting with different rights for donor-conceived
people based on when they were conceived.

The government released its response to the report only
last month, which is 17 months after the Law Reform

After the release of the government’s response to the
report entitled Inquiry into Access by Donor-Conceived
People to Information About Donors, I note that Lauren
Burns, who has long spearheaded a campaign for
change in this area, expressed in the Age of 21 August
her disappointment in the government failing to put
donor-conceived people’s rights first and in the Law
Reform Committee’s finding that children’s rights
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should take precedence over those of donors. We need
to move forward in this regard.
I have said previously in the Parliament that the
guarantees of anonymity given to donors in the past,
particularly prior to 1988, should never have been
given. It was wrong to give that right of perpetual
anonymity, because donating gametes is not the same
as donating blood. Without any disrespect, it may not
have seemed very important, but it was important
because a human being resulted from that donation. It is
my view that rights enshrined in the United Nations
Convention on the Rights of the Child override the right
of anonymity.
We have also seen in various jurisdictions changes
made to adoption laws assisting people to seek contact
and information about their biological parents. We have
moved on; we are 25 years ahead. This is much more
accepted. People are much less likely to react
negatively to the unexpected news that perhaps in the
past their spouse was a donor and that a child, now a
young adult, resulted from that donation, or news of
people being adopted. We should always be aiming to
search for the truth because that is the best for
everybody involved.
Mr Jennings mentioned Narelle Grech in his
second-reading speech. Peter Liston, who is from
Melbourne Anonymous Donors, refers to this bill as
Narelle’s law. I first met Narelle, a member of
TangledWebs, during the debate in 2008 on the
Assisted Reproductive Treatment Bill 2008. We met
again in the following two years leading up to the
forum I held at Parliament House and the referral to the
parliamentary Law Reform Committee. Narelle was
passionate about this issue. It is tragic that she lost her
life so early from bowel cancer. Despite the law — she
was conceived before 1988 — she was able to locate
her donor father, Ray Tonna.
I met Ray at Narelle’s funeral, held on 4 April this year.
I also met with other donor fathers at the funeral, and
we discussed this issue. I proposed that it would be
good if a lot of donor fathers could make a public
statement releasing the medical profession from the
promise of anonymity that it gave them 25 to 30 years
ago. Those donor fathers do not want that anonymity
anymore because they have come to realise that what is
more important is the right for donor-conceived people
to receive information. I am sure all members received
the email from Peter Liston on behalf of the Melbourne
Anonymous Donors, or MADmen, which is a good
name. The Victorian organisation is comprised of
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10 sperm donors who contributed before 1988. The
letter states:
Firstly, we hear a lot about the need to protect the right to
anonymity that was promised at the time of donation.
Anonymity was a condition of donation, not a request on our
part. It was the view of the infertility clinics at that time that it
was in the interests of all parties that the circumstances of
conception were not revealed to the donor children. The view
of the members of MADmen is that we have no qualms in
providing identifying information to donor children seeking
information about their biological origins. Our message to
MPs is that we wish to release legislators from the promise of
anonymity given to donors at the time.
Secondly, there has been an emerging awareness of the rights
and the needs for donor children to learn of their origins. The
views of MADmen is that the rights of the donor children are
paramount and we support any initiative that can facilitate
their quest to learn of their origins … some of us have been
privileged to meet with donor children and to share in the joy
when they are able to complete the picture of themselves.
…
To the members of Parliament debating ‘Narelle’s law’ we
would like to assure you that there are many donors who are
less interested in our anonymity than we are in the real and
pressing needs of the donor children, and we urge you to
place the best interests of the donor children as your
paramount consideration.

It is very good to hear the voice of the donor
community, which we did not hear all that much back
in 2008 when we debated the Assisted Reproductive
Treatment Bill.
I do not take any joy in circulating amendments to
Mr Jennings’s bill. However, the amendments seek to
remove the two sections of the bill that introduce
contact vetoes. The bill allows all donor-conceived
persons to access identifying information about their
donors no matter when they were conceived. That
information goes a long way and would be a very
welcome thing for those donor-conceived people
conceived before 1988, many of whom have been
unable to make contact with their donors. Only a few
have been able to make contact with their donors
through their own efforts and the voluntary register. For
the many who have not it remains a great source of pain
and hurt. They are hurt not only because they do not
have access but because the law prevents them from
doing so and discriminates against them. We should be
removing discrimination from the law. We must
remember that these donor-conceived people had no
say in this law as it was imposed before they were born.
That is a good part of the bill. However, the Greens
think contact vetoes are completely unnecessary. We
are talking about donor-conceived people who are at
least 25 years of age and donors who I suppose would
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be 45 years of age or older. We are talking about adults
here. Donor-conceived people crave not only
information about their donors but also some level of
contact with them, whether that contact is ongoing or
whether it is less than that. They are craving some level
of contact. It is the right of any person to say to any
other person, ‘I don’t want to have any further contact
with you’. That can happen to family members who
have grown up together; it can happen in any situation.
There are already laws in place to deal with people who
persist in trying to have contact with someone who does
not want that contact. For those reasons the Greens do
not feel that contact vetoes are necessary.
I raised this issue during the debate on the Adoption
Amendment Bill 2013 on 7 May this year, when we
also moved to remove contact vetoes from that bill.
Contact vetoes are not needed to regulate contact
between adults, which is what we are talking about
here. During the debate on the Adoption Amendment
Bill 2013 contact vetoes were opposed by the
Association of Relinquishing Mothers, Origins
Victoria, Vanish and the Independent Regional
Mothers.
During that debate I pointed out that contact vetoes
were being phased out. No new ones had been allowed
in Western Australia since 2005 and other states were
also looking at phasing them out. We believe there is no
need for them. People can make their wishes clear
without us making it an offence in the law to make
contact with someone. The West Australians are
certainly saying that they do not view making contact
with someone to be an offence. But obviously in the
rare case that that contact became harassment, that is
already an offence under other laws. This is just another
legislative impediment that is being put in place, so the
Greens will reluctantly be moving an amendment to the
bill.
Otherwise I think this bill is superior to what the
government has said it wishes to do, which is to
introduce legislation putting those conceived prior to
1988 on the same par as those conceived between 1988
and 1998. That is not what the Law Reform Committee
recommended. It is also not what the Victorian Law
Reform Commission recommended when it looked into
the issue; it recommended full rights of identifying
information without contact vetoes.
I support the bill. I also support the provision in the bill
to make it an offence to destroy records, because that
goes to the issue of making sure that extant records are
not destroyed and are still around for people to gain
access to. There still needs to be work done in that area,
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but that is no reason not to move ahead with removing
the legislative barriers to all donor-conceived people
receiving information about their donors no matter
when they were conceived. That should be the aim of
this Parliament.
We have now been looking at this issue since 2008 —
that is almost five years. Those people who were
talking to us back then about the need to change are still
waiting for that change. Let us see if we cannot achieve
it before the end of this Parliament and in a way that
does not discriminate based on the time of conception
so that all donor-conceived people are granted equal
access to information without contact vetoes.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — It is
with a great deal of pride that I rise to speak in support
of the Assisted Reproductive Treatment Amendment
(Access by Donor-Conceived People to Information
about Donors) Bill 2013. I particularly want to
commend Mr Jennings for bringing this private
members bill to the house. As Ms Pennicuik noted, this
is a long overdue reform. It is an issue that this
Parliament has grappled with on a number of occasions,
and I am very proud of the fact that it is the Labor
opposition that has brought this groundbreaking bill to
the Parliament.
I am sure we all agree that in-vitro fertilisation (IVF), or
assisted reproductive technology as it is known these
days, has been a tremendous advance in medical
technology that has helped to make many thousands of
Australian couples very happy. It has helped to assist to
produce probably in excess of 100 000 Australian
babies up to today, and Victoria was in fact a pioneer in
this technology more than 30 years ago. So we have a
great deal to celebrate when it comes to the issue of
assisted reproductive technology assisting many people
who would otherwise not have been able to have
children. However, it is greatly distressing to me to
know that there are children in our community who
were conceived through IVF before 1 January 1988
who are treated differently under the law to children
conceived after this date; children conceived before
1988 are legally denied the right to access information
that would identify their donor parent.
As I have said before in this place, a person’s identity is
a combination of their biological origins and their social
circumstances, and I believe it is a very strong human
driver to be able to answer the question, ‘Who am I?’.
The voices of those people affected by this issue
deserve to be heard. We are aware that there are
probably a small number of people affected by this
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issue. Nevertheless, I do not think that is any reason to
ignore their plight.
This bill is framed around the key recommendations of
the parliamentary Law Reform Committee’s Inquiry
into Access by Donor-Conceived People to Information
about Donors. The committee was tasked with
considering the possible legal, practical and other issues
that may arise if donor-conceived people who do not
currently have access to information about the donors
were provided with that information.
I take this opportunity to commend the members of that
committee who participated in that inquiry for the
significant work they undertook. They include from the
Assembly the committee’s chair, Clem Newton-Brown,
the member for Prahran; the deputy chair, Jane Garrett,
the member for Brunswick; Anthony Carbines, the
member for Ivanhoe; Russell Northe, the member for
Morwell; and Donna Petrovich, a former member for
Northern Victoria Region in this place. I commend
them for coming up with a report and a list of
unanimous recommendations on a bipartisan basis in
terms of how to advance these issues and how this
Parliament could respond.
The committee’s final report, which was tabled on
28 March 2012, makes a number of unanimous
recommendations, including:
Recommendation 1: That the Victorian government introduce
legislation to allow all donor-conceived people to obtain
identifying information about their donors …

And:
Recommendation 4: That … the Victorian government
introduce provisions for contact vetoes that may be lodged by
a donor or a donor-conceived person …

The committee heard evidence from a great number of
individuals, and I believe the committee members were
greatly influenced by hearing submissions directly.
They obviously were very emotional submissions, as
they were dealing with a very fundamental human
right — as I would describe it — around people’s
identity. It may well be the case that, having had the
benefit of hearing all that evidence, the views of
members shifted. In fact I note that the committee chair,
Clem Newton-Brown, was reported in the Age of
28 March 2012 as having said:
‘The committee basically changed its view …
‘One by one, we all came to the view unanimously that the
right thing to do is to give the rights to the child.
‘That outweighs the inconvenience and embarrassment of
unwanted approaches’.
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I come to this debate having put a lot of weight on the
findings and recommendations of this parliamentary
committee. As I said, it came up with unanimous
recommendations on a bipartisan basis, and that is
because committee members had the benefit of hearing
from affected individuals and were able to consider all
the relevant information. Not all of us as
parliamentarians have had the same opportunity.
Therefore it is quite significant that the bill Mr Jennings
has brought to the house is based on the
recommendations contained in that report.
I come very briefly to the issue Ms Pennicuik referred
to in terms of her proposed amendments, which is the
veto on consent. I have expressed concerns about these
issues in the past, such as when it came to our recent
debate on the Adoption Amendment Bill 2013. I know
Mr Jennings and the Labor opposition have strived to
come up with a bill that could in fact address very
difficult issues that are long overdue. That has required
us to also consider the unanimous, bipartisan
recommendations of the committee’s report that I
believe have played a significant role in terms of the
inclusion of those particular provisions in this bill. The
inclusion of those provisions would give the bill its
greatest likelihood of passage. However, it is important
that we have provisions across the board that are as
consistent as possible in terms of the different tiers of
access that apply to individuals based on the date of
their birth.
That we have had to bring this bill into the Parliament
is a sad reflection on the fact that the government has
sat on its hands on this issue. The committee delivered
its report, as I said, in March 2012. However, the
government only responded to that report on 20 August
2013, a couple of months after Mr Jennings introduced
this bill in this house. It is very disappointing that the
government would wait to have its hand forced in this
way and would not initiate the bill on its own given that
its members participated in the committee inquiry and
were very enthusiastic supporters, up until very
recently, of its recommendations.
I note also, by way of background, that in the interim
the government has received a report from the
Victorian Assisted Reproductive Treatment Authority,
which was delivered in May of this year. The
government commissioned that particular report to
enable the Victorian Assisted Reproductive Treatment
Authority to consult with donors who would be directly
affected by the committee’s recommendations — that
is, those who donated eggs and sperm before 1998.
This inquiry was very narrow in its scope; it did not
consider the rights of donor-conceived people in its
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overall findings. It was limited in its terms of reference,
and it really had a very narrow focus, unlike the Law
Reform Committee’s approach, which looked at the
competing issues of both the affected children and the
relevant donors. I believe the Law Reform Committee’s
findings struck an appropriate balance in the various
competing rights of the affected individuals in this case.
I would also like to give a brief explanation of the
current law as it stands and why the findings of this
inquiry and this bill have come to the Parliament. That
is because, essentially, at the moment we unfortunately
have children conceived through assisted reproductive
technology who do not have access to information
about their donors based on the lottery that is the date of
their birth. It is appalling that we have a three-tiered
system providing different rights for three groups of
donor-conceived people.
A person conceived from gametes donated before
1 July 1988 has no right to any information about his or
her donor. A person conceived from gametes donated
between 1 July 1988 and 31 December 1997 can access
identifying information about his or her donor if the
donor consents. However, if the donor refuses to give
consent or cannot be located, only non-identifying
information will be provided. Those conceived from
gametes donated from 1 January 1998 have
unconditional access to identifying information about
their donors once they reach 18 years of age.
Of course those people born most recently through
assisted reproductive treatment have had the benefit of
evolving views in our society about the importance of
donor-conceived children having access to information
about their origins and their identity. The way I view
this is that society has thankfully evolved in relation to
this issue, and the law should reflect that change. I see a
very strong parallel between this and reforms that were
made in relation to adoption. I note that in 1984 the
Victorian Parliament passed legislation to give adoptees
access to their adoption files regardless of previous
assurances of anonymity, because this was seen as
being in the child’s best interests. I think there are very
strong parallels here and that children who were
conceived through donated gametes should also have
access to identifying information.
I wish to note also that I have been greatly influenced in
my views around this issue by having had many
discussions in the past with children who are affected
by it. I particularly want to thank organisations such as
Tangled Webs, the Victorian Adoption Network for
Information and Self Help and the support group for
donor-conceived adults for lobbying me and other
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parliamentarians around these issues over a number of
years. I have spoken to individuals such as Lauren
Burns and Kimberley Springfield, who are quoted in
the committee’s report, and their plight greatly
influenced my determination to assist them and others
who are in this situation.
I note that this bill has been referred to by many in the
donor-conceived community as ‘Narelle’s bill’, in
memory of the late Narelle Grech. Members would be
very familiar with the heart-wrenching story of
30-year-old Narelle Grech, who was finally reunited
her donor father just weeks before she tragically died
from cancer. In an article that appeared in the Age of
14 April 2013 Farrah Tomazin described Narelle’s
journey, beginning at the age of 15, thus:
… when her parents told her she had been conceived through
a sperm donation at the former Prince Henry’s Hospital.
Since then, she had exhausted almost every avenue trying to
find the man known only by his donor code, T5, while
fighting for equality in the law. In her submission to the
inquiry … Narelle told the committee she felt like a
‘second-class citizen’, constantly longing for a right most of
us take for granted: to know who you are and where you
come from.

Narelle said:
In time, I have moved through so many phases: shock,
curiosity, anger, loss, grief, disempowerment,
hopelessness … I still feel that yearning to know who my
father is just as strongly as I did 12 years ago when I first
found out this truth.

As Narelle’s health condition deteriorated, the
intervention of then Premier, Ted Baillieu, assisted her
in finally being reunited with her donor father, Ray
Tonna, and a few days later she passed away. It was
heartening to know that Narelle had the opportunity to
meet her donor father at that time, but it was the legally
questionable intervention of a Premier that made it
possible. Premier Baillieu contacted the Public Record
Office Victoria, enabling the release of information to
help Ms Grech find her donor father. The issue we are
grappling with is why should it take the intervention of
the Premier of the day to enable someone to have
information that we would all regard as a right. It is
important that this issue is addressed not just to pay
tribute to Narelle, who will be remembered as a
courageous young woman who battled terminal cancer
whilst at the same time campaigning passionately for
the right to information about her biological parents, but
also for every other young person out there facing the
same plight.
I also received an email, which Ms Pennicuik quoted
from, from Mr Peter Liston on behalf of Melbourne
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Anonymous Donors, known as MADmen, which is a
Victorian based organisation comprising 10 sperm
donors who made donations before 1988. I particularly
thank him for emailing members of Parliament on
behalf of members of his group. I do not want to quote
extensively from the email, because Ms Pennicuik did
so, but I will quote from part of it, which states:
To the members of Parliament debating ‘Narelle’s Law’ we
would like to assure you that there are many donors who are
less interested in our anonymity than we are in the real and
pressing needs of the donor children, and we urge you to
place the best interests of the donor children as your
paramount consideration.

I encourage members of Parliament across the political
divide to place great weight on Mr Liston’s assurance
that there are many donors out there who are very
happy to have this law changed and to have this
situation rectified once and for all.
I again thank Mr Jennings for bringing before us a bill
that will enable donor-conceived people to have access
to information about their donors, that will promote
equity of access to information, remove the current
three-tier structure identified by the Law Reform
Commission and deal with this issue once and for all. I
hope members opposite will reflect upon the
government’s opposition to this bill. It is a very
unfortunate situation. If this bill is defeated, as it is
likely to be, I hope members of the coalition will make
every endeavour within their own parliamentary parties
to have the issue rectified as quickly as possible.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I begin by
congratulating Mr Jennings on bringing forward his
private members bill, the Assisted Reproductive
Treatment Amendment (Access by Donor-Conceived
People to Information about Donors) Bill 2013. It is not
easy to remove sensitivities and drill down to what this
bill is about. Mr Jennings can nod his head or say yes or
no, but basically the bill he has introduced gives effect
to a unanimous recommendation made by the Law
Reform Committee on this issue. I am getting the nod;
that is basically what the bill does.
Let us reflect upon the whole parliamentary committee
system. We all know the way it works politically. At
the last state election the coalition was successful in
gaining a majority in both houses and formed
government. The members of the government are the
ones who decide how committees will be formed. They
also decide how many government members and how
many non-government members will be on each
committee. Members of the coalition also decide who
the chairs of the committees will be. The committees

2889

will then be given references by ministers with portfolio
responsibilities pertaining to individual committees.
In the case of the Law Reform Committee, the minister
gave a very good reference to the committee, and we
were tasked with doing some heavy lifting. All
members of Parliament who have been members of
committees will appreciate that doing such work is a
good thing. The work can be a bit stressful and can
strain committee members because of the issues,
including in our case having to listen to witnesses speak
about how this issue affects their lives. Many of us have
been on committees where that has happened, so we
know that that is when we feel as though we are doing
some good work.
This committee went through a process. We looked at a
sensitive issue as a result of being given a good
reference, unlike some of the references given to other
committees, which have been given to them to keep
them busy. Some committees have been given
references for the sake of being given a reference. In
our case, the Law Reform Commission was given a
good reference. I am happy to be corrected, but I think
the Law Reform Committee had four government
members to two opposition members. Was it four to
two?
Mr Jennings — Three to two.
Mr LEANE — It was three to two. A government
MP was the chair, and all five members of that
committee went through the issues, sat through
sensitive hearings and unanimously came up with
recommendations around this issue. The report was
tabled, and the government has dragged its feet and
dithered over an issue arising from a reference its
minister presented to its committee, which has as
majority of government members, to the point where
Mr Jennings has had to introduce a private member’s
bill to bring this matter to a head. Unfortunately it
seems that it will not be brought to a head, because
government members will vote down a bill that acts on
the unanimous recommendations of the committee. I
love Mr Jennings’s work, but what it boils down to is
that this bill just reflects what the government-majority
committee recommended should happen in this place.
Members must forgive us if we in opposition scratch
our heads over the committee system that this
government has brought in. As I said, it is frustrating
that most of the references now made to committees are
just references for the sake of references. They keep the
committees busy simply to ensure that there can be no
embarrassment for the government. We give support to
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heavy-lifting references that could affect the lives of
Victorians, as did the reference pertaining to
donor-conceived people, but when it comes to having
the ticker to back up at least the government MPs on
the committee, the government fails.
Opposition members have had discussions with Jane
Garrett and Anthony Carbines, the members for
Brunswick and Ivanhoe respectively in the Assembly,
about their passion to see these recommendations acted
on. They are two of the five-member committee who
support the recommendations. It would be interesting to
hear what the other committee members have to say
about the recommendations. That this process is
happening in the chamber today would be burning their
guts.
It is a shame that the work of the committee will not be
backed up and that another step that could be taken for
donor-conceived people might not be taken. The
government says it is going to do a lot of things, but this
issue might not be dealt with in this term of
government. We might have another review of a
review. It is a shame, but I assure the house that the
issue will not go away; it is going to have to be dealt
with at some point.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Previous speakers in the debate this morning have
acknowledged the pain and suffering of many
donor-conceived children, now adults, who have been
denied access to fundamental information about their
identity and the certainty that comes from that
knowledge. These people are acutely aware that
unequal laws apply in the state of Victoria and that
there are different categories of rights and opportunities
to access the information and certainty provided by
Victorian law. That has been the case from 1988 to this
day.
They are quite rightly aggrieved by that inequity in the
law. They are not comforted by the consideration of
this Parliament in terms of its understanding of the
impact of that inequity on their emotional wellbeing
and their knowledge of their own biological heritage,
which may impact upon their health now or into the
future. They grieve for the extended network of family
that has potentially been denied them. Those are the
experiences that members of Parliament have heard.
Members of Parliament have created the opportunity
for there to be discussions about these issues so that we
can be better informed, more knowledgeable and more
compassionate law-makers. Because the government is
not prepared to go the additional step of endorsing the
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unanimous recommendations of the Law Reform
Committee, which was established by this Parliament
and which took advice, heard testimony, considered
issues and recommended that the law be changed,
donor-conceived people are again made to grieve and
suffer because of the lack of opportunity that Victorian
law affords them.
Despite the number of times that bipartisanship and
compassion are recognised on all sides of the chamber,
it is very rare for people in Parliament to talk about
bipartisanship and actually mean it. Usually there is a
barb. But let me take any barb out of this equation. In
the spirit of building rather than wrecking, let me ask:
how often do we have second-reading speeches that
give credit to somebody on the opposite side of the
political divide? This second-reading speech gave such
credit. It gave credit to the words of the Liberal Party
chair of the Law Reform Committee, Clem
Newton-Brown, the member for Prahran in the other
place. In the second-reading speech I quoted him,
giving him and other committee members credit for
looking into their hearts, taking testimony, responding
appropriately and making recommendations about how
Victorian law should be changed.
This bill gives effect to the recommendations that
Mr Newton-Brown advocated for as the committee
chair. I gave him credit today for that. In an unusual
gesture I also give credit to the previous Premier of the
state of Victoria, Ted Baillieu, the member for
Hawthorn in the Assembly, who intervened in breach
of Victorian law — and I am not going to tiptoe around
this issue — on morally correct and, in my view,
compassionate grounds to allow a donor-conceived
person, in the days leading up to her unfortunate,
premature death, to learn of her ancestry and be united
with her biological father.
He broke the law. It was morally and ethically an
appropriate thing to do. It was the compassionate thing
to do, and I commend him on it. The truth is the
Premier of the day broke Victorian law to achieve that
outcome. No Premier and no government should be
called upon to break the law in order to do the right
thing. We are missing the opportunity to step up and do
what is obviously the human, decent thing — that is, to
change Victorian law. Again today we are missing that
opportunity in the name of tightness, defensiveness and
confusion about competing rights.
I am not sure whether any member speaking in the
debate has at any time referred to the report on this bill
by the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
(SARC). I encourage that committee to have a good
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close look at itself in relation to understanding its
obligation to the Parliament to scrutinise pieces of
legislation and for it to gain an understanding of how
the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act
2006 applies in relation to bills such as this, because
SARC was extremely confused about those issues, and
its three recommendations in relation to the bill are
quite extraordinary. I ask the committee to address the
threshold question: how can you retrospectively apply
rights that are afforded all Victorian citizens under the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006
to a piece of legislation that applied in 1988 and infer
that donors of gametes that led to donor-conceived
persons being born had the right to privacy?
There is confusion about the stakes of the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities, the retrospective
application of these rights and in particular whether
there was a regulatory requirement to withhold
information rather than a right to withhold information.
The right that is protected under Victorian law after the
introduction of the charter is the right of
donor-conceived persons to access information. That is
the right that is protected, that is enhanced and that
would be irrefutable if this bill were passed by the
Parliament of Victoria. There is no right to privacy in
the context of the retrospective application of the
charter, which was introduced in 2006, to a Victorian
law that was written in 1988.
There is a fundamental confusion about what SARC is
bringing to the Parliament in terms of understanding
this principle, and it fundamentally goes to the concern
about why parts of government may be confused about
competing rights. There should be no confusion about
competing rights, because if you apply a consistent
mindset to how the law works, rights should be uniform
for all people under Victorian law. There should not be
different rights under different categories of Victorian
law, and unfortunately that is what the current
legislative framework creates. That is what the Law
Reform Committee found, that is what the Law Reform
Committee recommended and that is what has been
responded to today.
In the spirit of recognising members’ contributions, in
summing up I acknowledge some of the problems that
government speakers have identified today as reasons
for not supporting the bill. I understand that
governments do not necessarily support opposition
bills; I have seen that on any number of occasions.
Even though there might be individuals within the
government ranks who recognise the value of an
opposition bill, are supportive of it or philosophically
well disposed towards it, governments sometimes baulk
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in the clutch moment and do not go the full nine yards
in relation to delivering legislative reform if it is
suggested by the other side of the chamber.
After that segue, let me go to the issues that Ms Crozier
raised on behalf of the government about those matters.
I say to Ms Crozier that I believe we have acquitted the
primary obligation of the recommendations in terms of
clarifying whose rights should be protected, whose
rights should be enhanced and the process by which
those rights will be enhanced and guaranteed under
Victorian law. In that context this includes the contact
vetoes which were recommended by the committee,
agreed on in a bipartisan fashion and adopted or
replicated in the bill, even though there may be some
philosophical differences, as Ms Pennicuik has alluded
to, in terms of whether it is an absolute requirement that
they be in legislation.
The opposition’s assessment was that contact vetoes
were a requirement to satisfy the expectations of the
Parliament. That is the reason why contact vetoes are
there — for consistency with the recommendations and
to create the greatest political opportunity for the bill to
be supported by all members of the house — even
though ethically and philosophically, from
Ms Pennicuik’s point of view, they may not be
required. It was a political judgement, consistent with
the recommendations of the committee that they be
there.
In terms of the counselling that may be required, of
course there is a huge difference between the resources
and the ability to implement any piece of legislation
that the government of the day brings and what the
opposition can assert. The opposition cannot assert
resource allocations and priorities in relation to the
counselling that would be required to protect the
emotional wellbeing of all parties concerned, whether
in relation to having information disclosed to them or
their sharing of information with others and living with
the consequences of sharing that information, which
may or may not be an easy personal journey for people
to go on.
As a proponent of the bill I recognise that we are
obliged as a community to provide that support and
backup. If I were in government, it would be incumbent
upon me to ensure that adequate resources and
counselling opportunities were provided. In this
instance all I can do is call upon the government, in its
consideration of these matters, to provide that
counselling and information into the future.

ASSISTED REPRODUCTIVE TREATMENT AMENDMENT (ACCESS BY DONOR-CONCEIVED PEOPLE TO
INFORMATION ABOUT DONORS) BILL 2013
2892

COUNCIL

In relation to timing and the knowledge that is available
that underpins the implementation of this bill, it is
recognised within the construct of the bill before the
house today that significant time would be required to
make all parties aware of their rights and obligations.
The appropriate collation, distillation and disclosure of
information needs to be provided in a timely way to the
Victorian Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages to
enable an appropriate transition and certainty of
administrative arrangements.
In fact there is a very rare provision in this very small
bill that specifically addresses that question in terms of
the proclamation that there would be at the very
minimum 12 months, perhaps almost as much as two
years, before the mandatory requirement takes effect
for information to be disclosed by clinical practices to
support the administrative arrangements. In terms of the
timely implementation of the legislation to allow a
smooth transition, in my experience of being in this
place since the end of the 14th century — not quite that
long but for quite some time — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — That is very kind of you. You
are responding in kind to the kindness. Very rarely are
there provisions that allow for the implementation of
administrative arrangements in such a timely fashion
and give maximum opportunity for that to be seamless,
as there are in this bill. I was a bit surprised to hear that
that was a criticism of this bill because it probably
breaks the mould by allowing for a timely
implementation, more so than most bills I have seen in
my experience in Parliament.
I understand the obligations of government members in
contributing to debates such as this, and I understand
that Ms Crozier was called upon today to give the
impression that the government is fulsome in its
philosophical support and that it wants to implement
these matters in its own time and fashion to acquit its
obligations and to give the impression that the
government’s approach will be more fulsome and
complete. Unfortunately, despite her best intentions to
convince me and other members of the chamber, I do
not think that is what is going to happen.
I think whenever the government gets around to dealing
with this matter it is more likely to be far narrower and
less effective in its application. I almost guarantee there
will be no mandatory requirement for the disclosure of
information. The government will be relying on lesser
legislative requirements that mean the system can be
completely undermined unless there is fulsome
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participation and disclosure by the agencies, the clinics
and the clinicians that have that information. They will
withhold it if they choose to withhold it and there will
be no legislative requirement for them to release it. I
almost guarantee that will be the legislative model the
government adopts, if and when it adopts a legislative
model. If I am proven wrong in what I have just
asserted, I will stand up and congratulate the
government for its fortitude in implementing a
mechanism similar to what is in this bill. I will
congratulate the government fulsomely if it ultimately
responds.
In that spirit, let me conclude by congratulating the five
members of the Law Reform Committee who were
involved in considering this issue — Clem
Newton-Brown, Jane Garrett, Anthony Carbines and
Russell Northe, the members for Prahran, Brunswick,
Ivanhoe and Morwell in the Legislative Assembly
respectively, and Donna Petrovich, a former member
for Northern Victoria Region in this place, in one of her
major contributions to the Parliament before she left to
pursue interests elsewhere. It was good work by that
committee, and I congratulate those members. I
congratulate my Labor colleagues Jane Garrett and
Anthony Carbines for making sure this issue was
pursued.
I thank Ms Pennicuik for her enduring commitment to
this cause. She got me on the public record many years
ago in relation to satisfying the concerns she raised in a
previous debate on the legislation that applies to this
area. She has been unswerving in her determination to
seek better access to information. Good on her for
holding me and the Parliament to account. She has
played a very positive role.
I thank my colleagues within the Labor Party for
recognising that we had a moral obligation to come
back to something we started, and we intend to see it
through. In particular I would like to thank Christina
Dickinson and Jenna Amos, who work in my office, the
papers office and parliamentary counsel for assisting us
to get to this place. In opposition it is not quite as easy
to prepare a bill and get it to the Parliament as it is in
government, so it is actually quite something to get it
here, and I thank people who have contributed to that
journey.
I would encourage people who may be bullish in
defending the government’s position on this bill today,
a little defensive or perhaps a little internally
disappointed about it, to step up and continue the
journey that has been commenced and needs to be
completed. We need to complete it. As a Parliament
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and as a legislature we need to resolve this issue. We
need to get equal laws in the state of Victoria and we
need to protect the rights of people whose rights are
currently not protected. They are not guaranteed under
Victorian law and we need to remedy that at the earliest
opportunity.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 18
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr (Teller)
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
Millar, Mrs
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr (Teller)
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Pairs
Barber, Mr

Coote, Mrs

Motion negatived.

MILDURA BASE HOSPITAL PETITION
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — I move:
That this house —
(1) condemns the Minister for Health, Mr David
Davis, MLC, for —
(a) acting in a shameful way by accepting a
petition more than six months ago from over
3000 members of the Mildura community
expressing concern about the future of the
Mildura hospital and not arranging for the
petition to be presented to Parliament;
(b) acting in a disgraceful way by not returning
the petition to the Mildura community
following a request to do so at a face-to-face
meeting on 30 May 2013 at Parliament
House;
(c) acting in an outrageous way by blocking the
presentation of the petition to the Parliament
because the Parliament will only permit the
original petition to be tabled; and
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(2) calls on Mr Davis to act honourably by returning
the petition as requested to the community of
Mildura.

I rise to speak to my motion condemning the Minister
for Health, Mr Davis, for his shameful behaviour in
relation to a petition from the Mildura community and
calling on Mr Davis to act honourably in relation to that
petition.
To refresh the memories of members about the petition
that is the subject of this motion, this was a petition of
certain citizens of the Mildura region drawing the
attention of the Parliament to the concern that private
management of Mildura Base Hospital has negatively
impacted on the community and its members. The
petitioners requested that the Parliament return Mildura
Base Hospital to management by the state government
through a board of management. The petition, which
was signed by more than 3000 petitioners, was clearly
calling on the government to return Mildura Base
Hospital to public management.
The petition was presented in person by members of the
Mildura community, who travelled to Melbourne — for
members in this place who do not regularly travel to
Mildura, as I do, that is quite some distance — to the
health minister, Mr Davis, and to the member for
Mildura in the Legislative Assembly, Mr Peter Crisp,
who was also at the relevant meeting. I might add that
this meeting followed on from a history of a lack of
respect which Mr Davis and the Liberal-Nationals
government have shown, and in my view continue to
show, to the community of Mildura in relation to the
Mildura Base Hospital.
There have been a whole series of events including a
fly-in, fly-out visit by Mr Davis, which consisted of all
of 1 hour and 45 minutes on the ground, when he did
not meet with the Reclaim Mildura Base Hospital
group, who were the instigators of this petition. He did
not invite the local newspaper, the Sunraysia Daily, to
his media conference, which led to a realisation by the
Mildura community that if they were to have
communications with the government through the
Minister for Health, it was going to be necessary for
them to travel to Melbourne at their own expense and in
their own time in order to meet with the minister at
Parliament, which they duly did.
They presented their petition in good faith to Mr Davis.
As I mentioned, Mr Crisp was in attendance. There was
no mention at that meeting that Mr Davis had any other
intention but to have the petition presented to
Parliament. We are all aware, of course, that the
petition was addressed to the Legislative Assembly, but
given Mr Crisp was present at the meeting he was
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happy for the petition to be accepted as well. There was
absolutely no indication at any point in that meeting to
any of the representatives that anything was going to
happen to the petition other than what normally
happens when any member in this place accepts a
petition from any Victorian — that is, that we will do
our duty and either personally present it to Parliament
or arrange for some other member to present it.
Representatives of the Mildura community, having
travelled all the way to Parliament, met with the health
minister and Mr Crisp, presented the petition on the
back of a very strong community campaign and a very
well-attended a public meeting, and left in the
expectation that it would be presented to Parliament. As
the months dragged on and checks were done on the
petition it became apparent that it had not been
presented. I must admit as one of the elected
representatives for Northern Victoria Region that it had
not occurred to me to check up on this, because in my
years in Parliament I have never found that to be
necessary. It had not occurred to me that having
accepted this petition Mr Davis and Mr Crisp would not
have arranged to have it presented, and that they would
simply and silently put it in a safe or in some other
place.
Many months went by. Some six months after the
petition had been presented to Mr Davis and Mr Crisp
this motion was placed on the notice paper. At that
point the petition had still not been presented. At about
the same time the Mildura community, after seeking
advice from the papers office as to what their options
might be in this extraordinary circumstance, put in a
request to the health minister for the petition to be
returned to them so that another member of Parliament
could do the decent and right thing and present it to
Parliament. Disgracefully the health minister refused to
do so. His response was that it was his intention at some
future point in time, when he got around to making a
decision about the future of the Mildura Base Hospital,
to write to all of the petitioners, but no, he was not
going to return the petition. Anyone in this place who
has checked out these matters with the papers office —
I must admit I have never had cause to do so before —
would know that the only way that a petition can be
presented to this Parliament is if it is an original — —
Mr Koch interjected.
Ms BROAD — I take up Mr Koch’s interjection.
He says this is a bit of an oversight. Is Mr Koch
seriously suggesting that members of Parliament need
to check with the papers office about whether members
are required to present to Parliament petitions that
constituents present to them in good faith? I confess it

Wednesday, 18 September 2013

had never occurred to me to check up on that. I had
always assumed that — —
Ms Crozier — Why not?
Ms BROAD — Ms Lovell says, ‘Why not?’. I take
up Ms Lovell’s — —
Hon. W. A. Lovell — I did not say anything.
Ms BROAD — Ms Lovell clearly said, ‘Why not?’.
I will continue — —
Hon. W. A. Lovell — On a point of order, Acting
President, I was moving into my place. I did not say a
word. The member is verballing me, and I ask her to
withdraw.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Why exactly does Ms Lovell require the member to
withdraw?
Hon. W. A. Lovell — To correct the record. I did
not say a thing. Ms Broad said that I said, ‘Why not?’. I
did not say a word.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Is Ms Broad prepared to accept that Ms Lovell did not
say, ‘Why not?’?
Ms BROAD — If I misheard and someone else
spoke those words, I am very happy to withdraw.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Thank you very much indeed.
Ms BROAD — To return to the facts, the papers
office was very clear in its advice that not only was
there no requirement on members to present petitions
which constituents present to them, but in addition the
only petition that can be presented to the Parliament is
the original copy. So despite the fact that Reclaim
Mildura Base Hospital had taken a copy of the petition,
it could not be presented to Parliament. The original
copy of the petition with 3000 signatures was in
Mr Davis’s possession, presumably in his safe. He was
refusing to return it to the petitioners, and there was no
way that any other copy of the petition could be
presented to Parliament. For any upstanding member of
this Parliament that was a disgraceful set of affairs.
Certainly in the view of the Reclaim Mildura Base
Hospital group it was an outrage, and I shared the
outrage.
The group requested Mr Davis at a face-to-face meeting
on 30 May at Parliament House — and again those
members of the Mildura community had to travel to
Melbourne in their own time and at their own
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expense — to return the petition to them, which he had
refused to present to Parliament, so that another
member of this Parliament could present it. But no,
Mr Davis was not going to return the petition, so they
went away empty-handed.
The end result of this outrage was the blocking of this
petition in the Parliament, and the community
continued to make representations directly and via me
to request that the petition be returned so it could be
presented. As I have stated in my motion, Mr Davis
behaved in a dishonourable way by refusing these
repeated requests. I stand by that assessment, and
certainly the Mildura community stands by that
assessment of his outrageous behaviour.
This motion was placed on the notice paper on 25 June,
so in total it has been about eight months since this
petition was presented to Mr Davis in good faith. He
accepted the petition without demur. He said nothing
about having had a problem with this petition, and he
did not suggest that the Mildura community take it
elsewhere because he was not in a position to present it.
Eight months later Mr Davis got around to making a
decision in his own good time about one aspect of the
future of the Mildura Base Hospital, which was not
what was addressed in the petition — that is, the issue
of the management of the hospital through a board of
management, which occurs in every other public
hospital across Victoria — but rather his decision
related to the physical construct of the hospital.
Following his decision, Mr Davis wrote to members of
the Mildura community, including signatories to the
petition. Interestingly enough, Mr Davis did not
respond to all petitioners, but to my knowledge he
wrote to at least some of them.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Panton Hill Preschool
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development. Panton Hill Preschool
services many rural communities in Nillumbik shire,
some of which are still suffering the effects of the 2009
Victorian bushfires. The preschool has experienced a
decline in enrolment numbers, which is placing its
immediate future in jeopardy. In a letter to the minister
dated 12 June this year, the president of the Panton Hill
Preschool committee of management stated that
without an increase in funding from the Department of
Education and Early Childhood Development the
kindergarten would certainly close. Will the minister
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commit to reclassifying the preschool’s funding model
from metropolitan to rural, which would allow it to
remain operational and secure its financial viability?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I am happy to look
at the situation of Panton Hill Preschool, but I cannot
give a definitive answer at this stage without being fully
informed.
Supplementary question
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I refer
the minister to my letter of 28 June this year regarding
Panton Hill Preschool and also correspondence from
the local member, Ms Daniel Green, the member for
Yan Yean in the Assembly. I note that the minister is
yet to respond to either me or Ms Green, but she should
have been informed about the issue by now. Will the
minister agree to meet with a delegation from the
Panton Hill Preschool committee of management
within the next two weeks to discuss its concerns
directly?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — That
correspondence would be with the department. The
department would be reviewing the situation, and it will
report to me.

Commissioner for senior Victorians
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Ageing, David Davis, and I ask:
could the minister inform the house of any
announcements supporting senior Victorians?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Ageing) — I
thank the member for his question. I am proud to
announce to the house that Victoria has its first seniors
commissioner. The appointment of the commissioner is
a recommendation of the Family and Community
Development Committee, which is chaired by
Ms Crozier. I pay tribute to the work of that committee
and the submissions it received. It was an important
inquiry into the participation of senior Victorians in our
state and our economy, but also in our volunteer
communities. The work of that committee had a
significant influence. I note and pay tribute to the work
of Ms Crozier as the chair, and also the work of
Mrs Coote, Mr Wakeling, the member for Ferntree
Gully in the Assembly, and the other members on that
committee. The government has accepted many of the
committee’s recommendations, and recently tabled in
this Parliament a response to the inquiry.
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I can indicate that Mr Gerard Mansour has been
appointed as Victoria’s first ever commissioner for
senior Victorians. He will have a significant role where
his great passion for seniors will be brought to the fore.
His was a standout selection in my view. He has a
strong history in the sector, having been the CEO of
Leading Age Services Australia in Victoria, and before
that he was the CEO of Aged and Community Care
Victoria for six years. Mr Mansour has also been a
strong supporter of and advocate for the participation of
older Victorians in all community activities. Having a
seniors commissioner of this type provides an
opportunity for greater policy input across government,
including policy input to me and the department.
Mr Mansour will chair a ministerial advisory
committee, and the quality of the people on that
committee is something that Victorians can be proud of.
In my view we have taken a very important step in
appointing a seniors commissioner of this type. I do not
believe there is such a commissioner in other states
around the country. This appointment will strongly put
forward the position of seniors, and there is enormous
support across the community for this initiative.
The government has been active in ensuring that the
interests of seniors are closely focused upon. There has
been the introduction of free travel on public transport
for seniors on both days of the weekend. Importantly,
energy costs are a significant factor for many seniors in
our community and for those with concession cards. In
terms of energy costs for those with concession cards,
we have introduced all-year reductions — not just
reductions in the winter. This is an important distinction
between our policy at the election and that of the
opposition.
Mr Jennings interjected.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I see the shadow Minister
for Health getting very excited, but the cut in
ambulance subscription fees has also been an important
feature to assist those who may not have received that
assistance in the past. We have introduced utilities
concessions, and we have undertaken a range of other
important steps. Even the recent introduction of the fire
services property levy has had a significant effect.
Stamp duty concessions have also been applied. These
are all very significant changes. There has been the
New Zealand reciprocal agreement on Seniors Cards.
They are all achievements of this government, and this
appointment of a seniors commissioner and ministerial
advisory committee, which Mr Mansour will chair, is a
further important step.
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Midwifery services
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question today is for the Minister for Health. In 2011
the Department of Health asked the Royal Women’s
Hospital, Monash Medical Centre and Mercy Hospital
for Women to develop a framework for collaborative
arrangements between Victorian public hospitals and
eligible midwives. These arrangements would allow for
the provision of private midwifery services in public
hospitals so that labouring women can receive care
from their chosen private midwife practitioner if or
when they are admitted to hospital. The draft
framework was provided to the department in 2012,
and after review the final draft was provided to the
minister in February this year. My question for the
minister is: when will the framework be made public,
and when will private midwives have appropriate
formal arrangements with hospitals to improve the
continuity of care that is provided to labouring women?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I can
inform the house that the series of steps outlined by the
member is substantially accurate. I can also inform the
house that yesterday Ms Hartland and I had a
conversation around this to try to find a way to look
forward to greater choice and greater options for
women. We will make an announcement when I am
satisfied with the formal advice I have received on each
aspect of this matter. I can assure the member that it
will not be too far away.
Supplementary question
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — The
minister and I did have a conversation yesterday about
a separate matter; this is another report. I am very
concerned that, considering this issue of maternity
services went to him in February this year, there is a
dragging of feet. Private obstetricians have these
arrangements with public hospitals. I need to know
when that will happen with midwives. I ask again:
when can we expect to see this?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — When I
am satisfied with the arrangements that would operate
in the public interest and for the safety of the women
who would seek to give birth under these arrangements
and when the advice that I am provided enables me to
make those decisions with great confidence, then I will
make those decisions. I am prepared to look at
innovative arrangements that will provide greater
choice and greater safety, arrangements that provide the
best outcomes for women and their babies in our
community. The preparedness to request and receive
the advice is a clear demonstration of the government’s
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preparedness to take innovative steps in this area. They
will be taken in a way — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you, Minister.

Waterways planning controls
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My question
without notice is directed to my friend and colleague
the Minister for Planning, Mr Guy, and I ask: can the
minister inform the house what action the government
is taking to protect Melbourne’s iconic waterways?
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I thank
Mr Finn for a very important question about the future
of Melbourne’s iconic waterways, in particular the
health of Melbourne’s two iconic waterways, being of
course the Yarra River and, as Mr Finn would know,
the Maribyrnong River which flows through his
electorate. Those iconic waterways are rivers that this
government believes, more than anything else, need to
be protected. This chamber will be aware that last year I
brought in state recognition of those two iconic
waterways through the VC96 amendment to the
Victoria planning provisions. Importantly, I provided
very strict planning guidelines to enforce protection of
those rivers so their iconic beauty is maintained and the
natural ambience and open space around them is
protected from inappropriate development.
That amendment brought forward mandatory height
controls of 9 metres, which is two storeys plus an attic;
strict controls in relation to site coverage on the blocks
adjoining those two waterways; vegetation removal;
drainage requirements; a discouragement of
development that intrudes on existing private and
public open space next to the Yarra and Maribyrnong
rivers; and importantly, it also recognised the
importance of those two rivers through the state
planning policy framework.
I have much pleasure in informing the chamber that the
government has put in place the second stage of that
amendment — that is, the implementation of this policy
for the upper Yarra River reaches between Burke Road,
Ivanhoe, and Warrandyte, through the cities of Banyule
and Manningham and the shire of Nillumbik.
Importantly, this bringing forward of the second stage
of the amendment will ensure that the upper reaches of
the Yarra River will finally get the protection the river
deserves and has long needed. It will get the protection
that many governments have talked about but only this
government is providing.
Importantly, I can tell the chamber today that through
the government’s metropolitan planning strategy we
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will be, in time, offering these levels of controls to all
councils across the metropolitan area. They will be able
to submit to the government ideas about protecting
iconic waterways in their municipalities that mirror the
Maribyrnong and Yarra river controls to ensure that it is
not just those two iconic waterways that are protected
but, as Mr Davis said, the tributaries and smaller rivers
are protected; maybe Plenty River, Darebin Creek,
Merri Creek, Kananook Creek — —
Hon. D. M. Davis — Gardiners Creek.
Hon. M. J. GUY — Gardiners Creek and others.
These key iconic waterways frame our open space
across this grand metropolis of Melbourne. This
government is going to offer those protective measures
to all our metropolitan councils. This is the first time
any government will offer control such as this to
councils across the city to ensure that our waterways
are once and for all protected from inappropriate
development. I, as no doubt are Mr Finn and all
members on this side, am proud to be part of a
government that does not just talk about protecting our
waterways from inappropriate development but for the
first time in Melbourne’s history is actually doing
something about it. We on this side view the protection
of our iconic rivers as absolutely paramount. Unlike
governments of the past, we do not just talk about it, we
are in fact doing it.

FKA Children’s Services funding
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development. I refer the minister to my
question without notice on 25 June this year regarding
FKA Children’s Services. I asked why funding for its
mobile resource service had been cut, particularly as the
early years learning framework and national quality
standard highlight the importance of supporting the
needs of children from diverse backgrounds. In her
answer the minister committed to reviewing the details
and getting back to me. However, as I am yet to receive
a response, I ask the minister again: why has its funding
been cut?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I believe a response
is being prepared for Ms Mikakos.
Supplementary question
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I am so
pleased that the minister is a good two-fingered typist,
but she has an opportunity to respond to me during
question time. By way of supplementary question, I
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refer the minister to further correspondence I received
from the CEO of Brimbank Preschool Association. The
Brimbank Preschool Association represents
250 educators at 26 kindergartens and 6 long day care
providers in the municipalities of Brimbank,
Maribyrnong, Melton and Moonee Valley. The CEO of
Brimbank Preschool Association has raised some
serious concerns about cuts to the funding, which has
meant that the mobile resource service has been
completely cut for all the local areas in the western
suburbs to which I referred. I ask the minister: will she
commit to reinstating the funding that was cut from
FKA Children’s Services?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I reject the premise
of the member’s question. As I said, a response is being
prepared for her.
Mr Viney — On a point of order, President, the
standing orders require a minister to be responsive to a
question. I put it to you that when a member asks a
minister a question that may have related to a question
previously asked and not yet responded to that it is not
actually responsive to say that your department is
preparing an answer to the question asked some months
ago. That is not being responsive to the question.
Ms Mikakos’s question was quite clearly expressed in
asking the minister whether she had a particular
position on a matter and whether that position might
have changed. I cannot see how it is responsive to say,
‘I’m preparing an answer to a question you asked
several months ago’.
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, it is clearly being very responsive to the
question to indicate, as the minister did, in the first
instance that the premise of the question is not accepted
fully in the way it has been put, and in the second
instance that the minister will come back with a
detailed response. It is always open to a minister to
come back with a response that contains detail and
specifics that may not always be available in the
chamber.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Viney for
his point of order. The minister’s answer might be
unsatisfactory from the opposition’s point of view,
particularly given the time elapsed since this matter was
previously explored by Ms Mikakos by way of a
question. However, at the same time the fact that the
minister has indicated in response to the follow-up
question that a response is imminent — and I would
hope that is the case; given what the minister said in
terms of the department preparing that response, I
would be expecting that that was an imminent
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response — is, in its own way responsive to the
follow-up question asked today. As I said, that may
well be unsatisfactory to the opposition. It might well
have been better if the minister had been able to explore
some of that further information and provided some
more information today after having followed up on the
earlier question herself. Nonetheless, I take the view
that essentially the minister’s answer has been
responsive to today’s question.
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, President, just
by way of clarification I refer you to the fact that the
minister had previously indicated in her answer in June
that she would get back to me on my previous question,
so I am asking for some guidance as to what the time
frame is for these kinds of matters. You referred to time
frames in relation to questions that I have asked in the
past, so I am essentially asking for clarification. Is it an
open-ended commitment that a minister can say that
they are going to get back to a member in response to a
question without notice, or is there going to be some
time frame? For example, is the minister required to
respond by the end of this sitting week?
Hon. D. M. Davis — On the point of order,
President, there are clearly mechanisms and forms of
the house where if a member is in some way
dissatisfied with a response, or wishes to explore that
response further, the member has those mechanisms
available to them, and that would apply to Ms Mikakos
the same as it would to any other member of the
chamber.
Mr Viney — On the point of order, President, I
think the clarification Ms Mikakos is seeking is
reasonable because there are quite clear rules for when
a member places a question on notice. Where members
have an opportunity to hold the executive to account in
question time — questions without notice — the
normal expectation is that there would be a reasonable
and relatively quick response if a minister is unable to
answer the question at the time. Members of the house
have always been pretty cooperative with ministers
who say, ‘Look, I’ll get back to you’. We all understand
that for the big portfolios a lot of research has to be
done in the departments, but four months is far greater
than the time allowed if it had been a question on
notice, and so it is reasonable for Ms Mikakos to be
pursuing some guidance on the point of order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is obvious that there
are no specific guidelines in the standing orders for
determining a period during which a minister needs to
get back to a member or to the house in circumstances
where the minister has indicated to that member or the
house that they will come back with further and better

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday, 18 September 2013

COUNCIL

information. Whilst the standing orders are silent on
this matter, I think Mr Viney gives some relevant and
valuable guidance to the house in terms of the role of
the Presiding Officer in that he points out that there is a
stipulated time frame for questions on notice. I believe
that provides a reasonable guide for a fair and
reasonable time for a response where a minister has
indicated in the process of questions without notice that
further information would be provided.
Mr Viney is probably accurate in saying that most
members expect that ministers will come back to them
in a shorter time frame for questions without notice
where that indication has been given. Nonetheless, I
would see that the guide for responses to questions on
notice provides some guidance for responses to
questions without notice despite the fact that there is no
specific provision in the standing orders. The Leader of
the Government is also right in saying that if members
are dissatisfied with the failure of a minister to provide
an answer that they consider satisfactory to the
question, then there are other mechanisms that
members can use by way of substantive motions and so
forth. In respect of this matter Ms Mikakos sought to
use one of those mechanisms, which was her follow-up
question today. I would hope the answer to
Ms Mikakos’s questions of June and today would be
shortly forthcoming.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan).

Early childhood facilities
Mrs MILLAR (Northern Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development. Can the minister inform the house of any
children’s facilities capital projects that have opened
since the last sitting week and benefit the children of
Victoria?
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I thank the member
for her question and her ongoing interest in early
childhood development. We have had seven
redevelopments or new facilities that have opened or
commenced since the last sitting week of Parliament.
On Friday, 6 September, my colleague David Koch
opened the Geelong West Kindergarten redevelopment.
On Tuesday, 10 September, together with Simon
Ramsay, I officiated at the opening of a new centre at
the Ballarat Specialist School. On the same day I
opened the redevelopment of the Parkwood Green
Children’s and Community Centre in Hillside in the
city of Melton, and Elizabeth Miller, the member for
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Bentleigh in the Assembly, opened the new Kids Time
Early Learning Centre redevelopment in Moorabbin.
On Wednesday, 11 September, together with Amanda
Millar, I was absolutely delighted to open the
redevelopment at the Gowrie Street Preschool and
Occasional Care Centre. On Thursday, 12 September,
my colleague Inga Peulich opened the redevelopment at
the Lynbrook Children’s Centre. Finally, on Friday,
13 September, my colleague Elizabeth Miller turned the
first sod for the commencement of the construction of a
redevelopment at Brunswick Montessori Children’s
House.
These are seven projects that are contributing to early
childhood education in Victoria. I was particularly
pleased to officiate at the event at Gowrie Street
because it was at a primary school close to my home
that services part of the lower socioeconomic area in
Shepparton, and there is great work done at the Gowrie
Street Primary School by its principal, Travis Eddy, and
vice-principal, Di Matheson, who are working with
some of the most disadvantaged children in Shepparton.
These projects show what can be achieved when local
government, community organisations, state
government and federal government work together to
provide additional services for early childhood in
Victoria.

Royal Women’s Hospital neonatal intensive
and special care unit
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Health. The
community has been made aware in the last week of an
outbreak of a mystery illness among babies in the
neonatal intensive care section of Royal Women’s
Hospital. Can the minister advise the chamber of when
he became aware of that matter?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I do
not have the exact date here, but I can say that I became
aware in the early period of the week before last and
sought briefings from the chief health officer, who
worked closely with Royal Women’s Hospital
clinicians to take the appropriate steps. I can indicate
that the matters have been very closely investigated,
and the chief health officer has been working closely
with clinicians at Royal Women’s Hospital. The most
recent information I have is that there have been no
further examples of the infection at the Royal Women’s
Hospital.
I can also say that in my view the opposition has been
disgraceful in seeking to conflate two distinct points.
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Mr Jennings — Why are you attacking me for a
very simple question?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I am attacking your leader,
in effect. I am just about to point out by way of
clarification for the chamber and the community — —
Mr Jennings — Why is the minister attacking me?
It’s very strange. Have I said anything on the matter?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — No, you have not, and I note
that as an important point. I think you actually have
more sense, but the former health minister, the Leader
of the Opposition in the Assembly, went out on a — —
Mr Lenders — On a point of order, President, the
minister is clearly debating the question —
unambiguously — and I ask you to bring him back to
matters of government administration.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — On the point of order,
President, this is an important matter of public health
and community perception, and there have been
comments made by the opposition about this matter.
For community understanding and clarity, it is
important that in responding to the member’s question I
put those matters in context.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, in
terms of assisting you so you are absolutely clear about
this matter before you make a ruling, it is my intention
in the supplementary question and in a subsequent
question to ask the minister formally about the public
health advice that has been provided by him and his
department — nothing more and nothing less.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I would say it is
within bounds for the minister to comment on the
coverage of this matter, which might not have been
helpful in addressing the issue and raising some fears in
the community. I think that is relevant as a matter of
response to this question. However, I must say that the
minister’s use of words like ‘disgrace’ is very
provocative. It is argumentative, and it leads to a very
strong perception that his answer is going into the
territory of debating rather than just providing
information to the house. The minister might bear that
in mind as he proceeds with his answer.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — President, thank you for
your guidance. The member correctly pointed to the
infections that occurred at the Royal Women’s
Hospital. It is a fact that these sorts of infections can
occur in neonatal intensive care units from time to time,
and cases like this have been reported around the world.
It is important that they are managed closely and
properly. I can indicate that the latest information I
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have is that the babies are doing well and improving,
and there has been no further notification of any
instances of infection.
The distinction I would make in the public context is
that there is always a debate about the amount of
funding, support and capacity in neonatal intensive care
units — and I will say something about that to put it in
context — but the public health aspects and the
management of an infection cluster like this are quite
distinct from that. It ought not to be conflated or
confused in the public mind, so the government has
appropriately supported — —
Mr Jennings — That’s my interest.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS — And I understand and
respect the member’s point, and I note that his
commentary has been carefully modulated. But my
point here is that the babies are doing well and that this
has been very carefully managed with the support of the
chief health officer, Rosemary Lester. I pay tribute to
her and her team for the forensic steps they have taken
to work their way through this issue with the clinicians
at the Royal Women’s. I pay tribute to the
well-established approaches that the Royal Women’s
Hospital has used.
On the matter of neonatal intensive care capacity, in
every year since it has come to office, the government
has increased neonatal intensive care unit capacity. The
number of beds has increased this year from 90 to 95,
and that is a significant increase. That also stands in
stark contrast to the last year of the previous
government, when there was no increase in neonatal
intensive care unit capacity. We have put more
intensive care capacity in place, we have increased the
budget of the Royal Women’s Hospital and we have
supported it through that process.
Supplementary question
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Funnily enough, this was intended to be my
supplementary question in any case. Given that the
minister could not provide to the chamber information
about when he was notified about this matter — in fact
he was a little bit confused about that — could the
minister clarify in written form and get back to me or
the house the time when the department became aware
of it and the sequence of events that led to him
becoming aware of it? That would satisfy my
expectation at this minute.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I am
very pleased to indicate the sequence there. As I
indicated, I have strongly supported the efforts of the

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wednesday, 18 September 2013

COUNCIL

2901

chief health officer in working through the technical
aspects of this, along with her team and the clinicians at
the Royal Women’s. It is an important set of steps, and
the advice and the expertise of the chief health officer
have been important.

those workplace learning coordinators are employed
through the local learning and employment networks,
and they provide and facilitate work placements for
students at schools so they get real work experience as
part of their schooling.

Mr Jennings — Are you going to give us the
information?

In terms of the other programs, we are prepared to
facilitate $2.8 million in funding to enable the
apprenticeship support officers — who work
particularly with first-year apprentices with the
objective of ensuring that there is a strong completion
rate for first-year apprentices — to continue in those
positions through to the end of 2014. With the local
learning and employment networks, we are chipping in
$2.3 million to make sure that they receive the same
funding in 2014 as they did in 2013. This will give us
some time and leeway to hopefully negotiate with the
new federal government some cooperative
arrangements to fund these important programs into the
future.

Hon. D. M. DAVIS — I am indicating that, but I am
putting it in context too.

Youth employment
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Higher Education and Skills. Can
the minister inform the house what the Napthine
government is doing to support young people
transitioning from education to work?
Hon. P. R. HALL (Minister for Higher Education
and Skills) — I thank Mr Ramsay for his question on
this very important topic — that is, giving maximum
opportunity to young people to make what is
sometimes a very difficult step from education to the
workplace. The federal government and the state
government are parties to a national partnership on
youth attainment and transition. That has been a very
successful national partnership program, funding some
very important measures to assist with the very topic
that Mr Ramsay raises.
Some of those of great interest to us all in this place are
workplace learning coordinators, who are funded
through this particular program, apprenticeship support
officers, who again are funded through this program,
and some of the funding to our local learning and
employment networks comes through that national
partnership for youth attainment and transition. The
partnership was signed in 2010 but concludes at the end
of this year. Despite their best efforts, the states were
unable to strike agreement with the previous federal
government to extend that partnership beyond the
December 2013 end date. I am sure that we will pursue
it with the new federal government coming into place,
but there was no agreement with the previous
government to extend it.
Given that many of the programs funded under this
partnership need some certainty into next year, the
Napthine government has stepped into the breach and
ensured the continuation of each of the three areas I
have spoken about. First of all, we are prepared to fund
the workplace learning coordinators to the tune of
$5.1 million to enable the work that is undertaken by
those people to continue throughout 2014. Many of

Royal Women’s Hospital neonatal intensive
and special care unit
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Health and follows
on from my question about the sequence by which
knowledge became available to his department and to
him. It relates to the process of disclosure and the
notification of those matters. Can the minister provide
the house with any advice relating to the decisions of
the chief health officer about the value of a public
health notification being issued prior to the disclosure
in the media as distinct from occurring, in a sense,
retrospectively after the media inquiry had been
generated?
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — There
may be some genuine confusion in the member’s mind
here. This is not a condition where there are infections
that are at large in the community. For example, the
cheese recall that occurred with Jindi was something
that involved a matter of risk to the whole community.
In this case this was a very confined event, and the
hospital and the chief health officer arranged for advice
to be given to the relevant parents.
Supplementary question
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for making the automatic assumption
that I was confused. I do not feel that I was confused
because, as the minister would be aware, the
convergence of the story relates to babies being
transferred to other locations, where there could have
been transmission of infection. In that context I am
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interested to know, in relation to the decisions that were
made, about the public health notification.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — There
were communications with other neonatal intensive
care units, as the member will understand, but the
principal communication was with the parents and the
relevant guardians.

Essendon Airport master plan
Mr ELSBURY (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister responsible for the Aviation
Industry, the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips. Can the
minister update the house on the Victorian
government’s response to the Essendon Airport master
plan?
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS (Minister
responsible for the Aviation Industry) — I thank
Mr Elsbury for his question and for his interest in
Essendon Airport. Of course Mr Elsbury is a member
representing Western Metropolitan Region, as is
Mr Finn. Their electorate encompasses Essendon
Airport, and they both appreciate the significant role
that that piece of infrastructure plays, as does the
Victorian government.
The coalition government is a strong supporter of the
retention and ongoing operation of Essendon Airport,
which of course is the home base to the Victorian
emergency services in terms of the air ambulance
operations and the police air wing, as well as being a
significant base for charter operations and a significant
piece of infrastructure that contributes to our flying
training industry, particularly export flying training. It
provides connectivity for rural and regional Victoria,
and increasingly is the base for fly in, fly out operations
into mining operation in Western Australian. Victorian
workers working in Western Australia are increasingly
operating through Essendon Airport on fly in, fly out
operations.
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required to do under the commonwealth Airports
Act 1996, that sets out their vision — —
Mr Lenders interjected.
Hon. G. K. RICH-PHILLIPS — The preliminary
draft master plan, Mr Lenders, which sets out their
vision for the airport over the next 20 years. The
Victorian government will be making a full response to
that preliminary draft master plan in the coming
months. In considering the Victorian government’s
position on the preliminary draft master plan, the
Victorian government is guided by the obligations of
the airport operators under the Airports Act and the
99-year lease that was put in place in the previous
decade, and in particular the requirements for that
facility to continue to operate as an airport and to
continue to do so with the existing infrastructure.
The government notes that one of the proposals set out
in the preliminary draft master plan is a proposal that
would see the shortening of the north–south runway at
Essendon Airport. This is a proposal that the Victorian
government does not support. The Victorian
government’s position is very clear. We support the
continued operation of that facility with the current
level of infrastructure and the current level of
operations, and we will not support proposals to reduce
the level of that infrastructure. In responding to the
preliminary draft master plan, the government will not
be supporting a reduction in those aviation
infrastructure assets and will consider the draft master
plan in the context of what support it provides for the
ongoing operations of that facility and for the ongoing
support of the aviation industry in Victoria.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I have a
number of questions on notice outstanding. I refer the
Minister for Health to the following questions on
notice: 9199, asked on 12 December 2012; 9472 and
9473, on 16 April; and 9530–32, on 13 June.

Additionally Essendon performs a very important role
as a reliever airport for Melbourne Airport. A large
amount of corporate jet traffic operating into this state
operates through Essendon Airport, and in doing so
takes pressure off Melbourne Airport. Essendon Airport
is an incredibly important asset for Victoria’s aviation
infrastructure in providing that reliever role to
Melbourne, and it operates in a way that Sydney simply
does not have in terms of secondary airport capacity
close to the CBD.

I also refer the Minister for Children and Early
Childhood Development to a number of outstanding
questions on notice: 8476–84, asked on 20 June 2012,
more than 15 months ago; 8591, 8595 and 8596, asked
on 28 August 2012; 8993, on 11 December 2012; 9285
and 9286, on 20 February; 9464, on 16 April; 9521–25,
on 13 June; and 9551–58, on 25 June.

In early September the operators of Essendon Airport
released their preliminary draft master plan, as they are

I also refer the Leader of the Government to a couple of
questions on notice outstanding from the Minister for
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Community Services: 9468, asked on 16 April, and
9474–76, also on 16 April. I also have an answer to a
question on notice outstanding from the Minister for
Youth Affairs: 9533, asked on 13 June.
I ask both the Leader of the Government and the
Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development to provide an explanation as to why these
questions on notice are outstanding, and in Minister
Lovell’s case 15 months overdue.
Hon. D. M. DAVIS (Minister for Health) — I will
follow those up for the member and find out where
each of those are.
Hon. W. A. LOVELL (Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development) — I will discuss it with
my department and get back to the member.

MILDURA BASE HOSPITAL PETITION
Debate resumed.
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — I note that the
Minister for Health is in the chamber, but it looks like
he is just leaving. He is welcome to stay to hear — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask members leaving
the chamber to do so quietly.
Ms BROAD — As I was saying before the very
important matter of question time intervened, the
motion before the house relates to Mr Davis’s act of
bad faith in accepting a petition which he clearly had no
intention of ever ensuring presentation to the
Parliament, his further act of bad faith in refusing to
return it to the petitioners and therefore his blocking of
any other member presenting the petition to the
Parliament, and the generally dishonourable way in
which he has behaved. I suggest to the house that we
have just seen a further demonstration of this lack of
good faith and arrogance from another minister in this
house, who has said to a member who was following up
a question of many months standing, ‘Well, my
department is preparing a response’. I guess members
of the community are beginning to understand that at
least some members of the government think that
standard is acceptable. The Mildura community
certainly does not find it acceptable, and there is a
reason for that.
The future of Mildura Base Hospital is very important
to the Mildura community. It was a public hospital up
until the time it was privatised by the Kennett
government. This privatisation has continued to be a
very important issue for the Mildura community on a
whole range of fronts, and members of the community

2903

have pursued that issue vigorously and indicated that
they will continue to pursue it because the matter of the
buyback of the building has certainly not settled the
issue of Mildura not having what every other regional
city and associated rural communities have and expect
to have as a matter of a decent standard that rural
communities can expect — that is, a public hospital that
is owned and managed and for which the state
government is accountable.
To give an example of where this causes great concern
to the local community, the minister has made much
recently of some reannouncements of funding for the
Mildura Base Hospital, a combination of state and
federal funding, which has been sitting in abeyance for
some years. Members of the local community have
expressed their concern that this funding is not going to
add any further beds at Mildura Base Hospital to meet
the needs on hospital wards.
Mr Lenders interjected.
Ms BROAD — As the Leader of the Opposition has
just reminded me, there is funding for prison beds but
not for beds on the wards of the Mildura Base Hospital,
according to the Mildura community. Members of the
Mildura community are perfectly happy to welcome
investment in office space and a number of other
improvements they have pointed to, but they are
concerned that funding is not being invested in beds on
hospital wards to meet the needs of the Mildura and
surrounding communities.
If Mildura hospital were managed by a board of
management, as are other public hospitals across
Victoria, there would be an avenue for local community
members to take these issues up with the board of
management and the minister and voice their concerns.
But in Mildura, unlike in any other community across
Victoria, there is an advisory committee. It does not
have the responsibilities of a board of management, nor
is it accountable to the minister in the way that boards
of management are. The minister cannot be held to
account for the operations of the hospital by the private
operator in the same way he can be held to account in
relation to public hospitals.
All these issues underlie the petition that is the subject
of the motion before the house today. In this petition
the Mildura community requested that the hospital be
returned to the management of the state government.
Members of the community are greatly concerned and
upset — angry, even — that in the letters Mr David
Davis sent to some petitioners and other members of
the Mildura community in relation to the buyback of
the hospital building he expressed himself in such a
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way as to indicate that the hospital had been brought
back into full public ownership and management.
When it was pointed out to members of the Mildura
community that that was not the case and that Mr Davis
and the Liberal-Nationals government have in fact
re-signed contracts with the private operator for
ongoing private management of Mildura Base Hospital
with this so-called advisory committee, they were
perplexed, upset and angry, because the issues they
have raised through this petition are not going to be
addressed by simply buying back the building.
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he received and locked up the petition from the Mildura
community the minister has arranged to have Mr Crisp,
the member for Mildura in the Legislative Assembly,
present it in the lower house does not diminish the
matters set out in my motion. My motion draws
attention to the minister’s many acts of bad faith, his
outrageous and disgraceful behaviour in the way he has
treated and continues to treat the Mildura community
and the fact that he is not addressing the issues that this
petition calls on him to address. The minister should be
left in no doubt whatsoever that the Mildura community
is not going to lie down about this.

To further add to the concern, upset and anger about
this matter in the local community there is the issue of
the building. In a grand act of conspiratorial thinking
the minister has suggested that the former Victorian
government should have refused to allow the private
owner of the building, Ramsay Health Care, to sell the
building to a superannuation fund when it wished to
raise some capital — as though that was possible and as
though that would have changed anything in relation to
the issues that the community has raised about the
operation and management of the hospital, which is not
a public hospital, meaning neither it nor the minister
can be held to account in the same way that hospitals
across the length and breadth of Victoria can be.

To the best of my knowledge Mr Crisp was present at
all the meetings. I stand to be corrected if that is not the
case, but I have certainly been advised that he was
present at all the meetings with Mr Davis at Parliament
House when the petition was presented to Mr Davis,
including the one where the community members asked
for the petition to be returned to them after Mr Davis
had displayed extraordinary bad faith by not arranging
for it to be presented to Parliament. Over those eight or
nine months Mr Crisp did not lift a hand to do anything
about this disgraceful behaviour on the part of the
minister.

That was yet another attempt by Mr Davis to mislead
members of the local community in relation to the
issues they raised at public meetings and in seeking
meetings with the minister before this petition was
mounted. They have continued to raise those issues
since submitting this petition, including in face-to-face
meetings with the minister. He is perfectly aware of the
matters which relate to ongoing staffing issues which
result from the fact that the hospital does not have the
status that public hospitals have in Victoria. He is also
aware of the fact that the hospital is not a charitable
organisation and that therefore community members
cannot fundraise for it in the way they can for any
public hospital across Victoria.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Drum
will have the call next.

The minister is well aware of the long list of concerns
that the community seeks to pursue through this
petition. Resolving the ownership of the building goes
not one iota towards addressing those concerns, and yet
in the letters he has addressed to members of the
Mildura community the minister has gone out of his
way to mislead them into thinking that changing the
ownership status of the building in some way addresses
the issues that the community has great concerns about.
The community has made it very clear that it is going to
continue to pursue all the issues that underlie the
petition. The fact that some eight or nine months after

Mr Drum interjected.

Mr Drum interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I have just
asked Mr Drum to cease interjecting.
Ms BROAD — What Mr Crisp did instead, after the
announcement by Mr Davis that the hospital building
was being returned to public ownership, was claim
credit for the government’s decision. He claimed that
this had always been his position, that he had argued for
it and that all this had come about as a result of his
actions. This is news to the Mildura community — very
big news indeed. It is hard to find a single member of
the Mildura community who accepts for one minute
that that has been the case. They are again distressed,
upset and angered by the fact that Mr Crisp has turned
around and made these assertions when they have seen
absolutely no demonstration of his willingness to stand
up on behalf of their community.
Putting to one side the matter of the ownership of the
hospital building, I note that evidently Mr Crisp has
taken no action on behalf of the Mildura community to
mount the case that the operation and management of
the hospital should be returned to the public with a
board of management, making it like every other public
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hospital which is accountable to the minister in the
usual way. Once again members of the Mildura
community feel they have not been properly
represented. They feel that their representatives and the
minister have acted in bad faith, and they believe that
this is not acceptable. That is the reason they will keep
fighting for this cause and the reason I will keep
supporting them as a Labor upper house member for
Northern Victoria Region.
I call on Mr Davis to finally act to address the
community’s concerns about the public management
and operation of Mildura Base Hospital into the future.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I know I
said Mr Drum would be next, but if Ms Hartland had
been here, I would have called her. I just want to give
an explanation for that. What occurred during the last
Parliament was that after a motion was moved in
general business, the positions of the Greens, the
Democratic Labor Party and — because they were not
in coalition — The Nationals were heard before the
then government’s position was put. The reason for that
was to enable debate to be between those in favour and
those against a motion. All the parties had to express
their positions on the motion in order for there to be an
orderly debate. There seem to have been significant
variations from time to time in this Parliament as to
how this system has worked, but that is generally my
view. If Ms Hartland is here after lunch, I will call her.
If not, the call will go to Mr Drum.
Sitting suspended 1.02 p.m. until 2.07 p.m.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I take the opportunity to put the
government’s views — certainly my views — on the
motion put forward by Ms Broad. To commence her
contribution to the debate by talking about shameful
and dishonourable actions and behaviour by the
Minister for Health in relation to his treatment of a
petition regarding Mildura Base Hospital is quite
staggering when you consider that this petition from
more than 3000 people, including those representing
the Reclaim the Mildura Base Hospital group in
Mildura, also known as Reclaim the Base, was tabled in
the Legislative Assembly by the member for Mildura,
Peter Crisp. Each of those 3000 people were responded
to individually in a letter setting out the facts of the
situation surrounding the Mildura Base Hospital, the
relationship with Ramsay Health Care and the Motor
Trades Association of Australia, the role government
can play in the future and the whole relationship with
the community going forward, so I am at a loss to
understand how this outcome somehow or other
constitutes any sort of shameful behaviour.
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The only shameful behaviour exhibited in relation to
this issue is that of Candy Broad. Candy Broad was a
minister in the government that allowed this hospital to
be sold off to the Motor Trades Association of
Australia, further complicating arrangements going
forward for providing health services for the people of
Mildura. When people take the opportunity to get
involved in a petition the one thing they always hope is
that the petition will actually make a difference. They
hope the petition is not just going to be accepted and
put on a shelf somewhere. They hope it will be tabled
and lead to some action.
The people in Mildura who signed this petition and
everybody else who had a role to play in contributing to
the situation surrounding the Mildura Base Hospital can
be very proud that they have achieved a result. The fact
is that this government, unlike the previous
government, has acted on the wishes of the people. You
can discuss it for as long as you like, but in the end you
see that there are many good arguments to suggest that
the private health system in Mildura was delivering
results that were above the state average on many
comparable factors. You could argue that very clearly.
In effect there is no right or wrong in this whole debate.
However, there was a strong push from representatives
of Reclaim the Base, and they were treated to a whole
range of meetings, including, firstly, with the local
member, Peter Crisp, who met with them time and
again. Peter Crisp arranged for the chair of Reclaim the
Mildura Base Hospital, Jo Clutterbuck, and a range of
other people, to meet with other members of
Parliament, including me, and then to meet with
ministers. He made sure that those representing the
Reclaim the Mildura Base Hospital group were given
access to the minister to ensure that their views and
concerns were heard. They were given the opportunity
as representatives of the people to put their views.
The government and leaders from the Mildura Base
Hospital also put their views to the community. That is
something that I know the representatives from
Reclaim the Base appreciated, because many of the
comparable factors associated with health care in
Mildura were not initially factored into the
consideration of this issue. It was illuminating for them
to take on board many of the health-care issues within
Mildura. It enabled them to make clearer judgements
about what was best for them going forward.
It is interesting to note that as the Victorian government
set about honouring one of its pre-election
commitments — that is, spending $5 million to expand
the emergency department, upgrade maternity ward
facilities and increase mental health services at the
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Mildura Base Hospital — it became apparent that
Ramsay Health Care had sold the hospital building off
to the Motor Trades Association of Australia. This
whole complex arrangement happened on the watch
of — that is right — Daniel Andrews, the member for
Mulgrave and Leader of the Opposition in the
Assembly, when he was in government as the Minister
for Health, and on the watch of Candy Broad, who was
also a minister in the Bracks government at the time.
This only further complicated the whole arrangement in
relation to how this government could further invest in
the health services of Mildura.
In following through on the commitment the coalition
took to the 2010 election, as members of the coalition
government in 2013 we are faced with an unbelievably
complex set of arrangements. There was also the matter
of being able to obtain $2 million from the
commonwealth government to assist with funding and
of looking forward to the second stage of development,
which was going to bring in another $8 million worth
of commonwealth funds. This $16 million development
at a regional hospital was put at risk by the complex
arrangements brought about on the Labor Party’s
watch.
We now have a motion, however, from Candy Broad,
who would never have gone to Mildura to speak up
when she was in government. The day after those
opposite lost the election, she suddenly became a
champion of the people. All of sudden she came to be
the champion of the Reclaim the Base movement.
Having never once mentioned, having never once
mumbled words to the effect that she might like the
hospital to go back into public sector hands, all of a
sudden she has now become the champion of this
cause. Talk about shameful! Talk about shameful
opportunism from a member of Parliament who was
totally silent on an issue when they had the reins of
government and when nothing was even mentioned, let
alone any action taken.
The previous government had the opportunity to buy
back the hospital in the way the coalition government
has bought it back. Many people who represented the
Labor Party in the past also had the opportunity to
advocate on behalf of reclaiming the base hospital and
moving it back into public hands. One lady who comes
to mind is Ali Cupper, who led the Reclaim the Base
group initially. After she stood for the Labor Party at
the 2010 election and was not successful she was asked
why she had not used the platform of campaigning on
the repositioning of the hospital into public hands, and
she made the comment that it had never been pointed
out to her as a significant issue of public interest. That
is a bit rich. These people, who purport to be strong
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community people, had the opportunity right up until
November 2010 to actually do something about this
issue and make a decision in favour of what they are
now purporting to champion in terms of these issues. It
is quite hypocritical, it is very opportunistic and in my
opinion it is quite a low way of playing the role of a
community representative.
Under the current government with its total
commitment and under the leadership of the local
member for Mildura, Peter Crisp, we have seen
investments in the hospital: $5 million with another
$480 000 into the cancer centre to improve the
oncology treatment services within Mildura Base
Hospital. But even outside the hospital we have seen
enormous investments, with millions of dollars being
poured into the marina project linking the city of
Mildura with the waterfront, $10 million going into the
augmentation of the gas program to make sure that
Mildura’s natural gas augmentation will meet the
demands of the future — and on it goes. This area truly
has been heavily invested in by this government and
advocated for by Peter Crisp.
In Ms Broad’s contribution she said Peter Crisp had
never argued or advocated for the return of the base
hospital to public hands.
An honourable member — She’s wrong.
Mr DRUM — She may be wrong, and she may be
right. The fact is that Peter Crisp has always advocated
for whatever is in the best interests of his people and
whatever is in the best interests of Mildura. We spent
many months on this issue trying to decide what is in
fact in the best interests of the people. When we go
through all the indicators of how quickly people are
treated in emergency cases and the percentage of
people treated within appropriate time lines within each
of the respective brackets of emergency and
non-emergency treatments at the emergency
department, we see that the statistics show that Mildura
Base Hospital, operating under the Ramsay Health Care
arrangement, was coming in well above the state
average when compared with other regional hospitals
of a similar size. Mr Crisp can therefore hold his head
high about the fact that he has always, at every
opportunity, advocated for whatever was in the best
interests of his people.
After months of deliberation this government made the
decision to buy the hospital back and return it to public
hands, although this fact was not mentioned in this
motion. We have made the decision; we have taken the
action that the previous government refused to take. In
fact the previous government, on Candy Broad’s watch,
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in effect made the whole transaction five times more
complex and five times more difficult by sitting back
and overseeing the sale of the bricks and mortar
associated with the Mildura Base Hospital to the Motor
Trades Association of Australia. This added a third
component when it came to the provision of health care
for the people of Mildura.
The hospital has now in fact been purchased, as I have
said, by the government. We now have an arrangement
for Ramsay Health Care to continue its services past
2015 through to 2020, followed by a two-year
transition period, which seems to be the most
advantageous way of accomplishing the transition in a
manner that has the least impact on the people of
Mildura.
Further in relation to Mildura Base Hospital the
government has invested heavily in an advocacy group,
which is something the previous government did not
do. We are putting in place a genuine community
advisory board that will be available to any community
members or groups wanting to make their voices heard.
The board has already shown itself to be very
approachable, transparent and open to ideas and
suggestions about the provision of health in the city.
That process is happening under our watch. The
previous government shied away from taking that
action.
It is becoming pretty consistent form for Ms Broad and
other members of the Labor Party to raise problems that
purport to be of this government’s making. However,
upon research we are able to see that these issues have
the Labor government’s fingerprints all over them.
When Labor Party members call for action we say, ‘It’s
fine for you to sit back now and call for us to fix this
problem, but you had 11 years in government. Why
didn’t you speak up about it in that time? Why are you
now operating as if under a veil of concern? These
issues must have happened in late November 2010,
because we didn’t hear a whisper about them in the
previous 11 years’.
Under the Minister for Health, Mr Davis, the
government has taken considerable time to look at the
issue and judge it carefully to make sure that whatever
direction the government goes in, it will be in the best
interests of the people of Mildura and will provide
health care and associated services in the best possible
way. Minister Davis and the government have made the
call that the best way forward is for the state to move
back into the ownership and provision of health care in
Mildura. However, there will be a transition period of
six years during which Ramsay Health Care will
continue to provide health services in the region before
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Mildura Base Hospital becomes a fully publicly owned
and operated hospital. In fact in many areas the private
sector benchmarks were above those of other rival and
similar hospitals around the state.
It is also worth noting that the community advisory
board will be chaired by Vernon Knight, who will have
local community members of high calibre to assist him.
Dr Fiona Wright will join Vernon Knight on the board
along with Gayle Danson, Marcus Guthrie,
Sister Marion McDonald, Gary Nalder and Ada
Peterson. People who have an association with the
region will know that Vernon Knight is the CEO of
Mallee Family Care — —
Hon. W. A. Lovell interjected.
Mr DRUM — You are 100 per cent correct,
Ms Lovell; he is highly regarded and well respected.
We know that under Vernon Knight’s leadership
community voices will get access to the advisory board.
It is worth noting the role that local members, in
particular Peter Crisp, have played. There have been
some very heated protests about reclaiming the base
hospital and bringing it back into the public domain,
and it was Peter Crisp who had to hold the line and
make sure that due diligence was undertaken and all
issues were properly evaluated to make sure that the
correct, not just the popular, decision was made for the
people of Mildura. In the face of a lot of heated debate
Peter Crisp continued to make himself available to the
Reclaim Mildura Base Hospital group and was able to
be a conduit for the minister and departmental people in
Melbourne. He arranged for the minister and other local
MPs to go to Mildura on a number of occasions to
discuss this issue with the Reclaim the Base leaders.
The role played by Peter Crisp has been significant; he
has done very well.
Mr Crisp continued to work closely with people. Even
when Ali Cupper clearly set her sights on challenging
for the seat as a Labor Party candidate he ensured that
he fully respected the roles of all the members of
Reclaim the Base. It is disappointing that Candy Broad
missed an opportunity to put this on the table as a
significant issue for Labor leading up to the 2010
election and say, ‘This is what Labor is going to do if it
wins the 2010 election’. Labor Party members could
have said a million times that they were going to return
Mildura Base Hospital to public ownership, but never
once did anybody from the Labor Party mention those
words when in government. It only became popular for
Labor to do so after it lost the election and found itself
in opposition. If that is not the greatest display of
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hypocrisy, shameful behaviour and dishonourable
intentions, then I do not know what is.
It is a bit rich for us to have to stand up here and defend
our actions. Of all the horrible things we could have
done, we have tabled a petition. What a disgusting
action for a government to take! What will we be
accused of doing next? Will we be accused of keeping
the people who have taken the time to put their names
down on a petition informed? We have responded to
each of them to point out the facts about what our
investment and future commonwealth investment will
mean if we can sort out the issue of ownership of the
building. As we know, the ownership of the building
has been further complicated by the actions of the state
Labor Party back in 2000.
In total $16.37 million will be spent, with Ramsay
Health Care providing a small amount, the state
government providing a significant amount and the
commonwealth government providing an equal
contribution for stages 1 and 2. This funding will
provide for the future of Mildura Base Hospital. Works
will commence in October this year, and stage 2 will
start next year. These things are not in the never-never;
these improvements to the provision of health care in
Mildura are moving as we speak.
Everybody who has been involved in bringing forward
the process of improving the hospital should be
congratulated. That includes the people from Reclaim
the Base, who have twice come to see me in
Melbourne, and I have seen them in Mildura. Every
time I met with them they made their points clearly, but
they also took away many points they had not
previously acknowledged or thought about. They then
went away to ponder what may be done differently and
what may be done better.
When you go through the history and the background
of this issue in forensic detail you see one person who
can hold up his head extremely high, and that is Peter
Crisp, who in the face of serious criticism and
significant concern from the local community was able
to at least play the role of a local member wanting to do
the very best for his constituents. I also want to
congratulate a former member for Northern Victoria
Region, Donna Petrovich, who raised this particular
issue with the minister on a number of occasions in this
chamber to ensure that the best answers that could be
given at any particular time were put out into the public
domain. Donna Petrovich played a role in progressing
this issue, and that should not be overlooked.
There has been a trend with Labor Party motions that
come before us on Wednesdays of sitting weeks. We sit
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back, read the motions proposed by members of the
Labor Party, shake our heads and say, ‘How on earth
can they put these motions on the notice paper with a
straight face?’. Labor members have just stepped out of
11 years in government. They had many issues to deal
with, including this one, and they had every opportunity
to make these changes themselves. They refused to
even look at these changes. They walked away from
any opportunity to make the changes they are now so
fervently advocating for. That is quite hypocritical and
opportunistic.
I am glad we have had the opportunity to put forward
our case, to correct the record and to ensure that the
people of Mildura know they have a government that is
prepared to listen to them, that has shown that it is
prepared to invest millions of dollars in Mildura Base
Hospital, millions in Mildura’s marina and millions in
Mildura’s natural gas provision to make sure that the
economy and industries of Mildura can continue to
push ahead. We will be working with the community of
Mildura into the future, because that is the way we
operate: we make our commitments, we hang in there
and we make sure we are always with the people of
Mildura, and the government’s handling of issues
around Mildura Base Hospital is just another case in
point.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
contribution will be brief, and I will speak to the
motion.
Mr O’Brien interjected.
Ms HARTLAND — I thank the member for that
interjection. I do usually speak to the motion at hand,
while other people in this chamber tend to waffle.
I have had a great deal of contact with the Reclaim the
Base group. The group wrote a letter to me on 9 July
asking for my assistance with the issue of the petition
referred to in Ms Broad’s motion, and the group
outlined to me the problem it had. I will read from the
letter, which was addressed to Anne Sargent, the
Assistant Clerk Committees in the Legislative
Assembly, and carbon copied to me. The group asked if
I could follow up on this issue. The letter states:
I am hopeful that you may be able to provide some advice in
regards to a petition signed by over 3000 concerned
community residents on the future of the Mildura Base
Hospital.
The petition was provided to the health minister on
November 29th 2012 by a delegation from Reclaim Mildura
Base Inc. on behalf of the Mildura community for
presentation to the Legislative Assembly of Victoria.
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The petition has not yet been presented to Parliament as
requested and as such we have requested the petition be
returned to our group to enable the petition to be presented by
another member of Parliament. The first request for the
petition to be returned was made in a face-to-face meeting
with David Davis in Parliament House on May 30th, 2013,
and again via email on June 13th and again on June 19th. We
have received no response to either email request and wish to
investigate other options available in order to have our
community’s voice heard.

When I spoke to Anne Sargent she advised me that
there is no parliamentary mechanism by which a
community group can have a petition returned. That
concerns me greatly. This group gave its petition to the
Minister for Health. It then asked the Minister for
Health to return the petition, and he has not
acknowledged that. I would have thought this was a
fairly simple issue. You either present the petition or
you return it; you do not hold onto it. While there is no
parliamentary mechanism by which a minister is
required to return a petition, you would have thought
that in this case it was the appropriate thing to do.
During Mr Drum’s presentation I was in text message
contact with Reclaim the Base just so that I could get all
of my facts correct. Interestingly — —
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Ondarchie, that is enough!
Ms HARTLAND — If I may finish, what I have
been told is that the petition was presented in August.
The group was not told that the petition was being
presented; it was presented in August. That means it
was presented roughly nine months after it was given to
the minister, so I am not sure what the huge delay was
about.
I will support this motion, because if a community
group gives members of this Parliament a petition,
whether we like what is in that petition or not, we have
a responsibility to either present the petition or tell the
group we cannot present it because we have some kind
of objection to it and return it to them. We should not
leave petitions sitting in limbo; we should do the
responsible thing.
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I am very
pleased to rise to make a contribution to this debate and
to speak in support of Ms Broad’s motion. I understand
all too well why she has brought this motion to the
Parliament for debate, because there is a great deal of
angst in the community of Mildura around Mildura
Base Hospital. People in Mildura believe they have
been badly treated by the Minister for Health, badly let
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down by him and badly let down by the
Liberal-Nationals coalition government. The
community had a number of concerns about the way its
hospital was privatised, and it has concerns about the
sorts of services and access it has been able to get from
its hospital. The community has wanted the hospital to
be purchased by the government, and it wants the
hospital to be government run and managed in the same
way that other health facilities are across this state.
Mr Drum, in his contribution, made out that the current
government has done nothing other than the right thing
by the people of Mildura. He has said that the
government is prepared to listen. Mr David Davis may
be prepared to listen, but he certainly has not been
prepared to take any action on the things the people of
Mildura want in regard to their petition. This petition
came about because the community is concerned about
the hospital. Representatives of that community sent a
petition to the minister in the belief that he was going to
table the petition for them. It was dishonest of the
minister not to table the petition, and it was dishonest of
him to take the names and addresses of petitioners and
simply write to them rather than tabling their petition.
That showed a great deal of bad faith on the part of the
minister.
There is nothing wrong with the minister writing to
people whose names are on a petition. In fact it is
probably a good thing that a response be given to
people who have signed a petition.
The majority of us have received petitions, and as
members of Parliament we all know that when we are
given a petition — it may not be a petition we
particularly agree with or would personally want to
lend our signature to — we table the petition. We bring
petitions to the Parliament, put them through the table
office and the parliamentary process and table the
petition. People do not give us petitions believing we
are simply going sit on them or perhaps respond to the
individuals who have signed the petitions but not table
them in Parliament. The way the minister behaved in
this case showed bad faith and a degree of arrogance. It
was also quite dishonourable.
Members of the group who were responsible for
organising this petition and gathering the signatures
made a request of the minister that he return the petition
so that it could be tabled by somebody else. If they had
been able to get the petition back and take it to
Mr Drum or Ms Lovell, I wonder whether they, as
representatives of Northern Victoria Region, would
have been prepared to table the petition. I certainly
believe if Mr Drum were given a petition like that, he
would find it very difficult not to table it. Refusing to
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table a petition is arrogant, because it shows bad faith. It
is dishonourable, and it is not the way members of
Parliament should behave when they are given a
petition. That is what this motion is about. It is about
the way the Minister for Health behaved and conducted
himself in response to receiving a petition with
3000 signatures on it.
There are a whole range of issues around the Mildura
hospital and the need to deliver the best standard and
quality of care we possibly can. We know people were
very dissatisfied with the arrangements in place; the
Mildura community saw it as a very important issue.
The community wanted the hospital to be a public
hospital owned and managed by the government so that
the government would be accountable for the standard
and quality of care delivered in the hospital. That was
not an unreasonable position for the people of Mildura
to put to the government.
Mr Drum spoke at length about Labor’s position on
privatisation when it was in government. He contended
that we were silent on the issue. That is simply not the
case. Privatisation of our public hospital system
happened on the watch of a Liberal-Nationals coalition
government, the Kennett government. That is when
privatisation of our public health system happened in
this state, and it was a very sad and sorry day when that
occurred.
When we were in government we reversed botched
privatisations of hospitals similar to the privatisation
that occurred in Mildura. The Liberal-Nationals
coalition government undertook privatisations of
hospitals during the 1990s. We saw it happen at Casey
Hospital, the Austin Hospital and at Latrobe Regional
Hospital, and all of these situations were reversed.
Whilst returning the Mildura Base Hospital building to
the public is a very welcome decision, it is clear that it
is only the first step towards improving the health
system and health care for people in the Sunraysia area.
Mr Davis has a long history of treating the constituents
of Mildura with disdain. The way the minister
responded when he received this petition with 3000
signatures was just another way for the people of
Mildura to see how they were treated with disdain.
Constituents in Mildura are still talking about
Mr Davis’s legendary stopover visit last year when he
was 1 hour and 45 minutes late. Not only did the
minister not inform or meet with public health
advocates from Reclaim the Base but he did not meet
with the local council and did not invite the local paper,
the Sunraysia Daily, to his media conference. All
Mr Davis did was sneak in and slip out without
speaking to anyone about their ongoing concerns. The
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issue was treated with disdain: the minister visited
Mildura and did not even bother to speak to the council
or the group of people from Reclaim the Base who
have been agitating for such a long time around this
whole hospital and health-care issue.
Reclaim the Base brought its protest to Spring Street.
Its members wanted to raise awareness of the group’s
plight and the issues that concerned them. Fifty
members and supporters made the long bus trip from
Mildura, which was seen as spearheading the group’s
campaign to return the hospital to public hands. The
group has vowed to continue fighting until the
hospital’s administration is returned to the state.
The demonstration was followed by another meeting
with the minister. Speaking after the meeting with the
minister, Ms Clutterbuck said that she was very
disappointed with the response she received. The
Reclaim the Base chair asked the minister why the
3000-signature petition supporting the group’s push had
not yet been presented to Parliament. She said:
We asked him during our meetings in both November and
December why he hasn’t presented the petition to Parliament
yet and he told us the negotiations had taken longer than
anticipated …

I am not sure who you have to negotiate with to bring a
petition to Parliament, but it says here that the
negotiations had taken longer than anticipated and that
the minister planned to write to each of the individuals
who had signed the petition. There is no reason you
cannot table a petition and then write to the individuals.
You do not have to write to the individuals first. You do
not have to write to the individuals at all — not that
there is anything wrong with writing to the individuals;
I think that is probably a good thing to do. This really
angered the group. It said it gave the petition to the
minister so that it could be presented to Parliament, not
so he could use the petition for other purposes and not
table it.
In a recent letter published in the Sunraysia Daily
Ms Patricia Martin sums up what the constituents are
thinking. She talks about the letter that the minister
wrote to the people who signed the petition. She says:
We even had a busload go to Melbourne to try to get some
answers from you —

she is addressing this to the minister —
and to protest on how long it has been and you had not tabled
the petition in Parliament, even after repeated prompts to do
this.

MILDURA BASE HOSPITAL PETITION
Wednesday, 18 September 2013

COUNCIL

She then goes on to talk about the minister sending a
letter to the people who had signed the petition. She
says:
The wording of the letter reads like you have now put the
Mildura Base Hospital back into public hands.
This will make a lot of people in the community think that
you have done a great thing in having the hospital back.
We know this is not true so please be up-front and tell the
community the truth, which is, the only thing you have done
is to buy back the building —

which is a good thing that is welcomed by the
community. According to Patricia Martin the minister
is not being up-front about what the government is
doing in this letter. The letter goes on to state:
We also take offence that you are presuming that my interests
and those of others in the community are being represented
effectively by the community hospital advisory board.

The community is very disappointed with the minister,
and I think it has every right to be. It expectations were
not unrealistic when you have as many as 3000 people
in the community who are prepared to sign a petition
and you make representations to the minister. In fact
other government members of Parliament, as Mr Drum
talked about during his contribution, met with people
who are part of this action group in Mildura. They
knew about the petition; they knew the petition was in
the government’s hands. They knew that the minister
knew about it, yet they did nothing about it. They did
nothing about ensuring that this petition was handled
and managed in good faith and in the way petitions are
always dealt with by Parliament.
I do not know of any other example of a member
hanging onto a petition they have been given by
members of the community. In fact I know — and I
include myself in this — members have been given
petitions that do not follow the rigorous procedure and
process that Parliament has for the tabling of petitions
in Parliament; it has to be done on the right forms and
have the right information. If they say, ‘Look, here’s a
petition; I have gathered some signatures. Can you table
it in Parliament?’, and it is not in the right format or on
the right parliamentary petition paper, we say to them,
‘Look, unfortunately we can’t table it in that format but
here’s how you go about doing it in the right format so I
can table it’. Even if it is an issue that you do not
necessarily support, you assist people and help them get
the information, gather signatures and make their
voices heard in a petition that follows the correct
parliamentary process so it can be tabled.
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I know that members of Parliament do this all the time.
I have never heard of a member of Parliament being
given a petition and sitting on it — —
Hon. W. A. Lovell — You did not table a petition
on the north–south pipeline that you were given.
Ms DARVENIZA — You interject there,
Ms Lovell, but what I would like to know is: would you
sit on a petition? Would you have sat on it?
Hon. W. A. Lovell — You did.
Ms DARVENIZA — Would you have tabled a
petition?
Hon. W. A. Lovell — You did not table it.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order!
Ms DARVENIZA — Through the Chair, I know
Ms Lovell gives Mr David Davis a bit of advice; he
tries to give her a lot of advice, but I know that she
gives him advice from time to time. I would like to
know if she advised Mr David Davis — given that
these were 3000 of her constituents in Northern
Victoria Region — that it might be a good idea to table
the petition? Did she advise him that it might be a good
idea to table the petition?
Hon. W. A. Lovell — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member has strayed from the debate. She
is speculating about what advice may or may not have
passed between other members of Parliament, and she
is verballing me in the process. I know that she did not
table the petitions she was given on the north–south
pipeline. I am offended at her comments that I might
interfere with another member of Parliament.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
That is not a point of order.
Ms DARVENIZA — I will just take up a claim that
Ms Lovell made, which is that I failed to table a petition
on the north–south pipeline. I was never given a
petition that I failed to table on the north–south
pipeline. That is simply incorrect and not true, and I
want to put that on the record.
Five members of this chamber represent Northern
Victoria Region and the 3000 constituents who signed
the petition. Two of them are Labor members of
Parliament; the other three are government members of
Parliament. I do not think that in the course of this
debate it is unreasonable to speculate as to whether any
of those government members of Parliament would

MILDURA BASE HOSPITAL PETITION
2912

COUNCIL

have tabled this petition or responded to it in a more
admirable way.
I wonder, too, if the member for Mildura, Mr Crisp, had
been given this petition, whether he would have sat on
it or tabled it. I know Mr Crisp, and I have worked with
Mr Crisp. I should like to think that if he had been
given it he would have tabled it. I should like to think
that if he did not want to table it, for whatever reason,
he would have handed it over to another member of
Parliament. He could have given it to one of his
parliamentary colleagues in the Assembly or in this
house and they could have tabled it. It is dishonourable
and in bad faith for the minister not to have done so.
For those reasons I support the motion.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to be able to rise and speak on the motion that
Ms Broad has brought to the chamber this afternoon. I
would like to make a few comments about the motion
and also in response to the contributions of members
during this debate.
Members should recognise — and I think most
members do recognise it — that we have a very strong
health system in Victoria. There is no doubt that our
health system is envied by many people from interstate
and internationally. It is made up of a very significant
and necessary public health system and it is also made
up of a private health system. They both contribute
significantly to attending to Victorians in delivering
health-care services. I would have to say that Ramsay
Health Care undertakes and manages many very good
facilities in this state and undertakes a number of
services that help many Victorians.
This issue we are discussing today in relation to the
Mildura Base Hospital does have some historical
context. I note that Ms Darveniza in her contribution
had been speaking about the privatisation of the
Mildura Base Hospital. It is true that that occurred in
1999 under the Kennett government. It is also true that
the Kennett government came to power in the early
1990s following Labor governments led by John Cain
and Joan Kirner, which had left the state in almost a
bankrupt position. There were many things that went on
during those Kennett years, and hospital services
indeed were one area that needed to be looked at.
Nevertheless when Labor went to that election in 1999
it was going to review the hospital policy. We are now
into 2013, but I note that from 2000 to 2010, when
Labor was in power, there were years of indecision,
years of talk and literally no action. It did not return this
hospital into public ownership as it is now espousing
should have been done.
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At the time the Mildura Base Hospital was closed and
Ramsay Health Care took over; it was contracted until
2015, which Mr Drum highlighted in his contribution. I
note that his advocacy, along with that of Mr Crisp, the
member for Mildura in the Assembly, for the northern
parts of Victoria and their constituents has been very
significant. He also mentioned Mrs Petrovich, a former
member for Northern Victoria Region, and her
advocacy for the people of the northern region — and I
know Mrs Millar will also do an extremely good job.
They have been aware of the issues around the Mildura
Base Hospital for some time.
Ramsay Health Care built the hospital, but public
dollars were spent on delivering the public health
services, just as with every other public hospital in
Victoria. A former health minister in the Bracks Labor
government, John Thwaites, disaggregated the Mildura
hospital. That action caused a huge degree of confusion
and complexity in relation to the delivery of services.
Negotiations to sort out this issue finally commenced in
mid-2010, so it is just ridiculous for Labor Party
members to come in here and say that we should have
sorted it out when they were in power for all those
years and started negotiations at the 11th hour.
I am pleased to note that there has been an
improvement in the performance of the Mildura Base
Hospital in relation to a number of areas and services
that it provides and the care of patients at the hospital.
The latest available performance data reveals that in the
third quarter of 2012–13, 91.8 per cent of ambulance
patient transfers were within 40 minutes — above the
90 per cent benchmark; 100 per cent of emergency
department category 1 patients were treated
immediately; 85 per cent of emergency department
category 2 patients were treated within 10 minutes; and
83 per cent of emergency department category 3
patients were treated within 30 minutes. These are
significantly good performance indicators, and I think
those health clinicians should be congratulated on the
enormous work that they have undertaken to ensure that
service delivery has been conducted in a timely manner.
I return to the motion before the house today. The
motion relates to the Mildura Base Hospital and what
has been done or not done in relation to a petition. I
think it was Ms Darveniza who commented on the way
the Minister for Health has behaved and conducted
himself in dealing with, or not dealing with, the
petition. It is clear that a petition was delivered and it is
my understanding that the minister met with the group
that has been spoken about this afternoon — that is,
Reclaim the Base — on a number of occasions, and he
was given the petition. In fact it was the member for
Mildura in the other place, Mr Crisp, who actually
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tabled the petition, and it was the minister who
responded to those 3000 individuals by writing to them.
I would like to read the letter that he wrote to those
concerned community members. It says:
I am responding to a petition you signed about Mildura Base
Hospital. You may already be aware that on 25 July I
announced the Napthine government had reached in-principle
agreement and exchanged letters with both the owners and
operators of the Mildura Base Hospital to return the hospital
to public ownership.
This necessary pre-condition enabled the building project for
the first stage of the $16.37 million expansion of the hospital
to be released for tender on 7 August — the next step in
delivering the Victorian coalition government’s election
commitment to expand capacity and services at Mildura
hospital.
These vital works will enable the hospital to better meet
increasing demand by providing —

and these are the elements I want to point out —
an extra four emergency department cubicles,
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that community advisory board will be able to provide
valuable input into the operation of Mildura Base
Hospital, and they will be speaking from a community
perspective. This is long overdue for our health services
across the state, and if we contrast the policies of those
opposite with the coalition government’s attempts to
allow locals to have a greater say in their local
community amenities — whether that is schools or
health services — it is very revealing.
I congratulate the community advisory board members,
who are undertaking a very important task, and I wish
them well in their endeavours to further promote the
interests and air the concerns of the Mildura community
when they speak about issues relating to Mildura Base
Hospital. That initiative alone provides a contrast
between government members and those opposite; it is
an initiative that those opposite refused to take up, as
they like to centralise things, to have big governments
and to retain control. Again I reiterate my support of the
members of the board and commend them for the work
they are undertaking.

a four-bed short-stay unit and extra treatment areas,
an extra birthing suite and improved amenity in the obstetrics
department, and
an expanded mental health treatment and consultation area.

The letter goes on to highlight the $480 000
co-investment with Ramsay Health to double the
capacity of the hospital’s very important oncology and
chemotherapy service.
These initiatives are addressing the needs of the
Mildura community. The minister wrote to those
concerned community members about this issue.
Clearly there has been some misunderstanding or —
dare I say it — some misinformation about this issue.
The community members who, as has been highlighted
by those opposite, had some concerns should have had
those concerns allayed by what has been undertaken by
the minister.
It is incorrect of Ms Darveniza to say that there was a
great deal of angst in the community and that the
community did not know what was going on. The letter
the minister wrote to community members
demonstrates just what we are trying to do in not only
notifying and communicating with the community but
also highlighting the services provided by Mildura Base
Hospital.
As I said, there have been a number of other great
additions to Mildura Base Hospital. One of those is the
return of a community advisory board. This was
achieved by the appointment of seven well-respected,
prominent and well-known local residents. Members of

In conclusion, I along with Mr Drum will not be
supporting Ms Broad’s motion 606. It is an inaccurate
reflection of what is actually happening in the Mildura
community, and I would like to end it there.
Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — I am not so much
pleased as saddened to support Ms Broad’s motion 606,
which draws to the attention of the house and the
community what is a shameful failure by the Minister
for Health, Mr David Davis to simply table a petition.
My contribution was going to be entirely focused on
that failure, but unfortunately it will extend a little,
because both Mr Drum and Ms Crozier have opened
the door on history. I want to correct a few things that
have been presented here through the perspective of
some revisionist views of history.
I open by discussing what this motion is actually about.
This motion is about a failure by the Leader of the
Government in this place, the Minister for Health, to
table in this place a petition that was given to him. The
petition, which has 3000 signatures, was given to him
in good faith; the expectation was that the minister
would properly have that petition tabled in the lower
house. The minister failed to do that for some nine
months. In the intervening period he used the database
provided to him by the petition — 3000 people, with
their addresses — to write letters to those petitioners.
As Ms Darveniza said, that is actually a proper thing to
do, but it became improper when Mr Davis did that
before the petition was tabled. He used the information
given to him for, in essence, a political purpose, and he
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failed to perform his function as a member of
Parliament.
Mr Davis had the petition delivered to a member in the
other place, who properly presented the petition. I
would like to know how long it took Mr Davis to give it
to Mr Crisp, the member for Mildura in the Assembly,
because I assume that Mr Crisp tabled the petition
relatively quickly after being given it, and I give him
the benefit of the doubt in that regard. This means,
therefore, that Mr Davis is the one who stands
condemned for failing, as is specified in this motion, to
have the petition tabled or — if he felt uncomfortable
with having the petition tabled — to return it to the
organisation that had handed it to him.
I am not sure why any member would feel
uncomfortable tabling a standard petition asking for a
government to take action on a policy matter. There is
nothing particularly personal, sensational or
controversial about this petition. It was a petition of
people asking the government to take a particular
action. All members are given such petitions from time
to time. I am in the class of 1999 — the Bracks
government — which was elected 14 years ago today,
although I was four weeks late, not being elected until
16 October. In my four weeks short of 14 years in this
place I have never seen a member of Parliament
criticised for tabling a petition that might or might not
reflect that particular member’s views. Members
always table petitions given to them as acts of good
faith in fulfilling their responsibilities as members of
Parliament rather than their responsibilities as
politicians, if you like.
There was no reason for Mr Davis not to table that
petition. It contained neither offensive matters nor
personal criticisms. The subject matter of the petition
was not even a political embarrassment for the
government. It was simply a petition from a group of
people asking for a particular action to be taken, which
the government was under no obligation to accept or to
follow. However, the minister had an obligation to
ensure that the petition of those good citizens, who had
given him their petition in good faith, was tabled in the
Parliament so those citizens could have their views
presented to the house — to the Assembly in this case.
It was simply a matter of Mr Davis handing the petition
to Mr Crisp, or if not to Mr Crisp, then to another
relevant lower house member, and asking that member
to table the petition, which Mr Davis failed to do.
I heard Ms Hartland make the point — and I think
Ms Broad made it as well — that according to
parliamentary advice there is no particular procedure
that deals with situations where members fail to present
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a petition, other than the process being gone through
today. Ms Broad has moved a motion asking the house
to condemn the actions of a particular member, in this
case the Leader of the Government and Minister for
Health. There is no particular process, but I put to the
house that perhaps there should be.
Perhaps what has transpired in relation to this petition
that is, a member failing to fulfil their obligations as a
member of Parliament — is sufficient for such a matter
to be considered by the Privileges Committee. In the
case of petitions, members of Parliament are really
conduits who ensure that citizens of this state — people
we represent and upon whom we rely to support the
system of parliamentary democracy — can express
their views. We rely upon people in our community to
support our system of parliamentary democracy. If we
fail them in these simple matters so that their rights and
their views are not properly heard by this Parliament
when they have complied with our processes, our
format in terms of the correct use of words for a petition
and all the rest of it, then we cannot complain if the
community loses confidence in the system of
government and of parliamentary democracy. That is
why this is a very serious matter.
If we are going to participate in this process we are all
obligated to comply with, then what are the accepted
practices and standards of the parliamentary process?
The citizens of Mildura signed a petition in the format
that this Parliament expects them to comply with, and
then the Leader of the Government failed those citizens
in their request to have their thoughts, views and
request heard by this Parliament and the executive
government. That is the failing in what has happened in
this case. That is where the Minister for Health, the
Leader of the Government in this place, stands
condemned and why members on the other side need to
think about this matter and take action against their
leader, because he is failing the entire system. He is
failing all of us in this place by his refusal to act and his
refusal to undertake what he is required to do as a
member of Parliament, let alone as a minister of the
Crown and Leader of the Government in the Council.
I am saddened to support this motion, but I will do so
on the basis that our system of parliamentary
democracy is a relationship with our community that
requires trust, goodwill, proper practice and proper
follow-through by all of us — by both parties in that
compact between the citizens of Victoria and the
members of this Parliament. Where we fail the citizens
of Victoria, we fail the entire system.
Mr Drum and Ms Crozier opened the issue of history. I
will say a couple of things about the history to which
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Mr Drum alluded. He suggested that somehow it was
the last Labor government’s fault for not dealing with
this issue over its 11 years in office. In 1999 I happened
to be appointed parliamentary secretary for health — in
fact it was for human services, but my principal role
was in health. In that role for the ensuing years of the
first Bracks government I had to deal with a number of
matters which arose as a consequence of Kennett
government actions.
In her contribution to the debate Ms Crozier even
referred to the Cain and Kirner governments and said
that all of this started because of Cain and Kirner
government failures and so on. However, I do have to
agree with Ms Crozier on one thing: we have a good
health system in Victoria, and this government
inherited a good health system. Despite the Leader of
the Government and Minister for Health’s continuous
attacks on the previous government, he inherited a good
system, and the system is starting to fail because of his
health budget cuts, evidenced by cuts to ambulance
services and the ramping of ambulances and delays at
hospitals because the capacity has been met.
Ms Crozier and I agree that Victoria has a good system,
a precious system, that we have to manage to ensure
that we pass on to whoever is next in government a
health system that is in good condition.
In 1999 members of the Bracks government inherited a
system in which two hospitals had been privatised by
the Kennett government: Latrobe Regional Hospital in
my electorate and Mildura Base Hospital in the
electorate of Ms Broad and Ms Darveniza, who have
been leading the charge in relation to this motion.
Members should remember that the contracts for those
privatisations were signed with a significant time frame
for those hospitals to be managed, run and owned by a
private company. I think it was 20 years but I do not
recall exactly; I think one member in the debate said it
was until 2015. I am not sure if that is correct, but they
were certainly long-term contracts.
It was not for the incoming government to tear those
contracts up; that was not an option. Everyone
understands that there has been a longstanding
arrangement that incoming governments honour the
contracts of previous sovereign governments because of
the factor of sovereign risk. In 1999 it was not the
function of the incoming Labor government to tear up
the contract in relation to Mildura Base Hospital. If the
private organisation had wanted to sell its interest back
to the government, then it would have been up to that
organisation to open the door.
In fact by way of evidence for my commentary on this
matter, Latrobe Regional Hospital, owned and operated
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by a private operator, did exactly that. The private
operator sold it back to the Victorian government whilst
I was parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Health
and Deputy Premier at the time, Mr Thwaites. The
private operator sold that hospital back to the Victorian
government, presumably because it could not make a
profit. They sold that hospital back to the Victorian
government for a dollar. The Victorian government
brought that hospital back into public ownership and
public operation for the grand sum of $1.
If Ramsay Health Care had wanted to sell the Mildura
Base Hospital back to the Victorian government, I am
sure Mr Thwaites would have happily negotiated an
arrangement with it, but that door was never opened. It
was not for the Labor government to tear up that
contract, and Mr Drum knows that full well.
Mr Drum’s retelling of the history, which starts from
the 11 years of our government rather than recognising
that the hospital was originally sold by the Kennett
government — that is where this whole thing started —
is a revisionist version.
Prior to the election of the Bracks Labor government
the Kennett government had been trying to sell the
Austin Hospital. We built the Austin Hospital as a
public hospital. The record for supporting public
hospitals rests with us. This motion is not about that.
This motion is about the fact that Mr Davis failed the
people of Victoria, and specifically the people of
Mildura, by failing to table that petition in the
Parliament for some nine months. He stands
condemned.
Mrs MILLAR (Northern Victoria) — This motion
is a mere distraction. It focuses on a petition which, as
the member who moved this motion is well aware, has
been duly and formally tabled in the Parliament and to
which the Minister for Health has fully responded in
writing by providing the signatories to that petition with
an update on the action taken by the coalition
government to return Mildura Base Hospital to public
ownership.
This distraction is attempting, rather poorly in my view,
to draw attention away from the fact that the coalition
government successfully announced the hospital’s
called-for return to public ownership on 25 July. I was
with the minister when he made that announcement in
Mildura, as was the member for Mildura in the
Assembly, Peter Crisp, who has worked hard for this
outcome over a lengthy period. These events are
matters of fact, which embarrasses the opposition
because for 11 years it failed to return the hospital to
public ownership, including in 2010 when the contract
renewal was under negotiation.
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It is the current Minister for Health, Mr David Davis,
and the exceptional staff in the Department of Health,
to whom the minister paid tribute at the announcement,
who achieved this great outcome for the people of
Mildura after lengthy and complex negotiations due to
the large number of stakeholders involved in the
ownership structure. The return to public ownership
paves the way for the important and exciting
commitment of $5 million by the coalition government
and a further $2 million by the federal government to
provide for the expansion of the emergency department,
an upgrade to the maternity ward facilities and an
increase in space for mental health services.
A motion about when and how a petition is tabled —
and the member raising this motion is well aware that
the petition has already been tabled formally in the
other place by the member for Mildura, Peter Crisp, and
that the signatories to the petition have received a
personal response letter containing the announcement
and details of the forthcoming hospital expansion — is
a distraction designed to disguise that it was Labor,
under a former Minister for Health, Mr Thwaites, who
disaggregated the arrangements separating the
operating contract and the ownership of the property
when the land was sold off in 2000 to the MTAA
Superannuation Fund. It disguises the fact that
Ms Broad was a member of the cabinet at that time, that
it was Labor who failed to buy the hospital back after
11 long years in government and that it is the current
Minister for Health who has proudly achieved this goal.
The views of the community are always important to
the coalition government, and there can be no
suggestion that these views have not been heard in
relation to this matter. Local Mildura member,
Mr Crisp, has been recognised as having worked long
and hard for this outcome. The Minister for Health met
with the Reclaim the Base group on several occasions,
and the proof of his commitment to this outcome is that
he successfully achieved the buyback. No words or
ceremony speak louder than action, achievement and
outcomes.
The return to public ownership is not the only
achievement which should be noted as part of this
debate in relation to Mildura Base Hospital. I have
referred to the expansion of the hospital, which has
already been put to tender — a tender which closed on
5 September. The first stage of construction is expected
to begin by late October. An $8.89 million second
stage, funded by the federal government, will go to
tender later this year, and the coalition is investing a
further $480 000 to upgrade the cancer ward. This will
bring the total capital investment in the Mildura Base
Hospital to $16.37 million. This is the real story.
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In terms of performance, it needs to be specifically
recognised that this hospital is delivering outstanding
health care, with services being provided by Ramsay
Health Care Australia Pty Ltd. Both Ramsay and,
importantly, the staff of this hospital deserve
recognition that this hospital is performing at a level
better than or equal to most peer hospitals in all
reporting and benchmarking. One example of this is
that ambulance code 1 response times for January to
March of this year show that Mildura is the equal-best
performing rural service, with a median response time
of 8 minutes. This too is the real story.
Mr Drum and Ms Crozier have already spoken about
the establishment of the community advisory board.
This is an important initiative. It is chaired by
Mr Vernon Knight, a highly respected citizen of the
community, and includes a number of prominent
community members. We congratulate the board
members on the excellent job they are doing in listening
to the concerns of the community in relation to Mildura
Base Hospital and other health services in Mildura.
The Minister for Health is to be congratulated on his
achievement of returning Mildura Base Hospital to
public ownership and for the significant and important
expansion of this outstanding hospital. The motion
before us has no substance and utterly fails in its
attempt to detract from what has been and is being
achieved by the coalition government for the people of
Mildura. I will not be supporting this motion.
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — In reply, I first
of all note that there has been a great deal of rewriting
of history by a number of government members. I will
be generous to Mrs Millar, given her brief time in this
place as a new member for Northern Victoria Region,
and allow her some time to make up her own mind on
these issues after she has had a bit more exposure to
them. However, I am not willing to allow any latitude
to members who have been here for as long as I have.
Mr Drum commenced his contribution by suggesting
that because — after nine months — the petition on the
future of Mildura Base Hospital was tabled by Mr Crisp
in the Legislative Assembly there is no issue about the
petition. Of course he did not refer to the fact that the
petition was tabled nine months after it was handed to
the Minister for Health, Mr David Davis, at a meeting
he also attended. He did not mention Mr Davis’s refusal
to return the petition to the petitioners as they
demanded after the petition had not been presented for
many months. He just asserted that because eventually,
after nine months, the petition was tabled in the
Legislative Assembly there is no issue. Mr Drum is
very wrong about that. That is certainly not the view of
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members of the Mildura community. They feel they
have been treated with utter contempt. They will not
accept that the way they have been treated should be
swept under the carpet as Mr Drum has attempted to do
today.
There has been a great deal of discussion about the
hospital building issue. My colleagues, including
Mr Viney, have dealt with some of its history, so I do
not intend to go back over it. Mr Drum said something
along these lines: when people prepare petitions to be
presented to Parliament, they hope they will not be put
on the shelf but will achieve a result. Clearly this
petition was put on a shelf, in a safe or in a bottom
drawer for nine months, which is certainly not what the
petitioners were expecting. They were given no hint
that that might occur when they handed the petition to
Mr Davis.
I might also add that the fact that Mr Drum has
suggested that this petition has achieved a result that
members of the community can feel very good about
demonstrates that he has not even bothered to examine
the wording of the petition that is the subject of the
motion before the house. The petition makes it very
clear that the issue is not the building. The petition says:
The petitioners … request that the Legislative Assembly
return Mildura base to management by the state government
through a board of management.

There is no reference in the petition to the building. The
fact that Mr Drum thinks the petitioners believe they
have achieved a result in accordance with their petition
just demonstrates profound ignorance at the very least
or contempt at most. He has not even thought it
worthwhile to examine the wording of the petition,
either in the first instance — and the petitioners are his
constituents as well as mine — or in preparation for his
remarks to the house today.
None of the contributions to the debate that have been
made by government members from The Nationals and
the Liberal Party about the building — a building that
was built as a result of a Kennett government privatised
contract, and the private owners had every right to raise
capital by onselling that building, which they did —
really go to the motion, which is about the petition,
what the petition called for and the fact that the minister
chose not to act honourably in relation to the petition.
I am not aware of any other example remotely like this
in any shape or form, certainly not in my time in the
Parliament. It is just extraordinary to me that
government members of The Nationals and the Liberal
Party, who like to present themselves as upholding the
conservative values of this Parliament — putting to one
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side whether or not it is appropriate for Parliament to
change and modernise its practices from time to
time — think it is defensible, after members of the
community have petitioned the Parliament, for one of
their members to not take any steps to present the
petition before Parliament for nine months, but that is
what we have heard today.
Presumably in future members of the community
seeking to petition the Parliament will need to be very
careful in investigating whether they can have
confidence that a member of Parliament to whom they
hand a petition for presentation to the Parliament is
actually going to do anything with that petition. We
now know — I certainly know — that it is a
convention; it is not a requirement of this Parliament
that a member of Parliament who receives a petition
from the community tables it in Parliament. That is
something that the Parliament needs to have a look at. It
should be an obligation on a member to take steps to
ensure that petitions are heard and that the Parliament
gets to see them.
Given that this petition was not acted on for nine
months, who is to say that it might never have been
acted on? It took repeated efforts — and the motion
before us today is part of those efforts — to have this
issue brought to public attention on behalf of the
community before the minister and Mr Crisp, the
member for Mildura in the Assembly, were willing to
act. That should not be necessary. When a petition that
is in order and correctly worded is handed to a member
of Parliament, the community should not have to mount
a public campaign to get that member to do the
honourable thing and present that petition to
Parliament. That should not be necessary, but a lot of
effort has been expended by the community in order to
get that to happen.
I would like to make some remarks about contracts,
which have been referred to by a number of speakers in
debate on this motion. There has been a lot of reference
to the initial contracts signed by the Kennett
government and the unfolding of events around the
renewal of those contracts by the Napthine
Liberal-Nationals government. Members of the
community are not aware of the contents of those
contracts; they do not have information about what the
arrangements were in relation to the purchase of the
Mildura Base Hospital building; and they are not aware
of what price the current government paid. They are not
aware of what arrangements have been entered into for
contracts into the future with Ramsay Health Care for
the management and operation of Mildura Base
Hospital.
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The community would very much like to know that
information and I for one believe they have a right to
know. In fact I believe all Victorians have a right to
know just what the Napthine Liberal-Nationals
government has signed up for in terms of the ongoing
operation and management of the Mildura Base
Hospital. We know quite a lot about the initial contracts
under the former Kennett Liberal-Nationals
government in terms of what was paid for a privately
built, owned and operated set of arrangements for
Mildura Base Hospital, but we know precious little
about what the current Liberal-Nationals government
has done in terms of its purchase of the building and its
signing of contracts for the operation and private
management of the hospital into the future. The
community is quite rightly calling on the government to
make that information available. The opposition has
more than a little interest in those contracts as well.
Members of the community will keep campaigning to
get that information and I certainly intend to continue to
support them.
In conclusion, there was some suggestion from
Mr Drum that it is opportunistic to speak up as a
member of Parliament to represent communities who
have brought issues to your attention as one of their
representatives. I can very confidently say that although
Mr Drum may regard that as opportunistic, when
communities raise with me an issue that they have
concerns about and want answers on, I regard it as a
duty and an obligation to raise those issues on their
behalf. Whether the party that I am a member of, the
Labor Party, is in government or opposition makes no
difference.
Mr Drum — It absolutely does.
Ms BROAD — Mr Drum is asserting that it makes
a difference. It might make a difference to him, but I
can confidently say that I have never refused to raise
issues on behalf of individual constituents, their
families or communities. In fact I regularly write letters
to ministers on behalf of constituents about matters that
I may or may not agree with. I think they have a right,
having come to me as one of their elected
representatives, to expect me to act responsibly and
raise those issues on their behalf for the government’s
attention, and that is exactly what I do. Mr Drum has
informed us that that is not what he does. Clearly that is
not what the Minister for Health does either.
Mr Drum interjected.
Ms BROAD — If the minister gets a petition that
does not suit him, Mr Drum, he puts it in the bottom
drawer for nine months, which is outrageous. That is
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the reason we have this motion before us today and
the reason the Labor opposition believes all of the
fine words that members of The Nationals and the
Liberal Party have to say about openness and
transparency in government when they are in
opposition are just that — —
Mr Drum interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Mr Drum!
Ms BROAD — They are just fine words which they
have no intention of acting on and have demonstrated
that they will not act on when it does not suit them. For
all of those reasons I urge members to support the
motion before us today.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 18
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Lenders, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr (Teller)
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
Millar, Mrs (Teller)
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Pairs
Barber, Mr

Coote, Mrs

Motion negatived.

FIREFIGHTER COMPENSATION
Debate resumed from 4 September; motion of
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan):
That this house —
(1) notes the findings and recommendations contained in
the Economy and Infrastructure Legislation
Committee’s final report into the Accident
Compensation Legislation (Fair Protection for
Firefighters) Bill 2011 tabled in this house on 12 June
2013;
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(2) notes the letter sent by Associate Professor Deborah
Glass and Professor Malcolm Sim of Monash University
to Ms Colleen Hartland on 29 May 2013, which states
that —
(a) there is already good evidence from a very large
number of previous human studies that work as a
firefighter is associated with an increased risk of
several types of cancer; and
(b) the Monash University study is very unlikely to
change the overall conclusions of increased cancer
risk among firefighters and that decisions about
presumptive legislation should not be delayed;
(3) calls on the government to introduce the Accident
Compensation Legislation (Fair Protection for
Firefighters) Bill 2011 into the Legislative Assembly, as
suggested in section 4.2 of the Economy and
Infrastructure Legislation Committee’s final report; and
(4) orders that a message be transmitted to the Legislative
Assembly informing them of the above resolution.

Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — This
has been quite a difficult process. I am quite
disappointed that it would appear the government has
chosen not to support this motion and has failed to
commit to introduce legislation to give firefighters
adequate access to WorkCover if they contract cancer.
I think what is really disappointing about this is that
when Adam Bandt, the federal member for Melbourne,
was able to introduce this sort of legislation in the
federal Parliament, he did so with bipartisan support.
That was done in a process in which people came
together, they looked at the issue, they looked at the
types of risks firefighters were encountering every day
and they came to the conclusion that this was the kind
of legislation that was necessary. It is therefore
disappointing to me that instead of moving on with
presumptive legislation, the government has said that its
firefighters assessment panel will — what? Assist? I do
not see how that will do anything to reduce the need for
presumptive legislation, because it does not address the
artificial barrier firefighters face in proving their cancer
is work related. In the face of the presumptive
legislation passing federally and progressing in other
states, I believe this panel is an insult to firefighters and
their families, because they deserve better.
In his speech Mr Philip Davis said there had been
exhaustive examination of this issue in earlier debates
in the chamber. As Ms Pulford pointed out, the bill that
is the subject of this motion is yet to be debated, so the
examination has been far from exhaustive. Mr Davis,
Mr O’Brien, Mr Ramsay and Mrs Coote said the
Victorian government had not ruled out presumptive
legislation, yet they also stated that the existing
scientific evidence is not sufficient to support
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firefighters getting automatic coverage when they get
certain types of cancer. Again, if you read the Monash
University letter, it is quite clear its authors are saying
the science is in and that the government does not need
to wait for any studies that they are actively undertaking
at the moment, because as far as they are concerned, the
science is in in Australia, and it is in around the world.
Freedom of information documents the Greens recently
obtained reveal that draft medical opinion provided to
WorkSafe Victoria says there is a reasonable basis from
a scientific perspective for the commonwealth changes
and thus a basis for amending the current list of
proclaimed diseases in Victoria to list cancers identified
in the commonwealth act. Ms Pulford was correct to
liken this situation to the government’s view that it is
not convinced about the scientific link between human
activity and climate change. Both are delaying tactics to
avoid further facing up to the responsibility to act.
Mr Davis implied that under current arrangements the
burden of evidence required to prove firefighters have
contracted work-related cancers is not unreasonable.
For example, he said they only have to specify the types
of events they have attended, such as major fires that
were large or risky, and to provide some evidence of
the types of duties they undertook. Firefighters would
be able to gather such information if that is all that was
required, yet firefighters’ cancer claims are being
rejected on a regular basis due to a lack of evidence that
proves their cancer is work related. These two facts just
do not add up. The current process creates an artificial
barrier to cancer claims that must be overcome.
A prompt, fair and compassionate response to this issue
lies in presumptive legislation alone. It is an absolute
shame that the government will vote against the motion.
Not only did Mr Davis indicate that the government
would not support the motion but he said it would be
remarkable if a minister did sponsor the bill. I do not
think it is in any way remarkable that I would ask for
cross-party support to get a bill through the Parliament.
I think it is remarkable that the government is not
supporting firefighters by providing adequate protection
when they get cancer.
Over the last year I have made a number of attempts to
engage with the government on this issue. I contacted
Mr Ryan when he was the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services; Mr Wells, who is the current
Minister for Police and Emergency Services; and
Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips as the minister responsible for
WorkCover. I have not been able to have a single
meeting with those ministers. I would have thought that
the logical way to deal with this was in a bipartisan
way. But as Ms Pulford said, where there is a will, there
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is a way. I would like to see the government change
direction and look seriously at the way we can progress
this matter.
I suspect the government does not want to address the
issue due to the prospect of the potential costs, which I
think are incredibly overinflated, but I am unable to
verify them as the government has not released the
assumptions behind the initial costings. Either way
currently the cost of health care, the loss of income and
superannuation together with the costs associated with
any long-term impairments that cancer might cause are
being borne by the firefighters and their families, and
that situation is totally unacceptable. The government
has a responsibility to cover the cost of this
workplace-related injury regardless of the cost.
In his speech Mr O’Brien talked at length about why he
considers the Accident Compensation Legislation (Fair
Protection for Firefighters) Bill 2011 to be
unconstitutional and why he does not accept
recommendation 2 in the report of the Economy and
Infrastructure Legislation Committee in regard to
constitutional issues. I am not sure if he spoke for the
government on that point, but at the very least the
potential constitutional issue is the very reason for this
motion, which calls on the government to introduce the
bill and avoid having a long constitutional debate. I
want to emphasise that I am the person who brought
forward this legislation, the Greens have actively
supported it, and we have had really good support from
the ALP, but it does not have to be that way. This bill
could be progressed by all parties.
The government’s rejection of the bill is threefold.
Firstly, it has indicated that it will not allow it to
proceed in the upper house as it does not think it is
constitutional to introduce it in the Council. Secondly,
the government has refused to introduce the bill in the
lower house, which would have been the most
straightforward means to overcome the constitutional
issues. Thirdly, the government has questioned the
science which provides a basis for justifying the change
to the law. As I have said, Monash University has said
clearly that the science is in and that we should not
delay. Put simply, there have been blockages at every
turn. The government has had many ways and means to
help progress the bill, but it has systematically rejected
each and every one. It is using the constitutional and
technical parliamentary process as a smokescreen to
confuse people and hide the fact that it is blocking the
bill through every possible means.
While I am disappointed that the government has
rejected the motion, I cannot imagine what it is like for
firefighters who every day put their lives at risk to
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protect the community. When they are running into a
fire, we are running away from it. Every day they
encounter house fires, car fires, chemical fires and
bushfires, all of which can have a detrimental effect on
their health. Over the last few months I have met a
number of firefighters who have told me their stories
and the kinds of circumstances that they have had to
engage in. When they contract cancer there is the added
burden of not being able to be compensated, not being
able to have early medical treatment and not being able
to understand why the government and the fire services,
both the Country Fire Authority and the Metropolitan
Fire Brigade, do not care enough about them to make
sure they are looked after.
I am getting a little tired of having to look into the eyes
of firefighters who have cancer and say to them, ‘I
haven’t been able to progress it this week’. They ask,
‘But how long will this take?’. I just have to say, ‘I
intend to take this on for as long as is required. I am
never going to let this go until we have presumptive
legislation for firefighters’. I hope in the future the
government will come to the table, start negotiating and
look seriously at what we need to do for firefighters to
make sure that when they are out protecting us the
government and the community are making sure they
are protected. I hope that can happen very soon.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 18
Broad, Ms
Darveniza, Ms (Teller)
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr (Teller)
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Millar, Mrs
O’Brien, Mr (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Pairs
Barber, Mr

Motion negatived.

Coote, Mrs
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BASTION POINT BOAT RAMP
Debate resumed from 26 June; motion of
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan):
That this house expresses its concern that the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change has granted coastal consent
for the construction of a boat ramp at Bastion Point,
Mallacoota, known as ‘Option 3b’ despite —
(1) the Gippsland Coastal Board opposing it;
(2) 87 per cent of submissions to the 2007 inquiry EES
opposing it;
(3) the October 2008 independent panel report on the ocean
access boat ramp, Bastion Point Mallacoota,
recommending that a minor improvement to the existing
boat ramp is as much as should be done at Bastion Point;
and
(4) the Department of Sustainability and Environment and
Department of Transport recommending an alternative
option H2;
and calls on the minister to —
(a) release all advice from the Department of Environment
and Primary Industries regarding his decision;
(b) fully explain the reasons for his decision;
(c) explain how his decision is consistent with the public
position of the coalition’s policy announced during the
last election when it advised the community that it
would review the project; and
(d) visit East Gippsland to publicly explain his decision to
the community.

Mr VINEY (Eastern Victoria) — I made the bulk of
my contribution to this debate some weeks ago, and in
that contribution I talked about the history of the project
and the extensive process that has been followed. I
recognise that there are strongly held differing views
about this project, but the Labor Party when in
government and now in opposition has held the same
view that this project has to have a resolution and be
concluded. The complexities around this project have to
be resolved so that the community can have a sense of
closure about the project and move on with the process
of healing, because the community has been split about
this. That process of resolution and reconciliation needs
to proceed in a way that people have confidence in it,
have confidence that the environmental and planning
issues have been dealt with in good faith and
considered with integrity, and have confidence that all
of the issues have been properly taken into account.
On many projects, whether it be this one or others, there
are conflicts. There are conflicts between competing
interests, between the needs of the environment and the
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needs of the community, and in this case things such as
public safety, because under the current arrangements
swimmers are in conflict with boats, and that is clearly
not a satisfactory situation. There are both recreational
and commercial interests associated with this issue and
with the boating sector, so there are a range of
competing views and clashes. That is not to say that
these things cannot be resolved or that there cannot be
reconciliation or some degree of common ground and
compatibility found on complex issues related to
environment and planning.
The community cannot move forward on these matters
without having an open and transparent understanding
of how governments, ministers, departments, legal
frameworks and organisations involved in such issues
operate, whether it is the council, the minister’s
decision or the department’s consideration of all of
these matters. Those things need to be clear, open and
able to be defended or challenged.
In my view the Labor Party must stay, and it is staying,
consistent with its original position, which is that this
matter needs to be resolved and a project ought to
proceed that resolves as best as it can the complex and
competing interests that the community has been
grappling with for many years. Therefore it is
imperative that the Minister for Environment and
Climate Change explains his decision and makes
available to the community the reasons behind it. That
is why we will support Ms Pennicuik’s motion without
prejudice or commentary on the merits of individual
projects.
We will support it on the grounds that this motion asks
the Minister for Environment and Climate Change to be
more open and to explain his decision. The minister
must be prepared to justify a decision such as this,
particularly one that is somewhat controversial in the
community. Within our ranks opposition members
probably hold different views about which option might
be a good project and which might not, just as the
community has different views, and the council and the
community have been trying to resolve these conflicts.
We say that after the conflicts that have occurred in
regard to this project, the community cannot have
confidence in the final outcome or move towards
resolution, reconciliation and to some extent healing
without the minister being open, clear and able to be
held to account for his decision. To that extent, as was
outlined by Mr Jennings in his contribution, the
opposition will support Ms Pennicuik’s motion.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I first
raised this matter on 26 June in this place. I will remind
the house what this motion is about. It reads:
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That this house expresses its concern that the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change has granted coastal consent
for the construction of a boat ramp at Bastion Point,
Mallacoota, known as ‘Option 3b’ …

The motion goes on to raise four points as salient
reasons why that option should not go ahead. Those
reasons were identified by an environment effects
statement, a panel report, the former Department of
Sustainability and Environment (DSE) and others. The
motion calls on the minister to release all the advice he
relied upon for the decision and to fully explain the
reasons for his decision. During the debate on the
motion I explained that the minister has released eight
pages outlining apparent reasons for the decision but
that those eight pages do not contain any reasons or
explanations for his decision. The minister needs to
explain how his decision is consistent with the
coalition’s policy that the previous decision be
reviewed, and he should visit East Gippsland to explain
that decision.
I would like to thank Mr Jennings, Mr Viney and
Mr Davis for speaking to my motion. Until I stood up I
was expecting to hear from two more government
speakers, but they have disappeared into thin air.
Hon. D. M. Davis — Mrs Coote was one of them.
Ms PENNICUIK — Mr Davis says Mrs Coote was
one of them, but that was not one of the names I saw on
the list. I thought they were members for Eastern
Victoria Region.
I will now reply to issues raised by speakers in this
chamber back on 26 June. We have made several
attempts to get back to debating this motion, so it is
good to be here today, almost three months later, doing
that. On 2 July, not too long after the motion was
moved, East Gippsland Shire Council awarded a
contract for the construction of the option 3b facility,
using $6 million of Victorian taxpayers money and
$300 million of the council’s money. As I mentioned in
my earlier contribution, it is expected that maintenance
of the huge boat ramp to be constructed at Mallacoota
will cost about $200 000 a year, as opposed to the cost
of around $50 000 now.
In his contribution Mr Jennings made a couple of
points. He is disappointed that the community still has
high levels of anxiety about this project. He wants to
see environmental and cultural values protected and,
very importantly, he wants to see safety considerations
at the fore of the project. They are the major issues,
apart from the economic impact of this particular
proposal. He also said the current minister has not seen
fit to account for his decision, and for those reasons he
said he would support the motion.
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On 26 June Mr Viney talked at some length about the
role of the council, and I think it is fair to say he is
fairly supportive of the council’s role. This motion is
not directed towards the council; it is directed towards
the minister. However, the council’s role was certainly
raised with me by people who take an interest in this
issue and who have been advocating for a minor
upgrade to the existing boat ramp, which is what should
be happening there. The council has failed over a long
time to listen not only to the community but to the
advice of the independent panel, the former DSE, the
former Department of Transport, Gippsland Coastal
Board, the Boating Industry Association of Victoria and
Marine Safety Victoria, amongst others. They all
recommended against construction of the option 3b
facility.
Today Mr Viney said the community has to find a
resolution to this matter and a sense of closure.
Anything that does proceed must do so on the basis that
people have confidence in the process and that all
issues, particularly environmental and safety issues,
have been taken into account. He mentioned the
separation of swimmers and boaters, which from my
understanding, after reading about the issue and
speaking to people about it, seems to have been
overplayed. Many people have made much of that point
while the potential danger to boaters from the
construction of the large option 3b has been completely
ignored. This concerns me. I have received quite a lot
of correspondence since 26 June, as I know other
members have, including Mr Philip Davis, and I will be
referring to some of that in my reply to Mr Davis,
which I will get to shortly.
Mr Viney mentioned the clash between recreational and
commercial use and the competing views. He reiterated
that the community needs to know that the basis of
these decisions is clear and accountable, and it is
imperative the minister be more open in explaining and
justifying his decision. That is all perfectly true; it needs
to happen. I thank the Australian Labor Party for
supporting the motion. It is a motion that needs full
support, and I appreciate it.
Mr Davis spoke at length on this matter. He is the only
member for Eastern Victoria Region on the government
side who has spoken on this issue. I jotted down a few
notes as he spoke. He said that I made my case based
on the views of people who do not live in Mallacoota. I
can confirm that many people who do not live in
Mallacoota are opposed to the construction of the
option 3b boat ramp. A lot of people who do not live in
Mallacoota visit the area because it is a tourist
attraction. It is part of the Wilderness Coast, and it is
because it is part of the Wilderness Coast and is not
built up that it is so attractive and people love it. People
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who do not live in Mallacoota certainly do not support
option 3b. I will go into this further when I read some
of the correspondence I have received, but a majority of
the residents of Mallacoota also do not support the
construction of the massive option 3b.
Everybody understands that there needs to be some
upgrading of the existing boat ramp. The independent
panel recommended a minor upgrade. Most people
understand that and support it. It is just the scale of
option 3b that is the problem.
Mr Davis also seemed to think that I had never been to
Mallacoota and did not know the lie of the land. He told
me that the boat ramp does not give access to
Mallacoota inlet. I thank Mr Davis, but I already knew
that. We are talking about an ocean access boat ramp.
Mr Davis said that people cannot safely launch their
boats now and recreational boaters do not have access
like commercial boats. He also said that swimmers,
divers and surfers are in conflict with boaters.
Those activities are certainly occurring, but there does
not seem to be any evidence that this is creating major
problems. As I have said, the problems are being
overplayed, whereas the construction of option 3b in
terms of increasing the risks to boating are being
underplayed.
Mr Davis referred to the fact that a poll conducted by
the East Gippsland Shire Council in 1999 was
supported by the majority of Mallacoota residents.
However, he was disingenuous in his use of the results
of that poll because option 3b was not included. That
poll asked people whether they supported a minor
upgrade to the boat ramp at Mallacoota. As I have said,
most people support that upgrade; I have not heard of
anyone who does not support it. It was disingenuous of
him to use that figure in that way.
Mr Davis also suggested I said that the project was not
required when in fact I said that option 3b was not
required. I have read back through my contribution, and
I made it clear that I support a minor upgrade of the
existing boat ramp as recommended by the panel.
Mr Davis also made the point that we should not
interfere with or have a view on this particular issue
because the decision-maker is the East Gippsland Shire
Council. That is not true; the decision-maker was the
minister. The minister gave coastal consent, and the
government is putting in by far the majority of the
money — $6 million as opposed to the $300 000 being
put in by the East Gippsland Shire Council. In fact if it
were not for the decision by the minister to give coastal
consent and the money put forward by the state
government, option 3b would not be going ahead.
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I have received quite a lot of correspondence from
people, some of whom live in Mallacoota and others
who have a long association with it. Obviously the time
remaining to me will not allow me to read out all the
correspondence I have received, but I have read through
it and highlighted some of the points that people have
made, in particular in response to Mr Davis’s
contribution, which has served to upset quite a lot of
people who in good faith have worked very hard for a
better outcome for Mallacoota.
Some people have emailed me or spoken to me about
how they are absolutely heartbroken that the contract
has been let by the East Gippsland Shire Council and
that work on the construction of the massive boat ramp
and breakwater is imminent. I share their dismay that
such a beautiful and pristine area of the Wilderness
Coast is going to be vandalised in such a way.
Ms Jackie McNamee emailed Mr Davis and copied in
many other people, including local newspapers. She
took issue with Mr Davis for saying that for some years
there had been a decline in the number of people
permanently resident at Mallacoota. She quotes
Australian Bureau of Statistics census figures which
show that the population of Mallacoota has remained
steady at around 1000 for many years — for example,
in 1996 the population was 982, in 2001 it was 1040, in
2006 it was 972 and in 2011 it was 1032. She is correct
in saying that since 1996 the population of Mallacoota
has remained fairly steady at around 1000 people.
Ms McNamee took particular issue, as did many other
correspondents, with Mr Davis’s derogatory remark
that I was putting forward the views of the community
of Brunswick and that it was only greenies in
Brunswick who opposed this particular proposal. She
took offence to that and asked that Mr Davis:
… apologise to the majority of the community here in
Mallacoota, who are in fact strongly opposed to this
destructive development, as witnessed in the recent
department of transport review survey, which found that
88 per cent of respondents did not want the council’s road and
breakwater destroying our beach.

On 17 July I received a letter from Mr Michael Perry,
who I have also mentioned in the debate. He is a retired
director of ports and harbours, Victoria, port officer of
Victoria and vice-president of the Marine Board of
Victoria. It is a two-page letter from which I will quote
some remarks. He said:
… the residents and visitors who object to option 3b … have
been very clearly shown to be the overwhelming majority …

He is concerned about the gross abuse of due process
following the environment effects statement inquiry
and then the complete reversal of professionally
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developed recommendations by the government and the
almost laughable reasoning behind the Coastal
Management Act 1995 approval. He has been closely
involved with Mallacoota both professionally and
personally since 1961 and has followed the ‘sorry
progress of the project’ with keen interest and has
participated in it. He particularly makes reference to the
supposed marine benefits that Mr Davis was extolling
and says:
I can assure you that there is no risk-free option for ocean
access at Bastion Point. The entrance and approaches to any
such facility will be subject to breaking waves and be the
equivalent of a bar crossing. Sooner or later it is inevitable
that there will be accidents of the type that caused a fatality on
the Mallacoota Bar earlier this year and has resulted in
12 fatalities on the Lakes Entrance Bar in the last 60 years.

He is also concerned about:
… amateur boatmen lacking experience in breaking sea
conditions and unduly encouraged by the widely advertised
but very misleading statement that it will be 90 per cent
usable.
One of the outcomes of such casualties and particularly in this
case will be the real risk of very large-scale public liability
claims against the shire and the state.

In the letter he has suggested, as have many:
… there is a much lower cost option that could have been
provided on the existing site. It could have comprised a
simpler breakwater on the outer half of the existing reef,
required no road on a public beach and been served by a more
compact parking area much closer to the ramp … It is an
option that would have satisfied the community and avoided
the anger and controversy that will rage on long into the
future.

Ms Joan Kimm emailed me on 29 July. She raised the
issue of what is actually behind the government and the
shire’s determination to persist with option 3b, given
that so many organisations are opposed to it, the panel
was opposed to it and the majority of the people are
opposed to it. She raised the issue of the real reason for
the government and the shire insisting on constructing
this huge — 130 metres long and 2.8 metres tall —
breakwater of rocks at Bastion Point, completely
destroying the ocean beach there. She is concerned, as
am I, as to whether there are ulterior motives there.
On 2 August I received an interesting email from a
marine biologist and PhD candidate in marine ecology
at University of Sydney by the name of Rodrigo
Roman. He is concerned about construction of the
breakwater and boat ramp, which would have serious
negative impacts for the conservation of biodiversity in
the area. His email makes the point:
Bastion Point is the largest platform rock in the middle
section of the Twofold Shelf bioregion.
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He is referring there to Twofold Bay at Eden. He went
on to say:
It possesses a variety of habitats and the organisms that
inhabit there, display differential traits in comparison to those
which are further north (e.g. marine snails are bigger than
those inhabiting in Eden).
Bastion Point presents exposed and sheltered areas and an
inclined slope which facilitates the intertidal organisms to
perform a variety of ecological processes, such as,
recruitment, migration among different patches and
competition for space and resource within the area.
The closest localities to Bastion Point are affected by the
seasonal changes of the Tasmanian sea which produce
massive movement of sands and this ultimately alters
negatively the abundance and diversity of the intertidal
assemblage. However, Bastion Point is not affected by the
oceanographic conditions due to its physical features
mentioned above.
This observation suggests that Bastion Point may act as a
reservoir of biodiversity for the region. It is likely that Bastion
Point may have a ‘closed community’ which means that their
process of reproduction and dispersion occurs only at that
spot. In other words, the populations of invertebrates that
inhabit at that place are regulated by the environmental
variables of the area at a very fine scale.
… it would therefore be destructive to declare the zone for
‘tourist development’ because there is enough scientific basis
to think that Bastion Point might be a hot spot for
biodiversity.

Again he is raising another issue further to the
environmental values that I mentioned in my
contribution — but his contribution is from a marine
ecologist’s point of view — that is, the uniqueness of
the intertidal shelf that attaches the Bastion Point beach.
I spoke also about the reef that will be destroyed. Not
only is it a famous surfing reef — Broken Boards —
but it is also part of the ecology, and there is also a rock
pool there which is much valued for its ecological
value. These would be destroyed by the construction of
option 3b.
I received a letter from Patsy Lisle on 21 August. It is a
very long letter concerning Mr Philip Davis, so I will
just refer to some excerpts from it. Amongst other
things it says:
… Mr Davis asserts that to oppose option 3b in favour of a
smaller upgrade to the current site ‘dismisses all of the
research and all of the work done on this project over 30 years
as irrelevant’. This is completely false. Virtually all the
research has found in favour of a smaller upgrade … the
panel found that option 3b failed on virtually all criteria …

That is what I said in my contribution on 26 June. Then
she took issue with Mr Davis’s argument, which she
said:
… sets out from a mistaken assumption that to oppose
option 3b is to oppose safe ocean access for Mallacoota.
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Mr Davis has conflated two separate matters he either cannot,
or chooses not to understand …
Firstly, is there a need for improved ocean access at Bastion
Point?

She said most participants in the debate would say yes.
Patsy Lisle’s letter goes on:
Second, is option 3b an appropriate design for delivering safe
ocean access at Bastion Point? To this question, the answers
from the community are 4:1 saying no. And the answer from
the following relevant authorities and key stakeholder groups
is no:
Gippsland Coastal Board;
Department of Sustainability and Environment;
Department of Transport;
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She also points to Mr Davis’s claim that the principal
asset of Mallacoota’s economy is that it is an ocean
access point for recreational boaters. Ms Lisle says that
Marine Safety Victoria investigated such claims and
found that a need for such a facility had not been
demonstrated and the case of demand from recreational
boaters has not been made. In addition she writes that
research has been done into the tourism industry on
which Mallacoota’s economy depends and that research
into improving the tourism industry in East Gippsland
emphasises that the key market is wilderness tourism.
She refers Mr Davis to the East Gippsland Strategic
Tourism Plan 2006–2011 and Australia’s Coastal
Wilderness Natural Landscape Experiences
Development Strategy June 2011. In fact the panel also
found that that there was a danger that option 3b could
harm businesses dependent on tourism.

Marine Safety Victoria;
independent panel for the EES inquiry;
Boating Industry Association of Victoria.

She refers to the independent panel finding that
potentially catastrophic risks are introduced by
option 3b and that those risks are unacceptable. She
refers to the matter that I have raised about how boats
will be hit by waves from the side, putting them at risk
of capsizing, and she also talks at some length about the
usability issue. The letter continues:
Option 3b is designed to provide 90 per cent usability, which
means that boats can be launched 90 per cent of the time at a
site where it is safe to go to sea around 50 to 60 per cent of
the time …
The formula which produced options of the huge scale of the
breakwater in option 3b is the demand for 90 per cent
usability combined with a wave height no higher than
0.2 metres at the end of the ramp.

This comes from the guidelines for the design of
marinas, Australian standard 3962. This issue has been
raised with me by a number of people. We are not
talking about a marina, so the Australian standard 3962
for marinas is not appropriate to be used with regard to
the breakwater and boat ramp that we are talking about
in terms of option 3b. Patsy Lisle further argued:
One of the most important aspects of the research is that
severe doubts exist regarding the design of option 3b, and its
capacity to produce a functional facility … The panel report
includes evidence given by three people with coastal
engineering expertise and experience, including Mr Michael
Perry, mentioned earlier, that the five years of data collection
on coastal processes is too short a period. It is considered
likely that the modelling undertaken has underestimated sand
movement at the site by ‘nearly an order of magnitude’.
The panel found that there was an acceptable level of risk
associated with sand entrapment with option 3b, which made
practical use of the facility uncertain and could also
drastically increase ongoing dredging costs.

Ms Lisle also goes on to object to the ‘Brunswick’
comments made by Mr Davis, and she takes issue with
him implying that there is something inherently wrong
with non-residents of Mallacoota opposing option 3b.
As I said before, many people who know and love
Mallacoota do not live there, and they are quite within
their rights to have an opinion about the destruction that
is going to be caused by the construction of this boat
ramp. Ms Lisle also said:
The wilderness coastline of south-east Australia is an asset for
all. Thousands of people come to enjoy these relatively
untouched beaches. The corruption of due process in the
passage of this proposed development should, and does,
produce outrage at the failure of democratic process.

Ms Robyn Frazer wrote to me as well. She also refers
to the plebiscite held by the council, ‘which was
successful in voting for an “upgrade to the existing
ramp” certainly not for 3b’. That was the plebiscite that
Mr Davis referred to, but he neglected to mention that it
was not about option 3b. Ms Frazer also said that she
and her family have lived in Mallacoota since 1985,
and she says that they are concerned about the safety
implications of the construction of option 3b.
The last letter that I will refer to has come from
Mr Vernon Darby, who is a resident of Mallacoota. He
has raised his family in Mallacoota, and said he:
had every intention to remain, believing it to be a place of
such environmental qualities and community values that an
equal would be difficult to find. Sadly I am now unsure. I am
unsure if I could confront, on a daily basis, the environmental
and social consequences of the proposed development.

He also added something I found very interesting. He
notes that he has been associated with projects at
Mallacoota, Gipsy Point, Bemm River and Swan Reach
over many years involving boat launching facilities. As
part of background research he has generally reviewed,
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photographed and in some situations site measured
most such facilities from Bairnsdale to the mid-New
South Wales coast. He said:
The dangerous conditions created at Narooma, NSW, as a
result of a breakwater development (with subsequent loss of
lives), and the folly of a failed breakwater construction at
Trial Bay, South West Rocks, northern NSW … should have
been essential viewing to the council and councillors alike.

Again this raises, quite forcibly, the safety issues that
have been raised by so many people about the
construction of option 3b.
Some things were said by Mr Davis on behalf of the
government that were not accurate. What is accurate is
the research and the many reviews, panel reports and
views of the organisations I have already mentioned.
The people involved in these organisations are very
familiar with boating and boat ramps.
The Gippsland Coastal Board (GCB) is one of three
regional coastal boards formed under the Coastal
Management Act 1995 which report to the Minister for
Environment and Climate Change. The Victorian
Coastal Council is the statewide umbrella organisation
for integrated coastal management in Victoria. The
GCB opposes construction of the oversized boat ramp
at Bastion Point.
Again I pay tribute to the residents, and non-residents,
of Mallacoota, who love it for its wilderness values. In
particular I pay tribute to the people involved in Save
Bastion Point and affiliated organisations whom I listed
in my original contribution on 26 June. I thank those
people for their ongoing fight to see a better resolution
of this issue, because, as Mr Viney said, we need a
better resolution. As much of the correspondence to me
has said, this issue will be ongoing and has already
broken the hearts of many people — indeed the
majority of people — in the community.
No members of the East Gippsland Shire Council are
residents of Mallacoota, yet they have made a decision
which will affect the Mallacoota residents. From the
residents’ point of view, and that of many other people
around Victoria, the councillors have ignored the
evidence put before them, ignored the very strong
views of members of the Mallacoota community and
ignored the fact that once this boat ramp has been
constructed, it cannot be taken away.
In the conclusion of my contribution in June I said that
even the proponents of the larger upgrade should
support a minor upgrade to start with to see how it goes.
I am sure that would resolve the situation, as Mr Viney
said, in a way that would not cause so much angst in the
community. I suggest that it is still not too late for that
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to happen. I suggest that the contractor who has been
brought in could have its contract altered to provide
only the minor upgrade, as recommended by the
independent panel which looked at all the evidence.
That is what members of that panel recommended very
strongly on environmental, economic and safety
grounds.
I return to the original point of the motion, which is that
the minister explain his decisions — because he has not
done so — and release the advice he has received and
upon which he has come to such an unacceptable
decision and that he go to Mallacoota and speak with its
residents and explain how he came to this decision.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 18
Broad, Ms (Teller)
Darveniza, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lenders, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Scheffer, Mr
Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
Tarlamis, Mr
Tee, Mr
Tierney, Ms
Viney, Mr

Noes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr D.
Davis, Mr P.
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Elsbury, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Guy, Mr
Hall, Mr

Koch, Mr
Kronberg, Mrs
Lovell, Ms
Millar, Mrs
O’Brien, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr

Pairs
Barber, Mr

Coote, Mrs

Motion negatived.

EAST–WEST LINK
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house notes the —
(1) Napthine government’s dud $8 billion east–west tunnel
will drain funds away from local schools, local hospitals,
local public transport, local roads and other essential
services and infrastructure in the Northern Metropolitan
Region which are languishing under the Napthine
government;
(2) adverse impact this dud project will have on local
residents’ amenity;
and calls on the Napthine government to subject this project
to the will of the Victorian people at the 2014 state election.

EAST–WEST LINK
Wednesday, 18 September 2013

COUNCIL

The government did not take the east–west link project
to the Victorian people at the last state election. In a
most disingenuous way the Premier has sought to claim
during the past week that somehow the federal election
result provides him with a mandate which he does not
have. Nothing could be further from the truth. The
federal election was not fought on the east–west project
issues; it was fought on federal issues. The east–west
project remains a critical issue for this Parliament to
debate, and I am sure that debate will occur again on
many occasions.
I wish to speak to this motion particularly because
many constituents in Northern Metropolitan Region
will be significantly affected if this project goes ahead. I
have explained in the past that a number of people will
have their homes compulsorily acquired as part of this
project, particularly in the city of Yarra and also in the
cities of Melbourne and Moonee Valley. Those
households will be directly affected by this project.
Many other houses will not be compulsorily acquired
but will be affected by this project, and those
homeowners will not be compensated in any way by
the government. The value of their homes will
diminish, and the amenity of their surrounding
neighbourhoods will also diminish. Parkland will be
affected or lost, and many communities will be affected
in many ways. None of those individuals or
communities will be compensated as part of this
project. This is a significant issue for the people of my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region because
they are going to have this project foisted upon them.
The consequences will be twofold: there will be
impacts on the amenity of the area enjoyed by local
residents, and funds will be drained away from other
worthy projects in the electorate.
By way of background it is interesting to note that this
government, under Premier Napthine, has started
pushing hard on this project in recent months because
of the public perception that the previous Premier was a
do-nothing Premier. We all know the government has
been sitting on its hands and doing nothing for the first
three years of this term. The previous Premier did not
invest in major infrastructure projects, and the
government has allowed relevant ministers, including
the Minister for Public Transport, to watch Victoria’s
construction industry grind to a halt. Very little was
done to invest in major infrastructure projects.
It appears that what has happened in response to this is
that the government has gone to VicRoads, Linking
Melbourne Authority and other parts of the transport
bureaucracy and said, ‘Go and look in your bottom
drawer, see what you can find and come to us with
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plans that we can get shovel ready and proceed with on
an urgent basis to try to convince the Victorian people
that we are actually doing something’. That, in essence,
is what is driving the haste — —
Mr Leane — And the panic.
Ms MIKAKOS — Mr Leane is correct; it is driving
the panic and the push for this project.
From the project’s expression-of-interest document
came the incredible revelation that the government
intends to sign the contracts for this project eight weeks
out from next year’s state election. It is a project the
government has no mandate for, but it wishes to sign up
and commit the Victorian people to expenditure of
$8 billion despite the fact that it could put the proposal
to the Victorian people in November next year. The
only way to explain the haste and panic to sign these
contracts in September next year is to see the project
through the prism of the political dilemma that the
government is currently experiencing: it has no projects
of its own to show for three years of government, and it
will have very little to show after four years in
government. Those opposite want to proceed in a
panicked manner to sign up to contracts in September
next year to try to convince the Victorian people that
they have done something over their four-year term.
I remind members opposite that they made no mention
of the east–west link project in their policy platform
before the 2010 state election. They spoke about a
whole lot of things. They were going to build a railway
to Doncaster and provide a link to the airport. They
claimed their priority was in the area of public
transport. Imagine the Victorian people’s shock that all
the government has done is undertake studies of a range
of potential public transport projects and that the only
major project it wants to invest in is an $8 billion road
tunnel.
If the government is so confident it has picked a winner
with this project, it should have the courage to take it to
the people at next year’s state election. The Premier has
sought to claim that somehow the federal election result
was all decided on the basis of the east–west project
and that the coalition was successful at the federal
election because of the east–west link. I challenge the
government: if it is so convinced that this project is
such a winner and that it played such a significant role,
then it should have absolutely no hesitation in taking it
to the Victorian people and letting them decide if they
think it is a winner — if they think it will be beneficial
to their local communities.
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We on this side of the house are very concerned about
the secrecy that has dogged this project. Vital
information has been kept out of the public domain and
hidden from scrutiny. That is quite extraordinary when
it is estimated that this project will cost $8 billion. We
have seen from the government a lack of information
about a range of critical questions. We have seen a
reluctance or inability to provide a business case. The
government has not consulted with the community
about this project, and it has failed to address a range of
concerns about transport and traffic congestion in
metropolitan Melbourne. What we do know is that the
government has released a summary document that is
only a few pages long.
Mr Leane interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — We have seen coloured
triangles. We have seen animated videos.
Mr Leane interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — That is right; we have seen
pictures of trams, as well as other graphics and artwork
that have nothing to do with the project itself. We know
the detail that the community would expect in regard to
an $8 billion tunnel is missing. If the government thinks
it can hide the business case for this project and expects
Victorians to believe that other local projects will not be
shelved for it, it is sorely mistaken. I do not think the
Victorian people will readily buy the argument that
they should sign a blank cheque for the project without
realising that a whole lot of projects in their local
communities will miss out as a result.
The government has made a number of claims around
the expected vehicle usage of this tunnel. It is claimed
that an estimated 80 000 to 100 000 vehicles will use
this tunnel and that trips between the Eastern Freeway
and CityLink will be cut to 7 minutes. However, on
19 August the Age published a leaked email from a
whistleblower — someone who worked for the
government — that shows that these figures appear to
have been artificially inflated. In another article the Age
quoted a leaked memo from a senior VicRoads
transport economist that said that the projection the
Premier had made ‘smacks of a desire to enhance the
quantum of benefits’.
We know that people who have previously worked at a
senior level in government, been intimately involved
with such issues and have all the insider information
and knowledge around this issue have in effect said that
the government is relying on dodgy figures. We know
from past traffic modelling that 80 per cent of cars exit
the Eastern Freeway at Hoddle Street, and that is not
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expected to change. I question why the government is
proceeding with this project when it has no plans for
addressing the traffic management issues in Hoddle
Street itself.
The vexed issue of Hoddle Street is one that
significantly impacts on my electorate, as it goes
through the city of Yarra and beyond in terms of the
link with the Monash Freeway. A significant number of
people who drive through the northern part of
Melbourne into the city also utilise Hoddle Street.
There is not just traffic coming off the Eastern Freeway
but also traffic coming from the growing communities
further to the north, in particular the city of Whittlesea,
which is one of the fastest growing municipalities in the
country. Much of that traffic funnels into Hoddle Street.
However, the government is looking at making that
situation even worse, because we know people will
want to turn left off the Eastern Freeway to get onto
Hoddle Street to not only avoid tolls but also get to their
places of employment. Most of the traffic that flows
into Hoddle Street is going either to the CBD or other
inner Melbourne areas, because those areas are where
people are employed.
The tunnel is also expected to funnel more traffic down
to already-congested Flemington Road. I am concerned
about this, because it is in the vicinity of a number of
hospitals. The on ramps and off ramps for CityLink will
be right near Royal Melbourne Hospital, Royal
Women’s Hospital and Royal Children’s Hospital,
which will create even more traffic problems for people
wanting to access these hospitals.
The matter of the cost-benefit analysis has also come up
during the course of the public debate on this issue
because there have been questions about the claim by
the government in its glossy brochure that the project
will generate $1.40 in benefits for every $1 invested.
This figure has not been backed up by any publicly
available analysis, so it was quite extraordinary that
during the federal election campaign Tony Abbott was
prepared to commit $1.5 billion of funding for this
project, sight unseen and without having himself seen
the cost-benefit analysis or the business case. That is
quite a remarkable piece of irresponsible policy-making
that I am sure he will come to regret over time. We
have no published cost-benefit analysis, and it is a
contradiction of Mr Abbott’s infrastructure funding
policy that he would be prepared to hand over this
amount of money without getting a whole lot of data to
back up this project.
Also of concern to me in terms of the new federal
government’s position in relation to this issue has been
the fact that it has said it will only fund road projects
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and not public transport projects. An article I saw in the
Age of 2 September quoted Mr Abbott as saying that
the commonwealth should ‘stick to its knitting’ and
fund roads, not urban rail. That is a very outdated view;
we need to move on from thinking that federal
governments should be only about funding roads. We
have a lot of very important public transport needs in
this state, and Mr Abbott throwing his support behind
the east–west project and neglecting the Melbourne
Metro rail tunnel means that project is likely to languish
for a significant time.
The Melbourne Metro rail tunnel is a project initiated
by the previous Labor government that had already
been assessed by Infrastructure Australia as being
economically beneficial and ready to go. Public
Transport Victoria has said that without the extra
capacity of the new rail tunnel, several lines will
become so overcrowded by the decade’s end that some
passengers will not be able to board peak-hour trains.
That is precisely when this government has said it will
turn its attention to the Melbourne Metro rail tunnel. It
has said that the decade’s end is the period it is looking
at.
That is extremely disappointing, because this project
could provide a huge benefit to not only my
constituents in Northern Metropolitan Region but also
those in many other parts of the state and particularly
commuters in the western suburbs. It could help to
expand the capacity of our rail network as the
population grows into the future. I was really pleased
that the Rudd government had committed to fund
$3 billion for this project, so it was disappointing that
Tony Abbott was not prepared to match that
commitment and that this project will now not
receive — —
Mr Finn — You mean the Prime Minister, don’t
you?
Ms MIKAKOS — Yes, he is now Prime Minister;
he was not at that time. He was not prepared to make a
similar commitment in relation to supporting the
Melbourne Metro rail tunnel.
That is a very outdated way of thinking, as I said, and I
hope the new federal government will quickly come to
realise that that way of thinking needs to change and
that it should invest in major public transport projects
into the future. There has been significant population
growth in Melbourne in the past decade, and that is
putting enormous stress on our public transport system.
It is therefore important that there be a corresponding
investment in these projects, not just by state
governments but also by the federal government.
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I come now to the issue of the impact of the east–west
tunnel project on my community at a more local level.
As my motion outlines, a whole lot of projects are
going to miss out because $8 million is going to drain
funds away from a lot of other needs, not just in my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region but in other
parts of Melbourne and Victoria. It is important to view
this issue in the context of the needs of our state as the
population grows.
I particularly want to put on record the fact that there
has been significant growth in our key growth areas
across Melbourne. These include the municipalities of
Cardinia, Casey, Hume, Melton, Mitchell, Wyndham
and Whittlesea. South Morang, which is in my
electorate, is the fastest growing suburb in Australia at
the moment. The city of Whittlesea as a whole is
experiencing enormous growth and the needs of that
community are great, as they are in other parts of my
electorate.
In relation to the growth areas, the Victorian
Auditor-General recently tabled a report in this place
which highlights the inadequacy of transport in key
growth areas. The Auditor-General found that despite
population in these areas being estimated to grow by
77 per cent, there is no clear statewide strategy to
address transport needs. The Auditor-General
highlighted key investments that were funded by the
Labor government. These included extending the
Melbourne Metro rail network to Sydenham,
Craigieburn and South Morang; extending the
electrified network to Sunbury; new stations at
Lynbrook, Cardinia Road and Williams Landing; the
regional rail link; the Pakenham, Deer Park and
Craigieburn bypasses; the M1-Monash-CityLink-West
Gate upgrade; as well as the M80 Ring Road upgrade.
Many of the projects I have just highlighted provided a
direct benefit to my electorate, and I was very pleased
to support them.
The Victorian Auditor-General found that government
funding for outer suburban road funding has been cut
from what the Labor government provided, going from
$127 million over two years to around $106 million
over three years. He also found that a plan to fund
high-priority, low-cost transport infrastructure and
service improvements in growth areas at an estimated
cost of between $75 million and $90 million had been
shelved because of limitations of state resources and a
decision to fund other state priorities.
The Victorian Auditor-General’s report is really quite
damning in that it identifies a whole lot of needs,
including those in growth areas such as the city of
Whittlesea, where both roads funding and public
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transport projects are languishing under this
government. I am even more alarmed to think that
$8 billion being invested in one dud road tunnel will
mean that these projects are going to continue to
languish and these needs will remain unmet for even
longer. Some $8 billion of taxpayers money is going to
be wasted on a tunnel that very few people will benefit
from or use. This funding will not be available for a
whole lot of local road projects and public transport
projects in Northern Metropolitan Region and the rest
of Victoria.
Other local projects will also be put on the backburner.
For example, as part of its top 10 priorities for
consideration in this year’s budget, the City of
Whittlesea lobbied for the Hume interchange at
O’Herns Road and the Edgars Road extension and for
the duplication of Epping Road. A whole lot of other
transport and road projects have been identified as
worthy of support. I have spoken about the Melbourne
Metro rail tunnel already; we saw in the budget a
reannouncement of $49.7 million of planning money
that was allocated in last year’s budget and not used and
no further funding commitment this year for its
construction.
We have seen a whole lot of railway crossings in the
northern suburbs being rated in the top 10 black spots in
terms of the priority list and yet miss out on funding,
while one in Brighton that was rated no. 223 on the
transport department’s priority list is being funded. The
crossings at Bell Street in Preston and Coburg and
Macaulay Road, Kensington, were rated in the top 10
on the transport department’s priority list, and yet these
projects missed out on funding. I would be concerned,
with this $8 billion commitment, that they will keep
missing out on funding.
Before the election we heard a whole lot of rhetoric
from the coalition about Rowville rail, Doncaster rail
and a Tullamarine rail link. People took a lot of that to
mean that those opposite were going to fund and build
those rail projects and have been quite shocked to
discover that the government is only prepared to fund
studies and is not in fact moving to construct any of
those rail projects at all.
We have seen many projects missing out. The thing that
alarms me the most, because I am someone who
regards education as one of our top priorities and as one
of my personal top priorities, is the fact that a lot of our
local schools continue to miss out on funding year after
year under this government. Every year since this
coalition government came to office school capital
infrastructure has been consistently shrunk. The
government lowered the funding again this year — it is
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$69 million less than last year — and many schools
have missed out on funding. Funding for William
Ruthven Secondary College, for example, is now more
than three years overdue. It had stage 2 of its
redevelopment ready to go, but unfortunately the
change of government got in the way. This government
does not seem to know where the north of the Yarra is,
and schools in the northern suburbs continue to miss
out.
William Ruthven Secondary College is just one of the
schools that continues to miss out. You have to wonder
how bad things are going to get. When the government
commits $8 billion in taxpayers funds for 5 kilometres
of road, how much money is going to be made
available for things such as school capital
improvements? Other schools are also languishing.
Rosanna Golf Links Primary School, Viewbank
College, Dallas Brooks Community Primary School —
there are many local schools missing out on critical
capital and maintenance funding at the moment.
That is what is concerning me in moving this motion
today. With a project that will cost a staggering
$8 billion for 5 kilometres of road — that is $1.6 billion
for every kilometre of tunnel that will be built —
Victorian taxpayers and the Victorian community will
miss out on a whole lot of other critical infrastructure
which is already being put on the backburner under this
government. These projects will languish for even
longer.
This project will do nothing to address local road
congestion issues in Hoddle Street, and it will do very
little for the vast majority of road users who do not use
the Eastern Freeway at the moment. The people in my
electorate, from the central and northern parts of
Melbourne, who do not currently use the Eastern
Freeway will be scratching their heads and wondering
what benefits they will get from an $8 billion project.
They might use the Eastern Freeway occasionally, as
do I, to head to other parts of Melbourne, but they are
not regular users; they do not commute daily using the
freeway. For people commuting daily from most of my
electorate, the traffic flow is north–south — that is,
people heading into the city centre — and they will
wonder what direct benefit they will get from this level
of investment.
Our concerns are around the secrecy of the project to
date, the lack of detail and information around the
business case, the lack of information around traffic
flows and around possible tolls, and the amount of tolls
that will be imposed on road users, including on the
existing parts of the Eastern Freeway, and the impact
this might have in terms of diverting additional traffic

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Wednesday, 18 September 2013

COUNCIL

onto the Chandler Highway as people no doubt attempt
to escape any tolls that might be put on the existing part
of the Eastern Freeway. Traffic will be funnelled onto
the Chandler Highway and onto Heidelberg Road and
into parts of Alphington, Fairfield and Kew. All these
issues need to be explored, and all the information
needs to be provided to the Victorian public.
Because of our concerns about the project and the fact
that taxpayer funds could be used to address traffic
congestion through many other worthy projects, the
Labor opposition has been calling on the Napthine
government to subject this project to the will of the
Victorian people at the 2014 election. The Labor
opposition has said it will release its fully costed and
detailed transport policy before the end of the year to
give the Victorian people a clear choice between an
$8 billion tunnel shrouded in secrecy and a plan to meet
the road and public transport needs of the entire state
and not just a 5-kilometre stretch of road. The choice
will be clear to the Victorian people next year.
However, if the coalition government has the courage
of its convictions, and if it thinks this project is as
crash-hot as it claims, it should be prepared to not sign
the contracts in September next year but to take this
project to the Victorian people at the 2014 election.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Auditor-General: Developing Transport
Infrastructure and Services for Population
Growth Areas
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Auditor-General’s report Developing
Transport Infrastructure and Services for Population
Growth Areas. What is immediately obvious on reading
the report is that young families who presently aspire to
purchase their own home increasingly have to move
further afield to realise their dreams. Real estate prices
in the inner Melbourne suburbs have risen enormously
over the last few years, so the only hope for most young
couples is to seek an affordable property on the outer
fringes of Melbourne. The trouble with that is the
current infrastructure in the outer suburbs is totally
inadequate, and we have seen a failure by this
government to plan for the delivery of essential services
such as roads, schools and hospitals. This means new
growth area residents have no other option but to drive
their cars to access these facilities, and in some cases
they are forced to buy additional cars because public
transport is almost non-existent.
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Property developers have been permitted to build
willy-nilly across the state with serious social
consequences for families. Families who are spending
far too much time driving their cars are causing more
traffic congestion in an attempt to access their
workplaces. Added to the increased pollution from
additional vehicles is the lack of jobs and educational
facilities for their children. The livability of outer
Melbourne is certainly looking very bleak. Rapidly
growing communities must have support mechanisms
established prior to moving to the growth corridors, and
the government must commit to putting in place a
cohesive and practical plan that will no doubt cost
billions of dollars. But the money will be well spent.
The Auditor-General has provided recommendations
that put forward an effective and practical way forward.
In essence, the government must consult with all
relevant stakeholders and put together a strategic plan
of action. With proper planning the green wedge
growth areas will eventually become a natural
extension of the city, and there will be the complete and
necessary modern infrastructure needed to sustain its
expanding population.
I fully support the findings in the Auditor-General’s
report and agree that its recommendations are practical
and realistic. But without the imprimatur or the
commitment by government, the fringe areas are
doomed to swamp the already overcrowded facilities in
metropolitan Melbourne. If it all sounds very gloomy
and dire, it is because too much time has elapsed and
too little prioritisation has been given to this problem.
The Auditor-General has shown the government the
way to prepare for the future expansion of our great
city. Let us hope the government not only takes note of
the report but that it actually implements its
recommendations.

Regional Development Victoria:
report 2012–13
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to speak on the 2012–13 annual
report of Regional Development Victoria. This is an
important report from an important body, which has
implemented a very important and significant
commitment promised by the coalition leading up to the
2010 election and for many years before that, and it is a
commitment that has been delivered. It has been more
than delivered; it has been legislated not just for this
term of Parliament but for the next term as well. I refer
to the $1 billion Regional Growth Fund.
In relation to the report, Mr Jennings was particularly
keen to seek a bipartisan approach to matters. In my
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travels I am yet to hear any congratulations on this
important project, this important program and this
important legislation from members opposite,
notwithstanding they know it is considered by regional
cities, small towns and councils, which were previously
neglected, as a popular program and a popular
legislative initiative. As outlined in this report, under
this program those councils were able to apply for
funding, putting up their local initiatives across a wide
range of subject areas. That is best covered by the
report, and in the time available to me I will provide
members with just a snippet of what has occurred.
The report identifies both the planning side and the
direct funding side of regional development. Both sides
are critical if we seek to reverse the centralisation that
has occurred in Melbourne over many years and to
redevelop our regions. One of those critical initiatives,
which is identified on page 16 of the report, is working
with regional cities, and that includes the state
government’s commitment of $300 000 to initiate
stage 1 of the regional city growth strategy and the
further strategy to identify leveraging opportunities
over the next 25 years. That is the start. The Minister
for Planning, together with the Minister for Regional
and Rural Development, the Premier, as Minister for
Regional Cities, and Mr Drum, as Parliamentary
Secretary for Regional Development, will provide a
coordinated approach from the top levels of this
government to long-term planning for delivery of
strategic initiatives as well as specific investments. We
look forward to that work rolling out.
Another item mentioned in the report is something that
the previous government said could never happen —
that is, the progressive rollout of gas pipelines to the
towns that were promised to be identified. Throughout
2012–13 those pipelines have been rolled out to towns
across Victoria, including several towns in my
electorate — Bannockburn, Winchelsea and Avoca —
and other towns that are listed in the report. That is a
significant investment that will bring long-term
improvements to the livability of these towns, that will
bring them into parity and equity with the sorts of
facilities that have been taken for granted in
metropolitan Melbourne for many years and that will
drive that further development.
I will refer to some other initiatives outlined in the
report. There is an initiative to improve Port Fairy’s
streetscape; $900 000 has been provided to enhance
Port Fairy’s town centre, which is supported by a
$500 000 grant to the Moyne Shire Council. The
government has provided $200 000 for the Ocean
Grove town centre urban design framework and
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implementation project, and has supported that funding
with a $100 000 grant to the City of Greater Geelong.
Putting Locals First is a terrific program, and as at June
this year this program has delivered a total of
$42.4 million across 379 projects, with a total project
cost of $1.14 million. The leveraged investment and the
Minister for Planning’s significant initiatives with the
flying squad combined with other reforms to planning
indicate that this government is continuing to grow the
regions.
As I said, the $1 billion Regional Growth Fund is a
program that has been legislated for over two terms.
We look forward to members opposite finally agreeing
to get on board in relation to these important initiatives
and agreeing to support this program and commit to it,
because we certainly would not want to see it
threatened by the potential of Labor forces — or worse,
the Greens — returning to power in Victoria.

Mental Health Review Board: report 2012–13
Ms DARVENIZA (Northern Victoria) — I am very
pleased to make some comments on the Mental Health
Review Board’s annual report for 2012–13. I hope
Mr Finn pays careful attention because I know this is an
area that he is particularly interested in. I am sure he
will find the contents of this report very interesting and
no doubt he will hurry off to the papers office to get
himself a copy.
At the outset I acknowledge the contribution of the
board president, Matthew Carroll. As many members
know, I worked for many years as a mental health nurse
before I became involved in politics and before I
became a parliamentarian. I am very interested in all
things to do with mental health, particularly the Mental
Health Review Board. I can remember when the board
was first established, got its powers under legislation
and started to carry out its work in our mental health
facilities.
In September 2012 the board reached a milestone of
25 years of operation. Since its introduction the service
system that provides care and treatment to people
experiencing mental illness has become unrecognisable,
and it is now entering a further phase of significant
change, particularly with the concerted focus on
recovery-oriented practice.
This report contains details of what has been another
very busy year in terms of the board’s functions. In the
last year the board had 14 623 hearings listed;
6011 hearings were conducted; 3009 patients attended
hearings; and 372 patients were discharged. The board
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must be congratulated on the enormous amount of work
it has undertaken to prepare for the proposed new
mental health act. It is intended that this act will replace
the board with a more contemporary mental health
tribunal.

at hand, as well as a great deal of enthusiasm and ideas
for the future that lies ahead.

Given the scheme of orders and strict statutory
timelines that have been proposed for the new act, the
tribunal will need to be able to conduct a larger number
of routinely scheduled hearings and also be able to
conduct ad hoc matters as and when required. This has
profound implications for the technology,
administrative systems and operational procedures that
will be needed to replace those currently in place for the
board, which holds fortnightly hearings at venues. As
with any service area there are always challenges.

Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise on this
very wet Melbourne evening to speak on the — —

In my electorate of Northern Victoria Region cuts to
regional mental health services have been devastating.
My electorate is a very big rural and regional electorate,
and it covers just under half the state. I know that
mental health services across regional areas are hurting,
with staff shortages, a lack of workplace plans and a
lack of funding from the Liberal-Nationals coalition
government. Goulburn Valley Health plans to cut
after-hours access to its on-call crisis and assessment
treatment team, which services a huge catchment area.
In Bendigo changes to local outreach mental health
services could see more stress put on embattled
ambulances and the Bendigo Hospital emergency
department. One of my colleagues in the other place
has said that this will be the third time Bendigo Health
has attempted to withdraw this service. It will mean that
mental health patients in the Bendigo region, including
Castlemaine, Maryborough, Kyneton and Echuca, will
no longer have face-to-face after-hours assessments
done by on-call trained mental health clinicians.
Division commander Daryl Clifton of Bendigo police
has described the growth in mental health problems as
astronomical. He has said that police respond to about
50 call-outs for attempted or threatened suicide every
month. The police cells in Bendigo fill up when
Bendigo Health’s emergency department is stretched to
the limit. In the Wodonga area of my electorate a
regional mental health strategy is required to provide
for those with serious mental illness, including
step-down care for those discharged from acute
services.
This is a very interesting report, and I would suggest
that all members take a look at it, because mental health
issues affect so many of our constituents. I want to take
this opportunity to acknowledge and thank the
members and staff of the board, all of whom have
shown unwavering commitment to the immediate work

Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human
Rights Commission: Protecting Us All

Hon. M. J. Guy — Sandbags.
Mr FINN — Sandbags Flannery is about to depart
the scene, but he is putting on his last show outside for
us tonight!
I wish to speak on a report of the Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission,
Protecting Us All — 2012 Report on the Operation of
the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities. I
have to say, just looking at this document, I can see it is
very well put together and well laid out. Obviously it is
quite an expensive document. A great deal of time,
effort and public money went into production of this
document. What a tragedy that is, because basically the
whole thing is a waste of time. As I have pointed out in
this house before, the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities is a blight on our state and one that I
hope will soon be gone. We have to remember — —
Ms Mikakos — Is that your party’s policy now?
Mr FINN — Ms Mikakos may well remember my
comments in my maiden speech on this subject because
I think she walked out shortly thereafter. My view has
not changed. I have my views on the Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission too,
although under the chairmanship of John Searle it has
improved its game, and I am delighted to be able to say
that. I had experience with the former Equal
Opportunity Commission, and at the time equal
opportunity was something it was not particularly
interested in at all. The whole thing was something of a
misnomer.
The Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities was
the child of a man of the time, the most dangerous
individual in the Victorian Parliament, the then
Attorney-General of Victoria, Rob Hulls. He was
heavily into legislating for political correctness at every
point that we knew of and quite a few that we did not.
His outrageous agenda was very much to the fore when
he came up with this Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities, which in his view would be able to
enter into every point of our lives right across this great
state of Victoria.
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One thing we know about this charter is that the rights
of minorities are protected. The then Attorney-General
made it very clear that he wanted the rights of
minorities to be protected. He did not particularly care
about the rights of the majority — far from it — but the
rights of minority groups were certainly very high on
his agenda. This led to an almost Orwellian Brave New
World where some things meant things they used to
mean and some things meant something they did not
mean at all. Over the years we have seen this charter
champion the rights of prisoners but not victims. It
champions the rights of the unelected judiciary but not
the Parliament. We are the elected representatives of
the people, but this charter puts the rights of the
unelected judiciary above this Parliament, something I
believe is a basic flaw beyond all else.
Despite the fact that this report is entitled Protecting Us
All, the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities
had no impact at all on the greatest attack on human
rights this state has ever seen — that is, the Abortion
Law Reform Act 2008, which allows thousands of
Victorian children to be killed each year and which
precludes doctors from exercising their right to
conscientious objection to this vile and barbaric
practice. I have to question the title of this report,
Protecting Us All, when clearly many thousands of
children in this state are being killed irrespective of
what the charter may say. Victoria would be far better
off without this charter. I look forward to its repeal. As
I said, Victoria will be a better place when it is gone.

Auditor-General: Developing Transport
Infrastructure and Services for Population
Growth Areas
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak about a recent report released by Victoria’s
Auditor-General entitled Developing Transport
Infrastructure and Services for Population Growth
Areas, which has revealed that the Napthine Liberal
government has no statewide plan to improve transport
infrastructure in growth areas. Further, the report found
that there is an immediate need for billions of dollars
worth of investment in growth areas, which are
experiencing rapid increases in population. This is a
damning situation for the Napthine Liberal government,
which is failing to keep up with the need for
infrastructure in rapidly growing areas across the state.
Instead it is diverting $8 billion of funding to the
5-kilometre east–west tunnel.
The growth areas covered in the Auditor-General’s
report include the local government areas of Cardinia,
Casey, Hume, Melton, Mitchell, Whittlesea and
Wyndham. By 2031 three of these areas — Melton,
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Mitchell and Wyndham — will have more than
doubled in population, with the remaining areas
growing between 50 and 85 per cent. The
Auditor-General’s report finds that some $36 billion is
needed over the next 30 years for transport
infrastructure in greenfields developments, including
$18 billion from the state government, with the
remaining amount coming from local government
authorities.
In the region I represent, Western Metropolitan Region,
three cities are of particular importance in this report —
that is, the cities of Hume, Melton and Wyndham.
Melton and Wyndham are two of the top three local
government areas in Melbourne for median distance
travelled for residents’ journeys to work, meaning
transport infrastructure is vital not just for access to
schools and recreational pursuits but also for jobs and
the economy in these communities. Without access to
work, the future opportunities and prosperity of these
communities are threatened. In the city of Hume the
population is set to increase by 50 per cent to 264 000
by 2031. The situation is similar in the city of Melton,
where the population is set to double to 225 800 by
2031. Melton has less than 1.5 public transport routes
per 10 000 people and over 30 per cent of households
are not located within 400 metres of a public transport
stop.
This situation will continue to force more vehicles onto
our roads, which are in desperate need of upgrading
because they are suffering from the coalition
government’s failure to fund road maintenance or
capital projects. The Auditor-General’s report found
that municipalities across Melbourne’s west are in need
of $2.5 billion in extra road funding to simply address
current issues. Unfortunately over $100 million in road
maintenance cuts by the Liberal government in 2012
has resulted in a backlog of road issues that need to be
addressed. That reduction in funding continued on from
2011–12. This is something on which this government
must act. It needs to get its priorities right. At the
moment it is focusing on one single project which will
not come online until 2015.
The government is locking a lot of money away — up
to $8 billion — for a project that is not starting for two
years. In the meantime all other road infrastructure and
other infrastructure projects around the state will suffer
because of it. It is clear as day from these figures that
the misdirection — —
Mr Finn — We are supporting jobs.
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Mr MELHEM — These jobs will not come online
for two years. What are you going to do in the
meantime?
Mr Finn — I thought you wanted jobs for
Victorians.
Mr MELHEM — Start spending some money
today, not in two years time. This government needs to
act. It needs to spend some money today on small
projects and on the suburbs. It needs to fix the roads
and it needs to build more train stations instead of just
locking this money away.
Under Premier Napthine — who is otherwise known as
‘Nap Time’ — we are seeing a government that in its
arrogance is determined to punish Victorian taxpayers,
motorists and public transport commuters who live in
growth areas by ignoring what is needed and focusing
on what is not. The direction needs to change for the
sake of the future of Melbourne’s growth areas and the
hundreds of thousands of families who reside in them.
It is time for the government to actually do something.
It needs to wake up to itself and start spending money
on various infrastructure projects, not just one single
project.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ondarchie) —
Order! I caution Mr Melhem on using inappropriate
names for members of Parliament. It is not acceptable.

Young Farmers Finance Council: report 2013
Mrs MILLAR (Northern Victoria) — I am pleased
to make a statement in relation to the 2013 annual
report of the Young Farmers Finance Council. The
Young Farmers Finance Council was formed by the
Victorian government through an act of Parliament in
1979 to assist young people with the challenge of
raising sufficient capital to establish themselves in
farming. Attracting young people to purchase and
successfully operate farms remains as strong and
compelling a priority in 2013 as it was at that time, and
the council continues to initiate and provide the means
for a significant number of Victorians, over 2135 from
1980 to present, to establish farming enterprises.
On page 2 of the report the chair of the council, Mr Rob
Goudswaard, states:
With the Victorian government challenging primary
producers to double agricultural output by 2030, our
commitment to assist the generational transition of young
people into the agricultural industry and allow them to
capitalise and learn from our senior farmers is more critical
than ever.

He goes on to state:
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According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ most recent
data, the average age of a farmer has peaked at 53 and will
decline slowly over the next 20 years. However, this decline
is not due to more young farmers entering agriculture but the
large number of farmers over 65 exiting the industry.
Therefore, we need to do more to encourage young farmers
through advocacy, and create more opportunities for young
people seeking careers in agriculture … Without encouraging
and assisting more young farmers into the industry, we risk a
severe skills shortage, and a capacity to compete globally.

The council, administered by Rural Finance, aims to
encourage the progression of well-qualified Victorian
farmers into asset ownership and more generally the
growth of Victorian agriculture. In 2012–13 the scheme
was once again fully subscribed, with 108 loans being
provided to a value of $22.43 million. The total sum
includes 39 loans to young broadacre farmers totalling
$8.96 million, 34 loans with a value of $6.9 million
provided to young dairy farmers and 35 loans to other
industries to the value of $6.57 million. This indicates
that demand continues to be strong and sustained.
The council grants three primary forms of loans for
purchase of stock and equipment, land purchase or
lease, and One 2 Grow, which is being financed to
purchase a first block of land to operate a commercial
farm. Loan duration and applicable concessional
interest rates vary depending on the form of loan, with
loan duration varying from 3 to 15 years and
concessional interest rates varying from 1 per cent to
2 per cent below the Rural Finance rate.
The council sets eligibility criteria for applicants,
including that the young farmer be not more than
40 years of age — though exceptions may apply in
special circumstances; possess high personal attributes;
have suitable farming experience and training in the
type of operation to be pursued; have the ability to
manage financial affairs and accumulate savings; have
the potential to make a success of the proposed venture
based on an established track record; be in genuine
need of concessional finance having regard to the
resources available within the farming family units; and
be personally involved in the day-to-day operation of
the land purchased. These criteria continue to provide
an appropriate framework to meet the goals of the
council and to ensure that assistance is provided to
those most suited to building successful farming
enterprises into the future.
Commenting on the demand in 2012–13 the annual
report notes:
Despite the difficulties experienced in some industries and
regions throughout Victoria, the demand for young farmers’
finance in 2012–13 has been strong. Higher demand has
come from the cropping areas of the Mallee, Wimmera and
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north-east due to good seasons and solid prices. Demand has
been slower from the south-west dairying and grazing areas,
again due to seasonal conditions and prices.

The report goes on to note:
Following a decade of drought, the irrigation areas of
northern Victoria have provided opportunities for some
young farmers to purchase land. This attraction has
particularly been in the dairy industry, where the investment
required to purchase a viable scale farm is significantly lower
than other areas of the state with similar productivity.

In conclusion, I again quote the council’s chair, Mr Rob
Goudswaard, who states:
Investing in our young farmers is more than just finding our
next generation of farmers. It’s about securing an industry
that’s vital to our state and national economies, and our
well-being as a society.

I congratulate the council on another successful year of
operation in support of our young farmers and this great
state.

Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee:
application of safer design principles and crime
prevention through environmental design
Mr SCHEFFER (Eastern Victoria) — The final
report of the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee’s
inquiry into the application of safer design principles
and crime prevention through environmental design
was also that committee’s final report. At first glance
the terms of reference looked like the committee was
being asked to undertake an audit of how local
governments had taken up and used, or not used, the
safer design guidelines for Victoria.
In fact the inquiry arranged for the first thorough survey
that asked councils to indicate the extent to which the
safer design guidelines and the safer design principles
for Victoria are currently applied and to comment on
how they use the guidelines and whether they think
they are effective. All but two of Victoria’s 79 local
government authorities completed the survey. The
committee found that just on 90 per cent were aware of
the guidelines, nearly 80 per cent thought they were a
useful resource and about three-quarters said the
guidelines were easy to follow, but only 62 per cent
said that they take the guidelines into account when
determining planning decisions. Less than half said
they liaise with developers on the safer design
principles, and slightly more — around 49 per cent —
said they asked the police to comment on crime
prevention aspects of proposed developments.
Around three-quarters of local government authorities
said that the state should do more to assist local
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governments to implement the guidelines and 60.6 per
cent said that the safer design principles should be
mandated. The issue of mandating the safer design
principles was a matter that was seriously considered
by members of the committee. New South Wales is the
only Australian state that mandates the need to consider
crime prevention through environmental design in the
planning system.
One side of the argument is that a voluntary approach is
preferred because mandating involves an additional
cost for developers and rigidly constrains the industry’s
creativity and flexibility. The other side of the argument
is that clear regulation is the only way to make sure that
planners and developers deliver built environments that
adhere to crime prevention through environmental
design principles because voluntary approaches do not
work.
The committee took a middle way, even though some
60 per cent of local governments said they wanted to
see the principles mandated and only 13 per cent said
the guidelines should not be mandated. The committee
recommended that local planning schemes be amended
to ensure that the guidelines are utilised for large-scale
developments or where a development is a crime risk.
As members know, the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee was wound up earlier this year and its
functions were amalgamated with those of the
Parliament’s Law Reform Committee to become the
Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee.
The government determined that the budget of the
Parliament could not extend to cover the addition of
two new committees — the Accountability and
Oversight Committee and the Independent Broad-based
Anti-corruption Commission Committee — to the
Parliament’s array of committees. Instead, four joint
investigatory committees were merged into two, with
the Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee and the
Law Reform Committee becoming the Law Reform
and Crime Prevention Committee, and the Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee and the Economic Development and
Infrastructure Committee becoming the Economic
Development, Infrastructure and Outer
Suburban/Interface Services Committee.
During my time in Parliament I have been privileged to
have chaired both the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee and the Law Reform Committee, and I have
led a number of inquiries and overseen the preparation
of their final reports. There has never been a shortage of
inquiries for these committees, and there is no other
forum like it in our system where members of
Parliament can hear directly from high-level experts in
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a particular field, as well as from citizens who have
direct experience of a subject under investigation, or
from agencies and organisations that may have
delivered services or who advocate on behalf of
engaged parties.
Under the act governments are required to table their
response to recommendations in the Parliament. I
sometimes think that even though we all know this, we
do not sufficiently respect the fact that parliamentary
investigations and reports are unique in our society, and
that the money we spend is well invested because it
throws light on many experiences, concerns and
achievements that should be documented and should
contribute in a formal way to the deliberation of
government and Parliament alike.
Combining the work of the Drugs and Crime
Prevention Committee with the Law Reform
Committee in effect reduces the time that can be
allocated to drugs and crime inquiries on the one hand
and law reform inquiries on the other. It has been hard
enough to look at both drug issues and crime issues
during the nearly three years the present government
has been in office, and the Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee has up until now had its — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ondarchie) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Outer Suburban/Interface Services and
Development Committee: growing the suburbs
Mrs KRONBERG (Eastern Metropolitan) — Once
again, I am delighted to make my contribution based on
the Outer Suburban/Interface Services and
Development Committee report, Inquiry on Growing
the Suburbs — Infrastructure and Business
Development in Outer Suburban Melbourne, of June
2013. I have been listening to the contributions of some
members of the opposition who have commented on
the Auditor-General’s report which highlights the
infrastructure deficit and identifies infrastructure needs
in outer suburban Melbourne. I have to say that this was
one of the areas that the committee focused on in a very
erstwhile manner, and that is why we have this
authoritative report that was presented to the Parliament
in June.
Rather than, like the opposition, hammering the point
that there is a deficit and reducing everything to a dollar
value, one of the things I want to do through my
contribution around this report is to provide the
chamber with the benefit of some higher order thinking,
so people can look at this in a more cerebral way. The
report represents a synthesis of the contributions made
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to the committee during its hearing process and
submissions the committee received. It is a synthesis of
all that information from some of the best brains on the
planet on the subject of how you address the needs of
outer suburban Melbourne. Once again, I recommend
this report to the house because of the approach that the
committee has taken.
I am going to keep my focus very much on some of the
drivers for economic development happening in one
place rather than another. Some of these are the primal
instincts of decision-makers, some of them are practical
business-oriented instincts, and some of it goes
basically just to the part of human nature which makes
people want to herd together or work collaboratively.
Some of these behaviours, in relation to urban issues,
are under the umbrella of the process of agglomeration.
The agglomeration that Melbourne is increasing its
drawing power. We are in a vortex in Melbourne. As
the city grows and succeeds and enhances its global
reputation it is going to have increasing drawing power.
There is actually a formula that has been written about
this which goes to the heart of it which I will bring to
the chamber’s attention now. This is some of the
thinking by a Professor Geoffrey West, a past president
of the Santa Fe Institute. The report says:
The economic effects of agglomeration are analogous to the
‘100:115’ population effect —

the ratio of 100 to 115 —
which was recently discovered by Professor Geoffrey
West … past president at the Santa Fe Institute. Professor
West found that a doubling of population produces a 115 per
cent scaling up of social and economic factors. For example, a
city that increases its population by 100 per cent will
experience a 115 per cent increase in the number of
restaurants, concert halls, libraries and schools. Professor
West’s research found that salaries also increase by the same
ratio with a doubling of population and that the cost of
providing additional services and infrastructure declines —

amazingly —
by 15 per cent.

The challenge of agglomeration, which is this push-pull
effect, is that economic development and hence
infrastructure provision in outer suburban Melbourne
has to deal with this dynamic. It is really important to
stress that to some extent the agglomeration of
knowledge industries in inner Melbourne also
represents a challenge if we want to aim for a
polycentric Melbourne with distributed economic
activity to serve outer suburban Melbourne.
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Department of Human Services:
report 2011–12
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I went
looking for the annual report from the Office of
Women’s Affairs, but there is not one. The work of that
agency is addressed, albeit very briefly, in the annual
report of the Department of Human Services, so that is
the report I have listed and would like to make some
comments on today. Out of some 212 pages there is a
good 10 centimetres dedicated to the
whole-of-government work done to improve the
circumstances of women in Victoria. I was prompted to
talk about this because there has been a great deal of
debate about the status of women and the role of
women in the highest levels of decision making in this
country in recent days.
The Office of Women’s Affairs and the work that is
done across government and across government
agencies in this area is still incredibly important work in
2013. Women earn less than men; women are more
likely to experience domestic violence; women are not
represented in boardrooms, in decision-making forums
or in parliaments in any way that is proportionate to
their numbers in the population.
It was staggering news this week that the new Abbott
federal government, which was sworn in today, has
only one woman around the cabinet table. I note that
some of my colleagues in this place have defended the
Liberal Party’s position on women’s representation,
often in the context of an attack on the way in which the
Labor Party goes about addressing equity in
representation in political office.
In this place in March 2006 Ms Lovell declared that she
was proud to have been elected on merit and not as a
token female. She talked about the vision of Sir Robert
Menzies, who gave women in the Liberal Party equal
representation within all levels of the party. And she
noted that women in the Labor Party are still fighting
for equality. In this place on 15 September 2009
Mrs Coote defended the Liberal Party record in
attracting women to Parliament. She noted that Liberal
women are elected purely on merit.
Why does this matter? Why does the question of more
balanced gender representation in Parliament matter? In
the federal Parliament in recent years there have been
great advances in child care and early childhood
development, and in workforce participation. The
incoming federal government talks about the need to
make workforce participation easier for women. These
debates have shifted, and they need to continue to shift.
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One of the great achievements of the Labor government
was around pay equity. A complex reform was
introduced of which all those involved can be
incredibly proud. The Labor government worked very
hard to increase female participation in
decision-making and leadership roles across the
community in a whole range of ways. Significantly, the
previous government reformed the way domestic
violence is viewed and responded to in our society, and
that has changed the lives of many tens of thousands of
people. I was not going to mention this, but Mr Finn
raised abortion law reform, which was an important
reform to remove abortion from the Crimes Act 1958.
I note the comments of Queensland Senator Sue Boyce
who this week said it is a systemic problem in the party:
how embarrassing to be a government with only one
woman at a senior level. I also commend the advocacy
of Judith Troeth in bringing the debate to the Liberal
Party. This is a debate that we had in the Labor Party
some 20 years ago, but it is commendable that there are
women in the Liberal Party prepared to have this fight.
It is a terrible shame that by its own standards the
Liberal Party is not preselecting women of sufficient
merit to the federal Parliament. There is a place for
them around the federal cabinet table, at the highest
level of government in Australia. I hope this week has
added some wind to the sails of those advocates from
the conservative side who would support greater gender
representation in our parliaments.

VicHealth: report 2012–13
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and speak on the Annual Report
2012–13 — Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation. In doing so I commend members of
VicHealth, including Mr Mark Birrell, who is the
chair of the board of the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation and well known to many members in
this place; Mr Neil Angus, the member for Forest
Hill in the Assembly; Mr Tim Bull, the member for
Gippsland East in the Assembly; Ms Susan Crow;
Ms Belinda Duarte; Ms Danielle Green, the member
for Yan Yean in the Assembly; Professor Margaret
Hamilton; Ms Margot Foster; Ms Nicole
Livingstone; Professor Mike Morgan; Professor
Ruth Rentschler; and the CEO, Ms Jerril Rechter.
VicHealth is a foundation that has been around since
the late 1980s; it was one of the first of its kind. It has
been a model for many other jurisdictions. I know that
this government has based its gambling foundation on
its model, which is showing great results in the work
that it is undertaking.
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This report highlights a number of things. It details the
commitment of the foundation, the plan that has been
set out for the past four years and is now coming to an
end, and it recognises some of the achievements of the
past year. I will address some of the achievements that
have been highlighted in this report. The report says:
In Victoria, the state government implemented smoke-free
patrolled beaches and announced the introduction of
smoke-free public spaces such as children’s playgrounds and
swimming pools. VicHealth welcomed these changes as part
of our work to protect non-smokers from second-hand smoke,
as well as to reduce among young people the desirability of a
product that kills one in every two long-term users.

That is a fairly significant statement, and it is great that
we have bipartisan support in this chamber to promote
those issues surrounding smoke-free environments and
to prevent our young from taking up smoking.
I am interested in the report’s reference to the fight
against obesity, particularly the reference to the
foundation working in partnership with other entities. I
believe partnerships should be a major consideration of
governments at all levels, and I have spoken about this
issue on a number of occasions. I am pleased that
VicHealth has taken partnerships as a priority and has
looked into the issue. I am pleased that the coalition
government, in partnership with the federal government
and local government, is working on a national health
partnership program, the Healthy Together program.
The program has signed up 14 local government
authorities in partnership with community health
agencies and is already showing tremendous results.
I was very pleased to be with the Premier a couple of
weeks when the Geelong Football Club — the Cats —
signed up to the program. The Geelong Cats are taking
a lead role in their community to promote healthy living
and healthy living initiatives and programs in which
people in their community can participate. As I said,
healthy programs have made and will make a huge
difference on health outcomes.
The 14 local governments that have signed up to
Healthy Together Victoria include Bendigo, Cardinia,
Central Goldfields, Greater Dandenong, Latrobe,
Geelong, Mildura, Hume, Wodonga, Knox, Whittlesea
and Wyndham. These are all important areas, and
coalition members are looking forward to seeing the
outcomes of programs conducted in these local
government areas. By all accounts and from the
feedback I am getting, the programs are being
embraced and well received, and are having a huge
impact on their local communities.
In one area — I think it is Central Goldfields shire —
the program is having an enormous impact on rates of
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obesity because the program was highlighted by a
television station. The program is being promoted and
has a huge following in the local community. People
are embracing the Healthy Together community
programs, and I am sure that, along with VicHealth and
other partnerships, members of the coalition
government can work together to look at reducing the
incidence of obesity and the subsequent incidence of
chronic diseases, including diabetes and heart disease.

Department of Human Services:
report 2011–12
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
make a statement on the Department of Human
Services 2011–12 annual report. Like Ms Pulford, over
the last few days I have had cause to consider the issue
of gender representation in our parliaments and the
impact it is having in terms of policy that will benefit
women in our country and particularly in our state. I am
surprised that this report gives scant regard to the issue
of women’s policy. In fact page 58 of the report devotes
five performance measures with respect to women’s
policy, none of which relate to the issue of female
representation on government boards. That was an issue
the previous government was very committed to
addressing.
The previous Labor government implemented the
Victorian women’s policy framework 2008–11, which
was a plan to deliver equal participation by women in
all aspects of economic and community life. The
framework included an objective of achieving increased
representation of women on government boards and
committees from 31 per cent in 2001 to 41 per cent in
2010. The previous government went to the 2010
election with a policy of seeking to increase the target
to 50 per cent.
I have had cause to reflect on the fact that during the
term of this government very little has been said about
the issue of increased representation of women. I found
an article dated 5 June 2011 in which the former
Premier, Mr Baillieu, speaks about wanting to put in
place a target to increase female representation on
government boards, but I have not heard from the
government whether it has been achieved.
I also note that the new Minister for Women’s Affairs,
Heidi Victoria, seems to have been very quiet about this
particular portfolio, in which not a great deal appears to
have happened to date. I was shocked by the minister’s
comments after she was sworn in, particularly those in
her first interview with the Age of 7 April. She said that
it was ‘naive’ to think that equal gender representation
could be achieved in Parliament because women were
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generally ‘nurturers’ and politics was ‘demanding’. The
Minister for Women’s Affairs criticised affirmative
action targets and declared that she did not support
affirmative action quotas, because somehow she
thought that would not be selecting people on the basis
of merit. I strongly disagree with that perspective.
If we look at what has happened in Canberra in the last
few days, we see that it is time the coalition looked at
this issue seriously. It is no surprise to members on this
side of the house that only one woman has been
appointed in the new 19-person cabinet. Chris Bowen
made the point that not only Afghanistan but also
Canada, Rwanda, Cuba, Uganda, Indonesia, New
Zealand, Liberia, Zimbabwe, Egypt, India, the United
States, China and Malaysia have greater female
representation in their cabinets. Congratulations to
those nations on seeking to utilise the talent of half their
population! Thankfully we have heard from leading
Liberal women, including Margaret Fitzherbert, who
has written about these issues, calling upon the Liberal
Party to re-examine the issue. In a paper which appears
on the federal Parliament’s website she identifies two
reasons for the Liberal Party lagging on the female
representation. She said:
The first is that unlike the ALP, there has not been persistent
pressure to keep preselecting women.

She noted that Emily’s List, for example, serves as a
continuous reminder to the ALP to look for and
promote women. She also noted that the low number of
female Liberal parliamentarians is due to the party’s
culture and in particular that branch members are
allowed to ask female candidates for preselection
questions about their parental and marital status, which
I think should be roundly condemned.

ADJOURNMENT
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

National Centre for Farmer Health
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Health, the
Honourable David Davis. It relates to the National
Centre for Farmer Health, a very fine organisation
operating out of Hamilton, servicing rural families
across Victoria and indeed providing such a — —
Mr Koch — And across the nation.
Ms PULFORD — Some 90 per cent of what the
centre does and what it is funded to do happens in
Victoria. The centre has received some very prestigious
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national grants, and the work that it does, like any
research work, can provide benefits to greater numbers
of people.
I note Mr Koch’s interjection about the national role the
centre could play, and I refer the minister to his own
comments, including those made in this place, in which
he has indicated that he will seek to have funding for
the National Centre for Farmer Health discussed at the
next health ministers conference to ensure the centre is
put on a sustainable footing that will guarantee it an
ongoing place in contributing to farmer health and
research around farmer health.
A wide range of health issues and health prevention
issues are pursued by the staff at the National Centre for
Farmer Health, who deal with issues of bereavement,
occupational risk, illnesses relating to exposure to
pesticides, obesity, diabetes, depression and other
mental health issues, alcohol abuse and diet issues as
well as family wellbeing. The research activities of the
centre are wide ranging. Every couple of years the
centre hosts a fabulous conference for which people
come to Hamilton from across rural and regional
Australia. From memory, Mr Ramsay attended the last
conference, and Mr Koch may have been there as well.
It is an organisation that enjoys the support of all the
members for Western Victoria Region. I note that in
defending the government’s decision not to continue
providing the funding that is so critical to the survival
of the National Centre for Farmer Health, Mr Davis has
consistently indicated that the commonwealth has a role
in this. The action I seek from the minister is his
enthusiastic advocacy that federal funding not wane
now that there has been a change of government in
Canberra.

Emergency services hoax calls
Mr O’BRIEN (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. I ask for assistance from the
minister in taking action on the alarming spike in the
number of hoax call-outs and false alarms that our fire
and emergency services are being subjected to. I note
that in the city of Greater Geelong the Country Fire
Authority (CFA) has reported an 18 per cent increase in
the number of false alarms compared to the previous
year.
False alarms for our fire services can be attributed to
several causes. Fire alarms are frequently activated
unnecessarily at businesses and offices. In the Geelong
area alone this costs fire services thousands of dollars
per year. The CFA’s figures show that almost one in
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every two call-outs for the Geelong city brigade is a
false alarm, totalling 940 false alarms per year.
According to the CFA a high percentage of business
false alarms could be circumvented by the routine
maintenance of alarms.
Then there are the mischievous hoax calls. In April of
this year a person was successfully prosecuted for
making 63 hoax calls to Victorian fire services and
fined a total of $58 000. CFA chief executive officer
Mick Bourke said at the time:
The community can never accept this behaviour …

He was pleased that justice was served on that
particular occasion.
Unfortunately the CFA is not the only arm of the
emergency services affected by hoax calls. On
30 August the Geelong Advertiser reported that 6 fire
trucks, 12 CFA members, 7 police, the Victoria Police
air wing, 6 paramedics, an ambulance helicopter and
11 State Emergency Service personnel were caught up
in a hoax call at Bells Beach, thereby being taken away
from local communities and other important emergency
activities. This incident also affected the general
community, as the dedicated State Emergency Service
volunteers were taken away from their day jobs. I take
this opportunity to thank not only the many volunteers
but also the many employers who give their employees
the time to volunteer. The action I ask of the
minister — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! As Mr O’Brien is
aware, an adjournment item is not a setpiece speech. He
is bringing something to the attention of the minister. I
would suggest that making congratulations to people
outside the chamber is not within the province of the
minister. Mr O’Brien is venturing into a setpiece
speech. I ask him to come back to the matter that he
wants to bring to the attention of the minister.
Mr O’BRIEN — There have been a number of
rulings on this. Without debating your ruling, President,
I seek further guidance as to what constitutes a setpiece
speech and, within that definition, how that breaches
the standing orders. To ensure that I am seeking the
minister’s assistance, I have kept in mind the various
rulings you have made not only in relation to me but
also in relation to other members. Incidentally I did
congratulate employers, but that was to make the point
that the volunteers in this instance gave up their time.
Since it was an instance of a hoax alarm — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr O’Brien has
answered his own question. As he said, he sought to
congratulate the employers. That is quite outside the
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adjournment debate rules. His opportunity to undertake
that sort of commentary is in a 90-second statement. I
invite him to use that mechanism of the Parliament to
congratulate employers on what they may or may not
have done. In this matter he is bringing something to
the attention of the minister. The minister is not
responsible for those employers. I ask Mr O’Brien to
stick to what he wishes the minister to pursue.
Mr O’BRIEN — I seek further guidance so I do not
make further — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr O’Brien to
complete his adjournment item.
Mr O’BRIEN — I was about to. I ask that the
minister look into the important issue of hoax calls.
They clearly take away resources from our emergency
services and employers. I ask the minister to advise
what can be done to help reverse this worrying trend.

Bethanga bus shelter
Ms BROAD (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Public Transport. Last week I was pleased to visit
the community of Bethanga to listen to its request for a
bus shelter for some 36 children who catch buses from
Bethanga to schools in Wodonga, including the Belvoir
Special School, and Tallangatta.
Community members have demonstrated a great deal
of forbearance; however, they feel it is time that their
children had shelter from the rain in winter. I agree with
them wholeheartedly. The community started on its
quest for a bus shelter in what it thought would be
plenty of time before the winter that has now passed. In
March the Bethanga Action Group, which has achieved
quite a lot for its small community, approached
Towong Shire Council with its request for a shelter to
keep children out of the rain.
Towong Shire Council has advised that it acted
promptly on the request only to find that, after
significant delays owing to Victorian government
restructuring of bus shelter responsibility, the Bethanga
community must make its request to the coordinating
principal for the area in accordance with Public
Transport Victoria (PTV) requirements. Members of
the Bethanga community were advised by PTV that
their request could only be processed through the
coordinating principal, who must verify that the shelter
is in accordance with policy, and they were provided
with a form called the ‘PTV initial projects scoping
outline’. Amongst other things, this form requires
information about capital expenses, operational
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expenses and how the project addresses the objects of
the Transport Act 1983. Meanwhile 36 children are out
in the rain in Bethanga throughout winter.
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billion-dollar tollway and tunnel proposals are duds and
they hurt the community.

On behalf of the Bethanga community I request that the
minister act so that these 36 children are provided with
the bus shelter they need and should most definitely
have.

The action I ask of the minster is that he spare the
Moonee Valley community the destruction that the
east–west tollway will bring and instead invest in
much-needed public transport such as trains, trams and
buses.

East–west link

Barwon Health residential aged-care facilities

Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. Last weekend I attended a community
information session on the impact of the proposed
east–west link tollway, hosted by Moonee Valley
City Council. I thank the council for doing this and
bringing together a great deal of very informative
information. The attendees talked about the potential
impact on Moonee Valley, including Debneys Park,
the Flemington Community Centre, Moonee Ponds
Creek, Delhi Reserve, Travancore Park, Fenton Street
Reserve and the Essendon Hockey Centre there,
Ormond Park and Pattison Street.
Users of these parks, sporting grounds and facilities
will in turn be negatively impacted. Ormond Park is
one example. Users of the park include the Essendon
Soccer Club; the Moonee Valley Football Club; those
accessing the adjacent Moonee Ponds Creek trail, such
as commuter and recreational cyclists, pedestrians, dog
walkers and families; the Moonee Valley Cricket Club;
Auskick; recreational users of the barbecue areas; users
of the track and fitness stations; the Moonee Valley
Bowls Club, which has been based at Ormond Park
since 1956; and the Moonee Valley Bridge Club. It is
not only the users of parks and sports grounds who will
be impacted but all residents and visitors to Flemington,
Travancore, Moonee Ponds and Ascot Vale.
The east–west tollway will increase traffic on local
roads, increase traffic on Racecourse Road and Mount
Alexander Road, increase noise pollution and air
pollution, and have major impacts on amenity, livability
and of course property values, and they are just the
operational impacts. Wherever you propose to put a
destructive tollway it will have these damaging impacts
on residents and their valuable community assets such
as parks, all the while wasting taxpayers money and not
solving traffic congestion. I have been through this
before in the west when the Labor government
proposed WestLink. Thousands of community
members campaigned against the project for the exact
same reasons as thousands are campaigning against the
east–west link today. East, west, north or south, these

Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Ageing, and
it is in relation to the 108-bed Wallace Lodge in North
Geelong and the 108-bed Alan David Lodge in
Grovedale. I know the minister is aware of the talks
between Barwon Health and the Australian Nursing and
Midwifery Federation (ANMF) over staffing hours at
these two aged-care facilities.
It was reported in the Geelong Advertiser on Monday
of this week that Barwon Health plans to cut
176 nursing hours a week from Wallace Lodge in North
Geelong and 148 hours a week from Alan David Lodge
in Grovedale. The article reports the Victorian secretary
of the ANMF, Lisa Fitzpatrick, as stating that this cut to
nursing hours is the equivalent of almost nine full-time
nurses, making it impossible for staff to maintain
appropriate care levels. The article also describes Lisa
Fitzpatrick as saying the planned cut in nursing hours
will result in delays in administering medications,
bathing and showering residents, and changing
dressings, as well as patients having to wait longer for
nurses to respond to their calls.
This is not to mention the fact that the significant cuts
planned for the facilities will mean that the extremely
hardworking nurses, who are already stretched to the
limit, will have to shoulder a further increased
workload. A decision to cut staffing hours will be
detrimental to the high-care patients residing at these
two facilities as well as to the nurses who take care of
these patients. There have also been reports of nurses
being directed by Barwon Health to keep the cuts secret
from residents and their families.
More than 200 aged-care beds have already closed
under this state government, with departmental figures
showing that there have been five closures of public
aged-care facilities since 2010. Three of these
facilities — one in Ballarat, one in Kyneton and one in
Koroit — are in my electorate. The Premier has
foreshadowed moves to the full privatisation of aged
care in Victoria, which will severely limit choice for
elderly Victorians living in rural and regional Victoria.
There is concern in the Geelong community that the
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reduction in nursing hours is an attempt to lower the
operating costs of these facilities and make them more
attractive to private buyers in the event of their sale.
I call on the minister to give an absolute guarantee to
the people of Geelong and the residents of Alan David
Lodge in Grovedale and Wallace Lodge in North
Geelong and their families that these facilities will not
be privatised.

Rich-Phillips, in relation to a web-based case
management system for the courts. I will ask
Mr Rich-Phillips to provide him with succinct details in
response to a very good and succinct adjournment
matter.
I have written responses to adjournment matters raised
by Ms Broad on 20 March, Ms Pulford and Mr Tee on
30 May, and Ms Mikakos on 30 May and 27 June. That
concludes my response.

Supreme Court case management system
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Technology, Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips, concerning the
minister’s recent announcement of funding for a new
web-based case management system known as
RedCrest, which will use high-capacity broadband to
lodge and manage Supreme Court case files
electronically.
The minister is making quite a habit of announcing
funding for projects without specifying how much the
government will put into them. This seems to be
contrary to the position adopted by the minister and his
coalition colleagues whilst in opposition, when they
were vehement supporters of transparency. In light of
this I ask the minister to inform the house how much
funding was allocated to this project and what the
technical specifications of the project are.

Responses
Hon. M. J. GUY (Minister for Planning) —
Ms Pulford raised a matter for the Minister for Health,
David Davis, in relation to the National Centre for
Farmer Health. I will ask the minister to respond to that
matter.
Mr O’Brien raised a matter for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services, Kim Wells, in relation to
hoax call-outs. Again, I will ask the minister to respond
to this matter.
Ms Broad and Ms Hartland both raised matters for the
Minister for Public Transport, Terry Mulder, Ms Broad
in relation to a bus shelter at Bethanga and Ms Hartland
in relation to the east–west link. I will have the minister
provide them with written responses.
Ms Tierney raised a matter for the Minister for Ageing,
David Davis, in relation to two 108-bed lodges, one in
North Geelong and one in Grovedale. I will ask the
minister to give her a written response.
Mr Somyurek very concisely raised an adjournment
matter for the Minister for Technology, Gordon
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 6.42 p.m.
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