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Tuesday, 4 August 2015
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 2.07 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Messages read advising royal assent on 29 June to:
Appropriation (2015–2016) Act 2015 (Presented to
the Governor by the Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly)
Appropriation (Parliament 2015–2016) Act 2015
(Presented to the Governor by the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly)
Court Services Victoria and Other Acts
Amendment Act 2015
State Taxation Acts Amendment Act 2015.

GOVERNOR OF VICTORIA
The PRESIDENT — Order! They are the last two
messages received from Governor Chernov. Members
would be aware that we have a new Governor, Linda
Dessau. Some of us had the opportunity of attending
her installation, where she made an outstanding
address. We certainly look forward to her association
with the Parliament. I am sure that she will be a very
fine Governor. It is notable in a historic sense that she is
the first woman to be Governor of Victoria, and that is
long overdue, but we have a very fine and distinguished
Victorian in that role.

MINISTRY
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I join
you, President, in acknowledging and congratulating
the incumbent Governor, Linda Dessau.
I have the opportunity to afford the courtesy of advising
the house that Mr Dalidakis has joined the Andrews
ministry, replacing Mr Somyurek. He has been
commissioned by the Governor to undertake
responsibility for the small business, innovation and
trade portfolios.
As an additional courtesy, I wish to advise the house of
the following representing arrangements that will apply
across the upper house ministries and the portfolios we
deal with in this house. I will be responsible for issues
relating to the Premier, the Treasurer, the Minister for
Tourism and Major Events, the Minister for Sport, the
Minister for Veterans, the Minister for Industrial
Relations, the Minister for Environment, Climate
Change and Water, the Minister for Finance and the
Minister for Multicultural Affairs.
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Ms Pulford will represent the portfolios of public
transport, industry, energy and resources, roads and
road safety, ports, equality and creative industries.
Ms Mikakos will represent the portfolios of housing,
disability and ageing; mental health; ambulance
services; health; women; and prevention of family
violence.
Mr Herbert will represent the portfolios of education,
police, corrections, Attorney-General and racing.
Mr Dalidakis will represent the portfolios of
employment; planning; emergency services; consumer
affairs, gaming and liquor regulation; local government;
and Aboriginal affairs.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — Order! I draw the house’s
attention to the fact that Bill Forwood, a former
member of this house, is in the gallery today. Welcome.
Mr Young and I have just had a very short conversation
saying it is somewhat difficult to welcome former
members who are now in a vocation that might well
bring them to the Parliament on a different basis. At
any rate, it is a pleasure to see you, Mr Forwood.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Former Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. Given the
revelation that Labor’s Parliamentary Secretary for
Treasury and Finance, Mr Mulino, was informed of
allegations of bullying in the office of the then minister,
Mr Somyurek, as early as 28 February — 12 weeks
prior to the formal complaint being made — can the
minister advise whether Mr Mulino detailed these
bullying claims to the Premier, the Treasurer, the
Minister for Finance, the minister himself as the leader
of the Legislative Council or anyone who was in a
position of authority to act on these allegations?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Ms Wooldridge for her question. I believe that if
Mr Mulino was aware of these circumstances in
February, he did not inform any of the office-bearers
that she mentioned. The basis on which Mr Mulino was
made aware of this situation, as I understand, was not in
any other capacity than as a friend from whom some
counsel was sought and in fact he was not authorised or
requested to further act on that matter, and indeed he
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was not obliged to act on that matter without the
authority of the person who was seeking his counsel.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — As
a supplementary question to the Leader of the
Government, given the serious nature of these
allegations and given the subsequent outcomes as a
result of the investigation of those actions, can the
minister advise whether he will be advising or has
advised Mr Mulino — or for that matter anyone in a
position of authority — that there is some responsibility
and there are actions that should be taken when reports
of bullying are made?
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is fairly broad
territory.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It is,
President, and I think Ms Wooldridge herself on
reflection may recognise that she has gone way beyond
the scope of any individual within the government,
because in fact she is seeking from me an undertaking
that I may advise anybody of those circumstances. It is
literally difficult to do so.
Ms Wooldridge — If you are in the government,
you are in a position of authority.
Mr JENNINGS — No, that is not what was said.
The member said ‘anybody’.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS — I am answering the question. I
have already indicated when this issue has been raised
in the house previously that I, on behalf of the
government, have advised anybody in our employ or
anybody with authority within the government to be
particularly mindful of allegations under statute, under
WorkSafe regulations or under any other relevant law,
regulation or standard of public behaviour to report and
to act in accordance with those reports when they
occur.

Former Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
question is also to the Leader of the Government in
relation to the cost of the investigation into the
complaint against the former Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade, which has now
concluded. I ask the minister: what is the final cost of
legal representation funded by the government in
relation to the investigation?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have not been advised by the Department of Premier
and Cabinet what that cost may be. I do not know what
all the accumulated costs were, whether they be legal
costs of representing those parties who provided
information to the inquiry or the nature of the
engagement of Mr Strong and Mr Allen, who
undertook those inquiries, in terms of the contractual
basis or the cost structure. To my knowledge that
advice has not been provided in a consolidated way to
the Premier, and it has certainly not been provided to
me, so at this point in time I am not able to provide a
specific answer to the member.
Supplementary question
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I note the
minister’s answer in relation to the legal costs that he
has not yet been availed of those costs, notwithstanding
the answer he gave in the house on 11 June in relation
to a question from the Leader of the Opposition. By
way of supplementary question I ask the minister if he
could advise the house of the final cost of the Strong
and Allen investigations into the complaints, including
any payments to the people who undertook the inquiry
and investigations and assisted in the preparation of the
reports.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — As
you would note, President, there is nothing wrong with
the supplementary except that it did not take any notice
of what I said in my substantive answer. I was not
aware of either those itemised issues or the cumulative
costs. I am happy to take advice and provide the house
with that advice accordingly.

Former Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is also to the Leader of the Government, who
on 11 June 2015 stated to the house:
… if there is an adverse finding against him —

being former Minister Somyurek —
in relation to his ministerial position going forward … that in
fact he would repay the amount of the ministerial salary
component back to the date of 23 May. That is the action that
Mr Somyurek himself has volunteered.

Can the minister inform the house if Mr Somyurek has
repaid the $6700 ministerial salary and allowance
component, as the minister indicated in June
Mr Somyurek would?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I at
all times stand by the answers that I have given the
house. Mr Somyurek has just personally given me
some supplementary information which would indicate
that he has not been in the circumstance of receiving his
salary from 10 June.
Ms Wooldridge — That wasn’t the question.
Mr JENNINGS — He provided me with that
supplementary information instantly when the member
was asking her question. In terms of his undertaking,
which I repeated in the chamber, he will stand by his
undertaking. I have great confidence that Mr Somyurek
will stand by undertakings that he has made. I inform
the house that his salary and his circumstances are
fundamentally a private matter. Mr Somyurek has made
undertakings in a public — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS — They are a private matter in
relation to salary. I would not ask members opposite
about their salaries. I would not ask them about what
they are doing in relation to any repayments that they
are obliged to make. Mr Somyurek has volunteered the
undertaking; I have mentioned it in the house. Nobody
has resiled from that undertaking up until now, and I do
not think there should be any belligerence in relation to
pursuing this matter because there is no substance
beyond the issue that has already been clarified. It is
Mr Somyurek’s intention to comply with what has been
expressed in the house previously.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for that answer, and I thank Mr Somyurek
for providing that additional information to the
minister. My supplementary question to the minister is:
as was the case under the former government and
Speaker Fyffe when salary was forgone, will the
Andrews Labor government donate this repayment to a
relevant charity, such as the Bully Zero Australia
Foundation or White Ribbon?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have some concerns
about how apposite this supplementary question is to
the substantive question in respect of the forms of this
house. I am aware that in raising this question the
member has pointed to a precedent in another place,
and on that basis I will allow the question to be put and
the minister to respond. But, as I say, if this question
had not been drawn with reference to the practice in the
other place — which we do not always take notice of
anyway, I might indicate — then I certainly would not
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have ruled in favour of it proceeding, because I think it
is outside the substantive question.
Ms Shing — On a point of order, President, I refer
to the precedent that has been set out in relation to the
other place. I note that that instance was related to the
forgoing of moneys.
Ms Crozier — Salary forgoing.
Ms Shing — Yes, which in my view does not apply
in this instance, which relates to the repayment of
moneys. I seek a view from the Chair in relation to that
distinction.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have some difficulty
with this because I have no recollection of the matter
Ms Crozier has referred to. I am not really in a position
to determine, in line with my conscience and to the
satisfaction of the house, whether or not there is a
difference in the circumstances — although I think
Ms Shing is probably right that these are different
situations, particularly given that the President and the
Speaker of the Parliament do not have responsibility or
control in respect of ministerial salaries. That is not a
matter that is under our responsibility.
It is interesting in terms of the substantive question that
remarks have been made as to undertakings by
Mr Somyurek. To my recollection Mr Somyurek did
not make such undertakings in this place. He may well
have made undertakings elsewhere that there would be
a repayment of salary back to the date in May, but there
were no undertakings by Mr Somyurek in this place to
my recollection. There was a comment made by the
Leader of the Government to that effect, and at the time
he made that comment I thought, ‘That is going well
past what I understood was Mr Somyurek’s
concession’. In my estimation the ball has moved as to
where we are at, but the indication in the answer to the
substantive question was that Mr Somyurek will honour
that undertaking given by the Leader of the
Government. That may well be consistent with
discussions he has had before. Mr Somyurek may
clarify that if he likes.
Mr Somyurek — If I could just clarify, I indeed
emailed the Secretary of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet (DPC) and put to him that I would, if I had
adverse findings against me, repay the money. I did that
formally with the secretary of DPC. I will just leave it
there at the moment, but I did — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Yes, because we need
to be narrow in this. I will invite the minister to
respond, but in doing so I indicate to him that I have
made the distinction in terms of the circumstances and
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that the Parliament and certainly the President and the
Speaker have no role in the determination of ministerial
salaries. Whether or not he would rely on that in his
answer or on some other matters is for the minister to
determine. On this occasion I will allow the
supplementary question and the minister’s response.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
terms of whether the government has formed a view
about the way in which it wants to either politically or
administratively deal with this matter, there has not
been a determination of government. In relation to
whether such a decision was made to volunteer that
payment to any organisation, can I volunteer to the
house that I would be more mindful and respectful of
Mr Somyurek’s view than anybody else’s.

Public holidays
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade. In the Strong
report the former minister, Mr Somyurek, explained
that the public holiday debate was a difficult one for his
office to manage for a number of reasons. The report
refers to:
… the fact that advocating for additional public holidays was
not consistent with his small business portfolio.

Has the minister received any advice that indicates that
Mr Somyurek’s view that Labor’s policy on public
holidays is inconsistent with small business is wrong?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for
his question. Let me state from the outset that as a
minister of the Andrews government I am absolutely
committed to every election promise that we made prior
to 29 November. In keeping with that promise the
Premier, as the then opposition leader, made it very
clear to the Victorian public prior to that election that
this government, if elected, would implement two
public holidays: it would reintroduce the holiday on
Easter Sunday and introduce a public holiday on grand
final eve Friday. I am committed to doing that. It is a
commitment this government made, it is a commitment
that was well known by the public and the electorate at
large and it is something I look forward to ensuring that
we commit to — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DALIDAKIS — It is a commitment that was
well known by the people, and it is one that I look
forward to implementing as the minister.
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Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer,
and I ask: does that commitment the minister has
spoken about to implement these policies stand
notwithstanding the massive opposition from small
business in Victoria to those policies and the massive
detriment that will be incurred by small business as a
consequence of those policies?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
supplementary question. The point remains that the
introduction of the public holidays does not force a
small business to open. We live with a great liberal
tradition, which those opposite have apparently
forgotten, of the idea of free will. This government is
not about imposing trading restrictions on the men and
women who operate small businesses across this state.
As a result, if they choose to do their own analysis and
they believe the costs outweigh the benefits, they will
not open. If they believe the benefits outweigh the
costs, they will open. Ultimately nobody knows a small
business better than the people who run and operate it
themselves, and they will be the ones who decide what
they choose to do, and we will support them in
whatever choice they make.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. I refer the minister to the
Premier’s statement upon his appointment as minister:
… Philip Dalidakis will play a pivotal role in attracting
business and investment to our state.

I ask the minister how this reconciles with his
previously published comments that:
… it is time for Victoria to look at working together, hand in
hand with our sister states and territories …

and
For too long, we have indulged in ‘border warfare’ as states
within our region have attempted to and succeeded in stealing
business and cultural events away from each other in a
‘zero-sum or lose-lose’ game.

Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am not sure that dealing
with other jurisdictions in Australia and making sure
that Victoria gets ahead are mutually exclusive. If
Victoria is prosperous, if Victoria wins and if Victoria
is economically strong, then we will continue to drive
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the rest of the country, as we did under the Bracks and
Brumby governments.
Supplementary question
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
really enjoy early overconfidence. We have had
examples of that before.
Given that the former minister, Mr Somyurek, did not
have the plans and did not have the policies, that there
was undue influence from external union chiefs, that
there were significant budget cuts in his portfolio
responsibilities and that the number of Victorian
full-time jobs went backwards under his watch, how
will the Premier’s appointment of Mr Dalidakis as
small business minister change anything for Victorian
small businesses?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The first thing I will do is ask
Mr Ondarchie for his advice, because clearly he has a
lot to offer!
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, President, in
relation to relevance, I note that the minister
acknowledges that the coalition has policies for small
business while the government does not.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Sometimes when you
go away for a little while you forget things. It would be
wise for members to remember my views about
vexatious points of order.

Native forests
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is for the Minister for Agriculture. Federal Labor’s
recent agreement to change its position on the inclusion
of native forest burning in the renewable energy target
scheme reminds me of something. Just like with the
‘turning back the boats’ policy, Labor has turned over
on including native forest burning in the scheme. This
represents a dramatic boost in the federal government’s
support for native forest logging. Will the minister
confirm whether the government has approved the
burning of woodchips or other logging outputs from
Victorian native forests at the Hazelwood power station
or any other Victorian power stations?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for her question and state, as I have
on a number of occasions previously, that the
government supports a strong and viable timber
industry for Victoria. This is an industry that generates
more than $1.5 billion of expenditure and supports the
employment of over 21 000 Victorians. It is an industry
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that is heavily regulated, and as I have said in this place
before, the government’s expectation and my
expectation is that our management of forest resources
is done in a way that is consistent with the highest
possible standards and the best possible practices.
In relation to the member’s specific question, I have not
made any approvals to that effect.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for her response. Will the minister rule out
Victorian native forests being used for power
generation at Hazelwood or other Victorian power
stations into the future?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — The
government has no plans to change the current
arrangements.

Emissions Reduction Fund
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is for the Minister for Agriculture. The federal
Emissions Reduction Fund legislation commenced
operation in December last year. This is the federal
Minister for the Environment’s scheme to incentivise
carbon storage, as opposed to taxing carbon emissions.
The federal environment minister issued a
determination on 25 March this year which sets out
how the scheme will apply to protect Australian native
forests as carbon stores in Australia. This scheme
creates an opportunity for VicForests and the
government to claim funding estimated to be in the
range of $40 million to $70 million each year. This
funding could be used to see the transfer of native forest
logging solely to plantations and allow our beautiful
native forests to remain as permanent carbon stores, as
well as boosting tourism, recreation, biodiversity and
water catchment quality. Will the minister confirm the
process and timing for considering whether to submit
native forest preservation to the Emissions Reduction
Fund?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will call the minister.
I indicate to Ms Dunn that that had the hallmarks of a
set speech, whereas the idea of making remarks in
support of a question is to provide context. The member
did that, but it did go a little further than that.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) —
Elements of that question are perhaps also better
directed to the federal Minister for the Environment, as
that is a process the federal government is running. But
what I would say to the member is that the government
supports a consensus approach on the question of the
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management of our forestry resources. We are
supporting the establishment of an industry task force to
provide leadership and explore areas of common
ground facing the industry and those in the community
who have strong views about the management of our
native timber resource.

making a speech, I find it highly unusual that we are
conducting a review of a shotgun when no-one has any
idea if it has caused any problems. Moving right along,
would the minister be able to advise me how many of
those lever-action shotguns were stolen from
law-abiding citizens? I know he cannot give an answer.

Supplementary question

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — As I said, the data on specific crimes by type
of shotgun used is not there, and I am also advised that
similar data is not kept by crime statistics agencies in
terms of the types of shotguns stolen. Of course, as we
know, the federal government, whilst it is looking at
this whole issue, has banned the importation of Adler
A110 lever-action shotguns.

Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for her answer. Has the minister assessed the
potential funding losses being incurred as a result of not
imposing an immediate moratorium on native forest
logging in Victoria in the context of the Emissions
Reduction Fund?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — That
specific piece of work has not been undertaken, to the
best of my knowledge.

Firearms
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My question
is for the Minister for Police, who I believe is still
represented in this house by Mr Herbert. This one will
come as no surprise. Could the minister advise how
many crimes of violence have been committed with
lever-action shotguns since the inception of registration
of firearms in Victoria?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank Mr Bourman for his question; it
follows a question in the last sitting week in regard to
the Adler A110 lever-action firearm. As I said last time,
the classification of firearms is being looked at right
now by the multijurisdictional weapons policy working
group. It will report back to jurisdictions, and the
commissioners of police will consider its findings later
in the year.
On the actual question that Mr Bourman asked, I am
advised that data on types of shotguns in terms of
violent crime by type of shotgun used is not kept — I
would imagine there are an awful lot of shotguns of
different types and different brands — but I can give an
answer on shotguns themselves. I know this is not
exactly what the member wants, but I can advise that
between April 2005 and March 2013 there were
665 crimes against the person involving shotguns.
However, I am advised that there is no data on
lever-action shotguns.
Supplementary question
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — I thank the
minister for his non-answer to my question. I
understand that is not his doing, but at the risk of

Stolen shotguns are an interesting issue and one that I
am sure many members of The Nationals have an
interest in in terms of farm crime. In fact a former
member for Frankston in the Assembly, Dr Alistair
Harkness, who is now an esteemed academic at
Federation University, is doing some cutting-edge
collaborative research into farm crime, of which one of
the issues is gangs using oxyacetylene torches to steal
shotguns from unattended farms.
On the member’s question, though, I do not have the
actual information on lever-action shotguns, but I can
advise that between April 2005 and March 2015,
601 shotguns were stolen.

Foetal organ trading
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My question is for the Minister for
Families and Children, Ms Mikakos, representing the
Minister for Health. Controversial tapes have recently
been released in the United States, where Planned
Parenthood has been exposed on several occasions for
undertaking the practice of selling the intact organs of
aborted babies for as much as US$100 per specimen to
research companies. This has shocked the international
community and is a serious ethical issue.
Will the government confirm whether this abhorrent
practice of trading in foetal organs, particularly to
research companies, is taking place in Victoria? If no
trading is taking place, will the minister confirm what
guidelines are set up surrounding the donation of foetal
organs from babies, who have been terminated up to the
time of natural labour, to research institutions in
Victoria?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. I can
advise her that the buying and selling of human tissue,
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including foetal tissue, is prohibited by the Human
Tissue Act 1982. I am not aware of any buying or
selling of foetal tissue, including foetal organs, in
Victoria that is occurring in breach of this act. Donating
foetal tissue, including organs, may be occurring in
Victoria and is allowed under the Human Tissue Act
1982. A woman may donate her foetus for research
purposes following her informed consent.
In respect of the issue of the guidelines, I can advise the
member that the National Health and Medical Research
Council’s National Statement on Ethical Conduct in
Human Research of 2007, updated in 2015, provides
national guidelines in respect of this matter.
Supplementary question
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for her answer,
and I am relieved that she has been able to confirm that
to her knowledge no illegal trading of foetal organs is
happening in Victoria. Within the donation of foetal
organs, which is being practised here in Victoria — the
minister has mentioned the consent of the mother —
can the minister clarify if there is permission of an
overseeing ethics committee and up to what gestational
age the donations are being made?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her supplementary
question. It goes to some technical information that I do
not have at hand, but I am happy to take that
supplementary question on notice. That will be referred
to the Minister for Health.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have the following answers to questions on notice: 507,
526, 557, 567, 569, 574–76, 578, 579, 594, 600, 601,
605, 611, 620–23, 626–28, 630, 631, 635, 637, 638,
642, 643, 647, 649–51, 658, 659–62, 677–80, 683–87,
691–97, 699, 702, 704–06, 710, 711, 719, 720, 722,
723, 725–32, 738, 740–47, 749, 753, 754, 759, 760–64,
767, 769, 771, 772, 774, 775, 800, 802, 806.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Written responses
The PRESIDENT — Order! I Indicate that from
today’s question time there are two undertakings by
ministers to provide further information, and that
accords with my view on answers to questions. In the
first instance Mr Jennings has indicated that he is
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prepared to seek some advice on the costs associated
with the Strong and Allen reports, which were the
subject of the supplementary question, which narrowed
down the costs question. I thought the supplementary
question was certainly relevant to the substantive
question. It narrowed it down, and the minister, having
made a response to the difficulties in assembling all of
the information for the substantive question, indicated
that he would be prepared to seek some information in
regard to the specific reports referred to in the
supplementary question, so that is due in two days.
Dr Carling-Jenkins’s supplementary question was in
regard to technical matters raised on the administration
of guidelines. Minister Mikakos has undertaken to
obtain further information specific to those matters, and
as that also involves a minister in another place, the
response is due in two days.
Mr O’Donohue — On a point of order, President, I
seek some clarity in relation to the substantive question,
which was about legal costs, while the supplementary
was about the total costs. I seek clarity about whether
the minister will be able to provide some information
about the legal costs as a subset or a component of the
total costs.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member might
need to provide me with the question, then, because my
understanding of the supplementary question was that it
was specifically about the cost of the reports, was it
not?
I ask Minister Jennings to see if he is also able to
provide a response on the substantive question, which
was about the cost of legal representation.
I also indicate for the courtesy of the house that
Mr Somyurek advises me that he has not been paid in
any form, not just in his capacity as a minister but
indeed as a member of the Parliament, since 10 June.
He will have his pay as a member of Parliament
reinstated. Obviously that was a matter of determining
the appropriate pay rate and allowances, I should
imagine. Mr Somyurek has indicated to me that once
payment is reinstated, consistent with the remarks made
earlier in question time, he is keen to resolve the other
matters that were raised in Ms Crozier’s questions.
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CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
constituency question is the Minister for Health, and it
is in regard to Goulburn Valley Health’s emergency
department (ED). My constituents are still being forced
to wait for unacceptably long periods before being
treated at Goulburn Valley Health’s ED. In the last
fortnight one constituent had to wait 41⁄2 hours to be
seen. The current ED was built to service around
24 000 patients annually, yet it is currently servicing
around 35 000 patients each year. Our health
professionals are doing the best they can, but the
current facilities limit their capacity to deliver the
services our community needs.
In the first quarter of this year 3269 patients who
presented at the ED were not treated within the
expected time. This was 43 per cent of all patients, and
is the highest proportion in the state. This is further
proof that our hospital is starting to strain to cope with a
growing demand. With the redevelopment of Goulburn
Valley Health still not funded, my constituent would
like to know what actions the minister will take to
improve ED capacity at Goulburn Valley Health in the
short term.

Northern Metropolitan Region
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Families and Children,
Ms Mikakos, representing the Minister for the
Prevention of Family Violence. A recent study called
Dropping Off the Edge examined 22 indicators of
disadvantage across 667 postcodes in Australia. Those
living in the most underprivileged postcodes are more
likely to be experiencing long-term unemployment, be
exposed to child maltreatment, experience domestic
violence, have a criminal conviction or be on the
disability support pension. I was disappointed to learn
that the most disadvantaged postcode in Australia is
within Northern Metropolitan Region: Broadmeadows,
3047. A safe Labor seat since 1962, Broadmeadows has
felt the brunt of many funding blows over the years. We
need to fund a better Broadmeadows. My question to
the Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence is:
what is the government doing to address the serious
needs that are specific to Broadmeadows?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport. It is in relation to a constituent, Gary Birch,
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who contacted my office. He was concerned because he
had made contact with his local Assembly member, the
member for Lara in the other place, John Eren, but has
had no response from his office. The matter was in
relation to overcharging on bus fares of over 80 cents
per single journey on a concession fare. That mainly
concerns the no. 22 bus route, single zone, where the
concession rate is $1.10 but concession users are being
charged $1.90, specifically by Benders Busways in
Geelong. I ask the minister to immediately look into
overcharging through myki, particularly in relation to
those with concession entitlements who are being
overcharged up to 80 cents for a single-zone bus
journey.

Western Metropolitan Region
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. The government has stated that it will
proceed with stage 1 of the western distributor project.
This will enable greater traffic flow over Shepherd
Bridge and thus an increased number of container
trucks will use the route to access the port. Without
construction of the West Gate Freeway truck off-ramps,
more container trucks will be encouraged to take local
streets such as Williamstown Road, Francis Street,
Somerville Road and Buckley Street until the truck
off-ramps are built or the western distributor is built,
which could be five or six years away. My question for
the minister is: will the government introduce further
curfews to better manage the impact of increased truck
traffic through these streets in the interim period,
however long that ends up taking?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the attention of the Minister
for Ports. I refer to a media release from the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council dated 15 July,
which calls on the government to continue the
important work started by the previous government in
the development of studies and a business case for the
port of Hastings. In her press release the mayor, Cr Bev
Colomb, says:
We need some clarity about the state’s plans for the port of
Hastings, a project that has significant employment and
economic benefits for the south-east region of Melbourne.

The mayor goes on to say:
Council calls on the government to commit to finalising the
port of Hastings studies, building on the work that has already
been undertaken.
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My constituency question for the minister is: will the
minister listen to the council and allow the important
work that was underway to continue for the
development of the port of Hastings?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My question
is for the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade, Mr Dalidakis. While appreciating that the two
newly proclaimed public holidays were an election
commitment, I have had numerous complaints and
questions regarding the new holidays and the effect
they will have on rural and regional small businesses.
My question to the minister is: will the government
review the newly proclaimed public holidays and
consult with rural small businesses, as well as other
stakeholders, to ensure that they are not unfairly
affected?

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Public
Transport, and I thank the minister for her answers to
my previous constituency questions, none of which, I
have to add, provided any useful information. I refer to
the debacle occurring at Sunbury railway station on a
daily basis. Commuters are increasingly in a state of
total confusion as to which trains they can board or
indeed when V/Line trains now leave. Some drivers
have apparently been directed to leave early to avoid
picking up passengers. Will the minister personally
intervene to clarify the situation for those seeking to
catch trains at Sunbury?
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Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. Prior to the election last year
the then Leader of the Opposition in the Assembly, now
the Premier, and the then member for Ballarat East in
the Assembly, now the member for Buninyong, made a
commitment to the construction of a school crossing on
Colac-Ballarat Road to serve Napoleons Primary
School. As a parent and former teacher, I know all
about the importance of safety around schools.
My concern is around who is funding this election
commitment. With the battering that local government
has been given by this government over the last while,
surely the government will not be seeking that councils
pay for its election commitments. Already $160 million
has come out of the country roads and bridges funding,
councils are about to feel the wrath of draconian rate
capping and we are seeing on the horizon large rises in
the fire services levy. My question is: will the
government be funding the crossing supervisor for the
Napoleons school crossing or is the government cost
shifting to the Golden Plains shire?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is for the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water, and it is in
relation to the statewide resource recovery
infrastructure plan. The approved statewide resource
recovery plan still nominates Kingston’s green wedge
as a waste hub. I quote from page 37 of the plan under
‘Existing hubs of state importance’:

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency matter is for the Minister for Planning. I
have been approached regarding construction of a
building adjacent to a constituent’s property in
Ringwood North. My constituent alleges that the
building in question has been constructed in direct
breach of the details of the relevant building permit
concerning the setback from the property boundary.
Despite his best efforts to obtain a timely response from
the relevant authority, the Victorian Building Authority
is apparently yet to respond. The address of the
property in question is unit 3, 178 Wonga Road,
Ringwood North. Will the minister investigate the
relevant authority’s response in this matter and advise
on progress?

If the industrial zoned land in the Kingston/Clayton/Dingley
precinct is to be maintained as a hub then any activities
established or maintained on or close to the precinct would
need to demonstrate best practice operations and be
conducted in a manner that reduces and manages impacts on
the community, environment and public health of the
surrounding area.

Given that the last Labor Minister for Planning
approved a concrete crusher in close proximity to
Heatherton Christian College in the Kingston green
wedge, will the minister categorically rule out
Kingston’s green wedge as a waste hub, support any
planning scheme changes, such as Kingston’s planning
scheme amendment C143 which seeks to rezone
special use materials recycling to a green wedge zone,
and make it clear in the statewide resources recovery
infrastructure plan that the Kingston section of the
south-east green wedge is not a waste hub?
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
Planning and Environment Amendment
(Recognising Objectors) Bill 2015
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) presented
report, including appendix.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be published.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

This is the first report of the Standing Committee on the
Environment and Planning of this chamber in this
Parliament. Its inquiry into the Planning and
Environment Amendment (Recognising Objectors) Bill
2015 sets a useful precedent for further such inquiries
into bills. There are transcripts of a number of
significant contributions made at a formal hearing, and
I thank those witnesses. A number of submissions were
also made.
I also indicate that the work of the committee on this
occasion was undertaken by a small subcommittee
consisting of myself; Ms Hartland, deputising in effect
for Ms Dunn; and Mr Ramsay. It was a good hearing
that enabled the issues to be thrashed out at some
length. It was worthy in the sense that it enabled
members of key industry groups and local community
groups to have their say. I was particularly pleased to
see the evidence presented by the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning; the Property
Council of Australia; the Urban Development Institute
of Australia (Victoria); Planning Backlash — and I pay
tribute to the contribution of Joanna Stanley and Ann
Reid; the Victorian Farmers Federation; and the
Planning Institute of Australia. I particularly note my
thanks to James Larmour-Reid, the Victorian president
of the planning institute.
I should also record the thanks of the committee to
Anthony Walsh, the research and legislation officer of
this chamber, and note the efficiency with which he ran
this hearing. We were able to get through quite a lot
quickly and effectively, enabling the relevant groups to
have their say.
In terms of the substance of what is provided in the
recognising objectors bill, I will have more to say when
the bill comes to the chamber. In brief summary, the
evidence presented at this hearing shows that the
government has achieved the remarkable achievement
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of having all groups unhappy with the outcome of a bill
it has brought forward.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr DAVIS — No. The changes made to the
planning system by this bill are not enjoyed by any of
the parties — that is, the industry groups, the Planning
Backlash group and the professionals. That is the
remarkable outcome of this inquiry.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
found the hearing on this matter extremely helpful. It
was interesting that a common theme came from all the
submitters, which was that in fact this bill would give
false hope to especially community members who
believe that somehow having more and more objectors
would mean that they would be taken more notice of,
when in fact they clearly will still have to have planning
grounds on which to make their objections.
One thing I would say about the process is that we need
to take it one step further when we are dealing with
legislation. Members and staff of the committees, who
are extremely capable, need to start looking at
amendments to bills and making recommendations that
could be put forward. Members and staff could look at
the model used in the Senate, where that kind of work
is actually done. With those few words, I indicate that it
was a worthwhile process, the staff were fantastic, as
usual, and the process provides a good opportunity to
look at legislation and see how we can actually make it
better.
Motion agreed to.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON LEGAL AND
SOCIAL ISSUES
Children, Youth and Families Amendment
(Restrictions on the Making of Protection
Orders) Bill 2015
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) presented
report, including appendix.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be published.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

The committee self-referenced this report on 10 June,
and therefore had a relatively short reporting date to
report back to the house by today. I would like to thank
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in that context all those involved in the inquiry and the
report, particularly the secretary of the committee,
Ms Lilian Topic, and Mr Anthony Walsh, the research
and legislation officer, who coordinated the hearings
and the other issues to make sure the report was tabled
on time.
I would also like to thank my colleagues Ms Springle,
Ms Fitzherbert, Mr Melhem, Mr Mulino, Ms Patten,
Mrs Peulich and Ms Symes for the way we were able to
work together to produce this report. The committee
received 27 submissions, and I would like to thank
those who took the time to submit to the committee and
also to appear at the public hearings that the committee
undertook.
The issue of child protection and all the issues
associated with that are very complex, and every child’s
individual situation is of course different and particular
to that individual. The role of the state, carers, courts,
parents and a range of others will all be relevant in
determining what is in the best interests of a particular
child. This important area has seen a range of reviews
in recent years, from the Ombudsman’s Own Motion
Investigation into the Department of Human Services
Child Protection Program in 2009 to the Protecting
Victoria’s Vulnerable Children Inquiry, producing the
Cummins report, in 2012, and more recently to
Auditor-General’s reports into various aspects of how,
when and why services are delivered to vulnerable
children.
The implementation of a number of recommendations
of the Cummins inquiry were delivered through
legislation last year. The bill before us seeks to retain
oversight by the Children’s Court of service provision
by the Secretary of the Department of Health and
Human Services and make some other minor
amendments. Notwithstanding the narrow nature of the
bill, most submitters provided evidence and
submissions based on the 2014 reforms, many of which
do not commence until 2016.
From the Cummins report and many other inquiries
much has been made of the notion of drift — that is, the
period of time that children can be in the child
protection system, with numerous placements and court
hearings and without certainty, often for years. In fact
the Cummins inquiry found that the average period of
time before a permanent placement was made was five
years. The reforms that followed that report sought to
tackle this unacceptable period of time to give the
thousands of Victorian children in some form of
out-of-home care certainty.
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I would like to quote from one of the witnesses,
Ms Krysia Rozanska, from the Foster Care Association
of Victoria, who said:
I think it is important to know that it is a permanent home,
that nobody can ask you to leave … that you can be naughty.
You could do something really bad but your parents are not
going to call social services or say, ‘I can’t handle him
anymore’ … we have got to find permanent homes.

Let me conclude where I began by thanking all those
who helped to contribute to this report. It is a most
challenging, difficult and complex area. I commend the
report to the house.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
would like to firstly start by thanking the committee.
There was an enormous amount of goodwill brought to
the table on a really challenging inquiry. As the person
who referred this to the committee, I would like to
express my gratitude that everybody came to a really
complex inquiry in a really short time frame with such
goodwill and such eagerness to work together and to
collaborate. I extend my thanks to Mr O’Donohue,
Ms Patten, Ms Symes, Ms Fitzherbert, Mr Melhem,
Mr Mulino and Mrs Peulich on this particular inquiry.
I am also very pleased to rise to talk to this report
briefly, not just because it is our first inquiry and I think
we have done a good job, but also because I have come
to this place straight from the child and family welfare
sector. It is an area I am very passionate about; it is very
dear to my heart. I was pleased to see so much uptake
from the sector in putting forward views on this inquiry.
Essentially the reason I felt it important that those
voices be heard is that there was so much feedback
from the sector on this area of child protection. I
congratulate the sector for standing up and putting its
voice on record.
I will make a much more robust contribution in the
coming days about this report and about amendments to
the forthcoming bill, but I would like to say thank you
to those who made submissions or gave evidence and
particularly those who previously felt their voices had
not been heard.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I would also
like to make a brief contribution on the report that has
been tabled today, and I am pleased that I will be able
to make a more fulsome contribution to debate on the
bill later in the week. I join with the chair,
Mr O’Donohue, and deputy chair, Ms Springle, in
thanking everyone who made a submission or appeared
before the public hearings of our committee. It is the
first completed reference from a committee that I have
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been involved in, and the committee worked
collaboratively and respectfully to prepare this report.
I have got to say the title of the report — Inquiry into
the Children, Youth and Families Amendment
(Restrictions on the Making of Protection Orders) Bill
2015 — is somewhat misleading. The reason for that is
obvious from the terms of reference that this inquiry
landed on. They provide for a consideration of other
current legislation relating to the protection of
vulnerable children.
Not surprisingly the vast majority of submissions and
comments expressed in the public hearings related to
concerns about the previous government’s legislation,
as well as the failure of the previous government to
consult on that legislation — for example, the Law
Institute of Victoria raised concerns about the lack of
community consultation that resulted in the 2014
amendment act. In addition, the Victorian Council of
Social Service was concerned about not being
consulted at all.
The bill before the house this week had close to
unanimous support from those who made a submission
to the committee. Briefly, that bill is going to restore
oversight of the department by the Children’s Court. As
the minister highlighted in his second-reading speech:
It is clearly desirable to make timely decisions and avoid
harmful ‘drift’ in care arrangements where children are
subjected to lengthy periods of uncertainty about their future
care. However, this has to be balanced by a strong emphasis
on timely service provision.

The former government’s legislation will be subject to
review, which the minister has announced.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
have just a couple of brief words to say. I also thank the
committee. I thought the committee worked well. There
was certainly goodwill, a lot of different perspectives
were brought to the table and there was an
understanding that these were difficult and vexed issues
and that often there is no black and white. There was
certainly an attempt made to find common ground.
Obviously there will be a debate of the bill when we
resume debate, but suffice to say that the area of child
protection is a very significant area about which the
Cummins report has a lot to say. All I want to say is
that the former government and former minister were
involved in a number of reforms of the sector as a result
of an inquiry that we, the former government,
commissioned. This bill is only one small component
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of that. What should not be lost in the debate is the
significant reform that was instigated and initiated as a
result of the Cummins report, which was progressed by
the former ministers and which will no doubt continue
to be developed by successive governments.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I also
would like to briefly speak to this report and the inquiry
itself. It was my first experience at a committee process,
after having heard many times over the years that the
real work in Parliament is done in that committee time
and that the theatre of question time et cetera is just
that — theatre. I was really pleased to be a part of that
process and see the very bipartisan and cooperative
nature that committee was able to bring to this really
important issue of child protection.
It was a very short review, but to receive
27 submissions in that short period showed the passion
that is out there in the community about this issue. It
certainly was raised many times that, while this bill
goes some way to addressing problems that are seen in
the child protection area, we need to do more. Issues
around resourcing were raised. It is not necessarily that
there are not enough resources, although that was raised
many times; it is the way that we use our resources. In
future we need to do a much stronger review, and I was
pleased to hear that the minister has committed to a
review in the middle of 2016. That certainly will help
the very passionate and committed people in this field,
who have shown such a commitment to the welfare of
children and the way that we could do things better in
the future and the way we should be doing things better
now.
Motion agreed to.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Regulations and legislative instruments review
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented 2014 report, including appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be published.
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the Council take note of the report.

In doing so, as I said in the tabling of the report, I note
that it is the Annual Review 2014. Not often would I
move to take note of a report, but given that the report
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is essentially covering the term of the previous
government I thought I would put some comments to it.
Firstly, I make a note of appreciation to the staff, as we
always should in the process of committee work.
Mr Nathan Bunt is the executive officer, though he was
not the executive officer then. Andrew Homer was the
previous executive officer, and he is still providing
advice to Mr Bunt. I also make a note of appreciation to
Ms Helen Mason, who is the legal adviser, regulations,
and really had the dominant role in the process of
developing this report; Mr Simon Dinsbergs, as the
business support officer; Ms Sonya Caruana, as the
office manager; and of course our human rights adviser,
Professor Jeremy Gans.
The regulation review subcommittee is a subcommittee
of the committee, and this subcommittee scrutinises the
regulations and legislative instruments as defined in
section 3 of the Subordinate Legislation Act 1994, and
it also conducts inquiries in relation to regulations and
legislative instruments. I am currently one of the
subcommittee members, as I was in 2014. The
Honourable Christine Campbell, the former member for
Pascoe Vale in the Assembly; Don Nardella, the
member for Melton in the Assembly; and Graham
Watt, the member for Burwood in the Assembly were
also members last year. The chair of the subcommittee
was Michael Gidley, the member for Mount Waverley
in the other place.
The review of the regulations during 2014 carried into
the first five months of 2015, the reason being that the
regulations obviously have a lead time. A range of
issues might be attached to a regulation, including the
time lines allowed for it to be considered and also the
fact that a regulatory impact statement (RIS) may
accompany a statutory rule. Just for the record, the
entire 2014 statutory rule series comprised
212 statutory rules, and 10 of those statutory rules were
accompanied by an RIS. Members may recall that
during the term of the previous government a select
committee looked into the regulatory impact statement
process. The subcommittee of the last Parliament also
considered that process, and the select committee
provided quite a detailed report.
We also considered 60 legislative instruments, 4 of
which were accompanied by a regulatory impact
statement. The subcommittee did not make any reports
to Parliament in relation to the statutory rules series, but
a range of queries were raised with the relevant
ministers. Indeed some of the members of that
subcommittee are new ministers in the current
government. One such query concerned the uniqueness
of the type of oversight undertaken by the Scrutiny of

2147

Acts and Regulations Committee and the reasons why
it should be an all-party committee.
On the report’s table of ministerial correspondence, I
was just reflecting on the Transport (Taxi-cab Industry
Accreditation) Amendment Regulation, Ministerial
Direction MD 141, and members may recall that this
was an interesting instrument. There was also
Ministerial Order 765 in relation to a Treasurer’s
exemption certificate. One amendment that recently
became an issue when I was away somewhere else —
not in Australia — concerns Corrections Amendment
(Smoke-Free Prisons and Other Matters) Regulations
2014, SR 147. That amendment was obviously about
having smoke-free prisons, which has now become an
issue in Victoria, as it probably has become in every
other place. There was also correspondence on planning
and environment issues. In the remaining seconds
available to me, I commend the report to the chamber.
Motion agreed to.

Alert Digest No. 8
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented Alert Digest No. 8 of 2015, including
appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Gambling Regulations Act 2003 — Amendment of the
Category 1 Public Lottery Licence, 3 June 2015.
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notice pursuant to
section 32(3) in relation to Statutory Rule Nos. 42 and 82.
Melbourne Cricket Ground Trust — Annual Report,
2014–15.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Ballarat Planning Scheme — Amendment C188.
Baw Baw Planning Scheme — Amendments C110 and
C112.
Benalla Planning Scheme — Amendment C30.
Brimbank Planning Scheme — Amendment C134.
Cardinia Planning Scheme — Amendment C185.
Casey Planning Scheme — Amendments C115, C174,
C203 and C214.
Colac Otway Planning Scheme — Amendment C85.
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Colac Otway Planning Scheme and Greater Geelong
Planning Scheme — Amendment GC27.

Major Crime (Investigative Powers) Act 2004 —
No. 65.

East Gippsland Planning Scheme — Amendment C123.

Plant Biosecurity Act 2010 — No. 80.

Glen Eira Planning Scheme and Stonnington Planning
Schemes — Amendment No. GC30.

Port Management Act 1995 — No. 71.
Regional Development Victoria Act 2002 — No. 83.

Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme —
Amendment C130.
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme —
Amendments C307, C308 and C312.

Road Safety Act 1986 — Nos. 78, 79 and 84 to 86.
Safe Drinking Water Act 2003 — No. 88.
Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004 — No. 90.

Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme —
Amendment C176.

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Nos. 69 and 77.

Hume Planning Scheme — Amendment C168.

Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983 —
Nos. 72 to 75.

Manningham Planning Scheme — Amendments C106
and C108.
Mansfield Planning Scheme — Amendment C32.

Transport (Safety Schemes Compliance and
Enforcement) Act 2014 — No. 76.

Maroondah Planning Scheme — Amendment C103.

Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal Act
1998 — No. 66.

Melbourne Planning Scheme — Amendment C263.

Wrongs Act 1958 — No. 87.

Mildura Planning Scheme — Amendment C90.
Moorabool Planning Scheme —
Amendments C6 (Part 3) and C62.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme —
Amendment C188 (Part 1).
Mount Alexander Planning Scheme —
Amendment C49.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendment C93.
Stonnington Planning Scheme — Amendment C186.
Surf Coast Planning Scheme — Amendment C104.

Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Documents under section 15 in respect of —
Legal Profession Uniform Regulations 2015
Rail Safety National Law National Regulations
(Fees) Variation Regulation 2015
Rail Safety National Law National Regulations
Variation Regulations 2015
Statutory Rules Nos. 47, 55, 59, 60, 64 to 66, 68 to
91.
Legislative Instruments and related documents under
section 16B in respect of —

Warrnambool Planning Scheme — Amendment C90.
Wyndham Planning Scheme — Amendment C141.
Yarra Planning Scheme — Amendments C186, C187
and C193.
Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — Amendment C129.
Public Interest Monitor — Report, 2014–15.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament —
Building Act 1993 — No. 70.
Court Security Act 1980 — No. 89.
Domestic Animals Act 1994 — No. 64.
Electricity Safety Act 1998 — Nos. 67 and 68.
Emergency Management Act 2013 — No. 82.
Guardianship and Administration Act 1986 — No. 81.

Greater Metropolitan Cemetery Trust Scale of Fees
and Charges effective as of 25 June 2015 under the
Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003.
Southern Metropolitan Cemetery Trust Scale of
Fees and Charges effective as of 2 July 2015 under
the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003.
Amendment to the Code of Practice for the
Operation of Breeding and Rearing Businesses
2014, 30 June 2015, under the Domestic Animals
Act 1994.
Order Exempting Certain Breeding Dogs from
Payments of Council Registration Fee and
De-Sexing Requirements, 7 July 2015, under the
Domestic Animals Act 1994.
Determination of gaming machine entitlement,
20 July 2015, under the Gambling Regulation Act
2003.
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Victorian Bar incorporated Legal Profession
(Approved Clerks Trust Account) Rules 2015
under the Legal Profession Uniform Law
Application Act 2014.
Ministerial Order of 22 June 2015 under
section 66AC(1) of the Liquor Control Reform Act
1998.
Fixing of fees, notice of 30 June 2015, under the
Livestock Disease Control Act 1994.
Determination of Fees: Commercial Passenger
Vehicle Licences, Accreditations Applications and
Annual Taxi-cab Licence fees made under the
Transport (Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act
1983.
Wrongs Act 1958 — Scale of Fees and Costs for Referrals of
Medical Questions to Medical Panels, 14 June 2015.

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing
operative dates in respect of the following acts:
Court Services Victoria and Other Acts Amendment Act
2015 — 30 June 2015 (Gazette No. S183, 30 June
2015).
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Child
Safe Schools) Act 2015 — Remaining Provisions
(except sections 4(2), 5(1), 5(2) and 5(4)) — 1 July 2015
(Gazette No. S183, 30 June 2015).
Limitation of Actions Amendment (Child Abuse) Act
2015 — 1 July 2015 (Gazette No. S183, 30 June 2015).
Regional Development Victoria Amendment (Jobs and
Infrastructure) Act 2015 — Whole Act (except
section 18) — 1 July 2015 (Gazette No. S183, 30 June
2015).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
General business
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move:
That precedence be given to the following general business
on Wednesday, 5 August 2015:
(1) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Rich-Phillips
to establish a select committee inquiry into the port of
Melbourne;
(2) order of the day 5 standing in the name of Mr Barber for
the resumption of debate on the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act Amendment
Bill 2015;
(3) the notice of motion given this day in my name calling
for documents on the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre
and the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre;
(4) the notice of motion given this day in my name relating
to the bullying and capabilities inquiries involving the
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former Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade;

(5) the notice of motion given this day by Mr Rich-Phillips
calling for documents from the Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources relating to
two government contracts; and
(6) notice of motion 127 given by Mr Davis calling for
documents regarding an underground railway station
located in South Yarra.

Motion agreed to.

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Learn Local
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am delighted to advise the Council that for
the first time in many years Learn Local
organisations — that is, not-for-profit adult and
community education providers — will see an increase
in the pre-accredited training student contact hour rate.
This increase will see the Andrews Labor government
invest an additional $1.8 million in pre-accredited
training next year across more than 300 Learn Local
organisations statewide. The rate increase, which will
apply from 1 January 2016, is a critical element of the
strategy to support Learn Local organisations to deliver
not just quality training but, more than that, quality
opportunities for those they serve.
Learn Local organisations play a vital role in engaging
and retaining some of the state’s most disadvantaged
learners. These learners often find it difficult to fit into
other educational settings or to engage in other levels of
our education system. Sometimes they just need a
helping hand to get back into education and back onto
that path to employment and success. That is what
Learn Local organisations do best. The increase in the
rate is long overdue. Under the former government
there were no increases in the rate whatsoever in the
Learn Local sector. At a time when the former
government was ripping funding from TAFEs, it was
also turning its back on the absolutely vital community
education sector.
The announcement I am making today is an interim
measure to support Learn Local organisations as we
await the final recommendations of the vocational
education and training funding review. That major
review is being undertaken by Mr Coulson and
Mr Mackenzie. It is a measure that I know will be
welcomed, and not only by the adult and community
education sector. I know it will be great news for those
seeking to get back into education and back into jobs,
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who desperately need to get out of the unemployment
queue and back on the path to success.

Ministerial Advisory Council for Volunteers
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I rise to inform the house about a
significant move of the Andrews Labor government to
recognise the enormous contribution of Victoria’s
volunteers. The Andrews government has established a
new Ministerial Advisory Council for Volunteers. We
have called for nominations from organisations and the
community of individuals who have valuable
experience to share in the area of volunteering.
Representatives could come from peak organisations,
could be representatives of corporations with
volunteering programs or could be individual
volunteers in the community. The Ministerial Advisory
Council for Volunteers will advise the government on
how best to support and strengthen the volunteer sector
and oversee a broader program of volunteer
recognition. My colleague in the other place and
Parliamentary Secretary for Carers and Volunteers
Gabrielle Williams, the member for Dandenong, will
chair the new council, which will meet quarterly.
I am sure we would all agree that volunteers make an
enormous contribution to the Victorian community and
the Victorian economy. These selfless individuals are
the backbone of many an organisation, and many tasks
done in the community just would not be done without
the active support and participation of our volunteers.
The 2012 Economic Value of Volunteering in Victoria
report showed volunteering contributions were worth
about $23 billion to the Victorian economy in 2011,
estimated to grow to up to $42 billion by 2021.
The value of the volunteers in our community cannot
be underestimated, and I take this opportunity to thank
them for the enormous support they are providing to the
community right across many sectors. Whether it is in
emergency services, in our health system, in
community services or in our education system and
schools, these volunteers are providing and delivering
enormous capacity in service of the community.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Nursing union conference
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise to set the record straight. There was a tweet by an
ALP member saying that I did not accept an invitation
to speak at the Australian Nursing & Midwifery
Federation annual delegates conference in July. This
was retweeted by the union itself. In fact I never
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received an invitation to speak at the annual delegates
conference, and the nurses union has now
acknowledged that the email address it sent the
invitation to was incorrect and that it should have
followed up with my office.

Pearl Lubansky
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — I rise to acknowledge the
passing of Pearl Lubansky, a 40-year contributor and
philanthropist in the Manningham community. Her
contributions included those made through the Jewish
centre; Doncare, where she was made a life member;
the U3A; the arts centre; and Friends of Manningham
Dogs and Cats. May she rest in peace. My thoughts are
with her and her family. She was widely loved and well
regarded by all.

Native forests
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to bring
members up to date on some developments concerning
native forests in Victoria. I want to commend the
dedication and tenacity of the members of Environment
East Gippsland Inc. Their courage and determination in
taking on the government to uphold its environment
protection laws is remarkable.
Around three weeks ago this group reached another
out-of-court settlement with the government in relation
to the alleged failure to protect the habitat of the sooty
owl, the masked owl and the powerful owl. This
settlement has resulted in agreed arrangements to
protect around 2000 hectares of forest in East
Gippsland.
Other exciting news from East Gippsland has been the
discovery of a rare plant species in the pristine Kuark
Forest. In announcing the discovery of the bristly shield
fern, citizen scientists of the Goongerah Environment
Centre noted that the plant had previously only been
identified more than 250 kilometres away. This is the
same group that has discovered over 90 rainforest
species in the Kuark Forest.
On the federal front, details of how the Emissions
Reduction Fund is being offered to state governments
to preserve native forests have come to public attention.
With $13.95 per tonne for carbon dioxide abatement,
the Emissions Reduction Fund will provide the
Victorian government with a significant financial
incentive to stop native forest logging. This has been
estimated to be in the range of $40 million to
$70 million per year, based on the calculations of
carbon stored. I commend these developments to the
house and call on the government to take full advantage
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of the Emissions Reduction Fund to protect native
forests and complete the transition of our wood
requirements to commercial plantations.

Governor of Victoria
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — On
Wednesday, 1 July, it was my singular pleasure to
witness, along with many of my parliamentary
colleagues and invited dignitaries, the inauguration of
the Honourable Linda Dessau as the state’s new
vice-regal Governor of Victoria. Ms Dessau is well
known throughout Australia for her tireless efforts to
enhance the lives of ordinary Australians. She is a
credit to her family and to all Australians. I wish her
every happiness and success in her new endeavour.

Hume citizenship ceremony
Mr ELASMAR — On the evening of Tuesday,
7 July, I attended the Hume City Council’s citizenship
ceremony held at the council’s Craigieburn premises.
There were more than 250 people present on the night,
126 of whom were taking their oaths and affirmations
of allegiance to their adopted new country. I was
honoured to address them and then give each person a
native plant to take back with them as a memento of
this memorable occasion. I saw excitement and joy in
their faces, and it reminded me of my own
naturalisation ceremony, at which I was full of hope
and enthusiasm for the future.

Renew Shepparton
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I rise to
express my support for the Renew Shepparton
initiative. Renew Shepparton is opening up vacant
shops in the Shepparton CBD to trial small businesses
rent free, to boost foot traffic and to reinvigorate the
local economy. So far we have seen five new shops
open in less than two months — an excellent outcome
that is making our CBD a more exciting place.
I am very proud to be able to personally support this
initiative by making available my own commercial
landholding to a promising local business, Vintage Chic
Boutique, run by a mother-and-daughter team who
design and handcraft a wide range of fashion
accessories, including fascinators and handbags.

Early childhood facilities
Ms LOVELL — As Minister for Children and
Early Childhood Development in the former state
government I had the pleasure of providing a $650 000
grant for a new early learning centre in Gisborne.
During the winter break I had the honour of turning the
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first sod at the site of the new facility, and it was
fantastic to see construction underway.
I recently visited the Nathalia and District Preschool
Centre to see its new kitchen, bathroom and office
facilities, which were made possible through a
$101 000 grant that I was able to provide during my
term as minister. It was wonderful to see the
renovations completed.

Numurkah District Health Service
Ms LOVELL — It was fantastic to celebrate the
opening of the primary care facility in Numurkah with
the federal Minister for Health, Sussan Ley; the federal
member for Murray, Sharman Stone; Numurkah
hospital board representatives and the CEO, Jacque
Phillips; and the Numurkah community. Together with
the new $18.3 million Numurkah hospital, which was
funded by the former Liberal state government, this
federally funded primary health facility completes the
new state-of-the-art Numurkah District Health Service
precinct. Congratulations to the board and especially
Jacque Phillips on having achieved a wonderful
outcome for the Numurkah community.

DonateLife Week
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — This
week is DonateLife Week. It is a reminder that we all
need to think about what we want to happen to our
organs upon our deaths. What is the point of taking
your heart, your eyes or your liver with you to heaven
or wherever you are going to go, when someone on
earth could use them? I have the privilege of being on a
parliamentary committee that is looking at many of the
issues around end-of-life choices, including organ
donation. I have been struck by the amazing choices
families have made to give life to a person in someone
else’s family.
An issue that has been raised during the inquiry, which
I think has real merit — and I hope the government will
look at it — is that some parents want death certificates
to indicate that their child had actually been an organ
donor. It was not the reason why they died, but it was
part of it. It is really worthwhile to consider organ
donation. People should think about what they want to
do at the end of their life. They should update all of
their information and make sure that they talk to their
family about their wishes.
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Ballarat rail services
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — The rollout of
the new regional rail link timetable in Ballarat has been
an absolute disaster, and what has the member for
Buninyong in the other place done? Mr Howard has
blamed the previous government for it, despite the fact
that the Ballarat service was running perfectly well up
until the new timetable came into operation on 22 June
this year. Ballarat rail commuters are standing all the
way to Melbourne in the morning and all the way home
in the afternoon.
The Minister for Public Transport took six weeks to
come to Ballarat, and when she did finally wake up and
visit Ballarat, what did she say about this pressing issue
affecting Ballarat commuters? She said, as reported in
the Ballarat Courier:
I’d prefer to wait until we see what comes through the
regional public transport development plan.

She would prefer to wait! The commuters of Ballarat
would rather have a seat on the train, get to work on
time and maybe get home in time to see their children
before they are tucked up into bed at night. On WIN
News the minister said that no carriages have been
taken from the Ballarat services, which is rather
difficult to believe when trains that did have five
carriages now have three. Trains are now taking longer
to get to Melbourne, despite a dedicated regional line.
Only Labor could make such a mess of our regional
trains.
The member for Buninyong should apologise for the
new timetable rolled out over six weeks ago, which has
seen overcrowded and consistently late train services,
both to and from Ballarat. The member is making
Ballarat commuters stand for over 3 hours on top of a
full working day, and for this he owes the commuters of
Ballarat an apology. Shame, Mr Howard! Rather than
complaining and pointing the finger, the member for
Buninyong should set about fixing this mess his
government has created.

Telstra business awards
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to make a
members statement to acknowledge the winners of the
2015 Telstra Victorian business awards. I was fortunate
to be able to attend the presentation of these awards.
The business of the year award went to Furst Electrical
Services, a fast-growing business helping Victorian
manufacturers become more competitive through
automation and innovation. The business was
established in 2012, and it already employs 11 staff. It
has a number of key contracts across a range of sectors,
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including having won a $1.6 million project to install an
electrical control system for the crop protection product
manufacturing plant of chemical giant Accensi, which
is located in Geelong.
I would also like to acknowledge winners of some of
the subcategory awards. In addition to winning the
overall award, Furst Electrical Services also won the
start-up award. The micro business award went to Elite
Executive Services Pty Ltd, which is located in
Cheltenham. The small business award went to Cargo
Crew in Brunswick East; the medium business award
went to Setec in Knoxfield; the regional business award
went to Skin Smart Australia in Somerville; and, to
reiterate, the overall winner was Furst Electrical
Services. I wish Furst all the best in trying to win the
national business award. Congratulations to the
recipients of all of these awards.

Lang Lang Aged Care Support Group
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to
congratulate the Lang Lang community, particularly
Rudy de Jong, Glen McGregor, Jan Kruizinga, Brian
McIntosh, Sue Carson and the other members of the
Lang Lang Aged Care Support Group. The organisation
recently signed a long-term lease for land at 1 Salisbury
Street, Lang Lang, which was previously owned by
VicTrack, to build an aged-care facility. The Lang Lang
Aged Care Support Group consists of many dedicated
community-minded people who have worked together
with members of Parliament and government
departments for many years to see this lease eventuate.
This is a fantastic result for the committee, but more
importantly it is a fantastic result for the Lang Lang and
broader communities. I understand that planning is well
underway, and building should commence in the near
future. Members of the Lang Lang community should
be proud of the commitment and hard work undertaken
by the Lang Lang Aged Care Support Group. It is an
absolutely fantastic group of individuals; they are a true
reflection of the wonderful community that is Lang
Lang.

Above and Beyond exhibition
Mr O’DONOHUE — On a separate matter, it was
a privilege to attend the launch of Above and
Beyond — an exhibition to honour the service and
sacrifice of Victoria Police during World War I. At the
time 138 Victoria Police members enlisted, and of those
27 lost their lives. I encourage all members of the house
and indeed of the community to visit the Victoria Police
Museum at the World Trade Centre and see for
themselves this amazing exhibition.
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Northern Victoria Region health services
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — Last week it
was my great pleasure to join my fellow member for
Northern Victoria Region, Mr Herbert, who is also the
Minister for Training and Skills, and the Minister for
Health to announce the government’s major funding
package for our hardworking health services in the
north of the state. This coming financial year the
Andrews Labor government will spend a total of
$15.85 billion across the entire Victorian health system.
Those funds will be spent on hospitals, ambulance
services, mental health and drug services, aged care,
community health and public health services. This is an
increase of 6 per cent on the previous year. This
additional funding will assist health services to meet the
increasing demands of a growing and ageing
population, an issue that is of increasing concern in
rural and regional Victoria.
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20 years. Mr Gore would undoubtedly call this a
‘pause’.
The global warming myth has already cost Australians
many thousands of millions of dollars. Bureaucracies
and assorted programs to fight something that does not
actually exist have hit the national budget hard. Here in
Victoria we have one of the world’s greatest white
elephants sitting down at Wonthaggi — a memorial to
Labor’s gullibility. The desalination plan will cost
Victorians almost $2 million a day for years to come.
The time has come — long gone in fact — for
governments of Australia to officially declare global
warming a sham and shun prize shysters such as Al
Gore and Sandbags Flannery. It is time to grasp reality
with both hands. To do otherwise is to fail those who
put their faith in them.

Western Women’s and Children’s Hospital

My most recent personal experience is that my
grandmother has moved into an aged-care facility after
a lengthy stay in Benalla hospital, so I know firsthand
the stress and anguish this process places on families.
To have certainty of funding in this space is an absolute
must for many Victorians. The doctors, nurses and staff
in each of the northern Victorian services do a fantastic
job, and I can attest to this from my recent experiences.

Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — Constituents
in my electorate will soon have access to some of the
best health facilities in the new, state-of-the-art Western
Women’s and Children’s Hospital in Sunshine. I was
pleased to hear the announcement last week by the
Premier that the Andrews Labor government has
commenced its search for a major construction
company to begin building the new hospital.

I am proud to be part of a government that is investing
in our health system. The budget allocations for
Northern Victoria Region include $212 million for the
Albury-Wodonga hospital, $13.4 million for Seymour
hospital and $20.8 million for Benalla hospital. All of
this is a welcome increase on — —

I am happy to say that this new hospital was an election
commitment made last year which is now being
delivered to those in the western suburbs. It is a need
that my constituents have been highlighting. This
hospital will have 20 maternity delivery rooms,
237 hospital beds, 39 special care nursery cots and
4 theatres. This specialist facility will also have the
benefit of freeing up beds at Sunshine Hospital to treat
more patients. It will allow for 7000 more operations
each year and free up space for services such as cancer
treatment, subacute care and rehabilitation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Climate change
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — In the midst of
the coldest winter Melbourne has experienced for two
decades, and often torrential rain that Tim ‘Sandbags’
Flannery told us would never fall again, I noticed a
number of ministers in the Andrews government lining
up to pay homage at the feet of shyster-in-chief, Al
Gore, on his recent visit to Melbourne. How pathetic!
Gore has made tens of millions of dollars out of the
global warming climate change scam, so he would have
made it his business to ignore the plummeting
temperatures in Australia and overseas, the number of
scientists on ships stuck in ice at the polar caps and the
fact that there has been no global warming for almost

Sunshine Hospital currently has the third highest
number of births in Victoria and has been under strain.
This birthrate is evidence of the need for this important
facility in one of Australia’s fastest growth areas. The
health of every Victorian is a priority. It is also
important that mothers and babies have access to the
highest level of care close to home, close to their
families and in one central, specialised location.

Route 8 tram
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
members statement today concerns the no. 8 tram,
which has run down Toorak Road since 1927. It then
runs up to the city, towards Melbourne University and
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beyond. The Stonnington community in the Prahran
lower house electorate is very unhappy with the
Andrews government’s decision to axe this tram route.
Make no mistake: this tram being taken away is a
vindictive act.
I compliment those who are part of the ongoing
campaign to save the no. 8 tram. Thousands of petitions
have been signed, and many will be tabled in this
Parliament in the forthcoming period. I congratulate
Stonnington City Council, and Cr Matthew Koce in
particular, for their step in passing a motion at the
Stonnington council meeting last night. I congratulate
the group of traders who are fighting to save the no. 8
tram. I congratulate those at the Royal Botanic Gardens
and at major institutions in the Prahran electorate who
are also fighting to save the no. 8 tram. I congratulate
Susie Norton on the views she put so forcefully in an
interview with me, which is available on YouTube for
those who wish to see it.
This is a campaign to save a local tram route which has
been running since 1927. Daniel Andrews said he
would add to public transport. Instead he is trying to
substitute public transport and take it away. It is a
disgrace.

Racial and religious tolerance
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The commitment of the Liberal-Nationals coalition and
the Victorian Parliament to freedom, equality, diversity,
respect and understanding has been pivotal to the
success of our multicultural policies, which have
shaped Australia as a modern nation and are supported
by all major political parties. They have the
overwhelming support of the Victorian and Australian
communities and are widely respected by countries
around the world.
There is strong agreement that there is no room for
racism anywhere, and I am proud to say that the
overwhelming number of Australians stand by this.
Recently, however, we witnessed a protest in front of
our seat of democracy, the Victorian Parliament,
involving confrontations between small numbers of
left-wing and right-wing extremists. This is not
consistent with the basic values of our democracy,
freedom of religion and our defence of free speech
being exercised responsibly and within the parameters
of the law.
My personal view is that holding protests against Islam
during a religious period for the Muslim community
such as Eid is akin to protesting against Christianity
during Easter or Christmas. Furthermore, the booing of
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Adam Goodes and the issues surrounding an important
national debate have the potential to unleash sentiments
which we as a nation need to resolve both positively
and constructively. Restraint and respect are critical to
moving forward from difficult personal and public
displays which can fuel division.
Racism and ethnic rivalry are not our way. I say this as
a proud Australian born in the Balkans. Together I
think we can all agree that in this country there is no
room for racism.

Latrobe Valley Enterprises
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — Since its inception
in the late 1960s as a not-for-profit sheltered workshop,
Latrobe Valley Enterprises (LVE) has evolved into a
network of commercially viable businesses that
provides employment opportunities for people
disadvantaged by disability. Recently I had the pleasure
of touring LVE with its chief executive officer, Guy
Webb, and meeting some of the team members,
including Mario, who are committed to ensuring great
products and services are delivered. Guy outlined how
LVE removes barriers to employment by empowering
people to develop real work skills that enable them to
be productive and to contribute to the economic and
social vitality of their community. The enterprise
believes in the power of work and how it continues to
transform lives every single day.
I marvelled at the sight of the enterprise’s high-tech
laser and 3D printers in action and was happy to receive
a desk bar identifying me as the ‘Nationals Whip in the
Legislative Council’. The grounds maintenance
supervisor, Leon Robinson, demonstrated the
capabilities of the new $150 000 Batta mower, which is
able to mow on incredibly steep slopes with ease, and I
witnessed firsthand the problem-solving abilities of the
wastepaper recycling team.
I thank Guy Webb and the team at Latrobe Valley
Enterprises, and I commend their ethos, their humanity
and their commitment to producing great products and
services.
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VICTORIA POLICE AMENDMENT
(VALIDATION) BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 11 June; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am
pleased to rise to speak on behalf of the opposition in
relation to the Victoria Police Amendment (Validation)
Bill 2015. This is a relatively straightforward bill which
contains just four clauses. It flows from the Victoria
Police Act 2013 that was introduced by the previous
government, and I take this opportunity to pay credit to
the former Minister for Police and Emergency Services,
the member for Rowville in the Legislative Assembly,
Mr Wells, and his predecessor, former Deputy Premier
Peter Ryan, because as I understand it the Victoria
Police Act was in development for about 10 years, and
it took Minister Ryan and then Minister Wells to bring
it to fruition. It was a significant advance and
improvement in the way the legislative framework for
Victoria Police was outlined. I make that point at the
start.
As I said, this is a relatively straightforward bill.
Following the introduction of the Victoria Police Act
2013 some authorisations were made without
appropriate validation, and the purpose of this bill is to
retrospectively validate prior authorisations for the
operation of breath testing equipment and the
performance of driver drug testing procedures by police
members. These were found under audit to have been
erroneously made by a deputy commissioner of police
instead of the Chief Commissioner of Police.
I thank the advisers who provided the briefing to the
opposition and gave more detail about that audit. The
audit was undertaken in a routine manner to ensure that
things were being done in accordance with the new
legislative framework and found that they were not. By
way of explanation, under the previous legislation
deputy commissioners had the power to issue
authorisations, but under the new act the chief
commissioner is required to issue those authorisations.
That did not occur with the commencement of the new
act on 1 July 2014 until the error was discovered in
March this year.
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Of course the Parliament must always be very cautious
in passing retrospective legislation, but in that context I
note the report of the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee on page 7 of Alert Digest No. 6 which says:
The committee —

the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee —
accepts that the retrospective validation of purported actions
taken under defective delegations made by deputy
commissioners is administrative in nature and does not appear
to disturb substantive rights or the admissibility of evidence.
The validation appears justifiable in the circumstances.

As I said, that proposition was supported by advice the
opposition received in its briefing on the bill.
I note that if these retrospective amendments were not
made, 660 invalid authorisations made to police
officers under relevant legislation resulting in
approximately 1400 drug and alcohol tests undertaken,
of which over 1100 were positive tests leading to driver
charges and enforcement processes, would be deemed
invalid. Serious consequences would flow if the
Parliament did not pass this retrospective validating
legislation.
For that reason the opposition will be supporting the
bill that is before the house. It is a relatively
straightforward piece of legislation. It has four clauses
seeking to validate tests that were done without the
appropriate authority following the introduction of the
Victoria Police Act, which came into effect on 1 July
2014.
Let me conclude my remarks by saying that in regard to
police we have seen precious little from the new
government. The Victoria Police Academy is operating
at significantly reduced strength. The government has
made no commitment for additional police numbers,
save for a handful of additional police for Geelong and
the Bellarine Peninsula area. The government is not
providing Victoria Police with the resources or the
police members that it needs to respond to the
challenges of population growth and the changed
operating environment in which Victoria Police officers
find themselves, having to deal with the threats from
terrorism and the like and the scourges of ice and
family violence.
It is time for the minister and the government to set out
a clear agenda when it comes to improving community
safety by providing Victoria Police with the resources it
needs to respond to the multiple challenges that
confront it as an organisation, as well as those that
confront us as a community. I note that the minister,
when asked about resourcing, often refers to the
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custody officers that the government promised when in
opposition. Yet here we are, more than eight months
into the term of the government, and the legislation for
the custody officers has not yet been brought before
Parliament. As I understand it the training and
recruitment of custody officers is yet to commence, and
it is anyone’s guess as to when we will see the first
custody officers deployed to police stations to relieve
police and enable them to move back to the front line.
There is precious little in the form of an agenda from
the government in relation to police resourcing within
Victoria Police. What the government has promised
and committed to seems to be a long way off on the
horizon. With those words, the opposition supports the
bill. It is relatively straightforward, and the
consequences of not passing it may be significant, so
we support it.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens support the Victoria Police Amendment
(Validation) Bill 2015. The bill falls into a small
category of bills that we have seen before Parliament in
previous sitting periods, which seek to address
administrative errors or a lack of correct authorisations
in the implementation of new acts of Parliament. When
those administrative errors or defects are discovered, it
is necessary to introduce retrospective legislation to
correct those errors as far back in the past as they go.
Some bills in the past have had errors or defects that go
quite a way back into the past, but this particular bill
will address errors that occurred following the
commencement of the Victoria Police Act 2013 on
1 July 2014.
The errors relate to certain authorisations that were
therefore made unlawfully to police officers by deputy
commissioners of police to authorise those officers to
conduct drug and alcohol testing and to carry out oral
fluid sample procedures. The authorisations made
between July 2014 and March 2015 were unlawful
because the required instrument of delegation by the
chief commissioner to allow the deputy commissioners
to exercise these powers had not been made. As
Mr O’Donohue said, in the previous police regulation
act there was the ability for deputy commissioners to
make those delegations, but under the Victoria Police
Act 2013 that needs to be done by the chief police
commissioner.
We are told that this has resulted in some 660 invalid
authorisations being issued to police officers under
road, marine and rail safety legislation, which affected
the conduct of drug and alcohol testing between July
2014 and March 2015 and has resulted in the risk that
legitimate prosecutions and infringements for drink and
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drug driving that rely on evidence obtained through
these tests could fail on that technicality of the unlawful
delegation by deputy commissioners.
The second-reading speech also states that in excess of
1400 drug and alcohol tests carried out in that time
were conducted by police officers operating under
invalid authorisations, and police have identified that in
excess of 1100 of these tests returned positive results,
forming the basis of enforcement. The statement of
compatibility states — and the Scrutiny of Acts and
Regulations Committee confirmed — that the
admission of evidence obtained in reliance of actions
conducted pursuant to invalid authorisations will not
produce unfair trials and will not lead to unfairness of
the accused because the evidence of positive drug and
alcohol tests was not tainted by being obtained under
threat, trickery, violence, subterfuge or any other
improper methods. The accuracy of the tests conducted
has not been affected in any way. Instead the error
occurred because the senior command continued to
follow the prior management protocol that had been
lawful under the previous Police Regulation Act
1958 — more than half a century.
It is therefore understandable, in a way, that the police
deputy commissioners continued to operate the way
they did, but it is not understandable in other ways in
that the police should have been aware of the changes
that were made under the Victoria Police Act 2013 and
not made this mistake. However, the fact is that the
mistake has been made, and hence we have the
legislation before us. If the bill is not passed, the
possibility exists for all of those tests to stand as invalid.
If the bill is passed, it will validate those tests and allow
those prosecutions to proceed, but of course the courts
will still be able to use their discretion to either convict
or not convict on the basis of those tests and any other
evidence that is put before them in respect of any of the
cases.
I take the opportunity to talk about some other changes
that were made under the Victoria Police Act 2013 to
the previous regime that existed under the Police
Regulation Act 1958. Mr O’Donohue was correct in
that changes to the act were at least seven years in the
making, because I can remember being presented with
a police bill back in 2007, and in fact the changes to the
act only passed in 2013.
There was a lot of discussion among the various parties
about the bill introduced by the previous government.
One of the issues the Greens were concerned about was
the issue of vicarious liability of the state for police
torts. It is fair to say that under the Victoria Police Act
2013 some movement away from the regime in place
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under the previous act was made, whereby if a police
officer or protective services officer (PSO) acted with
wilful or serious misconduct and injured a person, that
person would have to take action against the particular
police officer in the courts and seek redress, including
financial compensation, from that police officer. We
argued that Victoria Police and the state should be
vicariously liable for all actions of police officers and
protective services officers, whether they had acted in
good faith or had behaved in a way which constituted
serious or wilful misconduct.

police officer engaged in serious or wilful misconduct
because, from the point of view of a person injured in
such a case, it should not be up to them to have to
pursue an individual police officer through the courts. It
should be the state that is liable, and the state should
then pursue the police officer through its mechanisms
with regard to misconduct by police.

In saying that, we would say that the vast majority of
Victoria Police members do not act in that way, but of
course there are cases where it has been found that
police officers have done so and members of the public
have been injured. Under the new act, in the first
instance, a police tort, or a victim making a claim
against the state for abuse or misconduct by a police
officer or protective services officer, would now be
made against the state. But there still remains in the act,
under section 74(2), the ability for the state to claim that
it is not liable for a police tort if it establishes that the
conduct giving rise to the police tort was serious or
wilful misconduct by the police officer or PSO who
committed the offence. We still think that is a loophole,
and it is one that could potentially put victims at a
disadvantage again.

Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
contribute to the debate on the Victoria Police
Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015. I understand the
passage of this bill is an urgent matter due to an
administrative oversight made in the Victoria Police
Act 2013. It relates to the Chief Commissioner of
Police’s instrument of delegation which, at the time the
legislation was amended, omitted the inclusion of
deputy police commissioners. The Victoria Police
Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015 will rectify a
serious issue identified by Victoria Police in March
2015.

It is our view that the state should be vicariously liable
for all police torts, and if there is a problem with the
police officer, Victoria Police should take action against
the police officer, and the injured person, the member
of the public, should take their action against Victoria
Police. Under section 74(2) there is still a loophole
which could put members of the public at a
disadvantage. Removing the loophole and some other
consequential provisions in the act would bring Victoria
into line with the commonwealth and with New South
Wales and Queensland, where the state is vicariously
liable for all police torts.
I have raised in Parliament on other occasions the issue
of Ms Corinna Horvath, who was the subject of
negligence and reckless behaviour and suffered injury
as a result of the actions of police officers. She has
finally received an apology and an ex gratia payment
from Victoria Police after pursuing her case through the
courts since 2001. This is the sort of case we do not
want to see in Victoria again. I ask the government to
consider making changes to the act to bring it into line
with the commonwealth and with New South Wales
and Queensland and to make it clear that the state is
vicariously liable for the actions of police officers and
not leave it to injured parties to have to take action
against police officers if the state establishes that a

With those few words, and drawing the attention of the
house to that outstanding issue, the Greens will support
the bill.

The amendment is fairly straightforward. Victoria
Police members conduct drug and alcohol testing and
assessment under a range of legislation, such as the
Road Safety Act 1986, the Marine (Drug, Alcohol and
Pollution Control) Act 1988 and the Rail Safety (Local
Operations) Act 2006. Under the previous Police
Regulation Act 1958, deputy commissioners exercised
the same powers as the chief commissioner, allowing
them to authorise police officers to operate drug and
alcohol-testing equipment and conduct impairment
assessments.
It would seem the amendments made by the Victoria
Police Act 2013 omitted the addition of deputy police
commissioners to legally authorise or issue drug and
alcohol testing to properly qualified personnel. The
oversight has resulted in 660 invalid authorisations
being issued to police officers under road, marine and
rail safety legislation. Subsequent legitimate charges
laid by those police are now open to legal jurisdictional
challenges. However, as soon as the error was
identified on 5 March, Victoria Police took urgent
action to ensure that the omitted delegations were
operative and legally reinstituted authorisations that had
been invalidly made during this period. It is now
imperative that the legislation reflect legal and proper
delegations from the chief commissioner to his
deputies.
As more motorists join those on our roads and
highways, all too often we see the results of intemperate
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driving under the influence of drugs and alcohol. This
legislation is an important weapon against the road
carnage, and it has been proven successful in slowing
down the casualty rates on our roads. Road trauma
affects not only the individuals involved but also
families and in the long run the entire community.
Victoria Police and ambulance paramedics who attend
those motor vehicle accidents are also deeply affected
by what they see. Their professionalism and
compassion cannot be overstated or minimised, and I
am sure that once the motoring message of ‘Don’t use
drugs and drive or drink and drive’ is realised, we will
all be a lot safer and happier.
Finally, Acting President, I commend the bill to the
house and wish it a speedy passage.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — It gives me
pleasure to speak on the Victoria Police Amendment
(Validation) Bill 2015. Along with my parliamentary
colleague and friend Ed O’Donohue, I indicate that we
on this side of the chamber support the passage of this
bill. I congratulate Mr O’Donohue on his contribution
to this debate and also that made in his past role as the
Minister for Crime Prevention. It is a great pity that the
Andrews government did not see fit to continue that
portfolio. Under the previous coalition government a lot
of good work was done in that portfolio in fighting
crime and dealing with some of the preventive solutions
to crime in the state of Victoria, but as members know,
the Andrews government saw fit not to continue that
portfolio, which will be to the detriment of the
Victorian community.
As Mr O’Donohue did, I congratulate the former
ministers for police — Kim Wells, the current member
for Rowville in the Assembly, and Peter Ryan, a former
member for Gippsland South — on the introduction
and implementation of the Victoria Police Act 2013.
As has been said, the coalition supports this bill, which
amends the Victoria Police Act 2013 to retrospectively
validate prior authorisations for the operation of breath
testing equipment and the performance of driver drug
testing procedures by police members, which as a result
of an audit were subsequently discovered to have been
erroneously given by a deputy commissioner of
Victoria Police instead of the Chief Commissioner of
Police. The bill inserts validating provisions and
addresses issues that had arisen under the old Police
Regulation Act.
I am somewhat comforted by the statement of
compatibility incorporated in the Assembly by the
Minister for Police and the Minister for Agriculture in
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this house. It is worth noting that the statement observes
that:
… the admission of the evidence obtained in reliance of
actions conducted pursuant to invalid authorisations is not
productive of an unfair trial and will not lead to any
unfairness to an accused. The evidence of positive drug or
alcohol tests were not obtained under threat, trickery,
violence, subterfuge or any other improper methods.

As has been said, if this bill were not supported,
approximately 660 tests would not be validated, and
therefore potential convictions would not be made. The
statement of compatibility goes on:
The validated authorisation has no effect on the underlying
basis for carrying out the test, the manner in which the test
was conducted or the class of officer who carried out the test.

The officers were appropriately trained to conduct the
tests and make the assessments. The statement
continues:
All officers who conducted the tests and assessments had
completed the requisite training and had the technical skills to
ensure accuracy of the test results.

The public should take some comfort from the fact that
even though there was an omission in relation to the
appropriate authorisation by the Chief Commissioner of
Police, the carrying out of the tests was done by
appropriately trained officers who conducted the tests
appropriately. as they would have done under the
authorisation of the Chief Commissioner of Police.
That is why I am happy to support the retrospectivity of
this legislation. When we in this house are considering
and being asked to support potential retrospectivity in a
bill, it is not something that I normally take comfort
from. In this case it is important that we fix the error in
the authorisation that was found during the audit and
allow those 660 tests to go forward for assessment and
potential conviction of the people involved.
As I said, the legislation contains provisions that have
retrospective effect. It is always important that the
Parliament consider the appropriateness of
retrospectivity. Legislation should not be treated lightly
in relation to that aspect of it. Careful examination
needs to be undertaken to ensure that substantive rights
are not affected by the operation of retrospective
legislation. I believe that has been done, and that is
supported by the statement of compatibility.
In closing, I note that under new section 276A(7) the
bill preserves the discretion of the court to exclude
evidence or stay criminal proceedings and that it does
not affect the rights of parties in any proceeding where
a court has ruled on a matter of validity of an
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authorisation or a court process. That is my contribution
on this bill.
While supporting this bill, I would like to take the
opportunity to say how disappointed I am with the
Minister for Police, particularly in regard to his
reluctance to visit Colac and see the Colac police
station, which has been in disrepair for a number of
years. Certain commitments have been made to build a
new police station in Colac, but the current response
from the minister is that he is too busy to make that
journey along the Princes Highway west, which I must
say has just been beautifully duplicated. Funding for
that was provided by the previous state and current
federal governments for both the Waurn Ponds to
Winchelsea leg and the Winchelsea to Colac leg, which
is now in the planning phase. It would be a great
opportunity for the Minister for Police to make the
journey along the coalition-funded duplicated highway,
visit the Colac police station to see for himself firsthand
the derelict state and debilitation of the current assets of
the police station and note for himself that it requires an
urgent and significant investment to upgrade the police
station so that those officers can work in an appropriate
workplace.
I take the opportunity to flag that I am extremely
disappointed in the Minister for Environment, Climate
Change and Water, who is the member for Bellarine in
the Assembly. Before the election she made
commitments to man three police stations on the
Bellarine Peninsula for 16 hours a day — —
Ms Patten — On a point of order, Acting President,
on relevance to the bill when moving to issues about a
new road and the Colac police station. I am concerned
that that is not relevant to this bill.
Mr RAMSAY — On the point of order, Acting
President, if Ms Patten had been in the chamber during
Ms Pennicuik’s contribution, she would have noted that
Ms Pennicuik strayed considerably from the bill, as
other contributors to the debate have done. I was
merely pointing out that while the opposition is happy
to support this bill, unfortunately the minister’s
jurisdiction in other matters has not been as well
implemented. I will just identify a couple of key areas,
if Ms Patten would be so kind as to allow me to finish.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I thank Mr Ramsay for his clarity in relation to that. I
advise Ms Patten that there is no point of order in
relation to this, but I would remind the member that he
should stick to the matter at hand, which is the Victoria
Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015.
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Mr RAMSAY — I thank Ms Patten for her
guidance, and I can assure her that anytime she would
like to make a contribution in this chamber when I am
here I will make sure that she is relevant to the bill at
hand and certainly I will offer my guidance to her if
necessary to make sure that she does not stray.
In summary, it gives me pleasure to support this bill. It
is important that we do so today so authorisation can be
legally provided, particularly for those 660 breath
testing cases that are before us at the moment in relation
to that period where validation was not appropriate. I
look forward to a speedy passage of the bill.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — It is with great
pleasure that I rise to speak in relation to the Victoria
Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015, and I note at
the outset there have been a number of contributions
made by my colleagues on the other side of the house
this afternoon, one of which, by Mr O’Donohue, I
would like to address. He referred to an issue that had
arisen in the Warrnambool Standard and an article
which has been published today. It is in fact an article
with the headline ‘Two-up a gamble says coalition’ by
Alex Sinnott and Andrew Thomson. It refers to a visit
that Mr O’Donohue paid to the south-west coast region
with former Premier Denis Napthine in which they
toured a facility and then later took aim at a decision by
the chief commissioner to address the allocation of
police resources.
Mr Ramsay — On a point of order, Acting
President, could you answer me, given your previous
ruling, what relevance Ms Shing’s contribution has to
this particular bill at this stage?
Ms SHING — On the point of order, Acting
President, I note that I am responding to a position put
on the record earlier this afternoon by Mr O’Donohue
when he referred specifically to the two-up changes and
to the way in which police resources are allocated. He
has also referred on numerous occasions to various
regional police stations, and in fact this was something
which he took aim at the government on in speaking to
this particular bill. So as a result of Mr O’Donohue
speaking to this bill and raising those issues — whether
Mr Ramsay may think them to be relevant or not — the
government has a right to respond to those concerns, as
indeed do I as a speaker.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I thank Ms Shing and Mr Ramsay. There is no point of
order, and I think that given Ms Shing’s contribution is
in the very early stages it remains to be seen whether
she will stray from the bill and the matter at hand.
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Ms SHING — I would hope that I can be as pithy as
possible in putting to bed Mr O’Donohue’s contribution
by noting that a senior constable on the ground said that
his role as a one-member police station officer was to
police his community, and in fact the chief
commissioner’s instructions now give him clear and
concise guidelines as to how he should achieve that
goal safely. They have formalised the need for ongoing
safety risk assessments, which is something we have
been doing for a long time. Then the senior constable
went on to say that the public has no need to be
concerned because if anyone rings the police for
assistance, Victoria Police will attend. I think that those
quotes from the senior constable directly, following on
from the chief commissioner’s directive about the way
in which operational resources should be deployed, put
the issue of scaremongering by those opposite — who
would seek to claim all the territory on law and
order — well and truly to bed.
With that in mind, I would like to indulge Mr Ramsay
and his earlier attempt at a point of order by moving to
the substance of the bill itself. I thank those who have
been listening so earnestly in making sure that they are
apprised of any concerns about relevance and who may
share their views across the house as necessary. It is
pleasing to note that those opposite, and indeed
Ms Pennicuik in her contribution today, have indicated
they do not oppose the passage of this bill. Whilst we
may have various views on all sorts of law and order
matters, in essence we are together in the intent of this
bill and what it seeks to achieve.
In providing the necessary remedial action to address
an administrative oversight that was identified in
relation to the Chief Commissioner of Police’s
instrument of delegation, we do have cause to make
retrospective legislation to mitigate the risk, as
identified by earlier speakers from all over the house,
that enforcement actions conducted in reliance upon
evidence obtained pursuant to invalid authorisations
will be adversely affected. In essence what this says is
that fruit that has fallen from the poison tree ought not
itself be considered poison for the purposes of a
prosecution — there were a lot of ‘p’s in that sentence,
but I thought it necessary.
In terms of the government’s commitment to
decreasing the road toll and deterring dangerous
driving, it was in fact reasonable, necessary and
proportionate to enact this retrospective legislation to
uphold the validity of legitimate enforcement action
against perpetrators who put community safety at risk
through drink-driving and drug driving. This is an area
of policy priority for governments of all complexions.
The importance of making sure that we have adequate
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deterrents in place, that we have tough sanctions and
that we have a robust system of identification,
prosecution and punishment of offenders is paramount.
We have a soaring road toll; we had decreases which
have in essence been lost, and the toll is starting to
creep up again as we head toward the second half of the
year. We have increasing numbers of issues affecting
the way in which people behave behind the wheel. In
order to stay rigorous in our assessment of wrongdoing
and to prosecute offences fully, it is important to make
sure that offences such as the 660 authorisations upon
which these offences were based do not result in
matters slipping through the cracks.
In making sure that this retrospective legislation
operates to achieve the desired purpose it has been
crucial to make sure that we allow for these
660 matters, or indeed for any other matters based upon
an authorisation that was not otherwise properly
enacted, to be rectified. Due to the oversight that has
been referred to by earlier speakers, the chief
commissioner did not delegate his power to issue the
authorisations after 1 July 2014. The deputy
commissioners continued after this period, as we know,
to issue authorisations to police officers under the
mistaken belief that they still had the legislative power
to do so.
Following the identification of this particular error
during an internal review in March this year the acting
chief commissioner signed instruments of delegation on
5 March and 12 March giving the appropriate power of
delegation to all deputy commissioners and the assistant
commissioner for road policing command to issue
future authorisations. As I understand it, this was acted
on as promptly as was reasonably possible. New
authorisations were also made concerning each and
every single one of the 660 affected authorisations that
had been identified as invalid. These actions undertaken
at the beginning of March this year fixed the problem
going forward.
However, they did not address the shortfall in the
period between 1 July 2014 and 5 March 2015, as it
applied to road safety and marine authorisations, and
1 July 2014 and 12 March 2015 for rail safety
authorisations. On that basis it was necessary through
this retrospective development of the bill that is now
before the house to mitigate the risk that reliance upon
evidence obtained pursuant to these authorisations
might be adversely affected. In essence, we are looking
at an amendment to the Victoria Police Act 2013. It
enables a retrospective validation for the purported
authorisations made by the deputy commissioner
during those times I have already referred to. Those
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purported authorisations in effect will now be validated.
There will be a retrospective validation of purported
certificates of authority for that period, also again to
make good on the defect that had been identified for
that period.
It will also make sure that the validity of any act or
thing done in reliance upon those authorisations that we
now understand to have been invalid will be rectified;
enable prosecutions for offences of any one of those
660 authorisations to be admitted; and ensure that a
court that retains the discretion to exclude evidence in
criminal proceedings or stay a criminal proceeding in
the interests of justice is not in fact limited by any
questioning of the way in which that authorisation was
initially granted. It will also ensure that the bill will not
affect the rights of parties in any proceeding in which a
court has already made a ruling on the validity of an
authorisation or admissibility of evidence obtained by a
person operating under an invalid authorisation.
In essence, this bill puts us in the position in which we
would have been but for these invalid authorisations
having been issued in the period referred to already. It
in effect makes good on the invalidities that have been
identified for that period. Certificates of evidence will
also be retrospectively validated. That means we will
have specific categories of authorisations tailored in the
way in which certificates of evidence are drafted.
The bill does not fetter any discretion of the courts.
That is an important thing to remember in this.
Evidence can still be excluded in a criminal proceeding
where there is a stay, in the interests of justice, or where
that might interfere with existing rulings of the court
made prior to the passage of this bill. That is an
important distinction to make in the course of making
sure that the courts are in a position to discharge their
own obligations under statute and at common law. This
will then ensure that criminal proceedings and process
are not unduly interfered with and that in essence we
are minimising the risk of constitutional challenge.
These clauses are in effect modelled on the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Amendment (Affidavits)
Act 2012, and again those provisions remedied a much
more serious error concerning unsworn affidavits, so it
is not as though we do not have precedent for this. It is
not as though it is not an appropriate, sensible and
proportionate response. To that end I commend the bill
to the house.
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
The longstanding practice of breathalysing drivers is an
important part of keeping our road toll as low as
possible, and it has wide acceptance in the community.
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People are used to it, they understand how it works and
they see the results that it has on the still extremely
concerning figures on deaths while driving. The bill
before the house, which I am pleased to support and
which I believe is widely supported in this place, can be
best described as an administrative correction.
It amends the Victoria Police Act 2013 to
retrospectively enable authorisations for the operation
of breath testing equipment and the performance of
driver drug testing procedures by police members in
relation to a number of tests which were discovered as
the result of an audit to have been erroneously given by
the deputy commissioner of Victoria Police instead of
by the Chief Commissioner of Police. It inserts
validating provisions into the Victoria Police Act 2013
to address this point.
Other speakers have addressed why this has been
necessary. I will go over that very briefly. Under the old
Police Regulation Act 1958 deputy commissioners
exercised, as I understand it, identical powers to the
chief commissioner, but when the new Victoria Police
Act 2013 commenced, deputy commissioners no longer
had the same powers, and hence the problem has
occurred. New delegations of express authority by the
chief commissioner were supposed to have been made
as at 1 July 2014, but this was not done.
Mr Ramsay spoke earlier about the fact that this
legislation is retrospective. It is always important to
consider whether it is appropriate to have retrospective
legislation. I think generally the answer is we should
not, but this case is an important exception. It is
appropriate in this instance for a couple of reasons. The
first reason is, as I mentioned earlier, the breath testing
regime we have in this state is longstanding, it is well
understood and it is seen as having a very important
purpose. In this instance the retrospective legislation is
about addressing procedural defect; it does not go to the
issue of substantive rights. It is simply addressing the
issue of whether authorisations that were given were
valid.
It is worth considering what would happen if this
change were not made, and 660 invalid authorisations
are at the heart of why we are speaking on the bill
today. It was discovered on audit that 1400 drug and
alcohol tests had been undertaken without the officers
concerned being validly authorised, and of these tests
over 1100 were positive and have led to driver charges
and enforcement processes. There are good public
policy reasons for taking this course, and it is clearly in
the public good.
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Law and order is a very important issue for members on
this side of the house. While the opposition supports the
bill, I believe it is important to note that the current
government has done relatively little in this area in
terms of bringing legislation to the Parliament. I note in
particular the repeal of the move-on laws, which was
disgraceful, and we have discussed that on a previous
occasion. If there is something we can do to make our
community safer, to make people and families safer, we
should do it. I urge the government not to delay any
scope to reduce family violence while it is considering
what its public safety agenda is going to be and while it
is waiting for the results of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence. In conclusion, I record my support for
the bill and urge its passage through the chamber.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I hope I
can stay on message and possibly be slightly more
pithy than Ms Shing’s very interesting contribution. I
support the Victoria Police Amendment (Validation)
Bill 2015. Despite being retrospective legislation,
which is never a preferred option, the bill addresses an
oversight that although problematic was without ill
intent. Given the good faith that informed the deputy
commissioners’ delegation to officers to conduct their
duties, it is quite appropriate to introduce such
retrospective legislation.
Clause 1 of the bill says the purpose of the bill is to
address defects in relation to authorisations to operate
breath analysing instruments and to carry out drug
impairment assessments. That is not what these tests
do — they do not test impairment. They test for the
presence of a drug, and that is why many countries
around the world do not use this test, because it is not a
test of impairment, it is a test for the presence of a drug.
This was found in a drug driving case last October in
New South Wales where the magistrate, David
Heilpern, commented that the mere presence of drug
traces was sufficient for the driver to be found guilty
but agreed that it was a matter of illegality, not a matter
of unsafe driving. This case was about a person who
had had a puff of cannabis 14 hours prior to being
tested. In further testing the defendant was found to
have a presence of tetrahydrocannabinol in their blood
levels and was therefore charged with a drug driving
crime. There was no indication that his driving was
impaired. This is an issue that we will need to address
in the future.
We also need to look at the deterrent effect of these
tests. A number of concerns have been raised around
this, including the complete lack of evidence that these
tests have led to a reduction in drug driving crashes.
Evidence from just last year included a report entitled
Reviews of the Effectiveness of Random Drug Testing in
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Australia — the Absence of Crash-Based Evaluations.
The report from the Centre for Automotive Safety
Research was presented at its conference last year in
Queensland. There are many indications that these
assessments do not test for impairment; they just test
for the presence of the drug. I do not think this is really
what our society wants to do. It does not help us in our
so-called war on drugs.
While I support the bill and appreciate that its
retrospectivity does protect against what was a
parliamentary oversight, it is important that we do not
stop questioning the problematic testing regimes that
this bill is about. We need to discontinue the conflating
of drug use with impairment. As long as we do not do
that, we cannot progress understanding illicit
substances and their effect on driving impairment.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise this afternoon to speak briefly on the bill.
As other members have said, the opposition is
supporting the piece of legislation brought into the
house. The community rightly expects a certain degree
of certainty around policing and the way police
undertake various activities. As other members have
highlighted in their contributions, the bill is
retrospective legislation due to a loophole that was
found. The bill will amend the Victoria Police Act 2013
to, as I said, retrospectively validate prior authorisations
for the operation of breath testing equipment and the
performance of driver drug testing procedures by police
members, the need for which was found through an
auditing process.
There is no doubt that Victoria Police members have
community safety at the foremost of their minds,
particularly through road traffic control measures. From
my experience in a previous life as a nurse, I have seen
too many people maimed, disabled and indeed killed
through alcohol-related driving incidents. The bill is a
common-sense approach to fix a loophole in the
principal act so people cannot be let off the hook. There
were 660 invalid authorisations made to police officers
under the legislation, which resulted in the invalidity of
around 1400 drug and alcohol tests that had been
undertaken. We are speaking about a significant
number of tests here, and that is why it is important to
get this legislation right. It is important the community
has confidence in our police force undertaking the roles
it needs to do.
I commend the work of the former Minister for Crime
Prevention, Edward O’Donohue, who is in the chamber
at the moment. He has an ongoing commitment to
crime prevention. In terms of what the coalition did
during its four years in office, it looked very seriously
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at various issues around policing and crime prevention.
Without straying too much from the debate — unlike
others — it is important to point out and put on the
record the number of police that the coalition budgeted
for: 1900 additional people became members of
Victoria Police, making our community safer, and over
900 protective service officers (PSOs) were put on
patrol across our rail networks. Only last week I heard
of an incident where PSOs were able to make our
community safer by detaining somebody on the rail
network who had committed a crime. The coalition has
a very strong record on law and order issues, and it is
proud of that. We want to support the bill before the
house to ensure that that community safety element is
maintained, and this piece of legislation certainly does
that.
My perspective is informed by the area I have
responsibility for, which is family violence.
Ms Fitzherbert made mention of police numbers. We
know from the hearings of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence about the enormous demand across
our agencies and in terms of reporting to police. We
need to ensure that police have the necessary backup
and support to undertake their role in this very
important area. As Ms Fitzherbert quite rightly pointed
out, and as I have been saying, if the government has
concerns in this area, it should not wait until the
conclusion of the royal commission, it should act now.
It is very important that women and children who are
subject to family violence have confidence in our
police. I heard Ms Shing’s contribution on the bill, in
which she mentioned the two-up policy. Some rural and
regional areas of Victoria, which I know well, have
one-man police stations. If they close down, where are
these women going to go? How are they going to report
a crime that has been or is about to be perpetrated
against them?
We as a community rightly expect our police force to
be strong in this area of community safety — on traffic
infringements and drug and alcohol testing. We need to
be absolutely vigilant in this area. As other members
have said, this bill will rectify an issue that has been
identified and close a loophole, enabling appropriate
testing to be undertaken. I conclude my contribution by
saying, as other members have done, that I support this
bill.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — A fair bit has been said on the Victoria Police
Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015. I thank all
members who have spoken. It has been a good debate,
and most of the issues have been aired very well.
Ms Shing — And relevantly.
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Mr HERBERT — Issues have been aired
relevantly, which is a great thing. There are a whole
heap of minor amendments made by the bill, but the
main thing is to clear up an error in the earlier bill to
ensure that there is retrospective action validating the
authorisation of testing by a deputy commissioner. It
will make sure that people who have done the wrong
thing do not get away with it. I do not intend to speak at
length on the bill as the matters have been well aired
and there is a lot of business before the house this week.
I will finish by commending the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

JUDICIAL ENTITLEMENTS BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 11 June; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise this afternoon to
make some remarks on the Judicial Entitlements Bill
2015. I note at the outset that the coalition will not be
opposing this bill. Indeed it largely mirrors a bill
introduced in the previous Parliament by the former
Attorney-General, Robert Clark, the member for Box
Hill in the other place — the Judicial Entitlements Bill
2014. This is a continuing trend with respect to the
judicial bills we are seeing in the Parliament this year.
They tend to be bills that were initiated by the former
Attorney-General, and this is another in that category.
The bill itself is a sensible set of amendments to the
way in which entitlements for the judiciary are
administered and structured in Victoria. One of the key
principles articulated in the second-reading speech of
the current Attorney-General — which was also
reflected in the second-reading speech for the 2014
bill — is that judicial independence is critical and
fundamental to the rule of law. At the state or national
level, judicial independence is one of the key
underpinnings of our system of justice. It ensures that
the community can have confidence in the way our
courts operate and that they operate independently of
the executive government and free of undue influence
from third parties or bias.
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One of the ways in which we can ensure that our
judiciary acts independently and properly on matters is
to ensure that its members are appropriately
remunerated. It is a fact that most of the judiciary in this
state, particularly in the senior courts, is drawn from the
ranks of senior barristers. Many senior barristers in
private practice are very substantially remunerated.
If we are to attract from the ranks of the bar into the
judiciary suitably qualified and experienced people of
the standing we want in our judiciary, it is important
that we ensure that the judiciary is remunerated at an
appropriate level. This ensures that they act
independently and are not inclined to seek remuneration
outside their role in the judiciary and of course that we
can attract the best and brightest from practice at the bar
into the judiciary. The need for appropriate levels of
remuneration and entitlements for the judiciary is very
well established as part of ensuring the independence of
our judiciary.
One of the other factors that is important with respect to
the independence of the judiciary and the way in which
we respect the judiciary’s independence of the
Parliament and of the executive government is the
judiciary’s adherence to the principle of not involving
itself in political matters. In the Saturday newspapers
the week before last I was surprised to see a story
running on the front page of the Herald Sun purporting
to reflect comments from the President of the Court of
Appeal, Justice Maxwell, expressing his views and
indeed purporting to put the views of the Chief Justice
of the Supreme Court on a matter which was divisive
and highly political. Given the way in which we as a
Parliament respect the independence of the judiciary
and expect the executive government to respect the
independence of the judiciary, and given that we want
the Victorian community to have confidence in the
independence of the Victorian judiciary, I thought it
was unfortunate at best that that article appeared
purporting to reflect the comments of Justice Maxwell,
who in turn, according to the article, purported to reflect
the views of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.
The Parliament does what it can to ensure and respect
the independence of the judiciary, and the judiciary can
help itself in that regard by not involving itself in
political debate.
The bill before the house gives effect to a suite of
reforms that were proposed by the former
Attorney-General, the member for Box Hill in the
Assembly, recognising the need for the judiciary to be
remunerated appropriately. This legislation brings
together provisions related to the entitlements and
conditions of service for a range of members of various
jurisdictions here in Victoria. The act will reflect — and
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it will be the first time just one piece of legislation does
this — the current provisions with respect to officers’
conditions of service and entitlements which are
currently in the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act
1995, the Judicial Salaries Act 2004, the Constitution
Act 1975, the Supreme Court Act 1986, the County
Court Act 1958, the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989, the
Coroners Act 2008 and the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005. Currently in Victoria, as I say, a
range of acts contain provisions with respect to the
conditions of service of judicial officers, and the bill
before the house will bring those provisions together
under a single piece of legislation. That is an
appropriate reform, and it goes a long way to clarify,
certainly for the community, the way in which judicial
officers are remunerated in this state.
It is interesting to note the way in which salaries for
judicial officers are paid. The bill brings those
provisions together in the one location, as I said, for the
first time. It reflects that the salaries of Victorian judges
are tied to the salary of a Federal Court judge. That is
currently $412 550, and there are percentage variations
for salaries of judges of a trial division — and the
salaries of judges of the Supreme Court are equal to
those — and then there are percentage variations for the
chief justice, the President of the Court of Appeal and
other judges and magistrates in the other jurisdictions.
The base for judicial salaries in Victoria is, as I said,
tied directly to that for judicial salaries in the Federal
Court, which is set by the commonwealth
Remuneration Tribunal. This bill preserves those
relativities between the Federal Court and the Victorian
courts and of course the relativities that currently exist
between the different jurisdictions and different office
levels within jurisdictions here in Victoria.
The bill also establishes the Judicial Entitlements Panel,
which will have the capacity to undertake its
own-motion reviews on matters relating to conditions
of service for judicial officers. In undertaking those
reviews the panel will make recommendations to the
Attorney-General, who will respond in due course to
those recommendations. It is important to note that in
undertaking own-motion reviews the panel will not be
able to undertake reviews related to the salary levels of
judicial officers. That is something that can only be
initiated at the request of the Attorney-General. Again,
that preserves the relationship between commonwealth
and state court salaries — the Federal Court tie — and
the existing Victorian salary structure. However, the
legislation does provide the capacity for the panel to
consider other conditions of service issues related to
Victorian judges.
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This bill is uncontroversial. The coalition believes it is
an appropriate reform that was initiated by the former
Attorney-General, Robert Clark, during the previous
Parliament. It goes a long way towards clarifying and
consolidating the structure with respect to judicial
entitlements. It preserves the current structure with
respect to salaries, ensuring that our judicial officers are
paid an appropriate salary to reflect the importance of
their role and ensure their independence, and it is a bill
we wish a speedy passage.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support the Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015.
The main purpose of the bill is to modernise the
processes and structures for determining the salaries,
allowances and conditions of service for judicial
officers in Victoria in a manner that ensures and
preserves judicial independence. I agree with
Mr Rich-Phillips, who said that the independence of the
judiciary from the Parliament and the executive is a
very important tenet of the state of Victoria, other
states, the commonwealth and of course other
jurisdictions around the world.
The bill will not change the current mechanisms for
determining judicial salaries and conditions of
employment. The salary of a judge of the trial division
of the Supreme Court, for example, will continue to be
linked to that of a Federal Court judge, and other
Victorian judicial salaries will continue to be paid as a
percentage of the salary of a Supreme Court judge.
Mr Rich-Phillips went through the amounts of those
salaries, and I will not repeat them. Salary increases
will continue to take effect from the day after the date
on which a determination of the commonwealth
Remuneration Tribunal could have been disallowed by
the commonwealth Parliament or the date such a
determination comes into effect if it is a later date.
As stated in the second-reading speech for the bill, the
current legislative provisions that relate to judicial
salaries and the conditions of employment for judicial
officers are contained in eight different pieces of
legislation, including the Judicial Remuneration
Tribunal Act 1995, the Judicial Salaries Act 2004, the
Constitution Act 1975 and the various courts acts.
Putting all of this together into a single bill certainly
does make sense, and it will clarify the processes with
regard to the setting of salaries and conditions.
The bill creates what will be called the Judicial
Entitlements Panel to replace the Judicial Remuneration
Tribunal. This panel will have similar jurisdiction,
structure and processes to its predecessor. The panel
will make own-motion recommendations to the
Attorney-General in relation to the conditions of service
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for judicial officers, including allowances and leave
entitlements. It will not be able to make
recommendations in relation to salaries, pensions or
superannuation arrangements.
The bill requires the panel to make its first own-motion
report to the Attorney-General as soon as practicable
and within nine months of establishment. Thereafter the
panel must make its own-motion report to the
Attorney-General at least every four years. The
second-reading speech points out that there has not
been any report or recommendation from the existing
panel for three years. This is why the bill requires the
new panel to make its first own-motion report very
soon after its establishment. The panel’s own-motion
report must be tabled in Parliament within 10 days of
the Attorney-General receiving it, and then the
Attorney-General must provide a statement to
Parliament as to whether the own-motion
recommendation of the panel is accepted, varied or not
accepted.
Division 2 in part 4 of the bill indicates that the
Attorney-General may also seek an advisory opinion
from the panel on a range of matters such as the length
of the term of appointment of judicial registrars or the
retirement age of judicial officers.
Under the bill the Attorney-General must establish and
maintain an electronic register containing all documents
relating to judicial entitlements, thereby creating more
transparency in this area.
The amendments the bill makes to the Constitution Act
and the courts acts clarify that in addition to salary and
allowances judicial officers are entitled to conditions of
service. The amendments clarify that in circumstances
where there is prior service in certain pensionable
services, such as the Director of Public Prosecutions,
this will be recognised for the purpose of determining
the sabbatical or long service leave entitlements of
those appointed to judicial office.
Those are the main provisions of the bill before us, and
the Greens will be supporting them. I do not want to
steal Ms Patten’s thunder, but I know she will be
talking about the curious name change from the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal to the Judicial Entitlements
Panel. I point out that the name change diverges from
the commonwealth Remuneration Tribunal, to which
Victorian judicial salaries and terms and conditions of
employment will be tied.
While we are on the subject of the judiciary, I would
like to take the opportunity to raise the issue of the need
for a judicial commission for Victoria. We still do not
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have such a commission, unlike New South Wales,
which has had one since 1987. We think the
government should engage in public consultation about
the establishment of such a commission. It could be
modelled on the New South Wales commission or any
other commission with a model that is appropriate for
Victoria. We note that the Judicial Commission of New
South Wales has a judicial education and training
function similar to that of the Judicial College of
Victoria. It is very important that there be public
consultation with regard to this issue. I have raised
before in the Parliament the need to look at the
establishment of such a commission in Victoria.
I would like to wind up by saying that the Greens
acknowledge the dedication and commitment of our
judicial officers in meeting high standards, but I also
point out that a judicial commission would provide an
important mechanism independent from the judiciary
for investigating why a judicial officer may be failing to
meet the high standards of the judiciary in relation to a
particular case, for whatever reason — it may be due to
illness or any other reason. This could increase public
confidence in the judiciary and in the judicial process
by assisting judicial officers to carry out their functions.
With those few words, I indicate again that the Greens
will support the legislation.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the Judicial Entitlements
Bill 2015. This bill supports judicial independence by
creating a modern statutory framework for determining
the salary, allowances and conditions of service for
judicial officers. The bill continues the theme of what
the Andrews Labor government has committed itself
to — that is, streamlining the administrative arms and
operations of government to deliver efficiency and
better outcomes for all Australians.
If members review the Hansard from the other place,
and indeed the contribution of Mr Rich-Phillips of just
a moment ago, they will see that members of the former
government have claimed that this bill is similar to
something they proposed last year. I have lost count of
the number of times members of the former
government have claimed, ‘We were going to do that!’
in relation to bills brought to the house by this
government. We have heard many times from those
opposite in their contributions that once upon a time
they were planning on doing this and that they would
have gotten around to passing a bill like that, but at least
we can be assured that opposition members, when
making such claims, will take a sensible approach to
the bill Labor has delivered for debate and to be voted
on to become law.
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As a former student of the law and someone with many
professional and personal contacts across the field, I am
well aware of the calibre and dedication of those who
commit themselves to the judiciary. They are highly
skilled, talented individuals who are driven for the most
part by a vocation rather than the dollar figure on the
bottom of a contract. A calling to community service, a
passion for the law and a dedication to the delivery of
justice have been described to me by many of those
serving in these positions when I have spoken to them
about their reasons for entering this profession.
Like all aspects of the judiciary, independence is a
fundamental element of the rule of law. This should,
and indeed must, apply to remuneration. Currently the
provisions relating to judicial salaries and entitlements
are scattered across eight different pieces of legislation.
They are the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act 1995,
the Judicial Salaries Act 2004, the Constitution Act
1975 and the court acts — namely, the Supreme Court
Act 1986, the County Court Act 1958, the Magistrates’
Court Act 1989, the Coroners Act 2008 and the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005. This is messy,
cumbersome and ineffectual. The successful passage of
this bill will consolidate these acts into a single piece of
legislation. It is simply common sense, and in effect it
will provide a more practical, workable and effective
process that will ensure that yet another aspect of our
judicial system is functioning at its optimum.
The bill does not change the mechanisms for
determining judicial salaries, but it does repeal the
Judicial Remuneration Tribunal Act 1995 and the
Judicial Salaries Act 2004. There will be no change to
the current mechanism for determining judicial salaries.
The salary of a judge of the trial division of the
Supreme Court will continue to be linked to that of a
Federal Court judge, and other Victorian judicial
salaries will continue to be paid as a percentage of the
salary of a Supreme Court judge.
The bill creates the Judicial Entitlements Panel to
replace the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal. This is a
reform that once again addresses a vacuum in
government policy that has existed since February 2011
when the capacity to review judicial entitlements was
brought to a grinding halt by the fact that the Judicial
Remuneration Tribunal ceased to have any members.
The new panel will have similar jurisdiction, structure
and processes to its predecessor, and it will make
own-motion recommendations to the Attorney-General
in relation to the conditions of service of judicial
officers, including allowances and leave entitlements.
Given the absence of any action on this front since
2011, this bill will require the panel to make its first
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own-motion report to the Attorney-General as soon as
practicable and within nine months of establishment.
Thereafter the panel must make an own-motion report
to the Attorney-General at least once every four years.
As the government is committed to openness and
accountability, the panel’s report of an own-motion
recommendation must be tabled in Parliament within
10 sitting days of the Attorney-General receiving it. In
turn, the Attorney-General will be required to provide a
statement to Parliament as to whether an own-motion
recommendation of the panel will be accepted, varied
or not accepted. If the Attorney-General intends to vary
or not accept an own-motion recommendation, he must
provide a statement giving reasons. This will guarantee
that any own-motion recommendation will be fully
considered and dealt with in a timely, open and
transparent manner.
The panel remit is intended to be broad and will not be
restricted to the conditions of service, about which the
panel can make own-motion recommendations. For
example, the Attorney-General could request an
advisory opinion about the length of the term of
appointment of judicial registrars or the retirement age
of judicial officers.
I believe the most effective governments listen more
than they talk, and this is why I am so pleased that this
bill has been developed after broad and extensive
consultation, including with the chief justice, the chief
judge, the Chief Magistrate, the President of the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal as well as
the President of the Children’s Court of Victoria and
the State Coroner.
This legislation is another example of how we as a
government are walking with Victorians, listening to
them, taking on board their views, availing ourselves of
their expertise and ideas and delivering what they want
and need to make their working and personal lives
better and easier. This bill delivers improvement of
process and therefore the efficiency of operations, and it
provides for transparency and accountability. I
commend the Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015 to the
house.
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to rise to add to the debate on the Judicial
Entitlements Bill 2015. As previous speakers have said,
it consolidates several statutes into one place. These
concern the determination and application of provisions
relating to judicial entitlements. The way these are
determined and applied needs to be consistent with the
independence of our judiciary. This bill is largely
similar to the Judicial Entitlements Bill 2014, and its
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subtle differences do not give those on this side of the
house reason not to support it. I note the contribution of
the member for Box Hill in the other place in
formulating the original bill, which is the bedrock of
what is before us today.
The bill takes provisions about salaries and entitlements
that are currently in a range of different pieces of
legislation and puts them into one piece of legislation,
albeit one that does not include a provision about
pensions. The bill does not have the effect of changing
existing mechanisms to determine judicial salaries. The
salary of a judge of the trial division of the Supreme
Court will still be linked to that of a Federal Court
judge. Other Victorian judicial salaries will still be paid
as a percentage of the salary of a Supreme Court judge.
The bill creates a Judicial Entitlements Panel to replace
the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal. This panel will
have a similar jurisdiction, structure and process to that
of the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal it will replace. I
note the Judicial Entitlements Panel, which is provided
for in clauses 15 and 16 of the bill, is able to make
own-motion recommendations to the Attorney-General.
It can provide advisory options to the Attorney-General
regarding the entitlements of judicial officers and give
advisory opinions to the Attorney-General regarding
any matter relating to the terms and conditions of
office.
This bill also amends a number of other pieces of
legislation that relate to judicial entitlements, most
notably the Constitution Act 1975 and the court acts
that relate to judicial entitlements. In summary, this
means amendments to the Supreme Court Act 1986, the
Coroners Act 2008, the Magistrates’ Court Act 1989
and the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
Act 1998. For example, the provisions of the
Constitution Act 1975 and the court acts that authorise
payments from the Consolidated Fund by special
appropriation will be amended.
I understand that the purpose of bringing together
various provisions in different pieces of legislation
about judicial entitlements into one piece of legislation
is to simply achieve greater clarity, and that is always a
good thing. There are differences in this bill compared
with the structure of parts 7 to 11 of the 2014 bill. We
believe these provisions do not provide any substantive
changes to the intent and proposed operation of the
2014 bill. This bill maintains the independence of our
judiciary. It is intended to make the provision and
interpretation of our judges’ entitlements clearer and
simpler. It does not change the current way we
calculate those entitlements.
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The bill before us today reveals the input of the
member for Box Hill in the Assembly, the former
Attorney-General, and is largely unchanged from the
bill he was responsible for in the previous government.
I support the bill and will be voting in favour of it along
with those of us on this side of the house.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I would
like to speak on the Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015. I
appreciate that this bill brings together a number of
different pieces of legislation. It also provides greater
transparency in looking at the remuneration and salaries
of our judges and other judicial staff. It streamlines
some of those areas, and it maintains the independence
of the judiciary, which is so fundamental to our
separations of power.
However, I am surprised that in 2015 we are calling this
an entitlements bill, that we are combining a judicial
salaries act and a judicial remuneration tribunal act to
create a judicial entitlements act. I do not think judges
feel they are entitled or privileged in any way. They
work very hard and do their job as best they can. In
today’s terms, and certainly considering recent
activities in Canberra, the word ‘entitled’ is seen as a
very pejorative term. Our judiciary is one of the
cornerstones of a sound justice system, and our judges
should not be considered as being high above everyone
whom they serve and neither should we, as members of
Parliament. Calling their remunerations or allowances
‘entitlements’, I think, gives a very incorrect narrative.
We only have to look at what has been going on over
the last few weeks to understand the community’s
concern about our sense of entitlement — for example,
taking helicopters to Geelong, the use of limousines or
$90 000 overseas trips. Our community is quite
concerned about the notion that we feel we have an
entitlement.
The definition of ‘entitlement’ is:
the fact of having a right to something …
the amount to which a person has a right …
the belief that one is inherently deserving of privileges or
special treatment.

I do not think that is the way our judicial staff feel and I
do not think it is the way our judges feel. I do not think
our community feels it is the right term for the
remuneration and allowances that we provide to our
judiciary. I believe in 2015, when the purpose of this
bill is to streamline the salaries and remuneration of our
judiciary, we should have kept it as salaries and
remuneration. Why did we give it a pejorative title of
‘entitlement’. Entitlement is not what judges feel they
are receiving, and I do not believe that the community
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wants to use it as a term for the salaries and allowances
that MPs receive, our federal counterparts receive or
our judges receive.
While I support this bill for its streamlining of a whole
range of other pieces of legislation, I really question
why we are using the term ‘entitlement’, particularly
after three weeks of what could only be described as an
entitlement debacle in our federal Parliament. To
further the sense that our judiciary or even ourselves as
members of Parliament have some form of entitlement
sends an incorrect message, certainly in terms of the
allowances and salaries which judges work very hard to
earn and which are well deserved. Including the word
‘entitlement’ in the bill’s title sends the message that
judges are somehow privileged. While I support this
bill I seriously question why in 2015 we are still calling
salaries and allowances ‘entitlements’.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — At the outset I
confirm my earlier comment that I will be very pithy
and that I do not intend my contribution on the Judicial
Entitlements Bill 2015 to go beyond a few minutes.
I would like to take issue with a number of the things
that Ms Patten said about the use of the word
‘entitlement’. In doing so, I do not intend to dwell on
the point, but I do intend to make clear my view that
where wages are paid in exchange for the discharge of
duties or obligations that arise under a contract of
employment, or in the case of a judicial officer or
judge, an appointment, it is not my view that the word
‘entitlement’ is in and of itself a problem.
I see that there is a fundamental difference between on
the one hand the access to the conditions of an
employment arrangement or an appointment and on the
other hand the abuse of a system that allows for
reimbursement or recompense in certain circumstances,
where individuals choose on a frolic of their own to go
to the very boundaries of what may or may not be
acceptable as far as accessing funds, presumably
justified on the basis of official purposes. In this sense
the word ‘entitlement’ in and of itself is intended to
convey the recompense provided as salary, as
allowance or as other remuneration to people in the
discharge of a judicial obligation or otherwise as
officers of the court.
In that sense I commend the work of those who work
within the judicial system in Victoria. They are bound
by enormously stringent codes of conduct. Their work
ethic is prodigious, and they make an enormously
positive contribution to the development of the
common-law canon and indeed to the administration of
justice in the state of Victoria. With that being said, I
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note that the parties who have contributed to debate this
afternoon have all indicated that they do not oppose the
bill in the form in which it is before the house. It
streamlines and modernises the hitherto separate and
disparate acts under which the remuneration allowances
and salaries structure has previously operated.
I note that we do intend to bring the provisions together
under a single act and to make sure that the quantum of
salary entitlements is moved to the entitlements act
itself, so the framework for the determination of salaries
and also non-salary entitlements is preserved. The bill
will update that framework and address legislative
gaps, and also remove redundant provisions.
In that context I note that entitlements as they apply
under employment and appointment arrangements
might include periods of paid absence from the
workplace, as far as sick leave, carers leave and
bereavement leave are concerned, and also periods
where people under an appointment situation are not
required to attend for work and do not necessarily have
access to an annual leave arrangement but are in fact
allowed to take a break. These are entitlements in the
sense that they accrue in the course of the discharge of
the work in that working relationship. To say that they
do not accrue as entitlements undermines the way in
which work and recognition of value for work is
described under the modern workplace relations
system.
The key features of the bill are relatively
self-explanatory. They provide the framework to
determine entitlements in the course of the introduction
of new requirements and provisions in a number of
different instruments, and they clarify the
circumstances in which entitlements can be paid out
upon resignation, retirement or death as well as
validating specific past practices in relation to leave
entitlements. They also deal with inconsistencies and
gaps in the provisions governing when service in prior
office counts as service for the purposes of accruing
entitlements as a judicial officer. With those brief
comments — and I note that this is almost a record for
me — I commend the bill to the house.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Congratulations to Ms Shing for finding brevity
in this afternoon’s contribution. I call on the minister to
sum up.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — It has been a succinct debate in many ways,
but it has been a relevant one, and I thank all
contributors for their comments and for sticking with
the legislation in front of us. The Judicial Entitlements
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Bill 2015 basically does two things. Firstly, it creates a
modern statutory framework for determining salaries,
allowances and conditions of service of judicial
officers. In that case it cleans up a number of acts.
Currently there are about eight different pieces of
legislation that the salaries, allowances and conditions
of service are scattered through, and the bill brings
them all together into a clean, concise, one-act piece.
That in itself is always good governance — to
consolidate bits and pieces of legislation that are all
over the place into a stand-alone piece of legislation.
The amendments will not make any difference to the
salaries of the Victorian judiciary. Under the bill, the
salary of a Supreme Court judge will continue to be
linked to that of a Federal Court judge, and other
Victorian judicial salaries will continue to be set as a
percentage of the salary of a Supreme Court judge.
Those percentages are clearly outlined in the table at the
end of clause 5 of the bill. That in itself is a
straightforward matter. The bill also cleans up the issue
of how entitlements are determined. Clause 15
establishes the Judicial Entitlements Panel, which will
replace the Judicial Remuneration Tribunal. It is a
straightforward point. Given that remuneration is linked
to that of Federal Court judges, there is a straight
schedule and no need for the tribunal. However, it
establishes an independent entitlements panel to look at
these issues of entitlement — a whole range of things
from sick leave to car allowances to long service leave.
It will not be able to have its own motions in terms of
salary, which is straightforward. There is no
own-motion component. Any recommendations will go
to the Attorney-General, who will have to accept them,
and they will be tabled in Parliament, which should
have the ultimate right in terms of determining these
matters.
The bill has the broad support of the Parliament.
However, I would like to comment on Ms Patten’s
contribution. It was a fair contribution. In the current
setting of the day ‘entitlements’ could be seen to be an
emotive word in terms of the headlines in the last few
weeks, and I do recognise her point in terms of the use
of the word; however, in this case it should be taken in
context. The bill uses the word ‘entitlements’, which is
meant to capture a broad range of subject matter in the
bill, rather than it representing entitlements we might
have in a stratified society, where rich people have
some entitlements and poor people do not, in the broad
sense — or that politicians do and other ordinary people
do not. The matter has to be considered in the context
of the definition on page 3 of the bill, which defines
entitlements as conditions of service, salary, pensions
and superannuation.
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Most people would not necessarily see things such as
sick leave, travel allowance, the use of a car,
superannuation or long service leave as entitlements or
allowances in the same way as they may view the
controversy we have seen recently. They are really
conditions of employment that most people have.
Those conditions are encompassed in the bill in the
definition of ‘entitlement’. We can all have different
views, but the government’s view is that, given the
provisions in the bill and the fact that remuneration is
linked to the federal judiciary, the word ‘entitlement’ is
an appropriate one. But I take the point that Ms Patten
made. With that comment, we have broad agreement on
the bill, and I commend it to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am of the opinion
that this bill requires to be passed by an absolute
majority of the house. As there is not an absolute
majority of the members of the house present, I ask the
Clerk to ring the bells.
Bells rung.
Members having assembled in chamber:
The PRESIDENT — Order! So that I may be
satisfied that an absolute majority exists, I ask
honourable members supporting the motion to rise in
their places.
Required number of members having risen:
Motion agreed to by absolute majority.
Read third time.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT
AMENDMENT (RECOGNISING
OBJECTORS) BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 11 June; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise to make a contribution to the debate on
the Planning and Environment Amendment
(Recognising Objectors) Bill 2015. The government
claims that this bill follows its election commitment to
give greater say to local communities and it seeks to
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weight the number of objectors as a consideration.
What the bill actually does is amend the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 to provide for the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) and
responsible authorities — and in most cases for
‘responsible authorities’ read ‘local municipalities’ —
to have regard to the number of objectors to permit
applications when considering a proposed amendment
or use that may have a significant social effect. I think
the words ‘significant social effect’ are the pertinent
ones.
I indicate at the start that opposition members will not
be opposing the bill, but we do not believe the bill
achieves what the government set out to achieve. We
do not believe the bill actually achieves what the
government claims it achieves. We do not believe it
will lead to an outcome that will see the government
achieve its election commitment. It does provide some
symbolic cover for the government in taking a step
towards its election commitment, but it does not
actually achieve the outcomes the community desires.
The new requirement needs to be considered in the light
of a series of planning decisions, and it is interesting to
note that there are probably three cases that are of
immediate significance: the Stonnington City Council v.
Lend Lease (Apartments) Armadale Pty Ltd [2013]
VSC 505, a VCAT case; the McDonald’s Tecoma case;
and the Khyats Hotel, Brighton, case. The Stonnington
case is mentioned, as members will see, in the
explanatory memorandum for the bill. The point I
would make is that while the government points to
these cases and points to the changes in the bill as
making some difference, it was very clear in the
evidence we received at the Standing Committee on the
Environment and Planning subcommittee hearing in the
committee’s inquiry into the bill that that is not the
case.
Take, for example, the Tecoma case. It is very clear that
unless there is a substantive planning argument, you
cannot just have a mass of objectors line up and
automatically expect that they will make a difference to
the case. Each of the objections needs to be on planning
grounds and relate to significant social effect. In a sense
the bill makes no effective difference to what could be
achieved now. VCAT or a responsible authority would
look at the planning arguments that are advanced,
would look at significant social effect, but the question
of whether additional members proves significant social
effect is a salient one. Having 1000 people sign
something does not prove significant social effect
within the meaning of the Planning and Environment
Act.
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To look at the Tecoma case before I take the next step,
in that case people were unhappy with a McDonald’s
restaurant being put in a particular location in Tecoma.
In that case it is very clear that McDonald’s was
operating within the planning law, so this bill would not
provide a capacity to argue significant social effect
within the meaning of the Planning and Environment
Act or within the meaning of case law within the
Planning and Environment Act. There could be
10 000 objectors who sign a petition, there could be
10 000 objectors who come to court, but if they are not
making an argument that is pertinent to the Planning
and Environment Act and the meaning of significant
social effect, their objections will count for absolutely
nothing. It is clear — and it was clear from evidence
given to the environment and planning committee —
that in the Tecoma case it would not have changed the
result one jot. The Deputy Premier made big noise
about this bill in the Assembly seat of Monbulk, but the
truth of the matter is that it would not have changed the
outcome in the Tecoma case one jot.
Let me explain to the house what this bill actually will
do. It will fuel community objections and it will give
false hope to communities and genuine community
groups that often have legitimate points to make,
because if their points are not made in the way that is
required by the Planning and Environment Act, they
will count for nothing. The bill will give false hope. I
asked representatives of one of the community groups
whether this bill was in effect a hoax and they agreed
that it was in effect a hoax. It is a false-hope bill, a bill
that will mislead communities into believing that if
there are more objections, it will make a difference. It
will make a difference only if each of the objections fits
within the meaning of significant social effect. I think it
will lead to disharmony in communities, with no actual
practical effect in the outcomes of planning applications
and objections to planning applications.
I think it will do more than that: it will actually fuel
legalism. I should say that there will be some
winners — that is, members of a certain group around
planning law will do better out of this change. Members
of the community will not do better, developers will not
do better and those in the property industry will not do
better. There will be more costs in a cumbersome
system made less responsive and more sclerotic. None
of the benefits will be for communities. There will be
more legalism and more costs in what is in effect a
hoax on local communities. The bill does not deliver
for communities but brings false hope to them.
Would the bill have changed the Stonnington case? No.
Would it have changed the Tecoma case? No. Those
key cases are a good test of whether this bill will make
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any difference to communities. It will make some
difference, but it will give false hope to communities. It
will lead to more legalism and more costs, but it will
not actually help with desired community outcomes. I
think that eventually the community will see that this
bill is a hoax.
The opposition will not oppose the bill because the
government claims that it is part of its pre-election
commitment and its election mandate. I quote from a
submission from Joanna Stanley, a community
member:
Overall the bill is potentially a negligible step in giving more
voice to community members. As it stands the bill will not
benefit the community in a noticeable way …

That is a damning indictment of the government.
In passing I reflect on the work of the Environment and
Planning Legislation Committee. I think the steps we
took with the inquiry into the bill were worthwhile and
that the model worked well. Committee members were
able to get significant evidence from the department
and from the Property Council of Australia. I thank the
property council for its contribution, and I include in
that the number of planning lawyers who were there
with the property council and the Urban Development
Institute of Australia (Victoria), two organisations
whose members appeared together. Members of the
subcommittee were able to closely question those
people to achieve a deeper understanding of the law.
The lawyers provided erudite and grounded advice.
I also thank the members of Planning Backlash for the
advice provided. I refer to Ann Reid from the Malvern
East Group, Joanna Stanley from the Brunswick
Residents Network and Mary Drost, who gave input to
me and I know to others. I also thank those who put in
submissions.
The Victorian Farmers Federation also made
submissions and pointed to some of the concerns in
country Victoria that this bill could fuel unreasonable
objections to the right to farm. At the moment we are
seeing objections to the right to farm, and that is a
significant point for our agricultural industries. The
economic significance of our agricultural industries
cannot be overstated. The Victorian Farmers Federation
pointed to intensive farming and the need to have
proper systems in place to enable proper planning to be
undertaken for intensive farming practices. It is clear
that in providing for those farming practices proper
structural planning and zoning ahead of time will
provide the right signals to not only those wishing to
undertake that farming but also those who would want
to locate around it.
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It is interesting to reflect on the Blackmore case at the
moment in Murrindindi shire, where there is a
challenge to intensive agriculture. This is a significant
balancing act. I see the Minister for Agriculture is
looking over at me as I speak about this particular case.
It is clear that good forward planning is needed to
achieve outcomes that the community desires. Our
agricultural industries are absolutely critical to our
economy. Our export economy needs those agricultural
industries, and those involved in them need to be
provided with a high level of certainty. The previous
Minister for Planning, now the Leader of the
Opposition in the other place, provided the highest level
of right-to-farm security in any state in Australia. It is
important to note that and have it on the record.
It is important that councils look at this matter very
carefully and very closely. I know that in Murrindindi
shire Cindy McLeish, the local member for Eildon in
the other place, is very active in supporting farmers and
in lobbying not only local council members but also
members of this chamber and the other chamber to get
through the points that we need to protect our farmers
and ensure that our industries are able to get the right
outcome. There does need to be a balance to make sure
that local communities living around intensive farming
have proper buffers and other arrangements in place,
and environmental practices need to be of the highest
standard. That in no way diminishes the need to have
that security for intensive farming practices to enable
intensive farming groups to get on and do the work we
need them to do in job creation and economic wealth
generation and in leading our export performance, as is
so often the case.
I note a decision made recently by a deputy president of
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT) relating to right-to-farm matters. On reading it,
that decision appeared to me to be a very quirky one, as
it changes the balance in what appears to me to be a
novel way. Instead of a farm being a place where the
practices are primarily agriculture and that being the
determinant and the fact that fodder is fed to the
animals and the volume of fodder being the likely
decision-maker, we move to this new definition relating
to nutrition. It is not clearly defined, and it seems to me
to be quite hard to define. Does it refer to vitamins and
does it refer to the total intake of nutrition? Is it a
volumetric measure of nutrition, is it a measure that
relates to all the micronutrients or is it a measure of
nutrition that relates to the share of those different
nutrient strains that are critical for intensive agriculture?
Whichever it is, this does appear to be a new
development and a new quirky and novel step that has
been taken.

Tuesday, 4 August 2015

The Minister for Planning will have to work through
this decision very swiftly and come to a conclusion that
will see certainty provided to those undertaking
farming, including intensive farming, and also certainty
and predictability provided to those who are living on
and around those farming properties. We need clear
outcomes here. In a sense the VCAT decision has
thrown a new and quirky addition into the frame. That
will require close attention from the Minister for
Planning to find a solution.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DAVIS — No. It is fundamentally a set of
planning decisions, but that is the point here.
I note also the evidence provided to the subcommittee
by the Planning Institute of Australia, particularly by
James Larmour-Reid, the Victorian president of the
institute. I want to acknowledge that he sat through all
the submissions that were made at the hearing and that
he made an erudite submission of his own on behalf of
the planning institute. That was useful to and educative
for the committee and consequently, through its report,
the Parliament.
In conclusion I want to point to one serious concern,
and I note that at least one submission relates directly to
this, and that is the submission of the Islamic Council
of Victoria. I want to be clear: I do believe communities
have a right to have a say about planning in their local
communities, and I strongly believe that, having been
on every side of that equation and having been an
objector on occasions in previous times myself. I
understand the need for communities to have a say and
be able to put their community views. This needs to be
done responsibly. The Islamic Council of Victoria’s
submission points to some risks, and there are no doubt
risks that the quantitative focus of the amendments will
lead some to the conclusion that more submissions
equates to a better outcome.
That is not always the case, especially if the
submissions are saying something that is not in the
community interest, something that is divisive in the
community, something that is focused on one
community group — perhaps from some in our Islamic
community and proposals that they may be putting
forward. That could be a concern for community
harmony. To some extent the false hope — the
hoax-like aspect of this bill — may have a negative
aspect that leads to a conclusion that is not in the
interests of social harmony in our community. I am
thankful for the submission by the Islamic Council to
the committee, and I pay respect to the points that it
made.
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In conclusion, this bill is regarded by the government as
a step towards satisfying its election commitment. I do
not believe it does achieve that; I do not believe this bill
achieves what it claims to achieve. It is not our
intention to stand in the way of it, but I want to have my
concerns, and the opposition’s concerns, recorded
clearly. We believe this bill will lead to more division
in the community, not better outcomes for
communities. It will give false hope, and we believe
there is a potential negative in terms of additional costs
and additional associated legalism.
It is not a good bill. Let us be quite clear here. I have
been around planning and these areas for a long time,
and I have seen many bills come through this
Parliament and have spoken on many of them, but
rarely do I see a bill put forward by a new government
that actually achieves the trifecta of having developers
and builders and community groups all pointing to its
deficiencies, all pointing to the fact that it fails to
achieve the government’s outcome. If the government
thinks this is best practice in legislation, it is very
misguided.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to speak
on the Planning and Environment Amendment
(Recognising Objectors) Bill 2015. This is a bill that
promises but does not deliver. To deliver the
community’s voice in land use planning would require
more than a couple of puzzling ‘must’, ‘may’ and
‘where appropriate’ phrases wrapped around
‘significant social effect’. The absence of the
community’s voice in the planning scheme reflects the
fundamental nature of the scheme as an impenetrably
complex, inconsistent and inaccessible set of rules that
are subject to ministerial veto. Instead of half
window-dressing the planning scheme with
unenforceable provisions in the name of giving the
community a voice, how about delivering real planning
reform?
Victorian communities are crying out for planning
reform that supports stable and sustainable zoning for
the enhanced livability of Victorian cities and towns.
The Greens have a vision for a sustainable, livable
future where urban sprawl gives way to target densities
for activity centres that also reflect the history and
character of an area.
Much clearer definitions of land use categories are
needed, as is a planning scheme that explicitly and
consistently places environmental sustainability and
community needs ahead of the narrow commercial
interests of developers. Banning land developer
donations to political parties would be a great injection
of integrity into planning. The skyline is filling up with
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towers full of tiny apartments with little natural light
and amenity, and developers continue to cash in.
Planning reform is needed to clip the wings of the
all-powerful Minister for Planning to surrender some
power back to local councils and communities. This
would reduce the planning minister’s ability to mash
politics into planning without transparency or
accountability. The planning minister has unique power
in Victoria to control all planning decisions. This
unchecked power is bad for democracy, bad for
community engagement in local communities and bad
for consistency.
Building integrity into the planning system and
strengthening the community voice should include
banning developer donations to political parties;
meeting the shortfall in affordable housing by ensuring
the correct level of social housing in new
developments; making the planning scheme more
certain, simple and consistent for local councils and
communities to work with; and putting environmental
sustainability, real community involvement and
accountability at the heart of the planning scheme.
Community participation in strategic planning is
fundamental to having a planning scheme that meets
the needs of local communities and reflects local
aspirations. But, sadly, what we see at the moment is
the good work of responsible authorities, the local
councils — that participatory work with their
communities — often being shelved by the minister
and the department, who interfere in the aspirations of
local communities.
The Greens will not oppose this bill, but we do have
significant concerns about it. What we are concerned
about is, given that it will be a numbers game and that it
reads as a numbers game, whether this will be the basis
for campaigns formulated on hate, bigotry and
ignorance. We would hate to see this bill drive that in a
community, with people believing that it is about the
number of objections that you get. Some spurious link
to significant social effect will drive that in our
community. We do not need that moving forward.
There is a lack of definition in relation to what is
proposed here. We see a new term ‘where appropriate’
inserted should the bill be successful, but we do not
know what ‘where appropriate’ means. There is no
definition of that, and it is a mystery to me how we will
get consistency around interpreting the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 if we have 79 responsible
authorities and a tribunal trying to define ‘where
appropriate’ when there is a lack of definition as to
what that actually means.
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The bill establishes the new category of ‘must (where
appropriate)’ within the Planning and Environment Act.
It is our contention that this in fact leads not to clarity
but to more confusion in the Planning and Environment
Act. It will be difficult for communities to understand
what the act seeks to achieve because of the competing
policy objectives within the legislation. On the one
hand the bill gives additional powers to opponents, but
on the other hand it improves the ability of the
community to oppose inappropriate developments if
they are linked to significant social effects. It is a
complete competition in terms of who wins out in that
space. I am concerned that the bill will add a competing
policy objective, particularly with something as
important as community participation in the planning
process and the rights of people to object to planning
applications in their municipalities.
I am very concerned that it will be a numbers game.
Campaigns will be mounted around getting the
numbers, whatever the motivation for that campaign
may be. What was extraordinary in reading the
transcript of the parliamentary committee inquiry was
that organisations that you would usually consider to be
polar opposites in terms of community advocacy
groups around planning and industry groups shared the
same views about this bill. Many of them expressed
concerns around whether the bill actually does what the
government says it sets out to do and that it does not
give clarity to objectors and does not give a voice to the
number of objectors at all — it just muddies the water.
It is going to be challenging to understand how this bill
will be consistently assessed in terms of responsible
authorities and the tribunal when weighing up planning
applications. I turn to what the Planning and
Environment Act says currently and what this bill seeks
to change. The act states:
60. Before deciding on an application, the responsible
authority—
(a) must consider —

any significant social effects it may have. The
introduction of a new provision in clause 4 inserts
‘must (where appropriate) have regard to the number of
objectors’ where there may be significant social effects.
I am not sure that the addition of another ‘must’ and a
‘may’ gives any clarity to the planning scheme or to the
community trying to utilise the planning scheme to get
the best outcomes for their community.
We need more clarity in the planning scheme, not less.
The way to do that is to have a strengthened planning
scheme that reflects the needs and aspirations of
community, where the community and the council have
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gone on a shared journey in terms of determining what
they want for their communities, their character, where
they want development and where they do not want
development. That is at the core of good planning, but
sadly we do not see that here. Instead we see a lot of
interference in relation to the good work that councils
do in that regard.
This bill raises many questions and concerns. As I have
said, we will not oppose the bill, but we do have
concerns. I will certainly be raising those concerns and
questions in the committee stage.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I also
rise to speak on the Planning and Environment
Amendment (Recognising Objectors) Bill 2015. One
very important aspect of any true democracy is its
ability and willingness to consult and collaborate with
people. Planning issues can be very contentious and
divisive. There are always people who will object to
any development, no matter what. Sometimes these
objections are legitimate and sometimes people just do
not want change.
We in Victoria have always allowed for the voice of
dissidence. For many years there have been
mechanisms in place for people to stand up and
announce their displeasure and have their day in court.
Whether it is at their local council planning meetings or
at the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT), people enjoy the freedom and the right to
protest against proposed new developments, or at least
have their say in the decision-making process.
This bill amends the Planning and Environment Act
1987 to guarantee that the extent of community
objection to planning proposals is considered. It
provides a mechanism for the number of objectors to a
planning application to be given proper regard and
consideration prior to a final decision being made by
the responsible authorities.
The amendments relate to two important provisions in
the Planning and Environment Act 1987 — sections 60
and 84B. Section 60(1) codifies pertinent issues that a
responsible authority must consider before deciding on
a permit application. Section 84B sets out a comparable
theme of issues that VCAT must consider. The bill
inserts a new requirement in both sections to promote
consistent decision-making.
Importantly, the bill makes it clear that the number of
objectors may be a relevant fact that ought to be
considered in this assessment, including whether the
points raised in the objections demonstrate a significant
social effect on the community, which is supported by
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evidence. Irrespective of circumstance, each case will
still be determined on merit. It is insufficient to rely on
the simple number of objectors. It is incumbent on any
or all objectors to specify and demonstrate adverse
implications or ramifications of the approval of a
planning permit to the overall amenity of an area
undergoing development, or any antisocial effect on the
community.
It is important to stress that the bill in no way
undermines or seeks to reduce the importance given to
the views of a single objector or a small number of
objectors. I know the opposition and other parties are
not opposing the bill. In conclusion, the bill seeks to
codify the requirement for genuine objectors to provide
documentary or relevant evidence significant enough to
influence or sway the planning authorities into making
an appropriate assessment or decision based on sound,
reliable reasoning. For all of these reasons I commend
the bill to the house.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I am pleased
to have the opportunity to speak on the bill. From the
outset I would like to endorse the position of Mr Davis,
who said the opposition would not oppose the bill.
However, in taking that position it does not mean we
have to agree with the potential outcome of the bill. As
part of my contribution I will raise some concerns with
possible outcomes if the chamber sees fit to pass the bill
this afternoon.
I thank the Environment and Planning Committee for
allowing me to sit in on the inquiry process given that I
was only a participating member. This chamber sought
fit to refer the bill to the inquiry process in order for the
bill to be looked into in some detail and to talk with
stakeholders about the possible impact of the bill on
investment in the state if it were to pass. Mr Davis
mentioned a number of witnesses who appeared before
the inquiry, and nearly all of them raised concerns
about potential outcomes of the bill in relation to its
wont to allow greater community engagement through
a greater opportunity for objectors to put their case in
relation to social causes.
I would like to spend a little bit of time on evidence
from a couple of witnesses to the committee who
wanted to raise concerns about their respective
industries if the bill were to pass. Mr Davis has already
identified a number of cases that the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) has dealt with over
time where decisions were not made on the number of
objections received but were made on the basis of a
range of considerations. Some of those decisions were
Stonnington City Council v. Lend Lease Apartments
(Armadale) Pty Ltd, McDonald’s Pty Ltd v. Yarra
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Ranges Shire Council, Minawood Pty Ltd v. Bayside
City Council and Rutherford & Ors v. Hume City
Council. All the councils where VCAT was involved
had judgements made not so much on the bulk of
objections but in relation to circumstances surrounding
the outcome of that planning decision. Regardless of
how many objections might well have been put forward
to VCAT, the decisions were not made on that basis, so
this bill, if it passes, would have little effect on those
decisions.
As has been stated, the bill was an election commitment
made by the Andrews government, but that does not
automatically mean it is a good bill. We have already
seen election commitments from the government on
public holidays, rate capping and other things which
stakeholders have indicated have significant detrimental
impacts, and discussion on this bill and evidence from
witnesses who came before the inquiry have clearly
identified that to be the case. An issue about the
language of the bill has been identified — I think by a
Greens committee member — and that was a consistent
message in the transcripts of the inquiry. The report of
the inquiry states:
The committee received evidence that the language in the bill
may lead many in the community to believe the number of
objections is a way to engage in the planning process and
prevent developments they do not support. However, in order
to be considered by the responsible authority any objection
needs to be relevant to the matter under consideration.

From the outset of the bill I have made the same
commentary. The report continues:
As a result the committee’s expectations about how it can
engage with the planning system may not be met by this bill.

That is an important message, because my
understanding was that this bill was designed to give an
indication to the community that they needed to be
more engaged in some of the planning regimes within
their area but also that the way they can do that is
through the greater opportunity to object. The Victorian
Farmers Federation (VFF) indicated to us through the
inquiry that maybe through a submission process you
would get a better outcome than through a bulk of
objections, which could be orchestrated by a small
minority. Consequently, there was quite a lot of
nervousness on the part of many who provided
evidence to the inquiry in relation to what real
outcomes might be achieved by this bill.
Mr Davis has already indicated that there was
considerable concern that the bill might have raised
false hope in communities about possible success as a
result of their engagement and objections to a planning
permit, which may not be the case at all. In fact there
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might be a detrimental effect for those wanting to
engage in developing and investing in this state if the
bill were to go forward, as it could create more costs
over time for those wanting to invest. No doubt it
would be good for the legal fraternity but not so good
for those wanting to develop and grow the state of
Victoria.
A particular interest of mine is in relation to the
evidence from witnesses from the Victorian Farmers
Federation. I was pleased to see that they provided
evidence in person to the committee, and they also gave
some very good reasoned testimony as to why the bill is
bad for agriculture. I would like to refer to their
evidence in my contribution. Before I do so, I would
like to identify a couple of other issues in relation to the
bill. It is worth bearing in mind that the provisions of
the bill amend sections 60 and 84B of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 to allow the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal and other responsible
authorities to consider the number of objectors to a
permit application in considering if a proposed
development or use will have a significant social
impact. As I said before, in relation to a number of
those cases dealt with by VCAT, certainly the weight of
objections did not influence VCAT’s decision.
Representatives from the Property Council of Australia
anticipated that the bill would result in more irrelevant
objections being lodged, making the permit process
longer and more costly for proponents. Representatives
from the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF)
suggested that the bill may lead the community to
believe any objection to a planning application will
hold merit, even if it does not address the matter being
considered. I quote from the testimony of a witness
from the VFF to the inquiry:
Part of my concern about this is that you are actually giving
the community false hope so that, despite the fact that they
may have no objections with any planning merit, they feel,
‘Okay, now we’ve got hope that we can take this to VCAT on
the basis of the number of objections’, and create a huge
amount of angst for the farmer, themselves and the
community generally without any real hope that it is actually
going to proceed in their favour, because they do not actually
have any planning merit.

Representatives from Planning Backlash also suggested
that the bill in its current form may lead people to
believe that a greater number of objections will increase
the likelihood of proposals being rejected.
The concern I have is in relation to the current planning
regimes we have and the right-to-farm issues in terms
of agriculture, agribusiness and intensive farming. We
have seen many cases where intensive farming has
been difficult to establish given the planning regime in
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relation to not only the right to farm but also residential
development close to the farming zones. This bill gives
more opportunity for those who do not want to be next
to a farm or who have some concern in relation to the
impacts of intensive farming to object, to go to VCAT
and to seek to overturn a decision purely by weight of
numbers or as a small but loud minority. If we allowed
that to be the case, it would be very difficult for any
developer or anyone wanting to invest in agriculture in
an intensive way to get established, because under the
provisions of this bill the weight of objections will be
taken into consideration in any planning judgement.
The VFF is extremely concerned about this bill and the
impact it will have on agriculture, agribusiness and
intensive farming. The Property Council of Australia
has raised concerns. In fact every single witness who
appeared before the inquiry raised concerns about the
impact of this bill. Moreover, the outcomes the
government is seeking are unlikely to result from the
passage of this bill, because of past judgements by
VCAT and a lack of clarity in relation to the wording
and detail of the bill.
In conclusion, while this bill may seem popular — like
the public holidays, rate capping and other election
commitments the Andrews government said it would
bring before the Parliament, do or die — it will not
achieve the outcomes the government is seeking. It
gives false hope to the community. While the intention
may well be for the community to become more
engaged in planning matters, I foresee more costs
associated with going through the planning process for
developers or those wanting to invest in land and land
use. As I see it, the only winners will be the legal
fraternity, which will have more scope to create a
judicial mess in relation to arguments for and against
planning permits, whether through council or through
VCAT. While we do not oppose the bill, I am hopeful
that the government will see fit to amend it to address
some of the concerns that may arise within the
community in response to matters that have been raised
by members from the crossbenches and the opposition.
Sitting suspended 6.29 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I am delighted
to speak today on the Planning and Environment
Amendment (Recognising Objectors) Bill 2015, which
provides me with double satisfaction in that it again
proves we are a government that honours its promises
and keeps its commitments alongside reinforcing the
most basic of democratic principles upon which this
Parliament and indeed our parties are built — giving a
voice to the individual.
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Mr Ramsay — It doesn’t make it right.
Ms SYMES — It does not make it right to give
voices to individuals?
I would like to take a moment to acknowledge the
hardworking former shadow Minister for Planning,
Mr Brian Tee, a former member for Eastern
Metropolitan Region. His commitment to improving
planning laws and his development of this election
commitment, which is coming to fruition in this bill,
cannot be overstated.
Over the years there have been countless cases of
individuals and indeed entire communities coming
together to fight to preserve what they know to be the
intrinsic fabric and features of their places and spaces
against propositions that threaten the very same. Over
and again, year after year, we have seen winners and
losers in the process that is Victorian planning law, and
time and again the feedback received from people in
communities who have taken on this monolith has
revealed the overwhelming sense of disempowerment
and disregard which they have experienced.
Whilst this bill will not take away the ultimate outcome
of there being winners and losers, it will certainly go a
long way to redressing the balance of power and
persuasion that at present swings the way of cashed-up
corporations and their armies of lawyers. The bill will
allow the voices of objectors and the volume of those
voices to be factored into the decision-making process
of our responsible authorities. No longer will a
community of objectors be reliant on the hope and the
prayer that one of their own is dating an international
singer with a significant social media following to take
a wrecking ball to a development proposal. The bill
inserts a new decision-making consideration into the
Planning and Environment Act 1987 so that both the
responsible authority and the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) must have regard to
the number of objections to a permit application in
consideration of whether a proposal may have a
significant social effect.
The significance of this to our regional and rural
communities cannot be underestimated. It is often for
reasons of social effect and impact that families make
the decision to move to rural and regional Victoria in
the first place. I have had countless conversations with
family members, friends and more recently constituents
about their reasons for moving away from the city and
back to the country. They wanted a quieter life, they
were sick of traffic, they had had enough of noise, they
wanted open space around them or they wanted to be
away from high-density living. It is only fair that they
would want to protect those very things that formed the
motivation for their moving to regional Victoria in the
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first place. This legislation introduces a requirement
that decision-makers must now have regard to the
number of objectors and whether the proposed use or
development may have a significant social effect.
Social effects include changes to the way people live
and interact with one another, their culture and their
sense of community. A detrimental impact on their
sense of community is something many objectors
highlight when they object to planning applications.
Both the Euroa and Romsey communities will attest to
this in relation to their battles against the addition of
pokie machines at their local hotels over recent years.
Communities in and around Bendigo have had battles
relating to broiler farms. Other common objections are
the potential effects of a proposal on demand for, access
to and use of community facilities; choices in housing;
shopping; recreational and leisure activities; community
safety; and the needs of particular groups in the
community, such as young people or the elderly. The
basis for these objections goes back to the very heart of
why so many choose to make northern Victoria their
home.
This bill provides empowerment and a safeguard to my
constituents, and like any good insurance policy, they
will not have to give it a thought unless the time comes
when they may need to use it. I am proud to be part of
the team delivering them that level of protection and
cover. In recent years I have watched communities in
northern Victoria battle their councils — in battles that
proceeded to VCAT — against proposals they believed
were detrimental to the wellbeing of those
communities. Some were successful, some not, but I
know their battle would have been made easier by this
legislation.
Meanwhile the bill does not give greater weight to the
number of objectors over other planning considerations;
instead it establishes the number of objectors as but one
of several matters that a local council or VCAT must
consider before deciding on an application. The
consideration of significant economic or environmental
effects of a proposal and relevant strategy plans remains
in place.
It is time to let the community talk in full voice and
more importantly to ensure that community members
are heard and listened to and that their views are taken
seriously and into account on matters that will affect
them. This represents the premise of democracy and the
values that I hold dear, hence I have no fear of giving
my constituents a voice — indeed the louder the better.
I commend the bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
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Committed.
Committee
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I
understand there are no amendments. I call on
Ms Dunn.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My first
question relates to clause 3, and I have questions in
relation to clause 4.
Clauses 1 and 2 agreed to.
Clause 3
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
to the minister relates to the insertion of section 60(1B)
after section 60(1A) of the principal act. This new
section is contemplated in clause 4, and its insertion
relates back to clause 3, which talks about exemptions
to the planning scheme. My question is: will there be
any contemplation by the Minister for Planning of what
exemptions might apply under new section 60(1B), and
how will those exemptions might be determined?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The exclusion relates to
something that happened in 2012 in relation to
VicSmart, which excluded third-party appeal rights,
and this continues that exclusion.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 4
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — New
section 60(1B) introduces new terms for consideration.
It states:
… the responsible authority must (where appropriate) have
regard to the number of objectors …

Can the minister provide a definition of the phrase
‘where appropriate’?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The clause is effectively plain
English. It allows the ruling judge in the case to use
their discretion where appropriate in their judgement.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I have a
supplementary question: in terms of the responsible
authority, how does the judge’s perception of plain
English and using discretion where appropriate work in
practice?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The clause gives discretion to
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the decision-maker in terms of ruling whether or not the
objections are relevant or irrelevant to the case at hand.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — In terms of the
decision-maker assessing whether those objections are
relevant or irrelevant in relation to how this clause
would operate, is it considered they would use only the
planning scheme as the relevant document to determine
that relevance or otherwise, or would they also use
other incorporated council documents or health and
wellbeing plans? I am just wondering what tools the
responsible authority would avail itself of in terms of
making that judgement call on whether the objection is
relevant or irrelevant.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Does Ms Dunn have a
specific example that she would like to proffer?
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — Just to
elaborate, and drawing on my own experience as a local
government councillor, there are a number of different
documents that councillors use as part of their
decision-making process. In relation to this matter and
the incorporation of this clause into the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, would it be considered that the
planning scheme is the only basis on which to
determine that relevance or otherwise or would other
incorporated council documents, such as a health and
wellbeing plan, be included?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I can tell Ms Dunn that the
planning act regulation is the only document that is
relevant.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — Because there
is no definition per se and the decision relies on
discretion of the decision-maker and an interpretation
of plain English, will the minister and his department
consider issuing practice and guidance notes for
responsible authorities and tribunals in terms of how to
interpret these new terms in the planning act?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The simple answer is yes.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — Turning to the
new section that is proposed, I note that in the
second-reading speech the Minister for Planning cited
examples of social effects and examples of taking
account of the number of objections and influences for
decision-makers, listing a whole range of different
examples in relation to those two areas. I am interested
in terms of a case that I was quite heavily involved in,
which was that involving the McDonald’s application
in Tacoma. The responsible authority at that time
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received 1100 objections. Many of those objections
highlighted the broader issue of health, diabetes, obesity
and childhood obesity. Under the new section that is
contemplated in the bill, would these matters be
relevant for the purposes of ‘significant social effect’
and ‘where appropriate’?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The answer to that question is
yes, the number of objectors is likely to be most
relevant where the impact assessment requires some
understanding of community perception in relation to
the application before the tribunal.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — To clarify, in
relation to where objections might raise issues such
those I listed — health, diabetes, obesity and childhood
obesity — they are not matters specifically in the
planning scheme, and they sit outside of the planning
scheme at the moment. However, you are saying that
they would meet the test of significant social effect?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — No, because the
circumstances that the member raises would not be
considered relevant planning considerations under the
act.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — In relation to
the act, it is quite clear that the new section has regard
to the number of objectors. I want to be clear in my
mind that it relates only to objectors and not to
submitters. There is a process embedded in the act
which allows both submissions and objections to a
planning application, and if the process does not apply
to submitters as well, perhaps the minister could
explain the rationale for that.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — They would be considered
one and the same thing.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — To clarify, the
act as it currently stands lists the submitters and the
objectors to a process separately. Will the fact that they
will be considered one and the same be outlined as part
of the practice notes for responsible authorities?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — As I am advised, the
guidance notes will specifically deal with objectors, but
in actuality submitters will be treated the same.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his answer. In relation to the new section
and how it applies, I go back to the McDonald’s
application in Tacoma, which received some
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commentary during the inquiry. It was always a
building and works permit, not a permit for land use.
The land use in relation to that matter was never in
question and that was not part of the application. In
terms of that application and the operation of this new
section, would it have been appropriate for the
decision-maker to consider the number of objectors,
given that the land use was never in question?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Again the simple answer to
Ms Dunn’s question is yes. It was a development
application and, as such, there would be a requirement
to consider the submissions of objectors, and as such
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal
(VCAT) would be required to consider and understand
the community’s perception and values.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I wonder if
the minister can explain, because I am failing to draw
the comparison. In the section of the explanatory
memorandum that relates to clause 4, it cites an
example of a permit being required for a development
for heritage reasons where the land use is not in
question, which I would say has parallels to the
McDonald’s Tacoma application. The memorandum
says it may not be appropriate for the decision-maker to
consider the number of objectors in that case. I am
wondering how those two examples reconcile, because
they seem to have different answers.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — If I have understood
Ms Dunn’s question correctly, the objection would
have to directly relate to the application before the
authorities. If it were a development application, it
would of course have to be related to that development
application in and of itself.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for that answer. Certainly I agree that an
objection has to directly relate to a development, but
going back to the example cited in the explanatory
memorandum it is clear that that is for a development
for heritage reasons but not for land use, which runs
parallel to the Tecoma McDonald’s in that it was a
building and works permit but not for land use. The
explanatory memorandum suggests that:
… it may not be appropriate for the decision-maker to
consider the number of objectors …

That seems contrary to the advice the minister is giving
me tonight.
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Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Ultimately it will be up to the
decision-maker to determine what they believe is
relevant in the consideration of the permit before
them — or, effectively, the objectors to the permit that
they are considering. Irrespective of whether Ms Dunn
or I have an opinion on that matter, it will be the
determination of the person deciding on or presiding
over the case.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his answer. In relation to the new section
being proposed in clause 4, the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 is predicated on a triple bottom
line assessment of applications, so it looks at social,
economic and environmental effects. Can the minister
advise the house why the new section only applies to
significant social effect and precludes environmental
and economic effects, which are also matters for
assessment under the Planning and Environment Act
1987?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The reason for that is that
objectors would most likely fall under the social
category, which is a far less quantifiable
decision-making process. That is the reason why there
is the discrepancy on those three ‘chambers’, if I can
call them that.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister. I draw the attention of the house to the
Tecoma McDonald’s case again, in regard to which
there were 1100 objections, many of them on
environmental grounds. Given that is the case, would
the operation of this new section mean that the council
would not be able to invoke this new section having
regard to the number, when the lion’s share of
objections might be pointing to environmental effects?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — My understanding is that
there were actually over 1300 objections, but be that as
it may, again I bring Ms Dunn back to the fact that it
would be in relation to what is considered to be most
relevant, where the impact assessment requires some
understanding of community perception and values,
and that would be the determination of the officer
presiding over the case.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his answer. To clarify, there were
1109 objections to Tecoma McDonald’s, which
consisted of 17 lever arch files full of objections and a
further 330 to the tribunal when it went to appeal. In
terms of your answer, and drilling into that, if a large
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number of objectors pointed to environmental matters
as a concern for an application, the minister is saying
that this new section could be invoked because it could
be argued that those environmental matters have
significant social effect, even though they are
environmental effects?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Again I draw Ms Dunn back
to my earlier statement that it would be the
determination of the officer presiding over the case,
where they would be looking at an understanding of the
community perception and values in that case.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — Will the fact
that it is around understanding and capturing
community values and aspirations and applying this
section be made clear in the practice note so that
responsible authorities and the tribunal understand that
it may go beyond the scope of significant social effect
per se?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Just to clarify, is Ms Dunn
asking if that will be in the note; is that correct? Yes,
that will be in the notes.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I have two
more questions. In relation to the new section, because
it quite specifically refers to the number of objectors as
being a key component of it, in the minister’s mind
how would this operate? What is the number, the
critical mass, that sees the new section invoked? Is it
based on numbers, percentages, how many pro forma
objections or some other measure?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am happy to tell Ms Dunn
that there is no specific number of objectors that will
provide evidence of what a significant social effect is,
and again I let Ms Dunn know that that will be the
determination of the presiding officer, given the
circumstances or the issues the presiding officer has to
consider.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — In terms of the
new section and looking at the rigour and integrity of
the planning scheme in Victoria, how will the
consistency of approach in applying the new section be
maintained by responsible authorities and the tribunal?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Each case will be judged on
its own merits.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT AMENDMENT (RECOGNISING OBJECTORS) BILL 2015
Tuesday, 4 August 2015

COUNCIL

Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — In terms of a
consistency of approach in the operation of the act
across the state, is the minister saying that consistency
will be maintained on each planning application in the
state of Victoria?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am advised that VCAT do
not officially use precedents in their case rulings but are
guided by past decisions in making future decisions,
thus Ms Dunn’s concern about consistency would most
likely not be an issue, given that it looks at past cases
that have similar characteristics. However, again I stress
that it does judge each case on its own merits, at the
same time.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — The second
part of that question was around responsible authorities,
not the tribunal, and how there will be a consistent
approach with responsible authorities.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — VCAT has guideline
decisions, which are used by responsible
decision-makers in their processes.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his answers. I have no further questions.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
questions in part follow some of the commentary
around Ms Dunn’s questions.
I want to begin by congratulating the minister on his
elevation. I have not done that formally in the chamber
and I should, so I congratulate the minister.
My points in question go to similar matters around the
Tecoma case, which is now well known. There were
more than 1000 objections, so let us all agree on that;
and there was significant community angst about that.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DAVIS — Yes, there were more than
1000 objections. The point I want to make is that I am
seeking elucidation or clarification from the minister as
to how this will operate, because very squarely in the
evidence that was received by the Standing Committee
on the Environment and Planning in its public
hearings — certainly from Ms Wyatt from the
department — it was not clear that a very large number
of submissions would necessarily make an impact in
terms of the outcomes.
For members who want to read that, it is at page 6 of
the report. At pages 14 and 15 of the report, we heard
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from very senior counsel from a number of
organisations, who were very experienced in planning
law. They made it clear that the outcome of the Tecoma
case would not have been changed in the particular
circumstances of the proposed legislative changes that
are in this bill. That is directly at odds with what the
government has said, particularly with what the Deputy
Premier has said on a number of occasions when he has
been clear, both before the election and since the
election, that the approach in this bill would see a
change. But the evidence that was provided to the
committee — and I direct the minister to page 15, for
example, where the number of objections in that case
was discussed because, as has been outlined, it was a
works permit — would not have changed the outcome
in any way whatsoever.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I start by accepting the very
gracious welcome and congratulations from Mr Davis,
and I thank him for that.
The only thing I can say to Mr Davis is to reiterate what
I said to Ms Dunn earlier that, as I explained earlier, the
tribunal must also where appropriate have regard to the
number of objectors in considering whether a use or
development may have a significant social effect, and
that will be the decision of the person presiding over the
case.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am very
familiar with planning law in this regard. I understand
that there are individual cases made, and as the minister
has outlined, there are leading cases at the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal. The minister
probably left out the fact that from time to time the
Supreme Court might make decisions that provide very
detailed precedents for VCAT. The key point here is
that the law is actually very clear. In the Tecoma case it
was simply a works permit, and the bill would not have
changed the outcome. That is the evidence the
witnesses gave on oath at the public hearing of the
Environment and Planning Committee, and it is not the
same as what the minister is saying now. I am seeking
to reconcile the sworn evidence with the minister’s
commentary.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank Mr Davis for his
elucidation. I am not sure that I can ever reconcile
anything with anything that goes on in his own
thoughts, but other than that it is up to the individual
officer presiding over the case to consider. The issue
with Tecoma in particular was, as members have all
discussed, a development application, but nonetheless it
is up to the presiding officer to determine whether there
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is a relevant number of objectors to the application
before them and whether they place a social value or a
specific social need in consequence on the community
in relation to that application. That is the issue before
the committee. If people have testified about whether
they think it would have been successful or not, I am
not sure that that adds value to the discussion in relation
to the legislation before us.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I will not
pursue this further other than to say that I am quite
dissatisfied with the minister’s response. It is clear from
the evidence of very senior lawyers that the bill would
not have changed the outcome, and nothing the minister
has said would lead me to conclude differently. The
fact is that the Tecoma case would have had precisely
the same outcome, and in that case the community
would not have been provided with a solution. The
Deputy Premier’s comments before and after the
election are frankly directly misleading of the
community.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I cannot allow those
characterisations to stand in Hansard without my
refuting them. I am not a lawyer — and I am thankful
for that most days of my life — and I shall not argue
with Mr Davis in that context, nor shall I argue against
the opinion of people who testified before the
committee.
Mr Davis — Sworn evidence.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I will take up the interjection.
It does not matter whether evidence is sworn or is not; it
is nonetheless still opinion. I have said repeatedly that
whether or not an application is a development
application, what is relevant here is whether the impact
assessment requires some understanding of community
perception and values, and that will be taken into
consideration by the officer presiding over the case at
hand.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — In the
circumstances, it is worth putting into Hansard some of
the commentary. I direct the attention of members to
page 15 of the transcript in the report, where
Ms Johns — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I ask
Mr Davis whether this is a question.
Mr DAVIS — No, it is a preparatory point. I am
referencing it for the elucidation of Hansard and the
chamber. On page 15 of the transcript in the report
tabled today it states that the application was about
what they could build and the form it was going to take,
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so the number of objections in relation to the use was
irrelevant. There is further evidence there, and I direct
the attention of members to that page. What the
minister has said today in no way responds to the fair
points.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Does the
minister have a further response?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — None is needed.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Does
Mr Davis have any further questions?
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I wish to
make a separate point.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr DAVIS — No. I accept that the Deputy
Premier’s commentary is trumped by what was said by
senior lawyers. My point is to pick up some
commentary of the minister in response to Ms Dunn in
regard to the practice note. I think there was just a tiny
bit of confusion there. If this is not the case, I would be
happy for the minister to elucidate, but I understand that
the practice note will be limited to the heads of power
in the act — that is, the practice note cannot advance
beyond the legal position that exists in the legislation,
including with respect to this objectors clause.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — As I am advised, the practice
note is not bound by the legislation. It will be plain
English advice for people.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — That adds to
the confusion, because if the practice note can be plain
legal advice and not be bound by the legislation, I think
we are into new territory. Practice notes are necessarily
limited to the powers available under the act.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am not sure whether
Mr Davis and I are on parallel tracks. Best practice is
best practice, and so I am not sure whether we are
getting stuck on semantics or whether I have genuinely
misunderstood Mr Davis’s question or he has
misunderstood my answer, both of which are
conceivable. Nonetheless, best practice will be what is
in the note for people to be able to utilise.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — On topics
beyond the act.
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Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — In relation to the legislation.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
to the minister is also in relation to new
subsection 60(1B). There is a reason for this. In the
inquiry that has just been conducted a lot of concern
was raised about this. Many of the stakeholders have
raised concerns about the definition of ‘social impact’
and how it might be interpreted. I have listened to the
responses of the minister to questions asked by the
Greens and by Mr Davis. I suspect that the lack of
clarity and definition around the language will cause
considerable hurt in relation to interpretation, no matter
what authority is currently adjudicating on that.
Those who presented at the inquiry raised concerns also
about the term ‘where appropriate’. The issue is
whether it means that objections based on number will
determine what is appropriate or the relevance will
determine what is appropriate. As Mr Davis has
indicated, possibly the only way we will get a legal
definition of ‘significant social effect’, given the bill
does not interpret that in its language, will be through
either the Supreme Court or some other court ruling,
which will create a hindrance to those who want to take
action through the wider objection process. I ask the
minister whether the practice note he just referred to —
or there might be a court determination — will provide
some guidance in relation to language and at what time
is ‘where appropriate’ applicable and what is it based
on, in relation to that section?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank Mr Ramsay for his
question. I did have cause to deal with a similar
question from Ms Dunn earlier, and my response then
was that it will be up to the responsible authority to
determine what level of guidance is given to the
objectors. So the ‘where appropriate’ is up to the
deciding person in the case — adjudicating, presiding
or looking after it. In terms of the issue of ‘social
effect’, it is actually an existing term in the act already.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — If that is the
case, why then during the inquiry did all the witnesses
in fact, bar none, actually raise questions about the
definition of what significant social impacts and/or
effects would mean in this new bill?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Unfortunately, I am not in a
position to tell Mr Ramsay what was or was not in the
minds of the people who testified before the inquiry.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
welcome the minister to the table. I also want to talk
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about proposed section 60(1B) in clause 4 of the bill. I
draw the minister’s attention to the response he gave
Ms Dunn a little earlier when she used the example of
the number of objectors in a VCAT decision. The
minister said that ultimately the decision would rest
with the judge. It is my understanding that at VCAT
they use tribunal members to decide on these matters. Is
it the government’s intention to add more judges to
VCAT to hear these cases?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I beg the indulgence of the
chamber if I have misused a term in providing an
earlier answer. I seek Mr Ondarchie’s understanding, if
that has been the case.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister; I was just clarifying. I did not want
us to get ahead of ourselves.
When talking about ‘significant social effect’, there has
been a lack of clarity about what that would be, and the
minister has received many questions about that
tonight. Perhaps to make it easier, could the minister
give the house an example of where a development
would have insignificant social effect?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — In light of the preceding
question from Mr Ondarchie in which he highlighted
that I incorrectly used a term, let me not venture into
that ground but rather say again, as I said to Ms Dunn,
that each case would be treated on its merits and it
would be up to the presiding officer of the case to
determine it accordingly.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — In
terms of people who will be affected by these
developments, the minister has not provided any clarity
on how they may be dealt with. These are citizens who
might not have the resources to take this all the way.
Before they enter into this, can the minister give them
some clarity through this bill on what a ‘significant
social effect’ may be and how they may proceed?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The issue of the significance
of the term ‘social effect’ is that it already exists under
the terms of the act, so I am not sure that I can add
anything beyond that.
Clause agreed to; clauses 5 and 6 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Membership
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
The President has received a letter from Mr Philip
Dalidakis, MLC, that I will read to the house:
As you will be aware, I have recently been appointed Minister
for Small Business, Innovation and Trade.
Until now I have served on the Electoral Matters Committee,
but due to my ministerial appointment, I now tender my
resignation from that committee.

Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — By leave, I move:
That —
(1) Mr Dalidakis be discharged from the Standing
Committee on the Economy and Infrastructure;
(2) Ms Tierney be —
(a) discharged from the Standing Committee on the
Environment and Planning; and
(b) appointed to the Standing Committee on the
Economy and Infrastructure;
(3) Mr Somyurek be appointed to the —
(a) Standing Committee on the Environment and
Planning; and
(b) Electoral Matters Committee.

Motion agreed to.

DELIVERING VICTORIAN
INFRASTRUCTURE (PORT OF
MELBOURNE LEASE TRANSACTION)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 June; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise this evening to
speak on the unfortunately titled Delivering Victorian
Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease Transaction)
Bill 2015. The reason I say that the bill is unfortunately
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titled is that the title of the bill is something that is more
likely to have been dreamt up in the Premier’s media
unit than to have been considered in the cabinet. It is
unfortunate because this bill will partially give effect to
one of the most significant transactions in Victoria in
two decades.
The sale of the port of Melbourne via a lease
mechanism as set out in this bill is the most significant
single transaction by the state of Victoria in two
decades. It is a transaction which will be valued,
depending on which commentators you listen to, in the
range of $6 billion to $8 billion, and it will have a
significant impact on the logistics sector for the state of
Victoria for decades to come. So it is a very significant
transaction, and it is one to which the Legislative
Council needs to give very careful consideration. It is
for that reason unfortunate that the government has
approached the naming of the bill in the way it has,
with a degree of flippancy in what is a very significant
matter.
The port of Melbourne, which is the subject of this
piece of legislation, is the most significant container
port in Australia. It is recognised as the jewel, if you
like, in the network of container ports in Australia. It is
the container port that has the largest volume of
container traffic in Australia, with around 2.5 million
TEU — 20-foot equivalent units, which are the short
containers, the 40-foot ones being the long containers.
Around 2.5 million of those are handled through the
port of Melbourne every year. By comparison, we see
about 2.2 million TEU through Botany in Sydney and
1.1 million TEU through the port of Brisbane.
We have here in Melbourne the largest container port
by around 10 per cent in terms of container capacity
that is handled on an annual basis. This underscores
how important the port is, not only to Melbourne and
Victoria but also to Australia more generally. It is a port
that sees around 3000 ship movements a year and
supports around $92 billion worth of two-way trade, so
it is a very significant piece of infrastructure when it
comes to two-way trade within the Victorian economy.
It is for that reason that this port and the transaction that
is envisaged by this bill must be given the most careful
consideration by this Parliament.
I will just go back a little in history and talk about the
policy on ports of the respective major parties in this
Parliament. When the coalition was in government
during the last term of Parliament we had a very clear
policy with respect to port capacity in Victoria. It was
the coalition government under the leadership of Denis
Napthine, the member for South-West Coast in the
Legislative Assembly, initially as Minister for Ports and
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subsequently as Premier, that commenced the port
expansion project at the port of Melbourne, which was
a $1.6 billion project to expand capacity at that port. It
was the coalition government that ramped up
development of the port of Hastings through the
establishment and funding of the former Port of
Hastings Development Corporation.
It was the coalition government that recognised the
prudence of embarking on a lease transaction with the
port of Melbourne. As a coalition government, we had
a policy to expand capacity in the port of Melbourne,
which is now underway. We recognised that demand
for container port facilities in Victoria was growing and
additional capacity needed to be provided at a second
location. We identified that as the port of Hastings. We
also recognised the value of entering into a
medium-term lease for the port of Melbourne. This is
something that had been identified through the work of
the coalition as a lease of around a 40-year term,
recognising the objectives of obtaining value for the
state in the short term while also protecting the
long-term interests of the state and the long-term value
of that facility.
Also, in entering into a medium-term lease transaction
for the port of Melbourne it was necessary to give
consideration to the further expansion of port capacity
and port facilities here in Victoria and the fact that the
future development of the port of Hastings would be
inexorably linked to the development of the port of
Melbourne. That was, for a long time, a bipartisan
policy in Victoria. The development of the port of
Hastings is something that first received consideration
in the era of the Bolte government. It was in fact the
Bolte government that started purchasing land for the
development of the port of Hastings.
As a consequence of that early work by the Bolte
government, the state of Victoria is now a substantial
landowner in the vicinity of the port of Hastings in
preparation for the ultimate development of that
container port. That is a position that had bipartisan
support here in Victoria over a long period of time. It
was supported by, and was advanced substantially by,
the last coalition government, but interestingly it was
also a position which was previously supported by the
last Labor government in Victoria. The Brumby
government was a strong advocate for the port of
Hastings as Melbourne’s second container port.
Ironically it was the current Treasurer — who at that
time was the Minister for Roads and Ports in the
Brumby government — who indicated that:
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… Hastings is the preferred site for a second container port to
supplement the port of Melbourne when it reaches capacity in
around 2030.

As ports minister in a previous Labor government Tim
Pallas was very clear that the port of Hastings was a
necessary part of port infrastructure in Victoria and that
at that time it was estimated the port of Melbourne
would reach its capacity by 2030. That was a statement
made by Mr Pallas in around 2009 when he was in that
previous role.
We then saw from the now government a shift away
from that bipartisan position of supporting the
development of the port of Hastings. As the port of
Hastings started to be developed and the preliminary
work was being done by the Port of Hastings
Development Authority under the auspices of the
previous government and led by the then Minister for
Ports, David Hodgett, we saw the Labor Party take a
different position. It moved away from its position in
government of supporting Hastings as a second port to
advocating for what it called the Bay West option, a
proposal to develop a new container port somewhere
within Port Phillip Bay on the western shore. That
policy had limited public support — obviously it was
run as a big election sweetener in Geelong — and in
terms of logistics industry support it had very limited
currency among key operators in transport and logistics
in this state.
We have now seen the government move away from
even that position. The government does not even
support its Bay West proposal, which was a firm
election commitment. Earlier today we heard
Mr Dalidakis, the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade, speak about the government’s
commitment to delivering its election promises. One of
the clear ones it is not delivering is its Bay West port
proposal. The government has moved away from its
commitment to the port of Hastings. What we now
have from the government is a commitment to the port
of Melbourne as being Victoria’s sole container port.
What is in the bill is not a reflection of a ports policy or
a strategy of a government that recognises that there is a
growing demand for and a growing use of our existing
port facilities and that they will meet their capacity
limits in the not-too-distant future — and there is a
range of views as to when that will be. There is a need
for the government to recognise that the continued
operation of a container port at the top of Port Phillip
Bay adjacent to the Melbourne CBD is not a long-term
prospect and to provide alternatives to that and
supplement its capacity. That is not what this bill is
about. It is not about providing for long-term port
capacity and the long-term needs of the state. It is about
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delivering an outcome for Treasury — that is,
maximising the revenue through the sale of lease
mechanism laid down in the legislation before the
house. The approach with the bill is very much about
maximising revenue from the sale and not about
providing a long-term policy to deliver infrastructure
needs for the state.
We should reflect on what we currently have in
Victoria with the port of Melbourne. As I said at the
outset, it is the largest container port in Australia and
the major hub for some $92 billion of two-way trade
via our state. The port of Melbourne, in its historical
location at the top of Port Phillip Bay adjacent to the
Melbourne CBD, is according to a range of views likely
to reach capacity within the next two decades. As I said,
in 2009 the Brumby government estimated that the port
would reach capacity by 2030. Infrastructure Australia
has a similar view — that the port of Melbourne will
reach capacity by 2031.
Indeed in giving evidence before the Public Accounts
and Estimates Committee in May of this year the
current Minister for Ports, Mr Donnellan, estimated that
the port of Melbourne would reach capacity by 2045,
which again is in the near to medium term when you
are talking about building new port capacity. We have a
previous Labor government estimate, we have an
Infrastructure Australia estimate and we have the
current minister’s estimate that the port of Melbourne
will reach capacity within the next two to three decades.
Important in the context of the port reaching capacity is
the port’s location in Port Phillip Bay, with all the
attendant issues of needing to dredge the channel.
Indeed the Legislative Council previously held an
inquiry into the issue of channel dredging and the direct
costs and environmental impacts associated with that.
The prospect of continuing to have the state’s major
container port within Port Phillip Bay, with the need to
continually dredge the channel and provide capacity for
deeper draft ships in the future, is one that points to the
need to be providing options beyond continued
expansion at that port of Melbourne site.
The proposal contained in the legislation before the
house this evening should be considered in the context
of the need for new capacity in the future and the
suitability of the port of Melbourne continuing to
operate long term on its current site. However, the bill
before the house contains a proposal from the
government to lease the existing port of Melbourne for
a 50 to 70-year time frame, 50 years being the period
set down for the lease, with an additional 20 years as an
option which can be triggered at the Premier’s
discretion, so effectively 50 to 70 years is on the table.

Tuesday, 4 August 2015

We have a mechanism in the bill by way of a
compensation structure which will discourage the
development of a second port. It is designed to ensure
that whoever leases the port under the current
mechanism will be able to seek compensation from the
government in the event that a second container port is
proposed. As a consequence of this focus on a single
operator for the port of Melbourne, with no additional
port being constructed, we would have a monopoly
environment, and the bill does not provide for an
adequate regulatory structure around port charges and
fees in that future private monopoly environment. Yes,
there is limited regulatory oversight in respect of port
charges for the first 15 years of the operation of the
lease, but there is no regulatory oversight with respect
to any other cost regimes around the port of Melbourne,
including things such as terminal rents.
This proposal does not address issues surrounding the
environmental impact of the port. If the port is to
continue long term at its present location and if the
growth in demand for port services is to require
expansion on the existing site and access by larger ships
to the channel and the heads, that is inevitably going to
have an environmental impact. The need to address that
is not reflected in the legislation as it stands today.
In today’s Australian Financial Review is an article
titled ‘DP World wins waterfront fight’. This article
refers to recent negotiations between one of the
stevedores, DP World, and the Port of Melbourne
Corporation around port charges. The crux of the matter
is that following a proposal from the Port of Melbourne
Corporation to increase port rents for DP World in the
order of 800 per cent, a negotiated outcome has been
reached. Members of the house should consider why
the port of Melbourne was looking to increase rents in
the order of 800 per cent in the current environment,
with the legislation for this sale transaction coming
forward today, but that was ultimately resolved by
negotiation with DP World.
In this article in the Australian Financial Review today
the chair of the Australian Competition and Consumer
Commission (ACCC), Rod Sims, is quoted with respect
to the outcome of those negotiations. One paragraph
states:
The ACCC plans to keep an eye on future rental agreements
to ensure privatised entities don’t raise rents. ‘It’s bad for the
economy and it puts people off privatisation’, Mr Sims said.
‘We should be privatising because the private sector is more
efficient, not to try and do artificial things to raise a lot of
money’.

Mr Sims went on to say that privatisation should not be
about price. The message the chair of the ACCC is
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sending with those comments is that in embarking on a
transaction like this, the government — it applies to all
governments, but in this matter the Victorian
government — needs to have regard to the way in
which the transaction will deliver a more efficient,
more effective piece of infrastructure for the long-term
benefit of the state. The message is very clear from the
chair of the ACCC. The focus should not be simply on
maximising revenue to the state today; it should be
about having regard to the long-term benefits to the
state which can be achieved and delivered through a
privatisation process. That is very much the approach
the coalition is taking to this matter and very much the
view the coalition has on this piece of legislation.
Digressing to a related matter, on Sunday the Premier
announced that the government would contribute
$200 million to a so-called farming fund — a fund
which, according to the Minister for Agriculture:
… will be available for practical projects and programs that
wholly benefit the agriculture sector including transport,
irrigation, and energy projects, as well as skills development
programs and market access campaigns.

This is something that was thrown on the table by the
government at the last minute. It was thrown on the
table by the government with a view to putting pressure
on members of the Legislative Council to support the
bill that is in the house tonight.
This announcement by the government demonstrates
that the government does not understand the
fundamental issues with this legislation insofar as the
environment and structure that are being put in place
for the long-term operation of the port of Melbourne
go, because $200 million from what is likely to be a
$6 billion or $7 billion in revenue, or 3 per cent or
thereabouts of what is going to be delivered, does not
address the fundamental issues with this legislation. It
does not address a long-term lease of 70 years. To put
that in context, if you count back 70 years, that takes us
back to the end of the Second World War. This is a
very long-term commitment. This announcement does
not address the issues of competition at the port. It does
not address the issues of establishing a private
monopoly, with the attendant need for regulatory
oversight of pricing matters. It does not address the
long-term environmental issues attached to the
extensive expansion of capacity at the port of
Melbourne.
This fund has been thrown on the table by the
government to encourage members of the Legislative
Council to support this legislation. It is arguable, on a
reading of the bill, that the fund as articulated by the
Minister for Agriculture cannot be delivered under this
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legislation. The minister has spoken about this fund
being far broader in terms of what can be spent than
what the legislation before the house provides for. But
this completely misses the point. The consideration of
the Council needs to be the regime that will deliver the
best structure for the port and the best operation and
delivery of port facilities for Victoria in the long term,
not simply the revenue that can be generated for the
government through the immediate lease transaction.
The coalition has a number of concerns about this
legislation, including the length of the proposed lease;
the way the legislation seeks to prevent, through a
compensation mechanism, the provision of competing
container port facilities in Victoria for the duration of
the lease; the fact that we will have a monopoly private
operator without broad regulatory oversight of any
pricing regime that it seeks to introduce; and the fact
that the long-term environmental issues associated with
continuing to expand capacity at the port of Melbourne
have not been addressed.
Tomorrow the Legislative Council will have the
opportunity to consider the establishment of a select
committee to consider the issues I have outlined and the
best way the long-term interests of the state can be
protected through the lease of the port of Melbourne.
The coalition went to the election with, and in
government started the process of, a 40-year lease of
the port of Melbourne, recognising the need for the
current operation to transition from its present location
to the Hastings site. Those aspects have not been
reflected in the government’s approach to this
legislation. They are not reflected in government policy
on ports. This bill reflects Treasury’s approach and
seeks to maximise revenue. It does not reflect the
long-term needs of port users in this state.
As I say, a select committee would address the issues I
have raised this evening and that have been raised in the
community. I refer to comments that have been made
by organisations such as the Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry (VECCI).
Yesterday VECCI, which is of course one of the peak
bodies for industry in Victoria, issued a statement
saying that it generally supports the position outlined in
the draft terms of reference for the select committee,
notice of which has been given to the Council today.
The newly formed logistics coalition, which is made up
of a number of corporations that operate at or in
association with the port of Melbourne, has also stated
that it supports a parliamentary inquiry. A media
release dated 3 August reads:
The coalition believes a parliamentary inquiry may be
prudent to allow further time for the consideration, discussion
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and debate of issues with the draft legislation. This includes
establishing effective regulation for the term of the proposed
lease for future terminal rent increases, along with providing
clarity on procedures for the introduction of new port charges
and addressing the potential for vertical integration.

It quotes the spokesman for the coalition, Rod Nairn, as
having stated:
Even if short-term rental increase issues are resolved with the
Port of Melbourne Corporation —

referring to the DP World matter I spoke about
earlier —
the draft legislation falls short of effective regulation, creating
uncertainty and putting at risk future investment and trade
volumes through the port.

He continued:
The logistics industry is overall in favour of privatisation,
however the legislation as drafted will fail to deliver
outcomes that will improve port efficiency, port services or
support the competitiveness of Victoria’s supply chain over
the long term.

There is support in the community, among port users
and business groups, for a parliamentary inquiry into
this legislation to ensure that we have a structure in
place that meets the long-term needs of the state of
Victoria, as well as delivering what the government is
seeking in terms of revenue in the short term.
Mr Herbert — So report in September. It’s easy.
Then you can put it into a time frame for the budget.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I will take up the
interjection of the Minister for Training and Skills
about reporting. The minister is advocating — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
We already have a speaker on his feet. It would be
appreciated if Mr Barber and the minister would be
kind enough to listen to him.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — The minister advocates
for a report from this inquiry in six or seven weeks
time. The minister at the table believes that this inquiry,
with terms of reference as outlined this morning which
we will consider tomorrow, on issues which relate to a
70-year lease of the port — the single largest
transaction in this state in two decades — should be
done and dusted in six weeks. That would be a cursory
consideration of issues that will affect the transport and
logistics industry of this state for seven decades. The
minister does not seem to believe that giving
appropriate and detailed consideration to that is
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appropriate. I would say to the minister and to the
government — —
Mr Herbert — We’re going to play games here.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — The minister says the
government is going to play games. That is the concern:
that the government is going to play games. The motion
relating to the select committee nominates a reporting
date of no later than 30 November. If the committee
reported no later than 30 November, that would allow
for the legislation before the house to be dealt with this
calendar year, as is the government’s want. As
members of the chamber would recognise, a reporting
date of no later than 30 November allows the
committee to report earlier than 30 November. That is
of course contingent on the cooperation of the
government with the committee’s work, if the
committee is established, in providing information to
the committee and assisting the committee’s work in
considering the issues that are before it.
Tomorrow the house will consider the establishment of
that committee. It is being proposed as a way forward
with this legislation to address the issues that have been
raised as concerns in the community. Members of the
house will have the opportunity to consider that
tomorrow. As I said, with a proposal to report by the
end of November the opportunity is there for the
committee to report earlier if it completes its work
earlier. The easiest way for the committee to complete
its work earlier is to have the cooperation of the
government in the discharge of its responsibilities. That
is a matter for debate tomorrow.
I will conclude where I started. The coalition has
concerns about this legislation in that it is focused on
short-term revenue for the state rather than the
long-term interests of port users and logistics and
transport in this state. In considering this legislation, our
position is that it should not pass until a committee has
considered it. It is my proposal that, at the conclusion of
the second-reading debate, debate on the bill be
adjourned until the committee has completed its work
and reported back to the Council.
We believe this is too important to be rushed through
tonight or this week. The issues here are serious. They
will have enormous ramifications for the state for
decades to come. An inquiry of three and a half months
maximum — till the end of November — is not
unrealistic for something that will affect the state for
seven decades. I urge members of the house to support
the adjournment of debate on this legislation until the
committee has reported and indeed to support the
establishment of a committee tomorrow so that these
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serious issues can be given the sober consideration they
require and we can get the best outcome for the people
of Victoria for the next seven decades.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — As
members in this chamber well understand, the Greens
are opposed to the proposed sale of the port of
Melbourne. Much of the information that
Mr Rich-Phillips started to bring forward explained
rather well why there is no case for selling the port of
Melbourne.
First of all, the approach of selling the port to the
highest bidder for the largest amount of money
possible, while natural for a politician who wants to
build up a war chest to get themselves re-elected, is in
direct contradiction to the long-term economic interests
of this state. Just on the weekend government members
came out and announced they thought they were going
to get an even higher price than previously estimated. I
said, ‘That is even worse news for Victoria’, because
the higher the sale price they obtain for the port the
more a private investor is going to need to claw back
through either reduced investment or higher fees in the
future, and that will be a burden on exporters.
The port regularly returns a dividend to the state of tens
of millions of dollars year after year. When we look at
the work done by the Productivity Commission and
others, however, we see that they say there is no fancy
profit being extracted from the public monopoly and
that its rates of return are comparable with that of other
ports around the Australian coast, so how is it that some
private investor believes they are going to come along,
pay over the odds and then squeeze more juice out of
the orange? If they think they have some efficiencies in
the way they are going to operate, what I want to know
is why the Port of Melbourne Corporation has not been
implementing those efficiencies itself. If we hear from
the Port of Melbourne Corporation in
Mr Rich-Phillips’s proposed inquiry, we will ask
Treasury what it is Treasury thinks a private investor
can do with this port that has not been done so far, and
if there are proposed efficiency measures, we will ask
the Port of Melbourne Corporation why it has not
implemented them already.
Unfortunately there has been very little debate and
scrutiny about this question of the port sale. That is
because back during the state election it seemed that the
port sale was a done deal. In government the coalition
was proposing it, and in opposition Labor had agreed to
do it, so it went through the election with minimal
scrutiny. I do not recall the now Premier going out there
to hoist up any billboards saying, ‘Vote for me; I’ll flog
off a public asset’, but apparently he is now claiming
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some sort of mandate for it. The scrutiny of this
question has only just begun.
It is an unfortunate bit of timing for the Premier that the
port decided to jack up rent for certain of its tenants.
My understanding is that because of sales achieved in
relation to the proposed expansion of the port’s
container capacity which went for what some people
have seen as a ridiculously high price, the corporation
thought it would turn around and fatten itself up for
privatisation by applying those same rents to existing
port users. This led to proposals for skyrocketing rents
which would have put many dollars onto the price of
each container and for whole sectors of the economy
introduced no doubt tens of millions of dollars of extra
cost that would have damaged their export
competitiveness.
Apparently, it did not work; we read in this morning’s
paper that the Port of Melbourne Corporation had to
back off and will not be raising rents the way it said it
would. Yet another question arises: what has that done
to the Treasury estimate of what it will get for this port?
Remember that the government put its dollar figure
representing what it already expects into this year’s
budget. Government members are already counting
their chickens and working out how to spend the money
and promising it to all and sundry. They announced a
relatively puny amount for rural infrastructure — and
they have belatedly recognised that rural areas need
infrastructure as well — but unfortunately they have
blackmailed those same communities by saying, ‘If the
port sale doesn’t proceed, you can forget about all these
wonderful bits of infrastructure we’re promising you’.
By the way, four or five different MPs were out on
Sunday, Monday and this morning. It is like they have
promised this $200 million five times over already.
Meanwhile we have seen a little more commentary
about this proposed rent rise issue popping up on
Fairfax online in the last hour or so. An article by Jenny
Wiggins and Michael Smith has the headline ‘“Silly
move” to push up DP World rent will hurt $6 billion
port of Melbourne sale’. Interestingly they sought out
some potential buyers for the port and asked them what
they think of it all, and those buyers have commented
off the record. The article states:
‘There was an opportunity to get [the rents] up if it was
finessed over time rather than just jammed in a single hit …
but you have to do it gently’, said one institutional investor
who is considering a bid for the $6 billion port when it is
privatised.
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They have now somewhat given the game away — get
hold of the port and then just start inexorably jacking up
rents rather than trying to do it all in one go. The article
continues:
It was a silly move by the state, they went so hard and put
such a ridiculous number on the table.

And it goes on further — —
Mr Herbert interjected.
Mr BARBER — These are potential bidders who
have already been crawling all over the Labor Party.
Let us face it: they did not wake up one morning and
say, ‘Let’s sell the port’. It was Ralph Willis and the
money men on all those superannuation funds crawling
all over the Labor Party in opposition saying, ‘Come
on, you’ve got to sell this thing. We need another
transaction’. The merchant banks and the lawyers
would have been beating down the then opposition’s
door saying, ‘You’ve got to sell something. We need
the fees’.
The Labor Party scratched its head and said,
‘Privatisation of public assets is a dog; the voters hate
it. Let’s dream up some sort of way to make this
palatable. Oh, well, we’ll do level crossings. We will do
the 50 worst level crossings’. Or is it 50 of the worst? I
have heard the Deputy Premier say that it is the 50 most
deadly level crossings. Was it the RACV’s list? Was it
an independent analysis? Is it related to casualty
accidents? Was it throwing darts at a map of marginal
seats? Could that have been possible? It did not hit as
far as Eastern Victoria Region or Northern Victoria
Region members, so I can see the Shooters and Fishers
Party in the starting blocks getting ready for their go in
this debate, although they probably will not make it
before 10 o’clock. The government did not suggest the
50 worst level crossings; it suggested maybe 25 from
that list and then started throwing darts at a map of
marginal seats. But that is all right; we can analyse that
as part of the inquiry as well. I believe it is within — —
Mr Herbert interjected.
Mr BARBER — Perhaps we will get the
Department of Economic Development, Jobs,
Transport and Resources in as well to talk about the
cost-benefit analysis that has been done on the 50 level
crossings that were produced by throwing darts at a
map of marginal seats. The article continues:
Lawyers said the deal removed uncertainty over the pricing of
the port when it is privatised. ‘There was uncertainty over
what value they’d realise over the longer term’, said Martyn
Taylor, a partner at Norton Rose Fulbright.
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Infrastructure investors said the agreement also removed the
risk that bidders would make unrealistic assumptions —

unfortunately I do not think it will —
about how much they could generate in rents after the port is
privatised, which could push bidding prices up.

And so on and so forth.
‘Port assets have been developed by the states and the entire
east coast hasn’t had the returns they should on those
assets …

That is an interesting quote from a potential investor.
Clearly they think there is an undervalued asset there
and they are going to get hold of it. It will be a fixer
upper’s delight and they will be rolling in cream.
Then there is the other question that Mr Rich-Phillips
started to raise, which I do not think the government
has answered or will answer, and that is, ‘What are the
future options here?’. When will the port be at full
capacity? Mr Rich-Phillips does not want to narrow it
down to something like a 30-year range. It depends on a
lot of factors, of course, such as economic growth, trade
growth and the Australian dollar.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr BARBER — If I knew what the Australian
dollar was going to be doing over the next 20 years, I
would probably be investing in that rather than
spending my time here.
There are issues like the growth of China, stuff going
out, stuff going in, droughts, tariff barriers and the
transpacific partnership. We do not know all those
variables. That is why we cannot determine when the
rate of growth will cause the capacity of the existing
port to fill up. That is not really a problem unless you
are privatising the port, because in privatising it you
want to offer a monopoly, or at least you want to be
able to cut off certain other options, either for
expansion on site, nearby or simply to delay those
investments to a time when it is really, truly necessary
to make them.
We have a diabolical problem now simply because the
government is in a rush and it wants to sell the port. An
economist will point out the almost impossible moral
dilemma for a politician who wants to get the
maximum amount of money now against the long-term
economic impacts. It is for that reason that if we were
to bring this bill to a vote on the second reading, the
Greens would oppose it, but I gather some discussion is
happening across the table here as to what is an
appropriate date when the bill might be deferred to line
itself up with the purported inquiries that might be
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debated at the time of general business tomorrow. In
any case under those circumstances it is appropriate that
we do not go too much further into the merits of the bill
with a transaction as big, as important and as
wideranging as this one. It is essential that the house
inform itself before it proceeds any further in this
debate, either in the second-reading or committee stage,
and therefore it is most appropriate that all members
here support a motion that is coming down the line to
establish that inquiry and perhaps defer this bill.
The Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) is out there
saying it is in love with the $200 million that the
government is going to give it. It is the change down
the back of the couch that will get lost during this
transaction, but for some reason the VFF is thrilled
about it. If the VFF were serious about it, and in fact if
the government were serious about it and not simply
doing this at the behest of the big money end of town
and whatever populist reason they dreamt up, then they
would be looking at the whole question of investment
of the entire supply chain into the port — all the way
from the bits of level crossing out there west of
Warrnambool, where containers of dry dairy products
are loaded and taken all the way through to the port
itself.
As far as I am aware at the moment it is not actually
possible to lift a container off a train and directly onto a
ship. There are some grain terminals that operate at the
port of Melbourne, where trains come all the way into
the terminal, and then from the opposite side of the silo
the containers are fed onto the ship when the train
arrives, but at the moment all the way along that supply
chain there are many small barriers — works that need
to be done and serious investment that is required, and
not only is there no money in our future for those but in
fact there is not even a plan for them.
The logistics chain is kind of like a whole bunch of
sausages connected to each other. Whatever is the
slowest point in that logistics chain in fact determines
the speed of the chain all the way along. Rail freight is
trying to compete with road freight, and pretty much
everybody understands the benefit of shifting more onto
rail. The problem is that productivity in the road freight
industry grows every year.
Trucks get bigger and faster, and they get their own
curfew-free facilities and all the rest of it, but there is
little to no productivity improvement in the rail system.
Even a few extra tonnes per axle load or a few extra
kilometres an hour average travel time makes a huge
difference in moving a commodity from Mildura all the
way to the wharf front itself, yet those small,
incremental gains are not really being made in the rail
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freight system, so trucks keep winning the arms race
every year, with all the costs that we all now
understand, particularly those of us who have had some
experience in rural areas or who have talked to mayors
and councillors whose roads and bridges are falling
apart. They will not be getting many bridges for the
$200 million that was thrown at them yesterday.
I hope this sale is ultimately scuttled, because it will
force the government to go back to the drawing board
and say, ‘Right, we have a long-term investment need
for the entire freight system as it feeds into the port of
Melbourne’. It is that investment question and those
investment needs that should be our primary
consideration, from which other questions such as
prices, fees and charges, investments, the length of the
term of leases and alternative or supplementary options
for port development would all be answered in that
context.
I hope those issues start to get a bit of an airing as this
committee process unfolds, assuming the government is
willing to cooperate and make that process flow
smoothly. I guarantee that there will be a large number
of people wanting to make submissions to the inquiry
and to be heard by it. Anybody who is an exporter or
who is interested in regional development, which of
course local governments are, have a big stake in this.
They have not been given a huge amount of
information about the proposal so far.
When I first read the bill it came as a bit of a shock. I
was bracing myself for something pretty poor, but it
was actually quite shocking the way the government is
willing to lock us into these long-term monopolies and
cut off other options, at huge expense to the taxpayer
over the longer term. It is for that reason that we think
the bill needs to be delayed for the period necessary for
the house and the Victorian community to inform
themselves about what is being proposed.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

V/Line services
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the adjournment tonight. My adjournment matter is
to the Minister for Public Transport, and it is in regard
to the increased cost incurred by pensioners, seniors
and other concession card holders travelling on V/Line
services on weekends. The action that I seek from the
minister is to at the very least reduce the cost of V/Line
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fares for pensioners, seniors and other concession card
holders to bring them in line with off-peak weekday
costs and provide some equity to pensioners and seniors
in regional Victoria in line with the free weekend travel
experienced by those in suburban Melbourne.
I recently hosted a community forum on rail services
across greater Shepparton with the shadow Minister for
Public Transport in the other place. One elderly
constituent raised his concern that it costs more for him
to travel from Shepparton to Melbourne on the
weekend than it does during the week. This constituent
frequently visits his family in Melbourne, and with
work and school commitments often the most suitable
time for him to visit is on the weekend. As a pensioner
he is entitled to concession fares for his train travel;
however, the cost of a trip from Shepparton to the
Southern Cross station is around 44 per cent higher on
weekends than during the week, even with a concession
card, because all weekend service fares are charged at
the peak rate, with no off-peak tickets being available.
The V/Line website is quite hilarious. It defines peak
services as services ‘where you touch off in Melbourne
before 9.00 a.m. weekdays and when you touch on in
Melbourne between 16:00 and 18:00 weekdays’. It
goes on to say that ‘All other services including public
holidays and weekends are defined as off-peak’. But on
the very next line it says ‘Off-peak concession fares are
not available on the weekend’ and that ‘peak
concession fares apply’. Not only do pensioners and
seniors in regional Victoria miss out on the free travel
provided to those in suburban Melbourne but they have
to pay more on weekends. What an insult.
This significant additional cost has implications for
pensioners who need to attend medical and other
appointments, sporting and community events, reunions
and other activities in and around Melbourne during the
weekend. For those who are unable to drive it is vital
that they have affordable and accessible methods of
transport. The cost of V/Line travel for pension
concession card holders should at the very least be the
same on weekends as it is during the week. This would
encourage the increased use of trains and allow elderly
residents to easily and affordably access family as well
other activities and services in Melbourne.
The action I seek from the minister is to at the very
least reduce the cost of V/Line fares for pensioners,
seniors and other concession card holders to bring them
in line with off-peak weekday costs. This would
provide some equity to pensioners and seniors in
regional Victoria in line with the free weekend travel
experienced by those in suburban Melbourne.
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Yarra Ranges tech school
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Education.
On Monday, 10 August, I will have the pleasure of
leading a stakeholder forum in relation to the
establishment of Yarra Ranges tech school.
As part of the Andrews Labor government $125 million
Tech Schools initiative, Yarra Ranges students will
have a tech school that provides access to advanced
technology and new opportunities to develop essential
employability skills, providing pathways into further
education, training and employment. This will give
students at surrounding schools a unique opportunity to
access leading-edge technology, innovative learning
and discovery.
The tech school, which may be co-located alongside the
TAFE and higher education provider at the recently
reopened Lilydale campus — another Andrews Labor
government commitment — will complement and build
on existing education provision in the region and
provide enrichment and extension programs for all
students. The Yarra Ranges tech school will be
operating by 2018, with local schools working in
partnership with TAFEs, universities, local government
and industry to deliver a range of innovative programs
to students.
I ask the minister to come and meet with me and key
education, community and industry stakeholders to
discuss the future of this project and the next steps in
this very exciting initiative.

Ballarat West employment zone
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Employment.
Ballarat under the Labor government has seen
significant job losses, from businesses closing down to
companies cutting employees. This Labor government
has been very bad news for anyone who wants to be
gainfully employed in our golden city.
There is light at the end of the tunnel — or so we all
thought. But with this Labor government dragging its
collective feet on a significant development that will
create jobs in Ballarat, I am no longer quite so sure. Not
unlike the government marking time on whether or not
VicRoads will be relocated to Ballarat, it has been silent
on the Ballarat West employment zone. The Napthine
government understood the importance of the Ballarat
West employment zone, or BWEZ, and invested
$25.2 million from the 2014 state budget into this
project, representing a major boost for investment and
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jobs, not only in Ballarat but also more broadly in
greater western Victoria. The Ballarat West
employment zone has the potential to create 9000 jobs
and add $5 billion annually to the local economy. This
is critically important for the city of Ballarat, whose
population is growing at 2 per cent per annum.
I want to know when this government will get out of
the way and stop acting as a roadblock to job creation
in Ballarat. I call upon the minister to announce who
will be the anchor tenant for the Ballarat West
employment zone and get this vitally important project
moving.

Bus services
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. Victorians rely on safe, reliable and frequent
bus services. Buses connect our local communities in
flexible ways and deliver many Victorians to shops,
schools, work, railway stations and directly home safe
every day. It has been brought to my attention that bus
patronage data is not available on the Public Transport
Victoria website. The publication of Victorian bus
patronage data would add great value to public input
into the operation of Victoria’s bus network. The action
I request is for the Minister for Public Transport to
require Public Transport Victoria to publish bus
patronage data for all bus routes on its website.
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Drysdale, Queenscliff and Point Lonsdale, the member
for Bellarine in the Assembly, Lisa Neville, knew she
would never be able to deliver on that Labor promise.
She reiterated that only recently in the Geelong
Advertiser, saying that it is in fact police command that
allocates police resources to priority areas, not political
candidates. Ms Neville’s promise was a cruel hoax on
the residents of the Bellarine Peninsula.
Notwithstanding the lies told by Labor, the Bellarine
Peninsula is facing increasing crime. In fact Drysdale,
with its local Neighbourhood Watch committee, is
seeking through the local council funding for more
CCTV cameras in the main shopping precinct. Barwon
Heads and Ocean Grove have seen robberies and
associated crime rise by 300 per cent, which is
unprecedented in those towns. The expansion of
Armstrong Creek and the ongoing social problems in
North Geelong and Corio are stretching the resources of
police, and there is the two-police patrol requirement.
The action I seek from the minister is for him to work
with the Geelong police region to provide the
appropriate resourcing to respond to increasing crime
around the Bellarine Peninsula and in hot spots in the
Geelong region. I respectfully ask that the minister do
this in good faith, without the political rhetoric that was
provided by the member for Bellarine during the
election campaign.

Western suburbs hepatitis services
CityLife Church school program
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is directed to Mr Merlino in his
responsibility as the Minister for Education. Recently it
became apparent that a program initiated by the
CityLife Church at Fairhills High School has provided
some very strange information targeted at young female
students. It involves certain misleading and strange
information about girls’ sexuality which is not based on
fact. This was very concerning for parents of students at
that school and also the community at large. The action
I seek from the minister is that he direct his department
to ensure that this program is not applied at any other
schools so as not to distress students and parents in
other places.

Bellarine Peninsula police resources
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — The matter I
wish to raise with the Minister for Police is in relation
to the increasing crime rate on the Bellarine Peninsula
and the current police resources provided to cover that
area. Despite making an election commitment that she
would deliver 16-hour manned police stations at

Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter today is for the Minister for Health,
the Honourable Jill Hennessy. Recently released
2014–15 Hepatitis Victoria data indicates that there are
thousands of people with serious hepatitis infections
living within Melbourne’s western suburbs. Some of
the highest statistics are in the cities of Brimbank and
Melton.
It is estimated that more than 4000 people in Brimbank
are living with chronic hepatitis B, which is the second
highest prevalence of any local government area in
Victoria. Melton is ranked seventh highest in terms of
sufferers of hepatitis B, with almost 1000 cases in the
municipality. However, it also accounts for the third
highest rate of hepatitis C in the north-west region. This
figure accounts for 3.5 per cent of Victoria’s total
hepatitis C cases.
These increasing numbers have been identified as being
a result of the growing migrant population in my
electorate as well as unsafe overseas travel, unprotected
sexual intercourse and drug use. In fact 80 per cent of
current hepatitis C infections and 90 per cent of new
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infections in Victoria have been identified as being a
result of unsafe injecting drug use.
According to Hepatitis Victoria, almost 500 000 people
in Australia, or 2 per cent of the population, live with
chronic viral hepatitis — that is, hepatitis B and
hepatitis C. I ask the minister, with the high number of
people living with hepatitis B and C in my electorate,
what support services are available to my constituents?
With these figures steadily increasing, will the
government continue to provide funding for more
support services for people with hepatitis B and C in the
west?

Custody officers
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
matter this evening for the attention of the Minister for
Police. As I previously outlined to the house, the
Andrews Labor government has had precious little to
say and precious little to deliver when it comes to
additional police resources in Victoria, notwithstanding
the numerous challenges confronting Victoria Police,
including strong population growth, the scourges of ice
and family violence and the changed operating
environment which has led to the introduction of the
two-up policy. The Victoria Police Academy is
operating at well below its capacity and well below the
numbers that were the hallmark of the last term of
government.
Prior to the last election the Andrews opposition, now
government, took to the community a policy for
outsourcing the management of police cells to custody
officers. The policy received bipartisan support before
the election. The coalition favoured a private sector
model, such as the one that operates at the Melbourne
Custody Centre, located underneath the Melbourne
Magistrates Court. It is now eight months since the
election of the Andrews government and three months
since the delivery of the budget, and we are yet to see
legislation for this policy. I hear various reports around
Victoria of confusion and uncertainty about how the
proposed custody officer model will be delivered in
police stations, and we are yet to see the
commencement of the recruitment and training of
custody officers.
In a media release about the budget on 5 May, the
Minister for Police said:
Police who could be on the front line catching crooks are
currently stuck babysitting people in the local lockup.

That is true. The issue has become more prominent in
recent weeks because of the riot at the Metropolitan
Remand Centre, which took place, as I understand,

Tuesday, 4 August 2015

because there are hundreds of beds that are currently
offline at the centre, which has led to significant
additional pressure being placed on correctional
facilities around Victoria and more prisoners being held
in police cells. I have heard stories from around country
Victoria about prisoners being shunted between
different police cell locations as they approach the
14-day maximum period.
The action I seek from Minister Noonan is for him to
provide an update to the house and the Victorian
community about when legislation for custody officers
will be brought to this place and when Victoria can
expect to see custody officers relieving Victoria Police
officers of the job of managing prisoners in police cells.

Dairy industry
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — The matter I
raise tonight is for the attention of the Minister for
Agriculture. Foreign ownership is a problem
throughout Victoria. Currently there is a great deal of
uncertainty in western Victoria regarding a plan by
Linear Capital to create a major new dairy company in
Australia. Over the last 12 months the company has
been negotiating with more than 70 farmers in western
Victoria to purchase their properties for this investment.
The details of who is financially backing the plan are
sketchy, with unknown information being spread about
the source of the capital being from China, possibly
Canada or possibly from other regions.
Time lines for this project have blown out substantially,
and there is a large amount of anecdotal evidence that
uncertainty around the proposal is affecting the cash
flows of these communities, with farmers who are
involved in the project reducing their spending under
these circumstances.
I ask the minister to obtain and provide greater detail on
this proposal and to support the western dairy
community and agricultural sector during this period of
uncertainty before irreversible damage is done to the
industry.

Mernda rail extension
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. It relates to the confusion, created by the
government, my constituents in Melbourne’s outer
north feel about exactly when the Mernda rail extension
will be completed.
In 2014 the member for Yan Yean in the Assembly put
out a flyer saying Labor would extend the South
Morang rail line to Mernda and that work would start in
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the next year. On 5 May this year the Treasurer said
that the government had allocated $9 million towards
planning and had committed to completing it in its first
term. On 6 May the member for Yan Yean said on her
Facebook page that it would be completed by 2018. On
15 May Minister Allan said at a Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee hearing that it would be
commenced within four years. On 18 May the member
for Yan Yean said it would be operational by the next
election. On 19 May the minister said she wanted
construction to start in the government’s first term and
she hoped to have it finished by 2019. The Deputy
Premier, about whom there is lots of opinion at the
minute, said it would be finished in the 2018–19
financial year. Minister Allan then said:
We don’t want to waste a moment because we really have to
start from scratch.

This is despite the fact that the Labor Party had said
prior to the election that it was a fully costed, fully
funded project. I fail to understand how it is fully costed
and fully funded if the government now claims it has
not done the planning.
I asked this by way of a constituency question back in
June of this year, and I got a response that did not
answer the question. It simply told me about process —
what the government is planning to do, and when it is
going to get going on it and the fact that the member for
Yan Yean will be chairing a task force. That does not
answer the question. The people of Melbourne’s outer
north have been conned about when this going to be
done. If we use the South Morang rail extension as an
example, it took 13 years from the day the Labor Party
promised it to when it was completed under a coalition
government. The answer is very simple. I ask the direct
question, and I ask the minister by way of adjournment
to supply me with the day, the date or even the month
when the people of Mernda and the outer north can
expect to be using the train from Mernda. It is a simple
question, looking for a simple answer.

Defence industry procurement policy
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Industry, and it is in regard to the ongoing impact of the
establishment of the Victorian Defence Procurement
Office in Geelong. Geelong has over 300 businesses
which supply products and services to domestic and
international defence aerospace markets. The state’s
defence industry is valued at $1.5 billion annually, and
the Labor government intends to capitalise on this
dynamic and innovative industry sector by making it
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one of the six sectors it is targeting through the
$200 million Future Industries Fund.
In my electorate of Western Victoria Region, $5 million
was dedicated to the establishment of the Victorian
Defence Procurement Office through the Regional Jobs
and Infrastructure Fund. The office is intended to
ensure that the skill and capability of Geelong
manufacturers are marketed to the world’s largest
defence manufacturers. It is intended to ensure the
growth of the manufacturing industry, particularly in
light of the forthcoming Ford plant closure, and it is to
create more high-skill, high-wage jobs to replace those
that will be lost.
The time to act is now. However, not all tiers of
government have the same commitment to Victorian
jobs in the defence technology sector, and this is
starting to cost jobs, which leads to losses in human
capital and industry capability. In fact BAE Systems
shipyards has recently announced that a further 80 trade
skills jobs will be lost as a result of a lack of workflow.
Yet there are four outstanding projects that that
shipyard could be well placed to bid for, two of which
are recommended in the RAND Corporation’s report,
Australia’s Naval Shipbuilding Enterprise — Preparing
for the 21st Century. The four projects are as follows:
the SEA 5000 Future Frigate, and two replacement
ships — SEA 1179 and 1180; federal funding for a
fourth air warfare destroyer; specifying Australian
industry content for the navy’s replenishment ships; and
bringing forward the pacific patrol boat contract to
early 2016.
The action I seek from the minister is that she provide
me with information about how the federal
government’s prevarication is impacting on the
Geelong procurement office, and indeed its impact on
the future of the shipyards.

Autism services
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing. It is important to point out that
in the area of autism the first and most important
program of all is early intervention. It cannot be
stressed too much, and it is extraordinarily important in
the life of any child with autism. It is absolutely crucial,
and the earlier a child receives early intervention, the
better the results will be.
Just a few weeks ago I visited the Olga Tennison
Autism Research Centre at La Trobe University. The
staff are doing some amazing work there. I came away
from that visit with a very big smile on my face, having
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seen some of the wonderful work they are doing. One
of the programs they are working on is the detection of
autism in children as young as six months. That would
be an extraordinary achievement, and I am told they are
not far away from doing so. Even if they succeed, it
only makes a difference if an early intervention
program is available.
World’s best practice tells us that a child needs at least
20 hours of early intervention per week. Most children
in this state do not even get a quarter of that. If they get
2 to 3 hours per week, most think they are doing well.
To my way of thinking that is just not good enough,
and indeed it is having a significantly detrimental effect
on children and ultimately on their families as well. We
need more government support for early intervention
services for children with autism, and quite frankly we
need it now.
These programs are life changing for children and also
for the families living with autism, because it is not just
the children with autism who are impacted but also
their mothers, their fathers and their siblings.
Sometimes members of the extended family are
impacted by a child’s autism as well. I ask the minister
whether he will consider what I have had to say about
this extremely important matter and provide the sort of
support I have asked for as a matter of urgency, because
there are many thousands of children throughout the
state and many thousands of family members who are
desperate for this sort of support.

Huntingdale railway station
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport, and the issue is the car park at the
Huntingdale railway station. The action I am seeking is
upgraded and safer parking for commuters at the
station. The problems of the two unsealed car parks are
very well documented, and I have seen these for myself
and seen the frustration and anger among commuters
who need to use them each day. At this time of year the
two car parks are extremely muddy, and there are deep
puddles everywhere. As well as being unpleasant to
walk through, it is simply dangerous. With no lines
marked, the car park is a crowded free-for-all. Some
drivers are reportedly parked in by others for very long
periods of time, and getting out can lead to accidents
that really do not need to happen.
Unfortunately there was no money allocated in the
Andrews government’s May budget for fixing this car
park, and sadly one of the issues is buck-passing in
terms of who is actually responsible. The car park is
owned by VicRoads, and it is leased to VicTrack and
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sublet to Metro Trains Melbourne. I understand that the
state government is responsible for paying for
commuter car park upgrades and that Public Transport
Victoria is responsible for carrying them out.
I was surprised and also amused to receive an email
about this issue on 23 July from the mayor of Monash
City Council, Paul Klisaris. The odd purpose of his
email was to inform me that the council is setting up a
committee in relation to the car park and to make it
clear that I was not welcome to attend its first meeting,
which was set to occur the following week, and nor it
seems were any other Liberal MPs welcome at that
meeting. I understand that Mr Davis, Ms Crozier and
Mrs Peulich also received this extraordinary unsolicited
email.
Mrs Peulich — He was withdrawing an invitation
that had not been received.
Ms FITZHERBERT — That is right. Part of what
it said was:
The steering committee will be comprised of the three
Oakleigh ward councillors, the local state member of
Parliament —

being the member for Oakleigh in the Legislative
Assembly —
the local federal member of Parliament and representatives of
the Oakleigh Traders Association and the Oakleigh Rotary
Club. Its job is to review the provision of parking and parking
restrictions within the Oakleigh activity centre, including a
review of the proposed Atkinson car park as the most
appropriate site for a multi-deck car park, the proposed design
and the possibility for the car park to accommodate active
frontages incorporating other uses.

As it happens, this meeting did not happen. It was
cancelled. Who is to know what action the council now
plans, if any?
Mrs Peulich — Must have caucused on that one.
Ms FITZHERBERT — I agree. There is a simple
solution to this that does not require a committee. I call
on the Minister for Public Transport to, as a matter of
urgency, allocate appropriate funds, seal the car park
and paint some lines.

Patterson Lakes waterway management
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Environment, Climate Change and Water in relation
to a longstanding issue I have been campaigning for
since being elected to this chamber.
Mr Finn — Not the dunny again!
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Mrs PEULICH — No, not the dunny — the dunny
is still under lock and key. The issue is in relation to the
Patterson Lakes Quiet Lakes Owners and Residents
Association campaign for improved management of the
lakes. Progress had been made in this area under the
coalition government, and after campaigning on this I
was pleased to see Ms Donna Bauer, the former
member for Carrum, make significant headway by
arranging a number of initiatives to address the
concerns of the residents. One of those initiatives was
an independent review conducted in September 2012,
which was established by the then Minister for Water
with Melbourne Water and the Patterson Lakes
community to assess the management of the Patterson
Lakes waterways, the outcomes of which Melbourne
Water agreed to be bound by.
Unfortunately under the Labor government Melbourne
Water has stated its intention to ignore the review’s
recommendations to help prevent blue-green algae
blooming in the Quiet Lakes and is refusing to fund the
cost of bore water flushing, which amounts to
something like $44 000 a year. This is in stark contrast
with the commitment of approximately $80 000 a year
being made by the City of Kingston as a goodwill
gesture towards some of the measures to clean up,
improve and better manage the waterways.
Residents feel this is very unjust — particularly
Anthony Moffatt, the association’s president, with
whom I met. In a very short amount of time he has
collected something like 500 signatures on a petition.
Regrettably the petition is not in a format that enables it
to be tabled in the Parliament, but he did say that he
would hand it directly to the minister, and I felt that this
would be a lost opportunity if I did not draw this issue
to the public’s attention. I call on the minister to read
and acknowledge the petition and to reinstate some of
the initiatives that have been called for.
The association’s petition reads:
We, the undersigned residents of Patterson Lakes and
surrounding communities, hereby call upon the water minister
to compel Melbourne Water to implement the
recommendations of the Patterson Lakes independent review
(review) and the DesignFlow Quiet Lakes Water Quality
Management Plan (design flow plan), namely:
that the recommendations of the DesignFlow Quiet
Lakes Water Quality Management Plan be
implemented, following the completion of an
assessment of the bore water trial …

The petitioners also request:
that the system of the interconnecting water flows
between the three Quiet Lakes be managed, funded and
operated by Melbourne Water to deliver the outcomes
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recommended in this review. These are to be funded by
the Melbourne metropolitan waterways and drainage
charge funds.

That request is as per recommendation 6, pages x and
74. Lastly, the petition demands:
that Melbourne Water should continue with
groundwater flushing (based on a minimum of
1.5 millilitres a day) to manage blue-green algae over
the summer period.

These measures are necessary in order to prevent the
bloom of blue-green algae and to manage the health
concerns that would otherwise impact upon the
community.

Responses
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — We have had adjournment
matters raised tonight by Ms Lovell for the attention of
the Minister for Public Transport in relation to a
reduction in cost for pensioners, seniors and other
concession card holders.
Mr Mulino raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Education and asked that he meet with
stakeholders in relation to the establishment of the
Yarra Ranges tech school.
Mr Morris raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Employment, asking when the anchor
tenant in the Ballarat West economic zone would be
announced.
Ms Dunn raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport concerning the publishing
of the patronage data on the bus network.
Mr Leane raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Education and asked that he direct his
department to look at programs run within his
department.
Mr Ramsay raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Police regarding appropriate resourcing of
police on the Bellarine Peninsula.
Mr Eideh raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health in relation to support services
available for hepatitis B and C sufferers in the west and
whether they will continue to receive funding.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Police regarding when legislation for
custody officers will be brought to this place and when
the positions will be established.
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Mr Purcell raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture in relation to support for the
sector and to find out more about a proposal by Linear
Capital.
Mr Ondarchie raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport in relation to supplying a
date for the beginning of the Mernda rail extension.
Ms Tierney raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Industry and asked that she provide
information on how the federal government’s stalling
on shipyard policy is affecting jobs.
Mr Finn raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Housing, Disability and Ageing and asked that he
consider early intervention support services for infants
with autism spectrum disorder.
Ms Fitzherbert raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport and asked that she
consider the safety of train station car parks at
Huntingdale train station.
Mrs Peulich raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water
in relation to the management of water quality plans for
Patterson Lakes by Melbourne Water.
I also have written responses to 61 adjournment debate
matters.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Given there are
61 responses to adjournment matters, we will take those
as tabled. The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.32 p.m.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied to Hansard.

Regional network development plan
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Morris
Minister for Regional Development
25 June 2015

RESPONSE:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to improving public transport services throughout Victoria,and we
are currently working to prepare a Network Development Plan (NDP) for regional Victoria. The NDP will assess
how regional public transport services should evolve to meet the needs of passengers in the short, medium and long
term. The NDP will also plan for capacity on the rail freight network to support regional Victoria’s economic
competitiveness and prosperity. The plan will be shaped from the ideas of people who live and work in or visit
regional Victoria and I’m pleased to say we have received some great input into the plan so far.
I am looking forward to the Public Transport Victoria team visiting the Grampians region to conduct community
and stakeholder workshops in places like Ballarat, Maryborough, Ararat, Horsham and Hamilton. The dates, times
and locations of these events have been advertised locally and are being promoted extensively to ensure we have as
many people in attendance as possible. I can tell you the workshops will be commencing in Ballarat on Monday 20
July followed by Maryborough on 21July, Ararat on 22 July,Horsham on 27 July and Hamilton on 28 July.
But the workshops aren’t the only avenue for feedback. Anyone can have their say online between now and
September by visiting ptv.vic.gov.au/projects/get-involved/ or by picking up a sur vey at their local V/Line station.

Public holidays
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mrs Peulich
Special Minister of State
25 June 2015

RESPONSE:
The Regulatory Impact Statement was released on 8 July 2015 and is available on the Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources website.

Leadbeater’s possum
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Special Minister of State
25 June 2015

RESPONSE:
The timber release plan sits in the portfolio of the Minister for Agriculture. The Minister for Agriculture allocates
the area of public land that can be the subject of the timber release plan through an Allocation Order. VicForests
identifies harvest areas within the allocated area and develops the timber release plan. All harvesting must comply
and be consistent with forest zoning undertaken by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning.
Forest zoning, including special protection zones, is used to protect natural attributes such as the Leadbeater's
possum and its habitat.
The government continues to implement all of the recommendations made by the Leadbeater's Possum Advisory
Group in January 2014, including measures to better identify and protect possum colonies. Forest management
zones have recently been updated to protect 87 identified possum colonies within Central Highlands state forests
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from timber harvesting impacts. It is intended that any further possum colonies that are identified and verified will
be protected in a similar manner.
Over and above the recommendations of the advisory group in April 2015 the Minister for Environment, Climate
Change and Water announced additional measures to help secure the long-term survival of the Lead beater's
possum in the Central Highlands including:
– fast-tracking targeted surveys to accelerate the identification of new Leadbeater's possum colonies, ensuring new
colonies are identified and protected more quickly than originally planned
– VicForests commencing a program of remote camera surveys to look for Leadbeater's Possum colonies in
targeted areas planned for harvest that will complement existing measures such as the protection of habitat and
retention harvesting in forest outside of the reserve system
– undertaking infrared aerial surveys to identify old trees and map habitat within the Leadbeater's possum range, to
capture new information that will lead to better forest management planning and regulation
– involving the community in the protection of colonies, through the purchase and loan of additional survey
equipment to complement the surveys in targeted areas planned for harvest.
All timber harvesting operations must comply with the Code of Practice for Timber Production 2014 developed
and enforced by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning. The code includes specific rules or
prescriptions to protect the Leadbeater's possum.
The Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water also administers the Floro and Fauna Guarantee Act
1988. Action statements under the Act provide a further means by which specific flora and fauna, including the
Leadbeater's possum and/or its habitat may be protected.
These protection measures have been represented in the Management Standards and Procedures for timber
harvesting operations in Victoria's State Forests 2014, and are enforceable.
In addition, the Government is supporting a taskforce to provide leadership and reach common ground on future
issues facing the timber industry, job protection, economic activity, and the protection of our unique native flora
and fauna and threatened species, such as the Leadbeater's possum.
The Government is confident the taskforce will provide a way forward to get a resolution in the Central Highlands
and the government will consider any reasonable recommendations or consensus proposals the taskforce makes.

VicForests
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Minister for Agriculture
25 June 2015

RESPONSE:
In 2004,the Victorian Government’s Our Forests Our Future statement introduced a transition away from
administered sawlog licences to a fully competitive market system in Victoria.
Section 86A of Victoria’s State Owned Enterprises Act 1992 (SOE Act) was introduced as part of this transition to
ensure VicForests’ sales processes during this period aligned with Commonwealth trade practice requirements.
This provided competition authorisation to VicForests for any act or thing done by VicForests and its directors and
officers in connection with the allocation and sale of timber resources,if the relevant act or thing is done with the
consent of the Treasurer.
As the Member indicates,Section 86A of the SOE Act sunsets on 1July 2015.
My department has recently prepared advice on this matter and this is under active consideration.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mrs Peulich
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
wish to make a personal explanation with regard to
allegations made against me and published in the daily
media and republished via social media. I completely
and categorically reject all allegations made against me
as false and, I contend, malicious. As a member of
Parliament from a migrant background, I find racism
abhorrent, and my entire life has been committed to
working against discrimination against persons on the
grounds of their race, religion and ethnicity. The
allegations are now subject to legal processes that I
have instigated.
Thank you, President, for allowing me to make a
statement with regard to allegations which are the
antithesis of all that I stand for.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Follow up of Collections Management in Cultural
Agencies, August 2015 (Ordered to be published).
Follow up of Managing Major Projects, August 2015
(Ordered to be published).
Follow up of Management of Staff Occupational Health
and Safety in Schools, August 2015 (Ordered to be
published).
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme —
Amendment C89.
Melbourne Planning Scheme — Amendment C215 and
C240.
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Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — The
Andrews government will establish a $200 million
Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund. This will be
about driving economic growth, creating jobs in this
important part of our economy, boosting exports and
supporting Victorian farmers in a number of ways as
they get their produce from paddock to port.
The fund will be essential in supporting an industry that
already provides an $11 billion contribution to the
Victorian economy. Indeed agriculture employs
87 000 people in Victoria. The fund will be established
following the successful passage of the port of
Melbourne lease legislation through the Parliament and
will support practical projects and programs that will
wholly benefit agriculture. These include transport,
irrigation and energy projects, as well as skills
development programs and market access campaigns.
Eligible applicants will include farm businesses,
industry and agribusiness organisations, and asset
owners such as water authorities and local
governments. This government is working hard to
ensure a strong future for such an essential sector of the
Victorian economy.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms PULFORD — I can hear the complaints from
members opposite about this, but we intend to work
closely with our agricultural producers, and with the
communities that are supported by their endeavours and
their work, to grow this important part of our economy.
The Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund is
complementary to our plans to make agriculture central
to the Victorian economy. It is absolutely consistent
with our approach through the Future Industries
Fund — a $200 million fund — to invest in those parts
of the Victorian economy in which Victoria is placed to
lead the world.

Public transport infrastructure

Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendment C88.
A Statutory Rule under the Dangerous Goods Act 1985 —
No. 91.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — This
morning my colleagues the Premier and the Minister
for Public Transport have made an announcement about
the intended approach to the metropolitan rail system
going under the Yarra River in terms of its design and
the treatment that may be associated with that important
alignment and the development of the metropolitan rail
system. It demonstrates yet again the momentum that
has been established by the Andrews Labor government
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in relation to public transport investment and major
infrastructure changes to the nature of our city to try to
improve the ease of transit across the city, to reduce
congestion, to increase our expenditure and
commitment to public transport and to drive
investment.
Over the winter break significant works were
undertaken at a number of sites in the level crossing
program that is a hallmark commitment of the Andrews
Labor government. We have seen work commence at
the Burke Road level crossing, which has adversely
impacted the quality of life of commuters for many
years. The shovels are out and work is being
undertaken on that important project which will see the
redevelopment of the Burke Road and Gardiner railway
station intersections.
We have also commenced geotechnical work at
Koornang Road. This again is an important need of
members of the community in the south-eastern
suburbs. It will see the redevelopment of four stations
along the Cranbourne line. This project went out to
tender and work commenced during the winter break.
Carnegie, Murrumbeena, Clayton and Hughesdale
stations will be an important part of the rollout of our
commitment to public transport investment.

Small Business Festival Victoria
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I rise this morning to inform
members of new developments in relation to Victoria’s
Small Business Festival. The festival is a great Labor
initiative which is now in its 10th year. We launched it
because we know that small business owners need
access to specialist advice and professional
development to help them to grow their businesses,
grow jobs and grow the services available to the
Victorian community.
The 2015 festival kicked off last week and will run
throughout the month of August. This year’s program
features more than 350 free and low-cost events, with
over 160 private and public organisations involved. I
am pleased to inform the house that for the first time
this festival is coming to the regional centres of Mildura
and Shepparton, which builds on the activities
happening in Geelong, Ballarat, Bendigo, the Great
South Coast, Gippsland and of course here in
Melbourne.
The program includes 170 events that will be held
outside of business hours, which is more convenient for
small business operators. It includes 12 feature events,
including the festival hub at Federation Square;
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6 regional roadshows; the Faces of Small Business
exhibition; 18 free webinars; and the Small Business
BIG Marketing event, which attracts more than
800 participants every year.
In addition, there are more than 180 free business
mentoring sessions available through the Small
Business Bus program across 37 locations across the
state. We will continue to help small business operators
to drive ideas, to drive sales, to drive growth and to
drive jobs, because ultimately that means more
opportunities for all Victorians.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Lilyroo Fund
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I rise today to speak about a notable
local initiative called the Lilyroo Fund, which was
established by Pete Lockyer, who I had the pleasure of
meeting some weeks back, and his wife Kristie. Lilyroo
was established to celebrate the ‘short but perfect life’
of their daughter Lily, who was born at just 23 weeks
and 6 days. Lilyroo has recently reached its goal of
raising $200 000, all of which is going towards the
purchase of new equipment for the newborn and
intensive special care unit at the Royal Women’s
Hospital to give babies born prematurely the best
chance of survival. Part of Pete and Kristie’s mission
through the Lilyroo Fund has been to educate the
community on premature birth, and they hope that
Lily’s legacy will ensure that preterm babies and their
families receive the best possible care.
Due to many medical advances in recent years infants
born as early as Lily can and often do survive if given
specialist care. I firmly believe that every baby deserves
the best chance of survival, and I have the utmost
admiration for the efforts made by and the commitment
of Pete and Kristie Lockyer to premature babies and
their families in Victoria. Their initiative is most
commendable, and I wish the Lilyroo Fund every bit of
success now and into the future. I also commend the
newborn and intensive special care unit at the Royal
Women’s Hospital for its great work.

Regional and rural public transport
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — As shadow
parliamentary secretary for rural and regional transport,
I had the opportunity over the winter break to
experience firsthand regional rail and bus networks
across the state. In Mildura, Bendigo, Shepparton,
Ballarat and Geelong the story was the same: bus
timetables do not connect with trains, peak-hour trains

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Wednesday, 5 August 2015

COUNCIL

are overcrowded, car parks are overflowing, services
are unreliable, there is a lack of adequate rolling stock,
signals are breaking down, there are track closures,
public transport services to rural and remote towns are
infrequent, and then there was the implementation
fiasco of the regional rail link.
On the Ballarat to Southern Cross peak service I found
overcrowding and poor punctuality on arrival, so
passengers then missed metropolitan connections.
Delays at the Deer Park junction, where the Geelong
line joins the Ballarat line, insufficient carriages on both
the Ballarat and Geelong lines and insufficient services
for commuters cause chaos and frustration for public
transport users. During the regional rail link
implementation not one government minister was seen;
there were only denials and excuses from the Premier’s
office.
The lack of rail freight connections from our food and
fibre production areas, the lack of commitment to the
Murray Basin rail project and the lack of vision for
intermodal sites like Warrnambool and Hamilton
demonstrate that there is no long-term planning for
regional rail and road transport, and this beggars belief.
The government opposed the east–west link, ditched
the West Gate distributor, will saddle commuters with
tolls on a proposed western distributor and now
proposes a 70-year lease for the port of Melbourne. All
of these measures will further congest traffic movement
around the port and the Melbourne CBD. The public is
frustrated and angry with this Labor government, which
is showing total incompetence — —
The PRESIDENT — Time! For much of that
contribution Mr Ramsay seemed to be channelling
Mr Barber — extraordinary!

City of Casey councillor
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
On 23 July Cr Rosalie Crestani, member of the Rise Up
Australia Party and City of Casey councillor,
committed some very concerning views to the public
record in an interview with the Berwick Leader. The
resulting article reads:
… Cr Crestani launched a tirade against Muslims, believing
the ‘fundamental beliefs of Islam incite violence, oppression
of women, hatred of the unbeliever, beheading, paedophilia,
female genital mutilation and segregation with the burqa’.

Cr Crestani also addressed the so-called Reclaim
Australia rally recently held in Melbourne, which
garnered much attention for its inclusion of Nazi and
anti-Muslim participants.
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I have consequently written to Cr Crestani inviting her
to join me for dinner with members of the Islamic
Council of Victoria in an attempt to facilitate better
mutual understanding and begin to build trusting
relationships. It is our responsibility as community
leaders to be proactive and consistently strive for a
cohesive, harmonious multicultural society, despite our
differences. I look forward to hearing Cr Crestani’s
response to my invitation and sincerely hope we can
move past the divisive and ultimately unproductive
public discourse we are currently witnessing.

National Diabetes Week
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
On 12 July I was very pleased to attend and support the
launch of National Diabetes Week by Diabetes
Australia Vic. This year’s campaign had the theme
‘280 a day’, which is a reference to the number of
people diagnosed with diabetes in Australia every day.
The ‘280 a day’ campaign also addressed some of the
misconceptions surrounding diabetes. At the event on
12 July, Jack Fitzpatrick literally embodied some of
these misconceptions. Jack, who is 2 metres tall, is a
24-year-old forward ruckman for the Melbourne
Football Club. His story of his own diagnosis of type 1
diabetes in June 2012, two weeks before his
21st birthday, was utterly compelling.
Jack is living proof that you can be young and
extremely fit and still develop diabetes — and his was
no mild case when diagnosed. But his story is also very
powerful. It is one of taking advice and then action to
respond to a very difficult health challenge. Carefully
managed changes to Jack’s diet — which he stressed
have been made in consultation with a nutritionist —
mean that he now only injects long-acting insulin at
night instead of having needles at every meal. This has
given him much greater flexibility in managing his
diabetes. It also means he has been able to continue to
train fully at high intensity without losing strength. I
congratulate the team at Diabetes Australia Vic on a
very successful National Diabetes Week, and I
acknowledge Jack Fitzpatrick’s contribution in so
publicly telling his story.

Commonwealth Women Parliamentarians
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — On
9 and 10 July I attended the 2015 Australia region
Commonwealth Women Parliamentarians (CWP)
conference in Sydney. The Deputy President,
Ms Tierney, also attended the conference, along with
current and former women parliamentarians from all
states of Australia, New Zealand and several Pacific
Island nations. Topics covered included the state of
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play for women in politics, women MPs and the media,
male MPs as champions of change, and family
violence. Keynote speaker was 2015 Australian of the
Year Rosie Batty. It was the first time I had heard Rosie
speak in person, and she was truly inspiring. Rosie
reminded us that family violence is a gender issue and
we must work at all levels of the community,
particularly with young people in schools, if we are to
end this scourge.

belief to. He was chair of Pacific Dunlop, the ANZ and
the Melbourne Business School. He was a governor of
the Ian Potter Foundation and served in various
capacities on the boards of BHP, ICI Australia, Amcor,
the National Gallery of Victoria, the Australia-Israel
Chamber of Commerce, the German-Australian
Chamber of Industry and Commerce, the Australia
Japan business forum and the Royal Botanic Gardens
Victoria.

A former Premier of Queensland, Anna Bligh, spoke
about her experiences as premier. Former
Governor-General Quentin Bryce launched the Katrina
Dawson Foundation, which has been established to
support the education of girls and young women. Other
speakers and panel members included members of the
media and current and former parliamentarians from
New Zealand and from all parties and parts of
Australia. The conference was very worthwhile, and I
would like to extend my thanks to Catherine Cusack,
chair of the Australia region CWP steering committee,
and Rhonda Miller, Clerk of the New South Wales
Legislative Assembly, and her team, for organising the
conference. I encourage all women MPs and
parliamentary staff to participate in future CWP
activities.

The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

John Gough
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I would
like to acknowledge the passing of a great Victorian
and a great Australian. John Bernard Gough, AO, OBE,
died on 24 July. At the outset I would like to pass on
my condolences to his family, Rosemary, Sarah,
Stewart and Anna, and their wider families. John’s
exceptional service to industry and philanthropy, his
foresight in forging relationships in new markets across
Asia and the love and commitment he gave to his
family were all highlighted in a number of eulogies that
were given at his service last Friday.
What was so apparent in the eulogies delivered by
Philip Brass and Charles Goode, AC, was John’s
extraordinary contribution to the many iconic
Australian companies he served. John was described as
an industrialist, a gentleman and a man who had
tremendous gravitas and who inspired respect from
those he worked with directly and from those within
government, including those from both sides of the
political divide.
In the short time I have today I cannot possible pay
tribute to the many contributions he made across so
many areas. The list of companies with which John had
involvement is too long to list, but I will list some of the
companies he gave his time, wisdom, experience and

DonateLife Week
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Along with some
others, I would like to use this opportunity to continue
to promote DonateLife Week 2015. We are currently in
the middle of DonateLife Week, which runs from 2 to
9 August. It is something I had an introduction to
through a cricket game that takes place in Bendigo each
year to raise awareness under the auspices of the David
Hookes Foundation. One of the things we have to
continually push among mainstream Victorians is that it
is critical to register if you would be happy to have your
organs donated after you pass on. It is critical that
individuals have the conversation with their families
and their loved ones so that everybody within the
family — within that very inner sanctum — is in no
doubt that an individual who has just passed away
wanted to have their organs donated to others.

Angliss Hospital
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I was very
excited that the Minister for Health, Ms Hennessey, has
announced that the planning and design stage for the
$20 million Angliss Hospital intensive care unit is
going ahead as we speak. This is a fantastic program,
and the new intensive care unit will save lives by
reducing the amount of time spent waiting before
patients are attended to in an emergency. The new unit
will provide the latest treatments for heart attacks,
strokes, severe infections, organ failure and
complications resulting from surgery.
This is part of a large funding injection for Eastern
Health, which also includes funding for Box Hill
Hospital to open six new endoscopy service points.
That will enable the treatment of an extra 1837 patients.
I am very much looking forward to these extra facilities
servicing what is a great area of Melbourne.
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Western Liverability Festival
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — This month
in the western suburbs we are observing the Western
Liverability Festival, an initiative of Hepatitis Victoria
which takes place during the weeks around World
Hepatitis Day. In Australia almost 500 000 people live
with chronic viral hepatitis. This is more than 17 times
the number of people living with HIV/AIDS and more
than double the number of people living with epilepsy.
Left untreated, hepatitis B and C can lead to liver
scarring, liver cancer and liver failure. Sadly, each week
four Victorians lose their lives from this disease.
I was shocked to learn that two municipalities in my
electorate, the cities of Brimbank and Maribyrnong, are
ranked second and third in Victoria for the prevalence
of hepatitis B. Despite there being a safe and effective
vaccination for hepatitis B, there is not yet a cure for
those already living with the virus. It is important to
educate people about the risk factors for viral hepatitis,
as well as the importance of regular testing and liver
check-ups for those who are at high risk. We have the
tools to prevent, test and provide treatment for hepatitis,
but more people need to be informed.
During the month-long Western Liverability Festival
the community is being urged to participate in events
aimed at raising awareness about viral hepatitis and the
importance of testing and treatment within the general
population, particularly those in the western suburbs,
which have high rates of hepatitis B and C. These
events include community seminars, information
sessions, a photo competition and exhibition and a
video launch as well as collaborations with other
organisations to build awareness and encourage
prevention.
I commend Hepatitis Victoria for its ongoing work in
the community, in raising awareness and encouraging
action to spread the right message about the treatment
and management of hepatitis. I am also grateful to
Mr Ross Williams, who is an active volunteer with
Hepatitis Victoria in my electorate. He has approached
my office to raise this very important health issue
which affects too many people.
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no. 1 in the world, they were the reigning
Commonwealth Games gold medallists and they won
the Constellation Cup in a game against their key
international rivals, the New Zealand Silver Ferns. The
Diamonds could not be better prepared for this year’s
championship. They are currently on a 19-game
winning streak after remaining undefeated throughout
the whole of 2014, and they will be seeking to take out
their third consecutive world cup.
Although netball is not recognised in the Olympic
Games, tournaments like the world cup and the
Commonwealth Games provide an opportunity for
Australia to compete on the world’s stage. Australia has
been making headlines in netball since the first world
cup in 1963, where we claimed the first gold medal.
That team was coached by Lorna McConchie and
captained by Joyce Brown. In the 13 world cups held
since Australia first took home the gold in 1963, the
Diamonds have gone on to become the world’s most
successful national netball team, winning 10 gold and
3 silver medals.
All the best to the coach of the Diamonds, Lisa
Alexander, captain Laura Geitz and the rest of the team
as this weekend they fight for Australia’s rightful place
at the top of the leader board.

Hunter Petrass
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
of a brave young man in my electorate, Hunter Petrass.
Hunter is a 12-year-old boy who was a recent recipient
of a Junior Triple Zero Hero Award for speaking
calmly and clearly when he called 000 of his own
volition when his mum’s lungs were filling with fluid
due to complications with her cancer. The award
recipients are nominated by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority operators, and I must
say that if they say you are calm, they know it! Hunter
provided the operator with his mum’s medical history
and followed instructions while help arrived. To
Hunter’s mum, Donna, I say, ‘Congratulations, you
have raised a fine young man’. To Hunter I say, ‘Well
done. You saved your mum’s life’.

Anna Heisar
Australian Diamonds
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
wish the best of luck to the Australian Diamonds
netball team as it heads to the Netball World Cup to be
held in Sydney this weekend. Running over 10 days at
Sydney’s Olympic Park, 16 teams from around the
world will play 64 matches to determine the 2015
world champions. In 2014 the Diamonds were ranked

Ms TIERNEY — On another note, I would like to
talk about another brave person in my electorate, Anna
Heisar, who is a nurse in Apollo Bay. She has just won
the Remote Area Health Corps (RAHC) Annette
Walker Award for 2014. The Annette Walker Award is
for an outstanding contribution by an RAHC
professional. Anna received her award for going the
extra mile to provide support to other health
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professionals in her area. She went beyond the call of
duty when a cyclone hit the Northern Territory and the
Warruwi community had to be evacuated to Darwin.
Anna was noted for being in full swing helping
members of the community in what was no doubt a
stressful time. In her day-to-day work Anna is
recognised for the support she provides to new remote
area health workers. Her contribution in working
towards closing the gap on Indigenous health is
outstanding, and I would like to congratulate her.

Dr Hugh Wirth
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — Last
Saturday morning Dr Hugh Wirth announced his
retirement as president of the RSPCA Victoria after
43 years. So many of us have grown up listening to the
radio on Saturday mornings and to the gentle, or not so
gentle, admonishments dished out by Dr Wirth to
callers that have meant that many of us know so much
more about how to care for our pets. The fact that a dog
should not be given chocolate is something that I learnt.
My mother always said, ‘No; Dr Hugh Wirth always
says chocolate is bad for dogs’. This is but one of the
gems of advice that has become folklore in my own
household.
Dr Hugh Wirth’s passion, skill and tireless dedication
to improving animal welfare will not be lost to the
RSPCA. It is his intention to continue as a patron, but it
is a testament to his ability, commission and passion for
animal welfare that Dr Wirth has been in this role for
43 years, his contribution having been recognised by a
Medal of the Order of Australia, one of our nation’s
highest honours.
During Dr Wirth’s 43 years there have been significant
shifts in community attitudes around the issues of
animal welfare and treatment, and our state has known
an extraordinary champion of these issues in Dr Wirth.
On behalf of the Victorian government I wish him well
in his retirement and congratulate him on his
extraordinary service.

PORT OF MELBOURNE LEASE
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I move:
That —
(1) a select committee of eight members be appointed to
inquire into and report on the proposed lease of the port
of Melbourne as contemplated by the Delivering
Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease
Transaction) Bill 2015 and, in particular —
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(a) the structure and duration of the proposed lease;
(b) the potential impacts of the proposed lease on the
development of a second container port in Victoria;
(c) the potential impacts on the environment of the
further expansion of the port of Melbourne;
(d) the potential impacts of the proposed arrangements
on the competitiveness of the port of Melbourne,
the supply chains that depend on it and cost effects
on goods passing through the port of Melbourne;
(e) the effectiveness of the proposed regulatory
framework in dealing with the transfer of a
monopoly asset from the public sector to the
private sector;
(f)

how the proposed lease balances the short-term
objective of maximising the proceeds of the lease
with the longer term objective of maximising the
economic benefits to Victoria of container trade;
and

(g) any other relevant matters;
(2) the committee will consist of three members from the
government nominated by the Leader of the
Government in the Council, three members from the
opposition nominated by the Leader of the Opposition in
the Council, one member from the Greens nominated by
the Leader of the Greens in the Council and one member
from among the remaining members in the Council
nominated jointly by minority groups and Independent
members;
(3) the members will be appointed by lodgement of the
names with the President by the persons referred to in
paragraph (2) no later than 4.00 p.m. on the Friday
following the adoption of this resolution;
(4) the first meeting of the committee must be held no later
than 4.00 p.m. on the Wednesday following the adoption
of this resolution;
(5) the committee may proceed to the despatch of business
notwithstanding that all members have not been
appointed and notwithstanding any vacancy;
(6) one-half of the members appointed pursuant to
paragraph (3) will constitute a quorum of the committee;
(7) the chair of the committee will be a non-government
member and the deputy chair will be a government
member;
(8) in addition to exercising a deliberative vote, when votes
on a question are equally divided, the chair, or the
deputy chair when acting as chair, shall have a casting
vote;
(9) the committee may commission persons to investigate
and report to the committee on any aspects of its inquiry;
(10) the committee will present its final report to the Council
no later than 30 November 2015;
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(11) the presentation of a report or interim report of the
committee will not be deemed to terminate the
committee’s appointment, powers or functions; and
(12) the foregoing provisions of this resolution, so far as they
are inconsistent with the standing orders and sessional
orders or practices of the Council will have effect
notwithstanding anything contained in the standing or
sessional orders or practices of the Council.

Last night the Legislative Council started its
consideration of the Delivering Victorian Infrastructure
(Port of Melbourne Lease Transaction) Bill 2015. In
speaking to that bill on behalf of the opposition I made
the point that this proposed lease transaction — the sale
of the port of Melbourne, if you will — is the most
significant asset transaction that the state of Victoria
will have undertaken for around two decades. It is a
transaction which the market estimates is valued
somewhere between $6 billion and $8 billion and
which will put in place new operating and regulatory
environments and a framework for one of the most
important assets in Victoria.
The port of Melbourne is Australia’s largest container
port. It handles 2.5 million 20-foot equivalent units
each year and around $92 billion worth of two-way
trade for southern Australia. The sound operation of the
facility is incredibly important for the future economic
prosperity of not only Victoria but all of southern
Australia, given the role the port plays in Australia’s
infrastructure network.
Therefore it is appropriate that when the house
considers this legislation, it does so from an informed
perspective, having full knowledge and understanding
of the way the transaction envisaged by this legislation
will take place and the way it will work in the long term
as well as its implications for Victorian trade over the
longer term. It is clear from the legislation that the
government envisages this lease will operate for a
period of between 50 and 70 years, and it is worth
reflecting that 70 years is the period of time from the
Second World War until today. This transaction will
endure for a long period of time. Under the terms of the
legislation before the house, this arrangement will be in
place for a long period of time — longer in fact than the
life span of any current member of the chamber.
Mr Mulino interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I said ‘current’,
Mr Mulino. Far be it from me to talk about the life
expectancies of those opposite, but in terms of current
life expectancy this transaction could be in place for a
period longer than any member of this chamber has
lived to date. It is a significant transaction and its
impact on logistics in this state will be very significant.
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Last night, during the second-reading debate on the
Delivering Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne
Lease Transaction) Bill 2015, I spoke about some of the
coalition’s concerns over this proposed transaction. We
are concerned about the duration of the lease but also
the prospect for the future expansion of port facilities in
Victoria as a consequence of this lease and the fact that
the legislation sets out a regime which will require
current and future Victorian governments to pay
compensation in the event that a second container port
is developed here in Victoria. Inevitably new port
capacity is going to be required in Victoria.
It has been the bipartisan policy of successive Victorian
governments — until recently — to develop a second
container port at the port of Hastings in recognition that
there are limitations on the port of Melbourne, being
adjacent to the CBD, and that future container port
capacity in Victoria will be required. That was the
position of the now government. It was certainly the
position of the coalition government that that expanded
capacity in the long term should be in Hastings.
The bill before the house now seemingly will not allow
such an expansion in the future, given the compensation
mechanism that has been put in place. The bill does not
answer the question of how future port capacity will be
provided for the state. If a second container port is not
viable because of that compensation mechanism, what
is not clear is what alternative is available for the
expansion of port capacity into the future.
The transaction under the legislation envisages the
transfer of the operations of the port of Melbourne and
the lease of the site to a single operator, which will
create a private monopoly around container port
operations in this state. What the bill does not expand
upon is the way in which that private monopoly will be
regulated in terms of port charges and associated rents
and lease costs. Some elements of the bill describe a
framework for 15 years, but of course that is just a
small fraction of the period of time in which this lease
is supposed to be in place. The legislation does not
address issues around the environmental challenges that
will come to the fore if further capacity is required to be
created at the port of Melbourne site in Port Phillip
Bay.
As we saw under the last Labor government in Victoria,
it was deemed necessary for the channel in Port Phillip
Bay to be dredged to continue to allow current
generation ships access to the port. It was an expensive
and complex project, and in fact it was subject to
review by a Legislative Council select committee. If the
port of Melbourne is to continue to expand as the state’s
main container port it is inevitable that projects like that
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channel dredging will again be required, and potentially
an opening of the heads will also being required. This is
not contemplated by the legislation, nor is it addressed
by it.

It is appropriate that the inquiry be able to consider the
question of what provision is made within this
legislation for the expansion of container port capacity
and where that would best occur.

The coalition has a number of concerns with the way
the legislation is structured and the fact that no coherent
policy has been articulated around that legislation
which addresses these issues. It was notable in the
minister’s second-reading speech last night that the
chairman of the Australian Competition and Consumer
Commission (ACCC), Rod Sims, has also commented
on the proposed lease and transaction, and made the
significant comment — given that it has come from the
chairman of the ACCC — that in considering the
privatisation of an asset the focus should be on
improving the efficiency and effective operation of that
asset and not on simply maximising the revenue from
such a transaction.

Term of reference (c) is:
the potential impacts on the environment of the further
expansion of the port of Melbourne …

That goes to the issue I raised before, that if container
port capacity is to expand at the port of Melbourne, it
will inevitably lead to requirements for the Port Phillip
channel to be dredged and potentially for the heads to
also be opened. That is something which would be
avoided by using a deepwater port like the port of
Hastings, but it is something which will be central if we
see continued long-term expansion at the port of
Melbourne site on Port Phillip Bay.
Term of reference (d) is:

One of the terms of reference we are seeking with the
establishment of the select committee today is to look at
the balance between maximising revenue from the lease
transaction and ensuring that there is an appropriate
environment created which leads to the efficient
long-term operation of the asset in the interests of the
state of Victoria. This is not contemplated by the
legislation as it currently stands. The key provisions of
the motion are considered in paragraph 1, and I will
deal with them in turn. Paragraph 1(a) concerns the
structure and duration of the proposed lease, and it goes
to the point I raised earlier around the optimal length of
the lease. The previous coalition government was
advancing with a policy of a medium-term lease on the
advice that was available to that government at the time
that 40 years would be the optimal time for the lease.
This bill contemplates 50 to 70 years — 50 years with a
20-year option — and the validity of the period that is
laid down in the bill has not been established. It is
appropriate that the committee, if formed by the
Council, considers that appropriate term of the lease.
Paragraph 1(b) concerns the potential impacts of the
proposed lease on the development of a second
container port in Victoria, which goes to the issue of
where we see the future of container port activity in
Victoria. It was previously the policy of the Labor
government that that expansion should be at the port of
Hastings. In opposition it was the policy of the Labor
Party that that expansion should be at Bay West. It
seems to be the apparent policy of the government now
that any expansion should actually be on the current
port of Melbourne site, which we regard as
unreasonable in the longer term. It remains the view of
the coalition that future container port capacity should
be provided at the port of Hastings.

the potential impact of the proposed arrangements on the
competitiveness of the port of Melbourne, the supply chains
that depend on it and cost effects on goods passing through
the port of Melbourne …

That term of reference goes to the crux of the issue. We
have seen in recent months an attempt by the Port of
Melbourne Corporation to raise rents on stevedores
operating at the port. Just yesterday we saw that a
negotiated outcome has been reached with one
stevedore, DP World, for a negotiated increase in rents
over the coming period, but that was from a starting
point of proposed rent increases of the order of 800 per
cent. The impact of an 800 per cent increase in rents,
either now, under the public Port of Melbourne
Corporation, or in the future, under a private operator,
is going to have a very significant impact on the
competitiveness of the port of Melbourne and the way
in which our supply chains to that port of Melbourne
operate.
The reality is that the port of Melbourne, with
2.5 million TEUs, is the biggest port in Australia, but
Port Botany at 2.2 million TEUs is not far behind. We
need to ensure that the port of Melbourne remains the
leading port in Australia and that it continues to be
competitive, frankly, not only in Australia but also
internationally so that we can hold up the port of
Melbourne and Victoria’s port infrastructure as
competitive by international standards. Consideration
of those questions around competitiveness is central to
what this inquiry would look at.
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Term of reference (e) is:
the effectiveness of the proposed regulatory framework in
dealing with the transfer of a monopoly asset from the public
sector to the private sector …

That is one of the key issues which always arises with
respect to the privatisation of critical infrastructure. It is
something that arose with the privatisation of the
electricity system in Victoria, which was done by way
of having separate generators, distributing the
generators among different private sector purchasers
and having a common network and different retailers. It
was done by the commonwealth, perhaps less
successfully, with the leasing of the commonwealth
airports 15 years ago. It is important that with the lease
of the port of Melbourne, Victoria’s only container port,
an appropriate regulatory framework be considered and
put in place. Consideration of those questions by this
select committee will go a long way to providing some
guidance to the Council as to whether the limited
framework that is considered in the legislation before
the house is appropriate.
Term of reference (f) goes to the question of:
how the proposed lease balances the short-term objective of
maximising the proceeds of the lease with the longer term
objective of maximising the economic benefits to Victoria of
container trade …

That is the fundamental question for this chamber in the
consideration of the legislation. Is the transaction that is
proposed by this lease in the long-term interests of the
state of Victoria? Will it ensure that the port
infrastructure we have in Victoria, in 20, 30, 40, 50 or
potentially 70 years time, serves the needs of the state at
that point in time? Will it be an environment that allows
for the necessary growth in capacity to occur as that
growth is required? Is it the type of structure that allows
for appropriate competition in the provision of port
services in 50, 60 or 70 years time. That is the
fundamental question for this chamber to consider.
We on this side understand and recognise that in
seeking to lease or privatise an asset any government
will seek to maximise the returns to the state at the time
the lease or sale is entered into, but it needs to be a
consideration of this chamber whether the balance
between maximising that revenue today and protecting
the interests of the state in 50, 60 or 70 years time has
been appropriately reached. One of the fundamental
questions considered by an inquiry into this legislation
needs to be whether that balance is right or if we have
gone down the path of giving up too much in terms of
long-term interests in order to maximise revenue in the
immediate term.
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These are significant questions that all members of the
Council should be contemplating in considering their
position on this legislation. I believe the best way for
members of this chamber to consider these questions is
through the work of a select committee. Before the
house this morning is a proposal for the establishment
of a select committee which will follow the standard
form that has been adopted in this Parliament in relation
to our standing committee structure. It will be a
committee of eight members drawn from the
government, the opposition, the Greens and the
crossbenches, replicating our existing proportions of
three, three, one and one. The select committee will
operate using the same provisions as our current
standing committees in terms of its capacity to seek
information, to report on an interim and final basis, and
to provide to Council members the information they
need when considering this legislation.
The proposed latest reporting date for this inquiry is
30 November. That date has been nominated by the
opposition, being very conscious of the government’s
desire to have this legislation in place to undertake its
lease transaction in this financial year. In moving this
motion today it is not my intention, or that of the
opposition generally, to stymie the government’s
intention with regard to the leasing of the port of
Melbourne. It was of course the policy of the coalition
to enter into a medium-term lease, and that continues to
be the position that coalition members support. In
nominating 30 November as the final date for the report
of this inquiry, three and a half months are being
allowed from the establishment of the committee,
which we on this side consider to be a reasonable time
frame for the committee to undertake its work. It is not
an excessive period of time but a reasonable period of
time, and it will allow the government to proceed with
its legislative framework and ultimately its transaction
in this financial year.
As a member of this house who in the past has served
on a number of select committees and standing
committees of this chamber, I consider that one of the
best and most efficient ways that a committee can
undertake its work is with the cooperation of the
government. The 30 November date is nominated as the
latest reporting date. There is no reason the committee
cannot complete its work and report earlier than that
date if it can get the information it needs, if it has the
cooperation of the government and relevant
government agencies in undertaking this inquiry and if
committee members can work cooperatively to that
end.
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In recent days some members of the government have
been making public statements around the inquiry
being proposed to block and frustrate this process
relating to the port. I say to the chamber, including
members of the government and in particular the
Leader of the Government in this chamber, that that is
not my intention or that of the opposition in moving this
motion. With cooperation this inquiry can be completed
smoothly, and it will allow the chamber to give proper
consideration to the legislation and the questions before
the house in considering the bill.
Last night I indicated that at this stage it is the intention
of the coalition to seek the adjournment of
consideration of the bill until there is a committee
report in the form contemplated by the motion before
the house this morning. We on this side believe that the
type of information sought and the issues to be explored
through this motion are appropriate background
material for the consideration of the further
advancement of the bill in this place. We believe that
this inquiry is appropriately scoped to deal with the
critical issues around the long-term provision of port
infrastructure for Victoria. We believe also that the time
frame is not unreasonable given the complex issues that
need to be considered and given that with the goodwill
of the committee and the government there is the
possibility of the inquiry being concluded earlier.
I urge members to support the appointment of the select
committee. It will give the Council valuable
information for the consideration of the legislation and
ultimately will lead to the best outcome in the provision
of port infrastructure in Victoria for decades to come.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this motion. I believe the issues and
questions Mr Rich-Phillips has put in paragraphs 1(a)
through to 1(g) are the relevant questions the house
ought to consider in deciding its position on the
Delivering Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne
Lease Transaction) Bill 2015. I believe also that
members of the Labor Party never thought for one
minute that any of those questions would be asked and
aired publicly. They thought they had a lock on this
thing. They had the whole plan worked out when they
were in opposition, when the money men from the
superannuation funds and the merchant bankers came
to see them, saying, ‘We need another transaction to
keep our customers happy’. Since that time, the
coalition appeared intent on selling the thing in their
own time, and they never imagined we would be here.
The more questions we ask about this sale, the more
extra questions we start to generate. There has been
little debate about the future freight needs of Victoria,
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there has been little debate about the relevant
pro-competitive regulations that need to be in place,
there has been little debate about how to boost rail’s
share of freight, and there has been very little debate
about why the money is going into a particular list of
level crossing removals and what are the purported
benefits of those relative to the cost.
Now all of those questions are about to be asked. We
need to hear from Treasury on this question; we need to
hear from the department of transport on this question;
we need to hear from the port of Melbourne on this
question. By invitation, we might even hear from the
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission,
which will no doubt be involved in some sort of
regulatory sign-off of this project, as may be the
Foreign Investment Review Board, depending on who
the ultimate buyer is.
We would like to hear from academics who have
conducted studies of Victoria’s freight needs,
particularly the various options for the port. We would
like to hear from port users, not just freight companies
and tenants of the port but those who try to compete in
an export market by shipping their goods via the port of
Melbourne. We need to hear about the competitive
pressures that are on them and the impact on them of
any cost increases.
To do all of that in seven weeks is going to be a mighty
task. It is becoming routine in this place for bills to be
scrutinised by parliamentary committees. Some of them
are so small that by agreement they do not need to go
there. Some small but important bills in the last six
months have been scrutinised with a few weeks
turnaround by one of the parliamentary committees,
chaired by various members of this house. But this one,
anyone would agree, needs some serious debate and
consideration and the gathering of evidence so that we
can make a solid recommendation back to the house. I
intend to be the person who is nominated from the
Greens onto this committee.
The government MPs — a string of speakers — will
jump in a moment and start to try to lambast anybody
who is standing in the way of their brilliant idea of
flogging off what is really one of the last remaining
floggable private assets in Victoria. Mr Rich-Phillips
says that we need to learn from past privatisations.
Since this is basically the last thing that can be flogged
off, it is not like those lessons will ever be used in the
future, because once you have sold the port the only
things left to sell are the water boards.
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I note that Victoria’s water boards are actually included
on Joe Hockey’s list of assets that he believes are up
there for recycling. It is in his report, if you want to read
it. The first thing they had to do was drop the word
‘privatisation’ because they knew that was a stinker, so
now they call it ‘asset recycling’, but it points out that
in Victoria the port and the water boards are really the
only significant assets left to be sold or leased. That I
think makes it even more important that this last purely
publicly owned strategic economic asset in the form of
the port needs a decent amount of scrutiny and
consideration before we even further debate the bill that
proposes its long-term lease. For that reason the Greens
will be supporting the motion.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
perhaps going to surprise Mr Barber, by the sound of
things, because the government is going to support this
reference. The government accepts the scope of what is
intended to be explored by the select committee. In fact
many of the issues that Mr Rich-Phillips has raised in
his contribution I agree with. Some of the policy issues
that Mr Barber has raised I would actually agree are
relevant issues and should be explored and well
understood by this chamber and the community.
We are not arguing about the significance of the bill
that is in question in relation to the port of Melbourne
lease, the Delivering Victorian Infrastructure (Port of
Melbourne Lease Transaction) Bill 2015. We
understand it is a very significant public policy issue for
Victorians about whether our port is subject to a
long-term leasing arrangement, which would take its
operation outside the public sector. We accept that is a
very significant issue.
It is a very significant matter in terms of freight
logistics, how our economy works and how transport
connections are made, not only within the metropolitan
region but across the state, in terms of how the freight
network, particularly transport linkages and export
market opportunities, is built through the prism of the
activities of the port. It is extremely significant for that
reason. It is extremely significant because of its social
and environmental impacts. It is very significant
because of its financial implications in relation to what
difference it will make to the structure of the budget,
now and into the future. This government intends to use
the proceeds of the sale to acquit its election
commitment to remove 50 level crossings across the
state in the name of making public transport work
better. We will see increased capacity on public
transport links as a consequence of the removal of level
crossings, which are a major impediment to the number
of trains that you can run on the metropolitan rail
system.
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In fact under normal circumstances you would have
thought that was an issue that Mr Barber would have
been a very enthusiastic advocate for. He seemed to
question in his contribution the significance of that
election commitment and the significance that that
project may play in terms of improving public transport
now and into the future. But if he needs to run through
those issues under the scope of this reference, so be it.
The government totally accepts this reference. I will
just reiterate, so that nobody can be under any illusion
about it, that we accept that the term of reference (1)(a)
in the motion, ‘the structure and duration of the
proposed lease’, is a relevant matter for public policy
consideration here, and we are happy for that to be
explored during the life of the committee. We are very
happy for the potential impacts on the development of a
second container port, and whether a second container
port is warranted and how it should be accounted for
now and into the future, to form part of the
considerations of any committee’s work. We are very
happy for the potential impacts on the environment of
the further expansion of the port of Melbourne to be
assessed. We are very comfortable for the issues
relating to the competitiveness of the port of
Melbourne, its impact on the supply chains and cost
effects on goods and services passing through the port
of Melbourne to be assessed and well understood.
We understand that it is appropriate to have a look at
the effectiveness of the regulatory framework,
particularly as it relates to what is described here. We
might quibble about whether this is the only relevant
issue that relates to the regulatory framework with the
transfer of a monopoly asset from the public sector to
the private sector. We are not quibbling about it, but the
reason you might quibble about existing conditions at
the port is that stevedoring arrangements at the port of
Melbourne have already been privatised. Most of the
traffic flows and commercial relationships go through
the prism of stevedoring arrangements rather than
necessarily the management of the port itself. In terms
of that, has a significant degree of privatisation already
occurred in transfer from the public sector to private
sector? In many ways, I would argue, that significant
transfer has already occurred in relation to the operation
of the port. Let us not quibble about it today, but let us
explore that issue as part of the select committee’s
work.
The idea that we make a proper assessment of the
short-term price that may be attracted in relation to
Victoria’s financial position and the budget may be
supported by the current proposals of the government
compared to other approaches in relation to the length
of the lease and other issues about the development of
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other port facilities into the future. That should be well
and truly understood by the Parliament before the
government seeks the support of the Parliament to
progress passage of the bill. Mr Barber has already
identified connectivity with public transport issues as
one of the issues he is interested in as a relevant matter
that is roped in within the scope of what the committee
will be doing.
The government is not defensive. At this point in time
we welcome the consideration of the select committee.
I volunteer that the government intends to participate
not only in terms of the membership of the committee
but also in terms of responding to the challenges the
committee may make of it to provide information in an
appropriate and timely way to assist the committee in
its deliberations. We are not concerned about that. In
fact we are happy to rise up and meet the challenge to
enable the committee to undertake its work. The
government is embracing that in a fulsome way today
because we argue that this work should commence as
soon as possible. The government supports the
provisions within today’s motion that say ‘Bring it on’
in terms of nominations coming forward by the end of
this week and the committee starting its work next
week. We support and will participate in both of those
elements.
In relation to the issues embedded in this motion that
have belts and braces from the opposition’s perspective
concerning the work of the committee starting even if
other members have not been appointed to it, we think
that is a bit of an overreach and a defensive mechanism
that does not need to be in the motion. We just draw
that to members’ attention.
We will not be opposing that, but we will be proposing
by amendment that the quorum requirements be
changed to reflect what has become the accepted
precedent in the operation of committees in this place
that are roughly based upon proportional representation
across the chamber. We accept the logic of having a
committee of eight of which the government brings
three members and the opposition brings three
members, in addition to one from the Greens and one
from the crossbench. We accept that is a reasonable
structure. Given the importance of this work and the
participation of the government, we think the precedent
that is laid out in standing orders and has been adopted
by the coalition in the past — for instance, during the
56th Parliament when three select committees were
established in this chamber — is an appropriate
precedent to rely on. On each of those occasions a bare
majority was the quorum requirement. The standing
orders do not prevent a quorum of 50 per cent of
members, but they do say that the quorum number
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should be established when the terms of reference are
established.
Mr Rich-Phillips may go back to thinking about how
those select committees worked. He may have had an
important role to play in those committees, so I implore
him as spokesperson for the opposition to accept the
logic of relying on that precedent and a reasonable
point of view that five members should be the quorum
for this committee. I will move an amendment in
accordance with that.
The other issue I want to move an amendment about is
in terms of the time frame for reporting. I pride myself
on being a good listener — and I hope it is not false
pride — and I heard Mr Rich-Phillips indicate that if
there is goodwill and good faith established by the
government in relation to its participation, the provision
of information and fulsome support for the speedy
considerations of this committee, then there may be
opportunities for substantial reporting back by the
committee prior to 30 November. I acknowledge that
and thank him for putting that on the public record. I
indicate on behalf of the government that our
preference would be for the committee to complete its
work by 30 September.
I will move accordingly that the reporting date be
changed to 30 September, because the government is
very firmly of the view — notwithstanding that we
understand the importance of the scrutiny of the issues I
have been discussing — that we should do what we can
to ensure the bill passes subsequent to the report being
handed down. We would then enter into tendering
arrangements to enable the market to participate in this
opportunity. On the basis of financial and other advice,
we believe it would be preferable for the window for
that to occur in the last quarter of this calendar year and
to be able to proceed prior to the conclusion of the
calendar year, which as we all understand already
would be halfway through the financial year.
The government believes it would be best to go to
market to explore the opportunities for the potential
return for the state of Victoria by proceeding as soon as
possible after the passage of the legislation. The select
committee will undertake its work, and hopefully it will
report back to enable the Parliament to then support the
legislation. We are interested in bringing that process
forward as much as possible, and we have valid reasons
for that viewpoint. I am sure the valid concerns of the
government in relation to that market opportunity can
be explored during the course of the select committee’s
inquiry.
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I have an additional argument in relation to the
30 September time frame. In his contribution
Mr Barber questioned whether a seven-week time
frame was feasible. There are 15 weeks in the timetable
which currently allow for inquiries for select
committees. If the upper house had made a decision to
this effect in the last sitting week in June, then the work
commissioned by this reference today could have taken
place then. I raise that point not to be petulant but as a
way of putting to members that there were other pieces
of legislation where the process of consideration of a
committee happened. My colleague Ms Mikakos’s
piece of legislation — —
Mr Drum — When was the bill put to Parliament?
Mr JENNINGS — Mr Drum is obviously
concerned about this issue.
Mr Drum — No; I am concerned about what you
are saying.
Mr JENNINGS — I ask Mr Drum to listen. I was
referring to a bill subjected to a committee process of
the upper house, and the motion about that was put
whilst the bill was being considered in the Assembly
some two months ago. That committee report landed
yesterday in the Council to enable consideration of the
committee recommendations, which will be the subject
of a debate tomorrow. My point is: if that approach had
been adopted by opposition members and they had
moved the motion being moved today for this
important committee six or seven weeks ago — and I
was not raising this issue to be provocative — then we
would not be arguing the toss about the conclusion of
the terms of reference. Instead we would be saying,
‘With the time frame we need 15 weeks; give us until
the end of September’, and we would all have agreed
today. I implore members opposite to agree to the
30 September deadline today, but I anticipate that they
will not agree to it.
Now that the amendments have been circulated, I
formally move:
1.

For paragraph (6) substitute —
‘(6) five of the members appointed pursuant to
paragraph (3) will constitute a quorum of the
committee;’.

2.

In paragraph (10), for ‘30 November 2015’ substitute
‘30 September 2015’.

Ms Symes — They are reasonable amendments.
Mr JENNINGS — I thank Ms Symes for her
support and for suggesting that they are reasonable
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amendments; I hope she starts a groundswell of support
for these logical amendments for the compelling
reasons I advocated. I hope the government will get
support across the chamber for these reasonable
amendments in the spirit in which the government has
tried to demonstrate some goodwill and preparedness to
participate in this process in order for the committee to
complete its work. In this way it can meet the
satisfaction of the Parliament and the legislation can be
passed at the earliest opportunity.
The government wants to proceed with its important
election commitment to roll out level crossing removals
across the state — a process which will be funded and
supported by this transaction. The government
welcomes the scrutiny and participation of the
committee. We would welcome some goodwill coming
from other parties in the chamber in relation to what we
are trying to achieve in the best interests of funding the
needs of the port now and into the future and to support
the Victorian community in that position.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It gives me great
pleasure to rise to support the motion put forward by
Mr Rich-Phillips in relation to the select committee to
inquire into the long-term lease of the port of
Melbourne. The critical piece of legislation now before
the house concerns a critical piece of infrastructure that
services this great city and this great state, and parts of
New South Wales and even South Australia, which use
the port of Melbourne.
Mr Barber — Tasmania has an interest.
Mr DRUM — Tasmania would have an interest;
what Mr Barber says is very true. The port of
Melbourne is a critical piece of infrastructure, and that
is highlighted when you ponder for a moment the fact
that it is Australia’s busiest container port and that
Australia, being an island nation, is reliant on shipping
for the vast majority of its goods. Nearly everything we
consume comes in from overseas — our electronics,
gadgets and a lot of our food. When you think about
how reliant we are on shipping and on the port, it brings
home just how important the port of Melbourne is to
the everyday lives of everybody in Victoria. It is
therefore one piece of infrastructure that we really need
to have operating at an optimal level.
When I have made inquiries of some of the major
stakeholders within the port sector in my role as
shadow Minister for Regional Development, it has been
evident that we are a huge importer of goods that come
to Australia in containers. This is contrary to the
perception that Australia is a phenomenal exporter. We
might quite often export a whole shipload of grain; we
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might export paper; and we might export woodchips.
From other ports around the nation we might export
minerals. However, the ratio of containers imported to
containers exported is in the vicinity of
11 000 containers coming into the port of Melbourne
for every 1000 going out. This means we quite
regularly have ships laden with empty containers going
back to their point of origin, simply sending back the
hundreds of thousands of shipping containers we
cannot fill. We therefore need to understand that if
anything were to happen to the port resulting in
significant price hikes for the handling and processing
of containers, it would have an incredibly detrimental
effect on the everyday lives of Victorians. It is critical
that we in this chamber use every opportunity to guard
against any significant price hikes for the handling,
operations and processes that go on within the port of
Melbourne.
The bill that is currently before the house throws up a
whole range of uncertainties and unknowns. We need
to try to figure out what the future expansion of the port
of Melbourne will be like. Are we going to be able to
expand it further? Are we going to be able to cater for
our needs over the next 5 or 10 years? Debate is
proceeding along the lines that we will be able to
continue to expand the port of Melbourne for a while,
but there is real doubt about the continued expansion of
the port beyond the next 10 to 15 years. That is
something that has readily been put forward by a whole
range of stakeholders that have knowledge and
understanding of how the port needs to continue to
grow to handle the needs of this city and state.
The fees for handling are the subject of great conjecture
at the moment. Price hikes of up to 800 per cent have
been flagged. This has been seen as increasing revenue
in the short term to try to maximise the price of the
lease of the port to the private sector, and that is causing
enormous angst among people who use the port to get
their goods into this state. Future dredging policies
were touched on by Mr Rich-Phillips. We understand
that the increasing size of container ships around the
world is going to lead to the need for continued
dredging, and maybe even more aggressive works,
within Port Phillip Bay to enable some of these super
container ships to be able to access the port of
Melbourne.
The proposed length of the lease makes matters even
more difficult. We are trying to imagine what the needs
of the city and state are going to be in 50 to 70 years. It
is akin to putting in place a government after the
Second World War and saying, ‘We need you to
accurately foresee what our shipping needs will be in
2015. We expect you to be able to make that projection
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now, in 1945’. It is ludicrous to suggest that any
government at any time has the foresight to predict
what is likely to happen in 70 years time and is
therefore able to put in place a set of rules and
regulations to adequately handle the needs of the people
of Victoria.
Constituting the select committee with eight
members — three from the government, three from the
opposition, one from the Greens and one from the
crossbench — seems to be in accordance with standard
practice in this house. Given my time in committees
over my 12 or 13 years in this house, the reporting date
of 30 November sounds ambitious. If the government is
happy to provide all of the information that is
requested, we should be able to meet it, but members
should understand that many of the stakeholders will
need to have their evidence heard by the committee. In
terms of finding the time, we all know that as members
of Parliament we are already busy on many days of the
week. I am sure we are all prepared to make this a
priority and get this work done, but I think that to make
all the inquiries needed, to conduct all of the sessions,
to gather the information we will need to tease out the
detail is going to require every bit of the time we have
available. I therefore think it is going to be difficult for
us to support the bringing forward of the reporting date
that has been moved by Mr Jennings.
In relation to Mr Jennings, we were delighted to hear
his attitude to this inquiry. It is certainly at odds with
the language that has been used by the Premier. Premier
Andrews has been incredibly critical of any further
scrutiny of this lease or sale. He has been very short in
his language in relation to the coalition’s desire to tease
out some of these unknowns, these important issues
that have been put forward. If the government is now
going to support the inquiry, that is a big first step,
because to have the full support of the government will
make it much easier for us to have access to the variety
of information the committee will need.
As I say, the holding of this inquiry is worthwhile. It
would be worthwhile for all members of the chamber to
be supportive of getting to some of the detail
surrounding some of the clauses within the lease
provisions. This is an incredibly important decision.
The framework we put around the lease will define
trade in and out of the port — in and out of Victoria —
for the next 70 years; given that a 50-year lease with an
option for a further 20 years, there is no doubt that that
option will be taken up. We are therefore talking about
effectively handing over the operation of the port of
Melbourne for 70 years, which is something that is
going to affect every mum and dad and every family in
this state and something that will touch every
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commodity we need as a basic part of our daily lives.
Every commodity we use will be affected by the
decisions we make about leasing the port of Melbourne
for the next 70 years. We need to get it right, and I want
to congratulate Mr Rich-Phillips for bringing this
motion forward.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — This is indeed a
very important issue. The government made a
commitment on this issue in the last election, and it is
an issue the now opposition made commitments on in
the lead-up to the last election. It was one of the most
significant issues in the last election. With all the
significant issues of the last election the government is
carefully and methodically working through keeping its
commitments, and I would hope that at the end of an
efficient and appropriately timed inquiry the opposition
would keep to its commitments as well. As I say, this is
a very important issue. We support an inquiry into the
issue. We want the Legislative Council to establish a
select committee to look into this issue but to do so in
such a way that does not imperil the timing — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MULINO — We support holding an inquiry
that does not imperil the timing of the transaction, and I
do not think those opposite would want to imperil the
transaction either. To imperil the timing of the
transaction would cause serious damage to taxpayers
and the community’s interests.
What is the context here? We agree with those opposite
when they say that this is going to be one of the largest
transactions in the country over the next year. We agree
with those opposite when they say it will be one of the
largest transactions in relation to this state’s economy
over recent decades. We also agree that this will be a
very significant transaction in terms of the economic
lifeblood of this state. We also want to say, in terms of
context, that both this side of the house and the
opposition made a commitment at the last election to
undertake a lease of the port of Melbourne. Both major
parties supported that.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MULINO — The Greens opposed it, but both
our parties supported the lease of the port of
Melbourne. That is important context. Another
important piece of context is that the level crossing
removals program, which was so supported by the
community at the last election, is clearly and explicitly
going to be funded by the proceeds of this transaction.
Again, the context is that at the last election both major
parties supported this transaction, and when we, the
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now government, were asked how we were going to
fund the level crossing removals that were so supported
by the community, we made it clear that we were going
to fund them from the lease proceeds. That is the
context. You do not get mandates that are much clearer
than that. This was not something that flew under the
radar. This was debated at great length and in great
detail, and the community has spoken.
Another piece of important context is that we are
undertaking a process started by those opposite. We are
using the same consultants. We are going to make it
very clear during the course of this inquiry, including
on the issues those opposite have raised, that we are
acting on the advice of experts, indeed experts
appointed by those opposite, who they presumably
listened to and were guided by. That is another
important piece of context. Let us be clear about where
there is a serious policy disputation here and about
where there is political pointscoring. I will go into that
in more detail in the course of my contribution.
Another piece of context — and I will go into this in a
bit more detail — is the question of whether there will
be another major port development and where it will
be. Those opposite have made some comments about
the port of Hastings and Bay West. The commitment
we made at the last election was to undertake a detailed
review before any decision was made in relation to that
issue. We made a commitment to establish
Infrastructure Victoria.
Let us look at the two approaches we have on that very
detailed and complicated issue. Gordon Rich-Phillips
has made some comments around why the port of
Hastings is appealing in some ways, and there are
arguments one can raise in favour of that port. There
are also arguments one can raise that make that a
difficult option for developing another major container
port. There are arguments one can raise in favour of
Bay West and also arguments one can raise about
difficulties with that option. What we have said is,
‘Let’s establish a new body, Infrastructure Victoria’,
which I think has the support of all in this chamber.
‘Let’s establish a body, let’s get that body to look at that
extremely complicated issue in detail and let’s make
decisions based upon that advice’.
To have people throwing around different options in
this chamber on this day and to suggest that we need to
make a decision as to that issue right now is, I believe,
not the right approach when it comes to infrastructure
planning of that magnitude and complexity. In fact
what we have done is see through on our commitment
to establish Infrastructure Victoria and to task that body
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with that very complicated issue of how we develop
future capacity.
That is important context. Both the government and the
opposition supported this lease. We have to keep that in
context. We fundamentally agree on the rationale for
why the lease makes sense. We went to the election and
got a mandate for the lease but also, importantly, for
what the lease will fund, and that is the removal of level
crossings. There is a strong commitment in the
community to the removal of level crossings, and if
those opposite do not support funding the removal of
level crossings, I would really like to hear from them. I
would like to hear them explain why it is that they do
not want that as a state priority.
Why is it that a lease — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Eideh) —
Order! Let us hear the member in silence.
Mr MULINO — I think those opposite are getting a
little excited because they do not like hearing some of
this, Acting President.
Why would a government lease out this asset? This is
important context, because it goes to what the
appropriate timing of this review would be, and that is
something we really need to thrash out in this
discussion. Those opposite have suggested a deadline
for the inquiry that we believe is way too long.
Fundamentally the opposition and the government are
on the same page in our belief that a lease of this asset
makes sense, because putting it into the hands of a
private operator for a period of time will actually
improve the operation of that asset, and fundamentally
that is why a lease makes sense. As well we are going
to gain revenue from that transaction, but we are not
doing this to gain revenue at the expense of future
generations, at the expense of the operation of the port
or at the expense of our future economy. It is actually
being done to enhance the operation of the future
economy.
Our government, the Treasurer and I are totally on the
same page as Rod Sims, the chair of the Australian
Competition and Consumer Commission, who has said
this decision should not be driven by short-term
revenue gain. We are totally on board with that. We
want to do this in a way that is going to enhance the
long-running operation of the port, that is going to put
in place a regulatory arrangement in terms of pricing,
safety and environmental operation and that will see us
strengthen our position as a freight and logistics hub of
the country. We are on the same page in terms of those
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broad policy objectives, and we believe a port operated
by a private operator under the right regulatory
arrangements will actually become stronger both in
absolute productivity and in terms of its relative
position within the country.
Another point worth observing in relation to why we
want to lease this asset at this point in time is the
long-running evolution of capital markets and port
operations. Capital markets have moved a long way
since the time when the port was built. When the port
was built governments had to build and operate ports of
that nature, but we now see around the world many
instances of private financiers willing and able to put
money into ports and operate them. Capital markets are
now much more sophisticated. We have seen many
ports funded by the private sector in relation to bulk
exports. We have seen the evolution of capital markets
in relation to their willingness to fund and operate these
kinds of assets. We have also seen the evolution of port
operations and the fact that we can use the private
operation of this port as a way of importing best
practice and innovation.
That brings us to the broader point of asset recycling,
which makes sense when governments can reassess
whether it makes sense for them to continue operating
certain assets and where it reassesses and decides that
certain assets can be better operated, whether it is in the
short term or the long term, by the private sector. That
affords governments the opportunity to take that capital
and put it into something more urgent, where
governments need to play more of a role. This is
exactly what we see in this instance. We see the
evolution of capital markets, and we see the evolution
of port operating expertise around the world. In
Melbourne there is a desperate need for level crossing
removal, and that requires massive capital investment
that only government can provide. This is the perfect
instance where asset recycling makes sense. We will
take capital, which the private sector is willing to put
into the port, and we will put it to use in the removal of
our 50 worst level crossings.
This is a policy, I might add, that the opposition’s
federal counterparts have totally signed off on and have
totally signed off on in this context. What opposition
members will find themselves facing very soon is an
asset recycling initiative that their federal counterparts
have signed off on, that key stakeholders have signed
up to and that they are imperilling through a political
point-scoring exercise through a select committee if
they insist upon a deadline that is not consistent with
this transaction. That is the broad policy rationale for
this. We are going to do this in a way that strengthens
the port in this new context we find ourselves in and
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that also frees up capital that only government can
provide to meet an urgent need.
I want to make a couple of other comments. This
follows up on the broader issue that Rod Sims raised
around the fact that this is not about pumping up
short-term value to the detriment of the operation of the
port down the track. We are definitely not trying to do
that.
Let us look at the issue of the length of the lease, which
has been raised a number of times. We are more than
happy for that to be looked at in this inquiry. We
recommended a 50-year lease. Those opposite would
say they have a preference for a 40-year lease. We have
suggested a 50-year lease, based upon expert
commercial, legal and engineering advice. That advice
has been made in the context of the whole-of-life
operation of the port. It has been made in the context of
the likely capital requirements of the port over time and
the likely timing of those investments. As Mr Barber
said last night, it is difficult to pinpoint the exact points
in time when capacity might be reached or when certain
levels of demand might be reached. However, what we
can do, based upon best forecasts of likely demand over
time, is say that a lease of a certain period of time is
most likely to make sense, given best operation of the
port and risk management.
Based upon our commercial, legal and engineering
advice — the full suite of expert advisers we have in
place, appointed by those opposite I should add —
50 years is what has been recommended as the best
balance. This is also a lease length that is quite common
in these kinds of large infrastructure transactions, so we
are more than happy to bring evidence to bear in the
inquiry as to why this makes sense. But I want to stress
that in the context of a long-lived asset, in the context of
wanting to provide certainty to an operator who has to
inject capital into that asset and in the context of
wanting to manage risks, 50 years is a reasonable
balance.
Those opposite have made a great deal of noise about
the 20-year option, and I want to stress that this is not a
70-year lease, it is a 50-year lease. The 20-year option
would be at the mutual choice of the operator and the
government of the day and would only be exercised if
the government of the day decided that a 20-year
extension made sense in the interests of taxpayers and
the community. The reason that option has been added
is not to say that it will necessarily make sense — it
might be that at the expiry of the 50-year lease it makes
sense to have another 50-year lease or another period of
time. That would be based at that point in time on
further commercial and other expert advice. What we
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have done is to put in place something which will make
it administratively easy to exercise a shorter term lease
if that makes sense for the operator and for the
government of the day, based upon public policy
interests. We are not tying this in for some incredible
length of time until everybody in this place is dead and
their children are old as well. This is not meant to be
ratcheting up the price of the asset by having some
lease that is inordinately long.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr MULINO — Not at all. This is a 50-year lease.
Those opposite are saying they want a 40-year lease.
We are suggesting a 50-year lease based on expert
advice. If they are saying they want to hold up the
whole transaction because they want 40 and we are
suggesting 50, that is utterly ridiculous.
Those opposite talk about the monopoly aspect. I want
to stress that the economic regulation that is going to be
provided for in this lease will be best practice economic
regulation of a container port in Australia. The
economic regulation is going to be managed by the
Essential Services Commission (ESC). It is going to be
a stronger regime than we have at present. At present
we have a price monitoring regime which covers
certain prescribed services. What we are going to have
is an economic regulation regime that will cover more
prescribed services. It will cover 86 per cent of the
commercial revenue. It will cover everything except for
the rents, and I will get onto that in a moment.
What we are going to have is a far broader economic
regulatory regime that will be based upon a more
rigorous underpinning than price monitoring. We are
actually strengthening the regime. This is an economic
regulatory approach that the commercial sector in
Australia and beyond is very familiar with. This is the
broad approach: the efficient cost-based approach that
companies in Australia, the UK, the US and many other
countries are familiar with when it comes to utilities. It
is a very economically sound approach to regulating
assets where market power is at play.
I want to stress that we are broadening the number of
services that are going to be prescribed services covered
by the ESC. As an example, slipway services are not
currently managed by the ESC. They will be. We are
broadening the range of services that will be covered.
Something in the order of 86 per cent of revenue will be
covered by the ESC, and the approach will be more
rigorous. The economic regulation will be very strong
and very much in the interests of the Victorian
economy.
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Rents are an issue which has been raised by some
speakers in this context. What we are proposing with
rents is basically the same practice that applies at other
regulated ports around Australia. Rents are not
proposed to be covered under the pricing order because
the commercial leases that are covered by the negotiate
and arbitrate model more often than not do not entail
market power, which is the test for whether or not the
ESC should be given powers in relation to pricing
orders.
Rents in Australia are always, and for good reason,
fundamentally regulated by different frameworks
because there are different market conditions. The
kinds of economic regulation powers the ESC will be
given in relation to prescribed services do not apply
where market power is not a consideration. That is the
fundamental policy underpinning this, and we have
seen recent rent negotiation outcomes that are
satisfactory to all the parties concerned. We have seen a
system that is working and will continue to work. The
system is in place before the lease and will be in place
after the lease. The rental arrangements are
appropriately not included in the price cap. They are a
very small proportion of the supply chain costs. They
are regulated in an appropriate way, not by using a
price order that is only appropriate when there is a clear
demonstration of market power. The mechanism is the
right one moving forward.
There has been talk of the compensation clause and the
notion that we are somehow putting in place a regime
that will not allow for the development of a second
port. That is simply not true. I want to clarify that the
clause proposed is very much in line with standard
commercial practice. It is not about providing
compensation or restricting future options for the
government. It is about providing certainty for a
leaseholder coming on board who is expected to invest
in the operation. We are trying to balance the new
leaseholder’s need for certainty in order to optimally
invest in the port. It is not a matter of bumping up the
sales process but rather of creating value for the state. I
will move on to this broader point in a moment.
Last night Mr Barber raised the point that when he sees
transaction revenues go up, he worries. He sees that as
almost implicitly meaning revenues are going to be
raised down the track which will cause damage to the
economy. It is not right to view this in such a zero-sum
way as many of the things government can do to
increase sales proceeds are actually about adding value.
They are about adding value, for example, through
opening scope for innovation. They are about adding
value by reducing uncertainty. The notion that every bit
of value added to the sale proceeds is necessarily
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detrimental to the future economy is not the right way
to view this. We should see the higher proceeds from
the lease as a good thing for the state, because if it is
achieved through opening up future development
opportunities, through the government providing a
more certain and sound regulatory arrangement, that is
a good thing for our future economy.
That is exactly the case when it comes to what is being
described as the compensation clause. It is not about
putting in place punitive arrangements to prevent the
development of a second port. We all agree that the port
of Melbourne is going to grow to capacity at some time
in the future, and I agree with Mr Barber that it is
difficult to pinpoint when that will be. It will not be
next year or not in 50 years time; it is going to be
somewhere in between. It is difficult to pinpoint exactly
when, but we agree that we need to maintain flexibility
in planning for the future development of a second port.
What we need is a lease arrangement that provides
certainty to the organisation that is investing in the lease
such that they will have the confidence to invest as
appropriate in the port so that it has capacity to
increase.
That takes me back to the broad point which I touched
on already and which I want to talk about, and that is
the idea that increasing transaction revenue means that
we are somehow damaging the future economy. I want
to reinforce that that is not the case. The government is
trying to maximise transaction revenue in a way that is
beneficial to the future economy. Those members
opposite, I believe, agree with us on the broad policy
reasons for undertaking this lease. They agree
fundamentally that a private operator is going to drive
innovation and efficiency, and they agree
fundamentally with the concept of asset recycling.
The point is we can drive up transaction revenue in
ways that are positive for the future economy, and that
is what we are seeking to do. We are not seeking to do
it in a way that is in conflict with the future economy.
We are on the same page with Rod Sims when it comes
to that. We believe the transaction, which is based upon
expert advice — their expert advice I might add — is
doing that appropriately.
The idea that we are somehow trying to prejudge where
the second port will be located or that we are trying to
prevent the second port being developed has been
thrown around a lot in this debate, but it is not at all
true. In relation to where the second container port
should be located, we said during the election campaign
that we would establish Infrastructure Victoria and that
that body was the right place to hold an inquiry and to
look at this issue vigorously. It is an extremely
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complicated issue that does not just relate to the
complexities of forecasting container volumes; it
actually comes down to the complexity of the whole
transport network. The fact that ports in particular are
interconnected with so many other parts of the network
means they have to be designed in a way that takes that
into account, and, as I said, Infrastructure Victoria is the
right place to hold that discussion.
Mrs Peulich — Are you going to vote against the
motion?
Mr MULINO — We are recommending
amendments to the motion. To take up the interjection,
we support an inquiry that is held according to a
timetable that does not imperil the transaction. I would
hope those opposite would not want to imperil the
transaction. If they insist on timing that drags this out to
the point where the transaction cannot be undertaken in
a timely way, they will be damaging the interests of
taxpayers.
I want to briefly touch on what the asset recycling is
for. It is for level crossing removals — the removal of
the 50 worst level crossings in our state. That is critical.
I want to ask the opposition members to put on the
record their position on those level crossings. What is
their position on all the public policy benefits that will
arise from those level crossing removals? Do they
support their removal? Do they support the community,
which exhibited strong support for their removal?
The removal of level crossings will lead to significant
time savings for people in many communities right
across the state — not just people on the road network
but people on the rail network and people from regional
Victoria who will be able to travel from eastern
Victoria into Melbourne faster. People will be able to
travel faster by road in order to spend more time with
their family. It will increase the productivity of the
network as a whole, it will improve safety and it will
create thousands of jobs, and it is critical to place that
on the record because it is a key part of the asset
recycling initiative.
I also place on the public record the recently announced
$200 million Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund.
That is also critical because the government will be
investing a significant amount of the proceeds of the
lease into assets that will facilitate infrastructure that
will help exporters from right around regional Victoria
get access to the port. The Victorian Farmers
Federation is one of a number of stakeholders who have
come out in favour of that and who want to see a
competitive port and want to see rural infrastructure
boosted so that rural exporters can get better access to
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the port. Of course there are other initiatives that the
government is undertaking, such as the Regional Jobs
and Infrastructure Fund, the Murray Basin rail project
and a number of other initiatives which will support
access to the port. Opposition members need to state
their position when it comes to these initiatives.
I will end with some high-level observations about the
inquiry. We support examining the bill if other parts of
the chamber want to examine certain aspects of the
transaction. I believe and hope that those opposite
remain in support of the lease of the port. I hope and
believe that those opposite continue to support an asset
recycling initiative that will see a significant amount of
money coming from the federal government — their
federal counterparts — to help us fund important assets.
We will see whether they continue to support
something they committed to during the election.
Hopefully they will in the interests of the state. What
we do not support, however, is an inquiry time line that
imperils the transaction, because we do not want to talk
this thing out endlessly, for months and months, when
we have already discussed this at great length. We
discussed it over years in the lead-up to the election, we
discussed it as one of the key issues during the election
and we explained at great length during the election that
our major transport initiative was going to be funded by
this very initiative.
We do not need until 30 November to prosecute all of
those issues. We can have an efficient, targeted inquiry
that looks at some of the concerns raised by those
opposite. If they are concerned about the length of the
lease and want to raise issues around 40 versus
50 years, let us have advice. We will provide expert
advice to them as to why 50 years makes sense, and
then they can decide whether they want to hold up the
whole transaction because they desperately want it to
be a 40-year lease. Let us have that discussion in the
inquiry, and I welcome it. We can have a discussion
around any kind of growth facilitation or compensation
clause, but we do not need to go over the whole issue,
because I would be surprised if opposition members
have now suddenly backed away from supporting the
lease of the port or backed away from an asset
recycling approach, so we do not need a three-month
inquiry, we need a targeted inquiry that fits into the
transaction time line.
As the Leader of the Government has indicated, we will
also make an amendment in relation to a quorum. That
is an entirely reasonable amendment and consistent
with practice across other committees. So we are
supportive of an inquiry, but we want one that is on a
reasonable time line and that has reasonable practices. I
welcome opposition members agreeing to a sensible
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time line, and I also look forward to the outcome of the
inquiry supporting a sensible policy in the interests of
the state.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
That was 30 minutes of our lives we are never going to
get back. Mr Mulino just spent 30 minutes prosecuting
the government’s case for the port of Melbourne sale
and did not talk to the motion at all. I will commence
by saying that I have a career history of supporting
off-balance-sheet transactions where they make sense
and where all stakeholders know what the outcome is
going to be. But this is policy on the run, and what the
government is prosecuting today is, ‘Just trust us. We
know what we’re doing; just trust us’.
Government members have a long history of
implementing financial transactions in this state under
the banner of ‘Trust us’, so let us talk about those. First
of all there is the myki ticketing system. They spent
$1.35 billion on a system that does not work. They
were offered turnkey projects by international experts,
but they said ‘No, we’ll do it ourselves’, and here we
are after all this time, with the great deniers across the
chamber saying, ‘Just trust us on this next one’.
Another one is the desalination plant that is rusting
away down in Wonthaggi. It is costing Victorians
$1.8 million every single day. It was a bad financial
transaction for Victoria, and again their argument with
the port of Melbourne is, ‘Just trust us. We know what
we’re doing’. Another one is the Premier’s own
HealthSMART project. It is a complete basket case of
an IT project that the government engaged in without a
comprehensive business case, without a plan and
without understanding the financial transactions around
HealthSMART. Government members said, ‘Just trust
us’.
Another one is the sale of the electronic gaming
machine licences, which cost Victorians, as the
Victorian Auditor-General said, $3 billion worth of
revenue because the government headed off on this
pipedream of selling these things very, very quickly,
and the Labor Party said to Victorians, ‘Just trust us’.
The north–south pipeline is perhaps the greatest white
elephant Victoria has ever seen, and the Labor Party
members headed down the road saying, ‘We’re going
to build a pipeline to transport water from the north to
the south’, but they could not do it. They said, ‘Just
trust us’. Here they are today, telling the people of
Victoria, ‘Just trust us. We know what we’re doing’.
The Royal Children’s Hospital development did not
have money provided for the IT system, but
government members were saying, ‘Just trust us with
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this project’. The Olivia Newton-John Cancer and
Wellness Centre in the northern suburbs in Heidelberg
had the construction of the building funded, but nothing
was provided for the internal fit-out, nothing for the
patients and nothing for wellness provision. When the
project was started Labor Party members said, ‘Just
trust us. We know what we’re doing’. There is a litany
of examples.
Mr Leane — On a point of order, Acting President,
the member is very much straying from a tight motion
that, apart from the amendment, most members of the
chamber agree with, and I ask you to bring the member
back to debating the motion.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, Acting
President, a critical part of Mr Mulino’s contribution
was his reaching out to the public saying, ‘Believe us.
We know what we’re doing. We’ve got the facts right’,
and Mr Ondarchie is giving some real and well-known
examples of where in actual fact that was not the case.
So Mr Ondarchie is responding directly to the case that
was put by Mr Mulino.
Mr Leane — Further on the point of order, Acting
President, I fail to see how the projects being mentioned
by Mr Ondarchie — such as the Royal Children’s
Hospital, which was a Labor Party project where
Liberal Party members clamoured to attend the opening
and to rub shoulders with the Queen — have anything
to do with this motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
Mr Leane is debating, not adding clarity to, the point of
order.
Mr ONDARCHIE — On the point of order, Acting
President, this is a wideranging debate that government
members entered into by taking debate beyond the
motion, which is about the port of Melbourne
transaction, and to their financial credibility, and that
gives me licence to talk about their financial credibility.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
On Mr Leane’s point of order, Mr Ondarchie is in the
early stages of making his contribution on this motion.
We should give him some licence and latitude to
continue his contribution, but I draw Mr Ondarchie
back to making sure that he focuses his contribution on
the motion before the house.
Mr ONDARCHIE — In relation to motion 141
moved by Mr Rich-Phillips for the appointment of a
select committee to look at the transactional
arrangements in the government’s proposed sale of the
port of Melbourne, it goes to the government’s
credibility as decision-makers in financial matters. The
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fact of the matter today remains that Labor does not
have a good track record when it comes to financial
rigour in relation to contracts. I have already
demonstrated that in my contribution today.
The Labor Party heads off on a journey without any due
diligence, without any logic and without any planning
around initiatives. Already during the term of this
government we have seen that happen. The government
has embarked on two new public holidays without a
regulatory impact statement, which proves that the
government’s thoughts on this initiative are
economically harmful to Victoria. The government’s
Back to Work Bill 2015 proceeded into the Parliament
with no rules or guidelines around it. Government
members said, ‘Don’t worry about it. Trust us. We’ll
work it out as we go along’.
Those are two examples in a row already during the
term of this government when it has headed off on an
initiative without any due diligence or any rigour
around the issues, yet today government members say
to the people of Victoria, ‘Just trust us. We have got an
idea. We know what we’re doing. Just trust us’. This is
policy on the run 101, reiterated by a Labor
government. Time and again Labor governments
embark on something saying, ‘To hell with the cost’. If
it hurts Victorians, they do not care. They just want to
get their policy through.
Yet today, having criticised the opposition, the Greens
and the minor parties, saying they are stalling the port
of Melbourne legislation, government members now
say, ‘We’re happy with the inquiry’. This is policy on
the run. The government just moves around. How do
government members deal with that? They send each
other text messages saying, ‘Let’s look enthusiastic.
Let’s look happy about what we’re doing’. I do not
know why they are wasting money on acting lessons;
they should just text each other. That is policy on the
run 101, and the government wants the Treasurer’s
monopoly: pay $200, but do not pass go. That is what
members of the government want. They say, ‘Just trust
us’.
Today the government claims that it is going to give
$200 million to regional Victoria. The government
spent $640 million not to build a road, but it is only
going to give regional Victoria $200 million. How
incredible are the actions of those opposite? They will
give $200 million to regional Victoria as some sort of
sweetener but will not even mention Bay West and the
people of Geelong. Yet Mr Mulino stands here today
and says, ‘We’re on the same page’. But we are not on
the same page, because we want appropriate due
diligence for the people of Victoria. The Labor Party
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has a track record of not supporting them and not
applying appropriate financial rigour when it comes to
financial transactions in this state. We cannot blame the
people of Victoria for saying, ‘Actually, we don’t trust
you. You’ve mucked it up so many times before’. They
want to hear the outcomes of this inquiry. It is our job
as a responsible opposition, along with the Greens and
crossbenchers, to make sure that the people of Victoria
are getting good value for this transaction. We cannot
help but support the people of Victoria on this issue.
Today, by way of amendment, the government is
arguing about the timing of the transaction and saying
the end of November is too late. When it comes to
timing, let me give members an example in relation to
what the government is thinking about in terms of the
standing orders in the lower house. It is talking about
reintroducing the lunchbreak in the lower house. It has
gone to the Standing Orders Committee of that house
and said, ‘We’d like you to report on that by 30 June
2016’.
Mr Herbert — On a point of order, Acting
President, I appreciate your previous ruling that
Mr Ondarchie was at the start of his contribution then,
but he is straying way, way from anything anywhere
nearly relevant to the motion we are debating today. I
ask you to bring him back to the motion. The
lunchbreak in the other house has simply no relevance
whatsoever to this debate, and it is childish.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, Acting
President, I must say I can understand why Labor Party
members are upset about Mr Ondarchie’s very
entertaining and informative contribution, but his most
recent comment, and the point on which the minister
has taken a point of order, was on the length of the
inquiry. It is absolutely pertinent, and it highlights the
hypocrisy of members of the Labor government — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I suggest that Mrs Peulich is debating.
Mrs Peulich — I was just going to say that the
proposal for a very long lead appetiser to the
reintroduction of the lunchbreak versus a 30-day period
of inquiry into the biggest and most important matter
affecting all of Victoria, but in particular the south-east,
shows that Mr Ondarchie is on the money.
Mr Finn — On the point of order, Acting President,
Mr Ondarchie is well within his rights and is being
extremely relevant, because we are talking about time
lines here. The important point that Mr Ondarchie was
making — and indeed would have completed making if
the minister had allowed him to do so — is that here we
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have a government whose members are saying, ‘We
must conclude this inquiry within a month’, but when it
comes to an inquiry into a lunchbreak they are giving it
until the middle of next year. We are talking about time
lines. That is the important part of this debate and in
fact probably the only thing that is worth debating on
this matter at the moment given that members on both
sides are in agreement on everything else.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I suggest that Mr Finn is debating. In relation to the
point of order raised by the minister, it is my view that
Mr Ondarchie has strayed far beyond the brief of this
motion, and I ask him to come back to the motion
before the house.
Mr ONDARCHIE — My point was about time
lines, but perhaps government members can eat their
Vegemite sandwiches while they are watching the Port
Phillip Heads being blasted. Government members are
prepared to stretch out the time lines for other
committees to suit their bellies, yet they want to argue
about this one. Members of the opposition will not
support the amendment to the time lines.
Let me conclude by saying that this is perhaps one of
the most important inquiries for Victoria outside others
such as the child abuse inquiry. When it comes to
financial transactions Victorians are not prepared to
trust members of the Labor Party, given their track
record on financial transactions in this state. They are
not prepared to see Victoria blasted with another myki
ticketing system, another desalination plant, another
north–south pipeline or any of the litany of projects that
have come from the Labor Party over many years and
that put Victoria in a bad financial position.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — While government members
make frivolous interjections that divert attention away
from their track record of bad financial transactions in
this state, they have not yet denied that they will wipe
out all of Port Phillip’s beaches when they blast the
heads to get the big ships through. When government
members contemplate selling one of Victoria’s biggest
assets, not for this generation but for the generations
beyond, Victorians are entitled to know what is going
to happen with their money. Members of the Labor
government in this state are saying insultingly to the
people of Victoria, ‘Just trust us. We know what we’re
doing’. We do not and we will not.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Maybe we can get back to a serious debate
here rather than that frivolous rubbish about Vegemite
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sandwiches and the history lecture we just received
from Mr Ondarchie. I had no idea he was like a
university professor who likes to lecture so much.
The truth of this is very simple. This is an incredibly
important debate on an incredibly important motion
moved by Mr Rich-Phillips proposing the
establishment of a select committee to consider the
lease of the port of Melbourne. It has to be put in the
context of the government’s absolute commitment to
driving infrastructure and investment in this state. That
is absolutely crystal clear. The fact is that the
government inherited from the previous government a
legacy of 6.8 per cent unemployment, including huge
youth unemployment across the state; industries closing
down; the finance sector and other business sectors all
going to Sydney; and a state that was moribund, with
business confidence on the floor and the confidence of
Victorians as low as we have seen it for decades. We
have to rebuild this state.
We also have to have measures in place in the context
of the increase in the population of Melbourne, with the
1 million people who have come here in the past seven
or eight years and those who will come here. We are
doing that in planning, transport and a whole range of
business and employment investment strategies.
This debate is about a very simple matter. It is about an
election commitment to lease the port of Melbourne to
fund the removal of 50 of the worst congested level
crossings in this state, which have to be addressed. We
have to do something right across Melbourne, not just
build a tunnel with a dodgy contract. We have to do
something that is in the interests of people from the
rural sector as they transport their produce through
Melbourne on trucks. It has to be done in the interests
of our rail network, where we have to have thousands
more people transported by public transport every day
of the week. It has to be done in the interests of all those
commuters who live in the suburbs of Melbourne,
because the roads they travel up and down are clogged
at the level crossings. It is a simple thing. We will
increase trains, increase capacity with more rolling
stock and build an inner city duplicate underground.
We will get more people onto trains and have fewer
level crossings, and that will mean less congestion on
our roads. We will fund that through the lease of the
port.
These programs are not something that members can
play political games with, as much as those opposite
would like to do that. I have been in opposition, and I
understand entirely what a bitter experience it can be,
but it is not right that members should take that bitter
experience and try to wreck the programs that are
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needed in this state to get people back to work and to
bust the current congestion on our roads. Those
opposite should not take the bitterness that they are
feeling out on the people of Victoria. That is the real
issue here; that is exactly what is happening.
Members have talked about timing. We all know what
the timing is about. Let us just put it on the table. We
will have $100 million to fast-track planning for the
program to remove 50 level crossings. There will be a
contract this year to lease the port, and we will have
$5 billion to remove those level crossings linked to that
fast-track planning. If we can get the bill through the
Parliament quickly with the support of those opposite,
we will probably get a lot more than $5 billion and we
will be able to put $200 million into regional Victoria
under the deal done with the Victorian Farmers
Federation.
If we cannot get the bill through the Parliament this
year, we will have to cut back on the money. If we
cannot go through the process of the lease of the port
this year, the whole thing will be put out of whack. That
is what this motion is really about. That is why
government members say, ‘Do a bit of work if you’re
really fair dinkum about this. If you’re not just playing
political games, be fair dinkum, get the inquiry done by
30 September — get it done earlier — and don’t drag it
through to the end of the year and the Christmas
close-down to put back the leasing arrangements and
process by a year. Don’t extend the process into another
financial year. If you’re fair dinkum, have a program of
rapid work — really do a bit of work on this’.
There is no reason why this cannot be done in order to
have the program to lease the port started, as is outlined
in the budget this year, by the end of this financial year.
That is what it is about, and we all know it is about that.
Then we hear these lectures about our capacity to do it
and how we are changing things. Let us be clear: the
previous government started the process. The previous
government’s advisers, Morgan Stanley and Flagstaff
Partners, were appointed by those opposite. They are
still in place under the same advisory arrangements.
There is no conspiracy here. The financial advisers
appointed by opposition members are still doing the
work to the same time line. There is no conspiracy here
and there are no deep secrets. It is about getting the best
value out of the leasing arrangements to put into
infrastructure, the best value in terms of long-term
delivery of transportation of goods through the port and
the best value for Victoria.
Morgan Stanley and Flagstaff Partners are doing the
work. They were appointed by the now opposition, and
we have continued their appointment as they plan that
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out. This is just about political games. Do members
know who is going to suffer the cost of those games?
The hundreds and hundreds of apprentices who will be
employed through the government’s 10 per cent
commitment to projects of national significance. On
every one of those grade separations 10 per cent of the
workforce will be apprentices. They are going to suffer
because of what the opposition is doing. The workers
who will be building the grade separations, the
hundreds and hundreds of apprentices and the hundreds
and hundreds of engineers who are being relocated
from Ford and Holden who would be working on these
grade separations right now are the people being
disadvantaged by the opposition’s very shallow
political partisanship.
We can keep going on this, but let us be clear: we have
an agenda to remove 50 of the worst level crossings.
We have an agenda to rebuild Melbourne Metro. We
have an agenda to get rid of dangerous crossings in
country Victoria. We have an agenda to build our
schools and rebuild our TAFE systems. This is a major
agenda. It was all there, contained in our election
commitments, and we are living up to them. The only
danger to Melbourne’s future growth and Victoria’s
future growth in terms of meeting our population needs,
our industry needs, our community needs and our
farmers’ needs is the partisanship of the opposition and
the bitterness of opposition members about not being in
government. The game the opposition is playing on this
important connection — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank the minister.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Religious institution tax exemptions
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Honourable Gavin Jennings,
representing the Treasurer. Religious institutions in
Victoria receive a number of exemptions to payment of
taxes and rates that are not enjoyed by other
organisations. These exemptions are included within
the Stamps Act 1958, the Financial Institutions Duty
Act 1982, the Debits Tax Act 1990, the Payroll Tax Act
2007 and the Land Tax Act 2005. How much did
exemptions on religious institutions’ investment
earnings, land tax, capital gains tax on the sale of assets
and rate payments cost Victoria in the 2013–14 year?

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
2224

COUNCIL

Wednesday, 5 August 2015

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
going to invite the member to ask me what the
predicted outcome was for 2014–15 and in 2015–16 as
a supplementary question!

who will be conducting the review, what will be the
terms of reference, whether the government is intending
to release an issues paper and whether the reviewers
will be consulting with stakeholders?

I cannot actually provide her with the answer at this
point in time. I will certainly encourage my colleague
the Treasurer to exercise his mind and perhaps seek the
advice of the Department of Treasury and Finance to
either make an estimation or attribute what that cost
may be. But unfortunately at this point in time it does
not come to mind.

Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. I can
inform her that Victoria’s adoption laws are more than
30 years old. I can confirm that I made such an election
commitment prior to the change of government and can
also advise the member that that commitment stands. I
spoke to organisations that have an interest in these
issues prior to the election and have done so
subsequently. We are now in the process of considering
how we can best review and modernise our adoption
legislation. We are very committed to ensuring that
members of the community have an opportunity to
participate in that and express their views. More
information will be available, and I am happy to share
that with the member, as well as with other members,
when those details are finalised.

Supplementary question
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I look
forward to the advice of the Treasurer. Sadly, my
supplementary question is not as the minister
suggested. Tax exemptions for religious organisations
have been justified in the past through the suggestion
that these organisations and the advancement of
religion, which may denote them as charitable in
common law, provide some kind of social benefit.
Could the minister explain: what is the social benefit of
advancing religion and how is that measured?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
President, I am not necessarily going to in a fulsome
way respond with a deep-seated philosophical response
or a cultural response to the question, but I will respond
by saying that I would have thought in many, many
instances — regardless of denomination — we can
point to circumstances where social support and
community support services are provided each and
every day in Victoria, in Australia and around the world
by organisations which are faith-based. I think that is
pretty evident, and I am sure the member is aware of
that herself. On that basis there is a value, and I am
certain there is a value, but in terms of the public policy
issues about the charitable status and exemptions, I
think that is probably the domain of public policy
considerations of government and it would be better to
deal with the financial implications of it in the response
to the member’s substantive question.

Adoption legislation
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is for the Minister for Families and
Children. In a media release before last year’s election
the minister, then in opposition, promised that there
would be a thorough review of the Adoption Act 1984.
The minister has since confirmed that she will be
commencing a review of the Adoption Act this year.
Can the minister indicate when this review is scheduled
to commence and provide some basic details, such as

The member would also be aware that we made another
election commitment in relation to Victoria’s adoption
laws, and that was to provide for adoption within
same-sex relationships. The government commissioned
a review in respect of the existing legislation, in
particular relating to that issue. That review was
conducted by Mr Eamonn Moran, QC, and that matter
is being overseen by the Minister for Equality,
Mr Foley. We hope to be able to have more to say
about that relatively soon.

Native forests
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Agriculture. It is clear that the
minister has a standard response when presented with
evidence of the unsustainability of native forest logging
and the benefits of transitioning to commercial
plantations. Her response is that Labor supports the
21 000 jobs in the timber industry. Not surprisingly, I
have asked the minister for the precise details of the
number of jobs in the various sectors of the timber
industry. In particular I have asked for details for native
forest logging and transportation, sawmill jobs and
timber plantation jobs in each of the regional forest
agreement regions. In her response the minister has
indicated that the department does not have the data
sought by the member. How exactly does the minister
account for the 21 000 jobs that are so important in the
government’s continuing support for native forest
logging?
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Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for her continued interest in these
matters.
Mr Jennings — She is sincere in that too.
Ms PULFORD — Yes, I am. The form in which
the member requested this information does not exist,
so it is not able to be provided by the geographical
breakdown that the member requested. I have provided
the member with information about the 21 000 jobs. In
fact there are other sources that would suggest the
number is higher, but I think 21 000 is a conservative
number.
We will no doubt get to continue to do this until
Ms Dunn runs out of questions, because her interest in
this is enormous. Her appetite for information on our
forestry industry knows no limits. Where I am able to
answer questions, even when they are questions that
would perhaps be better directed to the federal Minister
for the Environment, I will do my best to answer them;
but I cannot answer questions where answers do not
exist. When I am asked to provide the breakdown of
figures by different locations in a form that does not
exist, then I cannot just magic that up, in spite of the
member’s desire that I might do so.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I do recall the
minister explaining that some of those jobs were in
Eastern Metropolitan Region, so I wonder how she
came to an answer on that basis given that the figures
are not in a geographic range.
As my supplementary question, I am wondering how
the minister can justify support for native forest logging
on the basis of the 21 000 jobs in the entire timber
industry, when the latest census data shows that only
559 Victorians nominated their occupation as ‘Forestry
and/or logging worker’?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — It
makes for a refreshing change that the member is
asking about people who work in the timber industry in
her electorate, because there are many. I will provide
you, President, and the house with a further
explanation. As the member probably is aware,
Australian Bureau of Statistics data that is collected and
electoral boundaries do not have a neat and perfect
overlap. There are significant employers in the timber
products industry that are in the Eastern Metropolitan
Region. But the member, in her question about the
geographical breakdown, was inquiring about forestry
agreement boundaries rather than the boundaries that
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the Australian Bureau of Statistics or indeed the
Victorian Electoral Commission use.
I am trying — I really am — but the member does seek
information in a form that does not exist, and she
continues to ask impossibly broad-ranging questions
about the kinds of things that the government might be
doing to support people in the timber industry,
including a question asking if I could outline any — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank the minister.

China-Australia free trade agreement
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Does the Andrews Labor
government support Australia’s free trade agreement
with China?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I see where Mr Ondarchie is
going. There is a famous Greek saying that I will not
recite in Greek, for Hansard’s benefit, but it is ‘Before
you were coming, I was already going’. I can already
tell what the member’s supplementary question will be.
Let me tell the member as the minister for trade that the
Andrews government supports anything that benefits
both businesses and the people of Victoria.
The China-Australia free trade agreement is at the
behest of the federal government, and it is up to the
opposition’s Liberal Party colleagues federally to
negotiate an appropriate deal for the people of
Australia, which obviously includes the people of
Victoria.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I have already answered the
question in relation to Victoria. Anything that helps
benefit the betterment of Victorian businesses is
something the Victorian government supports. But let
us be clear that the free trade agreement is the domain
of the federal government.
Supplementary question
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — The
minister started by saying that he knew what I was
going to ask so he was going to answer it, but he failed
to do that. Given that he already knows what my
supplementary is going to be, maybe he can commence
by answering it. Given that the minister, on behalf of
the Andrews government, fully failed to commit to
supporting the free trade agreement with China, could
he tell the house how he — not anybody else — will
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ensure that Victorian companies maximise their trade
opportunities arising from the free trade agreement with
China?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am glad Mr Ondarchie got
my message last night to ask me these questions, and I
appreciate the opportunity. As Mr Ondarchie knows,
we have 18 Victorian government business offices
overseas, and we have committed to establishing
3 more. The role of the Victorian government business
office network is to assist investment facilitation into
Australia and to enable trade overseas. In relation to
China specifically, this government will shortly
undertake a significant trade mission to China led by
the Premier, Daniel Andrews. I welcome the member’s
support for what we are trying to do to increase trade
between Victorian businesses and those overseas. We
live in a global marketplace. China of course is a very
significant one, and we will endeavour to ensure that
Victorian businesses can maximise their earning and
export potential wherever possible.

Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Regional Development. Can the
minister advise whether 100 per cent of the funding
envelope for the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund
will be paid out as grants for regional projects, or will
the fund also be used to set up public service offices
and for other incidentals such as office accommodation,
equipment, vehicles and even wages?
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Supplementary question
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It is also worth
noting, though, that the documents put out by the
government late last year mention that part of the
$200 million subset within the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund was going to be for the setting up of
eight regional Victorian business centres. I ask whether
those regional business centres will be set up under that
$200 million fund using part of that $200 million fund,
or will they be excluded?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — The $200 million component of the
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund is the Regional
Jobs Fund. This supports the establishment of a number
of programs and initiatives, including the $20 million
Food Source Victoria fund. The jobs fund component
of the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund — the
$200 million Mr Drum is referring to — is substantially
around providing support to businesses and industry to
develop and create jobs in regional Victoria. It is not
about fitting out government offices.

Public holidays

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — The Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund is Labor’s $500 million commitment to rebuilding
our regional Victorian communities. It is something we
said before the election we would establish, and as
members know, the legislative arrangements to support
its establishment passed through this house with
support from members of all parties, and I thank them
for that.

Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Sue, the owner of a bakery cafe
in Surrey Hills, says the creation of a grand final eve
public holiday is one of the most irresponsible decisions
she has ever heard. Her average takings for the Friday
before the grand final, based on the last three years of
data, are $3500. It now being a public holiday, Sue’s
wages cost will be $5000. If she opens and makes
$3500, her business will lose $1500, and that is before
rent and electricity. If the business closes that day, Sue
explained that she gets no takings and still has to pay
$2000 in wages. Either way, under Labor’s poor public
policy Sue’s business will make a loss. What advice
does the Andrews government have for the tens of
thousands of Victorian small businesses in exactly the
same position?

The fund guidelines were released on 28 June and the
fund has been operational since 1 July. The trust fund
arrangements are similar to the two predecessor
funds — the Regional Growth Fund and the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund of the former Labor
government — and this has served us well. As a former
minister and former parliamentary secretary in this area,
Mr Drum would be well familiar with the arrangements
that govern these funds. I can confirm to Mr Drum that
things like office fit-outs are not covered by the
guidelines. I urge him to have a look at the guidelines
on the Regional Development Victoria website.

Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank Ms Fitzherbert for her
question. The issue of whether business owners choose
to trade on the grand final eve holiday is an issue they
will have to assess themselves. I appreciate the issue the
member presented to me in her question. The fact
remains that whether Ms Fitzherbert, who sits on the
other side of the chamber, supports the public holiday
or not, the government was very clear with the
Victorian public about what it was going to do. This
was clearly an election commitment by the Andrews
opposition, and now the Andrews government is going
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about implementing it. We will do so diligently and we
will do so respectfully.
I respect the example provided by the member through
her question, but the fact remains that this government
is not in the habit of imposing trading restrictions upon
businesses. We are not in the habit of telling businesses
what they should or should not do. This is a matter for
them. All I can reiterate is that this government was
very clear about its commitments prior to the election
and it is going about diligently implementing those
election commitments.
Supplementary question
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for his answer. Some of Sue’s
employees are among the 273 000 casual employees in
Victoria not expected to be working across the two
public holidays due to Victorian businesses being
closed. What advice should Victorian small businesses
give those 273 000 casual employees who will not get a
shift nor be paid on that day?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Again I thank the member for
her question. What I can best do is reiterate that those
public holidays provide an opportunity for people to
spend time with their family and loved ones or
undertake other activities. For example, in Ballarat
whenever there is a long weekend sales within the
region increase by 60 per cent. There is a real
opportunity for people to use that weekend to spend
time with their friends and loved ones or go and do
other things. That is what happens, but ultimately it is a
matter of free will — apparently a concept the Liberal
opposition has decided to dispense with.

Aviation skills training
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Minister for
Training and Skills. I refer to the Boeing 737 aircraft
that was purchased by the Brumby government as a
training aid for aviation skills courses in Victoria. Can
the minister confirm that his department has now
ordered that to be scrapped?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Is it a Boeing 737 aircraft purchased for a
TAFE?
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HERBERT — I just seek a little bit of clarity. I
cannot confirm that. I have not got a briefing on what
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Mr Rich-Phillips is putting to me. I am happy to get a
briefing on it, but I really cannot comment on it.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer,
and I take it that this would be a question taken on
notice. But I ask the minister as a supplementary
question: this Boeing 737 was purchased at
considerable expense to taxpayers and transported to
Victoria at considerable expense to taxpayers. Will he
provide an assurance that it will be maintained and kept
as a training aid for aero-skills courses in Victoria?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his
supplementary question. I gather this was something
that occurred under the previous government. I have not
had a briefing on it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HERBERT — It occurred under the Brumby
government? Way back. I would have to have a good
look at this. There have been some changes in aviation
training. There has been a drop-off, quite frankly;
whether it be in Queensland or here, there has been a bit
of a drop-off in that training. A whole heap of changes
have occurred in terms of how maintenance training
and a range of other training is done. However, having
said that, I will look into this matter. I am happy to
come back on this point. I am not going to guarantee
anything before I get a decent briefing on what the
underlying issues that Mr Rich-Phillips is alluding to
are.

Public holidays
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. I ask: given the minister’s
previous answer to Ms Fitzherbert, as well as his
commitment to follow in the footsteps of his
predecessor, former Minister Somyurek, and implement
Labor’s two new public holidays, what is the point of
the 28 days of public consultation — which end
today — for the regulatory impact statement (RIS)
when he is committed to ignoring the content of those
submissions and the concerns raised within them?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for the
question. It is a good question. It is one that I have
asked of my own department. The answer is that — —
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr DALIDAKIS — If members wish to interrupt
me, I will stop. The simple answer is we are committed
to going through the RIS process because that is the
way in which we move forward with the gazettal of the
holidays. It is a process issue, but members should be in
no doubt that, irrespective of what the submissions say,
we will continue to implement our election
commitments because — believe it or not — that is
what this government does. We implement our election
commitments.
Supplementary question
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Perhaps the answer to my supplementary question is
self-evident, but nonetheless I will ask it. Given Labor’s
commitment to implement the public holidays
irrespective of the content of those submissions and the
concerns raised within them, is this not just another
example of a sham Labor consultation?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I do not accept the
characterisation in the question, but it was asked and
answered in the substantive question and response
anyway.

City of Moreland councillor
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Special Minister of State, the Leader
of the Government. It relates to his responsibilities for
sections 223A to 223C of the Local Government Act
1989. Has the minister appointed an inspector of
municipal administration to examine and investigate
any possible breaches of the act by City of Moreland
councillor and one-time Labor Party member Michael
Teti following the allegations in the Age of 20 July?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — No, I
have not. I exercise my powers under that act on the
advice of the department of local government and the
Minister for Local Government, who provide me with
advice about why I should exercise my responsibilities
under that act to appoint inspectors, as well as
providing advice to other people who may play a role in
providing administrative support to councils that may
be experiencing some degree of difficulty in their
governance arrangements. I have not received any
advice to the effect that I should take action under my
responsibilities, so in fact I have not been advised of
any matter that would warrant my intervention. I am
very happy to have conversations with my colleague
the Minister for Local Government and to receive her
advice on this subject, but certainly I have not been in
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receipt of any information that would warrant my
taking precipitative action.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Despite the
minister’s response and his indication that he has not
been provided with advice, he is still of course
responsible for those sections of the Local Government
Act. Given the serious nature of the allegations — —
An honourable member — What allegations?
Mr DAVIS — The series of allegations made in the
Age of mafia links and so on. Will he seek discussion
with the Minister for Local Government or the
department about whether it is appropriate that those
steps under those sections be taken?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
President, you would be very aware I am sure — as in
fact a former minister may be aware — that we should
not blithely allege certain matters that relate to the
administration of local government, which may or may
not be connected to anything that may appear in the
press and anything that the member chooses to run a
commentary on.
I will take appropriate advice and I will deal with the
appropriate structures within government to deal with
those matters, and if there is something that warrants
my attention on the basis of that advice, I will provide
it. But until I can, I am not in an exercise of trawling the
horizon for what extraneous matters may be in the
newspaper about a whole aspect of — —
Mr Davis — So you will discuss it with the local
government minister?
Mr JENNINGS — I have already volunteered to do
that in my answer to the substantive question, but I do
not accept the premise that just because there is
something about a person’s personal circumstances that
may appear in the press, that may warrant an issue of
governance of local government to be considered.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have four answers to questions on notice: 624, 625, 769
and 799.
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Written responses

Reports

The PRESIDENT — Order! In relation to today’s
questions I would indicate that Mr Herbert, the Minister
for Training and Skills, has undertaken to provide a
response with respect to the aircraft and its use for
training in the aeronautical industry. That would be in
respect of both the substantive and supplementary
questions. As I understand that this relates to the
training area, I would expect the answer tomorrow.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate to the house
at this juncture that I have asked the clerks for
information on reports that have been undertaken by
committees to which the government response has not
yet been forthcoming. I recognise that the context of
some of these reports is that they cross governments,
and I understand and appreciate the difficulty that might
create in terms of getting a response to a dated report. I
do have the view, however, that the work that is done
by committees of the Parliament is extremely
important.

I also indicate that Ms Wooldridge has raised with me a
concern that a written response she received from
Mr Jennings with respect to the regulatory impact
statement process for the public holidays was not
satisfactory in that the answer indicated when the
process was starting but did not make any comment on
whether or not it would be concluded by the time of the
grand final eve public holiday. That was the substance
of the question; it was actually a supplementary
question asked on 25 June. I have sought some advice
on this matter in terms of how the process works, and I
concur with Ms Wooldridge that the answer is therefore
not responsive to the substance of her question. I would
therefore ask that that be addressed again.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, Speaker,
yesterday the Special Minister of State took on
notice — and you referred to him at the conclusion of
question time — a response on the cost of both the legal
representation of and the investigations into the former
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade,
Mr Somyurek. Twenty-four hours have now passed and
there has been no response to those questions, so I draw
to your attention the failure to respond in the time frame
you specified.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On that one I gave two
days, so that one is well within court.
Ms Patten — On a point of order, Speaker, my
substantive question was taken on notice. I am not sure
if it is on the list.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I did not rule on that,
but the member is right. She is referring to her
substantive question on the financial implications for
the government in respect of concessions to religious
organisations. The minister gave an undertaking that he
would provide a response on that. That is certainly a
two-day one. If he achieves that in two days, he is
doing very well I think.

Members put in a lot of time, and members of the
public and organisations, including a variety of
stakeholders, obviously make a contribution to these
reports by way of their submissions and their evidence,
so I believe a government response to these committee
reports is important. It is my intention therefore to write
to the government — and as I said, I understand that the
time period in relation to most of these reports cross
governments. Nonetheless I think a corporate response
is necessary, and as I said, it is my intention to write to
the government in respect of the following reports.
In relation to the report of what was the Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee titled Inquiry into Livability Options in
Outer Suburban Melbourne, there was a response due
date of June 2013. There was a government response
date of December 2013 for the same committee’s report
titled Inquiry on Growing the Suburbs — Infrastructure
and Business Development in Outer Suburban
Melbourne. The report of what was the Road Safety
Committee titled Inquiry into Serious Injury had a
response date of 28 November 2014. There was a
response date of March 2015 for the report of what was
the Economic Development, Infrastructure and Outer
Suburban/Interface Services and Development
Committee titled Inquiry into Marine Rescue Services
in Victoria — and these all remind me I need to go to
the optometrist, because this writing is very small.
There was a response date of 3 March 2015 for the
report of what was the Environment and Natural
Resources Committee titled Inquiry into Heritage
Tourism and Ecotourism in Victoria. Finally, there was
a response date of 3 March 2015 for the report of what
was the Rural and Regional Committee titled Inquiry
into the Opportunities for Increasing Exports of Goods
and Services from Regional Victoria.
I do not think I have the power to vary the response
dates. I will simply be seeking the government’s
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support in terms of a response to these matters in due
course.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
very happy to have a look, President, but I think you are
poorly advised in relation to a number of those
inquiries, because I am confident and my colleague is
confident that a number of responses have been
provided by the government to those inquiries. I will
double-check the list, but I am pretty certain that at least
one or two of those you mentioned have been
responded to. Perhaps collectively we can do some
work on the status of those responses.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Metropolitan Region
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question this afternoon is for the Minister
for Public Transport, Jacinta Allan, and it concerns the
Reservoir Junction railway crossing. A substantial
marketing campaign has been undertaken by the
government to communicate to local residents that this
level crossing will be removed, yet there is no date
around that and there has been no consultation with
either the local community or the Darebin City Council,
the municipality it sits in. This railway crossing sits
right outside Ms Mikakos’s office, and the government
has not provided a date as to when it will be removed.
The local community has been talking about this level
crossing for 15 years, and local residents have now
received a brochure from their local member saying
that this crossing is about to be removed.
I wonder if the minister, perhaps through consultation
with the local MP whose office is situated right near the
crossing, could do the right thing by the local residents
and provide me with the date on which this level
crossing will be removed so I can advise my
constituents, who have been badly advised by the local
representative.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Education, and it relates to some challenges faced by
Parkdale Secondary College and its current zoning,
which excludes part of the very suburb in which the
school is found — Parkdale. The school is now at
capacity. The coalition government funded it well for a
number of projects, but it now needs further funding for
expansion and renewal of its student accommodation,
as in classrooms. I ask the minister to take whatever
action is necessary to address this zoning impasse,
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which is affecting families, and also to look at the need
for additional funding for Parkdale Secondary College
to accommodate a growing student population.

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — A
second-generation family greengrocer in my electorate
has concerns about parking at the new Epping market.
My constituent has been travelling to the old
Melbourne market in Footscray for the last 30 years
delivering fresh fruit and vegetables and picking up
stock to sell in the Latrobe Valley. To cater for his
business he rented a semireserved parking bay, which
allowed him to park his truck to unload and then reload.
The parking bay was paid for three months in advance,
and it gave him 24-hour access for the paid period.
My constituent has been told he will no longer have
access to a semireserved parking bay at the new Epping
site. This means he will be unable to reload his truck
and bring produce back to the Latrobe Valley. My
question is to the Minister for Agriculture, the
Honourable Jaala Pulford: what is the criteria for a
seller or buyer to be able to rent a semireserved parking
bay at the new Epping market, particularly in the case
of someone who has had access to one for over
30 years?

Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Public Transport, and it regards
the safety and sanitary conditions of rail services on the
Shepparton line. I recently hosted a community forum
to hear constituents’ concerns regarding all aspects of
public transport across greater Shepparton. The forum
highlighted a number of key priorities, including the
frequency of services and the safety and sanitary
conditions of the train carriages. Numerous constituents
were concerned about how often and thoroughly the
train carriages are cleaned, describing them as filthy
and unusable. There was also a lot of anxiety about the
safety and accessibility of various stations on the line,
particularly Mooroopna station, which is unmanned.
These concerns were also raised at the government
consultation session held in Shepparton last Thursday.
The issues of safety and cleanliness are a basic duty of
care and my constituents should not need to wait for the
regional transport plan to be completed before they are
addressed. I ask the minister to address as a priority the
safety and sanitary conditions of carriages and the
safety of stations on the Shepparton line.
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Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question today is in support of sports clubs
in Drysdale. Drysdale has a population of
12 000 people, but unfortunately it has only one sports
oval. The community has developed a four-year master
plan, and before the last election both Labor and the
Liberal Party committed to co-funding with the City of
Greater Geelong a $7 million stage 1 project. It now
seems that the City of Greater Geelong is reassessing its
commitment in relation to stage 1 of the $20 million
reserve. However, the government’s $3.5 million
pledge is still on the table. I ask the Minister for Sport
to enter into discussions with the City of Greater
Geelong to ensure that Drysdale sporting clubs have the
opportunity to progress this very important
infrastructure for the area, a $20 million multipurpose
sports reserve.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is directed to Jacinta Allan, the
Minister for Public Transport. It concerns level crossing
removals in Bayswater — there are two that are quite
close together, one on Mountain Highway and one on
Scoresby Road. I understand that there has been some
good work done by this government on the planning
and delivery of those two particular level crossing
removals in Bayswater. Councils and stakeholders in
the area have the impression that the previous
government did some planning work on the removal of
the level crossings and actually left a boom gate on
Mountain Highway to access a maintenance yard.
Could the minister get back to me and inform me
whether that is correct?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport, Jacinta Allan. I have been contacted by
Mr Graham Cahill, a constituent of mine who lives in
Pakenham, who has been a frequent user of the airport
bus and V/Line services during off-peak periods for the
purpose of returning to his residence in Pakenham from
Melbourne Airport. The V/Line service provides many
Pakenham locals like Mr Cahill with essential space for
luggage as well as considerably safer services,
according to Mr Cahill, resulting from the presence of a
conductor on board, and it also follows a direct route to
the Southern Cross railway station. The government has
axed a number of services for users of Pakenham
station. Mr Cahill is concerned about how he will be
able to get from the airport to Pakenham using public
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transport, noting the difficulty of carrying luggage on
Metro Trains Melbourne services. He is unable to
afford a taxi. My question for Minister Allan is: noting
the slashing of these services, what will the minister do
to address these concerns Mr Cahill has raised?

Western Victoria Region
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Training
and Skills, and it is in relation to his visit to South West
TAFE in July of this year. During his visit the minister
announced an additional $1.6 million in funding on top
of the $4 million he announced for that education
facility some time ago. The sustainability and capability
of South West TAFE is critical in our region because
we have a youth unemployment rate of around 20 per
cent and a very low education attainment rate, one of
the lowest in the country. I ask the minister to inform
me and my constituents in the south-west how this
additional $1.6 million will assist South West TAFE to
provide education and training so young people in the
region can get meaningful, long-term jobs for the
future.

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Health.
Many community health centres provide or at least
facilitate early intervention programs for children with
autism. These programs, as I have explained to the
house before, are crucially important to the future life
prospects of these children and their families. Will the
minister provide to me a full summary of waiting lists
for early intervention for children with autism at
community health centres in Melbourne’s western
suburbs?

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I have a question
for the Minister for Public Transport. It relates to
overcrowding on the 4.15 p.m. and 4.58 p.m. Traralgon
rail line weekday services departing from Flinders
Street. Following community consultations concern has
been expressed that, given the popularity of the services
and with the growth in communities throughout the
region, the trains remain overcrowded and people are
being required to stand from Flinders Street even before
the scheduled pick-ups from Richmond, Caulfield,
Clayton and Dandenong occur. On that basis, I seek an
answer from the minister in relation to what can be
done in the immediate short term, beyond the addition
of extra services and rolling stock, to alleviate the
problems of overcrowding and to make sure that
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service quality on the Gippsland line continues to
improve following the consultations and the regional
strategy for improving public transport more generally.

PORT OF MELBOURNE LEASE
Debate resumed.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — As I was saying before question time, a
substantive issue that has been raised by those opposite
in regard to the process and the outcomes is basically a
conspiracy theory about the government having other
agendas et cetera, or that we do not have the capacity to
implement the lease, and a range of other red herrings.
I want to reiterate — because there was a fair bit of
noise when I spoke earlier — the very simple point that
before the election those opposite supported the leasing
of the port of Melbourne. It was straightforward. I make
the point that the financial advisers, Morgan Stanley
and Flagstaff Partners, appointed by those opposite, are
the same advisers the government is using so that there
can be consistency in the process. I am advised that
they are the best in the business. I reiterate that the
advice received by those opposite in 2014 from Morgan
Stanley and Flagstaff Partners, the financial advisers
appointed by them to oversee the leasing arrangements
for the port, is the same advice we have received.
We all want to see a good result from the port of
Melbourne lease. We all want to see a good return for
the Victorian public and for Victoria in terms of our
shipping arrangements. The government has been
consistent in having the same advisers and the same
process that was started under the previous government.
Let us cast all of the red herrings aside. This is what our
amendment is about. It is about whether the tactics of
those opposite in reviewing this matter, which we are
happy to do, are about delaying the leasing
arrangements until the next financial year. This would
delay the financial stream coming back to the state. It
would delay the implementation of work on the 50
worst level crossings in Melbourne and, incidentally,
probably lead to less money coming to the state of
Victoria for the lease. A delay would mean delaying or
denying Victorian farmers and country Victoria
receiving $200 million. It would create havoc for
Melbourne Metro and our plans for the metropolitan
rail line in terms of the substantive task it has in
scheduling movements on the rail network around
major projects. It would create havoc in terms of our
road planning.
Let us be clear on what we have before us in this
debate. We are simply saying, ‘Let’s get on with it.
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Perform the task you want to do, but report by
30 September to enable us to make the leasing
arrangements for the port within this financial year’.
We are talking about arrangements that have been
backed up by $100 million of fast-tracking for the grade
separations; arrangements that, with our commitment to
reserving 10 per cent of major project jobs for
apprentices, will lead to hundreds of apprentices getting
an opportunity at a time when we have massive
unemployment; and arrangements that will see
4500 new jobs created on the level crossing project.
We want these arrangements to be finalised in a timely
manner that coincides with the closures in our
automotive manufacturing sector so that we can
provide employment opportunities for hundreds, if not
thousands, of engineers employed by those automotive
companies who are needed on the level crossing
project. We want to keep them here working on those
sorts of jobs so that they do not finish up at the
automotive company and then go and find work
overseas so that we have to import expertise for our
projects.
This is a significant issue. Some of the contributions we
have heard from those on the other side have been light
hearted, talking about vegemite sandwiches and the
like. This is a significant issue for the state. It is a
significant, congestion-busting initiative. It is
significant to how the port operates, to jobs and to the
need to get our public transport system upgraded and
working quickly, linking with the level crossing
program in a logical and consistent manner.
There are a lot of dollars on the table and I urge those
opposite to get real. We can have the inquiry — we all
support that — but let us finish within the time frame of
30 September. Let us have real effort put in by those
opposite. We have committed on this side of the house
to turn up at every meeting and make sure there are
quorums. Let us see those opposite match that rhetoric
with their commitment. Let us get this done by
30 September so that we can then move forward in the
time frame that is critical for Victoria’s future.
Sitting suspended 12.55 p.m. until 2.05 p.m.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak in support of the motion moved by
Mr Rich-Phillips, who has the responsibility of
representing South Eastern Metropolitan Region, as I
do. This motion is important not only to the whole state
but also to our region. I will speak to the two
amendments before going on to make some more
remarks, especially given the extensive communication
most of us have received from the south-east group of
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councils — the bayside councils and others — on this
issue as well as related issues such as the port of
Hastings.
First of all, if members have a look at the motion, they
will see that it is widely supported by the community.
Even those who support the lease of the port want to be
confident that the regulatory model and the
arrangements reached are going to be the ones that will
best serve the state in the short, medium and long term.
Critics certainly believe this is the right way to go. The
government has conceded it, and I welcome that. The
Greens are supporting the motion as well.
The Special Minister of State is, let me say, a bit of a
silver tongue. Mr Jennings knows how to handle ruffled
feathers and concerned communities. He is an expert at
that, but he is also an expert at managing the process,
locking it down and neutering it. He demonstrated that
in his previous portfolios. He is beginning to try to do
that with the establishment of this select committee by
reducing dramatically the committee’s time line for
reporting. Notwithstanding the fact that Mr Gordon
Rich-Phillips’s motion allows the government to meet
its time lines in terms of its stated priorities, expecting
such a volume of work to be done a month before the
committee reports to this chamber is simply unrealistic.
It is an extensive amount of work, and the reduced time
line would not allow stakeholders who will be
presenting to the inquiry sufficient time to even move
motions in some cases. Their cycles of meetings will
not allow them to move motions in order to facilitate
evidence being given and submissions made to the
committee. Obviously local government will play a
significant part in that, as will other stakeholders.
To be looking at a lease of between 50 and 70 years
with compensation clauses and the potential for
allowing monopoly responsibility for the port of
Melbourne to the exclusion of others, such as the port
of Hastings, which the south-east group of mayors and
councils believes is critical to the future economic
prosperity of the region, is a very serious matter. It
deserves full and comprehensive consideration and
perhaps consideration of amendments which could
meet the government’s priorities, along with allowing
for what the community may consider to be acceptable.
The reduced reporting time frame is just not on.
Mr Jennings knows that. This is an attempt to thwart
this committee without being seen to be opposing its
establishment.
In terms of the quorum, it is my understanding that it is
accepted by the opposition, so there is not a lot of
difference. We are talking about two months of
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additional time in order to undertake this
comprehensive amount of work to consider a lease of
50 to 70 years. It is absolutely unbelievable that the
government should try to thwart the full functioning of
this committee and its consideration of the matters set
out in the motion. We have heard speaker after speaker,
especially Mr Mulino, say that the government knows
what it is doing, that it is aiming for best practice and
that you have to trust it on this.
I will not recount the territory which Mr Ondarchie
covered, which was the many major projects which
were Labor’s mistakes for which Victorians are still
paying very dearly. There was the bungled pokies
option, the myki budget blowout, Labor’s desalination
plant, the north–south pipeline and the smart meter
blowout, amongst many other examples, that we are
paying dearly for.
It does not matter which government it is — whether it
is one with a poor financial track record of managing
major projects or whether it is a good one — we cannot
allow any government to enter into a lease arrangement
of this nature without full scrutiny of all of the factors
that impact upon the range of issues the community
considers to be important. As I have said, they run the
full gamut. In terms of the financial arrangements, we
know that the government has already wasted
$640 million in tearing up the east–west link contract.
The government says we should trust it.
Mr Barber — No, they saved us $12 billion.
Mrs PEULICH — They have wasted $640 million,
which could have already begun to create the jobs that
the government now articulates as the reason why this
bill needs to go through. This is the first time that I
remember that so much money has been wasted or
squandered in order to pay for something not being
done. The government had of course supported the
east–west link in the past. Most of the major players in
the Labor Party supported the east–west link until it
was no longer politically convenient for them to do so.
Therefore you cannot rely on the government to be
consistent in its policy positions or to be trustworthy on
some of these major issues which impact on Victoria
and Victorians.
There are a swag of union IOUs that need to be paid,
and we know that the government is desperate for cash.
The reality of it is that the government was elected on a
very slender margin. I have gone through those margins
here in this chamber; it was a total of about 2500 votes
in a handful of critical seats across the state. Its major
platform was that it had a pipeline of shovel-ready
projects which were fully funded and the removal of
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50 level crossings. It did not say, ‘We support the
removal of 50 level crossings, but it is contingent upon
the lease of the port of Melbourne’. Nowhere was that
link made. Those who voted for Labor accepted that its
word was good and that it had a pipeline of
shovel-ready projects that were fully funded. Now we
find out that in actual fact they are not, and no doubt the
government needs this money in order to frame next
year’s budget, otherwise major revision will be
required.
In selling off our biggest port Labor wants to inflate the
short-term price by upping the rent and also by creating
a monopoly that will last for three generations — and I
am very pleased to see that recent reporting is thwarting
that attempt. By requiring taxpayers to pay massive
compensation if a new container port is constructed in
the next 70 years, the Premier hopes to squeeze a few
more dollars out of the sale. After all, a new owner will
pay more for a monopoly. That is hocking our future in
order to pay for Mr Andrews’s election promises.
Labor’s motivation for rushing this deal through is a
$5 billion to $7 billion sale price for the port to fund a
random grab bag of election commitments that fail to
deliver a coherent vision for our great state.
We have also heard a number of speakers talk about
how the level crossings selected were our most
dangerous level crossings. I have not heard that the
level crossings which have been selected for grade
separation — and I wish all level crossings could be
selected — were actually based on the safety audit of
level crossings which has been undertaken. Mr Barber
is shaking his head. He agrees with me that indeed it
has not been based on safety considerations. We all
know it is most likely to be based on electoral
prospects. So we are hocking our future and the future
of Victorians for the opportunity to buy votes in those
critical seats so that the Labor government will have an
opportunity to stay in government.
In terms of the south-east, the implications are
substantial. The impact on the economy of having a
significant port of Melbourne but not the port of
Hastings means that there are fewer jobs in the
south-east. The potential of either blasting the heads or
not blasting the heads but seeing a huge volume of
traffic through Port Phillip Bay will substantially
impact on the environment and the amenity of the
south-east and Port Phillip Bay. My vision for the
bayside area is for it to become a bayside Riviera, not a
Los Angeles and certainly not simply a port
thoroughfare.
Congestion is a huge issue for the south-east and for all
of Melbourne. The risk of congesting our major capital

Wednesday, 5 August 2015

city by establishing a monopoly is substantial, and I
believe that if we are going to utilise better, existing
infrastructure a second port is absolutely critical to our
future. The suggestion is that there is a revolver at the
temple and that somehow the government can bypass
Parliament if it does not agree. What does this say to
future investors in the port? If you cannot get the
support of the Parliament, what confidence is there for
an investor to proceed with this particular deal?
In terms of the future freight needs of Victoria, I think
Mr Barber said we need to look at that, and I agree.
Forty per cent of the freight is relevant to the south-east.
We want to minimise its movements, not entrench
them. We want to see pro-competitive regulation and a
sensible freight transportation plan, and of course we do
want to see level crossings removed, but as I said
before, they were not linked as one being contingent
upon the other. A number of councils have been very
supportive of the port of Hastings in the south-east — I
am speaking here as a local member. The City of Casey
passed a motion on 7 July saying:
That with the recent plea by the Leader of the Opposition, the
Honourable Matthew Guy, MP, to save Port Phillip Bay from
the state government’s plan to scrap the port of Hastings and
replace it with a Port Phillip Bay option (only) and refusing to
rule out ‘blasting’ the heads of Port Phillip Bay Heads,
council agree to:
reaffirm Casey council’s support for the port of
Hastings, due to its suitable geographic location, its
known minimal impact on the environment and its
opportunity to expand employment and other
opportunities in the south-east and in particular Casey;
write to the South East Melbourne … group of councils
seeking their continued support and a public statement
from them as to their position for the port of Hastings to
remain …

In a dot point further down it says:
write to the Premier, the opposition leader, the minister
and shadow Minister for Ports, the minister and shadow
minister for the environment, in conjunction with South
East Melbourne … outlining this council’s concern in
regards to the port of Hastings not progressing and
requesting a meeting with them to discuss further …

So the City of Casey has a vested interest in making
sure there is not a monopoly. Future opportunities for
job generation for the south-east are critical to our
region.
The City of Frankston has had a leading role in this
debate under the stewardship of the mayor, Cr Sandra
Mayer, who was in the gallery for a large part of the
debate this morning and will return when the report
comes back to the chamber. She is also the chair of the
South Eastern Metropolitan Group of Councils. A press
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release from Frankston City Council dated Friday,
29 May, reports:
Frankston city mayor Sandra Mayer has responded to the
state government’s recent commitment to expand the port of
Melbourne, effectively sidelining the planned port of Hastings
expansion which would have generated jobs for the Frankston
and Mornington Peninsula region.

It goes on to report her as saying:
Around 40 per cent of cargo ends up in Melbourne’s
south-east, so the port of Hastings expansion makes sense,
would provide a much-needed economic boost to our region
and help us tackle the serious issue of unemployment, which
is only getting worse.

As an aside, I was speaking to her just a few moments
ago. The Frankston unemployment rate continues to go
up under this government; it is currently at 8.3 per cent
and is on the increase. Cr Mayer wants to know what
the government is doing to respond to that. Securing an
arrangement with the prospect of developing the port of
Hastings is critical to the future of the south-east group
of councils, including Frankston. The press release goes
on to report her as saying:
A Bay West option or port of Melbourne expansion will
require further devastating dredging at the Port Phillip Heads.

It then explains the environmental concerns shared by
the members of the community. They have won award
after award for the state of their beaches and natural
environment. That is something they prize very highly.
Another press release, of 10 July, reports Cr Mayer
seeking assistance and support from Legislative
Council members, asking them:
… to block the state government’s bill for a long-term lease
of the port of Melbourne in a show of support for the
environment and Melbourne’s outer south-east.

It goes on to state:
Mayor Sandra Mayer said council understands the state
government wants to fund rail crossing removal, which is
‘commendable’, but it should not come at the expense of the
south-east and in particular Frankston city.
A long-term lease will effectively kill off the port of Hastings
expansion for the foreseeable future, and that means killing
off a major employment boost in our region …

It goes on to report her as saying:
In addition, if the port of Melbourne remains our state’s only
major port, further destructive dredging will be necessary at
the Port Phillip Heads to cater for larger container ships,
potentially having a serious impact on the Mornington
Peninsula tourism industry.
Given the Mornington Peninsula region was recently voted
one of the world’s top 20 destinations by National
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Geographic, anything that jeopardises our local environment
would be grossly irresponsible.

It concludes by stating:
The mayor said Frankston City Council wants to see the
wheels back in motion for the port of Hastings expansion.

That is the reason we need closer scrutiny of this
legislation — to make sure that the future of the
south-east metropolitan region and the Mornington
Peninsula is not sold to the highest bidder.
In a letter Cr Mayer has sent to all Legislative Council
members about the port of Hastings she outlines
chapter and verse the reasons why this option is so
important to the south-east. It commences:
The Victorian government has introduced legislation for a
long-term lease of the port of Melbourne. It plans to use the
proceeds of the lease to fund infrastructure projects including
the removal of 50 worst level crossings.

I am not sure if ‘worst’ is accurate. It continues:
This lease has a condition that precludes a second port being
established.

She went on to talk about why this is bad policy for the
south-east. This also goes to the question: what
happened to the money that was allocated by the
Napthine government for advancing the port of
Hastings plans? There was $110 million set aside;
$30 million has been spent and $80 million has
disappeared. The council wants to know what has
happened to that $80 million. Perhaps the committee
will enable us to track the money and find out where it
has gone.
Further she said:
Victoria needs to maintain its eastern state seaboard status in
order to ensure our economy grows and as a result jobs are
created. The decision to abandon the port of Hastings places
this status in peril, and council believes that every effort needs
to be made to have the project reinstated.
If shipping companies bypass Melbourne because they cannot
access a suitable port, this will be detrimental not only to the
south-east region, but the whole of the state of Victoria.
The port of Hastings is superior in every way to any other
alternative, and given a chance to be assessed this fact would
become clearly evident. It was estimated that over the next
30-year period, a total of 15 200 jobs would be created as a
result of the port of Hastings project. These jobs would have
been spread right across the south-east region, which would
have further strengthened our worth to the Victorian
economy.
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She concludes by saying:
Council would welcome the opportunity to personally brief
you on the benefits of the port of Hastings project, and my
office will contact you shortly to arrange an appointment.

I certainly hope the City of Frankston will make a
submission and present to the inquiry.
A number of other councils also support this position
but were not able to get their communication to me in
time. We did receive correspondence from the
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, which has called
for an urgent meeting with the state government to
discuss plans for the future development of the port of
Hastings and the long-term lease of the port of
Melbourne. According to a newspaper article, at a
recent council meeting it moved and supported an
urgent item of business as a three-part motion, stating:
1.

Mornington Peninsula Shire Council calls for an urgent
meeting with the state government regarding the
long-term lease of the port of Melbourne and the
consequences to the development of the port of
Hastings.

2.

The Mornington Peninsula Shire Council is strongly
opposed to any future deepening or widening of the
shipping channels and the heads in Port Phillip.

3.

The port of Hastings not be excluded as an option for
further expansion as a direct result of the Delivering
Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease
Transaction) Bill 2015, or any subsequent contract of
sale for the port of Melbourne.

The article continues:
Mayor Cr Bev Colomb said council was concerned about the
social and economic impacts on the Mornington Peninsula if
the port of Hastings development does not proceed.

She then raised concerns about the peninsula’s
environmental, social and economic fabric and
protecting all of this and enhancing it for future
generations.
In conclusion, the inquiry is absolutely critical to make
sure we get the best possible deal for all of Victoria and
in particular for those who are directly impacted, such
as those in the South Eastern Metropolitan Region. It
will give these stakeholders an opportunity to raise their
concerns and have those concerns addressed or
resolved. It may well be that the government comes out
with amendments which make it a lot more palatable
and supportable. Nonetheless, I would welcome the
opportunity for these concerns to be scrutinised and for
this chamber to act as a house of review.
I bemoan Mr Jennings’s outrageous one-month time
line to consider the magnitude of issues listed in the
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motion, when he knows full well that some councils
meet only once in a month. They can call for an
extraordinary meeting, but the cycles of meetings do
not facilitate their active involvement. This is just a ruse
by Mr Jennings, who is a very clever politician. He has
a bit of a silver tongue in this chamber. He knows how
to manage conflict and how to appear — it is a bit of a
mirage — as if he is facilitating a process that will
resolve these issues and tensions and this conflict, but
he is indeed sabotaging it by trying to impose a time
line which is unrealistic for the amount of work that is
required with this motion and for the stakeholders who
will need to prepare and be a part of the inquiry.
Mr Ondarchie pointed out the inconsistency of having a
nine-month reporting time line on the proposed return
of the lunchbreak to the Legislative Assembly yet a
one-month time line for an inquiry of this significance
to all of the state of Victoria and in particular the
south-east. I hope Mr Jennings sees some common
sense and withdraws that amendment to the motion.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to add my
contribution to the debate on the motion that has been
put forward today by the opposition, which effectively
seeks to establish a select committee on the port of
Melbourne lease, or, as some are calling it, a desperate
attempt by a frustrated opposition unable to grasp that it
has lost power and is therefore manipulating Parliament
in the hope that it can govern by default. Having said
that, the government has indicated that it does not
oppose the motion, and it has proposed very reasonable
amendments to ensure the effective and efficient
operation of the committee.
The port is a fundamental pillar of economic activity
and viability in this state. There is not a producer or
consumer throughout Victoria who is not impacted by
the operations of this vital piece of infrastructure.
Container ships arrive daily, bringing to us furniture,
consumer electronics and clothes. If you look around
your house, you have pretty much obtained something
that has come through the port. As anyone from rural
and regional Victoria would know, the port also plays a
vital part in the other direction, ensuring that products
from our farms and factories make their way to
consumers in the export markets upon which our
producers rely for their livelihood. Our food and fibre
exports are valued at $11.4 billion, and we in Victoria
are Australia’s largest exporter in this sector. Be it
meat, dairy, grains, or, my favourite, wine, we have
markets in China, Japan and the US, and they are all yet
to reach their capacity. There is also so much of the rest
of the world which lies untapped by Australian
offerings.
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At present there are almost 180 000 people employed in
food and fibre production and manufacturing across
Victoria. I, for one, during my time as a representative
for Northern Victoria Region intend to grow that
number — significantly in fact — and ensure that our
regions are vibrant and that our young people are
afforded all the benefits and opportunities that a
satisfying, financially rewarding career brings. The port
of Melbourne is critical to this as it increases our
capacity to succeed as a community and as a state.
On Sunday the Premier and the Minister for Agriculture
joined Ms Shing, the Victorian Farmers Federation
(VFF), farmers and several cows to announce that a
new $200 million Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs
Fund will be established once the port of Melbourne
lease legislation passes through the Parliament. This
announcement has been met with much support —
support that has emanated from the far pockets of my
electorate of Northern Victoria Region. I am sure I will
be met with a consensus when I say that we absolutely
must grow the capacity of our port to maximise the
opportunities for our agriculture and farming sectors to
achieve their full potential and capitalise on the
enormous possibilities that exist in the marketplaces of
our Asian neighbours.
The mantra of saying one thing before an election and
doing something else after is now very much a
catchphrase of conservative politicians. When in
government the coalition widely supported the
leasehold of the port of Melbourne; indeed it took the
lead from Daniel Andrews, now the Premier, and
followed his announcement by making a firm
commitment to the voters of Victoria to deliver on this.
This was a commitment from the now Andrews
government before the 2014 election and which it now
has a mandate to deliver. The voices of the voters were
resoundingly clear.
I find it interesting how we often talk about mandates.
Something will go through and everyone agrees and
says, ‘Yes, there is a mandate’. But sometimes the
mandate is questioned. The actual definition of
‘mandate’ is often unclear in this chamber. Even last
night when Mr Davis was talking on the Planning and
Environment Amendment (Recognising Objectors) Bill
2015 he indicated his view of a mandate when he said:
The opposition will not oppose the bill because the
government claims that it is part of its pre-election
commitment and its election mandate.

On one hand less than 24 hours ago an opposition
member was saying, ‘You have a mandate; therefore
we won’t stand in the way’, but on the other hand
today opposition members are saying, ‘You have a
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mandate, but we don’t agree with that mandate’. I am
just questioning the mandate. Is there a mandate or
not? How do we treat mandates? The facts in relation
to this matter — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Ms SYMES — I am just questioning the mandate.
The facts in relation to the port are straightforward.
Only the port’s commercial operations will be leased.
The Victorian and commonwealth governments will
retain responsibility for regulating the port’s safety,
security and environmental functions. The leaseholder
will be responsible for maintaining and improving the
port’s operations, as well as for delivering efficiencies,
boosting competitiveness and ensuring that future port
development is not compromised. The Agriculture
Infrastructure and Jobs Fund that I mentioned earlier is
to be paid for via proceeds from the lease, which has
strong, confirmed support from the VFF. I note that this
is very frustrating to many of members of The
Nationals, but the VFF is firm in its commitment, and I
applaud it for that. We also have support from
employer groups, including the Victorian Employers
Chamber of Commerce and Industry, which supports
the lease. Its CEO, Mark Stone, is calling for a timely
resolution to the lease legislation.
Victoria will need a second port, and the port of
Melbourne lease transaction will not preclude this from
happening. Infrastructure Victoria will provide
independent advice to the government on the best
location and timing for a second, complementary port.
Victoria’s independent economic regulator, the
Essential Services Commission, will oversee an
enhanced pricing structure for port users. Annual tariff
increases will be capped at CPI for a minimum of
15 years. This will protect Victorian producers,
manufacturers, other exporters and importers and of
course consumers. Once legislation has passed, the
lease transaction’s joint financial advisers, Morgan
Stanley and Flagstaff Partners, will call for expressions
of interest on behalf of the state. Those are the facts.
They are not in dispute. This is an election
commitment. It is transparent and open. It is a proposal
that is both viable and necessary.
I just want to touch briefly on the reasonable
amendments the government is proposing. One is in
relation to the time line. As I have indicated, the
government is not opposing the establishment of a
select committee on this topic, but government
members are of the firm view that the committee
should report much earlier so we can get on with
delivering what we have promised to the Victorian
people. We would like to see a more reasonable time
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frame for the committee to report back. We need to
provide certainty to Victorians and businesses, and it
would be a shame to lose that opportunity. We would
like to see a reporting date of 30 September 2015. I
cannot stress this enough: we really cannot afford to
lose this opportunity to provide certainty to the market,
to bidders and to Victorians.
The other amendment put forward by the Leader of the
Government is in relation to quorums. Paragraph (2) of
the motion before the house proposes that the
committee consist of three members from the
government, three members from the opposition, one
member from the Greens and one member from the
crossbenches. Hence the committee would comprise
eight people. In paragraph (6) the motion proposes that
one-half of the members appointed constitute a quorum
of the committee. The concept of making half the
members — obviously in this case it is four — a
quorum is actually unprecedented. The standing orders
concerning the appointment of members to standing
committees in the Council specify that the number of
members be eight. Standing order 23.04(1) states:
Five members of each committee will constitute a quorum …

With respect to select committees, the appointment of
members is not specifically prescribed, but the standing
orders provide that the committee must consist of ‘not
less than 5 nor, without leave of the Council, more than
10 members’. A quorum for a select committee, as per
standing order 23.12, is to ‘be fixed at the time of
appointing such committee’.
In the 56th Parliament the then coalition opposition set
up three select committees — one on gaming, one on
public land and one on train services. Each of these
committees had seven members and the quorum was
set at four, representing a majority of members. In the
same Parliament the Standing Committee on Finance
and Public Administration, the one which handled the
Windsor Hotel inquiry, also had seven members and
the quorum was four. It is the case that all previous
committees, whether they be joint committees, standing
committees or select committees, have respected the
principle that a quorum is a majority of members of that
committee. I would urge members to stick with the
custom and practice of the house and not create rules
that are unprecedented and plainly not in the spirit of
Parliament.
In conclusion, I am hoping that the Parliament is going
to do the right thing in relation to this. We need to do
the right thing by our constituents, by industry, by
primary producers and for the working families and
young people whose chance to thrive and succeed in
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life rests with a successful and thriving port of
Melbourne.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — Again
we have the opposition moving a motion to refer a very
important matter to a committee. About two or three
weeks before the last election the then Labor opposition
announced its intention to lease the port. A few weeks
later the then government got a bit upset about it and
said, ‘Oh, guys, someone’s stolen our idea, but we want
to do it too’, so it announced the same policy: ‘We want
to lease the port’.
At the election on 29 November 2014 the coalition
government lost office and the Andrews Labor
government was formed. We as a government made the
decision to honour our commitments. The Premier said
he would be a Premier who would honour the
commitment he made to the Victorian people to
implement every single promise made prior to the
election. That is exactly what the Premier and the
government have done. We just want to honour our
commitments. We said before the election that we
would lease out the port and that the proceeds from that
lease would be allocated to remove the 50 most
dangerous level crossings in the state.
The elimination of these railway crossings is really
important for a number of reasons, including safety. Far
too many people have been killed, maimed or seriously
injured on railway crossings over the years. People get
stuck in traffic taking their kids to school, going to
work or going about their daily lives. With the lease of
the port we said, ‘It’s not just going to go to general
revenue; this is where the money’s going to go’. That is
what Victorians voted for.
As the Leader of the Government and previous
speakers on our side have indicated, we are quite okay
with the idea that a committee should look into that. I
do not think there was any disagreement with that. Two
problems were raised — —
Mr Barber — Stop talking so we can get on with it.
The sooner you stop talking, the sooner we can start
working.
Mr MELHEM — Mr Barber should not call the
kettle black. He sounds like a parrot because he likes to
look at himself talking and to look at yourself in the
mirror. The only thing that he can do and that the
Greens have done for a number of years is talk — all
care and no responsibility. That is the only thing they
have been doing for years and that is the only thing they
can do for many years to come: talk. Because guess
what? They take no responsibility for their actions
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because they are not accountable for anything because
they do not have to deliver anything. Mr Barber should
not lecture me about talking and how long I should talk.
I go back to the two matters: the quorum for the
committee — and in my understanding that is
something that can be worked through — and the most
important one, how long the committee should take to
report back to Parliament.
As I said earlier, we went to the election with a clear
mandate to lease the port and to proceed with that in
this financial year in order to honour our commitment
to Victorians. The previous government made a
commitment to do exactly the same thing, so if the
opposition is fair dinkum about honouring its
commitments, which it went to the election with last
year, it should listen to what the government is saying.
We have agreed to refer the bill to a select committee,
but we have asked for two things — that is, to address
the matter of a quorum and to bring the reporting date
of 30 November forward to 30 September, or to work
out a compromise. Then we will report to this house so
we can get the legislation through and get on with what
Victorians want us to do, which is to lease the port.
There has been talk about a lease term of 70 years and
about why it is 50 years and why we are giving another
20-year option. It is very simple. The contract says
50 years, but the government at that time — I will not
be around, and probably no-one here will be around —
will have the option to extend it. It will look around the
new port, and if there is a requirement to extend the
lease by 5, 10 years or up to 20 years, it can be done. I
think that is a very responsible thing to do.
I say to the coalition of the willing — the Greens, the
Liberal Party and The Nationals now in informal
coalition on this issue and on many other issues — look
at the two common-sense amendments proposed by the
Leader of the Government this morning. If the
opposition agrees to the two amendments, it will get the
full cooperation of the government in relation to the
committee’s work, and we might come up with an
outcome that everyone is happy with. The opposition
can have its two bob’s worth in relation to what it is
trying to achieve, and the Greens, including Mr Barber,
can keep jumping up and down and talking. Then we
might come up with a workable solution that everyone
is comfortable with.
There is a challenge for the opposition to accept the
amendments moved by the government to fast-track
this process and to provide all the necessary resources
to make sure that the work is done. No-one can tell me
that three or four months will be needed to get the work
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done. The committee knows who to talk to, and the
government will make available all the resources the
committee needs. I am sure that the people in the
private sector, the maritime industry and warehousing
and all the people who use the port, including farming
communities and everybody else, will make themselves
available. Every Victorian wants to make sure that they
get the best possible outcome for the lease arrangement.
The longer we delay this process, the longer we are
doing damage to the potential outcome for taxpayers. I
do not hear the coalition saying, ‘We’re going to block
the sale’. I know what the Greens are saying.
If we agree on the principle, then let us maximise the
outcome for Victorian taxpayers. We can remove the
50 level crossings and make sure that farming
communities are looked after with a $200 million
investment. Other investments might be required to
make sure that our produce is delivered to the port on
time and delivered to China. Mr Ondarchie talked about
the China free trade agreement, and hopefully the
Chinese will buy more of our farming product. It is
great product, and hopefully we can charge good prices
for it.
That is what we need to focus on instead of playing
grubby politics, which is what this motion is about. It is
basically to frustrate the mandate given to this
government by Victorians in relation to the lease of the
port. I will finish by saying I support the Leader of the
Government’s amendments, and I hope the house will
support Mr Rich-Phillips’s motion 141 with the two
government amendments so we can get the legislation
passed and get the lease arrangements put in place in
order to maximise the sale price. We can then get on
with our lives and make sure that we deliver for
Victorians. With those words I commend the motion, as
amended, to the house.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am happy
to speak on the motion that calls for a select committee
inquiry. In the previous term of government not one
successful motion was moved for a select committee to
be formed. The reason none was successful was that the
previous government continually used rule 21-19. It
had no respect for any democratic process in this
chamber. It was an arrogant government that refused to
let anything be examined by this house in the form of a
committee.
Here we are in a new world where the Liberal Party and
The Nationals have embraced democracy to the point
where we have three very active upper house
committees with a number of references. When I think
about the history of the previous government, I cannot
remember too many — there might have been two or
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three — references from the house that were accepted
by the government under rule 21-19. That is
democracy — —
Mr Ondarchie — That doesn’t mean democracy.
Mr LEANE — It is not a healthy democracy when
an arrogant government continues to use its numbers
and, when it finds itself in opposition, its members
preach that the Parliament is above the government and
that the Parliament has the right to examine the
executive. All of a sudden it has been on the road to
Damascus. In the last term of government every
reference that was put up in this place was rejected by
the government under rule 21-19. Every upper house
committee was denied by the then government.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr LEANE — Absolutely. Every upper house
committee was denied to the point where only one
committee would meet on a Wednesday evening,
because the other government MPs wanted to go home.
Here we are with a select committee on top of the three
very active upper house committees in a structure that
was set up by the Labor government in 2006. This
upper house structure was supposed to work this
way — maybe not to the point that the opposition wants
to use it: to examine the executive. This government is
happy with that but is saying, ‘All right. Set up your
select committee, but for us to get on with our agenda
all we ask is for the time frame to be tightened’. It will
be interesting to see if the opposition accepts the
government’s amendments.
Getting back to the lease of the port, people would
probably not be surprised to know that I am quite a
student of the Westminster system. I am quite a student
of the democracy that came out of the United Kingdom.
Recently we had the 800th anniversary of the Magna
Carta, a document which set up the democratic
structure. The house may be surprised to know that the
UK does not have a constitution; it relies on this
800-year-old document. But what it has is years and
years of convention.
This is the system we find ourselves under. We hear
these arguments from those opposite that we are
working under the Westminster system and certain
rules should apply, when the reality is that all there is is
convention. The UK sticks to its conventions. When a
government wins an election in the UK, what we call a
mandate is called a manifesto. Whatever the make-up
of Parliament — even if it is 21 to 19 — the opposition
parties wave through the manifesto the government
took to the electorate, because they believe in
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democracy. This is not in the constitution; it is
convention, and it has never been broken.
Here we have a situation where the government clearly
took the lease of the port to the electorate and clearly
indicated the advantages the electorate would receive
from that sale, as in removing 50 level crossings and
being able to do other beneficial things. It was so good
a position that the Labor Party took the people of
Victoria — —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr LEANE — Yes, they voted for it, and the
Liberal Party mirrored it. Here we have a party that just
does not believe in democracy. It showed that in the last
term. It only believes in democracy when it suits it. It
does not believe the Parliament is here to look into the
executive, except when it chooses and only when it
suits its political ends. If the opposition was fair dinkum
about democracy and what was taken to the people of
Victoria and what they voted for, it would accept the
amendments as this side of the house accepts the
motion.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise briefly at the
conclusion of this debate to thank members for their
contributions and indicate that we appreciate the
support of other members of the house for the
establishment of this select committee. I expect the
committee will undertake serious discovery in respect
of the matters that have been outlined this morning and
this afternoon in relation to some pretty critical issues
around the lease of the port of Melbourne and the future
of that port as a key infrastructure asset for the state of
Victoria.
Mr Jennings has moved two amendments. The first is
an amendment to set the quorum for the committee at
five members, and the opposition is happy to accept
that amendment. The second amendment goes to the
time frame. It seeks to require the committee to report
by no later than 30 September this year, which is some
seven weeks away. It is the position of the coalition in
moving to establish this committee that the work it is to
undertake — the breadth of the terms of reference that
the committee is being asked to inquire into — requires
proper and judicious consideration by the committee.
There is an extensive range of complex issues, and they
are all critically important to the future of the port of
Melbourne and the future of the transport and logistics
sector in this state.
It is not our intention to support the second amendment
proposed by Mr Jennings. The existing terms of
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reference will require the committee to report by no
later than 30 November. I expect that with the goodwill
of members of the committee and the government this
inquiry can be undertaken in an expeditious way. If the
government is willing to cooperate with the committee
and provide evidence and witnesses as required, to
ensure — —
Mr Leane interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr Leane asks who will
be the arbiter of that. It will ultimately be the
committee. If the committee is able to achieve what it
wants to achieve, get the information it wants to get and
put the report together, then it will be able to conclude
its business. If it is obstructed by the government, as
has occurred with previous select committees, then that
process will take longer. We believe that acting with
goodwill, consistent with the expression of goodwill in
this place, this matter can be dealt with. As I said, this is
a complex and detailed inquiry. It is appropriate — —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Minister Dalidakis
interjects that two months is enough. This is an
interjection from a member of a government that wants
seven months to look at standing orders in the lower
house and whether it changes the lunchbreak but is
suggesting that an inquiry into the future of the port of
Melbourne should be concluded in seven weeks. It is
the view of this side of the house that an appropriate
time frame has been set. If the operations of the
committee allow that to be truncated, then I am sure
that will be the intention of the committee. This is an
important and serious issue, and I urge members of the
house to support the motion and support the original
time frame.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! The question is that Mr Jennings’s amendment 1
be agreed to.
Amendment 1 agreed to.
Amendment 2
House divided on amendment:
Ayes, 16
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
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Noes, 24
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Hartland, Ms

Lovell, Ms
Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Peulich, Mrs
Purcell, Mr (Teller)
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Springle, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Amended motion agreed to.

ALCOA (PORTLAND ALUMINIUM
SMELTER) (AMENDMENT) ACT
AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 27 May; motion of
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan).
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Alcoa (Portland Smelter) (Amendment)
Act Amendment Bill 2015. I welcome the Greens’
interest in being open and transparent with the
Victorian public, but unfortunately for the Greens the
government is way ahead of them on this issue. On
26 May the government fulfilled its election
commitment to reopen the Hazelwood mine fire
inquiry, which includes matters relating to the Anglesea
coalmine and generator. So basically that is something
we have already started in relation to what the Greens
are trying to achieve.
My understanding is that their initial proposed
amending bill was to look at an exemption from
freedom of information laws in relation to the whole
legislation which relates to Alcoa, Portland, Point
Henry and Anglesea. I think something similar was
proposed by the Greens party some years ago.
Unfortunately the Greens basically hate anything to do
with Alcoa and aluminium workers and they are trying
to muddy that with concerns about the environment and
health and safety.
In relation to the health and safety and wellbeing of
Victorians and the environment, I think we can agree
that anything to be done to the Anglesea mine and the
Point Henry site needs to be done properly. There is no
disagreement on that. But make no mistake: what
drives the Greens — which is what concerns me — is a
campaign that has been going on for a number of years.
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In my previous job I had the pleasure of representing
Alcoa workers at both Point Henry and at Portland.
They are decent workers. They are doing some fantastic
work. Alcoa used to be the largest exporter in Victoria,
but unfortunately with the downturn in the aluminium
sector and the sad news that the Point Henry smelter
was being closed down — and therefore also the mine
at Anglesea — has resulted in the loss of hundreds of
jobs; I think it is somewhere around 2000 jobs if we
add in the contractors and subcontractors. This has been
a major blow to workers in Geelong and the
surrounding region.
What concerns me is that, if the Greens get their way,
they will probably do the same thing to Portland. For
this bill to pass, the Greens may need sympathy from
the coalition. The Greens introduced an amendment this
morning to exempt Portland, but I will come back to
that issue later.
My understanding is that through this bill the Greens
want to ensure that the cleaning up of the Anglesea
mine site and the Point Henry site are done in a way
that is environmentally appropriate and that the health,
safety and wellbeing of Victorians, and in particular
residents in the Geelong region, are taken into account.
That is exactly what this government is trying to do. It
wants to achieve this aim. That is why it asked the
Hazelwood mine inquiry, headed by the
Honourable Bernard Teague, to thoroughly scrutinise
all documents and provide a detailed assessment of
Alcoa’s plans for fire management and rehabilitation at
Anglesea. That inquiry has already fast-tracked
consideration of these issues following Alcoa’s
decision to cease its operation at Anglesea at the end of
August.
As I said earlier, this government agrees that local
residents should be involved in the consultation process
around mine site rehabilitation. We will make sure that
that happens. As a matter of fact, the Hazelwood mine
fire inquiry held community consultations at Anglesea
on 28 June followed by public hearings on 30 and
31 July. the government is actually doing things. We do
not need a piece of legislation introduced by the Greens
to make sure that happens. We know what the Greens’
real intention was, although that intention was shifted
this morning. The work has commenced to make sure
that Alcoa meets its legal obligations.
As far as I am aware, freedom of information plays no
part in that process. The freedom of information
exemptions given to Alcoa relate to trade secrets — the
commercial arrangements between Alcoa and the state
of Victoria at the time of the introduction of the 1984
bill, which is when Alcoa commenced construction of
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its Portland smelter. That is when the whole thing
started. Therefore amending the current bill does not
have any impact on the Greens’ concerns about the
health, safety and wellbeing of residents and effects on
the environment. These things can be dealt with under
the current legislation. The Alcoa (Portland Aluminium
Smelter) Amendment Act 1984 does not need to be
amended.
The Greens also said, ‘We don’t want to have any new
documentation prior to whenever the bill is being
amended or has come into operation. We now exempt
Portland’. Then what is the point of the bill? Look at
the amendment this morning. I do not see a point in the
bill going forward; therefore we will definitely be
voting against it. If the main point of the bill relates to
health and safety and the environment, as the Greens
are saying, then the current inquiry is addressing those
concerns, and the government has given a commitment
to address them.
Further to that, on 4 August the Andrews government
introduced a bill to improve the way our resource sector
operates, including the introduction of world’s best
practice, risk management plans, new public reporting
requirements and increased penalties for
non-compliance. So we already have a bill before the
house to deal with how the resource sector should be
operating. We are already trying to improve the
standards and introduce world’s best practice.
The government will never compromise the health and
safety of local residents in the name of rampant
development. That is the other argument. What are we
going to do with Anglesea? The mine has gone. It is
never going to be reopened, full stop. That is obviously
bad news for workers, but it is good news for the
community. Workers have accepted their fate and
accepted that Alcoa could not continue operating that
mine and generating electricity there. The workers have
also accepted that no-one else was interested in buying
the power station and continuing the operation of the
mine. There is a general acceptance that no licence will
be issued to reopen that mine, therefore it is a win for
the local communities in the Anglesea region.
The site will be rehabilitated. Hopefully it will be
restored to the state it was in prior to the start of the
mine’s operations in the 1960s. That work will be
undertaken in consultation with local communities and
with the involvement of the EPA and various other
agencies. Alcoa has given a commitment to the
government and the people of Geelong and Anglesea
that it will invest to make sure that work is done
properly to rehabilitate the site and, as I said earlier, to
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take it back to pre-mine conditions. The same thing will
be attempted at Point Henry.
Ms Tierney, as a local member for the region, raised an
adjournment matter in this house on 10 June. She asked
the Minister for Environment, Climate Change and
Water:
… to inform me on the process that will be put in place for
the protection of Anglesea Heath now that Alcoa has
announced the closure of the power station and indeed what
the full rehabilitation of the site will involve.

The minister has responded to Ms Tierney, and her
response confirms some of the things I have mentioned
in my contribution. It states:
The government is working to support workers affected by
Alcoa’s closure as its first priority.
Work to incorporate areas of the Alcoa Anglesea coal mine
lease which are not subject to rehabilitation into the Great
Otway National Park has commenced. This requires
legislative change and will take some time to complete.
Regardless, the management agreement between Alcoa and
the Victorian government will continue to ensure ongoing
protection for the environmental values in these areas.
Alcoa has not announced any plans for the future
management of the Alcoa-owned freehold land portion.
Alcoa is focused on preparing technical plans for the safe
closure of the mine and power station. Once complete, it will
then prepare a rehabilitation plan with input from all
stakeholders. Alcoa will work with Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources on both. The
time frame for this work is yet to be established.
Alcoa has committed to meeting all requirements regarding
closure and rehabilitation of the Anglesea coal mine and
power station. There will be major, long-term remediation
and revegetation needed at the site and, at this stage, the
future use of the former mine site is not known. The Andrews
government is committed to providing opportunities for
community and stakeholder input and will be working with
the Anglesea community, Surf Coast council and other
stakeholders around future uses and needs for the region.

I will repeat the comments I made earlier in relation to
the point of proceeding with this bill. Initially the bill
was intended to abolish section 14 of the principal act
completely, including the operation of the Portland
smelter. It has been changed, and it now legislates for a
prospective date rather than a retrospective date. The
question is whether there is a need for debate on this
bill. Is there any need for the bill to be passed? As far as
I am concerned, debate on this bill is useless unless
there is a different agenda at play, which I believe is the
case because simply put the Greens have a fixation with
the aluminium industry. The industry consumes a lot of
electricity with a high base load, and therefore it needs
to be closed. Once the Greens get that, the next step is
to continue their merry campaign to see the end of
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Portland, and then maybe they can shut down the
power stations in the Latrobe Valley so there is no more
coal being burnt.
They are forgetting one thing, and that is that we are
talking about people. We are talking about jobs. We are
talking about workers who are contributing to this
economy. We are talking about families who have built
their lives around Alcoa and around their town of
Portland. Imagine if Alcoa in Portland disappears.
Geelong was lucky that it is close enough to Melbourne
that the city was able to absorb the big shocks of the
Ford and Alcoa closures, but if Alcoa disappeared from
Portland, there would not be many people staying there.
It would be total devastation.
The Greens would have to come clean, because I for
one have never heard them say that they support jobs
and job security for Alcoa workers in Portland. I know
they would be advocating for the opposite. They would
like to see Alcoa shut down in Portland. They were
rejoicing when Alcoa made the decision to shut down
its operation at Point Henry. I was not rejoicing; I knew
a lot of those workers. I worked with them for many
years, and it was not a pretty sight. Some of these
people are still looking for work today. I call on the
Greens to see the light, to withdraw this bill and to
focus on the real issue.
If the Greens are truly concerned about making sure
that Alcoa is held to account for fully rehabilitating the
site to its previous condition and for ensuring the safety
and wellbeing of the community of Anglesea and Point
Henry, they are welcome to work with the community,
work with the inquiry, work with the government and
work with the Environment Protection Authority
Victoria to make sure that we get the right result. We do
not need a piece of paper to deliver that because the
Andrews Labor government will make sure that Alcoa
lives up to the commitment it made to the people of
Geelong and Victoria that it will invest the necessary
amount to make sure that the site is fully rehabilitated
and that all of the safety requirements and
environmental requirements are met. As a government
we will make sure that Alcoa is held to delivering on
this.
I also want to send a message that I for one — and I am
sure my colleagues in the Victorian government stand
with me — support the ongoing operation of Alcoa in
Portland, because we stand for jobs and we will protect
these jobs at any cost. With these comments, I urge the
house and I urge our coalition colleagues on the other
side of the house — and I am looking at Mr Ramsay,
who I hope is on the speakers’ list because I know he is
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a bit passionate about protecting jobs — to support the
protection of Alcoa jobs and vote against this bill.
Greens amendments circulated by Ms DUNN
(Eastern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing orders.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to notify
the house that the Greens have amendments to the
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment)
Act Amendment Bill 2015. The amendments have the
effect of removing the special exemptions of freedom
of information law for matters affecting or relating to
the Alcoa smelter at Point Henry and Anglesea only
and do not apply to Portland. The new clause refers
specifically to an exemption for documents created on
or before the day on which the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Amendment Act
2015 comes into operation, so it applies to documents
created after that date and into the future and is not
retrospective.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise on behalf of the
coalition to make a few remarks on the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act Amendment
Bill 2015, which has been moved by Mr Barber and
subsequently has had amendments tabled by Ms Dunn.
The intent of the bill as drafted was to remove an
exemption from FOI disclosure of documents that were
created in respect of the Portland and Point Henry
aluminium smelters. As currently drafted in the bill,
that provision would apply retrospectively and would
remove the exemption that is currently in the 1984
principal act and would apply to any document that was
thus created. However, Ms Dunn has proposed
amendments which change that intent of the legislation,
so that if Ms Dunn’s amendments were to be agreed to
along with Mr Barber’s bill, the effect of the bill would
be to remove the FOI exemption only on documents
which relate to the Point Henry smelter and matters
related to the Point Henry smelter and only to
documents which are created after the act is
proclaimed.
It is the view of the coalition that those provisions as
amended with Ms Dunn’s proposed amendment are not
unreasonable for documents that will be created
prospectively from proclamation and which will relate
only to the Point Henry smelter, which of course is
being — —
Mr Barber — And coalmine.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — And as Mr Barber points
out, the associated Anglesea coalmine, which is part of
the associated infrastructure of Point Henry as defined
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in the 1984 act. The coalition’s view is that it is not
unreasonable for prospective documents that will be
created in relation to that facility, which is now being
decommissioned, to be subject to the FOI act, and
accordingly the coalition will support Ms Dunn’s
amendment. If that amendment is successful, we will
subsequently not oppose the bill.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I am pleased
to be able to add a contribution to the debate on the
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment)
Act Amendment Bill 2015 and confirm with
Mr Rich-Phillips that the opposition supports the
amendment and, if that is passed, Mr Barber’s bill.
I do so firstly because the two Alcoa sites in question in
the bill — at Point Henry and at Anglesea — fall
directly in my region of Western Victoria. On that basis
I am well aware of the importance of the facilities at
those sites and the jobs that were created out of the
activities of the coalmine, the power station and the
smelter works that Mr Melhem referred to, and
obviously the economic value that the operations at
Alcoa had to the greater Geelong region.
Over a period of time, as has been said, dating back to
the 1960s the operations of both those sites and also the
activities down at Portland have created job
opportunities for both the Geelong region and the
Portland region and economic wealth has been
generated from the activities of the smelter plant.
I am pleased to see that the proposed amendments
specify that we are only talking about the facility sites
at Anglesea and Point Henry, and that if the
amendments are supported and Mr Barber’s bill is
supported there will be no retrospectivity in relation to
the exemption removal and the communities of the two
respective sites will have at least some opportunity to
be able to see the process of rehabilitation being
transparent at those two sites.
In Anglesea the township has grown around the
coalmine and power station, and for many years there
have been concerns about both air and water quality. I
commend the federal member for Corangamite, Sarah
Henderson, who has strongly advocated for new
technologies in those plants to be able to give those
communities some comfort that Alcoa is meeting
appropriate standards for air and water pollution.
I am surprised that Mr Melhem has stood up on behalf
of the government and opposed both the amendments
and, I assume, the motion, given the strength of concern
and conviction of the communities around those two
sites — that is, they want to have the opportunity to be
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more involved in the rehabilitation process of those
sites. On that basis I am happy to support the
amendments.
I also refer to Mr Melhem’s reference to jobs. As
Mr Melhem will know, Geelong has been going
through a transitional process for a number of years,
with Alcoa indicating that it was going to stop
operations in both Point Henry and Anglesea. The
company has given plenty of time to allow a transition
process for workers at those two sites. I hope that the
81 workers who worked at Anglesea are being
appropriately retrained and skilled through the
opportunities that the previous government gave them,
such as through the Skilling the Bay projects and other
tertiary opportunities. I am hoping that Mr Melhem has
been active in urging his government to allow these
workers to be able to be retrained and to find new job
opportunities. These amendments and the bill itself
proposed by Mr Barber will have no impact on the
potential opportunities for those workers, who
unfortunately will have to be retrained or realigned to
new jobs. I do not understand that argument at all.
On that basis, given the amendments and what
Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips has said, I am happy to
support on this side of the chamber the amendments,
and we will see what happens from thereon in relation
to Mr Barber’s original motion.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to speak on
the Greens’ proposed amendment to the Alcoa
(Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
Amendment Bill 2015 to remove the specific
exemption from the Freedom of Information Act 1982.
From hereon in I will refer to freedom of information as
FOI.
As we know, the Alcoa act covers the establishment
and operation of the Portland and Point Henry
aluminium smelters and sites, and the proposed
amendments would remove the exemption for
documents created after a specific date, being 1 August
2014, and the date upon which the Point Henry
aluminium smelter closed.
As I understand it the Greens have revised their
proposed amendments to exclude the Portland smelter,
which is still operating and will be commercially
disadvantaged through a removal of the FOI
exemption. The Greens do so ostensibly with the
rationale that the closure of the Point Henry smelter and
the Anglesea mine would make their continued
exemption from FOI unnecessary. They argue that on
the basis that the existing provisions have been used in
the past to prevent the community from accessing
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certain information about health consequences and
impacts of the Anglesea coalmine and power generator
that may have had a bearing on issues being addressed
by the community in the course of inquiries,
proceedings or other matters, and that the removal of
those provisions would provide a level of transparency
around the site rehabilitation process.
As has already been ventilated in the course of other
members’ contributions to the debate this afternoon, the
rehabilitation and closure plan for Alcoa is not
something that has been developed in a vacuum, nor
will it be implemented in that way. It is occurring
within the context of extensive consultation with
government agencies, including the Environment
Protection Authority (EPA) Victoria — we all know
there are differing views about the way the EPA
discharges its statutory and other obligations — the
Earth Resources Regulator and the community. Despite
the most earnest protestations from those around the
chamber, this is not happening in secret. It is not
happening in a vacuum. It is not occurring in a way that
would seek to deny or have the effect of denying access
to information relevant to the effect of the operation on
the broader community.
Apposite to this issue is the work currently being
conducted by the Hazelwood mine fire board of
inquiry. This issue is of key importance to a large part
of the area I represent. Unlike the Greens, who travel
down from the city from time to time to prognosticate
about the future of the valley and how we should be
managing primary resources and the consequences of
living in an area that produces coal-fired power, I have
been involved in the inquiry itself at a community level.
The work of the inquiry directly affects the
communities and individuals with whom I work and
with whom I share my community.
One of the key things that has arisen in the course of
discussion with the community is that an inquiry which
is equipped to inform itself as it sees fit and to request
and obtain information relevant to its terms of reference
is in a good position in terms of consultation with the
community and ensuring a transparent process to
address the causes and effects of and response to the
mine fire that occurred in the Latrobe Valley last year,
blanketing a very special part of the state in toxic
smoke and dust for a number of weeks. It is also in a
good position to deal with the second tranche of the
investigation — for which submissions close on
10 August — relating to the health impacts of the fire
and the period between 2012 and 2015 insofar as they
may or may not have contributed to deaths in the
immediate surrounds of the Hazelwood mine.
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The inquiry’s final report and recommendations as they
relate to Anglesea and as they relate to rehabilitation
and reparation will be delivered on 31 August 2015.
These matters will have a significant bearing on the
community because they will take into consideration a
variety of community opinions, stakeholder views and
the product of an earnest and sincere consultation that
has been undertaken in good faith. Jaded as those
adjacent to the government in the chamber may be,
these processes are important, and they have been
conducted in a rigorous and transparent fashion.
Whilst Alcoa’s FOI exemption relates specifically to
commercial confidentiality, FOI exemptions do in fact
occur across other legislation, including the Mental
Health Act 2014 and the Ombudsman Act 1973. The
additional exemption from FOI delivers a higher level
of protection for information than is otherwise provided
by the Freedom of Information Act 1982. The act
itself — the FOI act, to clarify for those opposite who
seem to have trouble understanding — includes
provisions to exempt certain classes of document from
release, namely, documents that relate to trade secrets
or other matters of business and documents that are
commercial, personal or financial in nature where the
disclosure of information would be likely to create
unreasonable disadvantage. That last bit is particularly
important: where the disclosure of the information
would be likely to create unreasonable disadvantage.
This is a balancing act. It is a process whereby the
competing interests of parties about whom an FOI
application is made must put a case as to whether
documents should be released and whether such release
is, on balance, likely or not likely to create
unreasonable disadvantage. This FOI act’s exemption
from disclosure is not absolute and would provide a
lesser degree of protection than the specific exemption
provided for under the Alcoa act.
The specific FOI exemption was incorporated into the
act during negotiations for the Portland joint venture in
which the state government took an equity interest in
the smelter which was subsequently sold. It occurred as
a consequence of the way negotiations had been
undertaken between government and the operator at the
time. In this regard, and I believe a previous speaker
may have taken account of this, the second-reading
speech notes:
During the negotiations leading to the joint venture, the
government gained access to trade secrets of Alcoa and other
parties and other information which could not be made public
without commercial disadvantages to the bodies involved. In
the normal course of events, documents containing such
information would be claimed to be exempt documents for
the purposes of the Freedom of Information Act.
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Due to the nature and importance of the joint venture, the
government proposes that the documents have exempt status
and that this exempt status be declared.

That is from the second-reading speech for the principal
act as published in Hansard of 6 September 1984.
Mr Barber — You are quoting John Cain from
1984.
Ms SHING — It is unfortunate that Mr Barber has
not been listening, because I have in fact just attributed
that extract from Hansard to the date and context.
Mr Ramsay — When?
Ms SHING — If Mr Ramsay had been listening as
well, he would have picked up that I just indicated it
was from the second-reading speech for the principal
act as published in Hansard for 6 September 1984. I
can say it again for a third time for the benefit of those
who have still not picked it up, if members would like
me to.
I note that the Greens and those opposite have indicated
that they take a position other than that proposed by the
government, namely, they oppose this particular
amendment. To that end I would confirm my support
for the opposition to this bill which would provide an
FOI exemption in the terms proposed. On that basis, I
have no further remarks.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! My understanding is that Ms Dunn has
circulated amendments to the bill which aim to amend
section 14 of the act rather than to repeal this section. I
call Ms Dunn to move her amendment 1, which is a test
for her further amendments 2 and 3.
Clause 1
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I move:
(1) Clause 1, line 2, omit “repeal” and insert “amend”.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) —
Obviously I will be supporting the amendment. It is an
amendment put forward by the Greens to our own bill.
During the second-reading debate there was a certain
amount of confusion about the mechanics of the bill,
never mind the confusion about how Labor is actually
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voting on this bill. It was stated during the debate that
this bill does nothing because the existing provisions in
the Freedom of Information Act 1982 protect
commercial-in-confidence matters and trade secrets.
We need to be very clear about this. The special
exemption for Alcoa that exists is as follows:
A document relating to the establishment, operation or
carrying on of the smelter or affecting or relating to the
smelter site or anything done or to be done on or in relation to
the smelter site is an exempt document for the purposes of the
Freedom of Information Act 1982.

Now that is an extraordinarily wide, in fact an
all-encompassing, FOI exemption. If our bill were to
pass both houses of the Parliament, Alcoa would still be
able to claim that documents may have
commercial-in-confidence or trade secrets because the
ordinary provisions as they apply to every other
commercial entity in Victoria would also apply to
Alcoa in the normal way. Given that we have now
narrowed the scope of the bill to relate only to
documents that would be created and held by the public
sector after the act comes into force, and given that we
have narrowed it to relate only to the Point Henry
smelter site, but in reality to the connected elements to
that — which is the now closed power plant and the
now to be rehabilitated coalmine — it really is a set of
very narrow matters that will be freed up to be subject
to FOI.
We also heard some bland assurances that the
government has an inquiry underway and that we will
learn everything we need to know from that. Let me
make it very clear that the operation of this provision as
it exists in law prior to today is a very real provision.
When I sought a copy of the health risk assessment
prepared by Alcoa and provided to the Environment
Protection Authority, I was refused under FOI quoting
the section that we are ready to eliminate from the
statute book if we can. So it needs to be understood that
this exemption as it exists now is absolute and that any
piece of paper or document that has anything at all to
do with the former and now closed Point Henry
smelter, the mine and the coal-fired power plant — and
it does not matter if it is do with health, rehabilitation,
the condition of the site or the quality of the
revegetation — as long as it is connected in a way that
the current provision describes, it has an absolutely
unbreakable exemption from the Freedom of
Information Act 1982.
Therefore it is really quite important for the community
and anybody with an interest in the future rehabilitation
of the site to have this provision passed, without which
they will not be able to see one single skerrick of paper
that passes between these various government
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departments and between the government and Alcoa as
they seek to determine what is the proper method for
rehabilitating this site. We need to bear in mind that it
has been many decades since we have rehabilitated a
coalmine in Victoria and the job could be tricky and
expensive, and that whatever is left when Alcoa packs
up will be a legacy for the people of Victoria to look
after and manage for centuries to come. We have to get
this absolutely right. In the normal practices, if it was
any company other than Alcoa, we would have access
to the government’s deliberations through the FOI act.
Amendment agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clause 2 agreed to.
New clause
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I move:
2.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 2—
“A Section 14 amended
(1) In section 14(2) of the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
1984—
(a) in the definition of Smelter, omit “or the
smelter at Point Henry”; and
(b) in the definition of Smelter site, omit “or
the smelter site at Point Henry”.”.
(2) After section 14(2) of the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
1984 insert —
‘(3) A document created on or before the day
on which the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment)
Act Amendment Act 2015 comes into
operation and relating to the
establishment, operation or carrying on
of the smelter at Point Henry or affecting
or relating to the smelter site at Point
Henry or anything done or to be done on
or in relation to the smelter site at Point
Henry is an exempt document for the
purposes of the Freedom of
Information Act 1982.’.”

The proposed new clause seeks to clarify that this
matter relates only to the Point Henry smelter and site,
and also clarifies that it relates to future documents and
is not retrospective in its application.
New clause agreed to.
Clause 3
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Ms Dunn’s amendment 3 invites the committee
to vote against clause 3.
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Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — In relation to
clause 3, which seeks to repeal section 14 of the act, I
note that the explanatory memorandum states:
This has the effect of removing special exemptions to
freedom of information law for matters affecting or relating to
the Alcoa smelters at Portland and Port Henry.

I would like to take Mr Barber to his earlier comments
around the issue of a request for documentation
provided from, I believe he said, the Environment
Protection Authority and another government agency
concerning health, and to his comments around the
production of documentation around health issues,
rehabilitation or the quality of vegetation. I ask him to
explain whether these documents, or documents which
are capable of including subject matter around health,
rehabilitation and quality of vegetation, are in fact
capable of being subpoenaed or sought for production
by the inquiry which is currently constituted in its
second iteration around Hazelwood reparation,
rehabilitation and the mine fire as well as the other
mines around the state.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — In
relation to the first matter, Ms Shing referred to the
explanatory memorandum which uses the word
‘Portland’. Of course we have moved on now and
proposed an amendment so that we are no longer
talking about Portland. In terms of the powers of the
restarted inquiry into Hazelwood, it is my
understanding that it having been established under the
Inquiries Act 2014 it is a royal commission in all but
name. Like Ms Shing, I also followed closely the
hearings and the deliberations and report of the
committee, but if a royal commission has the power to
seek documents, to demand them from persons, in the
same way that this house does, then yes, it is entirely
possible. In fact I am sure everybody participating in
that committee would hope that it has access to all the
documents that it needs.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — If I understand
Mr Barber correctly, he is confirming that the inquiry
would have the capacity to obtain documents relating to
the issues he has referred to — namely, health,
rehabilitation and quality of vegetation —
notwithstanding the concerns that he expressed in his
initial comments to the committee around the
amendment being sought.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — This is a
committee stage in relation to a bill that amends
different acts. I am not here to be an expert on what the
powers of that particular committee are under the
Inquiries Act.
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Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — No-one is seeking
that Mr Barber has an expert view, despite the fact that
he has just indicated on the record that he has taken a
very keen interest in the hearings of the inquiry, which,
as he stated, is a royal commission in all but name, and
that he would hope it has the powers to compel. That
might be something he can provide by way of
additional information if any conclusion can be drawn
that that information can be sought, subpoenaed or
otherwise summonsed, through evidence in the course
of the inquiry that has been concluded and resulted in
the first Teague report, or indeed in the second inquiry
which is due to report later this year.
With that in mind, I will move on to my second
question. How will the amendment being sought differ
from or improve upon the information already being
provided through the course of the reopened
Hazelwood inquiry?
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I do not
believe we have been provided with any information
about what the government is requiring of Alcoa by
way of rehabilitation at the Anglesea site, and yet there
are of course a huge number of questions to be asked
about how that rehabilitation will move forward.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — In the course of
indicating that there are a huge number of questions to
be asked about that and that this is in fact the second
tranche of an inquiry which resulted in
22 recommendations, all of which were adopted by the
government, and in the course of the process of
investigation and of providing a degree of sunlight,
scrutiny analysis and recommendation around the
health and other impacts of the mine fire as well as the
rehabilitation issues as they affect operators around the
state, I draw Mr Barber’s attention to the apparent
inconsistency of his earlier views and comments around
documents which are not readily available, which
are — to quote an earlier interjection in the chamber —
part of a secret process and which have in fact allowed
the transparency which is being sought and obtained in
the course of the inquiry itself.
Clause negatived.
Clause 4 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendments.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank members for their participation in the debate.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 22
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Hartland, Ms

Lovell, Ms
Morris, Mr (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Springle, Ms (Teller)
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 18
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr

Question agreed to.
Read third time.

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That in accordance with standing order 11.01 there be
provided to the Council, by noon on Monday immediately
preceding the next sitting Tuesday following the adoption of
this resolution, a copy of all documents in relation to the
establishment of the Peter Mac Private hospital on the site of
the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre (VCCC)
including, but not limited to —
(1) the business case;
(2) presentations and/or documents prepared for the Peter
MacCallum Cancer Centre (PMCC) board or
subcommittees;
(3) a copy of the agreement (be it a contract, MOU, heads of
agreement or any other agreement relating to the
relationship between PMCC and the private provider
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selected), or the most recent draft, together with working
papers relating to this agreement between PMCC and
the private provider selected to operate the private
hospital on the 13th floor of the VCCC;

(4) the state government contract with the Plenary Group to
lease the 13th floor of the VCCC, or if there is no such
contract, any document constituting or evidencing a
commitment to Plenary by or on behalf of the state to
take up a lease of that floor, any subsequent agreements
(draft or otherwise) for PMCC to sublease this space
from the state and any document recording the cost to
the state of that lease;
(5) information (not already covered by (1)–(4)) provided to
the Department of Health and Human Services by
PMCC in relation to the business case for the
establishment of Peter Mac Private; and
(6) documents provided to the Department of Health and
Human Services from the VCCC proposing future use
of the 13th floor.

This is a very important documents motion. I am very
pleased we are able to debate it today, and I certainly
hope that it can be dealt with expeditiously in the hour
we have remaining so that this motion can be at least
considered, and hopefully passed, by this house and
ultimately so the documents can be provided to bring to
light the details behind the thinking, the logic, the
economics, the business case and the subsequent
agreements that sat alongside that for the establishment
of Peter Mac Private.
The Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre is an
infrastructure development that is widely supported
across the Parliament by both sides of the house and, I
am sure, many others as well. It is widely supported in
the community — definitely in the health
community — and by members of the Victorian public
as well. It is an important project for our state. It has
been supported by a number of governments and
continues to get that wideranging support. The fact is,
though, that in the last term of government the
tendering process for the building of the facility needed
to be undertaken, and through the good work of the
former Minister for Health, the former government,
those involved through the Victorian Comprehensive
Cancer Centre committees and the various partners an
excellent process was undertaken, the result of which
was that an extra floor was delivered in addition to what
had been anticipated when the project was first
articulated and the funding provided. That put a
13th floor on top of the Victorian cancer centre at no
cost to the taxpayer — a wonderful outcome through
good negotiations and good outcomes.
The Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre and the Victorian
Comprehensive Cancer Centre partners were then
involved in discussions, but particularly led by Peter
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Mac, on determining what should be done with that
extra floor. It was determined that the best use of that
additional space that had not been anticipated — in
addition to the 160 public beds, the 42 critical care
beds, the 110 same-day places, the 8 operating theatres,
the 2 day procedure units and any other parts of the
Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre — would be
to bring in a private operator so that extra beds and
extra operation theatres could be provided under the
private structure, which would also bring in extra
income from a private provider for services already
being provided at the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer
Centre, like pharmacy, radiology and so on.
After an extensive process to work out the best use of
the additional space that had been provided at no cost to
the taxpayer, it was determined that undertaking a
tender process to provide services on the extra floor
would be the best outcome. In order to do that the state
agreed and took out a lease with Plenary Health — a
large healthcare organisation and the public-private
partnership partner in the building of the VCCC — for
the 13th floor, which would enable Peter Mac to run a
tender process for the use of that space. A commitment
was made by the state to lease that extra floor, to pay to
have access to that floor, so that it could then be
subleased to the ultimately successful private provider.
A tender was then run for the provision of those private
services on the 13th floor.
The logic that was articulated very clearly — not just
from Peter Mac private but from the government, the
VCCC partners and many who were involved — was
that there would be substantial benefits to the Victorian
community by having the private provider there. First
and foremost among those was the ability to treat more
patients, with 42 extra beds enabling treatment to up to
thousands of potential patients every year who would
have access to the expertise that was being provided at
the VCCC. But in doing that it was also providing
patients with choice. The fact is that at the moment
about 40 per cent of all the patients at Peter Mac are
private — they are just accessing public beds to access
the world-class treatment that Peter Mac provides in
terms of their cancer care. We were adding 42 extra
beds. In many cases that would mean that patients who
have private health insurance who are currently
occupying a public bed would come out of that bed and
go into a privately provided bed, freeing up that space
for more public patients. Not only was it about access
for private patients but it was also potentially expanding
access for public patients as well.
It was also going to help to attract the best and brightest
clinicians and researchers. There is no doubt we have
top-class medical staff and medical professionals across
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the board. Around the world, including in Melbourne,
the capacity to offer both private and public facilities on
the one site adds an extra attraction — and that is the
model that is being developed and delivered at some of
the top-class centres right across the world. But even
here at our own Royal Women’s Hospital, with the
capacity for its new facility to be built with Frances
Perry House taking two floors on the same site, having
a private facility and a public facility together is a
model that had been supported by the previous Labor
government. This is a model that is not unfamiliar and
one that would help to attract the best and brightest
because of the capacity to do everything on one site and
not have to travel. Obviously there are other
considerations, but it is an element that has been
articulated as a benefit of having the two together. With
more patients it would also mean that more clinical
trials could be conducted, so the research element was
going to be expanded as well. There are very clear
benefits of utilising the extra floor for an additional
42 private beds for the Victorian community across the
board.
The tender process was underway, a short list was made
and ultimately a private provider was selected. Peter
Mac, having gone through that year-long process, then
came back to the state government, which was at that
point a new state government, to get the final sign-off
on the entire process — and hit a roadblock. The
roadblock was a very clear letter from the Minister for
Health, Jill Hennessy, saying:
The proposed establishment of a private hospital in shell
space located on level 13 of the new VCCC in Parkville is not
a strategic priority of this government …

‘Not a strategic priority of this government’. Here were
an extra 42 beds, extra capacity, more patient choice
and greater clinical trials, all being provided at no
additional cost to the taxpayer, with no detrimental
impact on the public being able to access services —
and in fact expanding those services — and after an
extensive process undertaken over more than a year the
message back from the Andrews Labor government is
this ‘is not a strategic priority’. This is very, very
disappointing, understandably, for the board, a capable
group of individuals who have spent a lot of time
thinking about the best outcomes with the full support
of the VCCC partners and the broader community as
well.
No expansion was provided. There will be no
additional income from subletting the space or from
utilisation of pharmacy services, radiology and so on.
Something of great concern that has been articulated to
me, as well as more broadly, is that some philanthropic
support for the VCCC that was contingent on private
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facilities being available has been withdrawn. That was
not to fund the private facilities but to fund the VCCC
itself, because part of the deal was that there were
philanthropic funds going into the overall $1 billion that
needs to be raised not only to build the facility but also
to fit it out and make sure it is effective.
That same letter from the minister talks about scope
reduction from the failure to raise the full amount of
philanthropic funding. Presumably if the philanthropic
commitments that were made but which were
contingent on the private beds were withdrawn, there
would be further scope reduction in relation to the
services that are provided to the Victorian community
by the VCCC.
Unfortunately the chair of the board, Wendy Harris,
was so outraged that she resigned, effectively due to the
lack of respect from the Labor government for the
board’s considered and detailed opinion about what
needs to happen in this space. Interestingly the new
chair to replace Wendy Harris is Maxine Morand, who
is a former ALP minister. While I mean no disrespect to
Maxine, presumably the government and the minister
must have a great level of confidence that what the
government wants will be delivered by putting in one of
its own to ensure that these issues are not raised in a
way that gives transparency of the decision-making of
government to the Victorian community into the future.
That is very concerning all round.
Given that process, this documents motion is vitally
important. It seeks the information that sits behind the
recommendations of the board. It is about, for example,
the business case and the negotiations subsequent to the
business case that were originally provided — that is,
the presentations and documents that are outlined —
that enabled the department, the board and others to
make decisions about what the best model was and the
details about the agreement between Peter Mac Private
hospital and the private providers selected. What was
going to be provided on the 13th floor in the space
available at no cost to taxpayers? What are the details
of the lease? There are costs incurred by the
government by agreeing to release the space on the
13th floor without the offsetting income from the
private provider that was going to provide the Peter
Mac Private beds and services. Presumably others may
now lease that space, depending on what the
government determines, but it is important to know
what the contract is with Plenary and the costs to the
state of the agreement that has already been made. Are
there further details that need to be provided?
As a result of the Labor government’s refusal to support
Peter Mac Private being established on the 13th floor,
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the board and others, including the VCCC, were asked
to come back with their second-best choice. That
exercise was done, and the decision was made that a
private facility was the best option. Having rejected that
idea, now they have been asked to come up with other
ideas for how that space could be used. What is the
consolation prize, and what are the alternatives? It is
important for us to understand the recommendations
made by the VCCC as to how that space should be used
in the future. We have had no announcements yet from
the government in relation to what its conclusions are. I
am sure that at some stage we will hear what they are.
That is important as government considers what to do
with the space.
We consider this to be very much a lost opportunity for
the Victorian public to have access to more cancer beds
in a specialist treatment environment that will be the
Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre. It is a
decision that has been canvassed widely in the media,
with a range of comments and headlines ranging from
‘Labor gets it wrong, again’, ‘Fury as Andrew axes …
hospital’, ‘cancer centre in stoush with Andrews
government over branding’ to — jump to the left —
‘Labor does the time warp again’ and so on. In all cases
there has been no explanation other than the priorities
of the government, an ideological position rejecting the
notion of private facilities in the Victorian
Comprehensive Cancer Centre and the political
decision for it not to go ahead. In fact, astoundingly, on
3 April the Premier said there would be no greedy
profit-making in the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer
Centre.
As I have said, Frances Perry House is co-located with
the Royal Women’s Hospital. It operates very
effectively and delivers wonderful services for the
Victorian community with the public-private model
coordinated and all on the one site.
This documents motion is important for the Victorian
community. It is important in order to understand the
thinking, the logic and the decision-making in relation
to the need for the private facility and the cost to the
state of the lease that has been entered into. Given the
Andrews Labor government’s decision not to proceed
with the private facility, what are the alternative options
for the use of that space? On that basis I commend the
motion to the house as we seek to understand why such
an astounding decision can be made, one that is purely
motivated by politics and ideology rather than by
focusing on priority needs and outcomes to be delivered
to the Victorian community.
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Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I will
be quite brief in my contribution. While the Greens will
support the motion, because we believe documents
motions are an important process of this Parliament, I
need to make it quite clear that the Greens do not
support the privatisation of public health. We are not
convinced that what Ms Wooldridge has put forward is
an appropriate way to deal with the Peter MacCallum
Cancer Centre. We believe everybody should be
entitled to care, no matter their income. While it will be
very interesting to see what the documents reveal, I am
not convinced that the donations spoken about will be
withdrawn, because people make these kinds of
donations to hospitals on the basis of the hospital itself
and not on whether it has a private wing.

important to us all, is for what will be a public hospital
and a world-class comprehensive cancer centre. It will
treat more patients while providing them with a much
better experience and better outcomes and be more cost
effective.

On the issue of Maxine Morand, I found
Ms Wooldridge’s comments somewhat offensive.
When you look at the appointments of various chairs of
hospital boards, you see they have been bipartisan. As I
understand it, Robert Doyle was appointed by a Labor
government and Bronwyn Pike was appointed to
Western Health in the previous government’s term.
Maxine Morand is known to us in this house and in the
other house. I believe she is independent, and I do not
believe she will do the bidding of the government; she
is far too intelligent for that.

Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to speak on this motion because, as
Mr Leane just said, it concerns an enormously
important subject close to the hearts of many of us. The
Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre (VCCC) has
been subject to a huge amount of change over the
lifetime of the project. That has been due to changes of
government, new opportunities, the benefit of shared
wisdom and changes on the board — in short, the sort
of collaboration you would hope to see in a major and
important project of this kind — but what concerns me
and I think others on this side of the house is that some
of the changes that have been made in recent times
have been unclear and poorly explained. They need to
be held up to scrutiny with the benefit of documents
that back that scrutiny so we can ascertain what the
situation really is.

As I have said, while we support this documents motion
there is very little in Ms Wooldridge’s speech that I
agree with. But it will be very interesting to see what
the documents reveal.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — The
government will not be opposing Ms Wooldridge’s
motion.
Mr Melhem interjected.
Mr LEANE — Yes, we are quite accommodating
today, Mr Melhem. In saying that we are
accommodating these motions, we have had a solid and
consistent position for the last three terms of
government. Even in opposition we stated that of
course the chamber has a right to call for paperwork.
But the rider on the government’s handing over of the
paperwork is whether it is commercial in confidence or
cabinet in confidence and would therefore be
detrimental to the people we represent if they were
released.
Ms Wooldridge’s contribution concentrated on a small
part of the Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre that
was never envisaged when the now Premier was the
Minister for Health and he secured $1 billion in funding
for this project. This project, which I am sure is

I am sure we all hope this centre will drive some
breakthroughs in finding cures, remedies and relief for
cancer patients. People of the age group of those in this
chamber will have friends, family and the like who
have been affected by serious forms of cancer. Only in
recent days someone very close to me has had a serious
operation, a serious procedure, to treat a serious form of
cancer. One thing we can all agree on is that we hope
and pray this centre can deliver what we all want it to.

We have been told things about this project that I fear
are at best unclear and at worst may be suspected of
being misleading, so it is reasonable that we are able to
see some of the documents that will shed more light on
the key policy and infrastructure decisions of the
current government that were not fleshed out in detail
before the election. I note that there is plenty of time
under the terms of this motion for the documents to be
provided. It is not a short time frame; it is a reasonable
and workable time frame. In the event that this motion
is passed, we hope that with the generous time
requirements this motion will be complied with.
I am happy to put on the record that I had some
involvement on the periphery of the VCCC project in a
previous life. As a former chair of the board of the
Royal Women’s Hospital, I have been privy to some of
the shared issues that concern both the Women’s and
the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre. For example, I
was involved in signing off on the clinical model that
the VCCC will use in the future. The various partners in
the VCCC are working their way through the practical
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issues regarding how they will work together in what
will not only be a new shared facility but a new shared
body which we all hope will be better than the sum of
the parts.
I do not want to repeat what Ms Wooldridge has said,
although I agree with many of the points she made. She
talked about the benefits of the public-private
partnership model and about inconsistencies in how this
model is being applied at Peter Mac compared to other
successful examples in the sector. She talked about the
history of the VCCC over the last two governments and
about the philanthropic support the VCCC has
attracted, and I want to return to that in more detail
later.
She also made some reasonable comments about the
chairmanship of Peter Mac and in particular the
contribution of Wendy Harris, the previous independent
chair of Peter Mac, who has frankly done what she
should do and what she is obliged to do in that position
as an independent board chair — that is, to speak up to
support and defend her organisation in a situation
which was clearly of great concern to her. Wendy
Harris came to that role following an outstanding legal
career, and in my view she was treated very shabbily
and in quite a public way by the government because
she took the right path by speaking up to defend her
organisation and to highlight some of the great
problems that were arising with this project from her
perspective.
I want to address a comment that was made by
Ms Hartland. We are not talking about what she called
privatisation of public health; that is not what this is. As
Ms Wooldridge said, when the building was first
planned floor 13 — and I see the irony of it being
floor 13; I have often thought of that when I have heard
it referred to — was to be vacant. It was literally
intended to simply be a concrete shell. It was not even a
recognisable room or floor of a public hospital as we
would see it. There was never intended to be any public
health activity on that floor, and in fact there was no
budget allocated for fitting it out and turning it into
anything that was fit for purpose to be used for research
or for a hospital, to treat patients or whatever.
The solution that the VCCC and the Peter Mac board
came up with was that that floor could and should be
used for private patients. These would be additional
beds above and beyond what was planned as part of the
original scope of the facility, so in no way was this
privatisation. In my view it would have brought a great
benefit to the public health patients within that
organisation for a couple of reasons. One is that, as
Ms Wooldridge said, it would have been an additional
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drawcard to have some of the best and brightest
surgeons, oncologists, radiologists et cetera able to
maintain their private practices as well as treat public
patients in the same building. I have seen firsthand how
well this works within the Royal Women’s Hospital. I
have seen that as a board chair; I have seen it as a
birthing mother. It works very well from both
perspectives, I can tell you. It was exactly this that was
sought.
The other benefit that it brings — and Ms Wooldridge
spoke about this — is the income stream. A private
provider was to be taking over that floor, fitting it out at
its expense, therefore providing a space that would,
under the terms of that agreement, revert to the state
after, I believe, 25 years. There would be a tangible
benefit from that rather than any detraction from public
health. Another thing it would do is bring in an income
stream in terms of renting out that space to another
organisation. This is something that public health is
looking at all over Melbourne and all over this state:
how does it work with the private sector and generate
more income from the increasing patient load that all
services have?
Ms Hartland also raised the issue of donations. I want
to address those comments, as well as those made by
Mr Leane. I took note of one of Mr Leane’s comments.
He said that a previous Labor Premier secured
$1 billion towards this hospital. With respect, I need to
correct Mr Leane on that point. It is a $1 billion project.
I believe it was Premier Brumby whose government
decided that it would put $950 million towards it, and
that $50 million was going to have to be found through
philanthropic donations. That $50 million in donations
was — as Ms Wooldridge also said — going towards
the public facility; it was not going towards anything
private. This is the money that we are talking about.
At a recent health event I ran into someone from the
VCCC. I wish to clarify that this person had nothing to
do with Peter Mac. The person I spoke to is very close
to the VCCC project. He informed me that $10 million
has already been lost and that additional funds remain
seriously at risk. This is something that I would like to
see evidence and some explanation of in the documents
that we are seeking. It is at the heart of the business
case. It was part of the business case that was publicly
articulated by the Brumby government when it was
putting forward its initial vision for the VCCC. It
always intended that there would be $50 million worth
of private donations going into this public facility. I
suppose it had a choice to fully fund it from the public
purse; it chose not to. The government would have had
its own reasons for doing that. Nonetheless this is the
situation that we have ended up with.
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One of the issues that is strongly in contention in all of
this is the status of the donations. This was part of the
public dispute between the previous chair of Peter Mac,
Wendy Harris, and the Premier, when Wendy Harris
said some $20 million was at risk through doing away
with the private hospital facility within Peter Mac and
the Premier — from memory — said on Good Friday
that that was simply wrong. He said publicly that that
was simply wrong. If that was wrong — and that is not
what I was told by a person who is in a position to
know through the VCCC — then I would like to see the
evidence of that, and this motion is the government’s
opportunity to show that.

Frankly, I think it is incumbent on the government to
explain exactly why it is that it has chosen to put the
VCCC in a different category. To say ‘It was not part of
our original model or vision’ is really not good enough.
As I said at the start of my contribution today, I
appreciate that over time projects change. You have the
benefit of fresh sets of eyes, new insights, new people
coming into projects, governments changing et cetera. I
understand that things change as they move along, but
to simply say ‘That is not what we ever envisaged for
this’ does not make sense, particularly when, as
Ms Wooldridge said, we already have significant
numbers of private patients at Peter Mac.

I briefly want to return to one other aspect of the
motion, and that is part 6. We have referred to the
proposed future use of the 13th floor. This is something
that I was looking out for in the recent state budget. I
am aware that there are some suggestions as to how this
space should be used. It would be useful to know where
that is up to, what is its status and importantly what is
the proposed cost that will now be borne by the
taxpayer. I will be very keen to see that when these
documents appear.

In closing, I would like to say that I strongly support
this motion. I think it would be a very useful thing for
this house to have close scrutiny of the documents and
what they reveal about the decision-making of this
government on a critical infrastructure and health
resource for this state.

There is one last point I would like to make about this.
Again, I want to see some evidence of this issue when
the documents appear — that is, why it is that in terms
of public-private partnerships the VCCC for some
reason is put into a separate category quite different to
that of other public health providers, other major
hospitals and other specialist hospitals, which is what
the Royal Women’s Hospital is, which have a totally
different approach endorsed by this government. I do
not think this argument or reason has been clearly
articulated by the government. I am hoping there will
be some clues in the documents.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I move:

I think the words used by the Minister for Health were
that to have a private hospital component within the
VCCC was not in ‘the heart and soul’ of what it was
about. That is a nice soft and fluffy sounding sentiment,
but it does not really make a lot of practical sense to
me. It has a little aspect of The Castle’s ‘the vibe’ about
it; it simply does not make sense.
I appreciate very strongly, and from quite a personal
point of view, that cancer treatment is a very important
and critical health challenge in our community, one that
we all regard as special and in need of particular
attention and support, but I do not see that losing an
opportunity to provide additional beds for Victorians
who are unwell is doing the best thing by patients at
quite a critical moment in their lives as they face a very
serious health challenge.

Motion agreed to.
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That in accordance with standing order 11.01 there be
provided to the Council, by noon on the Monday immediately
preceding the next sitting Tuesday following the adoption of
this resolution, any reports, briefings, presentations or
analysis provided to the Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources pursuant to the
following contracts as identified on the tenders.vic.gov.au
website —
(1) contract 338524 with The Boston Consulting Group Pty
Ltd; and
(2) contract 335886 with KPMG.

The documents relating to these two contracts sought
by this motion are matters which were raised through
the course of the inquiry into machinery of government
changes undertaken by the Standing Committee on
Legal and Social Issues of the Legislative Council.
These documents became apparent following a search
of the tenders.vic.gov.au website in preparation for that
hearing, and they relate to activities undertaken by the
new Department of Economic Development, Jobs,
Transport and Resources around policy development
for the government.
These are both substantial pieces of work that were
commissioned by the government. The piece of work
undertaken by Boston Consulting Group cost in the
order of $2 million, and the work undertaken by KPMG
cost in the order of $1.2 million. The advice received in
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the course of that hearing from the secretary of that
department, Mr Richard Bolt, was that the piece of
work undertaken by KPMG related to achieving
maximum impact in delivering government policies
within the groups of the department. I would put to the
house that to engage KPMG at a cost of $1.2 million to
tell the bureaucracy how to deliver maximum impact
with respect to government policy is a fairly
extraordinary engagement for that new department to
have undertaken. For that reason I am seeking the
presentation to the house of the documents that were
created by KPMG for that $1.2 million consultancy
around how to maximise delivery of government
policy.
Mr Barber — Because we would all like to know.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — As Mr Barber says, we
would all like to know. The second set of documents I
am seeking relates to another consultancy with the
same department, which was also the subject of
discussion at the machinery of government hearings —
an engagement with the Boston Consulting Group, the
magnitude of which, from recollection, was around
$2 million and which was to scope out the
government’s policy platform. The government went
into the election saying it had six priority sectors, and
my understanding from that hearing is that Boston
Consulting was engaged to tell the department why
those six sectors are priority sectors and what activities
the government should undertake in respect of those six
sectors.
Mr Barber — Is climate change one of them?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I don’t think it is,
Mr Barber.
Again, a $2 million engagement to tell the department
how it should implement government policy, given the
government has identified the six sectors as a priority,
seems an extraordinary engagement. For that reason,
through this motion, I am seeking the presentation to
the house of documents and reports that have been
presented to the new industry department in respect of
that consultation. I think it is reasonable, given that
more than $3 million of expenditure has been incurred
in less than six months through KPMG and Boston
Consulting, that the Parliament and ultimately the
Victorian taxpayer understand exactly what has been
procured for that very extensive expenditure of public
money in such a short period of time.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms SYMES
(Northern Victoria).
Debated adjourned until later this day.
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Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee: supply and use of
methamphetamines, particularly ice, in
Victoria
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My statement
is on the government’s response to the report on the
supply and use of methamphetamines, particularly ice,
in Victoria. I want to say at the outset that in regard to a
report that is just over 1000 pages long and comprising
2 volumes, 36 chapters and 54 recommendations, the
government’s response takes up one page and four
lines. Obviously I am disappointed in the lack of detail
in the government’s response. In fact it did not even
respond to the recommendations individually. It just
made some consolidated comments in relation to the
report as a whole.
It is timely that I make some comments about the
government’s response, particularly when we are
seeing an escalation in the use of crystal
methamphetamine across Victoria and indeed
Australia. This is a national problem. The Abbott
government has seen fit to view it as a high health and
social priority for the nation and consequently has
implemented the National Ice Taskforce, chaired by
Ken Lay. A joint federal parliamentary committee is
also conducting an inquiry into the use and harms of
methamphetamine in Australia, which is chaired by
Craig Kelly, MP, the federal member for Hughes. The
Victorian Parliament’s report on the supply and use of
methamphetamines has been submitted to the National
Ice Taskforce and the federal parliamentary inquiry as a
submission. So it is surprising, as I said at the outset,
that the government’s response to a 1000-page report is
merely 2 pages and does not deal with any of the
recommendations individually.
I was somewhat frustrated by this, so I took the
opportunity over the winter break to go to South-East
Asia to see if I could follow some of the supply and
distribution lines through the Asian continent and back
to Australia, where I felt that not enough emphasis was
given to the supply side. On that basis I visited the
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime for
South-East Asia and the Pacific, based in Bangkok. I
also took the opportunity to visit the Australian
embassy and meet with the Australian Federal Police,
who are responsible in part for working with the Thai
police on drug distribution into Australia and New
Zealand.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
2256

COUNCIL

Whilst methamphetamines continue to dominate the
synthetic drugs market in East and South-East Asia, and
usually this involves the less pure and cheaper tablet
form for domestic consumption, crystal meth is
designed for countries that demand a higher purity and
have a greater capacity to pay. Earnings from the
expansion of the methamphetamine market in
South-East Asia have increased from 10 per cent of
gross national product (GNP) to 30 per cent, which is
about $28 trillion, so we can see that it is a very
profitable market.
The point of giving this background is to note the
enormous amount of money being generated by the
drug trade, which invariably attracts organised crime
and crime networks to become major players in the
drug trade’s profiteering and distribution areas. Much
of the supply is coming from West Africa, Laos,
Vietnam and China, through Thailand to countries like
Australia. The point I want to make here is about the
activity of organised crime and in particular chapters of
the outlaw motorbike clubs that are active in Thailand
and networked in Australia for distribution. What is
disturbing and of interest is that there are emerging
synthetic drug derivatives known as new psychoactive
substances, which are not controlled by the
international drug conventions but mimic the effects of
substances under international control.
While I have digressed somewhat, I am indebted to the
United Nations secretariat through Mr Soe and
Mr Nice, to the manager of border control and the
Australian Federal Police at the Australian embassy,
and to the Thai police, who have filled in the holes in
the supply of methamphetamine to South-East Asia and
have notified us of the emerging new psychoactive
substance derivative drugs.
Most importantly, and this is the point I make in reply
to the government’s response, is the role of the outlaw
motorcycle club chapters that are distributing the drugs
from China, West Africa, Laos, Vietnam and Cambodia
through Thailand and to Australia, and they are doing it
online and through Australia Post via the ports. They
are very organised and are using their international
chapters to distribute the drugs from those countries
through Thailand and into Australia and New Zealand,
countries with a particular propensity to demand a purer
crystal meth and with the capacity to pay for it.
It is this area that I would like the government to
concentrate on in its ongoing response to drugs in
Australia, because there is a well-oiled network in
South-East Asia that is bringing the drugs to the
country from Thailand in both its precursor and fully
manufactured forms. I do not see any reference to the
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work the government is doing in relation to organised
crime and the outlaw motorcycle clubs that are heavily
networked in those areas.

Auditor-General: Technical and Further
Education Institutes — 2014 Audit Snapshot
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Auditor-General’s report entitled
Technical and Further Education Institutes — 2014
Audit Snapshot, and what a depressing snapshot it is of
a TAFE system in decline in the last year of the
coalition government. The 10 TAFEs whose financial
reports were finalised and commented on in the report
registered a deficit totalling $84.3 million last year
following a combined sector deficit of $15 million from
2013. The Auditor-General notes that this stems from
revenue collapse rather than a blowout in expenditure.
Six TAFEs have been found to have high financial
sustainability risks with short-term challenges that need
to be addressed, while nine TAFEs were found to have
long-term financial sustainability risks in terms of
paying for the renewal and replacement of their assets.
The Auditor-General found that the Labor
government’s first state budget is already beginning to
slow the decline, as we said at last year’s election we
would do with our TAFE Rescue Fund. The report
finds that Labor’s additional $56.8 million of capital
funding in the 2016–17 budget:
… should reduce the risk that TAFE assets may eventually
cease to be fit for purpose if they are not renewed or replaced
as required.

Finally, the report notes that TAFE risk registers are not
adequately covering financial sustainability risks and
other risks arising from the changing operating and
funding environments, which is code for the upheaval
caused by the fluctuations in and the collapse of
government TAFE funding. This points to only one
thing — that is, the Liberal Party being the only threat
to the public funding of technical and further education
in this state.
I also note that the government has responded to the
various recommendations outlined in the report through
the various departments, including the Department of
Education and Training and the Department of
Treasury and Finance, which have accepted the
recommendations relevant to them. These departments
have outlined implementation time lines, which are
listed in appendix F of the report. I commend the
Andrews Labor government for its quick response to
the Auditor-General’s findings and its acceptance of his
recommendations so that we can have the improved
TAFE system Victorian kids deserve. We need a
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vibrant system that is able to provide training
opportunities for our young kids and our displaced
workers to enable them to find better employment
opportunities. I commend the report to the house.
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The cancer council has established 165 support groups
across the state, and in 2014–15 a total of 241 wigs
were fitted by the council’s wig service to support
people who are going through the very confronting
experience of losing their hair.

Cancer Council Victoria: annual review 2014
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Cancer Council Victoria 2014 annual
review. I congratulate chief executive officer Todd
Harper and president Professor Margaret Hamilton,
AO, for their work during the year. I also acknowledge
the staff and dedicated volunteers who play such an
important role in supporting the hundreds of Victorians
fighting cancer.
Each and every person in this Parliament knows or has
known someone who has suffered cancer at some point
in their life. I am certain of that fact because the report
highlights that more than 29 500 Victorians are
diagnosed with cancer each year. Sadly, more than
11 000 Victorians die from cancer each year. These are
incredibly high figures, but recent figures indicate that
between 1988 and 2012 the five-year survival rate
increased by 19 per cent, from 48 per cent to 67 per
cent. The number of new cases diagnosed is expected to
double over the next decade, which is why it is more
important than ever that we support the development of
infrastructure and programs required to support
Victorians through their cancer journeys, from their
initial diagnosis right through their treatment and
beyond.
Cancer Council Victoria continues to work proactively
with its awareness campaigns, including Quit Victoria,
SunSmart and LiveLighter, to highlight the risks
involved in particular behaviours. These have been
beneficial in bringing important health information to
Victorians and in encouraging them to make the right
choices to protect themselves from cancer.
Fundraising is an important component not only in
raising much-needed money but also in raising
awareness and creating an environment of support for
sufferers. During 2014–15 fundraising played an
important role in the cancer council, in particular
through the Relay For Life, Australia’s Biggest
Morning Tea, Girls’ Night In, Daffodil Day and Pink
Ribbon Day.
I have been told by many survivors that being
diagnosed with cancer changes many important things
in your life, including things that you never considered
before that moment, which is why the cancer council is
so critical in providing care and support to sufferers.

In addition the cancer council trained 131 Cancer
Connect volunteers to provide telephone support to
Victorians who are battling cancer, and those people
worked with 26 agencies to provide over 1400 people
with financial assistance totalling $232 560.
The cancer council continued its dedicated research
programs to investigate the roles that genes, lifestyle
and environment play in the development of cancer and
other diseases. These highlights are just a very small
proportion of the milestones the cancer council has
reached during the 2012–15 period.
Each year I am very delighted to speak on behalf of this
organisation as the work that it does is outstanding. Its
dedication to Victorians fighting cancer is second to
none. I congratulate all those who were a part of the
past productive year for the cancer council and thank
them. I commend this report to the house.

Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee: supply and use of
methamphetamines, particularly ice, in
Victoria
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise to speak to the former Law Reform,
Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee’s report on its
inquiry into the supply and use of methamphetamines
in Victoria, and particularly to the government’s
response to that very important parliamentary inquiry.
At the outset I congratulate the members of the
committee who worked on this extensive and
comprehensive report. Unfortunately I was not in the
chamber to hear Mr Ramsay’s contribution on this
report, but I believe he also spoke on this very issue —
the issue of ice and what is happening in neighbouring
countries as well as what is happening here locally at
home. A number of the MPs who served on that
committee during its inquiry are still in this house, but I
note that Mr Scheffer is no longer with us and that his
contribution was significant.
This report demonstrates a comprehensive undertaking
by the Parliament to investigate a significant problem
faced by our community, and it is one that is being
faced throughout the country. As we know, the Prime
Minister has established a national task force which is
headed by former Victorian Chief Commissioner of
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Police Ken Lay, who did a tremendous job in his role as
police commissioner in Victoria and is now
undertaking this very important work.
I note from various reports I have read that that task
force is looking at the issue of ice from a national
perspective and that it wants to work with the states and
territories towards understanding the issues and
determining what needs to be undertaken to address this
scourge which is impacting upon so many of our young
people and families.
What is interesting in this report is the evidence that the
committee heard in relation to some of those issues. I
will read a couple of points from the report in relation
to areas affecting families. Page 4 of the executive
summary of the report states:
Particular concerns have been expressed that
methamphetamine is having a serious impact on families and
the extended community, including in rural and regional areas
of Victoria and in Aboriginal communities.

The report goes on to say that:
Although people of many age groups use ice, those aged
20–29 are the most frequent users and most in this age
group are male.

There are many issues I would like to speak to with this
report, but I will focus not only on what is affecting the
community, in particular the increased crime rates, but
also on the increasing rates of family violence.
Although ice cannot be attributed as the sole cause of
family violence, it certainly appears to be a contributing
factor.
I am very pleased that the government’s response to
this report outlines a number of areas that the
committee wants to be addressed, including a focus on
prevention and early intervention; reducing the supply,
manufacture and distribution of ice; the important
element that I will be looking to ensure that the
government does follow through with, which is
reducing the impact of ice on individuals, families and
communities through support for early intervention and
drug treatment services, information and support for
families; effective justice responses to ice-related
crime; and initiatives to protect the community from
drug driving and ice-related violence.
I hope the government undertakes that comprehensive
task, because they are very significant issues that many
individuals and families are being affected by. In terms
of the destruction that ice causes and the health impacts,
this report goes on to talk about the physiological
implications of this drug use, and they are truly quite
horrific.
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I know of people who have been ice users, and it
certainly has destroyed their families. I think it is a
concern of many people in this place that ice use is
becoming far too prevalent across our communities. It
is not assigned to any one particular demographic; it is
right across our communities and does not discriminate.
That is why we need to take a very strong stance on
this.
In the remaining time that I have I again congratulate
the committee on its comprehensive report and the
recommendations it has made. I hope the government
follows through on the response that it has outlined to
the Parliament.

Auditor-General: Early Intervention Services
for Vulnerable Children and Families
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
a statement on the Auditor-General’s report Early
Intervention Services for Vulnerable Children and
Families. At the outset I will say that this is an alarming
report. It looks at whether vulnerable families can
access early intervention services through the child and
family information, referral and support teams,
commonly known as Child FIRSTs, and integrated
family services.
This report deals with services for the most vulnerable
people in our society: children who have no say in their
circumstances. Children and families are affected by a
whole range of issues, from mental health and
homelessness to financial stress and family violence.
These are the people who governments in a civilised
society have an obligation to protect and help. It is basic
humanity. It also benefits the state, as the costs of later
intervention are always greater both in human and in
financial terms.
Figure 1A on page 1 of the report outlines that reports
to child protection have doubled in less than a decade,
from a little under 40 000 to over 80 000 a year. This
has put early intervention services under pressure, and
they are facing more cases of greater complexity. This
means that lower risk families are missing the early
intervention that could be most beneficial to them.
Quite disturbingly, on top of this huge workload there
are no assurances on the effectiveness of services
provided. These problems are compounded by
inadequate demand planning. The department is slow to
respond to emerging issues, and the effectiveness of
local demand strategies is not evaluated. The
information gap is so large that providers delivered
$5.3 million of services above funding, but it is not
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known if these resulted from goodwill, inefficiencies or
cross-subsidies.
The Auditor-General has said that the department needs
to undertake a comprehensive and urgent review of its
funding model to answer these questions. It was also
found that there were weak partnerships and
governance issues throughout the sector. The
department needs to better communicate operational
and strategic issues to the sector.
Probably the most shocking finding was that the
department does not monitor outcomes. There is
monitoring of contractual outputs but not of critical
aspects such as timeliness or engagement. The limited
and unreliable service data means that there is little
analysis of systems performance. The old truism, ‘If
you can’t measure it, you can’t manage it’ applies here.
The systemic failure is profound.
We cannot just stand by and abandon those most in
need. It is not right that families with low to moderate
needs are missing out on early intervention from which
they could benefit because the system is swamped or
because there is a lack of planning and data. The
Auditor-General has made 10 recommendations. I note
that he has welcomed the department’s detailed actions
in response to his recommendations and its willingness
to openly and constructively engage with the audit team
throughout the audit process. I am pleased that unlike
the Liberal-Nationals coalition government, which
failed to increase funding for our most vulnerable
families and children, the Andrews Labor government
is meeting the challenge head on.
The state budget put $48.1 million into early
intervention services. Labor has funded 110 new child
protection workers to help those already in the system
and has provided $93.3 million to improve out-of-home
care for those who cannot live safely with their
immediate families. This is all part of a $283 million
package focusing on vulnerable families and their
children. The government has accepted the
Auditor-General’s recommendations and recognises
that our most vulnerable families and their children
need a helping hand.
With 1 in 37 Australian children in child protection
services, good intentions are not good enough. The
Andrews government has backed the sector with the
resources to improve services to vulnerable families
and children, and that needs to be acknowledged. It is
the least we can do for our most vulnerable citizens.
They deserve that. I commend this report to the house.
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Standing Committee on Legal and Social
Issues: Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of
Protection Orders) Bill 2015
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak to the report of the Standing Committee on
Legal and Social Issues on the inquiry into the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment
(Restrictions on the Making of Protection Orders) Bill
2015, which was tabled yesterday. Firstly, I would like
to offer sincere thanks to Lilian Topic, secretary of the
legal and social issues committee — —
Mr Davis — A very good secretary.
Ms SPRINGLE — I concur wholeheartedly; she is
a very good secretary. I also thank Anthony Walsh, the
research and legislation officer. Both Lilian and
Anthony are to be commended on their support,
patience and hard work on this inquiry and the
production of this report in such a limited time frame.
This chamber will be asked to vote on the bill as early
as tomorrow and will also be asked to consider a
number of amendments. I should say at the outset that I
sat on the committee that produced this report. The
report is good, but it is not perfect. I acknowledge that it
would have been far more effective with a list of
specific recommendations or at least an effective
conclusion. It is my hope that future reports produced
by this committee will include these elements.
What this report does, however, is draw attention to the
many concerns that stakeholders have about the version
of the Children, Youth and Families Act that will come
into effect on 1 March next year as a result of
amendments made to that act in 2014 by the Napthine
government. As the report indicates, the stakeholder
consultations that the then Department of Human
Services claimed to have engaged in last year were
inadequate. A number of organisations have gone on
the record about this. The report also records that many
organisations have explicitly challenged the
department’s claim that all of the 2014 amendments
were based on the 2012 Cummins report, produced by
the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children Inquiry.
Not one of the written submissions support this claim
by the department, and no less than 10 submissions
explicitly or implicitly contradict it. Not one of the
written submissions to the inquiry expressed support for
the imposition of arbitrary 12-month time limits on
efforts at family reunification or for the proposition that
these time limits will have the intended effect of
improving permanency outcomes for children. Some
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submissions indicated concern that they will have the
opposite effect.
Not one of the written submissions expressed support
for reducing the oversight powers of the Children’s
Court or for limiting with legislation the number of
times children in the child protection system can have
contact with their parents. This report clearly sets the
evidence given by the department against the views
held by many other stakeholders. The stakeholders who
contributed evidence to this inquiry are not people and
organisations who have no experience in child
protection. They are organisations like Berry Street,
which works extensively with children in or at risk of
going into the child protection system; the Victorian
Aboriginal Child Care Agency, which has 39 years of
experience working to protect the rights of vulnerable
Aboriginal children and families; the Aboriginal Family
Violence Prevention and Legal Service Victoria; the
Association of Relinquishing Mothers; the Australian
Psychological Society; the Victorian Office of the
Public Advocate; the South Eastern Centre Against
Sexual Assault; and Emeritus Professor Terry Carney,
author of the original Carney report in 1984.
Based on the overwhelming concerns raised with the
inquiry and reflected in the report tomorrow I will be
moving amendments to the bill that is currently before
the Council. Those amendments will restore some of
the Children’s Court’s powers, such as its power to
order contact between a child and her or his parent if
that is in the child’s best interests. This was a
significant inquiry because it was the first that allowed
the Parliament to hear from stakeholders since the 2014
amendments were rushed through Parliament without
proper consultation. The amendments are supported by
an overwhelming majority of stakeholders who know
far better than anyone in this place the likely effect on
vulnerable children should those amendments not be
adopted. I urge members to consider this report and the
submissions and to then consider the impact on
vulnerable children.

Budget update: report 2014–15
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
statements on reports today relate the Cancer Council
Victoria 2014 report, on which Mr Eideh has made a
statement, and also to the 2014–15 Victorian budget
update. I want to raise a number of points with respect
to these items, the first being a matter around primary
industries and issues around yabby farms. I know a
number of members in this place have been contacted
by Stephen Chara from Moora Moora Pty Ltd, which
trades as Otway Yabbies. I know members of the
Shooters and Fishers Party are very keen on the work
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done there. The point is that issues around aquaculture
and yabby farming need to be more thoroughly
examined.
Stephen raises legitimate points that will require further
examination by government. Southern Rural Water or
other water authorities need to come up with a fair
system that enables the protection of water supply more
generally but also allows aquaculture to proceed with a
reasonable level of security, as Stephen has outlined to
many in this chamber.
I also want to draw attention to the announcements
made today by the government regarding tunnelling
under the Yarra River. It is not clear whether this is the
government’s business case for the Melbourne Metro.
What is increasingly clear, however, is that the
Cranbourne-Pakenham line aspect that connects to the
Melbourne Metro will sail on past South Yarra. If you
are at the South Yarra station wanting to head east or
south-east on the Cranbourne-Pakenham line, how will
that work? How will you get on the train under the
government’s new proposal with Melbourne Metro? I
have been scratching my head to work out how you
would get on the train. It seems to me that you would
have to take a tram to another station or catch a train
back to a connecting station. This does not seem to
advantage people who may wish to travel east from the
Prahran electorate — from Stonnington, for example —
in the vicinity of the South Yarra station.
There are a lot of questions here for the transport
minister to answer. Will there in fact be a tunnel under
the Yarra? How will it be constructed? Will it be by the
tunnelling machine shown in the video clip today, a clip
which effectively claims that tunnelling has already
begun? If you look at the tunnelling machine in the
video clip shown today, you could be forgiven for
thinking that it is working now. Of course there is no
tunnelling machine. The project has not been paid for.
It is not even clear how this will occur. This little video
clip that will have come through in people’s emails
today is really in the way of a fantasy, of science
fiction.

Cancer Council Victoria: annual review 2014
Mr DAVIS — My other contribution relates to
Mr Eideh’s decision to speak on the Cancer Council
Victoria annual review 2014. It is a very important
annual report, one which I believe I might have even
tabled in this chamber myself. It points to the ongoing
need to see the push against cancer go forward. That
means primary prevention and it means preventive
efforts in terms of education and other public health
measures, but it also means the tertiary efforts of our
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major hospitals and in particular the Peter MacCallum
Cancer Centre, which is our pre-eminent cancer service
of which we should all be proud.
The Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre that is
now being built on the corner of Grattan Street and
Royal Parade is a comprehensive cancer centre funded
by more than $1 billion of federal and state
government’s expenditure and will deliver for all
Victorians. The great pity is that the current
government has chosen to rip out the additional floor
that had been planned for that cancer centre. The
decision to add the extra floor was made after the
project had begun. The state took on that role. This
would have added additional, private beds and would
have meant that our cancer service could provide better
treatment for all Victorians. Daniel Andrews has
outrageously taken that away.

Auditor-General: Delivering Services to Citizens
and Consumers via Devices of Personal
Choice — Phase 1
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak to the Auditor-General’s interim report entitled
Delivering Services to Citizens and Consumers via
Devices of Personal Choice — Phase 1. Today many
Victorians regularly access the information sites of
government agencies. However, many do not, often
preferring to receive their information in the
old-fashioned way, on hard paper. But make no
mistake: the digital race is on. In all probability proper
emphasis on providing fast, effective digital services
has not been given appropriate importance or priority to
date. At present there is inadequate control of
monitoring or even the establishment of mechanisms to
oversee quantifiable results. That being said, there is
ongoing recognition by government agencies that
digital service delivery is the way of the future.
As we all know, technology is extremely costly; it is
usually the most expensive item in any departmental
budget. It requires ongoing buckets of money and
expert personnel to establish and maintain systems that
will eventually provide satisfactory digital services to
the people of Victoria. Digital services are now
accessible via smart phones, tablets, iPads and Android
devices. Stationary offices with housebound personal
computers do not cut it anymore — people are on the
move and their technology moves with them.
The report contains a series of recommendations that
we as a government will take seriously. A
whole-of-government approach, together with
strategies aimed at ensuring effective, sustainable
delivery of digital services to all Victorians, is essential.
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This will empower us and enable us to be at the
forefront of the digital age we live in. The
Auditor-General’s office, as always, can see the
solutions to governance problems and provide quality
advice to Parliament and executive government.
However, it is in our power to take action and put in
place recommendations that are practical and
achievable.
The Department of Premier and Cabinet will soon
launch Services Victoria, whose task will be to
commence planning for our new whole-of-public sector
service capability. Strong leadership and ownership by
agencies must also be instilled, and the way forward
needs to be mapped out for future generations of
technologically smart Victorians. I take seriously the
motto that ‘Technology waits for no-one’. We need to
ensure that our capability systems are up to date and
effective in this modern age. I recommend the report.

DELIVERING VICTORIAN
INFRASTRUCTURE (PORT OF
MELBOURNE LEASE TRANSACTION)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 4 August; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I am very
pleased to speak today in support of the Delivering
Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease
Transaction) Bill 2015. I will not speak at length on this
bill because the issues it raises have been discussed at
length today by members on both sides of the chamber.
I discussed the key elements of this bill in outlining my
position on the motion we debated this morning. All I
will do at this point is briefly outline why it is that I
support this bill.
The government sees investment in our transport
networks as fundamentally critical for our economic
development. The port is one of the key elements of our
transport network. This bill will do a few things. One is
that it will lease the land and dispose of certain assets of
the Port of Melbourne Corporation, and transfer the
operation of services as a result. It will also establish a
regulatory regime for aspects of the port’s operation
and establish the Victorian Transport Fund, which will
support projects such as the removal of 50 of our worst
level crossings, and a $200 million Agriculture
Infrastructure and Jobs Fund.
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At the heart of this is asset recycling. That will allow
for private operation of the port of Melbourne in a way
that will strengthen the capacity of that critical piece of
infrastructure to support the overall state economy, and
freeing up that capital will allow the state to invest in
other projects that the government must invest in.
The port of Melbourne is the largest container port in
Australia. It is visited by more than 3000 ships a year.
Under the lease arrangements, which include
comprehensive and rigorous economic regulation
arrangements, the position of the port in terms of its
absolute productivity and its relative position within
Australia’s freight and logistics will be strengthened.
The government has set up a regime which includes a
lease term and a regulatory framework that it believes,
based upon expert commercial and legal advice, will
put this state in the best possible position. It will
reinforce Melbourne’s position as the freight and
logistics capital of Australia.
It is critical to link the lease of the port of Melbourne
with the Victorian Transport Fund. This was discussed
at length this morning. We cannot talk about this
transaction without highlighting the fact that it will
support the funding of the removal of 50 level
crossings. This will improve the interaction of different
transport modes within our city, improve the interaction
between our rail network and road network, improve
productivity, generate time savings, generate safety
improvements and create thousands of jobs. In addition,
the proceeds from the lease of the port of Melbourne
will contribute to the Agriculture Infrastructure and
Jobs Fund. This $200 million fund will improve access
to markets for our critical regional industries.
It is that broad context that I would like to reinforce.
What we have here is a transaction that is first and
foremost about improving the operation of the port by
enabling the private sector to operate the port in a
manner that increases innovation, brings in private
sector expertise and increases productivity, under the
umbrella of a regulatory regime that will include best
practice pricing regulation. That will generate
long-term certainty along with the lease term that will
improve the prospects of the private sector operator
investing in such a way that the port continues to
support Australia’s, and indeed our state’s, freight and
logistics industry. This transaction will support critical
investment by the government in level crossings and
regional access to our port.
As I said, we discussed this transaction at length this
morning. I simply wanted to highlight and reinforce the
key elements of this bill and this transaction that the
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government stands behind. I hope very much that when
this bill comes to the vote all sides of the chamber will
support it.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I move:
That debate on this bill be adjourned until the select
committee on the port of Melbourne presents its report to the
Council.

Motion agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Nagambie ambulance services
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Ambulance
Services, and it is regarding the urgent need for
Nagambie to have a permanent ambulance presence
located in the town. The action I seek from the minister
is for her to commit to providing a permanent
ambulance presence in Nagambie for the safety and
benefit of Nagambie and the surrounding area and
community.
As the minister is well aware, Nagambie is without a
permanent ambulance presence. It is currently serviced
by ambulances from other regions — predominantly
Murchison, but also Shepparton, Seymour, Kyabram
and Bendigo — which can result in delays of many
hours for a response. The volunteer community
emergency response team (CERT) is the front-line
response for Nagambie. While the CERT volunteers
have done a fantastic job, the ongoing and
ever-increasing demand for these services makes it
untenable for a voluntary service to be the primary
response service. Further, CERT was always intended
to be an interim measure to precede a permanent and
formal ambulance presence.
As the Nagambie Ambulance Service Community
Alliance (NASCA) has highlighted, it is not just
Nagambie that is exposed in the catchment area; the
townships of Avenel, Longwood, Graytown, Goulburn
Weir and Kirwans Bridge are also left vulnerable.
NASCA has described a unique set of circumstances
leading to a perfect storm, noting that increased major
events and high-risk recreational activities mean it is
only a matter of time before the current resources will
not adequately cope.
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This perfect storm may come as early as this summer.
With Goulburn-Murray Water warning that we have
entered another El Niño, the water levels at Lake
Eildon will once again begin to reduce. It is at times
like these that tourists flock to Lake Nagambie, which
has a guaranteed water level. This means increased
numbers of swimmers, rowers, powerboats,
waterskiers, Sea-Doos and other water activities.
A permanent ambulance service for Nagambie has
consistently been listed as a priority by the ambulance
union in its budget submissions. Prior to the election the
Liberal government promised $2.l million to locate
professional ambulance paramedics at Nagambie for
the first time, by way of two full-time paramedics and
an ambulance community support officer.
Unfortunately Labor neither matched the election
commitment nor made any funding announcement in
the state budget.
NASCA attempted to meet with the minister regarding
the serious concerns the community holds. The minister
has yet to meet with the group, but in May the
Parliamentary Secretary for Health, the member for
Macedon in the other place, attended a public forum
and met with NASCA. Yet here we are, two months
later, and nothing has been said by either the
parliamentary secretary or the minister.
The Premier has promised an expansion of the
ambulance system and said he does ‘hope communities
like Nagambie will see stronger services’. The minister
has said she shares the community desire ‘to have an
ambulance system that responds appropriately to the
needs of patients and the community’.
The action I seek from the minister is for her to commit
to providing a permanent ambulance presence in
Nagambie for the safety and benefit of Nagambie and
the surrounding area.

Truck curfews
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety, the Honourable Luke Donnellan. My
electorate of Western Metropolitan Region covers some
of the major freight and trucking arteries between
factories, depots and the port of Melbourne.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MELHEM — Some people like to hear the
sound of their own voice. Unfortunately these arteries
often run through residential streets in suburban areas
such as Yarraville.
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During the last term of Parliament I was approached by
many concerned constituents and community groups
about the problems this was causing for local residents.
Noise pollution, air pollution and traffic congestion
were just some of the problems identified by local
residents in my constituency.
I understand that since the election of the Andrews
Labor government truck curfews have been introduced
in parts of Melbourne’s inner west. The action I am
seeking is for Minister Donnellan to update me on the
progress of these curfews and give an indication as to
their scope, effectiveness and success or otherwise.

Gippsland Carers Association
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — My adjournment
matter this evening is about the funding of a part-time
administration officer for the Gippsland Carers
Association, and it is directed to the Minister for
Families and Children, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos.
The Gippsland Carers Association was founded in 1997
to improve the lives of unpaid carers and those for
whom they care. Unpaid family carers provide a
significant and irreplaceable contribution to the welfare
and wellbeing of their family members, children and
adults with dependent disabilities. Statistically carers
have been found to have the lowest health ratings and
the highest rates of depression and to be more
vulnerable to heart attacks than people in any other
sector of the community.
In Gippsland the coalition funded a part-time
administration officer for the Gippsland Carers
Association to the tune of $25 000 a year for four years.
However, the funding ran out at the end of this financial
year, and the Labor government has not renewed it.
This funding paid for an administration officer to work
19 hours a week, which allowed the carer mentor to be
out on the road helping our carers. This is an important
position in our community. Without an administration
officer the carer mentor has to sit in the office and
divide her time between being out in the community
where she is needed and being back in the office doing
administration. This drastically reduces the carer
mentor’s face-to-face time. It is important that she be
able to be out in the field.
The carer mentor provides support to the carer by
looking after the carer’s loved ones in their home and
supporting the carer. This results in huge savings for
government because it reduces the amount of time that
people needing care spent in nursing homes and respite
centres, as well as reducing the drain on the public
hospital system. Without the funds to support the
administration officer the Gippsland Carers Association
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is left facing a difficult decision: either to cut back on
direct face-to-face support for carers or to cut back on
other initiatives to help fund the part-time
administration officer. I call on the minister to match
the commitment of the previous coalition government
and guarantee the Gippsland Carers Association
funding of the small amount of $25 000 per year for the
next four years so it is able to continue this great work.

Caulfield–Dandenong rail corridor
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. I refer to the commencement of work on
level crossing removals on the Caulfield–Dandenong
rail corridor. It may appear obvious to many members,
but the commitment to build expensive infrastructure
must include an assessment of future needs. It may also
appear obvious that the design of the level crossing
removals will lock in rail capacity into the future. In
particular the design of the level crossing removal will
forever limit the number of railway lines that can travel
through a particular level crossing.
The action I request is for the level crossing removals
on the Caulfield–Dandenong corridor to be designed to
include capacity for an additional two railway lines,
thereby ensuring future flexibility on our rail network.
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It is clear that those people who would seek to stay in
accommodation, whether it be at Como House or other
iconic tourism venues, will be directly impacted upon
by this. Como House is an important tourism
destination, and there are other similar tourism
destinations along the route, including the iconic
Chapel Street strip and locations along Toorak Road
and in Toorak Village itself. It is marketed heavily to
international and interstate tourists that you simply need
to get on a route 8 tram. It is a single-tram service; you
do not need to hop backwards and forwards and change
at various locations. It is a simple service that enables
people to undertake those tourism activities that are
important for the state’s identity and also for the
economy and employment.
The government needs to reconsider this decision to
axe tram route 8. It needs to consider the economic
consequences for our iconic brands, such as Chapel
Street. It needs to consider the impact on employment.
It needs to consider the impact on those traders who
have their sole investment in their businesses along that
route. I call on the Minister for Tourism and Major
Events to look at this issue and look at the tourism
aspects of the Minister for Public Transport’s proposal
to axe route 8 trams — —
The PRESIDENT — Time!

Route 8 tram

Family violence

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My matter
is for the Minister for Tourism and Major Events, and it
concerns the axing of tram route 8, which is under
active contemplation by the government at the moment.
I indicate to the chamber that I have met with many
residents and also many traders groups in the Prahran
electorate. The Melbourne South Yarra Residents
Group, the Toorak Village Residents Action Group, the
Toorak Village Traders Association, the Toorak Road
South Yarra Business Association, the Chapel Street
Precinct Association and other similar organisations are
all concerned about the government’s decision to axe
route 8 trams.

Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for the
Prevention of Family Violence. On Friday, 31 July, I
hosted a White Ribbon fundraiser to support the White
Ribbon campaign. Although anyone can commit family
violence, men are drastically over-represented as
offenders in this area. During that time, I was able to
present a submission to the inquiry into family
violence, which covered the notions of relationship
education, body safety and support for the LGBTI
community.

If the tram route is axed, as the government is
proposing, it will not only impact on residents, and
particularly older residents, in the city of Stonnington
and along tram route 8 — which, for the benefit of the
house, has been in operation since 1927 as an electric
tram service and, I am told, since before 1900 as a cable
tram service, heading along Toorak Road, up St Kilda
Road, up through Swanston Street and on towards the
University of Melbourne and beyond — but it will also
hit tourism and many of the traders group in that
particular area.

Men are drastically over-represented as offenders in
this area — thus White Ribbon’s focus on men’s
violence against women. That allows the foundation to
advocate for men to be the solution to family violence
rather than just the problem. In Northern Metropolitan
Region family violence incidents rose from 9861 to
10 721. That is an increase of 8.7 per cent, which is
well above the Victorian average. In 2013–14 family
violence was the reason for exactly half of all assaults,
52 per cent of all abductions and kidnaps and 57 per
cent of all harassment offences in Northern
Metropolitan Region. More than a third of all rapes and
27 per cent of all sex offences were perpetrated in the

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 5 August 2015

COUNCIL

context of family violence. Three women were
murdered in Northern Metropolitan Region in the
context of family violence in that period.
Darebin and Whittlesea saw the second-largest
increases of 12 per cent, but the worst was Hume,
which saw an increase of 14 per cent. Neither Hume
nor Whittlesea is in the catchment for some of the
current men’s behaviour change programs. These
programs can allow men to undertake counselling and
receive support in altering violent and damaging
behaviour, leading to better outcomes for women,
children and families as a whole.
I call on the minister to add gazetted postcodes for
court-ordered counselling and men’s behaviour change
programs to include the cities of Hume and Whittlesea.
Additionally, I call on every member of Parliament to
consider taking the White Ribbon oath in recognition of
the responsibility of every single one of us to help
combat family violence.

Sunbury municipality
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter this evening for the attention of the Minister
for Local Government. The matter follows a public
meeting I attended at the memorial hall in Sunbury just
a few short weeks ago. It was a meeting held under the
auspices of the auditors who are apparently reviewing
the decision by the previous government to remove
Sunbury from the City of Hume, and I am delighted to
be able to tell the house that Sunbury still knows how to
hold a public meeting. The place was packed to the
rafters, and there was plenty of give and take and good
old-fashioned heckling. It was like going back to a
bygone era, but very good indeed.
I was not surprised to see that there was a sizeable
delegation from the Australian Services Union (ASU)
at that meeting, given that the Australian Services
Union has been very active in spreading
misinformation and opposing the decision by the
previous government to set up the Sunbury city council,
even though, it has to be said, a good number of those
ASU members would have needed a GPS to get to
Sunbury, and I am sure they would have used one. As I
heard one say after a particularly heavy downpour
outside the meeting, ‘We don’t have rain like this in
Broadie’, which pretty much sums up the feeling they
had.
Outside I was told by one of these ASU folk — I think
he may have been a union organiser in fact — in no
uncertain terms, ‘The Sunbury council is dead, brother’.
There is no way that a Labor government will allow

2265

this to go ahead’. That is what he said to me. These
people clearly have a significant influence on the
current government. Inside the meeting, listening to the
auditor, I agreed almost immediately that this will not
happen, because there is an old saying in politics that if
you want a certain result, you appoint the people you
want to a committee, and on this occasion it appears the
government has done that.
The Leader of the Opposition in the Assembly,
Matthew Guy, has called this a farce, which it clearly is,
and not for the first time has Labor betrayed us, it
would seem. I am hoping against hope that the
government will be serious in this regard. I ask the
minister to give a guarantee that the government is
serious about establishing the Sunbury council because,
quite frankly, nobody in Sunbury believes it is.

Southern Cross Firearms
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the newly minted Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade. Southern Cross
Firearms is a small business run by Chris Moore that is
trying to get off the ground. It is an indoor range out
Pakenham way. It is a facility sadly lacking, but as well
as a range it will have a store and a cafe and will create
jobs in an area that is kind of hurting. This is an
opportunity for the government to support a small
business in a growing sector. Some people may not like
the fact that there are a lot of shooters in this country,
but there are, and there is a need for this. I call on the
minister to assist Mr Moore in any way possible to get
this facility off the ground.

Casey-Cardinia Library Corporation
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The matter I wish to raise is for the attention of the
Minister for Local Government, the Honourable Natalie
Hutchins, and it is in relation to a letter that I and other
members of Parliament have received from the board of
the Casey-Cardinia Library Corporation. More
specifically, the letter was written by Peter Carter, the
chief executive officer, to register concern about the
recent allocation of public libraries grants to the library
corporation.
The corporation is the fourth-largest library service in
the state and serves the city of Casey, which falls within
my region, and the Cardinia Shire Council. They are
local government authorities with a joint population of
over 370 000. Both councils are high-growth areas with
all of the pressures and demands that interface councils
face. Casey City Council, in the area I predominantly
represent, is the third fastest growing municipality in
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Victoria. Cardinia’s population is increasing at 3.5 per
cent per annum, and Pakenham, a suburb mentioned by
the previous member, is Australia’s fastest growing
inland town.

Ms Dunn made a request of the Minister for Public
Transport to consider capacity for two additional lines
as part of the Caulfield–Dandenong rail corridor
project.

The member councils have shown themselves to be
very positive supporters of library services for their
communities, and they have made significant
investments in buildings and services over the past 5 to
10 years. The community has shown that it values
library services by making 1.3 million visits and
2.8 million loans per year at the library corporation
branches.

Mr Davis raised a matter for the Minister for Tourism
and Major Events requesting that he consider the
tourism impact of trams on businesses around Toorak
and advocate to reconsider the cancelling of the no. 8
tram.

The board is expressing concern over the funding
allocation to the corporation from the public libraries
funding program. The board considered the 2015–16
grant allocation at its meeting on 24 June and has
requested that I communicate its comments and
concerns. A government press release of 6 May notes:
The Labor government has also delivered a record
$40.51 million in 2015–16 to support ongoing library services
for councils, regional libraries and Vision Australia through
the public libraries funding program.

The record increased grant funding delivered primarily
through population growth represents a 2.5 per cent
increase in overall grant funding compared to the
previous financial year, but the board notes its concerns
and disappointment that the commensurate grant
increase for the Casey-Cardinia Library Corporation is
only 2.38 per cent. That might sound paltry; however, it
does not reach the state average grant increase or the
state government’s CPI figures, leaving the corporation
and, by extension, the member councils to find further
funding for themselves. This represents a reduction of
approximately $18 500 on per capita allocations. I ask
the minister to look at this injustice, which is clearly out
of kilter with population growth and the government’s
public statements, and have the shortfall found and
adjusted accordingly.

Responses
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Ms Lovell raised a matter for the Minister for
Ambulance Services regarding ambulance services in
Nagambie.
Mr Melhem raised a matter for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety requesting an update on the impact of
road curfews in Yarraville.
Ms Bath raised a matter for the Minister for Families
and Children asking for a part-time administrative
officer for the Gippsland Carers Association.

Ms Patten made a request of the Minister for Prevention
of Family Violence to have Hume and Whittlesea
councils added to the gazetted postcodes for men’s
counselling programs.
Mr Finn raised a matter for the Minister for Local
Government requesting that he give a guarantee that the
government is serious about Sunbury council.
Mr Finn — Even you couldn’t keep a straight face.
Mr HERBERT — To be perfectly honest I was
trying to work out what Mr Finn was asking.
Mr Bourman made a request of the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade for assistance in any
way, shape or form for the establishment of Southern
Cross Firearms.
Mrs Peulich made a request of the Minister for Local
Government for more public library funding for
councils in her electorate, particularly in the growth
areas of Cardinia and Casey. I will pass all those
requests on to the relevant ministers.
I have written responses to adjournment debate matters
raised by Ms Lovell on 28 May, Mr Drum on 24 June,
and Ms Dunn and Ms Symes on 25 June.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 5.57 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

ALCOA (PORTLAND ALUMINIUM
SMELTER) (AMENDMENT) ACT
AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Assembly’s rejection
Returned from Assembly with message rejecting
bill.
Ordered to be considered next day.

PETITIONS
Following petition presented to house:

Route 8 tram
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of the residents of Victoria draws the attention of
the house to strong community support to keep the no. 8 tram
route noting:
1.

the no. 8 tram route has been in operation since 1927
and is one of Melbourne’s busiest tram routes;

2.

the below-listed petitioners express extreme concern at
the Andrews Labor government plan to abolish the no. 8
tram route and demand that the Andrews government
step back from its planned abolition of the no. 8 tram
and commit to the permanent maintenance of this route
along Toorak Road, St Kilda Road and Swanston Street;

3.

that promises to strengthen public transport will not be
advanced by moving resources from one route to
another, but instead should see the addition of new
services to those currently provided.

The petitioners therefore call on the Legislative Council to
urge the Andrews Labor government to stop their abolition of
the no. 8 tram route.

By Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan)
(260 signatures).
Laid on table.
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FAMILY AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Abuse in disability services
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) presented
interim report, including appendices, together with
transcripts of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be published.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

I will speak very briefly to this report. The subject of
this particular committee inquiry was one of the more
distressing subjects I have experienced in my years in
Parliament. I find it repugnant in every way that
anybody who is vulnerable, anyone who is defenceless,
anybody who is not in a position to defend themselves
is the subject of abuse. I find it repugnant, I find it less
than human, that people with a disability should be
treated in any other way than other human beings with
the full respect they are due. Unfortunately what we
have found in our committee considerations, keeping in
mind this is an interim report, is that this abuse goes on
and goes on far too often.
While this is a very good report, it is just the beginning.
To fully tackle the depth of abuse that is going on,
Parliament should consider this subject at much greater
length and at a much higher level, because while the
recommendations of this committee are very
worthwhile, it is something that the government and
ministers need to take into consideration as a matter of
priority. It is intolerable that we, as a state, allow these
things to happen.
The considerations of this committee distressed me
enormously. As members would be aware, people with
disability are pretty close to my heart, and I found most
of the things we heard quite heartbreaking. For us to
call ourselves a civilised society and allow these sorts
of things to happen is probably pushing the truth,
because if we were truly a civilised society, we would
never tolerate abuse towards people with disabilities or
children or the elderly or anybody who is not in a
position to fully defend themselves.
I commend this report. I congratulate the committee
chair, Maree Edwards, the member for Bendigo West
in the Assembly; the deputy chair, Cindy McLeish, the
member for Eildon in the Assembly; and my fellow
members, Chris Couzens, Paul Edbrooke, Emma Kealy

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
2268

COUNCIL

and Suzanna Sheed — the members for Geelong,
Frankston, Lowan and Shepparton in the Assembly
respectively. I also commend the committee secretariat:
Dr Janine Bush, the executive officer; Ms Vicky
Finn — no relation, I understand — who is the research
officer — —
Mr Jennings — She is a relation to somebody!
Mr FINN — She probably is related to somebody.
That is very good. You are coming along very well,
Minister. It is a really good start to the day — it is the
best start you have had all week!
I thank also Mr Patrick O’Brien, the research officer,
and Ms Helen Ross-Soden, the administrative officer. I
thank these people for the contributions they have made
to what is an extremely important report, one that I
sincerely hope will not go into a ministerial cabinet
somewhere and be left to collect dust. I have been
involved in a number of committees over a number of
years. All too often committee reports find their way
onto cabinet shelves, and in 100 years someone will be
wandering through those offices, they will find a report
and they will be the first person who has actually
picked it up in 100 years.
I am very hopeful that this report will be taken
seriously, I am very hopeful that the recommendations
will be taken seriously and I am very hopeful that not
just the government but indeed the Parliament will
consider the abuse of disabled people a very serious
matter. I believe it is an issue that should be addressed
as a matter of urgency.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The good thing is,
Mr Finn, you might well find that in 100 years time you
will find your place in history!
Mr FINN — I don’t think it will be worrying me
too much then.
Motion agreed to.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until Tuesday,
18 August.

Motion agreed to.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Mobile Black Spot program
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I rise to inform the house
about the Victorian mobile project. I understand the
project was started under the previous government,
enjoyed bipartisan support and is something the
previous minister, then Minister Somyurek, signed as a
memorandum of understanding with Telstra that saw us
lodge a funding arrangement with the commonwealth
government and be successful in it.
This project is going to construct 109 new mobile
phone towers across regional Victoria in a move
specifically to eliminate black spots. This means that up
to 12 000 households and businesses across regional
Victoria that currently receive no mobile service —
nothing at all — will now be covered and their black
spots will be eliminated.
Connecting those businesses alone is projected to
generate nearly $120 million per annum across the
state’s regional economy. That is good for jobs, it is
good for productivity and importantly it is good for
community safety. This Parliament over many years
has seen the dangers of bushfires and natural disasters.
Ensuring that people have access to communications
and better emergency services information means that
when natural disasters such as bushfires occur they will
hopefully be much better prepared and informed.
We know this initiative will bring greater peace of mind
to those people living in regional Victoria. It is
wonderful that it enjoyed bipartisan support and is
absolutely worth the $21 million investment that this
government is making.
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, President, for the
benefit of the chamber I thought that ministers
statements were supposed to be about new initiatives.
The initiative that the minister has raised this morning
is one that was funded by the federal government and
the former coalition government. I allowed him to
finish because it is a really good initiative and brings
great benefits, particularly to my electorate, where a
number of these towers are being located.
The minister also raised earlier in the week the small
business festival, which has been going for 10 years. I
believe, then, that he is not using these ministerial
statements as they were intended.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The point of order is
well made in the sense that ministerial statements do
need to contain reference to a new initiative. That is
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their purpose. For the sake of the matters that have been
raised this week, no doubt there are some new elements
in the matters raised by Mr Dalidakis. Also, he is a new
minister to the house. I am sure he will be mindful, as
will all ministers, of the need to stay within the spirit of
those ministerial statements as I think has been well
established. However, the point of order is well made. I
just say of the small business festival — 10 years? Try
23 years.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Preston Lions Football Club
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
had the pleasure on Friday, 17 July, to join the officials
of the Preston Lions Football Club — which is
commonly known as a soccer club for those who are
not fans of the world game — to officially launch their
new lighting infrastructure that was co-funded by the
coalition government and Darebin City Council.
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and public affairs at Save the Children, Greens Senator
Scott Ludlam, Chris Wallace from Oaktree and me. A
federal government member was invited to attend and
had committed to participate, but unfortunately she
pulled out at the last minute due to a diary conflict. The
meeting was organised as a non-political forum, and
Oaktree went out of its way to make sure that the full
political spectrum was represented.
The panel discussion was part of a two-day boot camp,
and hundreds of active members of the community,
aged 16 to 26, converged on Kilbreda College in
Mentone for a very productive discussion on a range of
issues. The panel session I took part in went for a full
2 hours and included a wide-ranging discussion on
Australia’s political processes and ways to make
Australia’s foreign aid more effective. I thank Oaktree
for organising the panel, and I look forward to seeing
many of these young people contributing to our
political process over the coming years.

Marriage equality
I joined Cr Angela Villella, a La Trobe ward councillor
of Darebin City Council, to officially turn on the lights
and support the great world game in Preston. I want to
make specific comments about club president Zak
Gruevski and his committee, who have been tireless
voluntary workers to promote that multicultural game
in the north. What they have done cleverly for a club
that was previously known as Preston Makedonia and
is now known as the Preston Lions Football Club is to
galvanise that entire multicultural community through
their love of the world game.
After turning on the lights on that very cold Friday
night of 17 July, it was an absolute pleasure to watch
the women’s team play, and that night included a
celebration of multiculturalism in Melbourne’s north. I
thank Darebin City Council for joining the previous
coalition government in funding this important piece of
infrastructure and Football Federation Victoria for
getting behind the world game in Melbourne’s north,
because it is bringing communities together.

Oaktree boot camp
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to
acknowledge the work of Oaktree, a not-for-profit
organisation trying to encourage the participation of
young people in political discussion and activism, and
in particular I acknowledge a panel discussion it
organised on 24 July in Mentone. The panel discussed
ways to increase the participation of young people in
the Australian legal process, with a focus on helping
young people participate in ways to eradicate poverty.
The panellists were Mat Tinkler, the director of policy

Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise
today to support marriage equality. While I recognise
that this is a federal matter I want to put on the record
that in 2015 we are still squabbling about whether two
consenting adults can legally or formally recognise
their union in Australia. It has been 14 years since the
Netherlands adopted marriage equality, and
subsequently we have seen New Zealand, Ireland and
the United States adopt the concept. It is really time for
Australia to do it.
The case for marriage equality is robust, especially in
Victoria. Most of the local councils in my electorate of
Northern Metropolitan Region endorse and recognise
marriage unions in various forms. Rallies supporting
marriage equality are the most highly attended in
Victoria. I am constantly being asked by constituents
what the government is doing about marriage equality.
Even late last night I ran into someone at the
supermarket who asked me, ‘When are we going to get
marriage equality in Australia?’. I understand this
matter can only be formalised by our federal
colleagues, but I passionately urge everyone in this
chamber to take a personal, public and professional
stand in support of marriage equality.

Gippsland Community Leadership Program
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I rise this morning
to note the ongoing contribution of the Gippsland
Community Leadership Program to the infrastructure,
community and networks of the region. I congratulate
the participants on their ongoing programs, which
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deliver skills, experience, networks and a range of
different professional experiences to people from local
government, industry and the community sector. It was
a privilege earlier this week to meet with participants
from the community leadership program, which is
enjoying funding from the Andrews Labor government,
as they attended Parliament to feel the thrill and frisson
of the houses of Parliament in the course of their work,
and to be able to congratulate each and every single one
of them in relation to the contributions they are making
within their own communities.

Latrobe Valley Bus Lines
Ms SHING — It was a privilege to congratulate
Latrobe Valley Bus Lines on its recent launch of the
Volvo Euro 6 model bus, which will provide better,
more effective and more environmentally sensitive
public transport to the people of the Latrobe Valley.
This is the first Euro 6 bus to operate in Victoria. As an
alternative to a helicopter, it will make sure locals from
around the region can get from A to B in a comfortable,
safe and affordable manner. I congratulate Rhonda
Renwick and everyone from Latrobe Valley Bus Lines
on delivering this important new initiative to the area to
improve accessibility and connectivity and provide
better public transport services.

Employment
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Labor came to office claiming it
would create 100 000 new full-time jobs over its first
two years in office. In reality, rather than 25 000 new
full-time jobs being created in the first six months, we
have seen the loss of over 9500 full-time jobs.
According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the
number of Victorians in full-time work is lower now
than it was at the same time last year. The number of
women in full-time work is at its lowest level in over
three years. More than 19 000 full-time positions for
women have been lost under the Andrews government.
In terms of regional areas, more than 5000 jobs have
been lost in Bendigo, leaving employment at its lowest
level for two years.
For over eight months important industry assistance
programs have stalled and vital new industry
investment has been forgone. This has been detrimental
to the creation of new jobs in emerging Victorian
industries. The decision to scrap the east–west link cost
Victoria 6700 new jobs and harmed the confidence of
investors. Daniel Andrews said he would fight for every
job in the state, but while he has been fighting for his
own job, and that of his Deputy Premier, his policy
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inaction has stalled new investment and new job
opportunities for Victorians.

Firearms
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I rise today to
speak about a decision made recently by the Prime
Minister to ban the importation of a certain firearm.
This firearm quite clearly fits within current Victorian
firearm laws and, more importantly, the national
firearms agreement. It is unreasonable that decisions
like this should be influenced by anything other than
legislative change. To use the excuse of the threat of
terrorism to justify the banning of the importation of
this firearm is quite insulting. It affects me personally; I
was on the list for one of these firearms, and I am now
unable to obtain it. I would like to make the point that
we should be looking at who the real enemy is in the
war on terror. It is not law-abiding people who get a
licence, go to a gun shop and purchase a firearm — it is
criminals. That is a very important point.
This is not being taken lightly by the shooting
community. We are overregulated in a lot of different
ways. We have been regulated quite unfairly since the
actions of a federal Liberal government in 1996, and
today the unfairness continues. Frankly, the shooting
community will fight like the third monkey on the ramp
to Noah’s Ark.

Labor gender equality
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — A
couple of weeks ago the Labor Party hosted its national
conference in Melbourne. On this occasion the Labor
Party determined, in its ongoing quest for equality, that
it would support changes to Labor’s rules to ensure that
50 per cent of all its publicly elected representatives are
women by 2025. This has been a long journey, one that
members reflected on in our recent condolence motion
noting the passing of Joan Kirner. The quest for reform
has continued apace since Joan’s passing.
This reform, like so many great national reforms, was
led by Victoria. I would like to congratulate a number
of my colleagues and friends on their great work in
achieving this momentous shift. I congratulate my
colleague and good friend Jaclyn Symes, as well as
Natalie Hutchins, the member for Sydenham in the
Assembly. I also acknowledge some of the leaders of
EMILY’s List. Tanja Kovac, Linda White and Lisa
Carey played an enormous role in this significant
achievement, which I think will make our parliaments
better and indeed our legislation and our governments.
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Stanhope
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I rise to
congratulate Stanhope on being listed as one of eight
finalists in Dairy Australia’s inaugural search for
Australia’s dairy capital. As a finalist, Stanhope will be
named the Murray dairy region’s Legendairy town and
will receive a $2500 community grant, which the town
will use to build a new playground at the Stanhope
Recreation Reserve. I wish Stanhope the best of luck in
the race to be named the 2015 dairy capital of Australia.
It will be a well-deserved honour if it wins.
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civilisation with just moments of notice. There are
many tens of thousands of nuclear weapons still out
there, operational, on hair-trigger alert, and we see the
continuing proliferation of nuclear weapons in the
hands of new countries, something that works directly
against the aims of the 1960s nuclear non-proliferation
treaty. That historic deal, involving nuclear states
getting rid of their weapons and new countries refusing
to obtain weapons, is looking shakier than it ever has,
and for that reason we should continue to mark events
such as this.

Young Parents program
Gallery Kaiela
Ms LOVELL — I am thrilled that so many of our
talented local Indigenous artists’ work has been
celebrated in an exhibition of Shepparton’s Gallery
Kaiela at the Birrarung Gallery of the Melbourne
Museum’s Bunjilaka Aboriginal Cultural Centre.
Gallery Kaiela is a wonderful community gallery that
showcases local artists and provides them with the
tools, studio space and supportive environment
necessary to create their beautiful work. Angie Russi
and her team do a fantastic job managing the gallery,
and I look forward to many more of their exhibitions.

Shepparton Theatre Arts Group
Ms LOVELL — Over the winter break I had the
pleasure of attending the Shepparton Theatre Arts
Group’s 40th anniversary production, Forty and
Fabulous. It really was a fabulous night, with songs
performed from previous productions including My
Fair Lady, Les Misérables, Chess, South Pacific and
Chicago. This talented group of performers and artists
certainly did the community proud, and I look forward
to the group’s next 40 years of fabulous productions.

Hiroshima Day
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — Today
we mark 70 years since the Hiroshima bomb. We
continue to mark Hiroshima Day not only as a reminder
of an event of great human tragedy but also because it
initiated one of the most difficult periods in human
history, the Cold War.
Recently I had the eerie experience of visiting a
decommissioned nuclear missile silo in South Dakota
in America, and I pondered how difficult it is going to
be to ever explain to my own children that there was a
period in human history when, despite our incredible
achievements in culture, science, technology and the
rest of it, we also held in our hands the ability and, in
some cases, the willingness to destroy the whole of

Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — It gives me
great pleasure to rise today to speak on a creative
course on offer at the Warrnambool South West TAFE
which allows young parents to finish their secondary
education. I am sure members are all aware of the low
year 12 attainment rates in western Victoria; this
program addresses that and should be supported to
flourish. The Victorian certificate of applied learning
Young Parents program allows parents to achieve their
years 10, 11 and 12 through TAFE while their children
attend a day-care program at the same location. The
course is being promoted through a newly developed
YouTube clip, which I would be more than happy to
pass on to anyone who is interested.

ENERGY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(PUBLICATION OF RETAIL OFFERS)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 25 June; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It is a great
opportunity to be able to talk about the Energy
Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers)
Bill 2015, which has been put forward by the
government. The coalition will not oppose this
legislation, primarily because it was put together by the
previous government. Effectively it carries on much of
the great work that was done by the previous
government in relation to consumer costs. The previous
government addressed and attacked cost-of-living
pressures. We wanted to bring down those pressing
cost-of-living pressures that Victorians face on a
day-to-day basis.
The concept of this bill is primarily to ensure that the
government’s My Power Planner website, which is now
up and available, can provide people with a means of
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comparing electricity prices on an ongoing basis. The
website provides people with the ability to input a range
of data, such as kilowatt usage on an annual basis, and
look at not just their total usage but also the manner in
which they are using that power. A range of data can be
input into the My Power Planner website, and the
website gives consumers the opportunity to compare
the offering they have with their current retail provider
with that of a whole range of other providers that may
be vying for their business. This has the effect of
sharpening up the pencils of the various electricity
providers, and it enables many families to make
significant savings in the range of around $200 per
annum.
Around 75 per cent of Victorians have changed their
electricity providers over the last year or two, which is
promising, because it means that people are using this
tool. There is a whole range of opportunities for greater
usage of the website and greater awareness. It will be
good for everybody. We no longer have the loyalties
we used to have — loyalty to one bank, one
supermarket, one petrol station and so on.
Mr Barber — One footy team.
Mr DRUM — We still tend to follow one footy
team.
Mr Barber — One political party.
Mr DRUM — We had better leave that there.
Mr Barber — There is not a lot of brand loyalty for
The Nationals.
Mr DRUM — Unfortunately there is not a lot of
brand loyalty anywhere. This presents a great
opportunity for Victorians — they can input their data
into this website’s comparison tools and receive
benefits as a result of that.
This legislation also addresses gas retailers. The
products of gas retailers can also be compared on the
website, and that will enable people to have a more
holistic view and greater ability to plan their energy
purchasing arrangements. An increasing number of
Victorians are now into renewable sources of energy —
some Victorians have solar panels on their roofs and
some have joined a wind turbine community group.
Some people are into biomass energy. Anybody who
has entered the market and become an energy provider
now has the ability to look at the best options available
for selling their energy into the grid. This is not just
about looking at the best options for purchasing it.
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That is something that needed to be done and
something we were en route to doing when we were in
government. I know Russell Northe, the member for
Morwell in the other place and the previous Minister
for Energy and Resources, was pushing this legislation
late last year when we were looking to provide
Victorians with more information to enable them to get
the efficiencies they were looking for.
I have talked to many people about the information
available on this website, and it is amazing how many
people simply do not know about it. People change
their energy provider simply because they are frustrated
and upset with a particular bill and they go online and
look around. However, I do not know that enough
people realise that this website is available. It
effectively does the work for them by giving them the
opportunity to input the data. Once they have input the
data it throws up the options available. It is a fantastic
resource and something I am not sure we are using in
the way we should. It is an option that many more
people than are currently should take up.
Whilst it was a coalition initiative to continue to work
towards providing people with more information and
giving more Victorians the opportunity to look at other
retail energy offers, we also need to be aware that one
of the other pressing costs of living is water bills. Again
we have a stark difference in the two political offerings
in Victoria. Under the coalition government water
prices came down in real dollar terms simply because
the previous Minister for Water, Peter Walsh, the
member for Murray Plains in the Assembly, insisted
that the water boards around Victoria take on the role of
working out how they could deliver water savings to
everyday Victorians. It was not just words. Minister
Walsh was able to deliver real dollar savings for people,
to the tune of hundreds of dollars per annum. Water
prices in Victoria actually came down.
With water policies going the way they are under Labor
we will see all of that good work undone. We are also
going to see — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Can we have less
volume, at the very least, on the government side of the
house as Mr Drum makes his contribution on this
matter.
Mr DRUM — Thank you, President. It is also worth
looking at one of our other generic cost-of-living
pressures, and that is council rates. Council rates have
been capped by the government at 2.5 per cent or
CPI — it is 2.5 per cent — but what the government
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has not been able to do and has no intention of doing is
capping the fire services levy. People will very shortly
receive accounts in the mail for their rates. Down the
bottom will be the fire services levy, and we will see
increases of around 6 per cent to 7.5 per cent. This is
another one of those cost-of-living pressures that a
coalition government would do everything it possibly
could to keep down in real terms.
However, there is no doubt that we will see an
incredible increase in the fire services levy, not to
provide more fire trucks to the Country Fire Authority
(CFA) or to provide the CFA or the Metropolitan Fire
Brigade with new equipment: it will simply be to pay
the fire services union back for the work it did in the
last election campaign. The wages of the full-time
firefighters will be increased through a fire services
levy hit on Victorians. There will be a 7.5 per cent
increase in that particular tax, and it is a tax. You can
call it a levy, a tax or whatever you like, but it will go
up by around 6.5 to 7.5 per cent across the state, and
that money will go straight to the union, which supports
this government.
It is fantastic that the government has brought this bill
into the house. The coalition will not oppose the
legislation because it gives Victorians the opportunity
to gather more information and become more adept at
handling their energy-related purchases. We have
already seen the introduction of electricity online, and
we are now moving into the online provision of
information for gas. That will enable individual
Victorian households to have the data and information
they need to be able to sell the small amounts of energy
that they may have available to put back into the grid.
That will be important. It will certainly help those
people in Victoria who need this sort of assistance. I
also highlight that we need to get the message out more
effectively into the community so that more and more
people are aware that this tool is available.
Certainly the coalition is very proud of its work in this
area. On coming to government in 2010 it had a whole
range of work to do in the energy space. The smart
meters were being rolled out at the time, and that was
causing a whole range of grief. Many people simply did
not want to participate in the smart meter rollout. That
had to be worked through in a very careful manner, and
it was. When the Brumby government introduced the
smart meters the people of Victoria were told these
things would give them the data that they needed in
order to save money. That was never realised by the
Brumby government at all. It has hardly ever been
realised, even now. It is only now that people are
starting to get the opportunity to use their smart meters
for their own benefit. For the previous six to eight years
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it has all been about the benefit for the retailers and
giving them the information they needed in order to
increase their profits, and that has occurred at a cost to
everyday Victorians. It is hoped that now we will start
to see some of those benefits being realised by
individual Victorians across the state.
The coalition will not oppose this bill. Effectively the
bill had its genesis under the coalition government. We
believe it is a good idea to include gas retail options on
the My Power Planner website. The bill also provides
those who are in the market of providing energy back
into the grid with some options and information they
need on how best to deal with their surplus energy. The
availability of that information will create the
competition we need. We need the providers to sharpen
their pencils and make sure that they are offering to
Victorians the best deals they possibly can. This is a
great way of making that happen. We are happy to
make sure this legislation makes its way through the
house and results in giving people the information they
need so that they can make the best choices possible.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens are supporting this bill. It is nice that the
government is making a few changes to its website to
allow people to learn a little bit more about their energy
bills, but if the government thinks that slightly
enhancing the transparency of the electricity retail
market is what is going to save us, it is sadly mistaken.
There are deep and fundamental market failures going
on in the energy market, which Labor somehow does
not seem to want to address, despite the fact that this is
basically the legacy of former Premier Jeff Kennett’s
mad scientist experiment in breaking up the energy
market into horizontal segments that he somehow
thought would introduce competition.
In fact it is the natural monopoly section of that
market — the electricity grid itself — that is in most
desperate need of reform, and yet that is where the
incumbents seem to be most successful in resisting any
reform. If you cannot get the grid working right, the
generators attached to it, the retailers who provide
electricity through it and all the other aspects of the
operation of this market will fall in a screaming heap.
That is where we find ourselves right now. We have a
rapidly re-monopolising gentailer phenomenon, with
effectively the three big retailers controlling most of the
electricity market.
Notwithstanding the amount of churn that goes on
between electricity retailers, as Mr Drum alluded to, the
fact is the retail component of our electricity bill has
continued to rocket in Victoria, and that is why our
electricity prices are so high. Starting from that

ENERGY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (PUBLICATION OF RETAIL OFFERS) BILL 2015
2274

COUNCIL

particular point of the question, what has that led to? It
has led to consumers getting smart, reducing their
energy use and going solar to avoid having to buy
electricity. That in turn has led retailers and other
market participants to try to throw up more barriers to
energy independence.
Last year we saw one retailer try to put a special charge
on customers who had their own solar panels as a
punishment, if you like, or in some ways a tax on the
sun, and when that was knocked off we saw other sorts
of barriers being thrown up.
I have received a litany of complaints from
householders and businesses, particularly rural
businesses, who have tried to go solar to zero out their
electricity bill and have been told by the local power
distributor that they are either going to have the system
downsized or in some cases completely refused. The
response to that of course is to ultimately go off the
grid. CSIRO is even modelling scenarios where a third
of households in built-up areas may ultimately
disconnect from the grid. That means a smaller pool of
electrons will be moving through that grid, which
means that the grid operator will need to charge even
more to recover the fixed costs of operating the grid,
and so on and so forth until we get into what in the US
in similar circumstances has been dubbed the electricity
death spiral.
Then you throw in the issue of climate change and the
impact that is having. There will never be another
coal-fired power station built in Victoria. There is
simply too much uncertainty in the market to ever allow
that to happen, and in some ways the certainty that
there will be an increasing impost on polluters simply
makes it impossible to make a coal-fired power station
stack up economically. Now that gas is linked to the
international gas price we are seeing the wholesale
price on its way to doubling, which may lead to a
30 per cent increase in the average household bill. For
now what it means is that gas-fired power stations
cannot compete against coal-fired power. They are
better off selling the gas for export to Japan.
With another drought around the corner, it will mean
less water available to run coal-fired power stations and
less water in hydro dams which provide an important
peak electricity demand buffer. There is also the fact
that renewables keep getting cheaper and that
household energy efficiency continues to improve. In
fact if you wanted to heat your home today, you would
be better off installing an efficient electricity heater
rather than the gas appliance, which in the past we
thought of as green and cheap but we now know is not
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green and is going to be an increasingly expensive way
to heat your home.
I could go off onto a further discussion about the impact
of unconventional gas exploration, but that is probably
stretching it a bit far. In any case I will have many more
opportunities soon to debate what we should be looking
at in terms of our future energy needs. Suffice to say I
read a very interesting submission from the government
last night on the subject of unconventional gas in which
it is stated that expansion of commercial gas in Victoria
will have no impact on prices in Australia unless we
can pump so much of it that we depress the
international gas price. Good luck sustaining that
argument!
Mr Jennings — I thought you would have been
happy about that.
Mr BARBER — That was one of the things that
cheered me up when my eyes opened this morning,
Mr Jennings.
Mr Jennings interjected.
Mr BARBER — Mr Jennings is inviting me to
pre-empt that debate. We have an inquiry into that, and
as I said, we will have many opportunities to sort
through all that.
But that right there is the dilemma we are facing.
Mr Kennett’s experiment did not work, and yet there is
zero willingness from this government to take on this
fractured market and attempt to bring some common
sense back into it — just a website with a few more
comparison tools so consumers can shop around
between energy companies.
In addressing that retail question, both the Labor and
Liberal parties have put forward the rate of churn
between energy providers by domestic customers as
evidence that this is a highly competitive market. In fact
those companies have chosen not to compete on price
wherever they can avoid it. There have been sign-up
bonuses of Coles Myer vouchers and there have been
high-pressure tactics involving students and
backpackers knocking on consumers’ doors and telling
them they are being ripped off. One electricity retailer
was massively fined by the Australian Competition and
Consumer Commission (ACCC) for misleading
door-to-door sales techniques.
It would be fair to say that the big three electricity
retailers have been systematically lying to their
customers for many years about their electricity bills.
Why would we trust these self-same companies to tell
us how the electricity market should be reformed when
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they are rapidly remonopolising the market, with the
ACCC seemingly powerless to prevent the
agglomeration of big retailers buying up the big
coal-fired generators and using even more market
power? And not just market power within the market
but political power to ensure that the market rules
favour them at every stage.
It is not going to last very long. It is entirely possible
that we might see not only widespread
community-owned generation in addition to the
1.5 million power stations that we now have in
Australia — those solar rooftops that are so common
wherever you go — but also, I believe, eventually the
break-up of the electricity grid back into some form of
public ownership, or at the very least the regulation of
that grid becoming so tight that it effectively becomes a
management franchise by the current incumbents.
Perhaps I believe that because I live in Brunswick
where once upon a time the Brunswick council ran the
electricity grid in that area. In the 1980s a solar array
and a small wind turbine at the Centre for Education
and Research in Environmental Strategies, known as
the CERES environmental park, in Brunswick was
feeding green electrons into that local electricity grid. If
you lived in Brunswick in the 1980s or early 1990s,
you were some of the first people to be able to purchase
green power generated locally because the council was
the retailer and the distributor and the Alternative
Technology Association was the generator. There are
still a few rusty signs on power poles around my suburb
that say ‘Brunswick Electricity Supply’, and I think
there may be aspirations in that community to
eventually get back some control over the electricity
grid so we can manage it for public benefit, not as some
sort of hokey half-private half-monopoly system like
the one we now have in Australia, or at least in the
south-eastern part that is connected to the Australian
energy market.
Cost of living is a big concern in this state. There is
little offered by this government in relation to cost of
living by way of an election promise. Basically the
government seems to want to bash up local councils
and get councils to keep their rates down. If we want to
get serious about the cost of living, particularly as it
relates to electricity and gas — and now water because
it takes a lot of energy to shift water around the state,
never mind if you start making it from a desalination
plant, and it takes a lot of water to make electricity if
you are going to continue going down the path of the
coal-fired model — the Australia Institute, for example,
has said that the real reason energy prices have been
increasing is the bad planning of the system,
particularly overinvestment in poles and wires which
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are now becoming redundant as more and more people
become both generators and users of electricity.
If the government wants to see a sustained
improvement in the affordability of electricity, it is
going to need to cut the Gordian knot and it is going to
need to make some major root-and-branch reforms to
the way electricity is produced, distributed and sold
here in Victoria. However, if this bill is a measure of
the government’s political will, unfortunately I think it
is not up to the job.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — This is an
important bill, and I am very pleased to speak in
support of it. It is an important bill in taking a step
forward in strengthening competition in retail energy
markets in this state to the benefit of consumers in the
short and long run. In particular the bill supports the
enhancement of the government’s independent energy
price comparator website by requiring energy retailers
to supply more information to that website. The website
currently nominated by the Minister for Energy and
Resources, the My Power Planner website, is already
being used by many Victorian energy consumers, but
following this reform we will see the market
strengthened by the making of more information
accessible to consumers.
As both speakers before me have highlighted,
cost-of-living pressures on Victorian households are
already significant, and whatever we can do to make
markets, such as our electricity and gas markets, more
competitive will reduce the pressure on household
budgets.
The government’s energy comparator website currently
covers all generally available electricity retail offers and
allows consumers to compare them. But following this
bill and this reform, from September of this year, the
government’s energy comparator website will be able
to also allow a comparison of gas retail offers and will
provide information in relation to solar feed-in tariff
offers.
I want to make some comments of a broad nature about
what it is that makes markets function to the advantage
of consumers, because I think that not only guides this
particular reform — and it does inform us as to why
this reform is important — but it also suggests what it is
that a broader regulatory reform agenda might be
moving forward in this space, and why it is that what
we are supporting today is so important.
It is generally agreed that competitive markets are
generally those that operate in the interests of
consumers. What is it that constitutes a competitive
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market? Generally there is an agreement amongst
theoreticians that there are a number of elements to a
competitive market. One is that there are a large
number of buyers and a large number of sellers, with
neither buyers nor sellers being in a position to exercise
market power. It is generally accepted that there should
be perfect long-run factor mobility; there should be
non-increasing returns to scale; there should be an
absence of externalities; there should be no, or low,
barriers to entry and exit for firms or participants in the
market; there should be perfect information; there
should be zero, or low, transaction costs; there should
be profit maximisation by firms or suppliers; and there
should be a homogenous or substitutable product.
Of course this does not exist in reality. There is no such
market in reality that matches all of those
characteristics. So in a sense perfect competition is a
theoretical construct; it is a benchmark. We can look at
certain markets that get very close to perfect
competition, like currency markets or certain
commodity markets, where there are many suppliers
and many buyers, and where there is very frequent,
deep and highly liquid trading. Even those markets are
not absolutely perfectly competitive, but they get very
close to the benchmark. This benchmark is a very
useful theoretical construct because it points out to us
what it is that we should be aiming towards when we
are trying, firstly, to identify, and secondly, to correct
market failures through regulation or other
mechanisms. It is important that we establish that
benchmark. What is it that we think is the type of
market that works best in consumer interests?
In a fundamental way what is it about competitive
markets that ultimately acts in the interests of
consumers? The first point — and Mr Drum touched on
this — is that they keep firms on their toes
fundamentally. If firms feel that other firms might come
in and grab their market share or grab some of their
profit margin, they will be more likely to behave in the
interests of consumers. It is that competition between
suppliers that is at the heart of what is likely to produce
benefits in the interests of consumers. It is firms feeling
that they may lose profit margin or market share.
An important additional element that is worth
identifying is that competitive markets also tend to
drive dynamism. They tend to create dynamic
efficiency. It is that long-run benefit from productivity
growth and innovation that is also particularly
beneficial for consumers, and society more generally, in
the longer run. We have this competitive market edge.
The benefits generated from that for consumers
generally arise from keeping firms on their toes, from
firms feeling like they are under threat of losing market
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share, and therefore firms acting to keep market share
or grow market share by acting in interests of
consumers and innovating — both of which drive
significant benefits for consumers.
How is it that we might try to determine whether a
market is competitive or whether the degree of market
competition is changing over time? This is extremely
difficult in many markets. For example, firm entry
might mean that even if a market has a small number of
firms, or a firm has a highly concentrated market share,
a market might be competitive if the threat of entry is
real. Often you do not necessarily need a large number
of firms in a market for there to be quite a degree of
competition. Market share in and of itself is not
necessarily a good guide, but it is often a good guide: if
one sees a highly disbursed market share, that is
generally a sign that there is competition.
Profit margins are an interesting guide to whether there
is competition. For example, we have seen in the
banking industry in Australia that the net interest
margin has fallen significantly over the last 30 to
40 years, which is, according to many, an indication
that at least in some parts of their business the degree of
competition has increased.
Customer churn is a commonly used measure, as is the
case in energy markets. Customer churn is prima facie a
measure of consumer willingness to change between
companies, and that is an indication of the degree to
which firms are being kept on their toes. What is it that
enables customer churn? One thing is that customers
are informed. At the very least, we must have
mechanisms to provide them with information. I return
to one of the very first points that I mentioned: one of
the definitions of a perfectly competitive market is
perfect information. We do need perfect information,
but we need customers to have enough information that
they can make informed, sensible choices. In some
markets customers can do a pretty good job of
informing themselves. In the case of energy markets we
are talking about complicated products. We are talking
about retail tariffs that are often complicated and
difficult to compare across offerings.
That is why mechanisms like comparator websites are
very important. We have seen comparator websites in
many contexts make a real difference to the
effectiveness of consumer choice — for example, all
the advertisements we see on television in relation to
choosing between hotels and airfares. Comparator
websites are a mechanism that many consumers feel
comfortable with — not all, but many. That is one
important mechanism for keeping consumers informed.
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It is not just about being informed; it is also about being
engaged. Consumers have to be willing to take that step
of activating and actually switching between different
suppliers. You have to have a market where making the
choice to switch is not too hard — where there are not
undue barriers to making the switch — so it is also
important that the regulatory framework is such that, in
addition to consumers being informed, there are not
barriers to consumers switching. As has been observed
by others in this debate, the rate of customer churn in
energy retail markets in Australia is very high by global
standards. That is a good thing. It reflects the fact that
we have competitive markets relative to a lot of our
international comparators. Even within the Australian
context, Victorian retail churn rates in both the
electricity and gas markets are particularly high.
Of course we need to make sure that those churn rates
reflect informed choices, because if they reflect people
churning without having made a sensible choice but
just in order to make somebody who has knocked on
their door go away by signing a bit of paper put in front
of them, then that would not be keeping companies on
their toes. We need to ensure that people who are
switching are doing so in a manner that keeps
companies constantly seeking to improve their product
offering, keeps price tension up and keeps driving
innovation in the market. That is why it is so important
that reforms like today’s bill are put in place, because
we need to make sure that, to the extent that there is
churn, it is as well informed as possible. Today’s bill is
very important for that reason.
I will make a couple of observations about some
reviews of competition in retail energy markets. I take
Mr Barber’s point that competition in retail energy is
not the complete answer to energy policy, and I do not
think anybody is saying it is. Increasing competition in
retail energy is an important element, and of course we
continue to have discussions about other aspects of
energy policy — about energy supply, generation and
so forth; nonetheless, this is important, and we need to
continue to put in place mechanisms to enhance
competition.
I want to make reference, for example, to the Australian
Energy Market Commission’s review of competition in
Australian energy markets in 2012. It found that overall
the impact of retail competition had been positive for
consumers. It also found that the level of engagement
with switching had been improving. This 2012 study is
a positive reflection on the direction of reform reflected
in this bill, and it is a signal as to why we need to keep
pushing further to enhance regulation.
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I support this bill. It is an important step forward in a
really critical market for Victorian households. There
has been significant upward pressure over the last two
decades on energy prices and utility prices more
generally. Whatever we can do to improve the
functioning of markets and competition is a good thing.
It will lead to greater price tension. It will lead to prices
coming down in many contexts — people being able to
achieve the same energy consumption outcomes for
less expenditure. It will lead to increases in quality, and
quality is just as important as price, because we want
companies to provide the highest quality service
possible to their consumers. I also believe that critically
it will lead to greater dynamism in markets and greater
innovation over time.
It is important to note that greater engagement by
consumers in relation to their retail bills will have
flow-on benefits for their engagement more generally
with energy markets and not just in terms of the way
they interact with the retail component. If we are going
to drive improvements more generally across energy
markets, more engaged consumers are a prerequisite. I
commend this bill. It will be a very important step
forward in the functioning of energy markets in this
state.
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — It
seems that we are in somewhat heated agreement on
this, so I will keep my comments fairly brief, because I
know there is other business.
Mr Herbert — No, don’t.
Ms FITZHERBERT — How long would you like
me to speak? There are only 15 minutes, so maybe the
hour-long speech is something for another day.
This bill formalises changes that were anticipated and
planned for by the previous government. As other
speakers have said, what is at the heart of these changes
is consumer choice and, I would say, cost-of-living
issues. One of the biggest issues raised with me through
my electorate office — one of the main concerns my
constituents have — is cost-of-living pressures. The
cost of household utilities is high on their list of things
where they would like to see change.
We also know consumers want information about the
options for them in terms of energy costs in relation to
electricity but also in relation to other forms of energy.
This is twofold. Partly it is about cost, but it is also
about finding a system that works best for them, be that
having more focus on renewable energy or not. People
want this information. They want to know what the
options before them are for a range of reasons. No
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system is going to be perfect, and I do not think anyone
comes here pretending that the access to information
we have is perfect. But this is certainly a big move
forward on what we had previously — that is, the
change we have seen over the past few years to ensure
that we can get information to consumers about the
options and prices that are available to them.
There has been some discussion today about a website
launched by the previous government, which includes
the My Power Planner section. This online tool enables
customers to compare retail offers and learn more about
whether flexible pricing works for their needs and that
of their families and households. This initiative was
accompanied by a range of consumer protections
relating to flexible pricing and a public information
campaign to ensure that people knew all about the
changes and also where they could get further
information.
The previous government looked at the initial success
of the My Power Planner initiative and planned to
extend it beyond the provision of electricity retail offers
into gas and renewable offers. I think we would all
acknowledge that this is a growing market; people have
a huge interest in it. It seemed logical to extend that
access to information about different energy sources,
particularly with more people taking up solar, interest in
battery storage and other opportunities as well. That is
why in the 2014–15 coalition budget $4.7 million was
allocated to extend the My Power Planner section of the
website.
I mentioned earlier the potential for savings on
electricity plans. These are useful for households but
also for businesses which are looking to reduce their
costs and also access renewables where they can. In
2012–13 conservative estimates were that a consumer
could save around $240 a year if they switched energy
plans. We know that large numbers of consumers
change their providers, and undoubtedly the
information that is facilitated through this bill will assist
them in working out in the future whether that is a path
they want to take. The bill is, as I understand it, largely
in the form planned and budgeted for by the previous
government. Obviously we need more work to be done
regarding choice for consumers in relation to energy
plans, but the initiatives that are within this bill are
important and should be supported.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — It is an absolute delight to speak on the
Energy Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail
Offers) Bill 2015. I begin my contribution by
congratulating the Minister for Energy and Resources
on the fantastic job she is doing rebuilding faith in a
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competitive regulated energy market where renewable
energy has a place in the Victorian economy and in
households. This bill is part of that strong agenda which
the minister is bringing to government and the
community.
The government is unashamedly pro-alternate energy,
pro-diversified energy and pro-competition in the
energy market. It is not just rhetoric; it is a reality in
terms of what we do. It is very easy to take the high
moral ground in this debate and pick up a few cheap
shots, but the truth is that we live in a state that still has
an abundance of coal-powered cheap electricity. That
natural resource which we have relied on has its
downfalls — we all know that — and you cannot have
a one-trick game in this area. We believe that whilst we
have that energy source, we need to move increasingly
to alternate energy sources: solar, wind, cogeneration,
gas and other cleaner energy sources. People need to
have a choice about the energy they purchase and a
choice that gives them cheaper alternatives.
Yes, it is not going to happen overnight — the
government understands that — but it is done through
good, solid policy work transitioning the Victorian
economy and its energy demands. It is done through a
series of energy-saving initiatives, consumer protection,
positive policy promoting alternate energy sources and
a range of other measures. The government has a solid
and consistent policy track record of doing that. We
need that consistency. We have just seen federally what
happens when governments change ships midstream,
when the Abbott government scrapped the climate
change initiatives of the former federal government.
They were initiatives that had been worked out across
the entire Australian community, with some angst, that
is for sure, but certainly they were initiatives where
generally there was a path going forward. Those
climate change initiatives were tossed out the window
with a total change to industry. We have seen where
that has left us in terms of the whole torrid debate about
alternate energy, and I will have a bit more to say on
that in a little bit.
From the Victorian perspective, we understand that we
need good, solid policy that informs the consumer and
promotes choice within the national electricity market,
and that is why the bill is important. The bill basically
requires energy retailers to provide information on gas
and solar feed-in tariff offers to a website nominated by
the Minister for Energy and Resources. The website
currently nominated for this is My Power Planner. The
bill amends the Electricity Industry Act 2000 to require
licensed electricity retailers to provide the details of
their general renewable energy feed-in tariff offers to
the website. The offers are open to new customers with
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small under 100-kilowatt solar, wind, hydro or biomass
generators. The bill also amends the Gas Industry Act
2001 to require licensed gas retailers to provide details
of their gas retail offers to this website, which as I said
is nominated by the Minister for Energy and Resources.
Currently the energy comparator website covers general
available retail offers. It allows consumers to compare
electricity offers across retailers to make informed
decisions. The bill updates this service and takes the
next step forward. I understand that in terms of the
comparator website there have been over 200 000 page
visits since 2013, which is significant when you think
about the number of families who get their electricity
bill each month — or bimonthly, or whatever it is —
and do not even think about it. I have to say that that is
very much my own response. The bill comes in and I
am a bit shocked by the amount — I think, ‘Oh, my
goodness’. But when you have teenage children at
home it is a constant battle to get them to switch off
their lights or heaters.
Anything we can do to get people like myself, the
general population, to stop when they receive bills and
say, ‘Hang on a tick, I’m going to see if I can get a
better offer. I’ll see if I can be a bit cleaner and
greener’, has got to be a good thing. When today’s
sitting of Parliament finishes I am going to have a look
at the website and think about whether I can get a better
deal for the electricity used in my home. I will also try
to get the kids to turn the lights off occasionally.
This legislation is part of boosting competition in the
energy retail market. We know that access to
information is key for competition to be effective and to
ensure that consumers are not disadvantaged. It is one
thing for retailers, which have their own business
interests at heart, to run campaigns, doorknock and try
to get people to sign up. It is another thing for
customers or potential customers to be able to verify
that what they are getting is a good deal. That is what
this legislation does: it takes choice out of the
marketing domain — which is often very confusing for
those who may not be used to the market, competition
and choice — and enables people to access proper,
authorised comparisons and information.
I congratulate the minister for this, but it should be
understood that Victoria has led the way in this area.
We had the first website of this kind, the YourChoice
website. I might have been an adviser in government
when that was brought in. That was the first time
people were given the opportunity to have a look at a
website and make a choice. I am not making a political
statement here. I know Nicholas Kotsiras, a Minister
for Energy and Resources under the previous
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government, was also concerned about choice. I am
proud that Labor brought in the whole range of options
when we were last in power, but I recognise that there
have been other governments and other ministers who
have had an interest in ensuring that consumers have a
good understanding of the options available to them
and how they can save a bit of money and be leaner and
greener in the process.
This bill will increase the amount of information
available to people. The retail offers and feed-in tariff
offers will be published on the government’s energy
price comparator website, which will ensure that
consumers have real choice and easy access to price
comparisons.
As I said earlier, this bill has a long history.
Unfortunately, whilst I have acknowledged the strong
commitment of a former minister to consumer
information, under the previous government we saw
some pretty startling and poor statistics in terms of the
energy retail market, and we saw a decline in that
market. In fact I am advised that between 2012–13 and
2013–14 there was something like a 42 per cent
increase in gas customer disconnections and a 36 per
cent increase in electricity customer disconnections. We
saw wrongful disconnection rates double from 442 to
over 1000. We saw the average debt upon entry into a
hardship program surge from $742 to $1034. We saw
affordability cases considered by the Victorian energy
and water ombudsman skyrocket. Cases related to
disconnection, collection of debt and payment
difficulties rose by 48 per cent.
These are harsh statistics. They tell us that electricity is
too expensive for those who need it and that we need
measures to make it more affordable. Perhaps we need
to take a softer approach sometimes. Certainly if we
can provide advice to lessen the bills people pay, reduce
disconnections, reduce the number of people accessing
hardship programs and increase the affordability of
power, then that has got to be a good thing. I believe
this bill is part of a program that does that.
I say ‘part of a program’ because it would be silly to
say this is going to solve the world’s problems when it
comes to the electricity retail market. But it is part of a
range of measures that the government and Minister
D’Ambrosio are undertaking. It comes along with other
measures, such as giving the Essential Services
Commission the power to fine energy companies for
breaching energy laws, the ban on early termination
fees for contracts with price variations and prohibiting
higher supply charges for solar customers. These things
might seem pretty basic when your goal is to increase
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the use of renewable energy, but they are absolutely
essential measures for the government to take.
We have doubled wrongful disconnection payments to
customers from $250 to $500 per day. That will make it
a bit harder for companies that only see the dollar and
do not care about the shivering pensioner in their house,
companies which may disconnect quickly and perhaps
without due cause. We want to see companies paying a
bit more for that. It also comes at a time when the
Essential Services Commission is required to provide
annual and quarterly reports on its compliance and
enforcement activities. As I say, in themselves these
seem like fairly boring measures. But when they are
taken as a package, we see the government really
starting to hone in on consumer rights and people’s
rights in terms of the open, competitive retail market.
I said earlier that I would talk a little bit about how this
compares with the federal government’s approach. The
contrast could not be starker. We want to see more
renewable energy and better consumer protection. We
want to see the rights of people put at the forefront in
terms of the energy market. You only need to compare
that with the actions of the federal government in
banning the Clean Energy Finance Corporation from
funding new wind power projects. That was a disgrace.
I think it was Tony Abbott who described wind farms
as ‘visually awful’. The federal Treasurer, Joe Hockey,
described them as ‘a blight on the landscape’. This is
from a federal government that has abandoned or
abolished any decent renewable energy policies in this
state and wound down decades of reform in its
performance on the renewable energy target (RET).
Mr Abbott has designed the RET so that wind farms
cannot even be expanded or grown as alternative
energy sources. I think it is, quite frankly, disgraceful
and a blight. We need consistent national policy, but in
the face of a federal government that seems absolutely
determined not to bring in that policy, not to bring in
consumer policy and not to bring in policy that
genuinely promotes renewable energy, promotes people
using renewable energy and promotes and protects the
rights of people who generate their own electricity for
their own use and who add electricity to the grid, the
Victorian government is proud to say that it is not going
to go along with that, that it is going to bring its own
legislation in and that it is going to protect the rights of
people and promote renewable or less carbon intensive
power sources. We want cheaper electricity for people,
we want more consumer protection for people, we want
more information for people and we want to promote
renewable energy. This bill is a part of that process. I
commend it to the house and look forward to its
enactment in, I think, September.
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Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am
delighted to be able to speak on a piece of legislation
that amends two acts, especially the Electrical Industry
Act 2000, which actually regulates my holding of and
affords me the opportunity to have an A-grade
electrical licence. This is something I have maintained
for the last nine years for two reasons. I will get to the
second reason soon, but the first reason is that when
you learn a trade — when you do the four years, with
the dirty hands, getting told to do horrible things by the
tradie and doing them anyway — you are proud after
you finish your apprenticeship to be a tradesperson. I
was proud to be a tradie for the 20 years that I worked
in that area.
I hope you do not mind, Acting President, but I am
going to acknowledge in the gallery a federal member
of Parliament, Senator Gavin Marshall. Not only has he
been one of my best buddies for a long time, but he is
also an electrician, who has paid for his A-class licence
as a proud tradie as well. I am sure Senator Marshall
will not have to revert back to actually activating — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEANE — I think out of the two of us, he
would be the less likely to have to activate that licence.
Knowing him very well, and with the admiration I have
had for him for a long time, I know that he, like me, is
proud of his roots. We are proud of what we have
achieved, going from getting dirty and using pliers to
the point where we have been elected to different levels
of government and have represented good people. We
are both very proud of that.
The other act this legislation amends is the Gas Industry
Act 2001. There has been a lot of talk in this debate
around alternative energies. It is interesting that the
Plumbing Industry Climate Action Centre, which does
research and training around different forms of energy,
shows the amazing array of potential there is in terms of
what we could be utilising in the future. I would
encourage all members, if they have a chance, to visit
that centre. The power in the building is run by an
inverter that converts the temperature at ground level to
the temperature a number of meters into the earth.
Obviously the differential between those temperatures
is being turned via inversion into energy that runs a
building. I could bore members by explaining the
intricate technical details of how that operation works. I
am sure members know that I could go into all those
details and explain that operation, but I do not think this
is the time and place to do that.
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Another thing this bill does, which I think is very
important, is addressing the fact that too many
customers were having their supply cut off by default.
Mr Finn — People suffering from the carbon tax!
Mr LEANE — Through you, Acting President, I
invite Mr Finn to put his name on the speakers list to
make a contribution after mine — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I encourage Mr Leane not to invite Mr Finn to
support his contribution at this stage.
Mr LEANE — As far as it can, this bill addresses
the fact that too many people are having their power
supply disconnected by energy companies, and too
many of those disconnections performed by power
companies are being done wrongly. I have sympathy
for people who were disconnected and applied for
hardship assistance. Apparently when the federal
carbon tax was removed, power bills were going to be
so much cheaper for everyone. There was going to be
this utopia when we got rid of the carbon tax. Energy
bills — —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LEANE — That is simply not true, Mr Finn.
Power bills have gone up.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LEANE — How does that work? We were told
about this big tax on everything. I remember Mr Finn’s
contributions on this. Now he is over there, on that side
of the house, but I am not going to rub that in, because
that would be quite silly. It would not matter what bill
we were talking about, we would hear the same speech
from Mr Finn. It would not matter whether we were
talking about health, education or sport: Mr Finn would
make the same speech about this big tax on
everyone — about how it would be the end of the world
and how removing it would change everything. We
were going to have this utopia when we got rid of it.
The genesis of the tax was a concern for the planet due
to the amount of carbon we are emitting.
Mr Finn interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I do not see Mr Finn on the speakers list. I do
not think Mr Leane needs any support.
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Mr Finn — It’s rubbish!
Mr LEANE — Thank you very much. He said it is
rubbish. Mr Finn will go to Arnold’s and sit there with
Ralph Malph, Potsie and Richie, and he will talk about
all this stuff. Then he will invite the Fonz to punch the
jukebox and play some music. When Mr Finn is back
there in the 1950s I think, ‘Good for him’. However,
people of today actually realise that there is a huge
challenge. Let us — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Could we just allow Mr Leane to finish his
contribution without interjection, please?
Mr Finn interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Mr Finn! I ask Mr Leane to come back to the
bill at hand for his remaining 5 minutes, because I see
no mention of the carbon tax in the bill itself.
Mr LEANE — I have been in a free-for-all, I feel. I
have lost my train of thought.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEANE — I am just a humble year 10 graduate.
My good friend Senator Marshall is listening, and I do
not know if he would agree, but I think the argument
was lost when we started talking about carbon
emissions. We should just call it what it is: pollution.
Mr Finn would not stand up and defend the act of
polluting our air. When we go to the rubbish tip and
pollute the ground, we pay a big premium. However,
when we put all our rubbish, all our waste, into the air
that we breathe, some are heartbroken if they are asked
to contribute for that. Everyone pays their bill at the tip.
We are continually polluting the air. Some want to
forget about future generations and forget about our
grandchildren. They want to forget about the air and the
climate future generations will have to endure because
of our actions. Consume, consume, consume! I have
hope — —
Mr Finn — I would debate that!
Mr LEANE — I am not talking about myself
personally. I am talking about the world. I have hope
for the world, because people like Mr Finn and me,
people of our age — —
Mr Drum — People of our vintage.

Mr LEANE — At least Mr Finn hangs his hat on
being a climate change denier.

Mr LEANE — People of our vintage, people with
my hair colour — or the colour Mr Finn’s hair should
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be! — are not going to solve this. Our kids are going to
solve it, because they are smarter than us. They are
smarter than Mr Finn. I have full faith in our future
generations. You only have to go to primary schools —
I am sure Mr Finn does — and see their innovations. I
am talking about kids who are under the age of 10.
They have their own innovations about how not to
consume, consume and consume without worrying
about the people who will follow them.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LEANE — Teenagers know; at secondary
schools I have seen exactly the same thing. As much as
it depresses me that our generation and the generation
of Potsie and Ralph, whom Mr Finn hangs around
with — —
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LEANE — We did not see the writing on the
wall for a long time. The next generation will fix it.
They will not be selfish, they will not be stupid and
they will not be greedy. The next generation will fix it,
but they will still have some angst towards us because it
took us so long to work out that you cannot continually
consume, continually rip into the planet and continually
put pollution into the sky without an adverse result.
I would like to commend the bill.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEANE — I do not even know what it is about!
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEANE — Of course I do. I was having a joke
with a friend.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr LEANE — I call on Mr Finn to take this on.
Otherwise he should go back to Potsie, Ralph and the
Fonz. Thank you very much. I am finished.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I agree
with Mr Barber, who has just given Mr Finn very good
advice. The Pope basically said that his party is wrong
about climate change and he should pay attention.
Being a good Christian, like me, he should listen to the
Pope. I think he made some good points, and he should
take notice of what the Pope had to say, which I have. I
agree with the Pope — I think climate change is real.
I rise to speak in support of the Energy Legislation
Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill 2015.
As previous speakers have said, it is a good bill which
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makes it easy for Victorians to go to the website and
shop around for energy. It also provides that retailers
must put information together to give consumers a real
choice as well as letting them know what they are
getting into when it comes to contracts and so forth by
displaying competitors’ prices.
I acknowledge that some changes were made under the
previous government, and this bill improves on those
changes with the introduction of the My Power Planner.
That has been tweaked a little and made a little more
user-friendly so that people can log onto the website
and shop around to make sure they get a good price.
The price comparator website, currently labelled My
Power Planner, requires gas retailers to provide details
of their retail offers. It requires electricity retailers to do
the same.
We all know there is a lot of advertising on TV and in
newspapers by various retailers inviting consumers to
switch to their product because it is superior to that of
their competitors. In some cases that is true, but in other
cases it could be misleading. We see a headline, we are
attracted to it, but the devil is in the detail. When you
get into the detail you find that it is all in fine print.
People get locked into contracts and sometimes
discover too late that they have been duped. The
website is a tool for consumers to use. This legislation
makes it mandatory for energy providers to detail their
offers on the website so that there is a user-friendly
process where consumers can compare apples with
apples and apples with oranges, so to speak, and make
an informed decision.
Under the previous government the Victorian energy
retail market was in decline. Between 2012 and
2013–14 disconnection rates went through the roof,
with a 42 per cent increase in the number of gas
customers disconnected and a 36 per cent increase in
the number of electricity customers disconnected. The
rate of wrongful disconnections also doubled,
increasing from 442 to 1022. The average debt upon
entry into the hardship program surged from $742 to
$1034, and affordability cases considered by the
energy and water ombudsman of Victoria
skyrocketed, with cases relating to disconnection,
collection of debt and payment difficulties rising by
48 per cent.
We need to do a lot of work to ensure that we can
improve the current situation, and that is why the
Andrews government is now acting to improve
outcomes for consumers in the Victorian energy
market. This includes promoting competition — hence
the website, which is a one-stop shop where people can
‘compare the pair’. They might need to use the services
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of the meerkat. That would be a good thing. They can
do a bit of spying and comparison. I think that would be
a wonderful thing. To ensure people have access — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr MELHEM — We get the meerkat. I was going
to say something, but I will not.
The government is also enhancing the consumer
protection framework by giving the Essential Services
Commission the power to fine energy companies for
breaches of the energy laws. It is good to have good
laws in place, but it is more important to have a
mechanism in place to enforce them by monitoring
whether retailers are complying with the law. If they are
not complying, then obviously a fine should be
imposed to make sure breaches do not continue,
because it is our job to make sure we protect the most
vulnerable people in our society. We need to have a
watchdog in place to make sure people have the
resources, the know-how and the ability to compare
offers, and if there are any breaches, we need to make
sure that fines are applied.
The Andrews Labor government will also ban early
termination fees for contracts with price variations. If
you enter into a contract when the price is X, you
would think that price would remain X for the duration
of the contract. But we know the fine print in many
contracts says differently. Not many people read
contracts that can be 100 or 200 pages or longer; most
probably just read the first page. In some cases the first
page does not tell you, ‘By the way, we reserve our
right to increase our prices during the life of the
contract’. That has happened a lot of times.
Mr Finn — Particularly if Labor reintroduces the
carbon tax.
Mr MELHEM — The member sounds like a
broken record on the carbon tax. I might come back to
the carbon tax. What did the carbon tax do to you,
Mr Finn? Mr Abbott and other colleagues of Mr Finn’s
in Canberra replaced the carbon tax. The carbon tax
was imposed on companies to pay; now the polluters
are paid to pollute. That is the coalition’s tax: taking
taxpayers money to pay the big polluters to pollute, or
saying to them, ‘We’ll give you a million bucks here’.
That is what they call direct action. God help us if that
is the policy of the Liberal-led coalition to fix the
environment. If that is the case, we are in trouble, and I
think coalition members know it too. I hope they will
see the light and take some fair dinkum action to
address climate change instead of wasting taxpayers
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money on direct action which gives money to
corporations to basically continue to pollute.
The government will also prohibit higher supply
charges for solar customers. A lot of Victorian
consumers have done the right thing and installed solar
panels to do their bit for the environment and to reduce
their power bills. But sometimes the price those people
will get or how much energy they will generate is not
made clear to them. In some cases people are not able
to tell how much they have generated from their solar
panels and how much is going to the grid, and prices
change all the time. It is important to ensure that is
looked at.
The Andrews Labor government will double the
wrongful disconnection payment to customers from
$250 to $500 per day. It will also require the Essential
Services Commission to provide annual and quarterly
reports on its compliance and enforcement activities.
These are all important steps to make sure that gas and
electricity retailers start doing the right thing by
consumers.
How does the expansion of the price comparison
service affect energy retailers? The change does not
materially impact on gas retailers. Rather, instead of
providing information to the Essential Services
Commission for publication on the YourChoice
website, retailers will now provide information to the
website nominated by the minister. Including gas retail
offers on the nominated website will improve
transparency in the gas retail market and help to
encourage competition between gas retailers.
Electricity retailers are not currently required to provide
information on feed-in tariff offers on any independent
website. However, many retailers are already providing
this information voluntarily. The obligation to publish
feed-in tariff offers on retailers own websites and in the
Victoria Government Gazette will continue. The new
obligation to provide information on feed-in tariff offers
on a website nominated by the minister is not expected
to impose any significant additional burden.
This bill will make sure that we have an official website
that is nominated by the minister. People can then have
some faith that the website is not driven purely by
retailers — that is, people can trust it is an independent
source of information which they can check instead of
the websites of individual retailers which are used to
sell that retailer’s products. Obviously the aim of those
websites would be to say how good the retailer’s
product is; they would not necessarily take into account
the consumers’ interests. The retailer’s primary interest
would be attracting people to its business. Having a
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website nominated by the minister where retailers can
provide information on what they offer to existing
customers, what they have to attract customers and
even what they offer to encourage people to switch
retailers is a good thing. It is good for competition. I am
pleased that consumers will be able to have confidence
that the nominated website is reputable and that they
will be able to do proper comparisons.
When will that happen? From September 2015 the
government’s price comparator website will be
expanded to allow customers to compare retail gas and
feed-in tariff offers in addition to the electricity offers.
In addition, the overall usability and accessibility of the
tool will be improved, with a strong focus on creating a
more user-friendly interface. That will include access to
interpreting services to help facilitate access for people
from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.
I think that is very important. It is something we should
pay more attention to because people from culturally
and linguistically diverse backgrounds can be very
vulnerable. We need to be able to provide access to
information in various languages so people are able to
compare prices and understand what retailers are
offering. That is a welcome addition.
With those remarks, I think the bill is very important. It
will provide some protection to consumers while
encouraging retailers to put their case when trying to
win the hearts and minds and contracts of customers
and will make sure that we keep them honest. It is a
good step in the right direction. I commend the work
that the minister has done in that space, and I commend
the bill to the house.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I am
pleased to join the debate on the Energy Legislation
Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill 2015.
As I am a Ballarat resident and it is August, I am
acutely aware of energy costs, as we all are. We are all
energy consumers, but I think the Ballafornians among
us probably use more energy during winter than those
from other parts of the state. We just about had snow a
couple of times in the last few weeks during what has
been a very cold winter. However, it is the same in
summer with people taking up cooling options and
incurring the costs associated with keeping comfortable
in this part of the world where we experience such
extraordinary fluctuations in temperatures.
The government is keen to see greater opportunities for
Victorian communities through expanding investment
in renewable energy and by providing greater
knowledge and information for consumers so that
people can make informed choices about their energy
use and the associated costs. The bill expands the
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government’s price comparator website, known as My
Power Planner, by requiring gas retailers to provide
details of their gas retail offers and electricity retailers
to provide details of their feed-in tariff offers to the
price comparator website.
Increasingly people are using the internet as their first
port of call for information on just about anything we
can imagine. The government is conscious of the
cost-of-living pressures on Victorian families and wants
to make it easier for people to shop around to save
money and get a better deal from energy retailers, and
this legislation will make it easier for people to do that.
We understand that 93 per cent of customers who visit
the government’s price comparator website can save
money by switching plans. There are great benefits in
the provision of additional information to consumers,
and this legislation will enable that.
As we move to increase the share of our energy
consumption that comes from renewable resources, it is
essential that as a government and as a Parliament we
ensure that the settings are right and are conducive to
investment in renewable energy. As a member who
represents western Victoria, I was acutely aware of the
lost opportunities experienced by the communities I
represent as a result of the former government’s strange
obsession with wind energy. That obsession has now
clearly afflicted the Prime Minister, and we are getting
some very strange signals around wind energy in
particular from the commonwealth government.
By contrast the communities in western Victoria
welcome investment in wind energy. There are many
proposals on the books at any given time, and there are
many pockets where these investments will yield great
returns not only for the landowner and the project
proponent but also for the community by increasing the
share of our energy that comes from renewable
resources. Yesterday I had the opportunity to meet with
representatives of Ararat Rural City Council who are
visiting the Parliament to meet with members over a
number of days this week. Ararat Rural City Council is
to be commended for welcoming wind energy
investment. It is something the council has pursued
with a great deal of passion for many years, and it is
heartening to see those efforts being rewarded with the
construction of a new wind farm.
Wind energy investment is something that the council
staff have been keen to discuss with members of
Parliament from across the parties for many years, and
no doubt they will continue to have a long-term interest
in this. Those of us who represent the south-west of
Victoria also know there are significant employment
opportunities from the construction of towers and
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turbines. There were some terrible job losses in Victoria
as a result of a lack of investment certainty over the
years, and we certainly hope the federal government
does not pursue this strange obsession that the former
Victorian government had around wind energy
investment and further suppress an industry that is just
now recovering from the 2-kilometre offset
arrangements that have been in place for the last four
years.
As a government we will be working hard to support
the development of renewable energy in Victoria. The
$200 million Future Industries Fund exists to support
the development of six key sectors of the Victorian
economy in which we believe we can lead the world
with the right investment, nurturing and support, and
renewable energy technology is one of those sectors.
My colleague Lily D’Ambrosio is leading the
government’s work on the growth of our renewable
energy industry as Minister for Energy and Resources
and Minister for Industry. I look forward to working
with her to ensure that these opportunities exist for
communities across Victoria and in particular regional
Victoria.
The bill is a straightforward piece of legislation. It is the
delivery of another election commitment, and we are
pleased to have the support of members across the
chamber. Further information will give people greater
choices and more opportunities to interrogate the
arrangements they have in place for their energy
consumption at home, and that can only be a good
thing. I congratulate my colleague the Minister for
Energy and Resources, Ms D’Ambrosio, on the
development of this policy and this legislation. I look
forward to seeing the benefits that will come from the
additional information being made available for
consumers both in Western Victoria Region and right
across the state.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES
AMENDMENT (RESTRICTIONS ON THE
MAKING OF PROTECTION ORDERS)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 11 June; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — The
opening comment by the Auditor-General in the report
entitled Early Intervention Services for Vulnerable
Children and Families, tabled in Parliament in May, is
that:
We have an obligation as a community to protect and nurture
our children by doing what we can to give them stable and
safe family environments. Unfortunately, not all children
have this stability and safety …

We have an important debate in the house today. The
government has introduced this piece of legislation, the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment
(Restrictions on the Making of Protection Orders) Bill
2015, into Parliament to address protection for some of
the most vulnerable members of our community. As the
now Minister for Families and Children, Ms Mikakos,
stated in a debate last year when she supported many of
the provisions in a bill put forward by the government
at the time:
… Labor supports some aspects of the bill. We support some
provisions that will commence immediately, particularly in
relation to foster carers, and do not want to see them delayed.

Ms Mikakos highlighted in that debate that if the then
Andrews Labor opposition was successful in forming
government, it would repeal section 276A of the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005, which was
inserted by the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Permanent Care and Other Matters) Act
2014. That is exactly what this piece of legislation
being debated here today is about. Clause 3 repeals
section 17 of the amendment act to retain the current
requirements set out in section 276 of the Children,
Youth and Families Act 2005 for the making of child
protection orders, including the requirement that the
Children’s Court of Victoria must be satisfied that all
reasonable steps have been taken by the secretary to
provide the services necessary in the best interests of
the child.
I remind members about the section in the Children,
Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care and
Other Matters) Act 2014 that relates to the legislation
we are debating today. I will read, for the benefit of
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members in the chamber, what the section we are
discussing today, which is being repealed by the
government, is all about. I ask members to bear with
me while I read from that section. The section that the
former government included in the act states:
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(e) the desirability of making a permanent care
order, if the child is placed with a person who
is intended to have permanent care of the
child.
(3) Section 287A(4) applies to the determination of a
cumulative period under this section …

276A Court to have regard to certain matters
(1) In determining whether to make a protection order,
the Court must have regard to advice from the
Secretary as to—
(a) if a case plan has been prepared in relation to
the child, the objectives of the case plan; and
(b) if the child has one or more siblings under the
age of 18 years, the arrangements in place for
the care of those siblings; and
(c) the age of the child and the period of time that
the child has spent in out of home care during
the child’s lifetime (whether or not as a
consequence of a court order).
(2) In determining whether to make a protection order
that has the effect of conferring parental
responsibility for a child on the Secretary, the
Court must have regard to advice from the
Secretary as to—
(a) the likelihood of a parent of the child
permanently resuming care of the child during
the term of the protection order; and
(b) the outcome of any previous attempts to
reunify any child with the parent of the child;
and
(c) if a parent of the child has previously had
another child permanently removed from the
parent’s care, the desirability of making an
early decision about the future permanent care
arrangements for the child the subject of the
proposed order; and
(d) the benefits to the child of making a care by
Secretary order to facilitate alternate
arrangements for the permanent care of the
child if—
(i)

the child is in out of home care as a
result of an order under this Part and has
been in out of home care under such an
order for a cumulative period of
12 months; and

(ii) there appears to be no realistic prospect
of the child being able to safely return
permanently to the care of the child’s
parent within a further period of
12 months; and
(iii) there are no permanent care
arrangements already available for the
child; and

I have read that out because I think there is information
in here that is relevant to this debate. I say it is relevant
because of the many issues within our child protection
system that we were faced with when we came to
government in 2010.
Members will recall that when the coalition came to
government one of the very first initiatives it undertook
was to commission the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable
Children Inquiry, which looked at Victoria’s child
protection system and was undertaken by the
Honourable Justice Philip Cummins, together with
Emeritus Professor Dorothy Scott, OAM, and Mr Bill
Scales, AO.
That inquiry, which undertook an extremely
comprehensive review, was really looking at the
system. It was established to investigate systemic
problems in Victoria’s child protection system so that it
could be strengthened and be provided with improved
protection and support, not weakened. It looked at
improving outcomes for children, putting children first,
especially the children who require the utmost
attention — those who find themselves in at times
unimaginable circumstances being abused and
neglected and having no safe environment to live in, to
grow in or to nurture them. Some of these children are
not provided with an education from parents and are not
able to attend an education facility. They are
completely abused and neglected, and that is through no
fault of their own. These children are some of our most
vulnerable, and we have a responsibility to do what we
can as legislators and as governments to protect them.
As I said, the Cummins inquiry was an exceptional
piece of work. It really did look to the heart of the many
failings of a system that was in crisis when the coalition
came to power, and it was established within just a
couple of months of the coalition government taking
office.
Let us reflect on what the situation was here in Victoria
when the coalition came to government in 2010, after
11 years of Labor administration. I think the two reports
by the Victorian Ombudsman, the Own Motion
Investigation into the Department of Human Services
Child Protection Program and the Own Motion
Investigation into Child Protection — Out of Home
Care of November 2009 and May 2010 are very
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significant in this area. Those two reports were
absolutely scathing. They highlighted a system in crisis,
and if you read through those reports, you will find
some horrific findings.
I will quote from the out-of-home care report first,
where the Ombudsman states:
My investigation has found instances of children who have:
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Ms CROZIER — As I said, this is the situation the
coalition government came to in 2010. These were
damning reports, and they are shameful records,
revealing a litany of shameful positions that our
children were in.
Ms Mikakos interjected.

been physically and sexually assaulted by foster and
kinship carers;

Ms CROZIER — Perhaps I will read it again, just
for Ms Mikakos’s benefit. This is what the
Ombudsman found,

had limbs broken or been knocked unconscious by
residential carers;

Ms Mikakos — You are claiming that the
government at that time did nothing.

been physically assaulted or raped by other children;
been placed with adult ‘friends’ who have then engaged
them in sexual acts;
engaged in prostitution while in care;
reported their carers selling drugs to other children.

These two reports highlighted a most dreadful
circumstance here in Victoria. At the time the report of
the Ombudsman was handed down in 2009 the
Herald Sun also made a report, and some of the
comments from that report again highlighted just how
shameful the child protection system was and the crisis
it was in. It revealed that almost a quarter of abused
children were not given caseworkers. As I said, it also
found that children had been put in the care of sex
offenders or had even died while in care. It said that
some staff manipulated documents to meet
performance targets.
Almost 30 reports and reviews had previously been
undertaken warning of these failures. What did the
government of the time do? Absolutely nothing. It was
disturbing reading these reports, and I do acknowledge
that the minister at the time — —
Ms Mikakos — That is a very selective reading of
history.
Ms CROZIER — These are two reports by
independent investigators under Ms Mikakos’s watch.
She was in that government, and these reports were
talking about years of neglect.
Ms Mikakos — What about what happened under
your watch last year? Shall we go through that as well?
Ms CROZIER — I am just reading — —
Ms Mikakos — It is nonsense to say that the
government at the time did nothing.

Ms CROZIER — The Ombudsman found, under
Ms Mikakos’s watch, under her ministry, under her
government, a litany of failures.
I will return to the substance of this debate, and I note
that government members are very tetchy about this
issue, but this is a damning indictment of the previous
Labor government. There were 11 years of Labor
administration, and this happened under its watch.
It was the coalition government that instigated the
Cummins inquiry, which made some deplorable
findings. You cannot claim that the coalition
government sat on its hands. It undertook that inquiry
within the first few months of coming to power, and as
I said, it looked at the grossly mismanaged department
over a decade, which is why the Cummins inquiry was
undertaken. It looked at very difficult issues.
One of the recommendations it made — and I digress
slightly from the bill, but it has relevance, and I will
come to that — was recommendation 48, which I know
extremely well. It recommended that governments look
into abuse in religious organisations, and of course we
know former Premier Ted Baillieu made the decision
for the Parliament to undertake an inquiry into child
abuse, which I had the privilege to chair. Of course
members know the outcomes of that inquiry, and we
have the royal commission that is still undertaking its
work into child sexual abuse. What we heard in that
inquiry, as the Victorian public knows only too well,
was men and women in their 40s, 50s, 60s, 70s and 80s
telling how they were abused as children. Their lifelong
suffering, inability to maintain relationships and
struggles with employment, and their dealings with the
mental health system, acute health system, justice
system and welfare system, or all of the above, were
lifelong ramifications that these men and women had as
a result of being abused by people in trusted
organisations.
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If we know of the lifelong ramifications for the children
who were abused by trusted figures within
organisations, as has been the finding of the Victorian
parliamentary child abuse inquiry and as the royal
commission into child sexual abuse is now hearing,
what about those children who are neglected or abused
by their parents — that is, by those who are supposedly
the most trusted figures within a child’s life? The
lifelong suffering and experiences of children abused
by their parents can be similar to or perhaps even worse
than those of children who are abused by others. It
remains ever so important that our most vulnerable be
protected, and as a collective, as all members in this
chamber, we have that aim. We all want to see that
occur.
As I said, the Cummins inquiry was really a landmark
inquiry that led to significant reform in this state. The
former minister, Ms Wooldridge, is now in the
chamber, and I acknowledge and congratulate her for
having the fortitude to enable many of those reforms
from the Cummins inquiry to take place during the four
years of the coalition government. It is a very strong
record that still stands, of which the coalition is very
proud and will not shy away from. It is not to say that
further improvements do not need to be undertaken, but
in those years the reforms undertaken were
acknowledged and still need to be maintained.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Minister for
Agriculture. I refer to the minister’s statement in the
Ballarat Courier of 4 August that the Agriculture
Infrastructure and Jobs Fund will be available for
programs including:
… transport, irrigation and energy projects, as well as skills
development programs and market access campaigns.

Given that under the government’s own legislation the
proceeds of the port sale can only be spent on
infrastructure, I ask: where will the funds for skills
development and market access programs come from?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for his question about the
Agriculture, Infrastructure and Jobs Fund. This is our
$200 million fund that will be established following
successful passage of the port lease arrangements
legislation, which of course is now subject to
consideration by a committee of this house. In the event
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that that occurs and the fund is established, the
$200 million will be administered by the agriculture
division of the Department of Economic Development,
Jobs, Transport and Resources (DEDJTR). It will
operate in a similar manner to the Future Industries
Fund. It will not be a trust fund in the way that the
Regional Jobs Fund is, but they will be funds
earmarked for those kinds of projects.
The guidelines will be finalised over the next few
months, so that all potential project proponents will be
crystal clear on the arrangements. Recommendations
will come to me following consideration and evaluation
of projects in a manner that is consistent with proper
government decision-making, and an interdepartmental
committee will support this. For some types of projects
the expertise across government will be held in
different areas, as it is a fund that will support different
kinds of projects, as the member indicated in his
substantive question.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for her answer,
but it does not go to the substance of the question,
which was the source of the funds. The legislation the
minister referred to establishes the Victorian Transport
Fund and requires that all net proceeds of the sale of the
port be paid into the Victorian Transport Fund. It also
provides that the Victorian Transport Fund can only be
spent on infrastructure.
The minister in her public statement outlined a number
of elements of her fund that are not within the scope of
infrastructure, and it is not clear to the house or the
public what the source of those funds outside the scope
of infrastructure is going to be. I ask the minister: will
she explain whether it is her intention that that
$200 million fund will be sourced entirely from the
proceeds of the port sale, which is not allowed for
under the government’s legislation, or is there another
source of funds?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for his question. The funds would
not be coming from the Victorian Transport Fund that
is established through the legislation. The appropriation
would be made to DEDJTR and administered by the
agriculture division.
Questions interrupted.
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DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — Order! I take this opportunity
to acknowledge some of the visitors in the gallery. Noel
Pullen, a former member of this house, is with us today.
Former minister Nick Kotsiras is here. My goodness, he
looks entirely different. Welcome, Mr Kotsiras. We
have Senator Gavin Marshall with us as well, and we
also acknowledge his visit to the Parliament and the
Legislative Council today.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Questions resumed.

Early childhood educators enterprise
bargaining
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Families and Children.
More than 1000 early childhood educators are set to
stop work and join the Australian Education Union
strike action next Thursday, 13 August. This will cause
massive disruption to thousands of Victorian families
and young children, and I ask: what actions has the
minister taken to prevent another union disruption in
Victoria — this time union action that will affect our
youngest Victorians?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — This is an extraordinary question, because
it comes from a former Parliamentary Secretary for
Health, who together with the former Minister for
Health oversaw the lengthiest paramedics dispute that
we have seen — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, the
minister has immediately entered into debating the
question. I ask you to direct her to come back to the
question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Mikakos is
making introductory remarks. I am sure she is about to
move on to answering the substantive question posed
by Ms Crozier.
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question, but there is no relevance in the minister’s
answer to the question asked. I ask you to direct her to
at least try to be relevant in some way.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On this occasion a
better point of order would have been that the minister
was debating the answer. I certainly would have
concurred with that. I indicate, though, that the minister
had no sooner got to her feet than she was subjected to
interjections, and those interjections called on her to
respond in a particular way. As I said, she had only just
got to her feet and had not had a chance to provide to
the house the answer that was sought by Ms Crozier. I
am loath to pull up the minister for retaliating, if you
like, to interjections. The line that the minister has taken
to this point is to debate an entirely different portfolio
area that is not relevant to the specific subject matter
raised or to the area where she has responsibility.
Ms MIKAKOS — The point I am making is that it
is interesting that members on the opposition benches
have now taken a road to Damascus interest in speedy
resolutions of industrial disputes, when during their
time in government we had a protracted paramedics
dispute, a protracted nurses dispute, protracted
industrial disputes and open warfare with workers in
this state.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I suggested that the
minister was debating — that was my guidance — but
she has continued along the same line of debate. I ask
the minister to come back to answering the substantive
question.
Ms MIKAKOS — Thank you very much for your
guidance, President. The Andrews Labor government
respects and values our early childhood teachers and
educators and the contribution that they make to
children’s lifelong learning and futures. It is important
to understand the history because this dispute has been
running now for two years. The previous government
did nothing.
Ms Lovell interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Lovell!

Ms MIKAKOS — I have 4 minutes, so I want to
utilise my time in responding in a fulsome way to the
member’s question, because the member has a record
here. She was the Parliamentary Secretary for Health
when the previous government was staging a
full-frontal attack on paramedics in this state. In fact it
took a paramedic having to write to Ms Crozier after
she was — —
Mr Finn — On a point of order, President, I am
aware that you cannot direct a minister how to answer a

Ms MIKAKOS — Ms Lovell washed her hands of
the matter and said she had no interest in the dispute.
By contrast, before the election Labor made a promise
to help resolve the enterprise bargaining agreement
dispute. We have honoured that commitment. Unlike
what happened under the previous administration, I
have directed the Department of Education and
Training to be involved in discussions with the parties,
and that is exactly what it has been doing. It has been
helping to assist the parties to come to a resolution of
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this matter. We will continue to encourage and support
the parties to negotiate in good faith and reach a fair
agreement. Our government has a commitment and a
vision to making Victoria the education state, and a
critical part of that is supporting our early years
services.
An honourable member — You can’t do that if
they’re out on strike.
Ms MIKAKOS — We respect the right that parties
have under industrial laws in our state that enable
people to take industrial action. I know Ms Crozier
spoke in her inaugural speech about how she was proud
that she did not participate in the nurses dispute in the
past and that she was proud to be a scab, but we
respect — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, apart
from the minister flouting your ruling again, to call
Ms Crozier a scab is unparliamentary and offensive,
and the minister ought to apologise and withdraw.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I heard the word
‘scab’, but I do not think the context Mrs Peulich has
picked up on is exactly what the minister put to the
house. Again I am concerned about the reflection back
on the member who asked the question rather than the
minister addressing the substantive matter. In this house
we play the ball, not the man. I ask the minister to
return to the substantive question.
Ms MIKAKOS — It is on the public record that
Ms Crozier said she chose not to take industrial action
during the nurses dispute, but I will come to the point.
Obviously we are keen for the parties to resolve the
dispute. It is our preference that the parties resolve the
dispute so that industrial action is not necessary,
because we understand that this is an inconvenience to
parents and families. I encourage the parties to resolve
the dispute. We are assisting the parties in the
negotiations, in contrast to the inaction of the previous
government, which took absolutely no action for two
years whilst this dispute was underway.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am not
sure I can thank the minister for that answer, nor can
Victorian families. Nevertheless, my supplementary
question to the minister is: at the 2014 annual general
meeting of the Early Learning Association Australia the
minister gave a rock-solid core commitment that she
would sit at the negotiation table to resolve this issue.
Can the minister inform the house of the dates that she
sat around the negotiation table to resolve the issue?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — Ms Crozier is asking a supplementary
question that is prefaced on Ms Lovell’s recollection of
what I said. I never said that I would personally be at
the negotiating table. I cannot recall that ministers have
been personally involved at the negotiating table. I said
that we would be involved, and that is exactly what we
have done. As I explained, the department of education
is involved in the discussions. Clearly the member was
not listening to the answer I gave in my reply to the first
question.
Ms Crozier — On a point of order, President, I ask
you to redirect the minister back to the question, which
is in relation to the dates the minister has sat down at
the negotiation table.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The problem with the
supplementary question is that it did have other material
in it. The member did get to that point, but she coated it
with some commentary, which gives the minister an
opportunity to answer the question as she sees fit and to
address the commentary, which might be more than the
member was seeking in terms of a substantive answer.
The minister certainly questioned the premise of the
question, and that is a valid response.
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, President, I was
present at that meeting, and what the minister said was
that the government would sit at the table, not the
department.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Lovell — —
Ms Lovell — Not the department, the government.
Questions interrupted.

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
Ms Lovell
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Lovell will leave
the chamber for 15 minutes.
Ms Lovell withdrew from chamber.
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Early childhood educators enterprise
bargaining
Supplementary question
Questions resumed.
The PRESIDENT — Order! This is not a point of
order; this is debating. I am not going to get into a
situation in the chair where I am trying to understand
who said what at a meeting that I did not attend and at
which I have no way of verifying what was said. We all
need to be a little bit more mature in that. The minister
disputes it, and there is a debate. The opportunity now,
if there is a continuing concern as expressed by
Ms Lovell by way of debate rather than point of order,
is to take note of the minister’s answer at its
completion. The minister to conclude.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I do want to conclude, but I think the
failed point of order that has been taken shows that
Ms Lovell and Ms Crozier have differing versions of
events. They are putting questions to the government
when they are not even clear what the question is. They
have very selective interpretations of events. I want to
make it clear that, unlike the previous government, we
have been involved in assisting the parties through the
Department of Education and Training.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan).

Local government rates
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. I refer to Labor’s election
commitment entitled Labor’s Plan for Small Business,
which says:
Labor has a plan to support our small and medium enterprises
by removing red tape, reducing council rate rises …
…
A Labor government will also cap council rate rises at CPI to
discourage wasteful spending.

My question for the minister is how the massive 11 per
cent rate hike for businesses in the city of Monash, in
his electorate, in 2015–16 is consistent with the
Andrews Labor government’s pre-election commitment
to small and medium enterprises.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I appreciate the opportunity
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to answer the member’s question, and I thank the
member for it. The member would well know that my
portfolio does not include the issue of the council cap,
as he has referred to it. But the policy that has been
brought forward by this government is in relation not
just to capping but to allowing the Essential Services
Commission, as the member well knows, to review
what the councils will do.
However, the substance of the issue goes to what we
are doing for small businesses. Let me provide an
answer to the member. His question asked what we
are doing for small businesses in Victoria. I will tell
Mr Davis — and he should probably listen — that we
are maintaining the 25 per cent red tape reduction.
We are implementing a $100 million payroll tax
rebate — —
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, I did not
ask what the government is doing for small business. I
asked how is what the government is doing consistent
with its promises.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has only
just started his response. He has indicated that the
question that has been put to him goes across portfolios
and he does not have direct responsibility for the issue
of rate capping, though it may well have been a
government commitment. The minister is fairly early in
his response, and therefore I will allow him to continue.
Mr DALIDAKIS — As I was saying, we are
implementing a $100 million payroll tax rebate for
hiring long-term unemployed people, youth and
retrenched workers. I am sure Mr Davis would like to
support that. We are making sure that WorkCover
surpluses are used to fund benefits, lower premiums
and support workplace safety. In terms of capping
council rate rises at CPI, we are doing that to
discourage wasteful spending by councils and reduce
the burden on local businesses. By doing that, we are
encouraging local businesses. Beyond that, let me
remind the member that he was a minister in the last
government, which saw unemployment go from 4.9 per
cent to nearly 7 per cent.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I asked the
minister’s predecessor on 18 March about the
government’s rate capping policy and whether there
would be differential rates for small businesses. He
conceded:
… Mr Davis is right; it is our policy — to cap council rates at
CPI, which will relieve the burden on local … businesses.
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The CPI for the year to 30 June was 1.1 per cent, yet
the Monash rate rise for businesses in this financial year
is 11 per cent — 10 times the CPI. Will the minister
now concede that the government — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask Mr Davis to take
his question from the top.
Mr DAVIS — I asked the minister’s predecessor on
18 March about the government’s rate capping policy
and whether there would be differential rates for small
businesses. He conceded:
… Mr Davis is right; it is our policy — to cap council rates at
CPI, which will relieve the burden on local … businesses.

The CPI for the year to 30 June was 1.1 per cent, yet
the Monash rate rise for businesses in this financial year
is 11 per cent — 10 times the CPI. Will the minister
now concede that the government has failed to live up
to its pre-election commitments to small and medium
businesses and that the former Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade misled the house on
18 March?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for the
question, and on both of those questions the answer is
no.
Mr Leane — On a point of order, President — and I
wanted to take this point before the minister had a
chance to respond to Mr Davis’s question — we have a
live upper house committee inquiry, where Mr Davis is
the chair, that has a standing reference to report on rate
capping every six months. My problem is in relation to
the committees act. Mr Davis could be — and it is not
for me to say — bringing questions into this place that
have arisen from hearings in camera or from privileged
discussions in the course of deliberations. I do not know
if you want to respond straightaway, President, but I do
see this as a huge concern.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President, I
believe the member is reflecting on Mr Davis. As a
member of Parliament also representing the city of
Monash, could I say that I am aware of this, and I am
not on the committee.
Mr Davis — On the point of order, President, there
is clearly no restriction on members asking questions of
ministers about policy areas that are relevant. I should
be very clear and indicate that it is now a matter of
common knowledge in the city of Monash that the rate
rise for businesses in Monash this year is 11 per cent. It
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is 10 times the CPI, and there ought to be no restriction
on members asking such a question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! With respect to the
point of order, Mr Leane raises a valid point in the
sense that where we do have inquiries afoot and
particularly where some of those inquiries are of a fairly
comprehensive nature, there could well be difficulties at
times for the house in having questions posed that have
a relationship to information that has been provided to
those committees. On this occasion, however, I
accept — and in fact I am also personally aware,
because of my coverage of part of the Monash council
area — that these rate rises for most municipalities and
certainly for Monash have been published in the media
and that therefore they are a matter of public
knowledge. I am assured from my perspective that the
member has not had to rely on submissions or evidence
put before the committee on this occasion.
Nevertheless, as I said, Mr Leane’s point of order
relates to the principle and serves as a good warning to
members that we need to be careful in terms of not
posing questions that come into conflict with or
compromise the work of the committees. That can be
difficult where there is an ongoing reference that is very
broad and where there is a monitoring reference such as
the one that is before that committee. I am quite
confident on this occasion that the member has not
relied on any committee documentation, evidence or
suchlike to pose this question, and in that sense it is
okay. I just say to Mr Leane and to other members of
the house that there will be times when I may well have
to exercise some judgement in these matters because of
the nature of questions that might come into the context
of committee inquiries.

Vocational education and training
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Training
and Skills. Given that the interim report on vocational
education and training funding is now a watered down
issues paper released 57 days late, does the minister still
commit to implementing the final report conclusions of
the review in time for the 2016 training year?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I reject the premise of Mr Finn’s question
about the interim report, and in fact all the industry
players reject that premise.
Mr Finn — Do they?
Mr HERBERT — Yes. If Mr Finn has read it, he
will know that it is quite a substantive piece of work
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and one that has been roundly accepted as a good
interim step allowing for further discussion, further
negotiation and further consultation by the entire
training industry and by businesses, industries and
enterprises in Victoria.

done here is put one of Australia’s most esteemed
TAFE directors and educators with the former head of
the Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry — a strong business with strong business
links.

I start off by congratulating Mr Mackenzie on that
report. I know he is going full barrel in determining the
final report according to the time frame that was set
when we announced the inquiry.

It is our premise that our training system should not just
be about education, as important as that is, it should
also be about productivity of industry and it should be
about opportunities for people — young people and all
people — to get skills. It should be an opportunity for
those skills to lead to real jobs, but it should also add
productivity for industry. This is a cycle of success that
the former government lost track of. I do not blame the
former minister, I must say; I blame the former
government at the highest level, which lost track of the
basic premise that high-quality skills should link to
high-quality jobs and should produce productivity for
industry, and the cycle goes around.

In terms of the implementation of it, I think Mr Finn
has verballed me. I have never ever said 2016 would
see full implementation. In fact I have made it
absolutely clear. We have just done a complete review
of quality, which we are implementing in this state. If
members have a look at today’s paper, they will see
why we have needed to — and I hope the
commonwealth government does the same thing. As
part of that review we will in fact be implementing one
of those recommendations — to name providers that
have done the wrong thing and have had their contracts
withdrawn. This disclosure will be part of the consumer
protection element.
On the issue of the implementation, what I have said is
that the government will receive the report into the
funding for a whole new area. We will have a good
look at that later in the year. If we can implement some
of those measures in 2016, we will, but 2017 will see
the full implementation. There is exceptionally good
reason for that, because we have seen the turmoil, the
absolute turmoil, across business, which every single
industry has criticised, of the rapid introduction and
change that occurred in 2012 without consultation by
the former government, which decimated training in
this state, decimated confidence in the training system
in this state and drew industry condemnation from right
across Australia.
Supplementary question
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his answer, and it is wonderful to see him
so animated. Given that the minister has received two
differing sets of preliminary recommendations that
resulted in the release of a watered-down issues paper,
and given that there is constant disagreement between
his two reviewers, is it not fair to say that this process,
under his watch, is a shambles?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank Mr Finn for his question. Nothing
could be further from the truth. There has been no
conflict. There has been one report. The reason I am
delighted that the two are together is that what we have

Questions interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — Order! I also draw the
attention of the house to the fact that Mr Andrew
Ronalds, another former member of the house, is with
us today.
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Questions resumed.

Government procurement policy
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Agriculture in her capacity
representing the Minister for Industry. On a very
serious matter, late last night I was contacted by a rare
animal in Victoria at the moment, a Victorian
manufacturer. He was desperate in his conclusion that
he was about to lose 50 per cent of his business due to
dumping of product into the Victorian economy by a
Chinese manufacturer.
Recently the City of Melbourne called for expressions
of interest to be on the approved tender list for
bluestone suppliers. The final list of five suppliers
included two Victorian manufacturers and three
Chinese manufacturers using inferior product. We see
time and again the devastating impact of the dumping
of foreign product into Australia. We know it happens.
We have seen, we have been told and we believe that
the state government tender terms for several of the
railway station upgrades are not being adhered to. What
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will the government do to support Victorian industry
and stop the dumping of foreign products in Victoria?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr Purcell for his question. I will refer the matter
to Minister D’Ambrosio for a detailed response, but
what I would say is my heart goes out to that business
in the electorate we jointly represent, along with other
members in this place. It is of course an incredibly
powerful thing that governments can do as significant
consumers, and that is why Labor introduced the
Victorian industry participation plan and has enhanced
it over the years. I know Minister D’Ambrosio is a
strong advocate for the need for government purchasing
to be as effective as it can be in supporting local
industry, and we will continue our journey in making
sure that our procurement settings are the best they can
be to this end.
I note Mr Purcell asked about a procurement decision
made by the City of Melbourne. There are opportunities
for our local councils to reflect on the role they can play
in supporting local business, and that is ‘local’ by any
measure — within their own community, within their
own municipality and indeed across Victoria and
nationally. It would be a very good thing.
On the specific nature of the question, I will refer that
matter to Ms D’Ambrosio for a response.
Supplementary question
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — In addition,
we understand that the state government tender terms
on several railway station upgrades have not been
adhered to and that cheap imported stone is being used
instead of Victorian product. I thank the minister for her
reply, and I ask the question: will the government help
the two Victorian manufacturers on these approved
bluestone tender lists and work with Melbourne City
Council to introduce the use of 100 per cent Australian
product, which is currently happening in several New
South Wales councils?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr Purcell. Again, this is something I will refer
to Minister D’Ambrosio, noting that the procurement
decisions of local councils are somewhat beyond our
control. I note with interest Mr Purcell’s comments
about state government tender terms not being
complied with, and I am sure Minister D’Ambrosio
would welcome further information about that. I invite
the member to provide details of that through me or
directly to my colleague.
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Goulburn Valley Health
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I direct my
question without notice to the Leader of the
Government. I refer him back to Thursday, 25 June,
and the committee stage of the Appropriation
(2015–2016) Bill 2015 when I asked him for a
breakdown of the $1 million line item for Goulburn
Valley Health. The minister, on advice from the office
of the Minister for Health, confirmed that the funding
was across two of its campuses, Shepparton and
Rushworth. I also draw the minister’s attention to a
letter the Minister for Health wrote to constituents of
mine on 10 July, in which she stated:
… we announced $1 million in the recent state budget to
progress planning and development for the redevelopment of
GV Health’s Shepparton campus.

I ask: has the Minister for Health misled my
constituents or has Minister Jennings misled the
Parliament?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Members may recall that the committee stage on that
bill went for about 4 or 5 hours, and Ms Lovell spent
about three of those hours on this item, so I do
absolutely remember it. I remember what I was clearly
advised by the minister and her office on that day. I
stand by what I said and what I reported to the
committee. I believe that my answer have been may
more complete than the contents of the minister’s letter,
but there is not necessarily a mutually exclusive
position between what the minister has written and
what I reported to the house. I refute that there is, by
necessity, a mutual exclusivity in what was said in the
letter and what I said here.
Supplementary question
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I dispute that.
I think there is a difference. The minister quite clearly
misled my constituents by saying the whole $1 million
is for the Shepparton campus. Given that the committee
stage was six weeks ago now and the minister agreed to
take it on notice that he would get a breakdown of that
$1 million, I ask why that information has not been
presented to the house.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It is
not for the first time during question time that
Ms Lovell’s memory of what took place at a certain
public event has been brought into question. I can
confirm that I gave a very clear expression during the
committee stage on advice from the minister’s office
that the office was unable to distinguish as part of that
$1 million allocation how much had been apportioned

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Thursday, 6 August 2015

COUNCIL

to Goulburn Valley Health in Shepparton and how
much might have been for Rushworth. I clearly
articulated that at the time. I clearly articulated at the
time that, whilst I may embark upon my best
endeavours to do so, I would not anticipate that that
matter would be delineated. That is my recollection of
what was said, and I am happy to test it out against
what Hansard’s record of that item may be.

Commercial netting fishing licences
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — My question is
for the Minister for Agriculture. Could the minister
update the house on the status of the netting ban and
subsequent buyout of commercial fishing licences in
Port Phillip and Corio bays?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr Young for his question and for his interest in
Labor’s Target One Million policy and plans to boost
recreational fishing in Victoria. One of the key parts of
this plan is the cessation of netting in Port Phillip and
Corio bays. This is something that was committed to by
Labor before the election and indeed committed to by
the Liberal-Nationals coalition before the election.
Work is progressing on the delivery of this election
commitment. This is not without its challenges. There
are 43 licence-holders, and for them this is a big
change. I have been meeting with the licence-holders,
and I have now done so on three occasions, with a
couple more planned. I have met the overwhelming
majority of the affected licence-holders, and I certainly
plan to keep having these meetings until I have met
them all.
As has been discussed in the Parliament before, Craig
Ingram has been appointed to the role of special adviser
to support this work and to support these families and
these businesses through this transition. I am advised
that Mr Ingram has met with all but a very small
number — almost all — of the affected businesses.
We are taking, through a range of different ways,
feedback from industry about this issue, including
questions about what the line fishery might look like
and about how the catch cap will be implemented.
These are matters under active consideration. It is my
hope and my expectation that we will be in a position to
introduce legislation to the Parliament before the end of
the year that will confirm these arrangements and
provide certainty both to the 750 000 recreational
fishers in Victoria and also to the 43 businesses that are
affected by this policy. I will welcome the support of
members in the Parliament for that legislation when we
get to that point.
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I thank the member for the opportunity to provide an
update. This is an important, difficult and challenging
piece of work, but we are committed to dealing with
these affected licence-holders in a respectful way and to
supporting them as best we can through what is for
them a big transition.
Supplementary question
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
minister very much for her answer. Could the minister
tell me whether recreational fishermen will cop the bill
for this change through the collection of fishing licence
revenue or rises in fishing licence prices?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for his supplementary question. Prior
to the election Labor indicated that it would commit
$20 million to support the buyouts. This is something
that was also proposed by the former government, and
at the time the former Premier, Denis Napthine,
indicated as I do today that he believed that $20 million
will provide a dignified exit from the current
arrangements for those 43 businesses.
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Ms PULFORD — I note Mr Ramsay’s interjection
and suggestion that that is not enough. I am not sure if
that indicates a change of position on this question by
the Liberal Party, but what I can confirm is that the
government has no plans to source this from
recreational fishing licence revenue.

Registered training organisations
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Training and Skills, and
it relates to something he mentioned in his response to
Mr Finn.
The minister is aware of the arrest of three men in
Melbourne yesterday in regard to the exploitation of
overseas students in their subcontracting business with
Australia Post. One of those men, Mr Singh, has been
listed as a registered training provider for St Stephen
Institute, which has allegedly been set up as a sham
registered training organisation (RTO), providing false
training qualifications. My question to the minister is:
was he aware of what has been occurring in regard to
this particular RTO before the arrests yesterday?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank the member for her question. It is a
good question. No, I was not aware of the federal police
activity personally, but I will use this opportunity to
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provide a bit of information relevant to the question I
have been asked.
I am advised that the alleged fraud relates to the
delivery of training of international students, as
Ms Pennicuik will know, by St Stephen Institute and
Symbiosis. I am also aware of media reports that a third
provider, TK Melbourne Education and Training
College, may also be the subject of these investigations.
I am informed that the charges do not relate to
Victorian government-subsidised training. However, I
am also advised that my department is working with the
Australian Federal Police in its investigation.
Whilst the regulation of education providers and the
student visa system is a commonwealth responsibility,
we take it seriously. As I have said, we have cracked
down on providers that get Victorian Training
Guarantee funding. In regard to the first two
organisations mentioned, I am advised that they did
have a Victorian Training Guarantee contract in 2014
for domestic students but that they do not have a
contract this year with the Victorian government.
Supplementary question
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
minister would be aware of the bill that was passed in
December 2009, the Education and Training Reform
Amendment (Overseas Students) Bill 2009, which was
designed to hopefully stamp this practice out. Way back
then, five and a half years ago, we had the issue of
private colleges operating on the back of exploitation of
students. The chief executives of these colleges knew
nothing about education, and they were managed by
people still in their 20s who did not keep proper records
and who threatened to have students deported unless
they paid fees in advance of the due date. That was the
situation we had five and half years ago, and it is the
situation we seem to have now. I understand that this
issue has a lot of federal ramifications, but it is all
happening here in Victoria, so my question is: what
confidence does the minister have that the system
operating between the federal and state regulators is
actually working to prevent this situation?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am not quite sure that there is a scale of
confidence I could refer to. If there is one, I am happy
to do it.
International education is incredibly important to
Victoria. It is incredibly important in terms of not just
the mix of our society but the $5 billion worth of
revenue and the 170 000 students, and their wellbeing,
their welfare and the industry rely on us ensuring that

Thursday, 6 August 2015

they are not exploited. The member will know that in
the budget we have just brought forward $4 million for
international student welfare grants, which are about to
go out, and we have the Study Melbourne Student
Centre and a range of other supports. So I take it very
seriously.
As to Ms Pennicuik’s substantive point, in terms of the
domestic provision, with the Victorian Training
Guarantee, as she knows, we have cracked down
substantially. We have a $9 million blitz going on top
of the regular $5 million or $6 million that we fund in
compliance activity in Victoria; and we are
implementing 19 recommendations which have come
through recently from a high-level report on quality
provision.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank the minister.

Native forests
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is for the Minister for Agriculture. The minister
continues to stand by the claim that there are
21 000 jobs in the timber industry in response to every
question relating to native forest logging. Native forest
logging is just one sector of the broader timber industry.
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) data says there
are only 559 workers in that sector in Victoria. It is only
the native forest logging sector that the Greens are
campaigning to be transitioned into commercial
plantations. Will the minister provide details of the
timber industry’s subsectors that the 21 000 figure
includes?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for her question; 14 out of 14, I
think, from Ms Dunn on forestry. I do wonder whether
her other portfolios might not be getting a bit sad. But it
is good to see a shift to a question about the
21 000 jobs. That is 21 000 jobs for real people
working in timber and timber product industries. I
suggest that Ms Dunn have a look at the ABS data to
fully acquaint herself with what is publicly available
information to understand the breakdown of the
21 000 jobs. Yesterday Ms Dunn wanted a breakdown
by electorate. Next week I am sure there will be some
new way to ask the same question.
But the government does support a sustainable timber
industry. We are establishing an industry task force to
encourage and I hope explore areas where there can be
a consensus approach to issues surrounding the
management of our timber resources. As I indicated
yesterday in answer to a very similar question, there are
other accounts of the number of people working in this
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industry — some are as high as 23 000; 21 000 is the
number that I use. It is what we think is the most robust
and contemporary set of numbers on this matter. I look
forward to the next question.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I am not sure
that I am enlightened as to the subsectors that make up
the 21 000 figure. However, I will press on. Will the
minister provide a breakdown of how many native
forest logging jobs are located in each Victorian
electorate?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) —
President, as I indicated to you yesterday, I am happy to
provide information that exists. I do not know if my
data-crunching Excel spreadsheet skills are sufficiently
advanced that I could possibly slice and dice ABS data
onto electoral maps. But if this data can be provided by
electoral maps — —
Mr Jennings — You should have asked John
Lenders that question.
Ms PULFORD — Yes. What I will do is ask John
Lenders that question and I will provide the member
with an answer.
The PRESIDENT — What? Ask John Lenders?
Ms PULFORD — Yes, he can do all sorts of stuff
with spreadsheets.
An honourable member — The in-joke has now
gone to the world.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is an in-joke that
leaves me in a very difficult position.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have written answers to the following questions on
notice: 629, 657, 698, 707, 724, 752, 766, 797, 804 and
805.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Written responses
The PRESIDENT — Order! In respect of today’s
questions, I have an undertaking from Ms Pulford to
obtain further information for Mr Purcell in regard to
the supply of Victorian products for infrastructure
projects. That is in respect of both the substantive and

2297

supplementary questions, and because it involves a
minister in another place it has the two-day response
requirement.
The reason I am in some difficulty about the minister’s
throwaway remark on the supplementary question
asked by Ms Dunn is that I have to interpret whether or
not that is an undertaking by the minister to actually try
to dice and splice any figures.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
know my department cannot do it.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am also mindful of
the fact that to me that question was almost a repeat of
the question asked yesterday. I have not been able in
my position to actually distinguish between yesterday’s
question and today’s, so I am not sure, having had an
answer yesterday, whether perhaps that is one of the
reasons the minister ventured the way that she did about
the former Treasurer perhaps having a capacity to work
the numbers.
I will ask the minister to consult her department again
just to see if there is any sort of record in that respect.
The second part of the question was about electorates,
and I dare say the minister will come back to me, and I
will accept, if that information is unavailable in that
form. Nevertheless on the substantive question there
was a request for a breakdown of some of the
subcategories that make up that 21 000 figure. I think
that is actually a relevant question that there may well
be further information on.
The minister has directed Ms Dunn to perhaps look at
the Australian Bureau of Statistics figures. She was
referring to those statistics in her question. Again, I am
not in a great position to judge this without the
information in front of me, but I dare say she has been
unable to find that category breakdown in the publicly
available figures, which is why she has sought that
other information. As I said, I may well be persuaded
that the information cannot be diced and spliced in
terms of electorates, and that is a valid answer. In terms
of the subcategories that make up the 21 000, if the
minister was able to provide further information in that
respect, I would be appreciative. I would certainly
direct both the substantive and the supplementary
questions for further response, but I am particularly
mindful of the first question. The response requirement
is one day, because it is to come from the minister’s
department.
Mr Barber — On a point of order, President,
perhaps I could be of assistance in clarifying the matter
that you have just raised. It was the minister who first
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referred to the number of timber jobs in Ms Dunn’s
electorate, which was an off-the-bat response the
minister made. At that time the minister had an
awareness of the number of timber jobs in Ms Dunn’s
electorate. We were not then asking for a breakdown by
electorate, but we are now asking for a breakdown by
electorate in response to what the minister previously
said.
Ms Pulford — On the point of order, President, I
have referred to there being timber industry jobs in the
Eastern Metropolitan Region. As I imagine the member
knows well, they do exist. I have never offered numbers
by electorate, but rather the presence of processing
businesses.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do understand the
point was made yesterday, so I think we are on the
same page.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, in the
last sitting week in June during the committee stage of
the budget legislation, the Leader of the Government
gave a commitment and took on notice a number of
questions. One of them that I sought information on
was reprioritisation of a number of programs. There
was an exchange and discussion particularly around the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning. It is now six weeks or so since that time and
we are at the end of this sitting week, and in that
context I am seeking some indication from the Leader
of the Government as to when that information might
be available.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, I
am very happy to double-check with both the
Treasurer’s office and the relevant minister’s office in
relation to any outstanding matter about which there
may have been an expectation of information being
provided by the government. At this minute I will use
my best endeavours to go back and check with the
relevant ministers where that information may be.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.02 p.m.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Emergency
Services. My question is: when will the minister
provide the Research Country Fire Authority (CFA)
brigade with the new medium pumper that was
promised by Labor during the election campaign? Back
in November 2014, I was proud that the Napthine

Thursday, 6 August 2015

government promised a new medium pumper for the
Research CFA in recognition of its quality as a
volunteer brigade and the work that so many at the
brigade do to keep their community safe and assist
those around them. At the time, the then candidate for
Eltham — now member for Eltham — Vicki Ward,
promised to match the coalition’s commitment, but as
yet there has been no delivery of, or even commitment
to, the medium pumper. The fact is this was additional
funding — not coming out of existing CFA budgets or
out of the local budget’s new funding. It was new
funding for the Research CFA and the medium pumper
that it needs so it can do its job to keep the community
safe.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My constituency question is to the
Minister for Public Transport. I refer to the Andrews
government’s promise to remove level crossings along
the Frankston rail corridor over its first term of office. I
note that since the election many local constituents in
the South Eastern Metropolitan Region have voiced
concerns over the Andrews government’s failure to
commit to funding or delivery time lines for the
removal of any of the eight level crossing removal
projects it committed to deliver between Cheltenham
station and Frankston station. The level crossing
removals promised include Charman Road in
Cheltenham, Balcombe Road in Mentone, Edithvale
Road in Edithvale, Station Street in Bonbeach, Station
Street in Carrum, Eel Race Road in Seaford, Seaford
Road in Seaford, and Skye Road–Overton Road in
Frankston.
Given this promise was made by the Premier and the
Assembly members for Frankston, Carrum and
Mordialloc, Paul Edbrooke, Sonya Kilkenny and Tim
Richardson respectively, I ask the minister to advise the
house and constituents in the south-east when each of
these rail projects will be time-lined and delivered.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Planning, and it
concerns the Ferrars Street school site for the proposed
South Melbourne Primary School. Land was purchased
by the Napthine government, and an additional
$5 million was allocated for preparing this site, again
by the Napthine government. The current government
has not allocated any funds to this school but says it
will build it — and it certainly is urgently needed.
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As the City of Port Phillip correctly identifies, there is a
need to direct works in the area around the school
site — for example, creating pedestrian access between
the school site and nearby public transport and making
some changes to the configuration of streets and lanes
nearby. When will the minister initiate the work
immediately around the site that needs to occur to
support the school, and will he provide the $12 million
recently sought by Port Phillip Council for this work?

Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Regional Development, and it is in
regard to the use of Regional Development Victoria
(RDV) funding in conjunction with other funding
streams. I recently met with Strathbogie Shire Council,
and it advised me that it is experiencing confusion as to
whether or not it is able to use RDV funding in
conjunction with other funding streams or sources.
Under the former coalition government, funds from
other streams were allowed to be used along with RDV
funding.
This happened many times in my early childhood
development portfolio when I was minister.
Communities building hubs would combine early
childhood grants with an RDV grant, a local
government grant, a library grant or perhaps several
grants, depending on the facility being built.
Strathbogie Shire Council has previously used RDV
funding in this manner and is now seeking clarification
as to whether it can continue this practice. My question
to the minister is: will the minister advise if RDV
funding can be used in conjunction with other state
government funding sources and, if not, why not?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Industry, and it is in relation to
some significant announcements made in Geelong
yesterday by the Prime Minister and the federal
Minister for Industry and Science, Ian Macfarlane. In
fact $14 million was announced yesterday for the
establishment of an advanced manufacturing growth
centre, along with a new jobs connection office and a
Geelong regional futures job task force.
My question concerns a response I received from the
state Minister for Industry in relation to the Geelong
Region Innovation and Investment Fund and the
election commitment of $7.5 million as an ongoing
contribution to that fund, on top of the federal
government’s $15 million investment. The response I
got back from the minister was:
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The Victorian government has decided to go it alone and
assume administrative responsibility for the fund once
existing funding has been fully allocated.
We will invest out additional $7.5 million into GRIIF as well
as revising the guidelines …

The question is — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Time!

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety. Every day
the people of Melbourne’s north-west and beyond
crawl, bumper to bumper, in traffic gridlock on the
Tullamarine Freeway. To make matters worse, this is
the first scene that greets visitors to our state after they
land at Tullamarine airport — not a great welcome to
Melbourne at all. Given that the Andrews government
has scrapped the only project offering a solution to the
shemozzle — the east–west link — what hope can the
minister offer users of the Tullamarine Freeway that the
daily mess on the freeway will be removed?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is for Jacinta Allan, the
Minister for Employment. Today we learnt the
unemployment figure in Victoria has risen from 6 per
cent to 6.4 per cent under Labor. Yesterday I had a
meeting with the mayor of the City of Frankston and
her chief executive officer, and they informed me that
the unemployment level in Frankston is 8.4 per cent.
My question is: what are the minister and her
government doing to generate employment and jobs in
the south-east, specifically in Frankston, where the
unemployment level needs an immediate response?

Southern Metropolitan Region
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport, and it concerns the government’s plans for
its Metro rail project and the decision of the
government to not connect Metro to the South Yarra
railway station. The Pakenham-Cranbourne line will
not be connected to South Yarra station under this only
slightly funded proposal of the government. What I
seek from the transport minister is an explanation as to
how a passenger in South Yarra who wishes to travel
east on the Pakenham-Cranbourne line will be able to
connect with that line. Without an underground
connection or the line connecting to the station, it seems
to me that it will be very difficult for a passenger in
South Yarra to travel east on the Pakenham-Cranbourne
line. Please explain.

CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES AMENDMENT (RESTRICTIONS ON THE MAKING OF PROTECTION ORDERS)
BILL 2015
2300

COUNCIL

CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES
AMENDMENT (RESTRICTIONS ON THE
MAKING OF PROTECTION ORDERS)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to resume my contribution to this important
debate. Prior to lunch I was speaking about the very
important job governments have in making decisions
on behalf of some of the most vulnerable members of
our community. I am particularly talking about
children, especially those children who are in situations
of abuse or neglect that are not of their making. I have
reiterated the extraordinary and dreadful situation we
found the state in when we came to government,
exposed through the report of the Protecting Victoria’s
Vulnerable Children Inquiry, or the Cummins inquiry.
I will refer to the Cummins inquiry again in relation to
some of the findings in its report. It was an extensive
and comprehensive review of the child protection
system. Finding 4 on page 229 of volume 2 of the
Report of the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry states:
The inquiry finds that the current average time taken for
permanent care orders to be granted, when this is necessary to
ensure a child’s safety and wellbeing, is too long. On average,
it is five years between a child’s first report and a permanent
care order.

That is really what we are talking about in this bill. It is
about time lines, it is about delays and it is about
children who are in a system, or potentially in and out
of a system, and who through no fault of their own find
themselves without the permanency or stability they
require.
The Cummins inquiry highlighted the many failings of
previous Labor governments to provide the necessary
support for children within the Victorian protection
system. The report made a number of
recommendations, including the simplification of
Children’s Court orders, having a narrower focus on a
range of matters before the Children’s Court,
simplifying case planning processes and looking at the
delays in achieving permanency for children. Why is
that important? In the second-reading speech
introducing the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Permanent Care and Other Matters) Bill
2014, Ms Wooldridge, then the Minister for

Thursday, 6 August 2015

Community Services, noted another conclusion of the
inquiry:
A major finding of the inquiry was that it takes too long to
achieve alternate permanent care for children when it is
recognised that there is little possibility of family
reunification. For children unable to live safely with their
parents, the inquiry found it takes, on average, five years to
achieve permanent care from the time a child protection
report is made to when a child is placed on a permanent care
order. This is unacceptable and exposes children to additional
and unnecessary trauma caused by uncertainty in their care
arrangements.

The bill Ms Wooldridge was putting forward was
designed to ensure:
… that decisions regarding vulnerable children will be made
in a timely way, to avoid children being in care without a
timely response and to promote permanency of arrangements,
as well as stability for the child.

Those are important elements of a child’s development
because they are an individual’s most formative years.
It is extremely important that those early years come
with some form of stability. As I highlighted in my
contribution prior to the lunchbreak, we know the
implications of lifelong abuse.
The government’s bill returns the Children, Youth and
Families Act to its 2005 form. Minister Mikakos stated
in May:
The amendment that was to come into force on 1 March 2016
will no longer be implemented. The court will retain the
power to refuse to make a protection order when necessary
services have not been provided.

I return to the Cummins inquiry. An initiative that came
out of the Cummins inquiry was for the government to
undertake the 2013–14 stability planning and
permanent care project. The report that came out of that
project is a very important report in relation to this
important area of child protection. The report details
some significant findings. The project looked at our
most vulnerable children and at a number of areas
around the implications of the additional needs of the
child protection system. The project also examined the
issue of Aboriginal children and the many issues they
face in relation to their unfortunate and overly high
representation in our child protection system.
Governments of all persuasions are working towards
improving those statistics.
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There are also important findings in this report
regarding siblings, parents, case planning, the workload
of child protection workers and court decision-making
process. The report states:
The system encourages negotiated outcomes because the
alternative is a lengthy adjournment for a contest during
which time little progress or change in the family may be
achievable.

That is highlighted in this report, and I think that goes
to the heart of what the coalition’s bill was trying to
address. It was about the lengthy time taken for
decisions to be reached in contested hearings and all
those elements surrounding how a family might be
reunified — what the issues are, what the barriers are
and what the concerns are.
The report has many other elements. It talks about
contact and permanent care. Contact conditions on
permanent care orders are often arrived at through a
process of negotiation that is focused on the parents’
wishes and the carers’ wishes rather than an assessment
of the child’s best interests.
This report analyses significant data and takes into
account all those areas that are involved when making
decisions around child protection orders or what is in
the best interests of those children who have come into
the child protection system. The analysis of the data in
this report is very important, and I urge the government
to continue to look at those elements of this
comprehensive report. The findings, the comments and
the recommendations made in this report instigated
much of the legislative reform undertaken by the
coalition government.
Because we are debating an important area of the bill, I
will quote from page 73 of the report in relation to the
effects of lengthy decision-making by courts. It states:
Currently, the system may deliver the worst of all possible
worlds, where a child is removed from their parents’ care and
placed in out-of-home care, but where planning for
reunification cannot commence during the many
adjournments that result from a contest. It is not uncommon
for parents to be advised by their legal representatives to
withhold cooperation from the department as cooperation
may weaken their position in the contest. This means that
children stay in out-of-home care longer than is necessary,
and this reduces the likelihood of successful reunification.

Those things are really at the heart of what the many
issues are. This is about a process that has to be
undertaken. I have great respect for what the courts do.
Indeed I have met with members of the Children’s
Court, and I acknowledge them for the time they have
given me in helping me to understand the issues that
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they deal with on a daily basis and a far too common
theme that comes through the courts when they are
making those decisions.
From my perspective it was very helpful for me to
attend a number of forums to hear the concerns around
what this debate is based on, and I would like to again
acknowledge the respect that I have for the various
representatives and stakeholders I have spoken to and
indeed for those stakeholders within agencies who are
also dealing with these issues. It is the agencies and the
child protection workers who are dealing with these
concerns 24 hours a day, seven days a week. They are
not 9 to 5; these are not 9-to-5 issues. They are 24-hour,
seven-day-a-week issues where child protection
workers need to be looking at and supporting what is in
the best interests of families and indeed children. Again
I think what goes to the heart of our concerns is what is
in the best interests of our children.
For too many children in and out of this system it is like
a rollercoaster bouncing in and out. They are constantly
at the mercy of decisions being made on their behalf,
wondering whether their parents can change. Some of
these parents have been in very unfortunate and
dreadful circumstances. They might have been exposed
to abuse themselves, they might have been exposed to
homelessness and to drug and alcohol abuse, they
might have mental health issues and they might have
disabilities. They could have multiple elements of those
factors that I have just spoken about, so they are
vulnerable in themselves, but can they provide a safe
and nurturing environment for these vulnerable
children? That is what we need to address.
If a child is at the mercy of the decisions of courts, with
all best intentions — everybody has the best
intentions — are their needs being met? Sometimes
parents realise that their children might be taken off
them. We are talking about the extreme cases here. We
are not talking about everyday cases, if I can call them
that — and I do not want to diminish them or demean
them in any way, because every case is important. I am
talking about the most extreme cases of abuse and
neglect, where child protection is absolutely imperative.
If these children are in an unsafe environment and a
parent suddenly gets their act together because they are
threatened with the prospect of their child being taken
away, have we got adequate services to ensure that that
stability will remain there, or will that child again be at
the mercy of the unfortunate circumstances of those
parents and find themselves in child protection care
once again?

CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES AMENDMENT (RESTRICTIONS ON THE MAKING OF PROTECTION ORDERS)
BILL 2015
2302

COUNCIL

I am pleased that the legislation was referred to the
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues for
consideration, and I put on the record my
acknowledgment of and thanks to the committee
members who have produced the Inquiry into the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions
on the Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015 report
which was tabled in the Parliament on Tuesday. I am
sure the members of the committee — chair Edward
O’Donohue, Nina Springle, Margaret Fitzherbert, Cesar
Melhem, Daniel Mulino, Fiona Patten, Inga Peulich
and Jaclyn Symes, who all served on the inquiry —
have a greater understanding in this debate because of
the many areas and the various views that were
covered.
I would like to highlight to the chamber an issue that is
addressed on page 13 of the report in relation to care
orders. The report states:
At any given time there are a significant number of children
subject to interim, protection and permanent care orders in
Victoria. The DHHS advised that:
in Victoria there are approximately 7000 children in
out-of-home care, by which I mean placed either with
kinship, foster, residential or permanent care, and on
30 June 2014 there were just over 9000 children on
interim, protection or permanent care orders in the state
of Victoria.

These are alarming figures. There are thousands of
Victorian children in this position. I think that is one
important point to make. But the report goes on to state:
The previous government and the DHHS advised that the
2014 amendments were intended to promote permanency of
care for children subject to care orders.

The committee received personal accounts from a
number of people, including one from a foster carer
about a child who had been placed with at least
10 different carers in the first five years of his life.
When we are talking about these vulnerable children,
these children in their formative years, with 10 carers,
bouncing in and out of systems, it is really
heartbreaking to think about what their potential is,
having been exposed to that irregularity and that
instability.
One of the carers from the Foster Care Association of
Victoria said:
I think it is important to know that it is a permanent home,
that nobody can ask you to leave, that you can have rows like
normal people, that you can be naughty. You could do
something really bad but your parents are not going to call
social services or say, ‘I can’t handle him anymore’ … In my
humble opinion, and I am not the expert, we have got to find
permanent homes.
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That is a heartfelt statement from someone who
understands the situation and is dealing with the
day-to-day issues. They are at the coalface. They are
not in the system; they are working with these very
vulnerable children.
It is those people in the community sector, including
child protection workers, who are at the coalface
dealing with these issues, and they are very difficult
issues; there is no doubt about that. Those who work in
our child protection system do a tremendous job. I think
we would all like to see a reduction in those numbers I
quoted from the report, and I hope that we will all do
whatever we can to achieve that reduction.
I will get back to the bill and what the government is
introducing today. The former coalition government
was looking at these reforms and had in mind all these
issues relating to ensuring permanency and stability for
children. It was about setting some time frames to give
guidelines as to how that might be achieved. Without
reform and time frames I ask the government whether it
can rule out an increase in the number of children in
state care and the length of time they spend in
short-term care. Can the government rule out an
increase in the demand on the Children’s Court, which
would have a spiralling effect resulting in more cases
awaiting allocation, further delays in the court and
further delays in the court’s decision-making?
I do not expect anybody to be able to answer these
questions today; it is a continual reform process.
However, these things really go to the heart of the
concerns of the coalition in terms of addressing those
drift effects that are spoken about by child protection
workers and carers in the out-of-home care system and
looking at how they might be prevented in the future.
We understand that this is a highly emotive area. We
understand that there can be protracted cases where
parents want to be given the chance to get their
situation right so that they can care for their children,
but unfortunately and sadly that is not always possible.
The coalition’s position was to give children in the
most extreme cases some permanency and stability.
As I said in my earlier contribution, when she was
shadow minister the Minister for Families and Children
highlighted in the debate on the coalition’s bill, which
was brought into the house last year, that she would
repeal section 276. We think, however, that this would
not be in the best interests of children. We want to
know that children in these situations can have
decisions made in a timely fashion. We think it is a
shortcoming of the government’s legislation not to
recognise that. We would like further transparency and
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the ability for the courts to indicate what the barriers are
and what is happening. That is why the coalition will
move some amendments to support those areas. I ask
that those amendments be circulated.
The coalition wants to enable greater transparency, data
collection and understanding of what is actually
happening. We will put forward these amendments
today to enable that to occur. The amendments will
require the Children’s Court of Victoria to publish
information relating to its decisions not to make
protection orders and to have that information made
available on websites on a quarterly basis and to require
the Commission for Children and Young People to
report on that information, work with the Department of
Health and Human Services, collate that information
and provide that information in its annual report. The
Commission for Children and Young People, including
Mr Bernie Geary and Mr Andrew Jackomos, is doing a
tremendous job in its role in relation to further
protection of children — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Deputy
President, I raise this issue on a technicality. The issue
is that we have a proposed motion to provide an
instruction to the house, which we are yet to debate and
pass, before we are able to even consider Ms Crozier’s
amendments. Technically Ms Crozier cannot ask for
them to be circulated and speak to those amendments
until such time as the house has agreed to our
considering out-of-scope amendments. I know the
amendments have been circulated to members in an
informal sense through an email, but I think we need to
respect the proper processes of the house, and I cannot
see how we can even be considering amendments at
this point. I think that needs to occur at a later point in
the debate when the house is given the opportunity to
consider Ms Crozier’s motion on the instruction.
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amendments is greater transparency and an ability for
the Victorian community to understand what is
occurring with child protection orders and why they are
perhaps being delayed. Is it an issue with service
provision? Is it an issue with the court system? Is it an
issue with the Department of Health and Human
Services in relation to not being able to provide
assistance or appropriate support when a child
protection order is in place or when a decision is being
made? Our amendments look at those areas and seek
that the Commission for Children and Young People
address those concerns in an annual report. We think
that gives the community greater confidence in what is
going on in the system. We think that will give the
community greater transparency to understand exactly
the issues that might be indicated throughout the entire
process when a child or a family is in this situation.
The community expects our most vulnerable to be
protected. Through the various inquiries that have been
undertaken, including the child abuse inquiry which
was held in Victoria and the royal commission that is
now taking place, the community is now aware of the
abuse that has happened within trusted organisations.
The community expects greater accountability. People
want to understand what is happening in our
departments and in our governments. The coalition
government enabled that to occur, and equally the
coalition rightly expects the rights of the child to be
preserved. Quite clearly the bill that has been brought
into the house today effectively gives greater rights to
parents rather than considering what is in the best
interest of a child who requires child protection
involvement.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Yes.

As I have said, the opposition has concerns about the
government’s legislation, which brings back the old
section 276 of the Children Youth and Families Act
2005. The coalition believes the amendments that it
will, hopefully, move and get through the house will
provide greater transparency. That is what the
community expects and that is what the community
deserves. The amendments will give the community a
greater ability to understand the barriers or shortfalls
that are being made evident through data collection and
through a more transparent process. That is because the
coalition believes that our child protection system can
and should be working in the best interest of the child.
The child protection workers who deal with this issue
principally have the child’s best interests at heart, and
that is what we believe needs to be done.

Ms CROZIER — Thank you, Deputy President,
and I thank the house for its consideration. As I said,
what we are seeking to achieve through our

We will not be supporting the government’s legislation.
I do not think this bill makes children the priority, and I
believe we must make children the priority. I conclude

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! On the
point of order, the items are on the notice paper, but
they have not been deliberated upon by the house, so
technically the minister is correct. At this point in time I
myself do not have anything in front of me. My advice
to Ms Crozier is that she foreshadow the amendments.
Ms CROZIER — I indicate that I foreshadow the
circulation and consideration of the amendments. Can I
continue with my debate in terms of speaking broadly
about considerations?
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my remarks by quoting from page 31 of the Cummins
inquiry:
All societies have a fundamental commitment to protecting
their children. In most societies there is also an expectation
that children will grow up safe, healthy and happy in stable
and caring environments.

Vulnerability, however, may prevent this from
happening for some children. How long does a
vulnerable child need to wait before action is taken? If
this means we can address that vulnerability and
provide a somewhat safe, secure and certain outcome
for a child, then surely as legislators that is our
responsibility. Greater transparency, greater
accountability and greater reporting will enable that to
occur.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The Greens will be voting in favour of this bill. It is a
necessary bill but it is also a very brief bill. It is too
brief, we think, because we want it to do much more
than it does. During the committee stage we will move
some amendments and an instruction to committee. I
refer to notice of motion 145 on the notice paper in my
name, which states:
That contingent upon the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of Protection
orders) Bill 2015 being committed —
That it be an instruction to the Committee that they have
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care
and Other Matters) Act 2014 that relate to restrictions on the
making of protection orders, the duration of family
reunification orders, interim accommodation orders and
contact between children on permanent care orders and their
parents.

This bill will essentially reverse one of the many
changes that were made to the child protection
legislative framework in 2014. Most of those changes
are due to come into effect in March 2016. As it stands
now, section 276 of the Children, Youth and Families
Act 2005 says that the Children’s Court cannot remove
a child from his or her parents unless the court is
satisfied that the Department of Health and Human
Services has taken all responsible steps to provide
services necessary to enable the child to remain with his
or her parent. That requirement will disappear in March
next year if this bill is not passed. That is a really
staggering proposition.
Surely before we authorise the state to make one of the
greatest imaginable incursions into the private lives of
children and their families, we would want to ensure
that those families have at least an even chance of
turning things around. If it is help with managing
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finances that the family needs, then surely the state
would provide that help before it takes the child away
from her or his parent. If it is assistance to address a
parent’s drug or alcohol problem, surely the state would
provide that assistance before it takes a child away from
his or her parent. If it is assistance to help a parent with
mental health concerns, surely the state should provide
that assistance before it takes a child away from his or
her parent.
Sometimes providing services does not work, and I
realise that, but we are kidding ourselves if we believe
that whenever a parent is experiencing problems that
affect the health and wellbeing of their child that
removing that child is the simple and straightforward
answer. That assumes the child is always going to be
better off away from their parent. Unfortunately we
have seen lots of evidence in recent times where that is
not necessarily the case. As the Victorian Ombudsman
concluded in 2010:
Evidence emerging from research into outcomes for children
in care has eroded the assumption that simply removing
children at risk of harm from their homes and placing them in
care will improve their wellbeing.

This is a tremendously difficult area in which to
legislate. There is no doubt about that. Child protection
workers do an impossibly difficult job day in and day
out, but we do have some basic principles to rely on.
The child’s best interests are paramount in any
situation. We all agree on that. We would all agree that
it is in the child’s best interest to remain with their
parent or primary caregiver, even in situations where
the parent or primary caregiver is doing a less than
optimal job, unless it is absolutely necessary to remove
them. In the words of Emeritus Professor Terry Carney,
AO, who was the chair of the Carney review held
between 1982 and 1984 that resulted in the Children
and Young Persons Act 1989:
… ultimately the intervention of the state into the lives of
children must only be to the extent necessary.

But there are more than just principles at stake here. By
removing the requirement that the state provide services
to assist vulnerable families before it considers
removing children, the 2014 amendment to section 276
got the balance wrong. In reaching that conclusion the
Greens have relied on the advice of many organisations
that practice and conduct research in the child
protection sector. That advice was coming thick and
fast last year.
My colleague Ms Colleen Hartland attempted to amend
the 2014 bill to ensure that the department was required
to provide support services to try to keep families
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together, but the then government, which at that point
controlled the numbers in this place, did not agree that
that amendment was necessary. It was left to the new
government and the Minister for Families and Children
to correct what so many in the sector believe was a very
great error. They are very pleased that the minister is
making good on one of the promises she made in
opposition last year, when she said that a Labor
government would reinstate the legal tests in
section 276.
If we were to accept the views of the various
organisations and experts who work in child protection,
then we must also accept that this bill does not go
anywhere near far enough. In this regard it is useful to
look at the history of what we have been trying to
achieve in child protection over the last 30 years.
Between 1982 and 1984 Emeritus Professor Terry
Carney chaired the wideranging review into Victoria’s
child protection system that is known simply as the
Carney review. The Carney review found that until the
1980s the Victorian state was removing far too many
children from their families. There were far too many
children in institutional so-called care, there was not
enough emphasis on family reunification and the
children who were in those institutions were being
denied far too many rights. One of those rights was
regular contact with their parents. As the Carney report
recognised, depriving children of contact with their
parents is akin to depriving many of them of their
identity. Not surprisingly, the lack of regular contact
between children and their parents meant that other
violations of their rights were also not picked up.
The Carney report made sweeping recommendations
which were eventually legislated for in the Children
and Young Persons Act 1989. Significantly, the
Children’s Court was given quite extensive powers of
oversight and scrutiny with respect to departmental
decisions. It is important to recall that this was done
because — and I am quoting here from the minister’s
contribution to the second-reading debate on the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent
Care and Other Matters) Bill 2014 last September,
when she was still in opposition — ‘the department had
been shown to be manifestly failing in its duty of care
to the children in its care’.
Another major review, in 2003, resulted in a new act,
the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005, our current
act. It was welcomed by child protection practitioners
and experts. It continued to give the Children’s Court
powers of oversight and scrutiny, because they are
needed, but the 2005 act did not solve all the problems
in the child protection sector. In 2011 the previous
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government commissioned the Honourable Philip
Cummins, Emeritus Professor Dorothy Scott, OAM,
and Bill Scales, AO, to inquire into protecting
Victoria’s vulnerable children. It was a wideranging
inquiry that involved a lot of consultation with various
stakeholders. It accepted 225 submissions and
conducted 18 public hearings, 126 additional meetings,
site visits, direct consultations and an online survey,
and five focus groups were involved. The report of that
inquiry has become known as the Cummins report, and
it expresses a number of concerns.
The Cummins report expresses concern about the
number of court visits — —
Ms Crozier — Nine hundred pages.
Ms SPRINGLE — That is a lot of concern! It
expresses concern about the number of court visits
needed for each child protection case and about the
length of time involved — five years between a child’s
first report to the department and the making of a
permanent care order. Cummins thought five years was
too long, and I think we would all agree that it is too
long.
The Cummins report makes 90 recommendations. One
of those recommendations, recommendation 63, is that
the current list of protection orders be simplified and
consolidated. That was indeed achieved by the 2014
amendments. The Cummins report recommends the
creation of a Commission for Children and Young
People, and the former minister announced her
intention to create the commission in October 2012.
The commission came into effect in March 2013, with
Bernie Geary, OAM, as its very first principal
commissioner, and Andrew Jackomos, PSM, as the first
commissioner for Aboriginal children and young
people. The commission was met with widespread
approval, and the former minister should be
commended for getting so quickly onto the front foot
with the creation of the commission.
The vast majority of the Cummins recommendations —
65 out of 90 — are directed at improving the work of
the Victorian government and its departments,
including what is now called the Department of Health
and Human Services. This is hardly surprising. That
department has come under heavy and sustained
criticism time and again for its failure to keep children
in its care free from harm. The department was
criticised 31 years ago in the Carney report. More
recently the department has been criticised in a number
of Victorian Ombudsman reports, which highlight a
number of deficiencies in the department’s risk
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assessment and other processes. There are resource
constraints, a disturbing lack of transparency and a lack
of independent oversight of the out-of-home care
system, a lack of basic qualifications among carers,
reactive planning and funding decisions, and inadequate
management practices.
The Victorian Auditor-General’s Office has criticised
the department in a number of recent reports. This
year’s Auditor-General’s report entitled Early
Intervention Services for Vulnerable Children and
Families notes that the department’s intake services are
‘failing’. The Auditor-General concluded that the
department has failed to systematically analyse the
recent increases in demand and failed to plan for early
intervention services that can meet the needs of
vulnerable children at different stages, that the current
funding structure does not reflect the growth in the
number and complexity of cases, and that the
department has failed to foster effective communication
between and across its different levels and service
providers.
Perhaps the department’s biggest failures over time can
be seen in evidence presented to the previous
Parliament’s inquiry into the handling of child abuse by
religious and other non-government organisations,
which resulted in the Betrayal of Trust report. That
evidence continues to be presented to the Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child
Sexual Abuse.
I am not just listing the department’s failures because I
have some inherent dislike of this particular
department. To the contrary; the department is tasked
with an impossible job — that is, keeping children safe
from harm when their parents cannot. That is only one
of the many impossible jobs this department is tasked
with. I have the utmost respect for the many public
servants who work tirelessly and diligently for the
Department of Health and Human Services, its child
protection division and all of its other divisions.
But no government department is going to get things
right all of the time. Even with all of the internal checks
and balances imaginable, even with the best data, the
best analytics, the best practices and the best
decision-making principles, no organisation can be
expected to get it right 100 per cent of the time. It is just
unrealistic. External checks and balances are the
absolute cornerstone of our liberal democratic system.
Dividing power and putting in place mechanisms for
overseeing this practice is essential to ensuring that no
individual, no particular agency and no government
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department is ever allowed to operate on the basis that
it has all of the answers, the best ideas or the one truth.
This brings me to my discussion of the 2014
amendments. In taking away so many of the oversight
powers of the Children’s Court, it is as if the former
government said, ‘We know better than the court
what’s best for vulnerable children’. In refusing to
properly or adequately consult with stakeholders, it is as
if the former government said, ‘We know better than
people on the ground, and the people who research in
this field, what is best for vulnerable children’. In
departing so radically from the Cummins
recommendations it is as if the former government said,
‘We know better than an expert panel informed by
extensive consultations with everyone what is best for
vulnerable children’.
Only 19 of the Cummins recommendations relate to
legislation, and of them only recommendation 63 goes
to the legislative framework for the child protection
system. As I have said, that is the recommendation to
simplify and consolidate the existing range of
protection orders. Despite that, the 2014 amendments
made a number of very significant changes to the
statutory child protection framework. Both the
department and the former minister claimed that these
changes were based on both the Cummins
recommendations and extensive consultation. But as a
Berry Street representative told the Standing
Committee on Legal and Social Issues last month:
… the suggestion that the legislation that was carried was
consistent with the Cummins inquiry is a very, very, very
difficult suggestion to sustain …

The department and the former minister have said fairly
consistently that the changes were all designed to effect
permanency, as in the permanency of outcomes for
children in the child protection system. Practically
every time permanency is spoken about so is the
finding in the Cummins report of an average period of
five years between first reports and the granting of
protection orders, which I reiterate is clearly too long.
The 2014 amendments seem to assume that the
problem was within the legislative framework. When
the Cummins report recommended that the department
‘identify and remove barriers to achieving the most
appropriate form of permanent placements for children’
unable to be reunited with their biological family, the
department identified those barriers in the existing
statutory framework and removed them via the 2014
amendments.
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In the words of the Foster Care Association of Victoria
during testimony it gave to the legal and social issues
committee’s hearing into the current bill:
… the old 2005 act was fine and … it could give children
stability and permanency. The Foster Care Association saw
occasions when case planning was not tight, when plans were
not made with clear expectations, and if these expectations
were not met, recommendations regarding higher orders or
plans for permanency in alternative placements or care were
not made.

The department has also repeatedly said that the 2014
amendments were also informed by a stability planning
and permanent care project that it has been running
involving 1000 children. In evidence to the legal and
social issues committee the department said that the
report of that project is ‘still in draft form’. That
produced an interesting exchange between the
committee chair, Mr O’Donohue, and the department’s
representative, during which the department’s
representative confirmed that the department had used
the consultation and the work that had contributed to
the project to inform the legislation but also that the
report had not been finalised and that it still had not
been finalised a year after the legislation passed through
the Parliament — I am just repeating what was said in
the testimony. This is from the transcript.
Further, the department sought preapproval from some
of the major organisational stakeholders, including the
peak body, the Centre for Excellence in Child and
Family Welfare, by telling them that the bill would be
part based on Cummins. Many organisations gave their
in-principle support on that basis, but when the bill was
eventually circulated many of those organisations were
shocked. For instance, the bill contains a new provision
that gives the secretary of the department the power to
revoke the registration of a community service
organisation if the secretary considers it appropriate to
do so after taking into account any circumstances the
secretary considers to be relevant — in other words, a
carte blanche provision for the department to deregister
any community service organisation for any reason.
This has come during a time when many community
organisations are justifiably fearful of losing their
funding if they are seen to be critical of government
policy or priorities. The department would have known
that there was no way that any of the main
organisations would support the bill if they knew it
contained that or some of the other provisions. The
department sought indications of support on the basis of
claims that were very difficult to sustain, and then the
former government released a bill claiming it had the
support of the sector.
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I should say at this point that the Greens were not
against last year’s amending act, with its 173 sections.
We did vote against it; indeed we were the only
members of the Legislative Council who did. There
were some amendments with a solid evidentiary basis,
such as that element of division 4 which consolidated
the range of protection orders in line with
recommendation 63 of the Cummins report. But then
there were other amendments without much of a solid
basis at all, apparently.
That brings me to interim accommodation orders.
When they come into effect in March next year the
2014 amendments will prevent the Children’s Court
from making an interim accommodation order if it
could instead make a protection order or a permanent
care order. Currently the court does not have the power
to adjourn a child protection matter for the sake of it.
The court can only adjourn a child protection matter if
that adjournment is in the best interests of the child. The
court was heavily critical of the department in one
widely reported case in July last year. In that case,
which was also mentioned by the minister in her
contribution to the second-reading debate on the bill
last year, two very young children were tragically
sexually abused while in the care of the department.
The department applied to the court to make a
protection order permanently removing the children
from their parents, but the court refused to make the
order sought and instead made an interim
accommodation order with conditions that required the
department to provide 24-hour supervision of the
children while they remained in residential care so as to
ensure that no further abuse occurred.
Many of the stakeholders who made submissions to the
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues inquiry
pointed out that this remedy will not be available after
1 March 2016. In his submission to the inquiry Terry
Carney said he thinks this amendment amounts to the
kind of drafting error that was unintended by the
previous government. In the end it does not really
matter; what matters is that the course of action taken
by the court in that case will simply not be available if,
God forbid, a similar situation presents itself after
March next year. Even accepting for the moment the
department’s justification that fewer interim
accommodation orders will result in greater
permanency outcomes for children, there does not
appear to be any evidence to support it. Indeed a
number of submissions to the legal and social issues
committee inquiry expressed concern that the outcomes
may be unintended and perverse — there may be fewer
settlements out of conciliation conferences and thus
even greater court delays.
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From March next year there will be only four protection
orders available to the court, but three of those orders
will confer sole parental responsibilities for children
onto the state. In effect this means the department will
assume the sole decision-making power in relation to
children on those three orders — that is, three out of the
four orders that will be available to the court. This
seems to take us back to pre-Carney days when
children were simply removed from their parents, who
were then expected to have very little to do with their
own children. Knowing what we know about the
importance of children maintaining a sense of identity,
why are we about to commence a new regime that
works to sever that sense of identity?
Agencies which work with Aboriginal children are
especially alarmed by this prospect. We heard on the
ABC’s AM program yesterday that there are genuine
fears that last year’s amendments will contribute to
another stolen generation. Right now the state of
Victoria is removing more Koori children from their
parents than at any other point in history, including
during the period of the stolen generations.
Another of last year’s changes that will show up in
March next year is that efforts at family reunification
will have an arbitrarily imposed time limit of
12 months — or two years in exceptional
circumstances. The department describes the 12-month
time frame as reasonable, but I have not yet seen or
heard it demonstrated why 12 months is more
reasonable than 18 months or 36 months or
6 months — or any other arbitrary figure one might like
to put on it — especially when surely the most
reasonable way of restricting efforts at reunification is
to ensure that it is in a particular child’s best interests.
Every child, and every circumstance, is different. The
imposition of an arbitrary one-size-fits-all time limit
that overrides what is in the child’s best interests in a
particular situation is surely a recipe for disaster.
The bill, which restores the departments obligation to
provide services to the family before it can get the court
to make a protection order, goes some way towards
rectifying the problem of time limits, but only some of
the way. Yet another of last year’s perplexing
amendments is that which will, from March 2016, limit
the number of times that a court can order contact
between children and their parents to no more than four
times a year, even in circumstances where the court
forms a view that additional contacts would be in a
particular child’s best interests — the court cannot do it;
four times is it.
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This would seem to be in stark contrast to the findings
of the Cummins report. In chapter 15 of the report,
finding 16 states explicitly that it is and should be the
role of the Children’s Court to determine, among other
things, conditions relating to child-parent contact or
contact with siblings and other persons who are
significant in a child’s life. No less than nine of the
written submissions to the inquiry expressed concerns
that the 2014 amendments seemed to be more about
expediting the removal of a child than about finding an
outcome that is in the child’s best interests.
Another bewildering change to the act will see the
Children’s Court prohibited from attaching any
conditions to a care by secretary order. Parental
responsibility will be transferred to the department, to
the exclusion of anyone else, and nobody, including the
court, will have the capacity to oversee the
department’s decision-making with respect to children
on these orders.
Having read the Cummins report and the submissions
to the recent Standing Committee on Legal and Social
Issues inquiry I find it very difficult to accept that in
this place we would ignore the warnings coming from
the overwhelming majority of key stakeholders. As
James Campbell wrote in the Herald Sun on 22 August
2014, the bill basically wipes out half of the jurisdiction
of the Children’s Court. Indeed in opposition the
minister quoted extensively from James Campbell in
her contribution to the second-reading debate. Perhaps
this would not be so much of a problem if we could
have confidence in the department making every
decision correctly.
It did not make the correct decision in relation to the
four children it arbitrarily and without any warning
removed from their foster mother in March 2011.
Those children went into a residential care unit for the
next nine months, during which time they begged and
pleaded to be allowed to return to their foster mum,
with whom they had lived for the previous four years.
Apparently the main reason the department took them
away was because it did not agree with the foster
mother’s view on their education. In that case, which
went to court in January 2012 and was highly
publicised, the court was able to effect reunification
with the foster mother. But that outcome will simply
not be available after 1 March 2016.
Let me now turn to the minister’s stance on this issue.
The minister says the bill works to acquit her
pre-election promises. It certainly acquits one of them;
that is true. In her contribution to the debate last year
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Ms Mikakos promised to reinstate section 276 of the
principal act, but she also promised to:
… ensure that the Children’s Court properly oversees the
Department … because we want to get the system right. We
want to ensure that we have proper checks and balances in
place to ensure that children are looked after and vulnerable
children are protected.

Clearly the bill does not achieve that; it does not acquit
that promise.
Over and over again stakeholders are saying that the
2014 amendments create an act that provides for
expedited removal of children from their families and
that the evidence suggests that it is not likely to achieve
outcomes that are in the best interests of the child. Even
more significantly, the current minister, then in
opposition, went on to say in her contribution to the
second-reading debate:
Labor is concerned that the Napthine government is seeking
to restrict the ability of the Children’s Court to oversee the
actions of the Department of Human Services (DHS) at a time
when the department is clearly failing children in out-of-home
care.

She went on to say:
Given … that hundreds of cases have come to light through
the media this year —

she was obviously talking about last year, 2014 —
of children who are being let down by the department and
being abused while they are in care … you really have to
question why the government would then introduce
legislation that would, in effect, seek to gut the role of the
Children’s Court.

That is what the minister said last year from opposition,
and the Greens wholeheartedly supported that criticism.
However, we would equally ask now why this new
government is prepared to allow this legislation to be
rolled out in March — this legislation that none of the
stakeholders who provided written submissions to the
recent legal and social issues committee inquiry
support.
In her speech last year Ms Mikakos made a number of
cogent observations about the 2014 amendments. She
quoted again from James Campbell:
The reason the Children’s Court was given such a strong
power of scrutiny in the groundbreaking Children and Young
Persons Act of 1989 was because the department had been
shown to be manifestly failing in its duty of care to the
children in its care …
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She expressed concern that:
Three of the four new protection orders … take away parental
responsibility for a child from the child’s parents and vest this
instead in the secretary … this would appear to be inherently
contradictory and completely at odds with the objective of
reunification.

That is what Ms Mikakos said last year, and this current
bill does not address that concern. In September last
year Ms Mikakos held most, if not all, of the concerns
that the overwhelming majority of stakeholders held
and continue to hold about the 2014 changes. She made
a specific promise: ‘We will ensure that the Children’s
Court properly oversees the department’. As it currently
stands, the bill that is now before the house, which
Ms Mikakos introduced in her capacity as minister,
does not acquit that promise or address those concerns.
It is perplexing to me why the minister has not taken
this opportunity to address the concerns she raised in
the second-reading debate last year and the concerns
the vast majority of the sector has been raising since the
amendment bill first appeared last year.
The good thing is that she still has time; we in this
chamber still have time. We have not yet been asked to
vote on this bill. There are a number of amendments
afoot. I note that the opposition is circulating an
amendment that would require both the commissioner
of children and young people and the Children’s Court
to make regular reports on the operation of section 276.
Generally we would be predisposed towards agreeing
with periodic reviews, because anything that improves
transparency is a good thing in our view, but we have
received advice that there are aspects of these
provisions that would be detrimental to the court and its
privacy requirements and that it would be cumbersome
and impractical in terms of compliance. For those
reasons, it is unlikely that the Greens can support these
amendments.
I also point out that the amendments relate to reviews of
one section only, section 276, which is the subject of
the current bill. If we are going to have periodic
reviews, we should be having periodic reviews of the
operation of all the changes made to the child
protection framework in September last year. I suppose
it would be beneficial, as far as reviews are concerned,
to have periodic reviews into how well the child
protection framework is working or not working in
general. While periodic reviews of bad legislation are
sensible, it is even more sensible to prevent bad
legislation from coming into effect where possible. It is
possible for us to do something about last year’s
amendments.
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The changes I am talking about today — the changes
that were made to the act last year — do not come into
effect until March next year, so there is still time to
head them off. I will circulate some limited
amendments on behalf of the Greens. I will talk to them
in more detail during the committee of the whole, but
they aim to make five discrete changes to last year’s
amending act in line with the overwhelming concerns
that are being raised about the act by stakeholders. The
first change is to restore in full the Children’s Court’s
capacity to make interim accommodation orders. The
second is to remove the arbitrary 12-month time limit
on family reunification orders. The third is to restore
the Children’s Court’s power to attach conditions to
care by secretary orders. The fourth is to restore the
Children’s Court’s power to order more than four
contact visits per year between children on permanent
care orders and their parents. Finally, the fifth is to
reorder the list of permanency objectives in section 167
so that adoption appears last.
Child protection is not a matter for party politics. Child
protection is not an area where members of the
Parliament should stick stubbornly to party political
convictions for fear of embarrassing ministers or former
ministers. Child protection is certainly not an area
where ministers should be heeding the advice of the
department above the loud and remarkably unified calls
from the sector for change. We have an opportunity
right now to reverse the most egregious of the errors
that were made last year as a result of a
non-consultative process that lacked transparency. I
urge members to take this opportunity.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Earlier in
proceedings today a point of order was raised by
Ms Mikakos in relation to the circulation of an
instruction motion by Ms Crozier. At the time I ruled
that the instruction motion was not be circulated at that
point in the debate, and I did so because I did not want
the second-reading debate to be dealing with instruction
motions and not the bill. I requested the clerks
undertake some research in terms of precedent, and
subsequently the clerks have identified a potential
precedent. That was found in the proceedings of this
chamber in relation to the Justice Legislation
Amendment Bill 2015 when there was a motion moved
by Mr Bourman and Minister Herbert was dealing with
the situation. However, this potential precedent has a
different set of circumstances attached to it. Given that
the instruction motion and the timing of it being
circulated in a second-reading debate may create a
precedent for further discussion and debate in this
chamber on other issues, I think that at this time it is
important that the issue be referred to the President.
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the Children, Youth and
Families Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of
Protection Orders) Bill 2015. I have two small children,
and I love nothing more than tucking them into bed
each night. Sure, I complain about the fact that I get to
read a story for the third time in one night and I have to
go and get the third glass of water and I have to give
10 cuddles — actually, I do not complain so much
about the 10 cuddles. I really do love doing that, and
sadly it is shameful and heartbreaking that the
experience that my children have every night is not the
daily experience of every child across Victoria.
For many children and families this very ordinary and
loving daily activity is not a feature in their lives at all.
Instead abuse, violence, fear and sadness are their
companions, and as such there can be no more
important compulsory requirement on every
parliamentarian and government than to step in and do
whatever they can to provide protection, safety, security
and a stable future for those who are most vulnerable.
The bill before the house today introduces substitute
provisions of the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Permanent Care and Other Matters) Act
2014 and amends the restrictions on the making of
protection orders under the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005. The effect will be to retain the
Children’s Court’s oversight of service provision by the
Secretary to the Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) when considering the making of a
protection order. In practice this is about ensuring that
support is provided to keep families together wherever
possible, viable and suitable.
In this year’s budget the Andrews Labor government
acknowledged that the system was under duress and
provided $257 million over four years for child
protection and out-of-home care and family services.
This is a 17 per cent increase for child protection and
family services compared with the budget of the
previous government. This translates to 110 new child
protection staff. Frontline staff are absolutely
non-negotiable in the provision of support to vulnerable
families and children. Four specialised child protection
workers have been funded to target the sexual
exploitation of children in state care. Nineteen
additional after-hours workers will extend after-hours
outreach capacity, finally acknowledging that abuse
does not happen just during business hours. The rollout
of a statewide rural after-hours on-call service finally
acknowledges for the first time that regional
communities have additional levels of complexity and
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vulnerability, including their geographical location,
isolation and limited services.
Just as important, though, is the government’s provision
of significant funds and resources for early intervention
services to help keep families together. The priority, the
objective and the goal must always be to reduce and
minimise the number of children entering residential
care in the first place. More than simply adding
desperately needed money to the overstretched sector,
this government has acknowledged the experience and
wisdom of those at the coalface and their insights in
coming up with better solutions and more effective
answers. Hence we have undertaken extensive
engagement and begun ongoing conversations across
the sector to better understand what people in the sector
need and what we can do to ensure that we are moving
closer to doing things right and better.
This bill keeps a commitment made by Labor in
opposition to retain the Children’s Court’s oversight of
service provision. In fact the current Minister for
Families and Children made it clear during the debate
on the 2014 bill that this was what she would do if
elected. She is delivering on that promise, and I
commend her for this action. It is my view that an
added layer of protection for vulnerable children can
never, under any circumstance, be a bad thing.
Protection orders will still be able to be issued by the
Children’s Court. However, that will occur only if, in
the court’s opinion, the Secretary of the Department of
Health and Human Services has provided the services
needed in the best interests of the child.
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Labor and under the coalition, irrespective of which
minister has had responsibility for children. But I know
that every minister in every government and the people
in the relevant departments have all along been
committed to making a difference and changing the
experiences and futures of these kids. I think we now
have a government and minister that are going to do
this better than we ever have before, but not for a
minute would I accuse any former government of doing
nothing.
To return to the bill, I reiterate that it is the case that if
this bill is passed today, judicial oversight of the
secretary’s actions in taking all reasonable steps to
provide families with the support they need to make
changes will be retained.
Putting a child’s needs first and supporting their return
to their family is fundamental to changing outcomes.
When families need to make changes in order to
provide an appropriate environment for their child or
children to return home, they are going to need support.
They cannot do it alone; they absolutely must have the
resources they need and they absolutely must have
assistance. The sooner reunification can happen, if
indeed it is possible, the better it is for all.
That is why alongside this bill the government has also
allocated $31.75 million to support keeping families
together. As well, $9.2 million has been allocated to
fund the family-led decision-making programs;
$20.8 million has been allocated to expand placement
prevention and family reunification services; and
$1.75 million has been provided for the initial response
to Taskforce 1000, which will improve support for
vulnerable Aboriginal children and their families.

There have been many failures in the child protection
system and many disturbing and heartbreaking
stories — stories that have been exposed in reports
under successive governments. I know that this issue
has been a priority for governments over many years to
respond to. Government members think that the former
government got it wrong when it passed legislation to
take away the court’s oversight of these failures, and
that is what we are responding to today.

The Andrews government keeps its commitments. Its
members do not shy away from the difficult issues. Our
concerns, expressed during the previous Parliament
about the then government’s bill on this very issue,
were not forgotten. They were not placed in a drawer
marked ‘Too hard’. Today in this bill we are addressing
an important concern.

I wish to take the opportunity to respond to a comment
made by Ms Crozier earlier. It was a comment that I
found very offensive and an attempt at political
pointscoring that has no place in a debate on these
sensitive matters. To allege that the former Labor
government did nothing to address or respond to child
abuse in child protection was completely uncalled for.
It was incorrect and without any basis. The fact of the
matter is that horrible and unspeakable things happen to
our most vulnerable children. That has happened under

Many of the further concerns are well documented in
the Hansard record of the debate on the 2014 bill and
more recently through the submissions made to the
Legislative Council’s Standing Committee on Legal
and Social Issues, whose members conducted an
inquiry into this 2015 bill. I am a member of that
committee, and I would like to again thank all the
stakeholders and individuals who presented material or
came along in person to a hearing and answered our
questions.
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Those who made a submission on the 2015 bill fully
support the bill — that is, they support retaining
section 276, which requires that the Children’s Court be
satisfied that all reasonable steps have been taken by the
secretary of DHHS to provide services in the best
interests of the child before the court can make a
protection order. Some of the notable contributions to
the inquiry include the following by Berry Street:
Berry Street supports the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of Protection
Orders) Bill 2015 and believes it is in the best interests of
children that the legislation is passed.

The Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency said:
VACCA supports this recent amendment of restoring
oversight powers of the Children’s Court and sees this as an
important and necessary power to restore to the court.
Ensuring independent decision-making of the court affords a
level of accountability of DHHS and is fundamental to
ensuring the best interests of children in the protection and
care systems.

With respect to retaining the all reasonable steps
requirement, the child safety commissioner noted:
I believe this requirement will improve transparency and
accountability and better ensure that services reasonably
required are offered to parents and that parents are
encouraged and supported to access them. The amendment
will enhance public confidence in the system.

A member for South Eastern Metropolitan Region,
Ms Springle, highlighted the well-publicised case of
two siblings who were tragically sexually assaulted
while in out-of-home care. The Law Institute of
Victoria presented to the committee. If you review its
transcript, it highlights the dangers of reducing judicial
oversight for department decisions, referencing this
highly publicised case and saying that in this case the
court declined to make a protection order as the
appropriate services had not been provided. It is a fact
that if the current bill is not passed, the court will not be
able to withhold the making of an order even where it
can be shown that there has been a failure in the duty of
care.
The inquiry the committee conducted had broad terms
of reference and was not confined to the bill. As well as
supporting the bill, many stakeholders raised with the
committee their concerns regarding the previous
government’s 2014 bill, both in substance and in
process. A large majority of the submissions
complained that there was inadequate consultation prior
to the introduction of the 2014 bill.
In particular, Liberty Victoria took the opportunity in its
submission to make comment on the lack of public
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consultation afforded in relation to the Children, Youth
and Families Amendment (Permanent Care and Other
Matters) Act 2014 and the impact of those legislative
amendments, particularly on Victoria’s most vulnerable
community members.
Berry Street said something similar — that is, that the
consultations in relation to this bill:
… were unnecessarily restricted, secretive and disingenuous
in that they did not provide stakeholders with specific details
on the legislation. Berry Street’s view is that such
fundamental reform of our child protection laws should have
included the development of a discussion paper and exposure
draft legislation prior to the finalisation of a bill to introduce
into Parliament.

I know that there is a call from corners of the child
protection system, especially the Law Institute of
Victoria, to address all of the concerns generated from
the former government’s bill. I think the Greens will
attempt to further prosecute some of these concerns in
the committee stage, which the minister will be
responding to. However, this government will not act in
haste on this issue. There are many experts, but not all
of the experts agree. The reasonable approach, which
has been announced by the minister, is to review the
impact of the amendments six months after their
commencement, which will be in March next year.
I would like to conclude by reiterating that this is an
important bill. I accept that it is hard for members of the
former government to support a bill that repeals its
actions, but there is enormous consensus on this bill,
and it is the right thing to do. I encourage members to
consider their position during the committee stage of
this bill, and I truly hope it passes today.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am very pleased to speak on the bill we are debating
today because, as everyone in this chamber will know, I
am very passionate about acting in the best interests of
children and ensuring that we can both invest in and
reform the child protection and out-of-home care
systems and all of the systems that sit around them and
continue to drive improvement to assist young people
who have been abused and neglected and provide them
with the opportunity to get their lives back on track and
achieve the great potential that they have.
I was very proud of the legislation we had passed last
year, the Children, Youth and Families Amendment
(Permanent Care and Other Matters) Bill 2014. An
exceptional amount of work was done over the entire
term of the government, the conclusion of which was
the bill we put forward. Its genesis was in the
exceptionally damning reports from the Ombudsman in
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2009 and 2010 in relation to the child protection system
and the out-of-home care system under 11 years of
Labor governments and their failure to act to protect
vulnerable children. That led to a commitment to
undertake an inquiry, which was led by Philip
Cummins with the support of Bill Scales and Dorothy
Scott. They did an exceptional job of talking to
everyone, thinking about the issues and making
recommendations to the government. Part of that, as
has been mentioned, was the development of the
important permanent care research: to actually hear
from young people themselves about their experiences
of the out-of-home care system so that responses could
be developed in terms of how to reform and improve
the system, in terms of practice, legislation, court
processes, decision-making and authorities across a
whole range of areas, to work in the best interests of the
children, which is of course is the fundamental
principle behind the Children, Youth and Families Act
2005.
Over the course of the four-year term of government
more than $1 billion was invested for vulnerable
children and families. There was very significant
reform.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — It is very easy to find. I
know the current minister claims hers is the biggest
ever investment with over $200 million in this budget. I
would direct her to the 2012 budget: $336 million for
vulnerable children and very significant investments
which were made consistently. I particularly want to
highlight the over $180 million invested in the
out-of-home care system. The current minister is
claiming many of those dollars as her own, but they
were already invested in the out-of-home care system to
ensure that it could provide therapeutic care to every
child in out-of-home care, which is a commitment the
government seems to have walked away from. The
money ensured that permanency planning could happen
earlier, and that there would be assistance and support
in the transition from out-of-home care and for a range
of different issues. Not only was there the very
significant investment in out-of-home care along with
the reform but there was also the establishment of the
Commission for Children and Young People and of
Australia’s first commissioner for Aboriginal children
and young people. There was significant investment in
addressing some of the causes of young people ending
up in the out-of-home care system.
There was also significant investment in family
violence and mental health services, and investment in
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the collaboration between child protection and mental
health services, which was the first time that
relationship had ever been formalised and prioritised.
We invested in our alcohol and drug system to make
sure that parents could access treatment. The coalition
government’s Family Drug Treatment Court initiative
allowed us to work with the courts to ensure that
families who have had their children removed from
them as a result of alcohol and drug issues can access
the treatment and support they need to achieve
reunification. These are very significant investments
and reforms resulting in a number of initiatives, all
focused on delivering better outcomes for vulnerable
children in the context of their families.
The bill the coalition brought forward for debate at the
end of last year had a number of objectives well beyond
the clause we are dealing with today. Improving
permanency through an early decision that either the
family could be reunified or was unable to provide the
safe nurturing environment a child needs was a priority
legislative focus, ensuring that young people will have
certainty and confidence in their lives rather than the
uncertainty that sits around for years without a decision
being made. As has been mentioned, the Cummins
report found that a permanency order takes an average
of five years to be made — which means that many
cases take many years longer than that.
The previous bill required birth parents to demonstrate
good progress towards reunification within 12 months
in order to be granted a further 12-month extension.
Two years was a reasonable time frame given that the
clock did not start ticking until children had been
removed as a result of abuse and neglect, so there
would have already been a lot of abuse and neglect up
to that point. In fact the system is often criticised for not
removing children who are in abusive and neglectful
environments. So there has been abuse and neglect
before the children get to the point where they are
removed. There is then a two-year process for parents,
with the support of services, to address their issues
before a decision is made in regard to their children.
Interestingly, the Australian newspaper published a
story over the weekend headed ‘Welfare rules give
parents less time to reclaim children’, which reads:
Welfare authorities in Western Australia are embarking on a
significant policy shift that prioritises a permanent and stable
home for children ahead of reunification with parents who
cannot address their troubles in a timely way.

The article goes on to say that two years is the time
frame in which a decision might be made for children
over the age of three. This has very significant support
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from the Foster Care Association of Western Australia,
which says the focus on permanency is in line with
trends in other states and overseas and that, ‘In fact WA
has been a bit behind in the area’. The fact is that WA,
seeing itself as behind in this area, has made legislative
amendments to achieve the outcome that we achieved
with last year’s bill, which the government is now
seeking to walk away from. The bill also delivered
significant outcomes for foster carers, authorising them
to make day-to-day decisions, and it also ensured that
the cultural needs of Aboriginal children in care were
met by requiring cultural support to be addressed in
their care plans.
A very significant number of issues were covered in the
earlier bill, but the bill we are dealing with today deals
with one particular clause that the government is
seeking to have remain. We acknowledge, as I think
everyone does, that the issues the government and
service providers deal with are highly complex. People
have different views as to how they should be
addressed and resolved. There are no easy answers to
this very complex system. However, what the
coalition’s bill said was that a decision needs to be
made. We have to prioritise the needs and best interests
of the child, and if that means stability and permanency
in the face of a repeated and ongoing inability of
parents to show evidence that they have been able to
address the issues that led to the abuse and neglect, then
we needed to make decisions about permanency.
The bill in the house today gives the courts discretion at
the two-year point to lift the deadline for
decision-making. A court could go beyond two years to
a potentially undefined period of time — it may only be
a month or two more, but it may also be years more,
which we have seen happen before. The issue is that we
have never believed legislation itself could fix this
problem. It is about practice, it is about attitude, it is
about service provision and it is about funding, and
when last year’s bill was being debated I made it very
clear that the service provision was not yet satisfactory
and needed further investment to ensure that parents got
every possible support and every possible chance to
address their issues, whether they be violence, abusive
behaviours or alcohol and drug abuse. Whatever they
needed, the investment needed to be made so that they
could get all the support possible — preferably
immediately but certainly within the first 12 months
and definitely within the first two years — so that by
the time the case got to the two-year point, every
possible avenue had been pursued.
The other thing we believe the bill would have achieved
was that by having a two-year time frame, everyone
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would know the decision-making deadline. The case
planners, the service providers, the courts, the child
protection workers and the department would all know
that all the work had to be done in a certain time frame.
It would be a catalyst for increased activity, for a more
timely provision of services and for delivering a good
decision in that time frame.
The risk is that by lifting the two-year time frame now
there is an assumption that if it does not happen, there is
a way out — the court can make a decision and just
extend the order beyond the two years and the pressure
has gone off the system. The pressure to resolve these
issues in a meaningful way for the benefit of the
children and their families is now out of the system
because the court can continue to extend if those
services have not been provided, so we lose that
pressure in the system to do the right thing by the
families and the children, to make good decisions and
have that information.
I believe the minister had a choice here. The minister
could have chosen to advocate for more services earlier
to make sure that every possible service had been
provided to help that family reunify, if it was going to
be possible, or she could have chosen to lift the bar at
two years and potentially, largely to the detriment of the
child, extend that for an undefined period of time. You
can invest early or you can lift the barrier at the back
end. The minister and the government have chosen to
lift this barrier, take the pressure off people to actually
provide the services, take the pressure off the
government to invest in the services that are needed —
alcohol and drug services, mental health services,
family violence services; none of which received
significant investment in the first budget of this
government — and instead create the potential for
children to drift in terms of their experiences and the
court orders.
Having made that decision, it is the view of the
coalition that it would be exceptionally useful to have
some oversight in relation to what this means to replace
section 276 of the Children, Youth and Families Act
2005. The amendments the opposition has
foreshadowed ask the commissioner for children and
young people — the independent umpire — to examine
what is happening: how many children are not having
an order made at that two-year mark, so how many are
going over that two-year hurdle? For those who are
going over that hurdle, why are they going over that
hurdle? What services have not been provided? Having
that information will open up a whole debate about
what services are lacking for children and families so
that good decisions can be made and, if at all possible,
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reunification can occur. Is it alcohol and drugs? Is it
mental health? Is it family violence? We do not have
that information currently; we do not know why these
orders are not being made.
The Stability Planning and Permanent Care Project
2013–14 — Final Report which has been released and
which the coalition government commissioned gives
us some insight into this, but going forward we are
asking that the court provide information on its website
about how many children are going over that time
frame and why and what is happening to those
children. How long are they then staying on those
orders and not having that permanency, which was the
original objective of the bill? The Department of
Health and Human Services should assist in that
process, and the commissioner should report annually.
Opposition members think that is about transparency
about what is happening to these very vulnerable
children who have not got permanency and stability in
their lives and will give us some insight into what
further needs to be done to make sure that they can
receive and access the services they need.
This is a very important bill. Members of the coalition
always knew that this issue required more than the
legislative reform; it required investment, it required a
change of attitude on the part of the department, the
government and the people on the front line of the
services so that everyone could be focused on the
urgency of doing everything possible to make sure
good decisions can be made about stability and
permanency, because at the heart of this are children
who have been abused and neglected to the point where
they have had to be removed from their families. It is
about how services, the system, the government and
support work in their best interests to make good
decisions about how they can be assisted and supported
to get their lives back on track. Unfortunately
opposition members are not able to support the bill, and
I recommend the amendments, when they are tabled,
for consideration.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — As I rise to make
my contribution to the debate on the Children, Youth
and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the Making
of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, I would like to
acknowledge the work done by the Parliament’s
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues, in
particular Mr Edward O’Donohue and the members of
that committee, for its informative report on the inquiry
into the Children, Youth and Families (Restrictions on
the Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, which was
tabled on Tuesday of this week. I thank them for the
sensitive and articulate questions asked during the
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hearings, and I will refer to some of those contributions
in my contribution this afternoon.
I will open by reflecting upon the rights of children and
a child growing up in our country. Children are born as
beautiful, helpless, defenceless creatures, and they
require care and nurturing to grow into well-balanced,
functional individuals in our society. In my opinion
their basic needs include a warm bed at night where
they are safe to go to sleep without fear of being woken
by a violent noise or violence or abuse being
perpetrated on them. Adequate clean clothing and a
good dose of healthy food, including fruit and vegies, is
a recipe for a healthy life. The ability to access
education and encouragement to attend school on a
regular basis are vital for children. Children need to feel
safe, loved, respected and valued.
Sadly, we in this chamber and those elsewhere know
this is not always the case, as evidenced by the many
reports we see today. Children who live in violent,
neglectful or drug-affected homes can be at risk of
permanent and long-term damage or even worse. They
are our most vulnerable and need protection and
legislation that brings about stability as quickly as
possible.
During the public hearings the Department of Health
and Human Services assistant director, child protection,
Ms Beth Allen, spoke about the number of reports
received through the child protection program. She said
that:
… in 2013–14 the child protection program received
82 000 reports concerning Victorian children where
professionals or members of the community felt children
were subject to abuse or neglect.
…
In Victoria there are approximately 7000 children in
out-of-home care … on 30 June 2014 there were just over
9000 children on interim, protective or permanent care orders
in the state of Victoria.

By way of explanation, out-of-home care can take the
form of kinship care where children are placed with
relatives or very close friends, and 60 per cent fall into
this category, which, as members would agree, would
be a preferred option. The vast remaining number of
those children are placed in foster care arrangements,
with very small numbers placed in residential care.
Otherwise they are in a permanent care situation. As I
have stated before, we know that children need
stability, and being moved from place to place can have
a detrimental effect on their mental state.
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Today’s bill repeals a section of the amendment act
which was introduced as a result of the findings of the
Protecting Vulnerable Children Inquiry in 2012. I note
that Ms Springle referred to this quite a number of
times in her contribution as the Cummins report. This
inquiry found that children who were subject to drifts in
their care arrangements, particularly those who have
suffered from trauma as a result of neglect or abuse, are
adversely affected through their childhood and later on
in life. It is acknowledged that delays in
decision-making can be harmful for the children.
I believe this is partly why the coalition’s Children,
Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care and
Other Matters) Bill 2014 set a time frame of two years
in which to establish permanent care arrangement for a
child. This amount of time gives parents a good chance
to take some responsibility for their actions and seek or
enter rehabilitation so as to make positive changes and
therefore be reunited with their children. I believe the
bill before the house seeks to remove this time line,
which I fear could take away the motivation and timely
need for a parent to make these positive changes, as
well as leaving the child with the uncertainty of not
knowing where their future lies. The other issue is that
the two-year time frame was not due to come into effect
until March next year, so we are looking at
withdrawing something that has not even been tried or
tested yet.
As a former secondary teacher I have witnessed a
number of children who have been in temporary care
arrangements passing through my class over the years.
From my own anecdotal observations, these children
tend to be more unsettled and disruptive in the
classroom and less likely to want to engage with their
teacher and peers. Overall their academic standards are
below average for the class, and their capacity to
concentrate and focus in class is reduced as well. By
their transient nature, moving in and out of care
programs, their education can be patchy and suffer gaps
in content; they can double up on some topics and miss
others all together. They tend towards high rates of
absenteeism. All of this leads to poor educational
outcomes which may compound a lack of
self-confidence, self-esteem and emotional wellbeing.
I can relate this to something Ms Crozier commented
on in her contribution. There was documented evidence
that a child had been placed with 10 different families
in 10 different care situations. That would mean that
that child attended more than 10 schools. Can members
imagine that child having to go into 10 different
schools; find 10 different lockers; get used to
10 different sets of teachers, depending on how old they
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were; and adapt to 10 new sets of faces and friends? It
would be horrendously scary for that child, and it needs
to be avoided at all costs. That is an extreme example,
but there are probably examples of children who have
been in eight, seven or six different care situations.
I will put in a plug for our fantastic teachers. Teachers
regularly make an extra effort to accommodate the
needs of such students, providing stability, positive role
models and care in the classroom. However, there is
only so much healing that a teacher can do, especially
in a secondary school situation when they have a busy
class and only 50 minutes in which to conduct it.
By contrast, I have seen the benefits of long-term foster
care arrangements where children feel safe, loved,
valued and certainly a part of the family. Referring back
to Ms Allen’s transcript, I note that the Children, Youth
and Families Amendment (Permanent Care and Other
Matters) Act 2014 places a great emphasis on the
importance of permanency for children. The critical
findings of the Cummins report included that it took on
average five years from the time a child was first
reported to child protection to the time permanent care
was achieved for that child where it was determined
that the child was not able to return home. We have
heard this today on a number of fronts. This is a very
long time in a child’s life. The long-term ramifications
for the welfare of a child moving in and out of the
system are serious.
The amendment act, which includes a two-year time
frame for permanent care, acknowledges the
importance of permanency and stability for the
wellbeing of our vulnerable children and acknowledges
that where possible it should be provided by the parent.
Family unity is of the utmost priority, but where it
cannot be achieved and where all attempts to reunite a
child with their parents within a reasonable time frame
have failed, it is critical to the child’s wellbeing and
developmental needs that an enduring alternative
permanent care arrangement be made to take them into
adulthood while maintaining the child’s relationship
and connection with their birth family and culture if
possible.
The amendment act establishes that a total of two years
is a reasonable time frame — and I have mentioned this
before — in which to achieve reunification between
parent and child. The act allows for an extension of
time in exceptional circumstances. Two years is a
reasonable time for parents to access drug and alcohol
rehabilitation services and parenting services to help
address the reasons their children are in care in the first
place.
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The government’s Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of Protection
Orders) Bill 2015 in effect returns us to the position in
which the courts have the ability to allow an extension
but no requirement to actually make a decision in a
reasonable time frame. This can lead to protracted
negotiations, and it translates to children being bounced
in and out of care for too long.
I believe we need to keep the two-year time limit, and
that is why as a representative of The Nationals I will
be opposing this bill.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Instruction to committee
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I will first ask Ms Crozier to move her instruction
motion. After the house has voted on that motion I will
call on Ms Springle to move her instruction motion. I
remind the house that an instruction to committee is a
procedural debate.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care
and Other Matters) Act 2014 that relate to the restrictions on
the making of protection orders under the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005 and requiring the Children’s Court of
Victoria to publish information relating to decisions not to
make protection orders and requiring the Commission for
Children and Young People to report on that information in
the commission’s annual report.

The coalition is moving this instruction in relation to
what has been broadly discussed in the second-reading
debate as the reasons for putting these amendments to
the house today. As has been suggested by members of
the coalition, we believe there needs to be greater
transparency and greater accountability for vulnerable
children. Victoria’s vulnerable children deserve nothing
less, and in relation to understanding what is happening
with some of our most vulnerable children — those
who have been in abusive or neglectful situations and
require court decisions to be made — surely the courts,
the community, the Department of Health and Human
Services, the agencies and all those involved in looking
after those children have a greater understanding of
what is actually going on.
We believe it is reasonable that this data be provided on
a quarterly basis to the Victorian public and that it be
made available to the community through publication
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on websites. Once that is undertaken on a regular basis
I think we will be able to gain a greater understanding
of the barriers that prevent the provision of services to
those vulnerable children who require the attention of
child protection services, their agencies, the department,
governments and the courts.
That is what we are broadly asking for, and we are
asking the Commission for Children and Young People
to review those findings along with information it may
need to seek from the department, if required, and to
include that data in its annual report. This will not only
strengthen the commission’s position in terms of
understanding what is happening to our most
vulnerable children but give the department, the
community and everybody involved a far greater
understanding of what is actually going on — that is,
why children are not being dealt with in a timely
fashion, if that is the issue; why services are not being
provided to parents, if the provision of drug and alcohol
services is the issue; and why there are protracted court
proceedings, if that is the issue. All these elements will
be made known to the community and can be acted
upon. Then as a government and as legislators we can
improve in the areas that are required to be improved.
As has been said, it is not just about legislation; it is
about what is happening, how we can support the
provision of services and how we can improve the
outcomes for our most vulnerable children.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — In speaking to this particular motion, I
want to give a bit of context to it, because we have to
remember that we have an unusual situation here in that
essentially we have got a very short bill before the
house. I remind members that we are focusing here on a
bill that has four clauses and runs for three pages.
Essentially we had a situation where before the bill was
even second read in this house there was a motion to
send the bill to an upper house committee, the Standing
Committee on Legal and Social Issues Legislation
Committee, and that committee had the whole of the
winter recess to come up with its report — to conduct
public hearings, receive submissions and present its
report — which was tabled in this house on Tuesday.
That process gave the opportunity for stakeholders to
express their view on the government’s legislation, and
everyone appearing at the public hearings supported the
government’s bill. Overwhelmingly everybody putting
in submissions to the upper house committee supported
the government’s bill. In fact most of the evidence in
the transcripts included in the report focuses not on this
government’s bill but on the previous government’s
legislation, which ran for 173 clauses and 96 pages.
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In essence we have a situation here where Ms Crozier
has brought to the house proposed amendments not to
this bill — which, as I said, has four clauses and runs
for three pages — but to the former government’s own
bill, which it was prepared to move when it introduced
the legislation to the Parliament last year. It is
interesting that Ms Crozier has brought these
out-of-scope amendments to the house today, which is
why we are having an instruction debate. The only
reason we need to have this debate is for the house to
give permission to the Legislative Council to consider
out-of-scope amendments. I understand that
Ms Springle similarly has an instruction motion to
enable us to consider out-of-scope amendments,
because none of these amendments relates to the
substance of the four-clause, three-page bill that we
have before us here today.
In fact in looking through this report — which the
upper house had the whole winter recess to prepare,
consider and provide advice on to the Legislative
Council — it is very instructive to see that there were
no recommendations to the Legislative Council for any
amendments to this particular bill. So Ms Springle’s
and Ms Crozier’s out-of-scope amendments were not
recommendations to the house in this upper house
committee process. I think it is important that all
members here understand the context in which we are
having this very unusual process debate around an
instruction motion giving the house the opportunity to
consider out-of-scope amendments.
The other important point to make is that there are in
fact very significant problems with the amendments
that Ms Crozier is seeking to present to the house today.
I will go into a lot more detail if the house agrees and
we go into committee in relation to these particular
issues.
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — The point I want to make,
Ms Wooldridge, if you would just give me the
opportunity — —
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — I am going to come to the issues
of the problems later on.
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — The point I am going to make,
Ms Wooldridge, is that we are not going to oppose the
instruction motions from either Ms Crozier or from
Ms Springle. We are going to enable the house to
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consider these amendments in an unusual way. It is a
very unusual process where we have wideranging
out-of-scope amendments before the house.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
Ms Mikakos is out of time.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
put to the chamber that we will support the motion on
the grounds that we believe there should be afforded
every occasion possible for legislation to be amended in
the house when people see fit and also on the grounds
that this particular legislation, while short, should have
been much more robust, in our view. So we will
support the motion.
Motion agreed to.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care
and Other Matters) Act 2014 that relate to restrictions on the
making of protection orders, the duration of family
reunification orders, interim accommodation orders and
contact between children on permanent care orders and their
parents.

I will keep my contribution on this motion brief
because I covered most of the issues in my speech in
the second-reading stage. Our amendments essentially
cover five points which repeal parts of the 2014
amendments to the Children, Youth and Families Act
2005. In doing so we would restore in full the
Children’s Court’s capacity to make interim
accommodation orders, remove the arbitrary 12-month
time limit on family reunification orders, restore the
Children’s Court’s power to attach conditions to care
by secretary orders, restore the Children’s Court’s
power to order more than four contact visits per year
between children on permanent care orders and their
parents and reorder the list of permanency objectives in
section 167 of the act so that adoption appears last.
I can say that the motivation around these amendments
is multifaceted. These are a small group of changes we
have been advised by members of the sector are the
absolute bare minimum that need to be made to make
the child protection legislation framework functional. I
do not believe any one of the changes made to these
points last year is based on the recommendations
provided by Cummins. It is unclear what evidence they
are based on, and therefore we see it as of prime
importance that at the very minimum the original
provisions be reinstated as soon as possible. Given that
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the amendments made last year will not be rolled out
until March 2016, we see this an opportunity for them
to be repealed without too much impact on the child
protection sector, so I commend them to the house as
part of this motion.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — In speaking to Ms Springle’s motion I do
not want to recover the ground I covered earlier — the
points I made in relation to Ms Crozier’s instruction
motion I would similarly make in relation to
Ms Springle’s instruction motion. I would then again
point to the fact that the Standing Committee on Legal
and Social Issues report makes no recommendations in
respect of any of these proposed amendments.
Ms Springle is claiming that her amendments have the
support of the sector. I do not believe that that is in fact
the case. When we are claiming the support of
particular groups and stakeholders it is important to be
precise. What I would say, and this applies also for the
position we took in respect of Ms Crozier’s instruction
motion, is that in not opposing these two motions the
government is not indicating that this should be taken
as a precedent, because I imagine that there may well
be other members wishing to similarly propose
out-of-scope amendments to bills in the future. The
government will make decisions about these kinds of
out-of-scope matters on a case-by-case basis in the
future.
While we are prepared to enable these members to put
these amendments to the house, I certainly hope that
members will consider each of the amendments on its
merits and that we will vote on these amendments
guided by what we all believe is in the best interests of
children.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I
acknowledge the support the Greens have given in
relation to the coalition’s position in moving its
instruction motion, and I indicate that the coalition will
be supporting the Greens’ motion.
Motion agreed to.
Committed.
Committee
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! We are
now dealing with the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of Protection
Orders) Bill 2015, a bill for an act to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent
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Care and Other Matters) Act 2014 and for other
purposes.
We will be dealing with a process that is a little
different to what we have experienced in the past. What
I will be doing in a moment is reading out the
instructions to the committee from Ms Crozier and then
Ms Springle, and then essentially I will be proposing
that we postpone dealing with clause 1 and deal with it
at the end, in terms of it being potentially more a
consequential motion than a substantive motion.
The clerks and I have had a discussion as to how we
deal with clause 1. I seek some guidance, particularly
from those who are moving the amendments, as to
whether you wish to have a general discussion about
clause 1 and then have it postponed in terms of the vote.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Yes, that would be fine.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — Yes.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! It is agreed
that we will discuss any items and then vote on the
purpose clause later. For the purposes of Hansard I
would draw the committee’s attention to two separate
instruction motions agreed to by the house as follows.
Firstly, moved by Ms Crozier:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care
and Other Matters) Act 2014 that relate to the restrictions on
the making of protection orders under the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005 and requiring the Children’s Court of
Victoria to publish information relating to decisions not to
make protection orders and requiring the Commission for
Children and Young People to report on that information in
the commission’s annual report.

Further to that, moved by Ms Springle:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent Care
and Other Matters) Act 2014 that relate to restrictions on the
making of protection orders, the duration of family
reunification orders, interim accommodation orders and
contact between children on permanent care orders and their
parents.

These motions enable Ms Crozier and Ms Springle to
move their separate amendments which were
previously considered to be outside the scope of the
bill. In terms of clause 1, as I indicated and got
agreement on from both movers, I invite Ms Crozier in
the first instance to make comments on the clause.
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Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — Thank
you for your guidance, Deputy President, and thank you
for the opportunity to speak on clause 1. I wish to ask
the minister for a very basic explanation of the
minister’s purposes in relation to clause 1, as the
minister sees what she has put forward in the house
today in this bill around the restrictions relating to the
making of protection orders under the existing
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005. Could the
minister explain, as she sees fit in terms of the
provisions, the reason for this purpose?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — If I can assist the member, I think what
she is getting at essentially is what the purpose of the
bill is, or is the member confining her question just to
the purposes clause?
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — The
purposes clause.
Ms MIKAKOS — Just the purpose clause, okay.
The purpose clause is very clear. The purpose of this
bill is to substitute a provision of the Children, Youth
and Families Amendment (Permanent Care and Other
Matters) Act 2014. As I made clear during the very
brief debate we had on the instruction motions, this is a
very short bill. It has only four clauses. Essentially the
bill retains the language currently used in section 276 of
the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 as it relates
to the oversight role that the Children’s Court has over
the Department of Health and Human Services,
particularly as it relates to the provision of services
necessary in the best interests of children before the
court considers the making of a protection order.
In essence the purpose of the bill is to retain the status
quo because this particular change, contained in
clause 17 of last year’s legislation, has not taken effect
yet. It is due to take effect on 1 March 2016. This
clause is retaining the status quo and ensuring that the
Children’s Court will continue to play that important
role of oversight of my department. I make the point
that this is a courageous thing for a minister to do. The
previous minister may not have been prepared to do it,
but I am prepared to subject my department to scrutiny.
Where the court finds that the department has not
provided the necessary services, the court is able to
exercise its judicial discretion as it should in making its
orders and having regard to what is in the best interests
of children. In essence we are maintaining the status
quo as it relates to section 276 of the act.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for her answer, and I note her comments in
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relation to her position on enabling her department to
have scrutiny by the courts. My question is: does the
minister therefore think that in relation to the concerns
that have been raised in the debate the bill provides
enough oversight to achieve the best outcomes for
vulnerable children? That is potentially what our
amendments provide. The minister mentioned the
availability of service provision. Does she believe the
bill will enable identified areas of concern to be
addressed?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — The best way to answer that question is to
refer to an example. This provision is not used
frequently; however, it is critically important as it
relates to the oversight role that the court has over the
department. The best example I can give is one that
Ms Springle referred to in her contribution — and it
may have been raised by other members, including
Ms Symes, in the course of the debate as well — and
that is the case that received a fair bit of media attention
last year concerning two siblings in residential care who
were tragically sexually abused while in the state’s care.
In that case the court was highly critical of the
department and found that the secretary of the
department had failed in her duty of care in the
provision of necessary services to those children. The
court was reluctant to make final orders in respect of
the children because of its finding in relation to service
provision and in fact made interim orders so that the
matter was able to go back to the court. The court was
then able to determine whether there had been adequate
support provided by the department. That power was
exercised during the time of the previous government in
that very well publicised case. My contention would be
that this is a critically important provision, because it
means the court undertakes that oversight role and can
examine whether the department has provided the
services necessary in the best interests of children.
I make the further point in terms of the question that
Ms Crozier put to me that this provision retains a
current test. She asked me whether this is adequate, and
I make the point that this retains the status quo, the
current law. If the bill is not passed, the law will be
changed and essentially weakened by virtue of the
changes made by the previous government last year so
that the court’s hands are tied and it is not able to
exercise its discretion in these kinds of circumstances.
If the bill does not go through and if we had a similar
case to that of the two siblings go before the court, it
would be possible that the court would have to make
certain orders under the permanency changes that will
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take effect, and it will not be able to say to the
department, ‘You need to come back and provide
further information to us about the service provision’.
In my view this is a very important safeguard in the
current legislation that we are seeking to retain, which
would disappear by virtue of the coalition’s
amendments last year.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for her answer. She highlighted last year’s
case, and certainly in my contribution to the
second-reading debate I made note of the many tragic
and dreadful circumstances that too many Victorian
children had been subject to over many years.
Nevertheless, I am interested in the minister’s view on
what she thinks is a reasonable time for a child to be in
the child protection system following a court order.
Does the minister have a view on a time frame, or does
she think children can come in and go out of the
system?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I point out to Ms Crozier that the
permanency changes that were passed into law last year
and will come into effect in March of next year will
remain. The amendment we are debating here is one
change in a piece of legislation which ran to
173 clauses last year. The vast majority of the clauses
relating to permanency will remain in place.
Ms Crozier is asking me to express a personal view,
and committee stages are not really about personal
views; they are about a factual analysis of proposed
legislation. I can inform Ms Crozier, as I made clear in
the media release that I issued at the time I announced
that the government would be honouring the
commitment it made during the debate last year, that
we will be conducting a review of these changes next
year to ensure that we do not have unintended
consequences and that we have a legislative regime that
works in the best interests of children. So we will be
conducting a review next year to ensure that we do not
have unintended consequences or difficulties with the
legislation.
I remind Ms Crozier that during the debate last year
Labor did not oppose the legislation. We did not vote
against it. I made it very clear in my contribution to the
debate then, and I reiterate the point now, that we want
to see stability for children. We do not want to see
children churning through the system. It is important
that children, who are very vulnerable, have stability in
their lives, and it is concerning that evidence has been
brought to light through the Cummins inquiry that
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children have been churning through the system for a
number of years.
It is critically important that we get the legislation right,
because the lives of vulnerable children are at stake. It
is important that Ms Crozier understand that what we
are talking about here is a key provision, a key
safeguard, in the current legislation that we are
retaining, but the vast majority of the changes made last
year will continue into law. We want to ensure that we
have the best system in place and the best legislation,
which is why I have committed to doing a review next
year of these permanency changes.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for her answer. The minister has just
referred to the provisions. Does the government deem
the provisions to be adequate in relation to the
safeguards that she spoke about?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — We are retaining the current law. We are
keeping the status quo because we believe it is a
critically important safeguard. That is why we are
keeping that safeguard in law, which would otherwise
change if the 2014 legislative changes were unaltered
by the course of this debate. It is an important
safeguard, but we are going to conduct a review so we
are able to examine the impact of the permanency
changes, whether they act in the best interests of
children and whether they have unintended
consequences. We need to look at this in an
evidence-based way to see what the facts show in terms
of what the impact will be. It is important that we retain
an open mind about these issues and that we look at
how the legislative regime will operate in practice.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
On the topic of the review that the minister has just
spoken about, is the minister able to give some more
detail about what that review will entail? Who will be
driving the review? Will it be an open process? Will the
report that will inevitably result from that review be
made public?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I refer the member to the media release I
issued on 27 May 2015 in which I announced that we
would be bringing this legislation into the house and
honouring our election commitment in this regard. I
particularly refer to the fact that I said at the time that I
had committed to reviewing the new arrangements that
were introduced via the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Permanent Care and Other Matters) Act
2014 six months after they take effect on 1 March 2016.
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In terms of the timing, that is the timing. We want to
enable the provisions to operate for a period of time so
we can see how they work in practice.
In relation to the issue of process, I assure the member
that what I heard last year from a number of
stakeholders, which was reinforced again through the
upper house committee process — and I think that was
valuable for new members who had not heard all the
concerns that were raised last year — was that last
year’s process was inadequate in terms of consultation.
When Labor introduced the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005 there was an extensive process of
consultation. In fact if I recall correctly, an exposure
draft was issued. People had an opportunity to examine
it in detail and have input into a complete rewrite of the
child protection legislation for this state. The bill that
came to Parliament last year was extensive in nature. It
ran for 94 pages and had 173 clauses, and it made
wide-sweeping changes to the legislation, particularly
in relation to permanent care orders, the role of the
court and the oversight of the court. What came through
in the evidence before the committee — of which
Ms Springle is a member, as are other members in the
house — was that some stakeholders had not been
consulted at all or had been consulted in a very
tokenistic way.
I assure the member that we will be consulting. We will
have a process whereby stakeholders and those
members of the public who have an interest in these
matters will be able to make submissions to our review
so that we can actually examine the impact of these
changes. I assure the member that we will be listening
to the views of the court as well, because I know the
court felt that it was not adequately canvassed during
the course of the process last year. We will ensure that
there is a thorough process and that people have an
opportunity to put their views to the government in
respect of these changes.
The review will really look to the evidence — the
data — because the legislation we are debating is, in
my view, one of the most critical pieces of legislation
that we have in the state. That is the point I want to
stress here. It is about protecting vulnerable children
from abuse and neglect. It is absolutely imperative that
we get this right. That is why it is my view and the
government’s view that we will not support
amendments that take a piecemeal approach but we will
take a considered, thorough look at these matters
through the review that will be conducted, starting from
next year.
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Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for her answer. There are a few
questions I would like to ask, but I will try to do them
separately if I can. Firstly, the amendments will come
into effect in March 2016, and I am assuming that the
six-month review will be six months after that date. The
minister has talked about a piecemeal approach to
legislation. I am curious to know the rationale behind
that time frame, given that we are not quite sure what
the effects of the new legislation will be. It is new; it
does not appear to be based on all the evidence
available. Some of it is; some of it is not.
Given all that, would it not be more sensible to go back
to the previous legislation, since we know how it
works, and then seek to introduce evidence-based
reform, rather than leaving a six-month period or
maybe longer, during which detrimental effects on
vulnerable families could ensue in ways that we cannot
predict right now? I am curious as to the rationale
behind leaving legislation that you had so many
concerns about the way it is for a lengthy period of
time.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. We
have to remember that these changes are actually law
now. They are due to commence from 1 March. As a
department, we have had to prepare for these changes.
We have funded them in the budget. We have put some
extra resources in there for a new team of staff that will
deal with the permanency changes, because it is a big
change compared to what has happened in the past.
Similarly, the court needs to prepare, and lawyers need
to advise their clients. There has been a lengthy process,
as I understand it, of Victoria Legal Aid writing to
numerous parents around the state who could
potentially be affected by these changes.
It was important in my view that there be some legal
certainty for all stakeholders, including families, in the
lead-up period to this particular change taking effect
from 1 March. The point that I make again is that I have
committed to this review to ensure that we do consult
with stakeholders and that we do take an
evidence-based approach to what the impact of the
permanency changes will be on children, families and
the court. All these issues need to be examined. I do not
know if the member has further questions around the
review, but this will be an important process to ensure
that we get this right.
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Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
have a further question on the review. Earlier I said that
the Greens amendments are based on sector feedback. I
certainly did not suggest that everyone in the sector
agrees unanimously with them — that is, that people
from every single community organisation are up on
soapboxes. There are some pivotal players in the sector
that advocate for the Greens amendments. Some of
them are very large organisations that the sector would
be lost without, such as Berry Street, and some
specialist organisations, such as the Victorian
Aboriginal Child Care Agency and the Aboriginal
Legal Service. Those organisations have been doing
this work for a long, long time. There is a contingent of
people who support repealing some of the fundamental
parts of the legislative framework of child protection.
I am keen to get an understanding of the time frame of
the review. In his evidence in the recent hearings of the
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues
Andrew Jackomos brought up that perhaps six months
is too soon to see some of the possible unintended
consequences of the 2014 amendments. I understand
that the minister does not want a prolonged review that
will keep a lot of things in limbo. Is the minister open to
incremental reviews, perhaps, or maybe more than one
review? I would like to get an understanding of how
that could work in the event that, for example, for some
families the unintended consequences will not be seen
for two or three years down the track. We have all
come to this process with the best of intentions, and no
families should fall through the gaps.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. I will
just make a point about the consistency of the argument
of saying that the government should act now and
support the Greens amendments and not consider
potential unintended consequences — that is, the
government should act posthaste but then maybe take it
slowly next year. I just make the point that there are
two positions there.
My view on this issue is that we need to allow time to
see the changes in operation. That is why I have said
that the review will start six months after the changes
come into operation. On how long the review will
operate, I am mindful of the fact that Commissioner
Jackomos expressed that view before the committee of
which Ms Springle is a member, and I am mindful of
these issues. We obviously need to ensure that there is
adequate data to undertake a proper review. I do not
want to set in stone the end date of that review. What I
have in mind is that it might run for about six months.
But if it is necessary for a proper review that it run a bit
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longer than that, I am open to that because, as I said
earlier, we need to ensure that we get this right, that
people have an opportunity to express their views and
that we have adequate data to be able to properly assess
the impacts and whether there have been unintended
consequences. It should not be a rushed thing. It must
be done in a considered way so that we can look at the
evidence and learn from it and be able to respond
accordingly.
I acknowledge that we have had some discussions
about these issues, and I thank the member for her input
of her views into those discussions. Another point I
make is that, as I alluded to earlier, I am mindful of the
concerns held last year around process problems with
the previous government legislation. I think it is
important that this be an open process. I will be making
the report of the review available to stakeholders
because I think it is important that people are able to be
informed from the review. Obviously we will not get
consensus on these issues, because they attract very
strong views and there are different perspectives on
them. I do think it is important that we have a process
by which the outcome of the review will be able to be
available and that it is reported back to the sector so that
people in the sector understand what the findings are.
I thank the member for having had discussions with me
around this issue. I am prepared to give that
commitment to the house around the outcomes and the
process. I hope there is sufficient detail to satisfy the
member because, as I said to her in our conversations, it
is important that we not set the time in stone if that will
mean we have a rushed review process.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to be able in the first instance to ask the
minister a question following on from the questions
from Ms Springle in relation to the review. The
minister just talked about releasing the report to
stakeholders. I am wondering if that will be released
more widely also, including to us in the Parliament,
who obviously have a lot of interest in it. Will the
report from the review, which the minister has
committed to release to stakeholders, be released more
widely?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the Leader of the Opposition for
her question. I can inform the committee that I will be
ensuring that the outcomes of the review are made
available. It is most likely that the form that will take
will be that the report will be put on the department’s
website. I make the further point that a report that the
previous minister commissioned in relation to these
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changes, the report on stability and permanent care, was
not similarly made public. In fact I have ensured that
that particular report has been made public. In fact the
court asked me for it, as have other stakeholders. The
report has now been published, and it has been
available on the department’s website since 1 July.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — For
accuracy, in her contribution Ms Springle said that the
department in its submission said that that report was
only in draft and not final. In fact when Ms Crozier and
I asked for that report in the briefing prior to the debate
in the lower house the minister’s office declined to
provide that report to inform this debate. So I am very
pleased that the report has been able to be finalised and
released by the minister.
Ms Mikakos — Why didn’t you finalise it? Why
didn’t you finalise it and put it out before your bill came
to the Parliament last year?
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — Because it was not
finished. But it is good that it is out there.
Can I ask, then: will the review include a review of the
utilisation of section 276, which of course is the section
under consideration in this bill? Rescinding any
changes to section 276 will mean that there will be just
the status quo, as the minister has described it. Can the
review include consideration of section 276 and the
impact that has on issues such as its utilisation, which
necessary services have not been provided and what
that means for time frames for permanency planning
and decision-making?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — The member will be pleased to know that
the review will entail all the permanency changes,
including section 276 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005. In relation to the detail that the
member is referring to in terms of services et cetera —
and we will come to this when we get to Ms Crozier’s
amendments — there are some issues around the
provisions in the act as it relates to the publication of
particulars relating to court proceedings. Obviously we
will need to be mindful of those legal parameters in
terms of the kinds of information that is able to be
published, but the review will be wideranging in the
sense of looking at the entirety of the permanency
changes.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
The minister said in her earlier comments that
section 276 is not a section that is used too frequently.
Is she able to inform the house how often that clause is
used — on an annual, quarterly or whatever basis she
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has that data — by the court in order not to make a
protection order?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. The
advice that I have is that section 276 was utilised once
in the past 12 months. I do not have data in relation to
earlier periods. My view is that if this provision has
kept one child safe, then it is certainly worth having it
retained in the legislation as a safeguard.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister. Could the minister advise the house
what she means in her second-reading speech, with
regard to section 276, where she says this bill will
ensure that families and children continue to get the
assistance they need. Given her contribution to the
debate on the bill in relation to this clause, the
minister’s concern is in relation to the provision of
services, which is a concern we all share. Similarly, in
contributions to the committee, which did an excellent
job of listening to the issues raised, it was often the
provision of services that was of most concern. It is not
clear to me, and I would like some advice from the
minister, how the court not making an order ensures the
provision of services.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I find that a rather odd question, coming
from the former minister. Essentially the court has an
oversight role in ensuring that the department has
provided adequate services. The court will be able to
exercise its judicial discretion in terms of the orders it
makes, and ultimately that is one additional reason why
the department needs to provide services. I would hope
it would do that irrespective of any legislative
provision, because that is a role and a duty that it has
been entrusted with and that it takes very seriously, as I
know the member would be aware.
As a result of retaining section 276 in its current form,
there is the continued expectation that services will be
provided to families early when a child has been placed
in care. I am sure that the member would agree that
placing a child in out-of-home care should be a last
resort and that we need to ensure that both child
protection practitioners and community services staff
work towards prevention and family preservation as
their first priority when it is safe for the child to stay in
its family. When children come into care, every effort is
made towards family reunification when this is in the
child’s best interest. The vast majority of children
return home within six months, and most within two
years. Child and family support services have a
requirement to target services effectively so as to assist
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children and their parents when a child is at risk of
being removed from home and when they are in care
and the case plan is for reunification.
I am happy to take the member through the allocations
of the budget this year where the government has made
substantial provision for additional funding for services
for prevention and the reunification of children with
families. We of course provided a lot of detail at the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing as
well. However, I am very proud of the fact that the
budget this year provides a 17 per cent increase on last
year’s funding in child protection family services, that
we have had the biggest boost in a decade to child
protection, that we now have a record budget in child
protection — almost $1 billion — and that we have put
in the budget funding right across the continuum of
care, from prevention and early intervention services
through to a boost to the child protection workforce and
the rollout of the after-hours outreach service right
across the state in areas that have not previously had
access to this after-hours service.
There is a boost to out-of-home care and a range of
other programs, including the continuation of funding
for the Springboard program. There has been a
significant investment by this government in our child
protection and family services, and we are very
committed to ensuring that we can keep children safe
and that we can provide adequate services and support
for vulnerable children and families.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
think the minister was getting to my point at the end.
The fact is that in and of itself the issue has been in the
past — and the minister mentioned this in her own
speech — that people, such as parents, may need access
to alcohol and drug services, and there may be waiting
lists. I would contend that the issue is the fact that the
court can continue to make orders does not in and of
itself ensure that the services are provided. The court is
making orders when the decision is made. The court is
making orders at year one. The fact that the court may
now make orders at year two and even years three, four,
five, six and seven does not in of itself ensure that
services are then provided.
My question to the minister goes to the issue of those
services. I would contend that very little of what she has
outlined in terms of funding to child protection, family
services, after-hours services and even Springboard,
which is for children leaving care, not for reunification,
goes to the heart of the issue of focusing on
reunification when children already been removed.
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The issues at hand here are alcohol and drug services,
which have not received an increase in funding; mental
health services, which have not had increases to their
funding; and family violence services, which may in the
future receive funding increases but are currently in a
holding pattern because of the royal commission that is
underway. My question to the minister is: can she
outline or give any detail of funding from the budget
that will ensure that families can receive services as
opposed to having the court continue to order their use
despite families maybe being unable to access them?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. A
wide variety of services is available to parents to help
them address problems that affect their parenting and
that may lead to their children being placed in
out-of-home care. These include early intervention,
placement prevention and family restoration services.
There are also services that offer treatment and
counselling to support abstinence from or harm
reduction in relation to the use of substances.
I point the member to the fact that there is a $48.1
million boost to Child FIRST and family services in the
budget this year. That is a much sought after boost to
services given how stretched they have been in recent
years. There is an allocation in the budget of $31.75
million for placement prevention and family-led
decision-making. There is a significant boost in the
budget to those services that provide a focus on
prevention and early intervention, ensuring that
vulnerable families can get access to support, whether it
is a referral to drug and alcohol services, family
violence services or other services for families in crisis.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
As a point of clarification around the stability planning
and permanent care project, we have not been able to
secure a copy of the report. I note that Ms Crozier has
one.
Ms Wooldridge — It is on the website.
Ms SPRINGLE — Is it on the website?
Ms Mikakos — Can I assist?
Ms SPRINGLE — Please do.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. It is
really quite striking to think about the fact that we had a
bill that ran for hundreds of clauses and over 100 pages
or so that was supposed to have been developed off the
back of the stability report commissioned by the
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previous government but members of this house and of
the Parliament never got an opportunity to look at that
report. The previous minister says it was never
completed. I asked the department to publish it, and it is
now on the Department of Health and Human Services
website. We have provided that information,
particularly so stakeholders who have expressed
concerns can have a look for themselves at the
information in the report. We are committed to being
open about this, and that report is now available to the
community. Similarly for the review that I will conduct,
I have given the member and the house an assurance
that it will simply be available to the community.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Could the minister let me know when the report was
published on the website?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I am advised that it was published on
1 July 2015. I am happy to give the member the website
link after the debate.
Clause 1 postponed.
New clause AA
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! We will
now move to the new clauses. Both Ms Crozier and
Ms Springle have proposed new clauses to be inserted
before clause 2. In accordance with custom, I will invite
Ms Crozier, as an opposition member, to move her
amendment first. I consider this amendment to be a test
for Ms Crozier’s remaining amendments.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
2.

Insert the following new clause before clause 2—
“AA Purposes
The main purposes of this Act are to amend the
Children, Youth and Families Amendment
(Permanent Care and Other Matters) Act 2014—
(a) in relation to the restrictions on the making of
protection orders under the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005; and
(b) to require the Children’s Court of Victoria to
publish information relating to decisions not
to make protection orders; and
(c) to require the Commission for Children and
Young People to report on that information in
the Commission’s annual report.”.

I will make some brief comments about this new
clause. I spoke extensively about this amendment
during the second-reading debate and about why the
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coalition is seeking that the court provide information
that might be available to it in relation to not making
protection orders by publishing it on its website.
It is interesting to note that in an answer to one of
Ms Springle’s questions the minister referred to the
need to have more data. I think that was in reference to
the review being conducted once every six months, but
this is clearly what we are talking about — we are
asking for data to understand the reasons children are
staying in the system. If the Children’s Court has made
a protection order or if there are barriers or other
considerations, we want to know the reasons. We want
to know why decisions were made not to grant
protection orders. We want to know what the hold-ups
are and whether they are happening in the court or
whether they are hold-ups with service provision, as has
been highlighted in other parts of the debate. The final
part of this amendment asks the Commission for
Children and Young People to review and report that
information in its annual report so the community can
have far greater confidence in the system and a greater
understanding of the issues and so that there is greater
transparency because we will have the data that will
enable us to review what is happening. That is why I
am moving amendment 2 in my name.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I indicate to the committee that the
government will be opposing Ms Crozier’s amendment.
I am not sure if Ms Crozier proposes to speak on each
of her amendments or whether we are going to deal
with them now in one part of the debate.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS — That is helpful to know. I will
respond to all of Ms Crozier’s amendments in the
course of my contribution for brevity’s sake, which
might assist the committee.
In speaking to her amendments Ms Crozier claims that
the amendments are going to look at data around why
kids are staying in the system. I point out to Ms Crozier
that her amendments do not do that. Her amendments
only relate to data in respect of section 276. The
coalition is only prepared to ask the court and the
Commission for Children and Young People to collect
data that relates to the one change that I am making in
this four-clause bill that relates to section 276.
I cannot see anything in Ms Crozier’s amendments that
relates to the wide-sweeping permanency changes that
her government introduced. If Ms Crozier was fair
dinkum about accountability and wanting this
Parliament to be informed about the impact of these
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wide-sweeping permanency changes, then these
amendments would relate to the whole of the 2013–14
changes rather than just to one particular section. That
is the first point.
The second point is that Ms Crozier is putting new
reporting requirements on the Children’s Court. In her
amendments she is not asking that the government or
the department provide data to the Parliament or to the
community; she is asking that the Children’s Court
report on these matters, as well as putting new reporting
obligations on the Commission for Children and Young
People. I find that a very odd thing to do, particularly as
I understand there has not been consultation with either
of those two organisations around these amendments.
We have a separation of powers arrangement in this
country. We have a respect for the independence of the
courts, and it is important that when we as a Parliament
are seeking to put new obligations on the courts that we
have a conversation with them. I forwarded the
proposed amendments to the Children’s Court, because
I thought it was important that I seek its views and
inform the house about what its views are in respect of
these proposed amendments.
I can advise the committee that the court does not
support the amendments being moved by the
opposition. I am very happy to read at some length the
letter that has been provided to me by Judge Amanda
Chambers, president of the Children’s Court of
Victoria. I thank her for providing this advice to the
chamber in such a timely way in order to enable us to
have an informed debate about these particular
amendments, because the last thing I want, which I
have tried to stress during the course of this debate, is
for us to be making piecemeal amendments without
having regard to the consequences of what we are
moving here.
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reports to the Governor regarding its operations broadly
pursuant to section 514 of the Children, Youth and Families
Act 2005 (CYFA).
Second, there is uncertainty in the requirements to be imposed
by section 276D, such as whether a judicial officer has
‘considered’ making a protection order.
Moreover, section 534 of the CYFA is an important provision
that prohibits the publication of ‘a report of a proceeding’ that
contains any particulars likely to lead to the identification of a
child or other party to the proceeding. As you know, written
reasons for decisions made by judicial officers in the
Children’s Court are provided to the parties, but to the parties
only. Given that the proposal that section 276D reports be
published on the court’s website, I am concerned about the
potential for conflict with section 534 of the CYFA
notwithstanding proposed section 276D(3) of the bill.
Finally, the proposed imposition of these reporting
obligations would be a resource-intensive undertaking for the
Children’s Court, which, it should be noted, is a high-volume
court of summary jurisdiction. Without the provision of
additional funding to allocate dedicated staff to meet these
quarterly reporting obligations on an ongoing basis, the
Children’s Court does not presently have support capacity to
meet this obligation.
I note the commitment given by you to review the operation
of the Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Permanent
Care and Other Matters) Act 2014 within the first six months
of its operation. The court has welcomed the invitation to be
actively involved in this process, a process the court
anticipates will consider the impact of section 276 in the
context of the overall impact of the permanency reforms.

I thank the committee for its indulgence in letting me
read a very lengthy letter into the record, because I
think it is critically important that we have regard to the
concerns raised by the court in respect of these
particular amendments, and the court has made very
clear its concerns about this.

I refer to the proposal to amend the Children, Youth and
Families Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of
Protection Orders) Bill 2015 (the bill) by the inclusion of
section 276D which would impose certain obligations on the
Children’s Court to report on the operation of section 276 of
the bill.

I also point out the fact that in her letter the judge
welcomes the fact that I am going to conduct a review
that will look at section 276 in the context of the whole
permanency changes, something that Ms Crozier’s
amendment does not do. As I said at the outset,
Ms Crozier’s amendment is confined to one change —
one significant change in my view, retaining that
oversight role — but it is not looking at all the
permanency changes and would impose new
obligations on both the court and commissioner without
having regard to the fact that these particular bodies are
bodies independent of the Parliament and that they have
a particular statutory responsibility.

For the reasons outlined in this letter the proposed
amendment is not supported by the Children’s Court of
Victoria. First, it is unprecedented to require a court to report
in the manner proposed; that is, to report on the operation of a
specific provision or the making of one amongst many
available orders by a court. As all courts, the Children’s Court

I again point out that Ms Crozier has not done the
consultation, has not done the legwork and has brought
these amendments to the chamber in a piecemeal
fashion without giving them proper regard. I also point
out that I cannot see in the report produced by the upper

I am happy to read the letter from the president of the
Children’s Court into Hansard so that I can inform
members of the court’s view about this issue. The letter
states:
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house committee that there is any recommendation.
Was there any evidence around these issues?

Ms Mikakos — What was the point of doing the
inquiry then?

The government has committed to review. We are
going to look at the permanency changes in their
entirety rather than just focus on one particular clause
that might suit a political purpose. I have been very
restrained in my comments during the course of this
debate because I think it is important that we are all
guided by the best interests of children in the course of
this debate, but I have to question Ms Crozier’s
motivation in coming in here with an amendment that
just focuses on the government’s change while those
opposite are not prepared to subject their own changes
to the same level of scrutiny.

Ms CROZIER — As I said, it is one source of
information for this house. I also make the point that as
the minister rightly points out, there is separation of
powers. The Parliament, not the court, makes laws in
this state. Whilst I respect the views of the court — and
clearly we all do — I have moved this amendment
because it is in the public interest that that information
be made available.

Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — In
response to the minister’s comments about the lack of
recommendations in the report of the Standing
Committee on Legal and Social Issues I would like to
put on the record that it is my hope that in future
inquiries we will see recommendations or at least
robust conclusions to these sorts of inquiries, because I
too think it is a flaw in the report that there are no
recommendations. It limits the report’s usefulness, in
my view. However, it is a bit of a learning curve for
me. As deputy chair of that committee I accept that that
might not be an ideal outcome of that report.
I also state that the Greens do not support the
opposition’s amendments. We have concerns that as a
result of subjecting only one small section of the 2014
amendments to scrutiny the data will be skewed and
will not reflect what is actually occurring on the ground
and in the sector. That would be deeply concerning
because we do need a robust, holistic snapshot of what
is going on, particularly if there are unintended
consequences that pop up over the next two-year
period. The advice from the Children’s Court, that has
just been put on the record by the minister, strengthens
our concerns in that regard, so the Greens do not
support the amendment.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I would
like to respond to a couple of points made by
Ms Mikakos in relation to the amendments that I have
moved. She was waving around the committee report.
She has been in this place for much longer than I have,
and she well knows that this house is not bound or
restricted by committee reports. The report contains the
views of the committee. There is no minority report in
that committee report, therefore it is only one source of
information. It did not need to provide all the things that
she asserted. Can I also say that in a number of
responses — —

Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I find it extraordinary that the opposition
is saying, in essence, that having been informed about
the very strong concerns of the court it chooses to
ignore those concerns. We are going back to Jeff
Kennett-style tinkering with the courts without having
regard to their independence. It is a sad day on which
we have got to this point.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — We
knew the minister would resort to her natural
predilection for abuse and allegation rather than
focusing on the substantial debate. Coming back to the
substance, I think this amendment warrants
consideration. It is disappointing that there is not
support for it. It has been crafted in such a way that it in
no way interferes with the independence of the courts;
it just seeks some data in relation to the performance of
the specific clause we are debating today.
Interestingly, in the last term of government, the
coalition, with the support of the Greens, voted for the
Magistrates Court to report specifically on the
performance of the assessment and referral court
(ARC) list. Therefore there is a precedent for the court
reporting publicly in relation to the performance of an
aspect of a piece of legislation, and this amendment
seeks to use that precedent in relation to a specific
clause — the utilisation of section 276 of the principal
act, not making protection orders.
The court, through the chief justice, has committed to
greater transparency. Part of greater transparency is the
making available of more data and information in
relation to decisions that are made. This is obviously
inconsistent with the commitment of the chief justice to
transparency in relation to the outcomes of the court.
Finally, I was quite astounded, I have to say, that the
minister read in detail the letter to the Parliament,
which I ask her to table, because the fact is the coalition
has not seen that letter. That was the first we had heard
of it.
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Ms Mikakos — That is because you did not consult
with the court.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — The fact is that nine
months of consultation was undertaken with the court
in relation to the development of the bill, as was
indicated in the committee report. Not once did anyone
seek to utilise the consultation with or comments of the
court to politicise the debate in this Parliament. It is
totally inappropriate of the government to use
correspondence from the court to make a political
argument in this place. We very consciously did not do
that last time. Despite a whole heap of claims in relation
to the views of the court, we did not use the details of
the confidential discussions with or the advice provided
by the court in the debate. That the minister would
politicise the Children’s Court to make a political
argument, particularly in the absence of having
provided the advice from the court in advance, is, I
think, a real slip in her performance and the
performance of the government. Usually that would be
done in a way that was much more respectful of the
independence of the court.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I take great exception to the member’s
claim that I am seeking to politicise the role of the
court. Far from it. The opposition has come to the
house with amendments that it has not even had the
courtesy to allow the court to see. It is clear that had
those opposite gone through that process, the court
would have expressed its view to the opposition just as
it has sought to express its view to the house to indicate
its concerns around these proposed amendments.
Judge Amanda Chambers has written to me and
indicated — because I specifically asked the president
whether she would be happy for me to make this letter
available — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS — Given that those opposite have
not gone about any consultation, how does the member
expect that we would be able to appreciate and
understand the views and concerns of the court about
this matter? If I as minister were bringing in changes
that related to new obligations of the court, I would give
the court the courtesy of informing it of that
information. I am happy to table the letter. I have read
the contents of the letter into the record so that
members can be informed of that view. I know we have
some technical procedures that we need to go through
around tabling. Obviously the easier option is to read it
into Hansard, but I am happy to table it and to ensure
that it is available. We should be mindful of the
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concerns of the court. The opposition is essentially
saying that it is choosing to ignore those concerns that
have been articulated today.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms (Teller)

Lovell, Ms
Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 24
Barber, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr (Teller)
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
2.

Insert the following New Clause before clause 2—
“AA Purposes
The main purpose of this act is to amend the
provisions of the Children, Youth and Families
Amendment (Permanent Care and Other
Matters) Act 2014 that relate to—
(a) restrictions on the making of protection
orders;
(b) the duration of family reunification orders;
(c) interim accommodation orders;
(d) contact between children on permanent care
orders and their parents.”.

I have contributed a lot to this debate already. I have
prosecuted my case fairly clearly, so I do not have
anything to add and will leave it at that.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I indicate that the government will not be
supporting Ms Springle’s amendment. As I have made
it very clear to the house, the government is going to
undertake a review next year. We think it is absolutely
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critical that we get this legislation right and that we
have a considered review that gives stakeholders an
opportunity to be consulted and provide input. Some
stakeholders may be aware of these changes coming
through the house but others may not be. Given that we
received the amendments yesterday, we have not had a
proper opportunity in terms of timing to consider the
potential consequences of these changes. This is of
concern to the government. We think it is important
that we do not tinker with such critically important
legislation and do not do it in a piecemeal way.
I acknowledge the concerns that Ms Springle has raised
during the course of the debate. I know there are
wideranging views around these issues, and I also want
to acknowledge the concerns that have been put to me
by stakeholders directly. I have had a number of
one-on-one meetings with individuals and different
organisations about these issues, and I have given them
particular assurances around the review prior to doing
so in the house.
I just want to make one further point, and that relates to
the adoption issue in the hierarchy order. Again, I have
met with and corresponded with a range of
organisations around this issue. I want to thank
organisations like Origins Australia, the Association of
Relinquishing Mothers, the Independent Regional
Mothers and VANISH, a range of groups that represent
parents who have been the victims of now discredited
adoption practices, including forced adoption practices,
and VANISH being an organisation that represents
adoptees. I want to advise the house that I have given
those organisations the assurance that the review next
year, which will look at the permanency changes, will
also examine the issue of the placement of adoption in
the hierarchy order.
I want to give that assurance to those organisations and
to members who have an interest in this very sensitive
issue and also explain to them that the intention is not to
open up the issue of adoption. Adoption is covered by
separate legislation, the Adoption Act 1984, and
involves a separate process whereby the Supreme Court
and, at the option of the applicant, the County Court,
have jurisdiction. It is not the secretary of the
department who is empowered by that legislation to
dispense with parents’ consent for adoption; this can
only be done by the Supreme Court or the County
Court. I particularly want to make that point because I
know this was raised as an issue of concern last year
during the course of the previous government’s
legislation.
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I indicate to the house the reasons the government will
be opposing Ms Springle’s amendments. I do not want
that to suggest to stakeholders or to the community the
position the government may take in future. It is
important that we look at the permanency changes in
their entirety in a considered way and at the evidence
and then take positions in response to that. I am not
indicating that in opposing these amendments we are
taking particular views around the merits of any
particular amendments. We think they should not be
supported at this time, but we will be looking at the
permanency changes through that review process next
year.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — The
coalition will not be supporting the Greens’
amendments.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms (Teller)

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms

Noes, 34
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Fitzherbert, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms

Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Morris, Mr
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Postponed clause 1 agreed to; clauses 2 to 4 agreed
to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the bill be now read a third time and do pass.

House divided on question:
Ayes, 24
Barber, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms (Teller)

Lovell, Ms
Morris, Mr (Teller)
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Question agreed to.
Read third time.

CLASSIFICATION (PUBLICATIONS,
FILMS AND COMPUTER GAMES)
(ENFORCEMENT) AMENDMENT
BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Mr HERBERT (Minister for
Training and Skills) on motion of Mr Jennings; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills), Mr Jennings tabled following statement in
accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the ‘charter’), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Classification
(Publications, Films and Computer Games) (Enforcement)
Amendment Bill 2015.
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In my opinion, the Classification (Publications, Films and
Computer Games) (Enforcement) Amendment Bill 2015, as
introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with
human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion on
the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The bill makes a number of consequential amendments to the
Classification (Publications, Films and Computer Games)
(Enforcement) Act 1995 (Victorian classification act) to
complement amendments made to the Classification
(Publications, Films and Computer Games) Act 1995 (cth)
(commonwealth classification act) to improve the operation
of the national classification scheme.
The national classification scheme is a cooperative
arrangement between the commonwealth, states and
territories, under which the classification board classifies
films, computer games and certain publications. The scheme
is designed to provide consumers with information about
publications, films and computer games to allow them to
make informed decisions about appropriate entertainment
material.
The national classification scheme is based on the principle
that adults should be able to read, hear, see and play what they
want while recognising that minors should be protected from
material likely to harm them and that everyone should be
protected from unsolicited offensive material. The
commonwealth classification act sets out procedures for the
classification of publications, films and computer games,
while the Victorian classification act regulates the sale,
demonstration and advertising of publications, films and
computer games.
The reforms to the commonwealth classification act enable
certain content to be classified using classification tools. They
also broaden the scope of existing exemptions to the
classification scheme, streamline exemption arrangements for
festivals and cultural institutions and expand exceptions to the
modifications rule so that films and computer games, which
are subject to certain types of modifications, do not require
reclassification.
The main purpose of the bill is to amend the Victorian
classification act consequent to amendments made to the
commonwealth classification act.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill
The amendments in the bill are consequential in nature and do
not in themselves limit any charter rights.
To the extent that the bill amends provisions that restrict
freedom of expression protected under section 15 of the
charter, those restrictions are permissible in accordance with
section 15(3) of the charter. Under section 15(3), freedom of
expression may be subject to lawful restrictions reasonably
necessary for the protection of public health or public
morality. Under the statement of compatibility for the
Classification (Publications, Films and Computer Games)
(Enforcement) Amendment Bill 2012, restrictions on the
classification and public access to certain types of
publications, films and computer games were considered
permissible under section 15(3) of the charter, as without
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appropriate restrictions, children may be exposed to obscene
or unsuitable adult content.
The right to freedom of expression is also subject to such
limits under section 7(2) of the charter that are reasonable and
justifiable in a free and democratic society. The statement of
compatibility for the Classification (Publications, Films and
Computer Games) (Enforcement) Amendment Bill 2009
provided that restrictions on access to, and use of, certain
types of publications, films and computer games are
considered reasonable limitations on freedom of expression
pursuant to section 7(2) of the charter. These limitations on
freedom of expression are in the best interests of the child,
protected under section 17(2) of the charter, as the
classification scheme shields children from material that is
likely to harm or disturb them.
The Hon. Steve Herbert, MLC
Minister for Training and Skills

Second reading
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A number of commonwealth amendments require
consequential amendments to the Victorian classification act,
which are the subject matter of this bill.
Classification tools
The commonwealth classification act was amended to enable
the commonwealth Minister for Justice to approve
classification tools to classify certain content. It is anticipated
that classification tools, such as online questionnaires, might
be developed by government, industry, or other national
classification bodies overseas. These tools will be capable of
classifying content cheaply and quickly. These tools will
enable producers of content that is currently sold and
distributed unclassified to more easily comply with
classification legislation, and ensure the NCS can effectively
capture the large volume of unclassified online and mobile
games that are currently available on the market. The
commonwealth government has recently commenced a trial
using the international age rating coalition’s online
classification tool to classify mobile and online games.

Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).

The use of classification tools will facilitate innovative and
technology-based solutions in line with initiatives being
considered by other national classification bodies that are
dealing with the same classification difficulties as Australia.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:

A classification decision made by a classification tool is
deemed to be a decision of the classification board (the board)
and can also be revoked by the board. The board must
reclassify the material if it has revoked the decision made
using the classification tool. A number of provisions in the
Victorian classification act, which regulate the sale of
publications, films or computer games, currently allow for a
‘period of grace’ where a publication, film or computer game
has either been reclassified or had its classification revoked
by the board.

That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
This bill makes a number of consequential amendments to the
Classification (Publications, Films and Computer Games)
(Enforcement) Act 1995 (Vic.) (Victorian classification act)
to complement amendments made to the commonwealth
Classification (Publications, Films and Computer Games) Act
1995 (cth) (commonwealth classification act), to improve the
operation of the national classification scheme (NCS).
The NCS is a cooperative arrangement between the
commonwealth, states and territories, under which the
classification board classifies films, computer games and
certain publications. The scheme is designed to provide
consumers with information about publications, films and
computer games to allow them to make informed decisions
about appropriate entertainment material. The commonwealth
classification act sets out procedures for the classification of
publications, films and computer games, while the Victorian
classification act regulates the enforcement of the NCS,
including the sale, demonstration and advertising of
publications, films and computer games.
The Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC) reviewed
the national classification scheme in 2011, taking account of
the developments in technology, media convergence and the
global availability of media content. The ALRC handed down
its report, Classification: Content Regulation and Convergent
Media, in March 2012 and made 57 recommendations for
significant changes to the regulatory framework and structure
of the NCS.
In 2014, the commonwealth government made amendments
to the commonwealth classification act to implement a first
tranche of reforms recommended by the ALRC and agreed to
by commonwealth, state and territory classification ministers.

The period of grace gives distributors 14 days to adjust the
determined markings on the relevant product following a
reclassification or revocation by the board, without being
subject to a penalty. The bill will amend the Victorian
classification act, to provide for a similar ‘period of grace’
where the board revokes a classification produced by a
classification tool and classifies material (with a different
determined marking) as provided under the commonwealth
classification act.
Exempt films and computer games
Currently, under the Victorian classification act, film or
computer games festival promoters or cultural institutions
must apply to the director of the Classification Board (the
director) for an exemption from the Victorian classification
act to publicly exhibit unclassified films, computer games or
certain publications at a film or computer games festival or
community event. The exhibition of an unclassified film in a
public place or the demonstration of an unclassified computer
game in a public place is an offence under the Victorian
classification act.
The current exemption provisions are outdated, and
burdensome for film and computer games festival promoters
and cultural institutions, given the mandatory requirement to
apply to the director for a formal exemption regardless of the
size of the event or circumstances, or the type of film or
computer game. There is no flexibility in the current scheme
to distinguish between various types of exemption
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applications. In addition, the exemption requirements vary
across classification legislation in the states and territories.
To address these issues, the commonwealth classification act
was amended to simplify exemption arrangements for
festivals and cultural institutions by establishing a
consolidated set of rules for exemptions in the commonwealth
classification act. The commonwealth reforms seek to reduce
the regulatory burden on festival organisers and cultural
institutions by providing for a system of self-assessment, with
appropriate safeguards.
The amendments made to the commonwealth classification
act, provide for ‘conditional cultural exemptions’ which can
apply to specific ‘registered events’ and to an ‘approved
cultural institution’. Where an event is registered under the
commonwealth classification act, and specified conditions
and safeguards are met in relation to the relevant material to
be exhibited (being a publication, film or computer game), the
material will be subject to a conditional cultural exemption, in
relation to the specific event.
Safeguards that are similar to those currently in place for film
or computer games festivals will continue to apply, to ensure
that members of the public, particularly children, are
protected. For instance, exemption conditions will: include
restrictions on the screening, exhibition or demonstration of
unclassified content to particular age groups if the content is
moderate, strong or high impact; require that patrons be
provided with warnings about the content that they are about
to see; and prohibit content likely to be X18+ or refused
classification. This is similar to the operation of the current
exemption process.
As the process for seeking exemption from classification for
film and computer games festivals will in future be regulated
solely under the commonwealth classification act, the bill
repeals part 8 of the Victorian classification act, which sets
out the current exemption process. The bill also makes further
consequential amendments to the Victorian classification act
to recognise conditional cultural exemptions, so that penalties
in the act for exhibiting unclassified films or demonstrating
unclassified computer games do not apply for material subject
to a conditional cultural exemption for a particular showing.
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The amendments contained in the bill are important to ensure
that the NCS continues to work effectively, and to provide
Victorian content producers and publication, film and
computer game event organisers with a more nationally
consistent, user-friendly regulatory framework.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Ms CROZIER (Southern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 13 August.

CORRECTIONS LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Mr HERBERT (Minister for
Training and Skills) on motion of Mr Jennings; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills), Mr Jennings 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 (the ‘charter’), I make this statement
of compatibility with respect to the Corrections Legislation
Amendment Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Corrections Legislation Amendment Bill
2015, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible
with human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.

Modifications

1.

The commonwealth classification act provides that where
classified films or classified computer games are modified,
they are considered to be declassified and require
reclassification. This is known as the modification rule.
Exceptions to the modification rule are set out in the
commonwealth classification act so that certain changes (such
as the addition of different types of navigation functions, or
the addition of subtitles or captions) are not considered
modifications and do not require reclassification.

The purpose of this bill is to make various amendments to the
Corrections Act 1986 (the Corrections Act) and to amend the
Parole Orders (Transfer) Act 1983 to validate certain past
parole order transfers made under the national parole order
transfer scheme.

The bill makes consequential amendments to the Victorian
classification act to recognise a change introduced in the
commonwealth classification act which allows the
commonwealth minister to prescribe exceptions to the
modification rule by legislative instrument.

2.

Overview of the bill

Human rights issues

Cancellation of parole
Clause 3 of this bill repeals subsection 77(6A) of the
Corrections Act. That subsection currently provides that if a
prisoner is sentenced to another prison sentence while on
parole, the prisoner’s parole is taken to have been cancelled
on the sentence being imposed, which reflects the fact that a
person cannot practically be on parole while imprisoned. The
bill introduces new subsection 77(7A) that is drafted in
similar terms to subsection 77(6A) but clarifies that a
prisoner’s parole will be taken to be cancelled upon being
sentenced to any term of imprisonment (except where the
sentence is wholly suspended), whether in Victoria or
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elsewhere, including for offences committed before the parole
period.
The adult parole board is declared by the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities (Public Authority) Regulations
2013 not to be a public authority for the purposes of the
charter. Accordingly, the obligations imposed by section 38
of the charter do not apply to the board. Nevertheless, the
other obligations imposed by the charter, including to
interpret statutory provisions, so far as possible consistently
with their purpose, in a way that is compatible with human
rights, continue to apply.
In my view, new subsection 77(7A) does not limit any rights
in the charter. The provision for the cancellation of parole
where a person is sentenced to a term of imprisonment for a
further offence is compatible with the right to liberty
(section 21). Decisions concerning the cancellation of parole
may be regarded as decisions resulting in detention or
deprivation of liberty. However, the sentence of
imprisonment that the person is ultimately required to serve as
a result of the cancellation is one that is imposed by a court
for purposes including the punishment of the offender and
protection of the community. Parole provides some offenders
with an opportunity to be reintegrated into the community
under strict supervision whilst still serving their sentence of
imprisonment. Parole is granted based on the evidence
available to the board at the relevant time. In circumstances
where a person commits a further offence while on parole, or
evidence of further prior offending arises, it is entirely
appropriate that parole be cancelled and the prisoner be
required to serve the full term of the original sentence.
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Section 24(1) of the charter provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence or a party to a civil proceeding has the
right to have the charge or proceeding decided by a
competent, independent and impartial court or tribunal after a
fair and public hearing.
In my view, the right to a fair hearing in section 24(1) of the
charter does not apply to board meetings. Although the board
has some characteristics of being a ‘tribunal’ for the purposes
of the charter, a parole decision by the board is not a ‘civil
proceeding’ in the sense of determining or protecting rights or
obligations. Rather, when deciding whether to make or vary a
parole order, cancel a prisoner’s parole or revoke the
cancellation of parole, the board is merely exercising
discretionary functions on behalf of the executive government
to confer or remove a privilege.
Notwithstanding this conclusion, if the right to a fair hearing
did apply to the functions exercised by the board, to the extent
that the exclusion of the rules of evidence may limit that right,
I am of the opinion that this is appropriate and justified given
the nature of the particular interests at stake. The board is
required to give paramount consideration to the safety and
protection of the community, and its decisions should be
informed by having access to any material that may affect that
consideration. It is important that the board’s decision-making
processes are not undermined by the application of technical
rules that may prevent certain relevant information being
considered. For these reasons, I consider that any limitation to
the right to a fair hearing would be justified in accordance
with section 7(2) of the charter.
Power to require a person to give evidence

In my view, these provisions are compatible with the right to
liberty. The grounds for cancelling parole are clearly set out
in the legislation. They are for the purpose of protecting the
integrity of the parole regime and ensuring community safety,
and cannot be regarded as arbitrary.
I also consider that the provision is compatible with the right
to be presumed innocent (section 25(1)) and the right not to
be punished more than once for an offence of which a person
has been finally convicted (section 26). The cancellation of
parole is not a punishment for the further offence, but a
requirement to serve the full sentence imposed by the
sentencing court for the original offence.
Powers of adult parole board to take evidence

New section 71A provides the board with the power to issue a
notice to a person, requiring that person to attend and give
evidence at a meeting of the board, or produce required
documents or things, or both. New section 71G gives the
board the express power to require a person attending a
meeting of the board to give evidence or answer questions on
oath or affirmation.
Pursuant to new section 71H, it is an offence to fail to comply
with a notice to produce or attend, without reasonable excuse.
New section 71I creates a further offence for a person who,
without reasonable excuse, refuses or fails to take an oath or
affirmation when requested to do so, or refuses or fails to
answer a question.

Clause 6 of the bill introduces a suite of new provisions (new
sections 71 to 71K) which facilitate the procedures of the
board in relation to taking evidence. These new provisions
replace existing section 71 of the Corrections Act, which
incorporates a number of now-repealed provisions in the
Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958.

New section 71D makes clear that the power of the board to
issue a notice to attend or to produce does not affect the
board’s existing power to require prisoners on parole to be
available for interview.

Exclusion of the rules of evidence

Section 13(a) of the charter provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with. The right to privacy is relevant where persons
may be compelled to provide personal information,
documents or things. However, an interference with privacy
will not be unlawful if it is permitted by a law that is
accessible and precise, and will not be arbitrary if the
restrictions it imposes are reasonable, just and proportionate
to the end sought. In my view, any interference with privacy
occasioned by new section 71A is neither unlawful nor
arbitrary.

New section 71 provides that, in performing its functions, the
board is not bound by the rules of evidence or any practices or
procedures applicable to courts of record and may inform
itself on any matter as it sees fit. This new provision reflects
the current practices of the board in line with section 66(6) of
the Corrections Act, which already provides for the board to
regulate its own procedure, and sits alongside the existing
section 69(2), which stipulates that the board is not bound by
the rules of natural justice.

Section 13(a): privacy
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The ability to compel the giving of evidence by witnesses and
the production of documents or other things is a proportionate
and appropriate power for the board to have in order to
perform its functions. Without being able to call for and
receive evidence from a variety of sources, the board would
not be properly equipped to fulfil its statutory functions to
determine whether to make or vary a parole order, cancel a
prisoner’s parole or revoke the cancellation of parole. Further,
the powers in the bill are subject to exceptions. Under new
section 71B, a person served with a notice to produce or
attend may claim to the board that they have a ‘reasonable
excuse’ for failing to comply with the notice, or that a
document or thing is not relevant to the subject matter of the
meeting. Enabling objection on the basis of reasonable excuse
and relevance ensures that the powers are proportionate and
reasonable in any given case, and is also protective of certain
rights and privileges, including the right not to be compelled
to testify against oneself.
I consider that the power conferred by new section 71A to
issue a notice to produce or attend is therefore compatible
with the right to privacy under the charter.
Section 12: freedom of movement
Section 12 of the charter provides that every person lawfully
within Victoria has the right to move freely within Victoria.
As outlined above, the bill permits the board to compel the
attendance of persons at a meeting of the board. The right to
freedom of movement is relevant to the extent that a person
may be required to attend at a particular place and time. This
extends to immediate attendance in circumstances where the
board considers on reasonable grounds a delay in the person’s
attendance is likely to result in evidence being lost or
destroyed, the commission of an offence, absconding or
otherwise evading attendance by the person on whom the
notice is served, or serious prejudice to the conduct of the
meeting to which the notice relates.
However, I consider that any interference with the right to
freedom of movement is necessary to enable the board to
obtain evidence that informs parole decisions directly from
relevant sources, and is appropriately circumscribed. Any
resulting limitation is therefore justified under section 7(2) of
the charter.
Section 25(1): presumption of innocence
Section 25(1) of the charter provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence has the right to be presumed innocent
until proved guilty according to law. As outlined above, new
sections 71H and 71I introduced by the bill create criminal
offences in relation to a person’s refusal or failure to comply
with a notice to produce or attend, to take an oath or
affirmation, or answer questions.
These offences include a ‘reasonable excuse’ exception. In
my view, these offences therefore place an evidential burden
on the accused, in that they require the accused to raise
evidence as to a reasonable excuse. However, in so doing,
these offences do not transfer the legal burden of proof. This
is because, once the defendant has pointed to evidence of a
reasonable excuse, the burden shifts back to the prosecution.
Courts in other jurisdictions have generally taken the
approach that an evidential onus does not limit the
presumption of innocence.
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For these reasons, I consider that the placing of an evidential
burden on a defendant does not constitute a limit on the right
in section 25(1) of the charter. Further, even if this were
found to limit the right, the limitation would be reasonable
and justifiable under section 7(2) of the charter, as evidence
as to the existence of a reasonable excuse is most likely to be
purely in the knowledge of the defendant.
Disclosure of use of personal or confidential information
The bill makes a minor clarification in relation to the
circumstances under which a ‘relevant person’ within the
meaning of the Corrections Act may use or disclose personal
or confidential information. Specifically, clause 8 introduces a
redrafted section 104ZY(1) to ensure that a relevant person
may use or disclose personal or confidential information if the
use or disclosure is reasonably necessary for the performance
by a relevant person, or another person, of law enforcement
functions or duties, the administration of certain orders made
by the secretary under the Mental Health Act 2014, or the
administration or enforcement of an order of a court or
tribunal.
The right to privacy in section 13(1) of the charter is relevant
to the redrafted section 104ZY(1) as it relates to the use and
disclosure of personal information. However, I am of the
opinion that any interference with the right to privacy
occasioned by this provision will be neither unlawful nor
arbitrary. The circumstances in which use or disclosure may
occur are clearly specified, and the authorised disclosures will
not be arbitrary as they are directed at specified purposes,
relate only to relevant persons, and are reasonable and
proportionate.
Electronic monitoring
Clauses 9 and 10 of the bill amend the Corrections Act and
the Surveillance Devices Act 1999 to provide an express
power for a governor of a prison to order a prisoner to be
electronically monitored by way of a device fitted to the
prisoner. New section 30 provides that a prisoner may be
ordered to be electronically monitored for any period of each
day, including 24 hours of each day, where the governor
considers it necessary to do so for the security or good order
of the prison or the safety and welfare of the prisoner or other
persons. New subsections 30(2) and 30(3) set out the
conditions that attach to an order and provide for the governor
or a prison officer to give any directions necessary for the
electronic monitoring of the prisoner. New subsection 30(4)
provides that it is an offence for a prisoner who is subject to
an order for electronic monitoring to fail to comply with the
conditions under subsection (2), unless they have a reasonable
excuse.
Section 13: right to privacy
The right to privacy in s 13(a) of the charter is relevant to the
proposed provisions with respect to electronic monitoring, as
the electronic devices to be worn by prisoners will enable
prison officers to monitor the location of individual prisoners
within the prison. However, a necessary incident of being
imprisoned is that prisoners have a reduced expectation of
privacy. Further, any interference with the privacy of relevant
prisoners will not be arbitrary, as the governor must have
formed a view that the electronic monitoring of an individual
prisoner is necessary for the security or good order of the
prison, or the safety and welfare of the prisoner or other
persons. The conditions that will apply to electronic
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monitoring, including that a prisoner must not tamper with an
electronic device, and must comply with necessary directions,
are appropriately targeted at ensuring the effectiveness and
integrity of the electronic monitoring regime. Importantly,
new section 30(4) makes provision for a prisoner to fail to
comply with these conditions on the basis of ‘reasonable
excuse’. Moreover, the electronic monitoring regime is
directed at ensuring security and good order within prisons —
for example, by reducing risk of escape in minimum security
contexts, and enabling individual movement to be monitored
to ensure appropriate separation of certain prisoners. Finally,
any interference with privacy will not be unlawful because
the provisions are clear and the circumstances in which the
power may be exercised are confined and sufficiently precise.

commissioner or their agents). This correspondence to or
from a prisoner may not be opened, except where the
governor reasonably suspects that a letter to or from a
prisoner contains any unauthorised article or substance.

Section 25(1): presumption of innocence

Further, the governor may only open and inspect the letter in
the presence of the prisoner and a representative of the
correspondent (whether the sender or recipient), or in
accordance with any alternative arrangement agreed with the
correspondent. Any interference with privacy is therefore not
arbitrary, since it is limited in scope, based on identified
criteria and aimed at ensuring the safety and security of the
prison. Similarly, the power in section 47B is not unlawful
because it is expressed in clear terms and the circumstances in
which it may be exercised are confined and sufficiently
precise.

New section 30(4) makes it an offence for a prisoner to fail to
comply with conditions attached to an order for electronic
monitoring, unless the prisoner has a reasonable excuse. The
right to be presumed innocent in section 25(1) of the charter is
therefore relevant to the offence, to the extent that it requires
an accused to point to evidence of having a reasonable
excuse. However, for the reasons outlined above in relation to
the offence provisions relating to notices issued by the adult
parole board, in my view this provision does not limit the
presumption of innocence and if it did, any such limitation
would be clearly justified.
The right to freedom of movement, the right to liberty and the
right to humane treatment when deprived of liberty
The charter provides for the rights to freedom of movement
(section 12) and liberty (section 21(1)). In my opinion, these
rights are not relevant to the provisions inserted by the bill in
relation to electronic monitoring of prisoners, because they do
not impose any further restriction on liberty or movement
distinct from the offender’s existing imprisonment.
Similarly, the requirement for a prisoner to wear an electronic
monitoring device does not meet the threshold of ‘inhumane
treatment’ so as to limit the charter right to humane treatment
when deprived of liberty (section 22(1)). The requirement to
wear an electronic monitoring device does not constitute a
deliberate infliction of mental or physical suffering, nor does
it involve any debasement or humiliation of the prisoner. The
‘reasonable excuse’ exception to the offence of failing to
comply with relevant conditions and directions supports this
conclusion (for example, it may enable a prisoner to adjust a
device in circumstances where the device causes pain or
severe discomfort).
Prisoners’ letters
Clauses 14 and 15 of the bill amend section 47(1)(m) and
47B of the Corrections Act in relation to the bodies or persons
(‘correspondents’) whose letters to and from a prisoner must
not be opened by prison staff. The amended provisions add
other persons or bodies such as the Independent Broad-based
Anti-corruption Commission (IBAC), Victorian Inspectorate,
the Freedom of Information Commissioner, the legal services
commissioner, mental health complaints commissioner,
commissioner for privacy and data protection, and Victorian
Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission
(VEOHRC). The amended provisions also provide for the
prescribing of further correspondents, in addition to existing
specified correspondents (such as a lawyer, ombudsman, the
health services commissioner and the human rights

Section 13(a): right to privacy
The right to privacy is relevant to these provisions, in that
they contemplate the inspection of personal mail in some
circumstances. However, the circumstances in which the
governor may inspect a letter in section 47B are limited.
Before such a power may be exercised, the governor must
have formed a reasonable suspicion that a letter contains an
unauthorised article or substance.

Section 15(2): right to freedom of expression
The right to freedom of expression in section 15(2) of the
charter encompasses the right to receive and impart
information. This right is relevant to stopping and inspecting
prisoners’ letters. However, the right to freedom of expression
may be subject to lawful restrictions reasonably necessary for
the protection of public order or to respect the rights of other
persons (section 15(3) of the charter). In my view,
section 47B constitutes such a lawful restriction, and so does
not limit section 15 of the charter.
The Hon. Steve Herbert, MLC
Minister for Training and Skills

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
In summary, the bill will amend the Corrections Act 1986 to:
clarify the conditions for the automatic cancellation of
parole due to reimprisonment in or outside Victoria for
offences committed either before or during a parole
period;
update the powers and procedures of the adult parole
board (the board) in relation to taking evidence
including at parole hearings;
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clarify prosecution procedures including increasing the
time limit for Victoria Police to lay a charge for breach
of parole from within one year to two years, from the
date of an alleged offence;
permit the Secretary to the Department of Justice and
Regulation to authorise departmental officers to exercise
the statutory powers and functions of a community
corrections officer or regional manager and confirm the
new position of parole officer;
permit the Secretary to the Department of Justice and
Regulation to authorise departmental officers to fulfil the
position of a secretary and acting secretary of the board;
provide an explicit power for a prison governor to
require a prisoner to be electronically monitored (with a
consequential amendment to the Surveillance Devices
Act 1999);
clarify provisions authorising information use or
disclosure including for law enforcement purposes;
update the list of bodies and persons whose
correspondence may not be read or censored by prison
staff (subject to inspection or disposal on safety grounds
by a prison governor) by amendments and by a
regulation-making power. The amendments add
independent oversight bodies: the Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission (IBAC) and
Victorian Inspectorate, the Freedom of Information
Commissioner, the legal services commissioner, mental
health complaints commissioner, commissioner for
privacy and data protection, and Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission
(VEOHRC) and persons acting on their behalf.
Proposed regulations will add other persons or bodies
such as some royal commissions from time to time and
some equivalent interstate bodies to IBAC;
make a technical amendment to clarify the minimum
quorum for meetings of the board when deciding
questions;
make a range of housekeeping amendments including
removing obsolete references to the repealed Serious
Sex Offenders Monitoring Act 2005.
Part 3 of the bill also amends the Parole Orders (Transfer) Act
1983 to validate certain past parole order transfers made
under the national scheme.
Key parole-related amendments
The bill contains parole amendments that were developed in
consultation with Victoria Police and the adult parole board
(the board).
Automatic cancellation of parole due to reimprisonment in
or outside Victoria
Section 77(6A) of the Corrections Act currently provides that
if a prisoner is sentenced to another prison sentence while on
parole, the prisoner’s parole is taken to have been cancelled
on the sentence being imposed. In February this year, a
Supreme Court judgement held that this provision did not
encompass prison sentences imposed outside of Victoria, and
queried whether it applied to offences committed before the
parole period.
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Division 1 of part 2 of the bill amends section 77 of the
Corrections Act to make clear that any prison term imposed
by an Australian court requiring a Victorian prisoner on
parole to be returned to prison automatically cancels their
Victorian parole. Parole is automatically cancelled if a court
in or outside Victoria imposes a term of imprisonment for
offences committed either before or during the parole period.
Reimprisonment includes a partially suspended sentence as it
entails time in prison, unlike a wholly suspended sentence
which is fully served in the community.
For example, a sentencing court in New South Wales (NSW)
which imprisons a Victorian prisoner on parole for a threat to
kill committed before or during their Victorian parole period
will automatically cancel that parole.
The amendments confirm that a person cannot be in prison
under another sentence and be on parole at the same time.
This is because a prisoner cannot comply with parole
conditions such as a residence curfew or community
treatment conditions while in prison. If the offender
completes the period in prison under the sentence, is bailed or
is otherwise released from prison, the Corrections Act
empowers the board to revoke the cancellation and re-grant
parole, but after giving paramount consideration to
community safety and protection.
Procedures for prosecuting breach of parole — extension of
time limit to prosecute
Since 1 July 2014 it has been an offence punishable by up to
three months imprisonment to breach parole conditions.
Currently, the charge must be filed within 12 months of the
date of the alleged offence. Division 9 of part 2 of the bill
increases the time limit to two years.
The new time limit is not expected to delay prosecutions and
the amendment was developed in consultation with Victoria
Police. A police officer can still immediately lay a charge and
at the same time as any alleged further offending.
The amendment aims to ensure prosecutions are not barred
simply by being out of time, particularly in serious or
complex cases of breach of parole. Some breaches may be
more difficult to detect than others and a criminal
investigation may evolve over time. In some cases police
informants may first await the court outcome of a charge for
further offending.
There is no change to current parole laws empowering police
officers and the board to respond to risks to community
safety. Police officers may arrest and detain prisoners on
parole reasonably suspected of a breach offence. If reasonably
satisfied that a breach offence has occurred, the board may
cancel parole. Under the Corrections Act, a charge for this
offence and any further offending require the board, at a
minimum, to review parole in each case (if it is not already
cancelled).
Powers and procedures of the adult parole board in relation
to taking evidence
Section 71 of the Corrections Act deals with the powers and
procedures of the board in relation to taking evidence by
incorporating a number of sections of the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958. These sections of the
Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act were repealed on
15 October 2014 as a consequence of the Inquiries Act 2014
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but the Corrections Act preserves those evidence laws and
hence they continue to apply to the board.
Those laws are difficult to locate and have become outdated.
Division 2 of part 2 of the bill therefore updates the current
evidentiary tools that may be used by the board at parole
hearings. These powers also complement existing powers the
board has for supervision order hearings under the Serious
Sex Offender (Detention and Supervision) Order Act 2009
(the SSODSA) without changing any powers under the
SSODSA.
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stream within Community Correctional Services was
established in April this year. A parole officer may transition
an offender from imprisonment on to parole which could then
be followed by a community correction order. This reflects
the important role and responsibility parole officers have in
the parole system.
The bill also makes other minor and technical changes
including to clarify the minimum quorum for meetings of the
board when deciding questions.
Electronic monitoring of prisoners in prisons

The new provisions, for example, confirm that the board in
performing its functions is not bound by the rules of evidence
and is not a court. The bill also provides that the board may
require production of documents and other things, attendance
of witnesses and obtaining evidence. The board may require
evidence to be provided on oath or affirmation and may use
video link. Protections and immunities for the board and other
persons who give evidence are re-enacted. Expenses and
allowances are permitted for certain persons, excluding
prisoners and prisoners on parole, who attend or give
information to the board. It continues to be an offence for
certain persons to fail to comply, without a reasonable excuse,
with an evidentiary requirement of the board (punishable by
up to three months imprisonment).
The bill does not change existing powers of the board to
direct prisoners and prisoners on parole to attend before the
board including for interview (including by video link).
The amendments largely re-enact, codify, consolidate or
update existing practices of the board. These reforms improve
the accessibility and transparency of the board’s evidentiary
powers and procedures.
Secretary and acting secretary of the adult parole board
Section 12 of the Corrections Act currently provides that there
may be employed under part 3 of the Public Administration
Act 2004 a secretary of the board. Due to recent changes in
the structure of the board including the role of the chief
administrative officer fulfilling the position of secretary,
division 7 of part 2 of the bill provides that the Secretary to
the Department of Justice and Regulation may authorise a
Department of Justice and Regulation employee to perform
the functions of secretary of the board. If the secretary of the
board is absent or vacant, an acting secretary fulfils that
position for that period. There is no change to the power,
functions and duties of the secretary.
Departmental employees exercising functions of a
community corrections officer or a regional manager
Recent significant parole reforms and other community
correctional reforms have resulted in position titles in the
Department of Justice and Regulation employees that do not
uniformly correspond to the statutory titles of ‘community
corrections officer’ and ‘regional manager’. Division 5 of
part 2 of the bill amends the Corrections Act to explicitly
enable the Secretary to the Department of Justice and
Regulation to authorise any departmental employee to
exercise any or all statutory powers, functions and duties of a
community corrections officer or a regional manager.
Parole officers
Division 5 of part 2 of the bill amends the Corrections Act to
insert the new position of parole officer. A specialist parole

Currently, a prison governor can require any prisoner to be
electronically monitored in reliance on the general powers of
officers under section 23 of the Corrections Act to give an
order to a prisoner for the security or good order of the prison
or the safety or welfare of the prisoner or other persons.
However, other potential uses for electronic monitoring
include to monitor the movements of selected prisoners from
certain areas of the prison or to remain separated. It may also
be used to monitor the health of prisoners, irrespective of their
security rating, to assist in a medical response if the electronic
monitoring indicates that they are not moving.
To make clear the use of this technology in prisons, division 4
of part 2 of the bill inserts an explicit power for a prison
governor to require any prisoner to be electronically
monitored for the security or good order of the prison or the
safety or welfare of the prisoner or other persons. In line with
similar provisions for electronic monitoring of parole and
community correction orders, it is an offence punishable by
up to three months imprisonment to fail to comply with
conditions such as tampering with the device or equipment. A
consequential amendment is made to the Surveillance
Devices Act to exempt persons, such as Corrections Victoria
staff, from liability for installing a tracking device for
electronic monitoring.
Disclosure of information
The bill also clarifies provisions in part 9E of the Corrections
Act which authorise information use or disclosure of personal
and confidential information about a prisoner or an offender,
including use and disclosure for law enforcement purposes.
One effect of the amendments is that authorised persons, such
as Corrections Victoria staff, can share such information
about a prisoner or offender to a police officer in Australia to
investigate a possible crime.
The bill also allows for authorised use or disclosure to
administer an order under the Mental Health Act 2014 which
replaced the Mental Health Act 1986; and to administer or
enforce an order of a court or tribunal, such as a community
correction order. To align with language in the Sentencing
Act 1991 concerning the use and disclosure of electronic
monitoring information under a community correction order,
the bill also makes reference to information regarding a
journey made by a person.
Protected correspondence to and from prisoners
The current category of independent persons with oversight
of prisons whose correspondence is protected needs updating.
The bill amends the Corrections Act and inserts a
regulation-making power to update the list of bodies and
persons whose correspondence may not be read or censored
by a prison staff (but can be subject to inspection or disposal
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on safety grounds by a prison governor). The amendments
reflect the creation of oversight bodies (such as the IBAC,
Victorian Inspectorate, the Freedom of Information
Commissioner, the legal services commissioner, mental
health complaints commissioner, commissioner for privacy
and data protection, and Victorian Equal Opportunity and
Human Rights Commission (VEOHRC)). The proposed
regulations made under this power would add other persons
and bodies including relevant royal commissions such as the
Victorian Royal Commission into Family Violence and some
equivalent bodies to IBAC; and persons acting on behalf of
these bodies.
These letters can still be inspected and disposed of due to
safety grounds by a prison governor per current law (such as
suspected contraband).
The bill also notes corresponding laws already in force for the
IBAC and Victorian Inspectorate to align with the Victorian
Ombudsman.
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The bill also updates the references in the Corrections Act as
a consequence of the Premier’s order on 1 January 2015
which changed names and structures of Victorian government
departments.
The bill delivers a range of improvements to ensure the
smooth operation of the corrections system including to the
operation of prisons, parole and the national parole order
transfer scheme.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern
Victoria) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 13 August.
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Parole order transfer amendments
The bill also amends the Parole Orders (Transfer) Act to
validate certain past parole order transfers made under the
national scheme. Part 3 of the bill retrospectively validates,
from 1 May 1984 to 21 October 2014, parole transfer orders
made by Victoria to another state or territory that was
inadvertently not declared by Victoria, such as the Australian
Capital Territory and Western Australia.
A national audit (instigated by Victoria) identified a failure by
some participating jurisdictions to do so. Last year, NSW
Parliament also passed validating legislation. It is not possible
to determine the number of parole transfers that may
(potentially) be validated by part 3 of the bill. Records dating
back to the 1980s are either no longer available or the records
were not or are not kept in a manner that enables such
numbers to be determined. The period of the validation is
therefore from the commencement of the Parole Orders
(Transfer) Act in Victoria to until the date last year that the
then Minister for Corrections declared all corresponding laws
under the scheme.
Part 3 of the bill validation gives continued effect to the
transfer of parole that was made including any consequences
arising from that transfer (such as reimprisonment due to a
cancellation of parole in the receiving jurisdiction). It also
validates anything done or omitted to be done despite the
failure to declare the other jurisdiction as a corresponding
law. The bill also inserts a definition of ‘corresponding law’
to mean not only a law declared by the minister but also a law
of another state or territory that corresponds or substantially
corresponds with the Victorian parole transfer legislation,
even if the corresponding law is not declared.
Housekeeping amendments
The bill also contains a range of consequential, other minor
and technical amendments.
One consequential amendment is to remove references in the
Corrections Act to the Serious Sex Offenders Monitoring Act
2005 (SOMA) which was replaced on 1 January 2010 by the
SSODSA. On 16 April 2014, the last offender subject to a
SOMA order was placed on a SSODSA detention order.
Consequently, the SOMA scheme has ceased operation.
Division 10 of part 2 of the bill therefore removes from the
Corrections Act obsolete references to the SOMA.
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Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Special Minister of State); by leave, ordered to be
read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006.
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the charter), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Infrastructure
Victoria Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Infrastructure Victoria Bill 2015, as
introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with
human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion on
the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The bill establishes Infrastructure Victoria to provide
independent and expert advice about Victoria’s current and
future infrastructure needs, to support improved social,
economic and environmental outcomes for the state. The bill
also establishes a new strategic infrastructure planning
process for Victoria.
To enable Infrastructure Victoria to undertake its functions, as
described in clause 23, the bill confers a power to
Infrastructure Victoria to require by written notice a public
entity or public service body to provide information. The bill
also envisages circumstances where any person or body may
provide Infrastructure Victoria with information or a
document which may be confidential.
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Human rights issues
Right to privacy
Section 13(a) of the charter provides that all persons have the
right not to have their privacy, family, home or
correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with.
The right to privacy is relevant to clause 23 of the
Infrastructure Victoria Bill 2015. This clause provides that
Infrastructure Victoria may request a public entity or public
service body (by written notice) to provide it with
information. This power will enable Infrastructure Victoria to
undertake its functions relating to expert advice and strategic
planning.
While clause 23 is broadly framed, when read in conjunction
with the object and functions of Infrastructure Victoria, it is
unlikely that Infrastructure Victoria’s requests would relate to
identifiable personal information and therefore interfere with
a person’s right to privacy.
In addition, clause 25 envisages circumstances where
Infrastructure Victoria is provided information or a document
willingly by any person or body, but where that person or
body indicates that the information or document is of a
confidential nature. Again, read in conjunction with the object
and functions of Infrastructure Victoria, it is unlikely that
such information or documents would relate to identifiable
personal information and therefore interfere with a person’s
right to privacy.
Further, in circumstances where the right to privacy may be
impacted upon by clauses 23 and 25, clauses 23(2) and 25
provide additional protection in the form of a safeguard with
respect to the provision of personal information.
Clause 23(2) provides that Infrastructure Victoria must not
disclose documents under a freedom of information request if
the same document would be exempt in the hands of the
agency or minister that provided the document to
Infrastructure Victoria. This will cover documents that are
exempt from freedom of information requests under
section 33 of the Freedom of Information Act 1982 because
they affect personal privacy.
Clause 25(2) provides that Infrastructure Victoria must seek
consent before disclosing confidential information or a
document that it has been provided in a manner described in
clause 25(1). That is, where the person or body giving the
document or information states that it is of a confidential
nature.
These provisions will safeguard against the disclosure of
information or documents provided to Infrastructure Victoria
that contain any information that is exempt under freedom of
information laws, and any information that is identified to
Infrastructure Victoria as confidential, where disclosure may
interfere with a person’s right to privacy. The provisions
mean that any potential impact on the right to privacy is both
circumscribed in the legislation and reasonable in the
circumstances of the important public work in which
Infrastructure Victoria will engage.
As the information and documents that Infrastructure Victoria
deals with will be related to its object and functions, and as
safeguards are in place to protect against the disclosure of
confidential information, it is unlikely that the right to privacy
will be limited by this bill in an unlawful or arbitrary manner.
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For these reasons, it is my view that the Infrastructure
Victoria Bill 2015 is compatible with the Charter of Human
Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006.
Gavin Jennings, MLC
Special Minister of State

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Governing is about planning and preparing for the future,
helping to shape an economy and society that is prosperous,
livable and sustainable.
Well-planned and high-quality infrastructure is essential to
securing this future.
Efficient transport and utility networks, accessible health,
education and justice services, civic spaces, sports and
cultural facilities — all bring economic opportunity and
wellbeing.
Victoria’s success, with its strong and diverse economy and
renowned livability, has been built in part on the decisions
and investments in infrastructure made by previous
generations.
The legacy of good infrastructure decisions has served us
well, but with that success comes challenges.
Victoria has become Australia’s fastest growing state. In the
past 15 years, Melbourne’s population has grown by a third,
adding more than a million people. The city’s population is
now 4.5 million, and on current growth rates will reach
5 million by 2020 and 8 million by 2050.
Victorians know the cost of not having the right infrastructure
to support this rapid population growth.
The need for infrastructure is clear but there are many worthy
projects, far more than the budget capacity or the private
sector could fund. Government must prioritise and select the
projects and reforms that deliver the highest public net
benefit. These decisions are not easy, but they should always
be based on evidence and robust, transparent analysis.
Transparency must underpin infrastructure decision-making
because the community cannot, and should not, accept such
decisions without being properly informed and involved. The
Infrastructure Victoria Bill will put evidence and transparency
front and centre to reshape the way strategic infrastructure
planning occurs in the state. This bill delivers the Andrews
Labor government’s election commitment to establish
Infrastructure Victoria, a new statutory authority that will
provide independent and expert advice about Victoria’s
infrastructure needs and priorities.
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Independence, expertise, transparency and consensus have
been sorely lacking in Victoria’s recent infrastructure debate.
Victorians know too well that some infrastructure decisions
have been rushed, haphazard, and without any ability for the
community to scrutinise the often grandiose claims of the
governments that make them. These are decisions that spend
taxpayers money, and which hold the potential to shape our
state for decades to come. Planning the future of our state
without an enduring, strategic and evidence-based plan is to
the detriment of us all.
Infrastructure Victoria will end this. It will elevate the role of
independent and expert infrastructure advice to guide better
decision-making, hold government decision-makers to
account and enhance public debate about Victoria’s future.
Functions of Infrastructure Victoria
Infrastructure Victoria will have two primary functions:
strategic planning and advice.
Strategic planning
Infrastructure Victoria’s immediate task will be to develop a
30-year infrastructure strategy. The strategy will advise
government on the state’s immediate and long-term
infrastructure needs and strategic priorities.
To identify these needs and priorities, Infrastructure Victoria
will be driven by its key objective, outlined in the bill, to
improve social, economic and environmental outcomes for
the state. This triple-bottom-line approach will motivate all of
Infrastructure Victoria’s activities.
The bill outlines a number of important features of the
strategy.
First, a 30-year time frame will ensure a long-term holistic
approach to strategic infrastructure planning. Commitment to
a long-term strategy is the foundation of good infrastructure
policy. It enables coordination across the state and between
different infrastructure systems, such as transport connections
to ports or demand induced by new roads. An evidence-based
long-term strategy with strong community support is vital to
getting things done, especially when many years are required
to plan and deliver major infrastructure projects.
Second, Infrastructure Victoria will have a broad remit to
consider infrastructure needs across all sectors. The strategy
may make recommendations on economic, social, civic and
cultural infrastructure. The strategy must respond to emerging
needs and pressures across our economy and society if it is to
help maintain and enhance the quality of life of all Victorians.
Third, the strategy must include an assessment of the current
state of infrastructure in Victoria and identify short, medium
and long-term infrastructure needs on the basis of detailed,
objective and quantitative evidence, including land use plans,
population projections and economic data. Sectoral
infrastructure strategies and transport policies will also be key
inputs into the strategy. Over time, it is expected that all
government strategic infrastructure planning will complement
and reflect Infrastructure Victoria’s strategy.
Fourth, the strategy will identify the infrastructure projects
that should be prioritised to meet the infrastructure needs of
the state and will also provide advice on funding and
financing options. The existence of a pipeline of priority
projects, aligned to the identified needs, will provide valuable
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guidance to government but will also generate much needed
certainty among the private sector to invest and mobilise its
resources to help deliver an infrastructure program.
To inform its work, Infrastructure Victoria will undertake
extensive research and modelling. Infrastructure Victoria
cannot do its job without drawing from information held
across government, universities and the private sector.
Infrastructure Victoria will be able to request information
from departments and agencies but, where necessary, the
confidentiality of this information must be preserved.
Similarly, Infrastructure Victoria will not be able to publish
confidential information without first receiving the consent of
those who provided it.
Infrastructure Victoria is also expected to consult with a range
of experts, receive written and oral submissions, hold public
seminars and workshops, and issue draft reports and
discussion papers. The bill in fact mandates that Infrastructure
Victoria will release a draft of the 30-year infrastructure
strategy for public consultation before finalising and
publishing the strategy.
Finally, Infrastructure Victoria will publicly release the
strategy without government approval and will self-initiate
any updates. These updates may occur no earlier than three
and no later than five years after the latest release. Under this
bill, no government will be able to influence the content or
timing of Infrastructure Victoria’s strategy.
Government response and five-year infrastructure plan
Once Infrastructure Victoria has publicly released the
strategy, the bill will require the government to provide a
public response within 12 months. In responding to the
recommendations contained in the strategy, the government
will be required to provide a detailed rationale for the
projects, policies or reforms that the government intends to
pursue.
As part of this response, government will be required to
prepare a five-year infrastructure plan which responds to the
strategy and the projects identified as a priority, including any
funding commitments. To provide further rigour to the
process, Infrastructure Victoria will publish an annual
assessment of the government’s progress against this
five-year infrastructure plan.
Infrastructure Victoria will not take over government’s role in
decision-making. Elected governments — which are
ultimately accountable to the Parliament and the public —
should always retain responsibility for making the final
decisions.
Under this bill, governments will be able to make better
informed decisions, decisions that are evidence-based,
transparent and subject to rigorous public debate.
Expert advice requested by government
The bill provides that the minister may request advice from
Infrastructure Victoria at any time on a range of infrastructure
matters. This could include specific major projects, the
government’s five-year infrastructure plan, sectoral
infrastructure strategies and Victoria’s intergovernmental
submissions about infrastructure.
This will be a key role for Infrastructure Victoria.
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Infrastructure Victoria will provide independent scrutiny,
especially for strategically important, complex and high-value
projects. Infrastructure Victoria will assess the economic,
social and environmental objectives of these projects against
its infrastructure strategy. It will also advise on the business
case’s assumptions, modelling and other relevant matters in a
manner complementary to the important advice provided by
the Department of Treasury and Finance.
The bill makes clear that the publication of Infrastructure
Victoria’s advice requested by the minister will be determined
by government consistent with broader policies around
transparency, preserving cabinet confidentiality during
decision-making processes.
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Conclusion
The Infrastructure Victoria Bill is a bill for all Victorians.
For the families getting to work and school in congested
traffic or crowded public transport. For the young couple
starting a family in Melbourne’s west. For the commuter from
Ballarat travelling to the CBD each day. For the farmer
irrigating their crops and getting produce to market. For
sports and culture lovers. For the investor looking to invest
with confidence. For industry looking for certainty from an
infrastructure pipeline.

Infrastructure Victoria will however be required to publish the
details of each request for advice in its annual report.

All Victorians will benefit from a fresh approach to planning,
evaluating, selecting, funding and delivering infrastructure.
This bill deserves to enjoy the support of all members of the
Parliament.

This bill is about restoring trust in government
decision-making. Victorians need to be assured that
independent and expert advice underpins the decisions that
shape our state.

Victoria is at a turning point and our choices today will either
preserve our standard of living or undermine it. Infrastructure
must be at the centre of any government’s plan for Victoria’s
future.

Infrastructure Victoria may also be requested to provide
advice on intergovernmental submissions, most commonly to
the commonwealth government for funding. This will further
strengthen Victoria’s case for a fairer share of commonwealth
support for our infrastructure needs.

The Andrews government is determined to take short-term
politics out of infrastructure. We are determined to restore
Victorians’ trust in government decisions. We are determined
to get on with building and managing infrastructure so that it
continues to support this great state into the future.

Other functions

I commend the bill to the house.

The bill also outlines that Infrastructure Victoria will on its
own initiative develop and publish research on a range of
matters relating to infrastructure, such as impediments to
project delivery and improving the measurement of costs and
benefits. Infrastructure Victoria will have the ability to release
this research without prior approval from the government.
Governance
The bill establishes Infrastructure Victoria as an independent
statutory authority, subject to limited direction or control by
the minister.

Debate adjourned for Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 13 August.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (ENVIRONMENTAL
UPGRADE AGREEMENTS) BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading

Its board of directors will comprise of seven members. The
chair, deputy chair and two other board members will be
appointed from the private or non-government sectors. The
Secretary of the Department of Premier and Cabinet, the
Secretary of the Department of Treasury and Finance and the
secretary responsible to the Minister for Planning will also
serve as unpaid ex-officio directors. This balance ensures
Infrastructure Victoria’s independence while also supporting
coordination with government.

Read first time for Ms PULFORD (Minister for
Agriculture) on motion of Mr Jennings; by leave,
ordered to be read second time forthwith.

To ensure the proceedings of the board meet the highest
standards, the bill requires conflict-of-interest policies as per
the Public Administration Act and any members’ declared
conflicts must be made public.

For Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture),
Mr Jennings tabled following statement in
accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006.

Received from Assembly.

Statement of compatibility

All appointments and removals will be made by the Governor
in Council upon the recommendation of the minister.
Importantly, in the event the chair is removed from the board,
the minister’s reasons for this must be outlined and tabled for
public scrutiny in Parliament.

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 Local
Government Legislation Amendment (Environmental
Upgrade Agreements) Bill 2015.

The CEO will be responsible for the day-to-day operation of
the organisation, in accordance with the general policies and
strategic direction determined by the board.

In my opinion, the Local Government Legislation
Amendment (Environmental Upgrade Agreements) Bill
2015, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible

ROAD SAFETY AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Thursday, 6 August 2015
with human rights as set out in the charter act. I base my
opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
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council liability and provides for the Minister for Energy and
Resources to make guidelines relating to environmental
upgrade agreements.

Human rights issues
There are no human rights protected under the charter act that
are relevant to this bill. I therefore consider that this bill is
compatible with the charter act.
The Hon. Jaala Pulford, MP
Minister for Regional Development
Minister for Agriculture

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Local Government Legislation Amendment
(Environmental Upgrade Agreements) Bill 2015 will amend
the Local Government Act 1989 to allow all Victorian
councils to offer ‘environmental upgrade agreements’.
Environmental upgrade agreements have been available
through the City of Melbourne since April 2011. This was
enabled by amendments to the City of Melbourne Act 2001,
made in 2010 under the previous Labor government. This bill
will build on that scheme by enabling all Victorian local
councils to offer environmental upgrade agreements.

The Andrews Labor government is committed to making
Victoria a leader in energy efficiency. We believe by
transitioning Victoria to an energy efficient, low emissions
economy, we can reduce costs and boost productivity.
Improving the efficiency of our state’s building stock is
critical in facilitating this transition. And through this bill, we
are providing a mechanism to improve the energy efficiency
of non-residential buildings.
This is good news for the state and, in particular, for the
commercial sector. By use of this tool to enable businesses to
retrofit their buildings, the commercial sector can reduce
energy costs, improve asset values, and increase profitability.
It can also reduce greenhouse gas emissions, given
commercial buildings account for about 10 per cent of
Australia’s total greenhouse gas emissions.
This bill makes sense, not only for the environment, but for
Victoria’s economy.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr DRUM (Northern
Victoria) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 13 August.

ROAD SAFETY AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.

An environmental upgrade agreement is a three-way
agreement between a local council, the owner of a
non-residential building, and a lender. Environmental upgrade
agreements can be used for works to improve the energy,
water or environmental efficiency or sustainability of existing
non-residential buildings on rateable land.

Read first time for Mr HERBERT (Minister for
Training and Skills) on motion of Mr Jennings; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.

Under an environmental upgrade agreement, the financer
provides a loan to the building owner to fund environmental
upgrades. Repayments are collected by the local council, in a
property charge levied through the rates system. This property
charge is then passed on to the lender. The use of the rates
system means that environmental upgrade charges are a first
charge on the land, taking priority over all other mortgages,
charges on, or interests in the land. This increased security
enables the lender to offer more competitive loan terms.

For Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills), Mr Jennings tabled following statement in
accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006.

The bill provides that where tenants provide consent, they can
contribute to the repayment of the environmental upgrade
charges. This might occur where tenants receive benefits from
the funded works, such as reduced utility bills and more
comfortable working conditions. Where not all building
tenants consent to contribute to the repayments, an
environmental upgrade agreement may provide for only some
of the building tenants to contribute.
The bill largely replicates provisions in part 4B of the City of
Melbourne Act 2001. The bill differs from the City of
Melbourne Act only in that it strengthens protections against

Statement of compatibility

In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the ‘charter’), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Road Safety
Amendment Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Road Safety Amendment Bill 2015 (the
bill), as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible
with human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The bill will amend the Road Safety Act 1986 (the act) to
require drivers involved in a motor vehicle accident where
serious injury or fatality has occurred to submit to the taking
of a blood sample upon request by Victoria Police.
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The bill will also make amendments to part 6A of the act to
improve the effectiveness of the impoundment,
immobilisation and forfeiture of motor vehicle regulatory
scheme.
Human rights issues
Blood testing of drivers
Clause 5 of the bill will insert a new section 55BA into the act
which provides for blood testing of drivers in an accident that
has resulted in a serious injury or fatality, if requested by
police. If a police officer attends an accident and believes on
reasonable grounds that the accident has resulted in death or
serious injury, he/she may require the driver of a vehicle
involved in the accident to submit to a blood sample analysis
conducted by a registered medical practitioner or approved
health practitioner (new section 55BA(2)). A police officer
may also require the person to accompany a police officer to a
place where the sample is to be taken, and to remain there
until it has been taken or until 3 hours after the accident,
whichever is sooner (new section 55BA(3)). A police officer
must not require a person to submit to a compulsory blood
sample analysis if the person needs to be taken to a place for
examination or treatment.
Clause 3 of the bill amends section 49(1)(ea), which will
provide that a range of consequences will flow if a person is
charged with and/or convicted or found guilty of the new
offence under the amended section 49(1)(ea), including:
suspension of driver licence/permit if a person is charged with
the offence; mandatory cancellation and disqualification of
driver licence/permit if a person is convicted or found guilty
of the offence; and various reporting requirements before a
person may reapply for their licence/permit if the person has
been convicted of, or found guilty of, the offence. The penalty
for the offence ranges from a fine of 12 penalty units to a term
of imprisonment of up to 18 months depending on whether it
is a first, second or subsequent offence.
A sample provided under new section 55BA may provide the
basis for existing offences under the act if the sample
indicates that the prescribed concentration of alcohol (or
more) was present in the sample, or a prescribed illicit drug
was present in the sample (sections 49(1)(g) and 49(1)(i)).
Clauses 3 and 5 of the bill are relevant to the right to privacy,
the right not to be subject to medical treatment without
consent and the right to liberty.
Right to privacy and right not to be subjected to medical
treatment without consent
Section 13(a) of the charter act provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with.
Requesting a person to submit to blood testing is relevant to a
person’s right to privacy. Privacy covers the physical and
moral integrity of a person, and includes the freedom from
compulsory blood, breath or urine tests. In my view, the tests
will not be unlawful or arbitrary. The request to submit to
testing is clear and appropriately circumscribed, and
consequently not unlawful. The requirement will also not be
arbitrary. A police officer may only request testing in limited
circumstances, namely if he or she believes on reasonable
grounds that an accident has resulted in death or serious
injury. Furthermore, there is a pressing public need to ensure
that evidence of potential breaches of the act is collected in
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the case of serious accidents resulting in death or serious
injury. The current regime of mandatory testing under the act
applies if a person who is involved in a motor vehicle
accident is brought to a place for examination or treatment
due to the accident, which may mean that a person is not
tested if he or she is not injured as a result of the accident.
While other forms of testing, such as breath testing, may be
less invasive than a blood sample analysis, blood samples are
the most accurate samples for collection and analysis, and
accuracy of evidence collected is particularly important in the
investigation of serious motor vehicle accidents.
Section 10(c) of the charter act provides, relevantly, that a
person has the right not to be subjected to medical treatment
without his or her full, free and informed consent. The term
‘medical treatment’ is not defined in the charter act. In my
view, it is unlikely that a blood test under new
section 55BA(2) would constitute ‘medical treatment’. In any
event, even if the testing did constitute medical treatment, in
my view, any limitation on the right not to be subjected to
medical treatment without consent is reasonable and
demonstrably justified under s 7(2) of the charter act. This is
because the testing is conducted in limited circumstances, and
for the important public purpose of ensuring that accurate
evidence is collected in the case of serious accidents, as
outlined above. Therefore I do not consider the right to
privacy or the right to not be subjected to medical treatment
without consent to be limited by the bill.
Right to liberty
Section 21(3) of the charter act provides that a person must
not be deprived of his or her liberty except on grounds, and in
accordance with procedures, established by law.
Section 21(2) provides that a person must not be subjected to
arbitrary arrest or detention.
Under new section 55BA(3), a person may be required by a
police officer to accompany the officer to a place for the
taking of the sample and to remain there until it has been
taken or until 3 hours after the accident, whichever is sooner.
The Court of Appeal has found that requiring a motorist to
accompany a police officer or to remain at a place for the
purposes of testing involves some degree of restraint on
liberty (although not a detention). This is because the refusal
to comply with the requirement constitutes an offence which
carries penalties (see DPP v. Piscopo [2011] VSCA 275). In
this situation, any deprivation of liberty, will occur on
grounds, and in accordance with procedures, provided for in
new section 55BA as described above, and in light of the
important purposes of part 5 of the act, which are set out in
s 47. Furthermore, the power to require a person to remain at
a place is temporally limited to 3 hours. Accordingly, I do not
consider that section 21(3) of the charter act is limited.
Clause 7 of the bill amends section 63, which provides that a
police officer, or protective services officer where relevant,
may, for the purpose of establishing the identity of a driver of
a motor vehicle, arresting, or carrying out the provisions of
section 53, 54, 55 or 55A, enter the motor vehicle using, if
necessary, reasonable force, if the driver refuses or fails to
obey any lawful direction given to him or her by the police
officer or the protective services officer. Clause 7 of the bill
will include new section 55BA so that a police officer may
enter the motor vehicle for the purpose of carrying out the
request for a blood sample.
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The prohibition on ‘arbitrary’ interferences has been said to
require that a lawful interference must be reasonable or
proportionate in all the circumstances. The power provided in
section 63 is not considered to be arbitrary, they are powers to
achieve legitimate public purposes, and are therefore
compatible with the charter act. In addition, the test of
requiring belief on reasonable grounds that a death or serious
injury has occurred provides an objective test that guards
against any arbitrariness. There is no limitation on the right to
liberty by this provision.

COUNCIL

2345

requirement was a detriment and consequently discriminatory
in nature, I consider that any limitation to the right to equality
is reasonable and justifiable within the meaning of
section 7(2) of the charter act. There is ample research
available that demonstrates that drivers under 25 years old are
at particular risk of being involved in motor vehicle accidents.
Section 50A(1A) recognises this, and seeks to address it by
ensuring that drivers under 25 years old receive education
following being found guilty of particular offences. This is a
proportionate response to the risk posed by those drivers and
is necessary to protect other road users.

Right not to be tried or punished more than once
Freedom of movement
Section 26 of the charter act provides that a person must not
be punished more than once for an offence in respect of
which they have already been convicted or acquitted in
accordance with law.
Clause 3 of the bill introduces an offence if a person refuses
to submit to a blood sample being taken when requested to
provide one by a police officer. The bill will also cause
section 50A to include that if a person has been found guilty
of the offence to refuse to submit to a blood sample being
taken when requested to provide one by a police officer, they
must complete an accredited driver education program before
they can apply for a driver licence or permit, if it has been
cancelled or disqualified. These provisions may entail that a
person is punished more than once for an offence, such as
dangerous driving.

Section 12 of the charter act provides that every person has
the right to move freely within Victoria.
Clause 7 of the bill amends section 63, which provides that a
police officer, or protective services officer where relevant,
may, for the purpose of establishing the identity of a driver of
a motor vehicle, arresting, or carrying out the provisions of
section 53, 54, 55 or 55A, enter the motor vehicle using, if
necessary, reasonable force, if the driver refuses or fails to
obey any lawful direction given to him or her by the police
officer or the protective services officer. Clause 7 of the bill
will include new section 55BA so that a police officer may
enter the motor vehicle for the purpose of carrying out the
request for a blood sample.

The additional punishments would all be valid once the
offence has led to a charge being laid, and in my view, it is
properly regarded as part of the final punishment, directly
related to the offence, and not a separate penalty arising from
the offence. In my view, the right not to be punished more
than once is therefore not limited by the bill.

I consider the limit on the person’s movement to be
reasonable and justified, as it is necessary to achieve the
important purpose of the provision (to prevent a potentially
incapable person from driving away from an accident, and
gain evidence to show that they were driving while incapable,
and protect the public). Accordingly, I consider the provision
compatible with the right to free movement.

Right to equality

Hoon driving offences

Section 8(3) of the charter act provides protection against
discrimination.

Right to a fair hearing

Clause 3 of the bill amends section 49(1)(ea) to include the
offence to refuse to comply with a requirement made under
new section 55BA(2), which will in effect amend 50A(1A) of
the act to include the new offence in the list of offences to
which section 50A(1A) applies. Section 50A(1A) currently
provides that VicRoads must not issue a driver licence or
permit to a person if their driver licence or permit was
cancelled or they were disqualified from obtaining a licence
or permit, following conviction or being found guilty of
certain prescribed offences under section 49(1) of the act, and
they were under 25 years at the time of the offence and the
offence was a first offence, unless it is satisfied that the person
has completed an accredited driver education program.
Section 50A(1A) may limit the right to equality in s 8 of the
charter act, to the extent that it discriminates against persons
under 25 years of age on the basis of age. Clause 3 may
consequently limit section 8 of the charter act by extending
the application of section 50A(1A). It is arguable that the
requirement to undertake a driver education program is not
unfavourable treatment, and therefore that the requirement is
not discriminatory. In my view, the course fees for these
education programs are generally reasonable, and drivers who
attend these programs will receive education to help them
become better drivers, which is to their benefit, as well as to
the benefit of the larger community. However, even if the

Section 24 of the charter act provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence or party to a civil proceeding has the
right to have the charge or proceeding decided by a
competent, independent and impartial court or tribunal after a
fair and public hearing.
Clause 12 of the bill sets out circumstances when the court
cannot take grounds of exceptional hardship into account
when making an impoundment, immobilisation or forfeiture
order. It provides that the court must not decline to make an
impoundment or immobilisation order on the grounds of
exceptional hardship caused to the offender if either the
offender is disqualified from obtaining a driver licence or
permit or the offender’s driver licence or permit is suspended
for more than three months. In cases of forfeiture orders, the
court must not decline to make an impoundment or
immobilisation order on the grounds of exceptional hardship
caused to the offender if either the offender is disqualified
from obtaining a driver licence or permit or the offender’s
driver licence or permit is suspended for any period of time.
This is because the circumstances leading to the application of
a forfeiture order involve being convicted of a greater level of
road safety offence prior to Victoria Police making the
application.
The intention of the provision is to ensure that applications for
exceptional hardship — to avoid an order for the
immobilisation, impoundment or forfeiture of a motor
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vehicle — are granted only in appropriate cases. While the
provision may limit the right to a fair hearing by imposing
restrictions on the court, which may lead to the court not
being able to be impartial or independent, the purpose is
public safety and discouraging recidivist dangerous driving.
The restriction only applies to those drivers who have already
committed hoon driving offences that are subject to a licence
suspension or disqualification at the time of the determination
by the court of an application by the chief commissioner for
an impoundment or immobilisation order or a forfeiture order.
Any limitation on a fair hearing is reasonable and justified, as
it is necessary to find a punishment for those people who
choose to commit hoon driving offences, and any limitation is
directly linked with the primary purpose of protecting the
public from unsafe drivers.
Right to property
Clause 20 of the charter act provides that a person must not be
deprived of his or her property other than in accordance with
law.
Clauses 8 and 11 of the bill provide that Victoria Police may
issue a notice requiring the surrender of a person’s motor
vehicle. The intent of this provision does remove property
from a person; however, I am satisfied that this does not limit
clause 20 of the charter act as the deprivation of property will
occur in confined and controlled circumstances for the
purpose of enforcing compliance with the Road Safety Act,
with the intention of protecting the community from unsafe
drivers. In addition, persons deprived of their property have
the ability to appeal against the decision under section 84O of
the Road Safety Act, ensuring that the law has been applied
appropriately and justly. In my view the right to property has
not been limited by the bill.
The Hon. Steve Herbert, MLC
Minister for Training and Skills

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Victorians driving under the influence of drugs is a key cause
of road trauma. It is becoming increasingly important to find
new ways to try to deter and detect drivers who persist in
driving while under the influence of illegal substances. This
government is working hard to reduce the effect of illegal
drugs on our community. The Ice Action Plan was released in
March 2015, and includes a commitment of $45.5 million in
new investment, focusing on priority initiatives to reduce the
supply, demand and harm of the drug ice. The funding will
include greater resources for Victoria Police to take
drug-affected drivers off our roads. This bill will also provide
Victoria Police with the means to gather evidence necessary
to hold those drivers involved in serious vehicle accidents
while under the influence of drugs properly accountable for
their actions.
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For people like the families of the couple involved in the
tragic crash in Docklands in early 2014, it is clear that there is
a loophole that needs to be closed in order to give the courts
and police greater powers in dealing with drivers with drugs
in their system when involved in serious motor vehicle
accidents. In February 2014, a passenger was killed and her
partner seriously injured when their car was hit by the driver
of a ute that ran a red light in Docklands. A swab sample was
taken from the driver, which was positive for ice and
amphetamines; however, he refused to provide a blood
sample. The current legislation did not allow the driver to be
compelled to take a drug test and, as he was not injured
himself, he was not admitted to hospital, where a mandatory
blood sample would have been taken. A blood test would
have provided evidence of the quantity of drugs in his system.
Police discovered 50 grams of ice in the driver’s vehicle;
however, there was no evidence available to show that drug
use contributed to his driving at the time. The driver was
therefore convicted of dangerous driving causing death,
whereas if a blood test had been available to support the
contention that he was under the influence of drugs, he would
have been charged with culpable driving causing death,
which has a maximum penalty of 20 years imprisonment. If
released on parole, that driver may be back on the streets in
20 months.
The bill will allow police to request a blood sample from
persons in charge of motor vehicles that have been involved
in an accident causing serious injury or fatality. Police need to
be able to make this request to obtain evidence of drug
impairment or influence, so they can hold people properly
accountable for their actions on our roads. The proposed
amendment will also provide evidence to establish a driver
was not drug affected when involved in a collision, proving
that they had only prescription medicine in their system, or
recommended amounts of over-the-counter pharmaceuticals.
This can be an important issue in some investigations and will
assist the police and the courts to make the best decision
about which charges are appropriate to be laid against the
offender. Victoria Police will be closely monitoring the
amendment to ensure its effectiveness.
As further advances in technology are created, allowing for
new and better ways of drug testing, with greater accuracy of
drug levels and impairment caused to people, further
amendments may be made to this legislation to ensure the
intent of stopping people from driving while impaired by
drugs is preserved.
In addition to the $15 million provided in the 2015–16 state
budget for new booze and drug buses, the Transport Accident
Commission has committed a further $2.7 million for further
drug testing.
The bill will also make amendments to the hoon driving
regime. A primary focus of road policing is to reduce fatal
collisions and trauma. The economic, social, and
environmental cost of road trauma to the community is
enormous. Hoon activities are a major contributor to road
trauma, as they are intentional high-risk driving activities. The
risk of death and serious injury is significantly increased by
this dangerous driving, and innocent spectators or bystanders
are placed at risk. The sanctions must be effective and severe
to deter these dangerous drivers and to protect the
community.
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The bill will assist Victoria Police by ensuring that the
impoundment regime is able to function as intended where an
offence is detected by a road safety camera. This will assist in
deterring high-risk, antisocial and irresponsible ‘hoon’ driving
behaviour, when captured on a road safety camera.
The bill will also allow Victoria Police to recoup costs from
immobilisation and impoundment by amending the definition
of ‘designated costs’ in accordance with Treasury guidelines.
An important aspect of the hoon driving regime is
discouraging recidivist offenders. If a person is convicted of a
second offence under the scheme, it may result in up to three
months vehicle impoundment or immobilisation and a third
offence may result in forfeiture of the vehicle. The bill
provides clear direction as to when the courts should not
consider exceptional hardship as grounds for declining to
make an impoundment, immobilisation or forfeiture order —
for example, when a driver is suspended or disqualified from
driving, and persists in driving so dangerously as to be
convicted of an offence under the hoon driving scheme. It is
appropriate that those people who have shown that they are a
serious risk to our community if allowed on the roads be
sanctioned in such a way.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern
Victoria) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 13 August.

ADJOURNMENT
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Foetal organ trading
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Health. It
follows a question asked on Tuesday by
Dr Carling-Jenkins of Ms Mikakos in her capacity as
the minister representing the Minister for Health in this
house. On that day Dr Carling-Jenkins asked if the
bodies of babies killed in abortions were being sold for
spare parts in this state. It is no reflection on
Ms Mikakos — none at all. She replied that to her
knowledge it had not happened. My personal view is
that that is not good enough. I think we need a far more
definitive answer on that particular matter.
Ms Shing — On a point of order, President, I take
great issue with Mr Finn’s referral to the issue which
Dr Carling-Jenkins raised as the selling of babies’
organs for spare parts. I ask you to seek that he rephrase
it in less offensive terms.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am not an editor of
people’s contributions. Whilst I might from time to

2347

time also have concerns about terminology and indeed
the misphrasing we all do at times, there is certainly
nothing unparliamentary as such in what Mr Finn has
said. Whilst it might be a matter of concern to some
members, I am not in a position to ask him to withdraw
that sort of comment.
Ms Shing — On a point of clarification,
President — not as a misrepresentation of what I
understand Dr Carling-Jenkins’s initial contribution
was on that issue?
The PRESIDENT — Order! It would be a point of
order if it was outside the scope of things. I am also
advised that Dr Carling-Jenkins is in the chamber — if
she felt she was misrepresented. Obviously Mr Finn is
also able to paraphrase as there is limited time available
to us to raise adjournment matters. As I said, the words
might be raw for some members, but they are not
unparliamentary.
Mr FINN — As I said, we need a definitive answer
on this matter. It follows the appalling revelations in the
United States in recent weeks that Planned Parenthood
has been found to be selling for profit the body parts of
babies killed in abortions. If the abortion industry is
making money this way in the United States, it would
very much surprise me if that industry is not doing the
same thing here in Australia.
Victoria is the abortion capital of Australia. The law
allows babies to be killed right up until the moment
they would otherwise be born, and the annual death toll
from abortion is over 20 000 babies per year. We know
that some babies are born alive as a result of what are
called failed abortions, and they do not survive. There is
ample opportunity for abortionists to sell the body parts
of these babies.
Ms Mikakos made it clear on Tuesday that this
particular practice is illegal in Victoria. Still, we have
no definitive answer as to whether this is going on. As I
said, there is ample scope for this to happen. In my
view there is a distinct possibility, if not a probability,
that this is occurring. I think we as a Parliament have a
responsibility to ensure that the law is being followed
and that the appalling practices we have seen in the
United States are not repeated here in Australia and in
particular in Victoria.
What I am asking the Minister for Health to do is to
institute a full, independent inquiry to ascertain whether
this practice of selling the body parts of aborted babies
is occurring in Victoria in either the private abortion
industry or public hospitals. I hope the minister will set
that up as a matter of urgency so that this matter can be
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resolved and people can either rest assured that it is not
occurring or, if it is, actually do something to stop it.
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they respond to the health needs and concerns of the
community. I call on the minister to provide this money
for the Eltham ambulance station.

Eltham ambulance station
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Ambulance Services, and I seek from the minister that
funding be provided to the Eltham ambulance station so
there can be necessary upgrades to its facility.
Back before the election I was very proud that the
coalition government made the election promise that
$1.4 million would be provided to the Eltham
ambulance station in order to upgrade its facilities.
There is no doubt that the work the paramedics do,
there and right across the state, is exceptional in terms
of the difference it makes in the lives of so many. But
there is a particular need at the Eltham ambulance
station to address issues like window seals, heating,
lighting and other elements. Before the election the then
coalition government’s assessment was that
$1.4 million was needed to upgrade that ambulance
facility, and that is why tonight I am calling on the
government to utilise some of the $20 million that was
provided in the budget in May this year for upgrades of
ambulance stations to be provided to the Eltham
ambulance station.
At the time that commitment was made there were
some comments in the media in relation to it. Local
Eltham paramedic Jason Montfort said:
… there are far more urgent issues that need addressing —
response times have never been so poor, hospital ramping has
become a chronic issue …

Clearly there are other issues as well. I must say in that
context I was very concerned to read in the Age of
9 July an article headed ‘Ambulance queues getting
worse at Victorian hospitals’, which reported:
The worst performing hospitals for ramping last month were
the Royal Melbourne, St Vincent’s, the Northern, Sunshine
and the Austin in Heidelberg where 20–25 per cent of patients
waited longer than 40 minutes.

The report card six months into the term of this new
government shows that patients are waiting longer. It is
very disappointing that the promised ambulance
Response Time Rescue Fund — always such good
names — once again has not been delivered. There is
no funding in this budget for the Response Time
Rescue Fund, and particularly at hospitals to which
ambulance officers would take people from the Eltham
community — the Austin and the Northern — ramping
times are up. That makes it hard for paramedics to do
the job and be back out on the road making sure that

Maribyrnong planning application
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Planning.
The Greens are deeply concerned by revelations that
Prizac Investments has put in a late application for
housing above a pokies venue at the Edgewater Club
development in Maribyrnong. There has already been a
huge amount of community concern about this project,
with more than 2500 residents speaking up against it in
2010. The project was challenged in the Victorian Civil
and Administrative Tribunal by Maribyrnong City
Council at a huge cost. Given this level of community
and council opposition and concern, this late change to
the planning application is particularly galling and I
believe underhanded.
The changes proposed include creating housing above
the pokies venue — 12 apartments. As I understand it
this is a precedent; it has not happened anywhere else in
Victoria or Australia. There were to have been hotel
rooms where the apartments are proposed to be built.
To have housing above the pokies venue would provide
residents with unique and unprecedented access to
pokie machines as part of their daily lives. We know
pokie machines can be addictive. There are a number of
features of pokie machines, such as losses disguised as
wins, near misses and jackpots that have been
recognised internationally and in Australia as being
potentially addictive. To be exposed to this addictive
influence day in and day out in your home environment
is a strange social experiment that I do not think we
should countenance.
We understand it is not just adults who will be
impacted upon; children will also move into this
housing. It needs to be said that one of the reasons the
Bulldogs needed to move to another venue was that
there was a childcare centre at their ground and it was
not allowed to be near a pokies venue, yet somehow
having children living above a pokies venue is quite
acceptable. I do not think this is a path we should go
down in Victoria.
Problem gambling costs this state $2.8 billion a year.
Adding the daily exposure to pokies that comes with
mixing gambling venues with housing developments is
only going to make the matter worse. I have outlined
my concerns. I really believe that the government needs
to act on this very quickly. We do not want a precedent
set, so I ask that the government investigate to make
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sure that housing is not in the same development as a
pokies venue.

Cobden sports hub
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — The matter I
raise tonight is for the Minister for Regional
Development. The small Cobden community would
like to create a community sports hub where all the
community groups can come together and work from
one location rather than competing with each other for
funding and other forms of support.
The Cobden community action group’s proposal is
supported by no less than nine community groups
whose members would like to relocate to the vicinity of
the Cobden Golf Club and Cobden Technical School,
bringing the town’s three main recreational sports
facilities into one hub. Such an arrangement would
allow the members of the many and varied community
groups of the town to work together to source funding
and sponsorship as well as membership.
The members of that very small community have
already raised $20 000, and they are looking for a
contribution towards the next stage, which would be in
the order of $30 000, for the development of plans. I
urge the minister to support this fantastic initiative and
to visit and work with this local community.

Public holidays
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade, the Honourable Philip
Dalidakis. I am disappointed that he is not in the
chamber because I would have liked to have
congratulated him personally on his new appointment.
The action I seek from him is that he note the cost to
small businesses of the proposed new gazetted holidays
to fall on grand final eve and Easter Sunday and that he
respond to the concerns of small businesses by
reconsidering Labor’s election commitment, which was
made with absolutely no consultation with those who
would be most impacted by it.
In the case of the proposed grand final eve holiday, the
CEO of the Geelong Chamber of Commerce,
Bernadette Uzelac, is quoted as saying that Geelong
employers ‘would pay heavily for the pre-election
commitment’. The chamber estimates costs to local
employers just for this public holiday alone at
$12 million through lost productivity and paying
employees who are not working, with penalty rates
costing an additional $2 million. The financial burden
facing Geelong employers is that they will be forced to

2349

pay penalty rates, which means that many small
businesses will instead choose not to open at all on
grand final eve. Ms Uzelac went on to say that the
decision does not make sense and that it will inhibit
business and employment growth in Geelong.
Ballarat franchisees tell me they also will lose business,
given that most of the arcades will be closed and
pedestrian traffic will be reduced.
The Victorian Employers Chamber of Commerce and
Industry says that the cost to pay almost
2 million full-time workers not to come to work on the
grand final eve holiday will be more than $543 million.
It is estimated that the additional wages for retail,
accommodation, food services and recreational
industries will cost small business owners more than
$105 million for the two holidays.
The previous minister, Mr Somyurek, could never
explain to this chamber why you would make a
decision to gazette two new holidays without waiting
for the regulatory impact statement and its
triple-bottom-line outcomes. Even now,
PricewaterhouseCoopers is still going through the
public consultation process — but for what purpose?
Even more curious is that the Andrews government did
not consult with the AFL to find out what impact the
holiday would have on pre-match day activities.
There is no sensible reason why Victoria should have
two more public holidays. Victoria already has more
holidays than any other state in Australia. We know
what the cost will be to small business, and we know
the AFL did not want a holiday the day before the
grand final. We can only take it for what it is —
political opportunism.
The action I really seek from the minister, who does
have some sense of small business and understands that
he has been handed a poisoned chalice, is that given the
strong resistance from employer groups and significant
costs I have outlined he readdress and rescind the
decision to declare the two public holidays as proposed.
If not, I invite him down to address the Geelong
Chamber of Commerce so he can explain the
government’s decision, which will cost Geelong over
$16 million.

Gippsland ambulance services
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Ambulance Services. The
action I seek is that the minister upgrade the ambulance
branches in the Eastern Victoria Region and
specifically in Gippsland. There are a number of
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branches in the Gippsland area that are in urgent need
of upgrade, as they are outdated, not fit for purpose and
dangerous to the hardworking paramedics who work
with the community to keep the people of Gippsland
safe and respond to critical incidents as required.
In this regard I highlight the particular needs of the
Orbost, Sale and Traralgon branches of the ambulance
service. In the first instance, the Orbost station is a
small building that lacks appropriate space and facilities
and has no room for training or paramedic rest spaces.
In this regard it is no longer fit for purpose and not fit to
accommodate any extraordinary demands or imposts
upon its existing footprint.
The Sale ambulance service faces similar problems to
the Orbost facility, as it is too small to appropriately
accommodate paramedics who are undertaking training
or seeking to have a little bit of rest and it lacks
adequate space for vehicles. This station has also been
the subject of an industrial complaint in relation to the
working conditions within the building and attendant
occupational health and safety risks that result from the
physical and ambient environment.
Similarly, in relation to the needs of ambulance
branches in Gippsland, the Traralgon station has a
range of occupational health and safety issues. I draw
these to the minister’s attention and ask the minister to
take into account the needs of these ambulance
branches in her deliberations around ambulance facility
upgrades and advise accordingly of the course of action
that she proposes to take.

Northern Victoria Region ambulance services
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment debate issue is also for the Minister for
Ambulance Services, and it concerns the need for new
ambulance stations and mobile intensive care
ambulance (MICA) single responder units in my
electorate of Northern Victoria Region. The action I
seek from the minister is that the government match the
commitments made to my electorate by the coalition
during the election campaign to build new ambulance
stations in Mansfield and Mernda and also to invest in
new MICA single responder units for Echuca,
Mansfield, Seymour and Wallan.
During the coalition’s term of government David Davis
as the then Minister for Health made significant
investments in the ambulance service both in
infrastructure and in additional paramedics. This
investment has benefitted many communities
throughout Victoria, but the coalition acknowledged
there was still more to be done. During the election
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campaign the coalition promised an additional
$92.7 million for ambulance services, which included a
commitment to deliver an additional 150 full-time
paramedics. This commitment would have seen a
permanent ambulance service located in Nagambie for
the first time, which is a matter I raised on the
adjournment last night.
Our commitment also extended to six new MICA
single responder units, with four of those to be located
in Northern Victoria Region at Echuca, Wallan,
Mansfield and Seymour. We also committed to build
eight new ambulance stations, of which two were to be
located in northern Victoria at Mansfield and Mernda.
The member for Eildon in the Legislative Assembly,
Cindy McLeish, has been particularly active in
advocating for the Mansfield station and MICA single
responder unit.
In contrast to the coalition’s well-researched and
evidence-based commitments to locate services in areas
of greatest need, the Labor Party’s election policy was
just a vague commitment to establish a fund of
$20 million for ambulance stations and $20 million for
vehicles and equipment. An important component of
delivering quality services is to ensure that our
paramedics are supported with appropriate
infrastructure and resources. The government has now
been in power for more than eight months, and it is
time the minister got on with the job of allocating funds
that were actually included in this year’s budget to
ensure that communities are supported with quality
ambulance services.
As the coalition’s commitments were well researched
and based on areas of greatest need, the minister should
allocate funding to these communities first. The action I
seek from the minister is that the government match the
commitments made to my electorate by the coalition
during the election campaign to build new ambulance
stations in Mansfield and Mernda and also to invest in
new MICA single responder units for Echuca,
Mansfield, Seymour and Wallan.

National Ice Taskforce
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — I wish to raise a
matter for the Minister for the Health, the
Honourable Jill Hennessy. My adjournment matter this
evening is to highlight the groundswell of public
concern about the increased use of the drug
methamphetamine, or ice. I recently attended a public
forum in the lovely East Gippsland town of Bairnsdale.
My colleague the Honourable Tim Bull, the member
for Gippsland East in the Assembly, organised for the
federal coalition’s National Ice Taskforce chair,
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Mr Ken Lay, to speak to concerned community
members. On a cold evening, 300 people attended.

would certainly be no laughing matter if we were
without electricity in Ballarat.

Mr Lay identified six areas for action, on which he and
the task force believe more work needs to be done by
all governments. These areas of greatest benefit can
help ice users, their families, local communities and the
workforce to tackle this complex problem. The six
areas he identified are as follows: target primary
prevention; improve access to early intervention,
treatment and support services; support local
communities to empower them to help their own
people; improve tools for frontline workers; focus law
enforcement actions; and improve and consolidate
research and data, which we are sadly lacking.

More seriously, though, the impact of Ballarat being
without electricity for a number of weeks, and up to a
month, could be significant. I was pleased to hear that
our hospitals have back-up generators, which would
ensure the safety of the people in those places, but there
are obviously many people in their homes who are
reliant upon specialty medical equipment that requires
electricity or to warm homes. Indeed for businesses to
continue to operate in Ballarat it is critically important
that electricity remains online in our great city. At this
point, I call on the minister to investigate this issue and
take action to ensure that Ballarat is not left in the dark.

A wonderful representative from the Ice Meltdown
Project, Janice Ablett, spoke passionately about how a
Drouin-based community group volunteers to support
addicts and their families as they battle the debilitating
effects of ice. The project offers a 10-day detox
program that supports the addict and their family or
loved ones who help them in their own environment.
The group uses doctors and professional counsellors,
and its simple philosophy is one of unconditional love
and support. In one year the group has detoxed
150 clients, and it is currently dealing with 35 families.
Janice said the group’s motto is that it does not turn
anyone away. The project is largely funded through the
generous support of local Rotary and Lions clubs and
community donations, but it requires more funding to
establish a rehabilitation centre. The group has the
house, but it needs money to establish it as a centre.

McKinnon Road, McKinnon, level crossing

Evidence in general suggests that there is a shortage of
residential rehabilitation in our regional areas for people
affected by ice and other similar drugs. I call on the
minister to fund this type of assistance in Gippsland and
other rural centres to take the pressure off these
hardworking volunteers and our public health system.

Ballarat electricity supply
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Energy and Resources. It concerns one of the two
major electricity transformers, which are located in
Ballarat. Unfortunately since early July one of those
transformers has been offline. Some might say that is
okay — we still have one to spare. Unfortunately if that
other transformer were to go offline, what we would
see is a city of over 100 000 people without electricity
for what could be up to a month. We are rather
concerned about what this could mean for us. We
regularly hear jokes about the weather in Ballarat. It

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety, who is responsible for the
removal of level crossings. A constituent of mine in the
Assembly electorate of Bentleigh has a business close
to the McKinnon Road level crossing in McKinnon,
which is one of the level crossings highlighted for
removal by the government. My constituent is a
landlord and one of her tenants spoke to her about
being approached by government authorities about the
public acquisition of the land on which their business
stands. As members will imagine, this has caused great
concern to both the landlord and the tenant because it
was the first time they had heard that that land was
going to be targeted. My constituent attended the public
meeting held last week in Bentleigh, and the public
acquisition of land was also news to some people at that
meeting.
The uncertainty has caused great concern amongst a
number of businesses around the level crossing that is
slated for removal. What has made it even more
confusing is that the information given suggests that
people should approach the local council for advice and
guidance, yet the local council also seems confused. It
does not seem to have anyone who knows much about
it and so far it has not appointed anyone to undertake
that work. As members will appreciate, there is much
consternation amongst the community. The action I
seek from the minister is that he provide clarification as
to where people should go to seek advice or guidance
about the future impacts land acquisition may have on
business owners and operators, landlords and tenants.
There needs to be a clear direction about the intention
of the public land acquisition, and clearly my
constituents in Bentleigh need to have their fears and
concerns allayed.
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Responses
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank all members for their contributions to this
evening’s adjournment debate. There are a number of
matters for the attention of Ms Hennessy in her role as
the Minister for Health and Minister for Ambulance
Services.
Ms Shing raised a matter for the Minister for
Ambulance Services. She sought the minister’s
consideration of ambulance services in Gippsland in her
deliberations about upgrades, and I will ask the minister
to advise Ms Shing.
Ms Lovell raised a matter around ambulance services in
a number of locations in her electorate of Northern
Victoria Region, including issues relating to possible
new stations and also mobile intensive care ambulance
services.
Ms Wooldridge also raised a matter around ambulance
services for Ms Hennessy, and her matter was in
relation to funding for the Eltham ambulance service.
Ms Bath raised a matter for the Minister for Health in
relation to what sounds like an innovative and
wonderful volunteer and community-led response to
the challenge around ice in her electorate of Eastern
Victoria Region. I will pass that on to Ms Hennessy and
seek a response for Ms Bath.
Mr Finn also raised a matter for the Minister for Health.
I might choose a slightly different turn of phrase. It is
obviously an issue about which people hold very strong
views. Mr Finn sought an inquiry into the arrangements
and practice relating to the treatment of foetal tissue
arising from abortions. I note that that is a lawful
medical procedure in Victoria, but I will ask
Ms Hennessy to provide a response to Mr Finn.
Mr Ramsay raised a matter for our new Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade in relation to
Labor’s commitments around public holidays.
Mr Ramsay was keen for us to do other than what we
said we would do before the election in relation to this
issue. He had some specific concerns arising from some
discussions he has had with small business
representatives in Geelong. I will pass that on to
Minister Dalidakis, including Mr Ramsay’s
congratulations offered at the beginning of his
adjournment matter.
Ms Hartland raised a matter for the Minister for
Planning in relation to housing in close proximity to
gaming venues. She sought an investigation into the
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coexistence of those two things. I will pass that on to
Minister Wynne for a response.
Mr Morris raised a matter for the Minister for Energy
and Resources in relation to the issue of transformers
and backup capacity for Ballarat residents — all year
round, really. It has been a topic of some local news
coverage and of local interest. We do cop a lot for our
weather, but it does get pretty cold. I can assure
Mr Morris that this matter has been investigated and is
being responded to by the government, but
Minister D’Ambrosio will be able to provide a more
fulsome response to Mr Morris on that question.
Ms Crozier raised a matter for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety, but I suggest that perhaps the Minister
for Public Transport is the lead minister on the level
crossings project.
Ms Crozier — I was not sure if it was Minister
Donnellan or Minister Allan.
Ms PULFORD — The removal of the level
crossings and a project of this scale does have
intersections with road issues, and Ms Crozier’s issue
was particularly around land acquisition, which would
naturally sit with another minister. I suggest that if
Ms Crozier is happy, I will refer that to the Minister for
Public Transport as the lead minister on the level
crossings removal project. I will seek a response for
her.
Finally, Mr Purcell raised a matter for my attention in
relation to nine community groups in Cobden seeking
some support for a planning study so that further
consideration can be given to the development of an
integrated sporting and community hub. I will ask
Regional Development Victoria to contact Mr Purcell
to identify an appropriate contact person with whom he
can meet to discuss this project, to discuss the
proposition that funding be provided through the
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund for a feasibility
study for what sounds like a project that has a great
level of support in Cobden and to invite the community
representatives who are leading this issue to liaise with
Regional Development Victoria. We will see what we
can do.
I also have one written response to an adjournment
debate matter raised by Ms Tierney on 11 June.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house now stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 6.33 p.m. until Tuesday,
18 August.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied to Hansard.

Public holidays
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mrs Peulich
Special Minister of State
25 June 2015

RESPONSE:
The Regulatory Impact Statement was released on 8 July 2015 and is available on the Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources website. The RIS process will be concluded and publically reported
before the 2015 Grand Final Eve public holiday.

Former Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Special Minister of State
4 August 2015

RESPONSE:
I am advised that, as at 6 August, the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) has not yet received all final
invoices in connection with the inquiry.
As such it is not possible to provide the total cost of these items at this time, but the government will release the
value of expenses incurred when they are finally compiled.

Foetal organ trading
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Dr Carling-Jenkins
The Minister for Health
4 August 215

RESPONSE:
Hospitals have Human Research Ethics Committees and these committees examine each research proposal using
the National Statement for guidance and may in some cases place caveats on the research regarding the foetal
gestational period. Researchers need to demonstrate to the Committee that there are no suitable alternatives by
which the aims of research using the separated human foetus or foetal tissue can be achieved.

Aviation skills training
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Rich-Phillips
Minister for Training and Skills
5 August 2015

RESPONSE:
The then Kangan Institute purchased a disused Boeing 737 in 2008 through a tender process, to provide students in
their Certificate IV in Aeroskills (Avionics), Certificate IV in Aeroskills (Mechanical) and Certificate IV in
Aeroskills (Structures) with practical aviation skills training. A hangar in Broadmeadows was leased to locate the
aeroplane and undertake the training.
Victorian TAFE Institutes make their own decisions in relation to training delivery and the purchase or sale of
assets to support that training.
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Under the previous government training activity at TAFE Institutes Victoria declined significantly due to the
constant changes in eligibility and subsidy rates. In addition, the rapid introduction of competitive neutrality across
all training providers in 2012, and Government policy that TAFEs adopt a more commercial focus, meant that
TAFEs increasingly delivered training courses that were most profitable, not training that delivered the needs of
industry and the community.
Following the former government’s funding cuts to TAFE in 2012, Kangan Institute merged with Bendigo TAFE
to form Bendigo Kangan Institute (BKI).
After an independent strategic review of its aviation training provision in 2014, and based on market analysis and
declining aviation enrolments, BKI made a commercial decision to close their aviation program.
BKI makes its own decisions in relation to the disposal of assets and has not received any instruction from the
Department of Education and Training in this regard.
SUPPLEMENTARY RESPONSE:
BKI and all other TAFEs have responsibility for making their own business decisions around equipment for
training needs.
Since making the decision to withdraw from aviation training in Victoria in 2014, BKI determined that the
equipment used for this specific training was no longer needed. As such, and as $30,000 per month was being paid
to accommodate the aircraft, BKI has negotiated the disposal of the aircraft.
Federation Training now delivers aviation training to the remaining students in Victoria, at locations across
metropolitan Melbourne and Gippsland. The aircraft was not suitable for the needs of Federation Training as the
Institute offers on-the-job training and uses local and often more modern equipment to deliver the necessary
training. Consequently this was surplus to their requirements.
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ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Tuesday, 4 August 2015
Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
26 May 2015

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
VicRoads’ is currently undertaking detailed investigations to determine the most appropriate treatment for
improving safety on this section of the Nepean Highway. As part of this process, VicRoads is working closely with
the Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, which is responsible for managing traffic on Forest Drive and Uralla
Road. These investigations are also considering the broader access needs for Mount Martha residents and
businesses.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Minister for Public Transport
5 May 2015

ANSWER:
The question of 18 March was raised with and responded to by the Minister for Environment, Climate Change and
Water.
The Healesville Freeway reserve land does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities and should be raised with
the Minister for Roads and Road Safety.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Mulino
Minister for Local Government
26 May 2015

ANSWER:
The needs and priorities of interface communities are diverse. They include a mix of fast growing urban
populations, productive land and green wedge areas. Additionally, amongst their population are some of the city’s
most vulnerable communities.
Cardinia, Casey, Yarra Ranges and Mornington Peninsula face unique population growth and environmental
pressures. The ongoing liveability of these areas is critical to ensuring Melbourne remains a liveable and
sustainable city.
The $50 million Interface Growth Fund (IGF) will open in early July 2015. IGF grants will fund high priority,
implementation-ready community infrastructure which has an immediate impact on the following outcomes:
– Delivery of services that will reduce social disadvantage
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– Infrastructure and services which contribute to local economic development and job creation
– Supporting improvements to the resilience, sustainability and liveability of interface communities.
The focus on implementation-ready community infrastructure will support the quick delivery of critical services for
these interface communities.
The IGF will fund three broad categories of local infrastructure:
– Community infrastructure such as facilities for the delivery of community activities, family and children’s
services, community health, adult learning and health and wellbeing programs.
– Economic infrastructure such as town centres and civic places, or public realm improvements such as pedestrian
or cycling infrastructure and infrastructure to support activation of public spaces.
– Environmental resilience and liveability infrastructure such as emergency recovery centres, civic revitalisation
initiatives, open spaces that improve community amenity and liveability and energy efficient and
environmentally sustainable infrastructure.
The IGF will not be allocated in separate streams, but has been designed to ensure a broad mix of projects across
these categories are delivered.
Five core criteria will be applied to all individual IGF grant applications. In addition, an evaluation panel will
consider broader, program-wide considerations in evaluating the full set of grant applications. These will ensure
that the overall IGF program reflects a mix of different types of infrastructure, targeted toward community need
and ensuring an equitable distribution of funding based on demonstrated need.
Importantly, interface councils are being consulted in the design and delivery of the fund, ensuring it is best
positioned to maximise local community benefits. It is also being designed to complement other State and
Commonwealth grants programs. This is to ensure that IGF funding contributes to better meeting the needs of
interface communities.
Successful projects will not only demonstrate the community need the project is addressing, but also the limited
availability of other funding to address this need.
A comprehensive monitoring and evaluation process will ensure the community benefits outlined in successful
applications are delivered for interface communities.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Minister for Public Transport
26 May 2015

ANSWER:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to removing the level crossings at Main and Furlong roads in
St Albans, with Furlong Road fast-tracked to be delivered with the project at Main Road.
Leighton Contractors, Aurecon, and Hyder Group have been selected as the preferred contractors to remove the
level crossings at Main Road and Furlong Road in St Albans.
Delivering these level crossing removals together will accelerate the delivery of the overall level crossing project
for the community, minimise disruption to residents and road users, and reduce the number of closures required on
the Sunbury rail line.
The contract will be awarded in the coming months. We are currently reviewing their submission including refining
the planned schedule of works. The successful contractor will then form an Alliance with VicRoads, Public
Transport Victoria and Metro Trains Melbourne to deliver the works.
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Work will start this year with construction on both projects and will take approximately 12-18 months to complete.
We have been working with the community, stakeholders and Brimbank Council to deliver the best solution for the
St Albans community. Both projects include lowering the train line below the road, and constructing new stations
with access to the lowered platforms via stairs, ramps and lifts. Both station carparks will be optimised to provide at
least the same number of spaces and a walking cycling path will be built to improve access to the area.
Early works have been underway at Main Road since the start of the year including service relocation, to prepare
the site for major construction. These will continue and early works will commence at Furlong Road over the
coming months.
I am proud to be delivering these level crossing removal projects for the community to reduce congestion in the
area and create a safer, more connected community.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Springle
Minister for Local Government
27 May 2015

ANSWER:
I thank the Member for South Eastern Metropolitan for her question. Section 189 of the Local Government Act
1989 (the Act) outlines the provisions that councils must follow when they sell or exchange any land.
The Act outlines that the proposed sale of land at is a matter for council, in consultation with the community.
With respect to the Member for South Eastern Metropolitan’s comments around Ericksen Gardens, I suggest the
member make inquiries with the Council.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Minister for Public Transport
27 May 2015

ANSWER:
Public Transport Victoria (PTV) develops and maintains Network Development Plans to plan for Victoria’s public
transport network and identify a range of infrastructure improvements that are required for the future.
PTV continuously reviews the metropolitan tram network, including the Knox area, with the aim of integrating
Melbourne’s train, bus and tram services. As part of any planning for the future of Melbourne’s tram network,
consultation with stakeholders, including local government, is integral.
The Andrews Labor Government has committed to delivering 100 new trams as part of a 10 year rolling stock
strategy, with $274 million for 20 E-Class Trams outlined in the 2015-16 State Budget. This is significant
investment, following the former Government’s failure to order any new trams in four years. Along with a program
to upgrade Melbourne’s tram network to make it more accessible and safe, this investment is vital to expand the
tram network and improve connectivity.
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Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Wooldridge
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
27 May 2015

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
The Andrews Labor Government understands the importance of Bolton Street to residents in Eltham and has
committed $10.5 million to upgrade Bolton Street between Main Road and Bridge Road in Eltham. The work will
include widening the road, formalising turning lanes, improved footpaths and drainage, and improving the
condition of the pavement.
The Victorian Government has provided $300,000 in the 2015-2016 State Budget to investigate options and
develop a detailed project scope for the Bolton Street upgrade. The development of this proposal will be undertaken
in consultation with the Nillumbik and Banyule city councils.
VicRoads will work closely with the community and stakeholders to ensure the project scope meets community
expectation and construction activities are planned and communicated to local residents in advance of the work.
VicRoads expects project proposals to be completed by early 2016 for consideration in the 2016-17 State Budget
process.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Police
27 May 2015

ANSWER:
A well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe.
In May 2010, Labor committed funding for an additional 1,966 police to the frontline. This led to an increase of
140 police in the Southern Region Division 4, which includes Somerville in the Mornington Peninsula police
service area.
The Andrews Labor Government’s first budget in 2015-16 delivered a record $2.5 billion to Victoria Police to
continue their important work in keeping our community safe.
The Andrews Labor Government is investing $148.6 million over four years to redeploy 400 police to our
communities where they are needed. This will occur by recruiting, training and deploying 400 custody officers to
initially supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria.
The custody officers may also be progressively deployed to other locations over time, depending on the resourcing
needs and allocation of these resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where
they belong. The new custody officers will initially work at six police stations.
This is in contrast to the first Baillieu Coalition Government budget in 2011, where they cut over $113 million from
the Victoria Police budget. This led to a reduction of 310 police support staff (unsworn members). This
demonstrates that the Coalition Government drove the axe into Victoria Police at their first opportunity.
Victoria Police has introduced an operational safety policy to enhance the safety and well being of all employees.
The safety policy was developed in consultation with police officers and The Police Association and focuses on
operational safety equipment, single officer activities and the security of marked police vehicles.
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Police are encouraged to conduct risk assessments before and throughout their duties and apply a consistent and
common sense approach when responding to operational duties and responsibilities.
Victoria Police advises that there will be no reduction in patrols or police response and Executive Command will
continue to evaluate the impact of these measures.
Under Victorian law, I cannot direct the Chief Commissioner about the allocation or deployment of police officers
to or at particular locations in accordance with section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013.
I assure you that the residents of Somerville police service area will continue to receive a 24-hour police response.
If any person requires urgent police assistance, they should contact Victoria Police on the emergency number ‘000’.
Calls made to ‘000’ are processed and responded to by the closest appropriate police personnel.
I am advised that the Somerville Police Complex is still under construction. Originally scheduled to open in June
2015, inclement weather, continuing ground work and the completion of a car park has meant staff will not be able
to move into the complex until mid-August 2015.
Crime scene officers and the amalgamated crime investigation units from Hastings, Mornington and Rosebud will
operate from the new police station. In future, Victoria Police anticipates that the Highway Patrol Units from
Frankston, Hastings and Rosebud could also be stationed at Somerville.
At this time, there are no plans to operate counter services from the new station. Somerville will continue to receive
a 24 hour police response across the Mornington Peninsula police service area.
The government works closely with the Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately resourced to
tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of ice and other
illicit drugs. In supporting rural and regional communities across Victoria, the government is providing
$11.5 million to deliver on its commitment for a new secure, encrypted digital radio network.
The upgrade will enable police working in regional areas to communicate more securely, preventing members of
the public listening in on police operations.
Actions to address the key drivers of crime were also announced in the 2015-16 State Budget, with the government
investing $81.3 million to boost family violence support services and protect victims, including $40 million for the
Royal Commission into Family Violence and $4 million to support stakeholder engagement.
On 5 March 2015, the Andrews Government released the Ice Action Plan, which was developed on the advice of
the Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce. The government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the
2015-16 State Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is
ruining lives.
Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services
especially in rural Victoria, helping to address the disproportionate impact that Ice is having on rural and regional
communities. A new Ice Help Line and dedicated website-ice.vie.gov.au have already been set up to support
families, service providers and other community members as part of a $4.7 million investment in broader
community support services.
The government has also recently announced a total of $17. 7 million for new drug and booze buses and to
maintain the current level of 100,000 roadside random drug testing per year for the next two years, taking more
alcohol and drug affected people off our roads.
I am assured by the Chief Commissioner of Police that the allocation of police resources across Victoria is
continuously monitored by respective command officers, with a view to maintaining an optimum law enforcement
response.
The government understands the impact of crime has on local communities and believes that a comprehensive and
multi-layered approach needs to be taken to preventing crime. One of the most important approaches to keeping the
communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to make positive choices for
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their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being caught in a cycle of crime
and incarceration.

Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Public Transport
27 May 2015

ANSWER:
Public Transport Victoria is currently undertaking planning to identify the requirements of the new train
maintenance and stabling facility at Waurn Ponds. The land required for this project will be identified as part of this
planning process.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Bath
Minister for Regional Development
28 May 2015

ANSWER:
Providing high quality sport and recreation facilities in Victoria is a key aim of the Victorian Government.
As part of the 2015/16 State Budget, the Government has confirmed a $100 million Community Sports
Infrastructure Fund that will facilitate the upgrading of community sports facilities over the next four years. Sport
and Recreation Victoria is currently developing programs, after which the Minister for Sport, the Hon. John Eren
MP, will be in a position to announce how local government and community organisations can apply for funding.
Given local government will be instrumental in developing and supporting projects for consideration under these
initiatives, I encourage you to advise your constituent to liaise with Latrobe City Council to discuss opportunities
for the proposal, once funding programs are announced.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Minister for Education
28 May 2015

ANSWER:
The Andrews Labor Government has recognised the needs of disadvantaged students and families in the State and
provided $148.3 million through the 2015-16 State Budget for the Camps, Sports and Excursions Fund to provide
these students with learning opportunities. It has also provided almost 4 billion to the Victorian Education system in
this year’s State Budget.
Assessment of any impact would not be possible, without the full details of the tax, its implications and operation,
to be considered in the context of the overall state budget at that time. The question of the reintroduction of a
carbon tax by a future or current federal government is purely hypothetical.
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Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Young
Minister for Agriculture
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
I note your concerns regarding these incidents. The Victorian Government does not tolerate illegal behaviour of
any kind.
Incidents involving protestors allegedly breaching public safety laws, and allegations of criminal damage to
vehicles, are currently being investigated by Victoria Police and the Game Management Authority.
The Game Management Authority, along with Victoria Police and other partner agencies, conduct a review of duck
season operations each year. The review will look at the 2015 duck hunting season, identify any serious issues that
need to be addressed and improve future processes. The alleged criminal activity of protestors will be considered as
part of this year’s review.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Davis
Minister for Health
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
There will be no impact on Health Services in Mr Davis’ electorate as a result of the VMIA returning a dividend to
Government.
The calculation of medical indemnity premiums by the VMIA is separate to funding arrangements for health
services. Premiums are calculated based on a range of factors for individual agencies, including exposures to risk
and previous claims experience as well as expected investment earnings.
Recently, a combination of good claims management, benign weather and risk improvements have resulted in
lower than expected claims. This has been combined with higher than expected investment earnings to create a
surplus.
This capital surplus is being returned to government via the dividend, for allocation throughout government based
on priorities for service delivery.

Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Tierney
Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
I welcome the ongoing commitment by the Member for Western Victoria to the construction of a safe harbour at
Portarlington. Stage 1 of the Portarlington Safe Harbour project is now underway following the allocation of
$12 million in the recent budget. have asked the Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning to oversee
this project, with a particular focus on engaging with the community, stakeholders and industry. Parks Victoria will
be managing the construction of the harbour and are currently finalising detailed project plans, to enable the project
to commence. The final layout of the harbour and timelines will be provided to me and the public shortly.
Stage 1 of the Portarlington Safe Harbour project is expected to be completed by December 2017.
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The Portarlington Safe Harbour project will provide a great opportunity to expand the aquaculture industry in Port
Phillip and Corio Bays as well as support tourism and recreational opportunities of the Bellarine and broader
Geelong Regions. It is anticipated that the construction phase and ongoing industry growth will create in excess of
20 jobs.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Minister for Public Transport
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Andrews Labor Government has committed $100 million to improve Victoria’s bus networks. These
improvements include adding more routes, expanding others, increasing frequencies, restoring cut services and
fixing the missing links in Melbourne’s growth areas.
As part of this commitment, Public Transport Victoria (PTV) will review the bus network in the Maribyrnong area
over the coming year to make improvements to the network structure and timetables. This will be done in
consultation with council and the local community. As part of this review PTV will be seeking to extend the span
of hours of bus services, subject to available funding.
Bus Route 431 has recently had its timetable changed to operate a Saturday timetable on most public holidays.
Further timetable changes will be considered as part of the Maribyrnong area review.

Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Rushworth-Tatura Road and the Bendigo-Murchison Road projects qualified for funding under the state-wide
Transport Accident Commission funded Safe Systems Road Improvement Program. Sections of these roads have
histories of run-off-road crashes, including serious injuries, and one fatality.
VicRoads has identified a number of hazards close to the road edge on both roads, including road side trees, power
poles and culverts. There is an opportunity to make these sections of road safer through the installation of new
guardrails, wire rope barriers, shoulder sealing, and the removal of some roadside trees. VicRoads advises me that
the removal of some trees along both roads not only eliminates roadside hazards to drivers, but is also necessary to
ensure the installation and performance of new safety barriers, which, in turn, will protect drivers from hitting the
hazards.
VicRoads has engaged an environmental consultant to review the impacts of the projects on flora and fauna, and
any other State or Commonwealth legislative requirements. The consultant’s assessments confirm the status of the
roadside vegetation. These reports form a very important part of the process, and are undertaken in consultation
with the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) to ensure that the projects comply with
the requirements of the Memorandum of Understanding established between VicRoads and the DELWP.
VicRoads acknowledges that some members of the local community are concerned about the potential
environmental effects of the proposed road safety improvement works, and are seeking more information on both
the Rushworth-Tatura Road and the Bendigo-Murchison Road projects.
VicRoads has sought to inform the Rushworth community on the safety benefits of this project, and attended a
public meeting arranged by an interested community group on 28 May 2015, as well as conducted a drop-in
Information session the following week. A review of the proposed road safety measures including reduced speed
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limits, alternative safety barrier treatments, and reduced road and shoulder formation widths, is also being
undertaken.
In the meantime, VicRoads advises me that works have ceased on both the Rushworth-Tatura Road and the
Bendigo Murchison Road projects, pending further consultation with the community.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Bath
Minister for Police
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
The 2015-16 State Budget provides $148.6 million over four years to implement the government’s commitment to
transition the management of police cells to civilian police custody officers. Victoria Police will recruit and train
400 police custody officers to supervise people held in police cells. Training of these officers will commence as
soon as feasible in 2015/16.
The custody officers will initially supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria, including in
Morwell.
Work has already commenced with Victoria Police, Corrections Victoria and the Department of Justice and
Regulation working together to support the implementation of this important initiative.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Fitzherbert
Minister for Housing, Disability and Ageing
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
I am advised that there is no record of cleaning of the external face of the foyer windows in the past four years, a
period that coincides with the term of the previous Coalition Government and cuts to the Housing sector of
$470 million.
The cleaning contract requires areas such as the foyer, main lift lobby, lifts cars, grounds and rubbish chute areas to
be serviced daily. Communal areas such as corridors, laundries and carparks are cleaned fortnightly.
I am advised that all automatic entry doors are serviced once every month, and that the department has a
maintenance contract in place that provides a 24 hour call out response to all reported breakdowns and failures of
automatic doors. I am further advised that there was a service callout to 200 Dorcas Street South Melbourne on
5 June 2015, to repair a door that had been vandalised, and the repairs were completed on the day.

Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Agriculture
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
I am aware of the Casterton Kelpie Association and its annual Working Dog Auction. My office met with members
of the association on 12 June 2015 to discuss this issue. It is my understanding that the department has been
working with Glenelg Shire Council and the Casterton Kelpie Association for the past several years to ensure that
the dog auction is conducted in accordance with the Domestic Animals Act 1994: specifically, section 96 which
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prohibits the sale of animals from a location other than a registered domestic animal business or a private residence.
Due to the size of attendance at the auction, it is often conducted in a public location.
In order to provide the association with a legal platform upon which to conduct the auction, Glenelg Shire Council,
in consultation with my department, has issued the association with a Domestic Animal Business registration to
operate under modified pet shop requirements.
I understand that Glenelg Shire conducts a formal audit of the auction site and paperwork of the auction prior to the
issuing of the modified pet shop domestic animal business registration and then attends the auction to inspect.
I am committed to fulfilling the government’s election promise, but I assure you that we will be consulting with
industry in the process of developing of the legislation, including ongoing consultation and cooperation with the
Casterton Kelpie Association. I recognise the importance of the Working Dog Auction to Casterton, and farmers
more generally.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Minister for Public Transport
10 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to removing the level crossings at Main and Furlong roads in
St Albans, with Furlong Road fast-tracked to be delivered with the project at Main Road.
Leighton Contractors, Aurecon, and Hyder Group have been selected as the preferred contractors to remove the
level crossings at Main Road and Furlong Road in St Albans.
Delivering these level crossing removals together will accelerate the delivery of the overall level crossing project
for the community, minimise disruption to residents and road users, and reduce the number of closures required on
the Sunbury rail line.
The contract will be awarded in the coming months. We are currently reviewing their submission including refining
the planned schedule of works. The successful contractor will then form an Alliance with VicRoads, Public
Transport Victoria and Metro Trains Melbourne to deliver the works.
Work will start this year with construction on both projects and will take approximately 12-18 months to complete.
We have been working with the community, stakeholders and Brimbank Council to deliver the best solution for the
St Albans community. Both projects include lowering the train line below the road, and constructing new stations
with access to the lowered platforms via stairs, ramps and lifts. Both station carparks will be optimised to provide at
least the same number of spaces and a walking cycling path will be built to improve access to the area.
Early works have been underway at Main Road since the start of the year including service relocation, to prepare
the site for major construction. These will continue and early works will commence at Furlong Road over the
coming months.
I am proud to be delivering these level crossing removal projects for the community to reduce congestion in the
area and create a safer, more connected community.
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Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Purcell
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Andrews Labour Government will spend $1 billion to upgrade and repair unsafe and congested roads across
regional Victoria.
Construction works are currently being undertaken on the duplication of the Princes Highway West between
Geelong and Winchelsea. VicRoads advises that further duplication of the road from Winchelsea to Colac is
expected to be completed by 2019.
In 2015-16, VicRoads’ pavement renewal project includes $1.69M to be spent on the Princes Highway, near
Mumbannar.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Wooldridge
Minister for Health
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Victorian Government is committed to continuing our state’s strong history of tobacco reforms to reduce the
impact of smoking on the community, and to protect the health and wellbeing of all Victorians.
The previous Liberal Government had four years to take action on banning smoking in outdoor dining areas and
chose not to.
I will be taking advice on a range of tobacco control matters and will be considering the full range of options before
making any announcements. We know there is more to do and we are committed to doing it right. As we have
previously done, we will work in consultation with the community.
The Government is committed to working closely with expert stakeholders, such as Quit Victoria, VicHealth, the
Australian Medical Association Victoria and the Municipal Association of Victoria, on the development and
implementation of any tobacco control reforms.

South Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Crozier
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
I am sorry to hear that a McKinnon Secondary College student was recently hit by a car outside the school. I wish
the student well with their recovery.
The McKinnon Secondary College is located on McKinnon Road, which is a local road managed by the Glen Eira
City Council. Traffic management on McKinnon Road is therefore a matter for the Council to consider in
consultation with the school. I understand that there is a 40 km speed limit restriction on McKinnon Road in the
vicinity of McKinnon College, and a supervised school crossing to the west of the intersection of Osborne Avenue.
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Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Employment
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
This question should be directed to the Minister for Multicultural Affairs, the Hon Robin Scott MP, as the matter
falls under his portfolio responsibilities.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Police
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
I appreciate your concerns regarding police resources in Cardinia Shire. The government recognises that a well
resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to keeping
communities safe.
Under Victorian law, I cannot direct police about the allocation or deployment of Victoria Police in accordance
with Section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013. These are operational matters for the Acting Chief Commissioner
of Police. The government holds regular discussions with Victoria Police to understand what resourcing needs they
may have, to determine future priorities.
The government understands the impact crime has on local businesses and residents, and believes that a
comprehensive and multi-layered approach needs to be taken to prevent crime. One of the most important
approaches to keeping our communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to
make positive choices for their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being
caught in a cycle of crime and incarceration.
This is why, in the 2015-16 State Budget the Government provided $148.6 million to recruit, train and deploy
400 custody officers to initially supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria. The custody
officers may be progressively deployed to other locations over time, depending on resourcing needs and allocation
of resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where they belong.
The roll out of custody officers will occur progressively, with 400 more police to be released to focus on tackling
crime and keeping the community safe. Custody officers will initially work at the following police stations:
Sunshine, Dandenong, Heidelberg, Ballarat, Geelong and Broadmeadows.
The government is working with the Acting Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately
resourced to tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of
Ice and other illicit drugs. These issues remain a key focus for Victoria Police.
Actions to address these key drivers of crime were also announced in the 2015-2016 State Budget with the
government investing $81.3 million, including $40 million for the Royal Commission into Family Violence and
$4 million to support stakeholder engagement. The Royal Commission will explore solutions for preventing and
identifying strategies to strengthen Victoria’s response to family violence. The Royal Commission’s work began in
February 2015 to investigate the entire support system from the ground up, and to report by early 2016.
On 5 March 2015, the government released the Ice Action Plan which was developed on the advice of the
Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce. The Government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the
2015-2016 State Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is
ruining lives.
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Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services.
A new Ice Help Line will be set up to support families, service providers and other community members as part of
a $4.7 million investment in broader community support services. The government is also investing $17.7 million
for new drug and booze buses and to maintain the current level of 100,000 roadside random drug tests per year for
the next two years, taking more alcohol and drug affected people off our roads.
The State Budget also announced the government’s investment of $4.5 million to help police track down and close
clandestine drug labs more quickly by hiring additional forensic scientists for the Forensic Drug Branch.
While the government determines the level of funding required to resource Victoria Police, the Acting Chief
Commissioner of Police is responsible for determining how such resources are allocated, based on assessed
operational need.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mrs Peulich
Minister for Public Transport
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
As previously noted, the Level Crossing Removal Authority is currently developing a strategic plan that will
outline the design and delivery process for each level crossing. This plan will identify appropriate design and
consultation periods that respond to the complexity of each site, and identify potential removal windows that will
minimise the disruption to our road and rail networks. This plan is expected to be completed later this year.
As part of this process the Level Crossing Removal Authority will undertake an options assessment for all sites to
address the many factors involved. These factors include property access, adjoining road network, urban design,
nearby infrastructure, geology arid environment, construction impacts, and associated public transport services.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
11 June 2015

ANSWER:
I am aware of, and acknowledge, the community’s concerns regarding this intersection. VicRoads has begun the
process of collecting traffic data at the roundabout of Gap Road and Horne Street as part of preliminary
investigations into developing a proposal to reduce congestion at the site. When VicRoads’ proposal is developed,
it will be submitted for funding under a future program.

Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Young
Minister for Police
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Chief Commissioner of Police regulates the firearm industry in Victoria and is responsible for administering
the firearm licensing system. I can advise that Victoria Police is aware of some of the frustrations experienced by
firearm licence holders living in rural or remote areas. I can also advise that Victoria Police has commenced the
Electronic Lodgement Process (ELP) project. This project will aim to improve methods of service delivery by
streamlining the lodgement of firearm licence applications and licence renewals, and facilitate the payment of
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application fees online. The project will also aim to reduce the necessity for applicants and licence holders to attend
multiple locations as part of the lodgement process in the future.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Springle
Minister for Industry
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
I refer to the matter raised by Ms Nina Springle MP, Member for South Eastern Metropolitan, on 23 June 2015
regarding assistance to automotive supply chain companies in Melbourne’s South Eastern suburbs and I thank
Ms Springle for her question.
The Victorian Government recognises the challenges faced by automotive supply chain companies as a result of the
wind down in manufacturing operations by the three major automotive manufacturers in Victoria and that these
challenges are faced in areas including Melbourne’s south-eastern suburbs.
The Victorian Government has a comprehensive plan to create jobs and boost investment, including in
Melbourne’s south-east. Our Back To Work Plan includes a number of initiatives. These include:
• The $100 million Back to Work Scheme that will get unemployed young people, long term unemployed and
retrenched workers back into the workforce. Importantly, this will include retrenched automotive workers.
• The $508 million Premier’s Jobs and Investment Panel that will bring together expertise across business, the
community and industry to ensure that the Government is working with all key stakeholders on our economic
growth agenda.
In addition, the $200 million Future Industries Fund will support the development of six sectors with high growth
potential. These six sectors are:
• Medical technology and pharmaceuticals
• New energy technology
• Food and fibre
• Transport, defence and construction technology
• International education
• Professional services.
The automotive supply sector is well-placed to diversify into some of these sectors and the Future Industries Fund
will be a key enabler to do so.
The Victorian Government has made two submissions to the Commonwealth Government’s Senate Economics
References Committee Inquiry Into the Future of Australia’s Automotive Industry to ensure that the
Commonwealth Government understands the impact of their decisions to Victorian communities.
Commonwealth Government support for the automotive sector is predominantly administered through the
Automotive Transformation Scheme. The Commonwealth Government was intent on delivering radical cuts to the
scheme, which the Victorian Government strongly opposed.
The Commonwealth Government half-heartedly walked away from those cuts but the savings are still there for all
to see in the 2015-16 Federal Budget. Of the $900 million that was initially proposed to be cut, $795 million will be
achieved by stealth.
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The Victorian Government has been actively assisting automotive supply chain businesses, including those from
Melbourne’s south eastern suburbs through business matching activities during Automotive Week 2015, which was
part of the Victoria Invitation Program inbound mission in March this year. These business matching events
connected automotive supply chain companies, of which around 30 were from Melbourne’s south eastern suburbs,
with global as well as domestic non-automotive opportunities.
I also chaired an Automotive Industry Roundtable meeting in Dandenong on 1 May 2015 and conducted similar
meetings in Broadmeadows and Geelong on 15 May. These meetings were an opportunity to hear directly from
stakeholders and discuss areas where Victorian Government policies could potentially be strengthened in the
future.
My department has also engaged with non-automotive industry sectors to introduce automotive businesses,
including those in Melbourne’s south east, to other industries. These activities included leading in a delegation of
automotive businesses to participate in a health industry forum on 10 June this year. Other business matching
events are being planned for later this year.
As you can see, the Andrews Labor Government has not been standing still. In fact, we have actively engaged with
industry and will continue to do so to ensure that the effect of the wind down of passenger car manufacturing is
minimised and that Victorian businesses capitalise on growth opportunities.
Thank you.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Fitzherbert
Minister for Education
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Training has been in close contact with Albert Park Primary School regarding
the T intersection at Moubray Street and Bridport Street West. The Department is currently investigating possible
solutions and is liaising with the City of Port Phillip to explore these options. The Department will work closely
with both parties to ensure the best outcome is reached for the school and community.
It is my understanding that the need for greater outdoor space speaks to a larger issue facing the school. Albert Park
Primary is clearly located in a zone experiencing high levels of school-aged population growth.
Investment in education and school infrastructure is a priority for the Andrews Labor Government. The
Government has used its first Education State Budget to allocate $730 million back to school infrastructure to
build, upgrade and maintain schools across the state. This is the first step in addressing the chronic under
investment in school capital under the last government.
The Government has committed to delivering both South Melbourne Park Primary School and Ferrars Street
Primary School in this term of government which will ease the enrolment pressures of Albert Park Primary in years
to come.
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Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Morris
Minister for Police
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
A well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe.
In May 2010, Labor committed and funded 1,966 additional police to the front line. This led to an increase of
73 police in the Western Region Division 3 which includes the Ballarat police service area.
The Andrews Labor Government’s first budget for 2015-16 delivered a record $2.5 billion to Victoria Police to
continue their important work in keeping our community safe.
The Andrews Labor Government is investing $148.6 million over four years to redeploy 400 police to our
communities where they are needed. This will occur by recruiting, training and deploying 400 custody officers to
supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria.
The custody officers may also be deployed to other locations over time, depending on the resourcing needs and
allocation of those resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where they
belong. The new custody officers will initially work at six police stations, including Ballarat.
This is in contrast to the first Baillieu Coalition Government budget in 2011, where they cut over $113 million from
the Victoria Police budget. This led to a reduction of 310 police support staff (unsworn members). This
demonstrates that the Coalition Government drove the axe into Victoria Police at their first opportunity.
The residents of Ballarat receive a 24-hour police response from across the Ballarat police service area. Work is
also progressing on the new Ballarat West Police Station. The tender for construction of the building closed on
17 June 2015 and, following the selection of a successful tender, the works are set for completion by mid-2016.
There has also been a decrease in overall crime in the Ballarat Local Government Area by 1.6 per cent. Over the
twelve months leading up to 31 March 2015, property and deception offences decreased by 13.1 per cent. This
includes decreases in property damage and theft offences. There was also a decrease in public order and security
offences of 10.7 per cent. Although crimes against the person increased overall, there was a 9.4 per cent decrease in
assault and related offences.
The government works closely with the Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately resourced to
tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of Ice and other
illicit drugs. In supporting rural and regional communities across Victoria, the government is providing
$11.5 million to deliver on its commitment for a new secure, encrypted digital radio network.
The upgrade will enable police working in regional areas to communicate more securely, preventing members of
the public from listening in on police operations.
Actions to address the key drivers of crime were also announced in the recent State Budget with the government
investing $81.3 million to boost family violence support services and protect victims, including $40 million for the
Royal Commission into Family Violence and $4 million to support stakeholder engagement.
I visited the Ballarat Police Station in January to discuss the impact Ice is having on regional Victoria. On 5 March
2015, the Andrews Government released the Ice Action Plan, which was developed on the advice of the Premier’s
Ice Action Taskforce. The government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the 2015-16 State
Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is ruining lives.
Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services
especially in rural Victoria, helping to address the disproportionate impacts that ice is having on rural and regional
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communities. A new Ice Help Line and dedicated website–ice.vic.gov.au have already been set up to support rural
families, service providers and other community members as part of a $4.7 million investment in broader
community support services.
The government has also recently announced a total of $17.7 million for new drug and booze buses and to maintain
the current level of 100,000 roadside random drug tests per year for the next two years, taking more alcohol and
drug affected people off our roads.
Local police initiatives to tackle crime associated with illegal drugs include the “I Wish I’d Locked It” campaign,
which encourages people to lock their homes and vehicles. Victoria Police is also piloting a Policing for Prevention
initiative at Ballarat by using an evidenced-based approach to policing aimed at preventing crime and meeting the
needs of victims through targeted face-to-face interactions with police.
I am assured by the Chief Commissioner of Police that the allocation of police resources across Victoria is
continuously monitored by respective command officers, with a view to maintaining an optimum law enforcement
response.
The government understands the impact of crime has on local communities and believes that a comprehensive and
multi-layered approach needs to be taken to preventing crime. One of the most important approaches to keeping the
communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to make positive choices for
their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being caught in a cycle of crime
and incarceration.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Minister for Public Transport
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
I am advised by Public Transport Victoria that the building of an underpass or overpass at the Yarraville crossing
would need to comply with the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 1992, which would include long
ramps. Such improvements are not possible at this location due to the nearby Birmingham Street to the west, and
the shops in very close proximity to the east. The old underpass which was removed in 1997 had stairs and
therefore did not provide disabled access.
While I recognise that extended crossing closures during peak periods cause some inconvenience, this is a result of
the number of trains using this corridor. The crossing must remain closed when other trains are approaching, to
avoid short opening times which may trap crossing users.
As Ms Hartland is aware, the Regional Rail Link project has recently been commissioned. This project has
removed V/Line passenger services from this section of track resulting in a decrease in the total number of trains
passing through this crossing. This will have the effect of reducing closure times at the crossing.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Minister for Public Transport
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
To coincide with the commencement of RRL services Metro customers travelling to and from Sunbury will see an
extra ten peak Metro services per week.
For future details on this matter please refer to previous response.
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Northern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ondarchie
Minister for Public Transport
23 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Government has committed to extending the South Morang rail line to Mernda to cater for significant growth
in population in Melbourne’s north.
The 2015-16 Victorian State Budget allocated $9 million to further investigate demand and capacity, site
conditions, design development, economic assessment and planning approvals.
Ecological surveys have been concluded and community engagement regarding the project has commenced.
$9 million has been provided to kick start the project, develop a business case, undertake site investigations,
commence land acquisitions and other project development work. Member for Yan Yean, Danielle Green, will
Chair the Taskforce that will lead community engagement on the project.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mrs Peulich
Minister for Multicultural Affairs
24 June 2015

ANSWER:
In late 2013, the Department of Premier and Cabinet commissioned an independent review of the roles and
responsibilities of OMAC and the VMC, which was completed in the same year. The review, together with the
2014 Victorian Auditor-General’s report on Access to Services for Migrants, Refugees and Asylum Seekers, was
also considered by the previous government.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Minister for Public Transport
24 June 2015

ANSWER:
On Sunday 21 June, Geelong line trains began using the new Regional Rail Link tracks through Wyndham Vale
and Tarneit stations. As a result of this, metropolitan and regional trains now run on separate tracks, improving
reliability and reducing the number of Altona Loop bypasses.
The Andrews Labor Government is working with Public Transport Victoria (PTV) to capitalise on the benefits
made possible through the delivery of the Regional Rail Link, however a rebuild of metropolitan train timetables is
required to release the full benefits of the project. PTV has already added one extra service on the Werribee line in
the weekday morning and afternoon peaks to address immediate capacity issues. Service planning and timetabling
is a lengthy and complex process, and work will continue over coming months.
I have asked PTV to treat Altona Loop improvements as a high priority, and to find a solution that will see off-peak
Altona Loop trains run through to Flinders Street, so that passengers will no longer need to change trains at
Newport.

ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Tuesday, 4 August 2015

COUNCIL

2373

Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Training and Skills
24 June 2015

ANSWER:
I thank the Member for raising this matter with me. I wish to advise the Member that the decision to not award
funding to Yenbena was made under the former Liberal Government in October last year.
Nonetheless, entry to market processes are subject to rigorous probity requirements to ensure that all RTOs that
apply are treated fairly and it is therefore not appropriate that I intervene in this case as you have suggested. I do
however support the application of all training providers with intentions to deliver critical and productive training
services in regional Victoria and welcome future applications, where relevant, from this organisation.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to ensuring organisations receive the funding they need to help
Victorians receive the relevant training and skills to prepare for local jobs.
While Yenbena has not asked for a meeting I would of course consider any request to listen to the concerns of
community groups in my electorate and portfolio area.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Police
24 June 2015

ANSWER:
A well resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe.
In May 2010, Labor committed funding for an additional 1,966 police to the frontline. This led to an increase of 58
police in the Eastern Region Division 2, which includes the Yarra Ranges police service area.
The Andrews Labor Government’s first budget in 2015-16 delivered a record $2.5 billion to Victoria Police to
continue their important work in keeping our community safe.
The Andrews Labor Government is investing $148.6 million over four years to redeploy 400 police to our
communities where they are needed. This will occur by recruiting, training and deploying 400 custody officers to
initially supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria.
The custody officers may be progressively deployed to other locations over time, depending on resourcing needs
and allocation of resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where they belong.
The custody officers will initially work at six police stations.
This is in contrast to the first Baillieu Coalition Government budget in 2011, where they cut over $113 million from
the Victoria Police budget. This led to a reduction of 310 police support staff (unsworn members). This
demonstrates that the Coalition Government drove the axe into Victoria Police at their first opportunity.
Victoria Police has introduced an operational safety policy to enhance the safety and well being of all employees.
The safety policy was developed in consultation with police officers and The Police Association and focuses on
operational safety equipment, single officer activities and the security of marked police vehicles.
Police are encouraged to conduct risk assessments before and throughout their duties and apply a consistent and
common sense approach when responding to operational duties and responsibilities.
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Victoria Police advises that there will be no reduction in patrols or police response and Executive Command will
continue to evaluate the impact of these measures.
I assure you that the residents of the Yarra Ranges Police Service Area (PSA) will continue to receive a 24-hour
police response. If any person requires urgent police assistance, they should contact Victoria Police on the
emergency number ‘000’. Calls made to ‘000’ are processed and responded to by the closest appropriate police
personnel.
The government is working with the Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately resourced to
tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of ice and other
illicit drugs. These issues remain a key priority focus for Victoria Police. In supporting rural and regional
communities across Victoria, the government also provided $11.5 million to deliver on its commitment for a new
secure, encrypted digital radio network.
The upgrade will enable police working in regional areas to communicate more securely, preventing members of
the public from listening in on police operations.
Actions to address the key drivers of crime were also announced in the 2015-2016 State Budget with the
government investing $81.3 million, including $40 million for the Royal Commission into Family Violence and $4
million to support stakeholder engagement.
On 5 March 2015, the government released the Ice Action Plan which was developed on the advice of the
Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce. The government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the
2015-2016 State Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is
ruining lives.
Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services
especially in rural Victoria, helping to address the disproportionate impacts that ice is having on rural and regional
communities. A new Ice Help Line and dedicated website–ice.vic.gov.au have already been set up to support rural
families, service providers and other community members as part of a $4.7 million investment in broader
community support services.
The government is also investing $17.7 million for new drug and booze buses and to maintain the current level of
100,000 roadside random drug tests per year for the next two years, taking more alcohol and drug affected people
off our roads.
The State Budget also announced the government’s investment of $4.5 million to help police track down and close
clandestine drug labs more quickly by hiring additional forensic scientists for the Forensic Drug Branch.
I am assured by the Chief Commissioner of Police that the allocation of police resources across the Victoria is
continuously monitored by respective command officers, with a view to maintaining an optimum law enforcement
response.
The government understands the impact crime has on local communities and believes that a comprehensive and
multi-layered approach needs to be taken to preventing crime. One of the most important approaches to keeping
our communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to make positive choices for
their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being caught in a cycle of crime
and incarceration.
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Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Premier
24 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Liberals and the Nationals are the only parties who broke their promise, by deciding to side with the Greens
and backflip on their support to lease the Port of Melbourne. In doing so, they’ve shown that they do not support
our plan to remove Victoria’s 50 worst level crossings.
Under the Legislation before the Parliament, the Port of Melbourne would be allowed to grow to its natural
capacity and a second container port would be developed in response to demand. This would ensure that future
container capacity is developed at the best value for money. Further, allowing the Port to grow to its natural
capacity will maximise the benefits from the Port of Melbourne Lease Transaction. This will kick start the
Victorian Transport Building Fund to support high priority transport projects such as the removal of Melbourne’s
50 most dangerous and congested level crossings.
The Government has recently introduced legislation establishing Infrastructure Victoria to provide independent,
transparent advice on infrastructure projects and priorities. Once established, Infrastructure Victoria will undertake
a thorough assessment of the best location for Victoria’s second container port, including Bay West.
It’s time that the Liberals and Nationals stopped playing politics and support the plan that Victoria needs and
Victorians voted for.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Crozier
Minister for Ports
25 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Government has received advice that it is highly unlikely that a significant number of ‘big ships’ will seek to
call on the Port of Melbourne within the lease term.
During the lease, any additional capital dredging beyond existing approvals, including at The Heads, would be
subject to the relevant State and Commonwealth environmental approvals at the time. This is unchanged from what
the Port of Melbourne Corporation is required to do currently.
The use of ‘blasting’ techniques (using explosives) is considered old technology and has not been used in
approximately 30 years. The recent Channel Deepening Project used mechanical means which achieved the
required outcome within stringent environmental conditions.

Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Police
25 June 2015

ANSWER:
A well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe.
In May 2010, Labor committed funding for an additional 1,966 police to the frontline. This led to an increase of
50 police in the Eastern Region Division 3, which includes the Murchison.
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The Andrews Labor Government’s first budget in 2015-16 delivered a record
$2.5 billion to Victoria Police to continue their important work in keeping our community safe.
The Andrews Labor Government is investing $148.6 million over four years to redeploy 400 police to our
communities where they are needed. This will occur by recruiting, training and deploying 400 custody officers to
initially supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria.
The custody officers may also be progressively deployed to other locations over time, depending on the resourcing
needs and allocation of these resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where
they belong. The new custody officers will initially work at six police stations.
This is in contrast to the first Baillieu Coalition Government budget in 2011, where they cut over $113 million from
the Victoria Police budget. This led to a reduction of 310 police support staff (unsworn members). This
demonstrates that the Coalition Government drove the axe into Victoria Police at their first opportunity.
Victoria Police has introduced an operational safety policy to enhance the safety and well being of all employees.
The safety policy was developed in consultation with police officers and The Police Association and focuses on
operational safety equipment, single officer activities and the security of marked police vehicles.
Police are encouraged to conduct risk assessments before and throughout their duties and apply a consistent and
common sense approach when responding to operational duties and responsibilities.
Victoria Police advises that there will be no reduction in patrols or police response and Executive Command will
continue to evaluate the impact of these measures.
I assure you that the residents of Murchison will continue to receive a 24-hour police response. If any person
requires urgent police assistance, they should contact Victoria Police on the emergency number ‘000’. Calls made
to ‘000’ are processed and responded to by the closest appropriate police personnel.
The Murchison community will continue to receive a 24 hour police response from across the Greater Shepparton
police service area. I am informed that the service delivery at Murchison has not significantly altered as a result of
the Operational Safety Policy. Policing across Murchison and the surrounding areas is managed in a flexible
manner to ensure the best possible use of available police resources, including utilising police from Murchison,
Tatura, Mooroopna and Shepparton police stations. Officers are permitted to work ‘one-up’ at Murchison, with the
appropriate risk assessments in place, as has always been the case.
The government works closely with the Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately resourced to
tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of ice and other
illicit drugs. In supporting rural and regional communities across Victoria, the government is providing $11.5
million to deliver on its commitment for a new secure, encrypted digital radio network.
The upgrade will enable police working in regional areas to communicate more securely, preventing members of
the public listening in on police operations.
Actions to address the key drivers of crime were also announced in the 2015-16 State Budget, with the government
investing $81.3 million to boost family violence support services and protect victims, including $40 million for the
Royal Commission into Family Violence and $4 million to support stakeholder engagement.
On 5 March 2015, the Andrews Government released the Ice Action Plan, which was developed on the advice of
the Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce. The government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the
2015-16 State Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is
ruining lives.
Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services
especially in rural Victoria, helping to address the disproportionate impact that ice is having on rural and regional
communities. A new Ice Help Line and dedicated website–ice.vic.gov.au have already been set up to support
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families, service providers and other community members as part of a $4.7 million investment in broader
community support services.
The government has also recently announced a total of $17.7 million for new drug and booze buses and to maintain
the current level of 100,000 roadside random drug testing per year for the next two years, taking more alcohol and
drug affected drivers off our roads.
I am assured by the Chief Commissioner of Police that the allocation of police resources across Victoria is
continuously monitored by respective command officers, with a view to maintaining an optimum law enforcement
response.
The government understands the impact of crime has on local communities and believes that a comprehensive and
multi-layered approach needs to be taken to preventing crime. One of the most important approaches to keeping the
communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to make positive choices for
their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being caught in a cycle of crime
and incarceration.

Eastern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Ports
25 June 2015

ANSWER:
The Government has received advice that it is highly unlikely that a significant number of ‘big ships’ will seek to
call on the Port of Melbourne within the lease term.
During the lease, any additional capital dredging beyond existing approvals, including at The Heads, would be
subject to the relevant State and Commonwealth environmental approvals at the time. This is unchanged from what
the Port of Melbourne Corporation is required to do currently.
The use of ‘blasting’ techniques (using explosives) is considered old technology and has not been used in
approximately 30 years. The recent Channel Deepening Project used mechanical means which achieved the
required outcome within stringent environmental conditions.
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ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Wednesday, 5 August 2015
Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Regional Development
27 May 2015

ANSWER:
The new Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund (RJIF) became operational on 1 July 2015. The RJIF is the
Government’s overarching regional development package, focussing on major projects, employment and
communities.
The RJIF includes the $250 million Regional Infrastructure Fund (RIF), which aims to harness key regional
strengths to improve the productivity and liveability of regional Victoria. The Government has committed to
investing at least $100 million from the RIF to projects located in Victoria’s ten regional cities.
Specifically, projects that aim to improve Victoria’s visitor economy, encourage productive and liveable cities and
centres and bolster regional productivity through improved infrastructure will be given priority. The Shepparton
City Council is engaged with Regional Development Victoria regarding the potential for funding support for the
next stage of the CBD revitalisation project.

Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
28 May 2015

ANSWER:
The Western Distributor is a market-led proposal by Transurban. The proposed project has the potential to relieve
pressure on the West Gate Bridge, improve truck access to the Port of Melbourne, enhance access to jobs and
services, and significantly reduce truck numbers in the inner west.
The Western Distributor is under assessment in accordance with the government’s new, rigorous market-led
proposal guidelines released in February 2015. This five stage Market-led Proposals guideline is the most
transparent and rigorous in the country and changes have been made to greatly increase its accountability and
transparency.
Stage One of the West Gate Distributor project which will widen Moreland Street, signalise the intersection at
Footscray Road and Moreland Street and widen and strengthen Shepherd Bridge over the Maribyrnong River is
currently proceeding. The government expects to award the $40 million contract for Stage 1 in the coming weeks,
with construction to begin before the end of the year.
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ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Thursday, 6 August 2015
Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Special Minister of State
25 June 2015

ANSWER:
The business case for the Western Distributor project will be released once completed, which will be before
contractual close.
Should the Government enter into an in-principle agreement with Transurban, we will release information outlining
the financial details of that agreement.
The Andrews Labor Government has been clear on this all along – we will be releasing the business case before we
sign contracts.
We promised Victorians a more transparent government, and a more open dialogue, and we will deliver on that.
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WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Tuesday, 4 August 2015
Puffing Billy
Raised with:

Minister for Tourism and Major Events

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

25 February 2015

REPLY:
Puffing Billy Railway is managed by the Emerald Tourist Railway Board and is one of Victoria’s iconic tourism
attractions.
The Railway receives over 300 000 visitors per year and is a significant destination for both international and
domestic visitors to the Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges region.
The Government has had a long association with the Railway and through Tourism Victoria, provides on-going
assistance with its marketing activities and securing new business opportunities.
The Government will continue to work with the Board to ensure Puffing Billy contributes to regional visitation as
well as the preservation of steam railway history in Australia.
This support to Puffing Billy assists with delivering improvements to the quality of the State’s key tourism
infrastructure to grow the $20.6 billion tourism industry.

Anzac centenary
Raised with:

Minister for Veterans

Raised by:

Mr Mulino

Raised on:

19 March 2015

REPLY:
Thank you for raising this matter with me.
As the Member for Eastern Victoria correctly notes, Victoria has more avenues of honour than any other state or
territory with approximately 50 avenues of honour remaining from an estimated 325 planted in Victoria. They are
fitting memorials to the men–the fathers, brothers, uncles and sons–who never came home. The avenues give
families a dignified and long lasting way of commemorating their loved ones. Formed along major thoroughfares,
communities are reminded every day of the sacrifice made by our soldiers, sailors and airmen.
The Victorian Government recognises the importance of the avenues through the Restoring Community War
Memorials Program which supports communities to ensure local war memorials, avenues of honour and honour
rolls are restored to their original condition or improved to reflect the service history of the local community. This
includes the replanting of trees and restoration of an avenue’s commemorative plaques. In the last 12 months the
Government has provided funding of $670 141 to Local Councils, RSLs or community organisations, which
includes funding for the replanting and improvement of sixteen avenues of honour.
Furthermore, the Government invested $20 000 for the preparation of specialist historical assessments that allowed
four regional avenues of honour-at Macedon, Mortlake, Kingston and Cranbourne-to be included on the Victorian
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Heritage Register. Their inclusion on the Register is recognition of the special cultural significance of these avenues
to the State of Victoria and affords them legal protection to help ensure that we never forget.

Seddon land
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Ms Hartland

Raised on:

7 May 2015

REPLY:
The Member for Western Metropolitan Region has raised with me the issue of land acquired in Seddon that was
compulsorily acquired by the former Department of Transport for the construction of the Regional Rail Link (RRL)
project.
I can assure the Member that we have every intention of meeting the needs of the Victorian community in deciding
the future use of the land.
Landowners affected by the RRL project, including Seddon landowners and the former Footscray Senior Citizens
Centre, were notified that they would have to give up their land for the purposes of this major rail project.
At the time, in accordance with the provisions of the Land Acquisition and Compensation Act (1986), the former
Department of Transport acquired the land and the dispossessed owners were compensated. In some cases,
additional compensation was paid by the Department for loss attributed to non-financial disadvantage for having to
move from their primary place of residence, severance and disturbance.
One of the issues that needs to be considered in determining the future of any land acquired for the RRL project is
future public transport service requirements. The Regional Rail Link Authority is determining what land acquired
for the RRL project is now surplus. Some land will be retained for rail operational requirements.
Should the land be determined surplus, it will be disposed of in accordance with the agreement with the Federal
Government in respect of funding for the RRL project, and Victorian Government Land Holding and Land
Transaction Policies.
Other state departments, as well as local government have the opportunity to purchase the land before it is listed for
public sale, for no less than the value established by the Valuer-General Victoria.

Ballarat sports and events centre
Raised with:

Minister for Regional Development

Raised by:

Mr Morris

Raised on:

26 May 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government has pledged $31.5 million towards the Ballarat Eureka Sports Precinct, which includes
the Eureka Stadium Redevelopment, the Ballarat Showgrounds Upgrade, the C.E. Brown Reserve Redevelopment
and a $9 million commitment to the Ballarat Sports and Events Centre.
This commitment to the Ballarat Sports and Events (Wendouree Sports Centre) will assist in the delivery of new
and refurbished netball and basketball courts in Wendouree. The Project also includes a $5 million contribution
from the City of Ballarat. The key Project stakeholders have agreed that a functional brief will be prepared together
with a Business Case for the delivery of the $14 million project, including an assessment of the potential for its
staged implementation. As part of this process, consideration will be given towards obtaining additional funding
from alternative sources, including future rounds of the Federal Government’s National Stronger Regions Fund.
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Thank you for raising the matter with me.

Government tendering system
Raised with:

Treasurer

Raised by:

Dr Carling-Jenkins

Raised on:

26 May 2015

REPLY:
I refer to the adjournment matter you raised on 26 May in the Legislative Council.
A vibrant, prosperous and responsible building and construction industry in Victoria is integral to a healthy and
growing economy, and to generate economic growth and wealth for Victorians.
The Government considers a transparent and equitable tendering process critical, and is committed to maintaining
the highest standards of probity in Victoria to deliver accountability and transparency to tenderers to drive fair and
equitable outcomes.
Under existing policies and procedures, tender price is not the sole determinant of value for money. In determining
value for money, public agencies are already required to take account of a broad range of considerations beyond
price such as capability, financial viability and sustainability and local skills and content.
In this context, I would like to draw your attention to the Victorian Industry Participation Policy (VIPP). The VIPP
requires government departments and agencies to consider competitive Victorian local suppliers, including
small-medium sized enterprises when awarding contracts valued at $1 million or more in regional Victoria, or
$3 million or more in metropolitan Melbourne or for state-wide activities.
The Project Development and Construction Management Act 1994 facilitates development of government projects
in Victoria and provides for the Minister for Finance to set standards and issue written directions in relation to
public construction. The Government is currently reviewing the Ministerial Directions.
The Government also takes a serious view to unconscionable conduct in the Victorian building and construction
industry, particularly as it relates to the treatment of sub-contractors. The general conditions of contract approved
and recommended for public construction in Victoria are specified in the Guide to Ministerial Direction No. 2.
The general conditions of contract for public construction must provide for a range of things, including prompt and
fair entitlement to payment, and requirement that the head contractor must provide the contract principal with proof
of payment to subcontractors and suppliers.
Further, under the Victorian Building and Construction Industry Security of Payment Act 2002 contracts
recommended or approved for public construction must not include:
– ‘pay when paid’ or ‘pay if paid’ clauses in subcontracts; or
– amendment of clauses relating to payment timing in standard subcontracts.
The Government will continue to review its policies and practices to ensure that Victoria’s tendering framework for
public construction and building remains strong and effective in delivering outcomes for Victorians.
I have requested the Department of Treasury and Finance to consider the issues you have raised, to ensure they are
taken into account in reviewing construction tendering policies and procedures. This includes considering options
to streamline tendering processes to reduce costs for both Government and business and to ensure level playing
fields for tenderers and appropriate protection for sub-contractors.
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Furlong Road, St Albans, level crossing
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Eideh

Raised on:

27 May 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to removing the level crossings at Main and Furlong roads in
St Albans, with Furlong Road fast-tracked to be delivered with the project at Main Road.
Leighton Contractors, Aurecon, and Hyder Group have been selected as the preferred contractors to remove the
level crossings at Main Road and Furlong Road in St Albans. The contract is expected to be awarded in the coming
months. The successful contractor will then form an Alliance with VicRoads, Public Transport Victoria and Metro
Trains Melbourne to deliver the works.
Work will start this year with construction on both projects and will take approximately 12-18 months to complete.
Delivering these level crossing removals together will accelerate the delivery of the overall level crossing project
for the community, minimise disruption to residents and road users, and reduce the number of closures required on
the Sunbury rail line.
We have been working with the community, stakeholders and Brimbank Council to deliver the best solution for the
St Albans community. Both projects include lowering the train line below the road, and constructing new stations
with access to the lowered platforms via stairs, ramps and lifts. Ginifer Station will be relocated closer to the
Furlong Road intersection, with access via Furlong Road and Bond Street. Both station carparks will be optimised
to provide at least the same number of spaces.
Early works have been underway at Main Road since the start of the year including service relocation, to prepare
the site for major construction. These will continue and early works will commence at Furlong Road over the
coming months.
We are currently reviewing the preferred contractor’s submission including refining the planned schedule of works.
I am proud to be delivering these level crossing removal projects for the community to reduce congestion in the
area and create a safer, more connected community.

Retirement housing sector
Raised with:

Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation

Raised by:

Ms Hartland

Raised on:

27 May 2015

REPLY:
I refer to your contribution to the Adjournment Debate in the Legislative Council on 27 May 2015 regarding the
various choices of housing for retirees, such as caravan parks, independent living units, residential parks and
retirement villages, and the relevant legislative protections for such retirees.
Retirees living in ‘retirement villages’, as defined in the Retirement Villages Act 1986, are protected by the
provisions of that Act.
The Retirement Villages Act seeks to address any complications of retirement village contracts through requiring
village operators to:
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– provide a standardised factsheet of important generic information about the village to interested retirees, which
enables them, for instance, to see what sort of ongoing contribution and deferred management fee will be
required for the various types of units available in the village.
– provide a standardised disclosure statement to those about to sign a contract, which sets out the exact costs of
entering, living in and leaving the village, including an estimate of their refunds after 1, 2, 5 and 10 years
residence, and
– conform their contracts to a standard layout, including a set of standard prescribed terms.
Disputes in retirement villages are required to be dealt with according to the dispute resolution procedures specified
in the Retirement Villages Act, and residents and operators can access the mediation facilities provided by
Consumer Affairs Victoria.
Retirees living in caravan parks are protected by the provisions of Part 4 of the Residential Tenancies Act 1996;
those living in residential parks are protected by Part 4A of that Act; and those leasing independent living units not
in a ‘retirement village’ are protected by the general provisions of that Act.
All such retirees benefit from the provisions of the Residential Tenancies Act that empower Consumer Affairs
Victoria to investigate complaints about excessive rent or breaches of the duty to maintain rented premises in good
repair, and to conciliate settlements of such complaints.
The government has committed to fairer and safer housing for all Victorians, including retirees, and a key
component of this commitment is a review of the Residential Tenancies Act. Information about the review of that
Act, including opportunities for community input, will shortly be released. In the meantime, you can visit
Consumer Affairs Victoria’s website (www.consumer.vic.gov.au) for news and updates.
Thank you for raising these important issues with me.

Geelong planning authority
Raised with:

Minister for Planning

Raised by:

Mr Ramsay

Raised on:

27 May 2015

REPLY:
Thank you for your question Mr Simon Ramsey MP, Member for Western Victoria.
You asked that I inform you and the Geelong community of the current status of the proposed model for a Geelong
planning authority, the process of consultation with local partners on its design and the current discussion with the
City of Greater Geelong.
Firstly, the Andrews Government supports the implementation of Vision 2 and the revitalisation of the Geelong
CBD.
The government is committed to creating a new Geelong authority vested with powers required to co-ordinate the
implementation of Vision 2 (Victorian Labor’s Plan for Jobs and Growth–A focus on Geelong, pg 23). It intended
that this commitment be honoured.
I have met with the council recently to be briefed on key projects and opportunities for central Geelong. The City of
Greater Geelong has developed an Action Plan to implement Vision 2 including improving planning permit
application turn around times, a parking strategy, shop top living facilitation and central Geelong marketing.
The council has also appointed a new Central Geelong Task Force and dedicated Central Geelong Team within
council to drive implementation of the plan. I applaud the council’s initiative and look forward to a positive
working relationship with the council and local partners in the region to make Vision 2 a reality.
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Any actions by the State Government will complement the council’s activities and focus on necessary State actions
to implement the Action Plan.
Work is progressing on the development of the best governance model for Geelong and I expect to make an
announcement soon on this matter.

Autism services
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

27 May 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
North Western Victoria Region provides a range of high quality educational options for children and young people
with autism spectrum disorder (ASD). Mainstream schools in the region provide tailored education and support to a
diverse range of students.
There are two specialist schools within the region that cater specifically for children and young people with ASD,
including Northern School for Autism and Jacana School for Autism.
Student Support Services, including speech pathology, psychology and social work, are available to provide
targeted support for students with ASD and assist the school to provide an individualised learning program.
The Region provides specialist support through provision of the Autism Connect Program, which targets building
the capacity of teachers to support students with ASD. The Region has employed an ASD Coach and Visiting
Teacher for Autism who work closely with schools under the Autism Connect Program.
Schools throughout the region access a range of professional learning opportunities relevant to supporting children
and young people with ASD. Since 2012 over 600 teachers in the Region have completed the Inclusion Online
Autism Spectrum Disorder Course through an online learning initiative.

Southland railway station
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Dalidakis

Raised on:

27 May 2015

REPLY:
Southland station is designed to be accessed via Southland Shopping Centre’s carpark. Passengers also can access
the station via foot from Bay Road. Community consultation on the design and the location of the new station
closed on 1 May 2015. The feedback is being considered and a report back to the community is expected in June
2015. Meanwhile, PTV has called for expressions of interest to finalise the design, and construct the station, which
is expected to be completed in 2017.
There are no current plans to use Sir William Fry Reserve as a car park for Southland station.
The station is proposed to be open for the duration of normal train services on the Frankston line.
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City of Stonnington public transport
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Davis

Raised on:

27 May 2015

REPLY:
The rail corridor near South Yarra station is a complex and constrained urban environment, making it a challenging
place to build new platforms.
A key difference between the former Government’s flawed Melbourne Rail Link project and Melbourne Metro is
that Melbourne Rail Link only allowed for 164m long trains, while Melbourne Metro allows for longer, high
capacity trains. Longer trains need longer platforms, and it is difficult to accommodate lengthy platforms in South
Yarra without causing significant impacts to the surrounding area during construction, including increased land
acquisition.
Passengers using South Yarra Station will be among the biggest winners when the Melbourne Metro Project is
complete. Upon completion of Melbourne Metro, passengers using South Yarra station will benefit from improved
capacity and more frequent services on the Frankston and Sandringham lines. Melbourne Metro will remove the
busiest line of the network–the Cranbourne/Pakenham line–from South Yarra Station. South Yarra passengers will
also have a “turn up and go” connection directly to the city.
With regard to Route 8 tram services, these services are not being cancelled. Any future changes to the tram
network will be undertaken in consultation with the community, and it is inappropriate for me–or the Hon. David
Davis–to pre-empt those outcomes.

Western suburbs roads
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
Reducing the speed on a road is generally a direct response to road safety concerns raised by the community and
other key stakeholders, with each location considered by VicRoads on a case-by-case basis. The speed limit
assessment is based on the condition of the road, crash data, volume and type of traffic, as well as feedback from
VicRoads’ road safety partners and the community.
The Andrews Labor Government acknowledges the impacts of population growth on the transport network and is
working closely with the outer metropolitan councils and other key stakeholders on various transport priorities.
The Government is committed to improving the transport network in Melbourne’s west. This includes the delivery
of the West Gate Distributor Project, which will improve truck access to the Port of Melbourne from the west,
remove trucks from residential streets in Melbourne’s inner west and provide additional capacity on the West Gate
Freeway. On 21 January 2015, the Government announced an Expressions of Interest process to commence the
West Gate Distributor Project. This process is for construction of the first stage of the project, which is expected to
commence in late 2015 and take approximately 18 months to complete. The Government is also considering a
market-let proposal for the Western Distributor, which aims to deliver similar outcomes to the West Gate
Distributor Project.
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In addition, the Government is also committed to the removal of 50 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings on the metropolitan rail network. This will include the removal of the Cherry Street and Werribee Street
level crossings in Werribee and the Melton Highway level crossing in Sydenham. In the coming months, works
will commence for the removal of level crossings at Main Road and Furlong Road in St Albans.
VicRoads is in the process of delivering $72 million in transport and planning infrastructure improvements in the
East Werribee Employment Precinct. The precinct will accommodate 58 000 local jobs and 7100 new homes. As
part of these improvements, I am pleased to advise that VicRoads is undertaking improvement works on the
Princes Highway at the Old Geelong Road and Sneydes Road intersections. Works on these intersections have now
commenced.
Furthermore, the transport infrastructure improvements also include a new interchange on the Princes Freeway at
Sneydes Road. This interchange will improve traffic flow in and around Point Cook by providing direct access to
the Princes Freeway, and will provide a direct link from East Werribee to Point Cook West. VicRoads expects the
interchange to reduce traffic pressure on other routes, such as Palmers Road, Forsyth Road and Point Cook Road.
Construction of the interchange is expected to be completed by the end of 2016.

Royal Commission into Family Violence
Raised with:

Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence

Raised by:

Ms Shing

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
Thank you for raising this important issue relating to support for victims while the Royal Commission into Family
Violence is underway. I would also like to acknowledge the unique challenges facing those who are impacted by
family violence in regional and rural areas.
As you are aware, the Royal Commission is well underway and has concluded a series of consultations across
Victoria, including the Gippsland region. It is expected that the Royal Commission will begin its public hearings on
Monday, July 13 and will run until Friday, August 14. The Commission will conduct a root and branch
investigation of the entire system, with hearings being open to the public as well as web-streamed.
For anyone requiring further information about the Royal Commission or the public hearings I would encourage
them to get in contact directly on 1800 365 100 or www.rcfv.com.au.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to ensuring that those who are impacted by family violence receive
the support that they need. The 2015-16 State Budget provides a $81.3 million family violence funding package.
This package directs funding to frontline support services, while ensuring that those who wish to engage with the
Royal Commission are supported to do so. As an independent body, the Royal Commission is best placed to
determine the allocation of funding, including appropriate support for victims.
As part of the family violence funding package, a $16 million Family Violence Fund has been created to respond to
urgent or unforeseen demand arising from the Royal Commission. The Budget allocates $10 million of this
funding, with the remaining $6 million to be allocated during the life of the Royal Commission.
The Government will continue to monitor demand for services to ensure that those who are impacted by family
violence and the sector are supported.
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Family violence
Raised with:

Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence

Raised by:

Ms Springle

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
Thank you for raising this important initiative that focuses on ensuring the safety of women and children at the
highest risk of family violence.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to protecting those impacted by this harm, while ensuring that
perpetrators are held to account. For too long has the system failed those who need help the most.
The 2015-16 State Budget provides a $81.3 million family violence funding package and delivers on all of Labor’s
election commitments. I am proud that this budget provides $900 000 for a personal safety pilot that will help more
women and children to stay safe in their own homes. The 2015-16 Budget also responds to the increasing demand
on family violence support services, through the creation of the $16 million Family Violence Fund. The 2014-15
Budget includes $1 million for crisis support and $1 million to counselling services for women and children, that
has been made available to services immediately.
Many initiatives are funded for one year with the expectation that the 2016-17 Budget will respond to the Royal
Commission’s recommendations. The Royal Commission is now well underway and its recommendations will
help us enhance the safety of all women and children in the community.
Further details about the Improving Safety in the Home project can be sought from Minister Mikakos in her
capacity as the Minister for Families and Children.

Local government rates
Raised with:

Minister for Local Government

Raised by:

Mr Leane

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
I thank the Member for Eastern Metropolitan for raising this matter.
I have announced that the Fair Go Rates System will be established for local government beginning in Financial
Year 2016-17. The Victorian Government has commissioned the Essential Services Commission (ESC) to conduct
an inquiry and make recommendations on an implementation framework by 31 October 2015.
Council budgets for Financial Year 2016-17 will be subject to the rate cap. Councils that have a need to raise rates
above the cap will have to make an application to the ESC.
Councils are currently consulting their communities on their 2015-16 budgets. These budgets are not subject to the
cap. However, the Government expects councils to be prudent with their expenditure and not require ratepayers to
pay for things that are unnecessary.
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South Morang railway station car parking
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Ondarchie

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
The previous Coalition Government commitment to provide more car parking at South Morang station did not
identify any specific location. A significant amount of land parcels adjoining the station are privately owned.
Public Transport Victoria (PTV) has been working collaboratively with the private land owners to discuss potential
options for commuter car parking, taking into consideration local traffic and wider planning for the Plenty Valley
town centre.
PTV is making arrangements with the private land owner to extend the period of use of the current informal car
parking area, including the need to address the current condition in terms of amenity and safety.
The Andrews Labor Government has committed $20 million to deliver carparks at train stations.
The Andrews Government is committed to the Mernda Rail Extension with $9 million allocated this year for
planning and Business Case development.

Regional and rural events
Raised with:

Minister for Regional Development

Raised by:

Mr Purcell

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government acknowledges the importance of Regional and Rural events and the benefits these
activities bring to our economy and to the local communities.
Victoria is the proud leader of Australian racing, generating more than $2.8 billion in economic activity and
supporting more than 26 500 full time jobs. Country racing alone contributes almost $940 million in annual
economic output, and regional Victoria is home to around 80 per cent of trainers and breeders.
The Government is committed to keeping Victorian racing strong, investing $86 million in racing and training
venues across the State under the Victorian Racing Industry Fund (VRIF). The funding was confirmed as part of
the 2015-16 Victorian Budget to renew the VRIF for a further four years. It includes $72 million in new funding,
and $14 million unspent since the fund commenced. It funds projects and initiatives at tracks across Victoria,
supporting jobs, improving animal and participant safety, increasing integrity measures and boosting the race day
experience for racegoers.
Racing Victoria (RV) is the controlling body for Victorian thoroughbred racing, including jumps racing. Strategic
decisions relating to the Victorian thoroughbred racing industry, including those pertaining to jumps racing, are
made by the Board of RV and not by the Government.
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuring that game hunting is carried out in a safe, responsible and
sustainable manner. Recreational game hunting plays an important role in supporting regional communities and
providing incentives to conserve habitats and enhance biodiversity.
Victoria has more than 48 000 licensed game hunters who play an important role in contributing to rural and
regional economies. In 2013, hunting provided a total economic impact of $439 million supporting approximately
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3500 full time jobs in Victoria. Duck hunting is a popular recreational activity in Victoria, with more than
26 000 people licensed to hunt game ducks.
Game hunting in Victoria is regulated by the Game Management Authority. As an independent regulator, it works
with other agencies and departments to deliver state-wide programs that improve and promote responsible hunting
in Victoria and ensure all hunters comply with the law.

Discovery Science & Technology Centre
Raised with:

Minister for Regional Development

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
Bendigo is a proud regional city that’s facing some challenges after the former Liberal-Nationals Government
turned their back on this part of the world.
The Andrews Labor Government’s $500 million Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund (RJIF) will invest in
growing jobs, building infrastructure and strengthening communities throughout regional Victoria.
The Bendigo Discovery Science and Technology Centre was previously the recipient of a $200 000 grant over four
years to support a range of in-school, outreach and in-centre educational activities and programs.
The City of Greater Bendigo is currently working with the community to identify a sustainable model of operation
for the Centre and the Government is receptive to discussing a sustainable model for future operations.

Pacific National job losses
Raised with:

Minister for Industry

Raised by:

Mr Purcell

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
On 5 June 2015, it was reported that redundancies would occur at Pacific National Pty Ltd, a division on Asciano.
On 15 June, the company confirmed that 32 redundancies would occur across regional Victoria.
The job losses are reported to be a result of restructuring due to lower forecasts of the volume of grain to be
transported on rail by Pacific National.
The company is working with other rail businesses such as V/Line and Metro Trains to support these skilled
employees with finding new employment.
In addition, my department will make available the Business in Transition Support program to assist affected
employees with information and support in relation to new job opportunities or accessing to retraining.
The Government is working with businesses to attract new investment and create jobs, with a focus on high growth
sectors and making Victoria’s industries more competitive and sustainable. Initiatives to assist businesses will be
delivered through the Government’s Future Industries Fund, Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund, and the
Premier’s Jobs and Investment Fund.
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Dowry ban
Raised with:

Attorney-General

Raised by:

Ms Springle

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
The Government takes the responsibility of addressing family violence in our community very seriously.
The Government has established the first ever Royal Commission into Family Violence, which will systematically
examine the underlying causes of and contributing factors to family violence.
The Royal Commission’s terms of reference include an examination of the appropriate interventions and
mechanisms to address family violence that occur in culturally and linguistically diverse communities.
Women who are suffering dowry related family violence are covered by the Family Violence Protection Act 2008.
The Act contains a broad definition of family violence which includes physical, sexual, emotional, psychological
and economic abuse.
Economic abuse is defined in the Act as coercive, deceptive, or unreasonably controlling behaviour that either
denies someone financial autonomy, or withholds or threatens to withhold from dependants the financial support
necessary for their reasonable living expenses. Examples of economic abuse listed in the Act include “removing or
keeping a family member’s property without permission, or threatening to do so” and “disposing of property
owned by a person, or owned jointly with a person, against the person’s wishes and without lawful excuse”.
The Government will await the recommendations of the Royal Commission, all of which it has committed to
accept, before committing to reforms to the family violence system, in order to ensure future policy is cohesive,
systematic, and in line with the findings of the Royal Commission.

Anglesea power station
Raised with:

Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water

Raised by:

Ms Tierney

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
The government is working to support workers affected by Alcoa’s closure as its first priority.
Work to incorporate areas of the Alcoa Anglesea Coal Mine Lease which are not subject to rehabilitation into the
Great Otway National Park has commenced. This requires legislative change and will take some time to complete.
Regardless, the management agreement between Alcoa and the Victorian Government will continue to ensure
ongoing protection for the environmental values in these areas.
Alcoa has not announced any plans for the future management of the Alcoa-owned freehold land portion.
Alcoa is focused on preparing technical plans for the safe closure of the mine and power station. Once complete, it
will then prepare a rehabilitation plan with input from all stakeholders. Alcoa will work with Department of
Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources on both. The timeframe for this work is yet to be
established.
Alcoa has committed to meeting all requirements regarding closure and rehabilitation of the Anglesea coal mine
and power station. There will be major, long-term remediation and revegetation needed at the site and, at this stage,
the future use of the former mine site is not known. The Andrews Government is committed to providing
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opportunities for community and stakeholder input and will be working with the Anglesea Community, Surf Coast
Council and other stakeholders around future uses and needs for the region.

Ice rehabilitation facilities
Raised with:

Minister for Mental Health

Raised by:

Mr Ramsay

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
Addressing the devastating effects of ice use in Victoria, particularly in our rural and regional areas, is of critical
importance for this government. The Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce was established and an Ice Action Plan
released within our first 100 days of government. The plan delivers $45.5 million in new investment to tackle the
demand, supply and harm of ice. This investment is only the beginning.
I was pleased to announce almost $25 million for extra support services distributed across the state as part of the Ice
Action Plan in Ballarat on 26 June 2015. Of this, almost $1.5 million will go to initiatives in the Barwon South
West region, including $833 000 for therapeutic day rehabilitation in Geelong, Warrnambool and Portland,
$400 000 to expand support services for families coping with ice use, and Community Ice Action Grants for groups
undertaking local action in Geelong and Warrnambool.
It is important to have a drug treatment system that can support people recovering from a wide range of substances
and poly drug use. A person recovering from substance abuse, and their families, need a range of available
treatment options–there is no one size fits all solution.
Therapeutic day rehabilitation programs are one of those options, with international and local evidence
demonstrating that these programs can be an effective instrument to keep people functional and engaged with their
community whilst dealing with addiction.
This government is already acting to deliver a comprehensive whole-of-government and whole-of-community plan
to deal with the damaging effects of ice. It will continue to work with experts and the community to tackle this
issue.
I look forward to the National Ice Taskforce reporting to the Council of Australian Governments on evidence based
strategies for prevention and community education, for coordinated investments in drug services and for
development of the drug treatment workforce.

Aged-care facilities
Raised with:

Minister for Housing, Disability and Ageing

Raised by:

Dr Carling-Jenkins

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government seeks to ensure public sector residential aged care services have appropriately qualified
staff and provide a suitable environment for care.
Commonwealth aged care reforms included a significant increase in the accommodation supplement paid for
supported, concessional, assisted or low-income residents for services that invested in improvements to the quality
of the facility.
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Approximately 40 per cent of residents in public sector residential aged care services are low income, supported,
assisted or concessional. Investment to improve the quality of these facilities will lead to a significant increase in
Commonwealth revenue enabling the service to continue improving facilities and amenities and care for residents.
I have recently approved approximately $6 million in funding to provide support for public sector residential aged
care services in rural and regional Victoria facilities for specialist equipment, nurse training and to strength business
operations. Over $4 million has been allocated specifically to undertake minor capital refurbishments and
modernise facilities to improve living conditions and amenity for residents.
Capital funding decisions are, and will continue to be, based upon established investment management principles
that consider relative priorities which are based on detailed assessments of investment need and impact.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region roads
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Mrs Peulich

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
The Dingley road corridor between Moorabbin and Dandenong South is a strategically important transport route.
VicRoads has identified the last remaining section between the South Gippsland Highway and the South Gippsland
Freeway as a priority for planning and project development activities, which the government will consider for
funding against other competing priorities.

Respite and emergency accommodation
Raised with:

Minister for Housing, Disability and Ageing

Raised by:

Mr Ondarchie

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government is committed to ensuring that people with a disability have choice in the services they
receive and that services are person-centred and enable greater independence and social inclusion.
This government is providing the biggest increase in a State Government Budget since 2008-09 for Individual
Support Packages for people with a disability. The $151 million in funding will provide up to an additional 830
Individual Support Packages to enable families to get the support and respite they need and to help young people
with a disability transitioning from school.
This will contribute to the government’s commitment of $2.5 billion for the roll-out of the National Disability
Insurance Scheme.
I have advised Mr Ondarchie that the previous government’s announcement of $3.6 million for the construction of
two five-bed respite facilities in Mitchell and Whittlesea is being considered in the context of demand of respite
services within the roll out of the National Disability Insurance Scheme.
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Sunbury rail services
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
The decision to apply a consistent pick up and set down policy across the network was not taken lightly.
As you know, since 21 June 2015, passengers using Sunbury and Pakenham stations have been encouraged to
board more frequent Metro services when travelling to the city, as has long been the case for people using stations
such as Sunshine, Broadmeadows and Dandenong.
To help Metro customers travelling to and from Sunbury, an extra ten peak Metro services per week will service
Sunbury station.
The initial focus of the new pick up and set down restrictions will be on communication and encouraging changed
behaviours for passengers using Sunbury and Pakenham stations, with a view to exploring further enforcement
options from 1 January 2016 if necessary.

Healthy Together Victoria
Raised with:

Minister for Health

Raised by:

Ms Wooldridge

Raised on:

10 June 2015

REPLY:
This government is strongly committed to preventative health measures.
In particular, the Achievement Program is helping organisations across Victoria to create healthy environments
where people live, learn, work and play. More than one in four Victorian children are currently participating in this
initiative through their early childhood service or school, and over 300 000 Victorian workers are benefiting
through their workplaces.
The brutal cuts by the Commonwealth Government to the National Partnership Agreement, which was the
significant funding mechanism to support the Healthy Together Victoria program, have severely affected the
delivery of preventative health programs. I have asked the Department of Health & Human Services to make every
effort to salvage key elements of the program.
Despite these Commonwealth cuts, this Victorian Government has maintained our commitment to prevention and
has allocated funding to prevention activities across government in support of road safety, cancer prevention,
VicHealth, and oral health amongst other programs.
There have been new investments in this year’s budget, including provisions for sexual health, blood borne viruses,
eye health, and planning towards a prescription monitoring system.
Although we are operating in a financially constrained environment, the Commonwealth cuts, the Victorian
Government remains committed to delivering world-class preventive health.
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Fogartys Gap Road–Calder Highway, Ravenswood South
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
The development of the section of the Calder Highway between Harcourt and Ravenswood was considered in the
1997 Faraday to Ravenswood Planning Study.
VicRoads has improved the safety of the intersection by installing an active electronic vehicle activated warning
sign, and upgraded signage at the intersection, in early 2012.
In view of recent crashes at this intersection, VicRoads advises me that it will analyse crash patterns and develop
appropriate road safety improvement measures under current road safety programs.
Any proposal for an improvement project will be evaluated and if appropriate will be considered for a future
funding program.
VicRoads will continue to monitor the safety of the Calder Highway/Fogartys Gap Road intersection.

Swinburne University of Technology former Lilydale campus
Raised with:

Minister for Training and Skills

Raised by:

Mr Mulino

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
I thank Mr Mulino for raising this important issue and I appreciate your ongoing interest and support of training
and TAFE in the Eastern Victoria Region.
The Andrews Government has made a firm commitment to re-open the site for the delivery of high quality TAFE
and higher education services to enhance future employment and career opportunities for our kids and support the
needs of local businesses in the Yarra Ranges. The Government’s 2015-16 Victorian Budget provided a
$350 million boost to TAFE funding, including $10 million to support the re-opening of the campus, of which
$1 million is set aside to support Melba Support Services to establish a permanent home on the site.
In addition, there is funding for the inclusion of a Tech School on the site, part of our $125 million Tech School
initiative–which will introduce students to the TAFE and higher education environment while they’re still at
school, providing them with a window into the future world of work, and linking a broad range of pathways in
science, mathematics, technology and social sciences to integrated applied learning.
On Monday 15 June, Minister Merlino and I, together with Swinburne’s Vice Chancellor Professor Linda
Kristjanson, were pleased to announce the start of the Request for Proposal process for the sale and re-opening of
Swinburne’s former Lilydale campus.
The Request for Proposal is a significant step in re-opening the campus. The RFP is a robust process designed to
identify a TAFE or dual sector university capable of delivering high quality, innovative and viable TAFE and
higher education services on the site. We have been working in close collaboration with Swinburne University to
reach this point and will continue to do so until the conclusion of the process later this year.
My Department has sought input from key stakeholder groups, including local government, secondary schools,
local industry, the Local Learning and Employment Network (LLEN) and the Yarra Valley Education Precinct
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committee (YVEP). It is clear from the feedback that the community want high-quality TAFE training and higher
education services delivered on the Lilydale campus and this process has provided a range of valuable insights.
Our inclusive and open consultative approach provides a clear understanding to prospective bidders about what
opportunities there are for the future of training and higher education at this campus, and for other uses that would
complement and support the education offer.
We expect that the RFP process will be completed later this year and the campus will re-open in the first half of
next year with the opening of the Tech School to follow.
The Government has also facilitated a number of independent reviews in order to improve the quality, stability and
sustainability of the Victorian training market. This includes a review of quality assurance which was publicly
released last month, and a review of VET funding; an interim report of which was issued on 16 July, and a final
report expected in August this year.

Wind farms
Raised with:

Minister for Planning

Raised by:

Mr Ramsay

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
Since I became the Minister for Planning there have been two important changes to the wind energy facility (wind
farm) planning rules in planning schemes to implement the governments policy on wind farms and reinvigorate the
wind industry.
Amendment VC124 was gazetted on 2 April 2015 making myself the decision maker for all new wind farm
planning applications (the issue Mr Ramsay is referring to) and reducing the distance from two kilometres to within
one kilometre in which a landowners consent is required to make an application for a turbine near a dwelling.
The second change, Amendment VC125 gazetted on 11 June 2015, amended the definition in all planning schemes
of a wind farm so that it includes the use of land to transmit or distribute the electricity generated, specifically to
connect the wind energy facility to the electricity network. This enables a more holistic consideration of wind farm
projects by streamlining the assessment and approval process.
This Labor government’s approach to wind farms builds on the previous Labor government, in that I will have
responsibility for deciding all new wind farms (the threshold for Ministerial approval was previously large
projects-30MW or greater), enabling me to focus on a more consistent process of consultation and engagement
with the community and local government across all wind farm projects.
In addition, obtaining a landowners consent to site a turbine within one kilometre of a dwelling provides further
rigour when engaging with individuals and the community on the merits of a wind farm proposal.

Western Highway
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Ms Dunn

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
VicRoads advises me that the planning for the Western Highway duplication was done in three stages. The section
to which the Member for Eastern Metropolitan refers is Section 2, between Beaufort and Ararat, and was planned
under the former Victorian Government as part of a comprehensive Environment Effects Statement (EES) process.
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The route determined through the EES involved extensive public consultation and the development of several
alignment options. During the planning and preliminary design phase, all practical and feasible alternatives, without
compromising road safety, were considered, with the aim of preserving trees and minimising overall impact where
possible. VicRoads publicly exhibited a preferred and alternative option in 2012.
Alignment options were presented to an independent Inquiry Panel, along with all submissions received from the
public. Based on the evidence provided and submissions to the Panel, which included submissions by the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, the Panel recommended that the then Minister for
Planning, approve the current alignment option, which the Panel considered to be of lesser environmental impact.
VicRoads accepted this recommendation, and the former Minister for Planning approved the alignment, which has
subsequently been gazetted in the Pyrenees and Ararat Planning Schemes.
VicRoads has created an Environmental Consultation Group, which I understand is meeting to consider various
environmental issues that are encountered on a project of this size. This group has been formed to consult with
concerned community groups and individuals and look for opportunities to continue to minimise impacts within the
approved construction footprint and enhance the environmental outcomes of the project.
Both VicRoads and I understand the concerns of the community. VicRoads is committed to working with the
community and its contractors to minimise the environmental impacts of the project. To date, VicRoads has been
able minimise the construction footprint on current contracts, and has minimised the environmental impact of the
design for the next section east of Ararat. VicRoads will be calling for Expressions of Interest for this section in the
next two months.
Some of the environmental initiatives that VicRoads will be implementing include:
– Providing additional habitat and restoring native vegetation on current contract landscaping works;
– Retaining a number of trees that were originally earmarked for removal for safety reasons, by installing
additional wire rope safety barrier to protect motorists from the trees;
– Purchase of additional private land adjacent to Peacocks Road to realign the road, which has resulted in 40 large
old trees that were marked for removal being saved;
– Providing nesting boxes and wildlife crossings at appropriate locations; and
– Reviewing median widths to consider site specific opportunities to protect vegetation.
VicRoads also advises me that it has used an independent expert to assess other alignment options proposed by
community members. These proposals have been found to have higher environmental impacts than the approved
alignment.
The environmental impacts considered as part of the approval process were estimates, which were required to be
confirmed once the actual construction footprint was defined.
VicRoads further advises me that it has purchased all of the environmental offsets required under the federal
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, and is in the process of finalising the state offset
requirements under Victoria’s Native Vegetation Framework. The offset amounts are calculated based on the actual
losses rather than the earlier estimates, to ensure that they are at the appropriate level. VicRoads also advises me
that in addition to these legislative requirements, VicRoads is planting approximately 34 000 trees as part of the
works currently underway.
Most of the tree removal works have been completed within the current sections underway. VicRoads advises me
that the next section between Buangor and Ararat will require a smaller number of tree removal than originally
planned, as a result of the works undertaken to minimise the footprint.
VicRoads will continue to keep the community informed of the project’s progress, and where possible, will
minimise the environmental impact.
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Sunshine Hospital perinatal program
Raised with:

Minister for Mental Health

Raised by:

Ms Hartland

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government acknowledges the positive impact of good mental health in the perinatal period on
women, their baby and their families. The Western Health Perinatal Emotional Health Program Trial was funded
on a one-off basis with non-recurrent funding associated with the National Perinatal Depression Initiative. The
Abbott Commonwealth Government has ceased support to this Initiative. The Andrews Labor Government remains
committed to funding its share of the Agreement.
The 10 Year Mental Health Plan, currently under development, provides an opportunity to explore how to support
mothers during the perinatal period so that they and their babies may experience the best possible mental health.
This will build on the evidence provided through the outcomes of the National Perinatal Depression Initiative and
the evaluation of the Western Health Perinatal Emotional Health Program Trial.

City of Casey police resources
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
I appreciate your concerns regarding police resources in City of Casey. The government recognises that a well
resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to keeping
communities safe.
The government understands the impact crime has on local businesses and residents, and believes that a
comprehensive and multi-layered approach needs to be taken to prevent crime. One of the most important
approaches to keeping our communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to
make positive choices for their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being
caught in a cycle of crime and incarceration.
This is why, in the 2015-16 State Budget the government provided $148.6 million to recruit, train and deploy 400
custody officers to initially supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria. The custody officers
may be progressively deployed to other locations over time, depending on resourcing needs and allocation of
resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where they belong.
The roll out of custody officers will begin this year, with 400 more police to be progressively released to focus on
tackling crime and keeping the community safe. Custody officers will initially work at the following police
stations: Sunshine, Dandenong, Heidelberg, Ballarat, Geelong and Broadmeadows.
The residents of Casey, including Endeavour Hills, receive a 24-hour police service. I am assured by the Acting
Chief Commissioner that the level of policing is continuously monitored by the respective command officers, with
a view to maintaining optimum policing effectiveness.
If any members of the community have immediate concerns for their safety, or need to report a crime in progress,
they need to continue to report these matters to Victoria Police through the emergency number ‘000’. Calls to ‘000’
are recorded and responded to by the closest appropriate police personnel.
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The government is working with the Acting Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately
resourced to tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of
Ice and other illicit drugs. These issues remain a key focus for Victoria Police.
Actions to address these key drivers of crime were also announced in the 2015-2016 State Budget with the
government investing $81.3 million, including $40 million for the Royal Commission into Family Violence and
$4 million to support stakeholder engagement. The Royal Commission will explore solutions for preventing and
identifying strategies to strengthen Victoria’s response to family violence. The Royal Commission’s work began in
February 2015 to investigate the entire support system from the ground up, and to report by early 2016.
On 5 March 2015, the government released the Ice Action Plan which was developed on the advice of the
Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce. The government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the
2015-2016 State Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is
ruining lives.
Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services.
A new Ice Help Line will be set up to support families, service providers and other community members as part of
a $4.7 million investment in broader community support services.
The government is also investing $17.7 million for new drug and booze buses and to maintain the current level of
100 000 roadside random drug tests per year for the next two years, taking more alcohol and drug affected people
off our roads.
The State Budget also announced the government’s investment of $4.5 million to help police track down and close
clandestine drug labs more quickly by hiring additional forensic scientists for the Forensic Drug Branch.
While the government determines the level of funding required to resource Victoria Police, the Acting Chief
Commissioner of Police is responsible for determining how such resources are allocated, based on assessed
operational need.

Northern Victoria Region schools
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Ms Symes

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government is committed to investing in education and school infrastructure and this has been
demonstrated through the allocation of $730 million to school facilities in the 2015-16 State Budget.
The Government is also committed to implementing our plan for Victoria to be the education state.
Investment in education and school infrastructure is a priority for the Victorian Government and we are committed
to spending $530 million on school facilities during the period 2015-2018.
I am pleased to hear of your advocacy on behalf of schools in your electorate to ensure that students in Northern
Victoria have the best facilities, resources and teachers to maximise their potential.
Thank you for your invitation to visit the electorate, in particular Wangaratta High School, Wangaratta District
Specialist School, Yarrawonga College P–12, Cobram Secondary College and Benalla P–12 College which is a
school of great significance to you.
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I would welcome the opportunity to see first-hand the dedication of these school communities and to learn more
about the work they are doing. A number of visits to schools across the state are being scheduled and I would be
pleased to include visits to these schools in that schedule.

Gippsland tourism
Raised with:

Minister for Tourism and Major Events

Raised by:

Ms Shing

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government recognises the importance of tourism and events for regional Victoria. Since my
appointment as Minister for Tourism and Major Events, I have had the opportunity to visit regional Victoria,
including Gippsland, and meet with key representatives to gain insight into issues affecting tourism across the
State.
The Victorian Government is committed to supporting tourism and events in the Gippsland region and provides
support to Destination Gippsland, the region’s recognised Regional Tourism Board, as part of the $9 million
regional Tourism Partnership Program (2013-16) for Regional Tourism Boards across the State.
The region’s many tourism experiences and attractions are regularly featured in a range of Tourism Victoria’s
marketing programs and campaigns including public relations, social media and international marketing. The
region was featured as part of the Our Patch campaign in partnership with Fairfax and the region will continue to be
promoted in any future regional tourism marketing activity.
Events in the region, including the Walhalla Vinter Ljusfest, have received funding through programs such as the
Tourism Victoria’s Events Program and Tourism Victoria’s Country Victoria Events Program.
The region has also benefited from Sport and Recreation Victoria’s community facility funding programs, with 58
sporting facility funding projects funded in the region since 2013.
The Victorian Government will continue to promote and support tourism, events and sporting facilities in
Gippsland and I look forward to working with the region in the future.

Multicultural affairs grants
Raised with:

Minister for Multicultural Affairs

Raised by:

Mrs Peulich

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
The Multicultural Media Grants Program (the Program) has been established to assist multicultural media
organisations to upgrade their equipment to extend their reach and/or enhance the quality of their services, coverage
or capacity.
Grants will be awarded through a competitive process. Applications will be assessed against the Program’s funding
guidelines, including its objectives and eligibility criteria.
Grant applications will be assessed and determined by an independent panel comprising representatives from the
Office of Multicultural Affairs and Citizenship, the Victorian Multicultural Commission and an expert from the
multicultural media sector. Applications are then subject to ratification by the Victorian Multicultural Commission.
I invite you to encourage eligible multicultural media organisations to consider applying for these grants.
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Refugees and asylum seekers
Raised with:

Minister for Multicultural Affairs

Raised by:

Dr Carling-Jenkins

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government is committed to improving support services and service access for Victorians from
culturally, linguistically and religiously diverse backgrounds, including for refugees and asylum seekers.
The Victorian Auditor-General’s performance audit on Access to Services for Migrants, Refugees and Asylum
Seekers (VAGO Report) was tabled on 29 May 2014. The VAGO Report praised the Settlement Coordination Unit
(SCU) within the Office of Multicultural Affairs and Citizenship (OMAC) for its strategic leadership in
coordinating an integrated approach across government and delivering programs to support refugees and asylum
seekers. In recognition of the important role of this unit, including in advocating with the Commonwealth, who has
primary responsibility for immigration and settlement, the Victorian Government provided ongoing funding to the
SCU. This addresses an explicit concern from the VAGO Report, which noted that, “Given the critical functions
that the SCU fulfils, the uncertainty of funding remains an issue.”
Furthermore, in line with the audit’s recommendations, in July 2014 the interdepartmental Multicultural Leadership
and Coordination Group (MLCG) endorsed new terms of reference with a refined focus on cultural diversity
planning and whole of government coordination. This renewed focus also supported the Victorian Government’s
endorsement in March 2015 of the National Settlement Framework, which sets out the Commonwealth
Government’s obligations to engage with States, Territories and local government in the planning and delivery of
settlement and support services for new arrivals, including refugees and asylum seekers. Under this Framework, the
Victorian Government will soon be establishing a Victorian Settlement Planning Outcomes Committee to provide a
single structure for action orientated settlement planning at the State level.

Teacher travel policy
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Ms Fitzherbert

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Training circular issued on 4 June 2015 to all principals, school councils and
school business managers stated that all international and interstate travel by principals or any other school-based
staff must be approved by the Secretary of the Department, except where staff are accompanying students on
excursions or trips, until a review of the International and Domestic Policy and Guidelines for school-based staff
has been completed.
The circular also stated that approval will only be granted in exceptional circumstances which meet one or more of
three exemption criteria, namely that: the travel will contribute a direct economic benefit to Victoria; the travel is to
represent the Minister or the Secretary in Commonwealth or State forums; or there would be a severe impact on
Victoria’s reputation with a significant partner if the travel is not undertaken.
I acknowledge that there will be feelings of disappointment, and resentment, that the actions of a very small
minority have created the need to implement a temporary approval process through exemption for all school-based
staff, including principals, seeking to undertake international or interstate travel.
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As a general principle, it is important to ensure that the purposes for which international and interstate travel is
undertaken by all staff are clear and that the purposes of such travel meet community expectations around the
intended benefit of such travel.
The Department remains committed to supporting schools with the professional development of school-based staff.
The review of the International and Domestic Travel Policy and Guidelines, which is being conducted as a
Departmental priority, will not detract from this commitment.

Homesafe
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Morris

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government committed to deliver the 12 month Homesafe trial from 31 December 2015, and
will deliver this commitment. This will include a
2.00 am shuttle service to Geelong, Bendigo, Ballarat and Traralgon from Southern Cross Station.

Swinburne University of Technology former Lilydale campus
Raised with:

Minister for Training and Skills

Raised by:

Mr Leane

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
Thank you for your interest and ongoing support of VET and TAFE in the Eastern Metropolitan Region.
The RFP is about how the Lilydale site will be a secure future educational and training resource for the people of
the Yarra Ranges.
Our Government has made a commitment to re-open the site for the delivery of high quality TAFE and higher
education services to enhance future employment and career opportunities for our kids and support the needs of
local businesses.
As you will be aware, our Government has allocated $10 million from the $350 million of additional funding
provided for TAFEs in the first Education State Budget to re-open the Lilydale campus, of which $1 million will go
to assist Melba Support Service in providing a permanent home on the site.
In addition, there is funding for the inclusion of a Tech School on the site, part of our $125 million Tech School
initiative to establish 10 new learning centres around Victoria–including the Yarra Ranges–which will introduce
students to the TAFE and higher education environment while they’re still at school, providing them with a
window into the future world of work, and linking a broad range of pathways in science, mathematics, technology
and social sciences to integrated applied learning.
The Request for Proposal process is a rigorous one, with the respondents required to provide a strong education
delivery proposal together with a viable, sustainable business case to support their interest in the purchase of the
Lilydale Campus and justify receipt of the committed funding.
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The new owner will be required to enter into a Funding and Service Delivery Agreement with my Department
which will set out all the necessary obligations and responsibilities that must be met in order to receive the
committed funding.
A commercial settlement period will follow the sale of the site and there is expected to be a lead time for the new
owner to make any necessary physical changes to the facilities and to ensure staff and programs are in place before
the doors can be officially opened for business in the first half of 2016.

O’Herns Road, Epping
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Mr Ondarchie

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
The Victorian Government has committed $40.7 million toward a new ‘diamond’ interchange connecting O’Herns
Road to the Hume Freeway in Epping, the duplication of a 1.4km section of O’Herns Road, east of the interchange,
and construction of auxiliary lanes along the Hume Freeway, between O’Herns Road and Cooper Street.
A business case is being developed and is expected to be completed shortly. The Andrews Labour Government
would welcome a funding commitment by the Federal Government for this much needed project after four years of
neglect by the former coalition government.

Western Metropolitan Region schools
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Mr Eideh

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Western Metropolitan electorate will benefit from the completion of a secondary school in Tarneit, over 50
schools will benefit from breakfast clubs and a large injection of additional funding into school budgets, flowing
through reforms to equity funding, will benefit disadvantaged students and schools throughout Victoria, including
the Western Metropolitan electorate. Schools will receive their 2016 indicative school budgets, including this
additional funding, in September.

Geelong Region Innovation and Investment Fund
Raised with:

Minister for Industry

Raised by:

Mr Ramsay

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
Thank you for your Adjournment Question dated 23 June 2015 regarding the Geelong Region Innovation and
Investment Fund (GRIIF).
The Victorian Government is committed to investing in jobs growth and economic regeneration in the Geelong
region. It is not the Victorian Government that has decided to walk away from the GRIIF partnership.
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The Victorian Government engaged the Federal Government on the future of GRIIF. Unfortunately, the Federal
Government’s position was inconsistent and a positive outcome was not reached.
Initially, the Federal Government refused to even accept Victoria’s additional $7.5 million that we have committed
to GRIIF or to review the guidelines. Instead, they sought to close the Fund once existing funding was allocated.
Subsequently, they somewhat changed their minds and indicated they would be willing to accept Victoria’s
additional $7.5 million and consider changes to the guidelines. However, they still refused to put any additional
funding into GRIIF.
That is not the approach the Victorian Government is taking. The Victorian Government has decided to go it alone
and assume administrative responsibility for the Fund once existing funding has been fully allocated.
We will invest out additional $7.5 million into GRIIF as well as revising the guidelines so that the Fund helps local
workers as much as possible.

Greater Shepparton Work and Learning Centre
Raised with:

Minister for Housing, Disability and Ageing

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government believes it has a central role in creating jobs, protecting jobs and helping people
to connect to job opportunities.
Through the 2015-16 State Budget we are providing $6.6 million over four years to fund the Work and Learning
Centre initiative, to work with 2800 vulnerable job seekers in Geelong, Moe, Shepparton, Ballarat and Carlton and
deliver 1465 employment outcomes over this period.
The Brotherhood of St Laurence will continue to manage the work and learning centre initiative in partnership with
local providers such as the Salvation Army at Shepparton.
I was appalled to hear that the Federal Coalition Government has cut funding for a pilot hospitality training
program and social enterprise, run by Salvo Care, a subsidiary of the Salvation Army, which provided weekly
breakfast and lunches to local people at Mooroopna.
While the Victorian Labor Government will continue to support the Shepparton community through the Work and
Learning Centre initiative, I will be calling on the Federal Coalition Government to reinstate the funding that it has
axed for the hospitality and social enterprise program at Mooroopna.

Crime prevention
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
Dob in a Dealer is a rolling campaign being delivered across 17 regional centres until December 2015, calling the
community to action to provide intelligence on those manufacturing and dealing in ice and other illicit drugs.
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This campaign has seen a significant increase in reporting in target areas. The intelligence from these reports has
helped Victoria Police make 10 arrests so far. The Government looks forward to receiving Crime Stoppers’ final
report in December on the outcomes achieved.
Meanwhile, the Parliamentary Secretary for Justice is leading a review of the Victorian Government’s approach to
crime prevention. This includes meeting with a range of organisations to discuss crime prevention programs to help
inform options for future evidence-based strategies and initiatives within the Justice portfolio.
In the interim the Andrews Labor Government has delivered a fresh injection of $5.8 million to the Community
Crime Prevention Program while the review takes place.
This money is supporting the following funding streams:
– Public Safety Infrastructure Fund–larger grants for councils of up to $250 000 that use urban design and
technology such as CCTV and lighting to improve safety in public places.
– Graffiti prevention and removal, continuing a program begun by Labor in 2005.
– The Community Safety Fund–grants of up to $10 000 for councils and community groups to implement locally
based crime prevention projects.
– Place-based grants for crime hotspots–piloting new grants for places of high crime and disadvantage, with an
emphasis on evidence-based projects involving youth, Koori and culturally and linguistically diverse groups.
There is a very broad opportunity for community organisations to access grant funding under these programs.

Bhangra Down Under
Raised with:

Minister for Multicultural Affairs

Raised by:

Mrs Peulich

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
The 2014 Victorian Auditor General’s report on Access to Services for Migrants, Refugees and Asylum Seekers
(VAGO Report) found there was overlap and ambiguity between the roles and responsibilities of the Victorian
Multicultural Commission (VMC) and the Office of Multicultural Affairs and Citizenship (OMAC).
As part of its commitment to a thriving, diverse and harmonious Victoria, the Victorian Government recently
announced the realignment of functions within the Multicultural Affairs portfolio to strengthen the role of the VMC
and ensure more efficient multicultural funding. The realignment implements key recommendations of the VAGO
Report.
As part of the realignment, multicultural communities are set to benefit from a clearer, simpler grants process to be
administered by OMAC. Funding certainty for multicultural grant programs has also been provided, with ongoing
funding secured through the recent 2015-16 State Budget for: Capacity Building and Participation; Multicultural
Community Infrastructure and Cultural Precincts; Promoting Harmony and Social Cohesion; and Multicultural
Festivals and Events.
The Government will continue to fund multicultural festivals and events that bring Victorians of all backgrounds
together and celebrate our cultural diversity.
I am advised that there is no record that Bhangra Down Under applied to the VMC or OMAC for funding to
support its 2015 festival. I encourage the organisation to contact OMAC to discuss this further.
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Chisholm Institute
Raised with:

Minister for Training and Skills

Raised by:

Mr Mulino

Raised on:

23 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
I am pleased to hear that Mr Mulino shares my enthusiasm for rebuilding and growing the TAFE sector. The TAFE
Back to Work Fund, along with the Government’s $320 million TAFE Rescue Fund, are providing opportunities
for TAFEs like Chisholm Institute to deliver more training for young people to get the right skills to get a job.
Victoria’s economy is facing a number of key challenges, including a high youth unemployment crisis. Victoria has
the highest rate of youth unemployment of all mainland states, with regional areas hardest hit.
This is why the Government established the $50 million TAFE Back to Work Fund, to support the Victorian
Government’s Back to Work Plan to grow jobs and get people back to work, while improving the financial
viability of TAFE Institutes and supporting the skills needs of local communities.
Melbourne’s south east is very well serviced by Chisholm Institute, the National Training Provider of the Year in
2014. That’s why on 29 June 2015, I was delighted to announce that Chisholm Institute will receive $2.9 million
from the TAFE Back to Work Fund to deliver four initiatives:
– Manufacturing-Competitive systems and sales initiative
– Contemporary food and cleaning in health initiative
– Vinyl design and application initiative
– Pre-fabricated construction initiative
Chisholm institute will also share in a further $1.4 million with Holmesglen Institute to deliver the Jobs for
unemployed young people in south east Melbourne initiative.
These great initiatives are expected to create around 730 job placements.

Kindergartens
Raised with:

Minister for Families and Children

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

24 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
Access between kindergartens and schools is important and assists in the transition of children from kindergarten to
school.
As the former Children’s Minister should be aware, the National Quality Framework has streamlined requirements
for children who regularly visit a school site.
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Where a kindergarten operating under the National Quality Framework is located on a school site, the children
from the kindergarten may visit any area in the school without requiring authorisation from a parent provided they
are in the company of an educator from the kindergarten.
Where a kindergarten operating under the National Quality Framework is not co-located with a school, the
kindergarten is required to seek authorisation for regular visits to the school from parents once in a 12 month
period.
My Department is also engaged in a range of initiatives to further support and strengthen arrangements between
early childhood education and care services and schools.
This includes strengthening the assessment criteria for the Children’s Facilities Capital Program to include more
explicit support for new and upgraded early learning facilities that are co-located with schools. The criteria also
gives credit to applications that can demonstrate strong operational links between early learning services and
schools, recognising that these relationships can be developed to support a learning continuum, even where
facilities are not integrated or directly adjacent.

Gippsland health services
Raised with:

Minister for Health

Raised by:

Ms Shing

Raised on:

24 June 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government has committed to conduct a comprehensive study to identify the health care needs
of the growing population of Baw Baw area.
The process to commence this study is underway with West Gippsland Healthcare Group Board and Executive
along with senior staff at Latrobe Regional Hospital and Monash Health consulted to date.
The evaluation of the submissions is currently underway and has again involved representatives of the three health
services. The expected completion date for this project is early 2016.
Neerim District Soldiers Memorial Hospital is currently subcontracted by West Gippsland Healthcare Group for
the Maintenance Care program and a small amount of elective ophthalmology surgery. The health service also has
a sub-contract arrangement with Latrobe Regional Hospital to undertake elective ophthalmology surgery. These
arrangements are an excellent example of local health services working in partnership to meet community need.
Neerim District Solders Memorial Hospital is one of a number of stakeholders who will be consulted as part of the
development of the West Gippsland–Baw Baw Strategic Health Services Plan. This process will provide an
opportunity for Neerim District Soldiers Memorial Hospital to identify future partnerships and collaboration
opportunities to support the communities in the Baw Baw area.
I look forward to visiting the Gippsland region again, and seeing first-hand the valuable work being undertaken by
Victorian health services.
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Women’s Information and Referral Exchange
Raised with:

Minister for Families and Children

Raised by:

Mr Melhem

Raised on:

24 June 2015

REPLY:
The Women’s Information and Referral Exchange Inc. (WIRE) provides a valuable service to women across
Victoria. They are the sole provider of a free generalist information service run by women for women across the
state.
WIRE assists women by providing information and referral on a wide range of issues including family violence,
family relationships, housing, employment pathways, health and education. WIRE sees around 5000 women face
to face each year and deals with an additional 7000 phone calls annually.
I am pleased to advise that funding to WIRE has been extended for a further three years. Formal advice about
funding arrangements and Service Agreement terms and conditions was sent to WIRE on 25 June 2015. WIRE has
been allocated $677 343 for the financial year 2015-16.

Melbourne Wholesale Fruit Vegetable and Flower Market
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Ms Bath

Raised on:

24 June 2015

REPLY:
Ms Melina Bath MP has raised three issues in relation to the operations of the new wholesale market at Epping.
I will address each of these in turn.
The first relates to undercover parking and I wish to advise that the parking bays at Epping have been designed to
meet Occupational Health and Safety requirements and provide for a much more efficient logistics use. The area
for undercover parking at Epping is almost double the area for undercover parking at West Melbourne. Each
individual parking bay at Epping is twice the size of the bay at West Melbourne. In addition, each reversed bay at
Epping carries with it dedicated loading/unloading space on each side of the bay that does not exist in West
Melbourne.
Country retailers at West Melbourne whose place of business is more than 140 kilometres from Epping have been
classified as “Regional Retailers” in the Epping market. Not all retailers have obtained undercover parking at
Epping and a wait list is being developed. This should be seen in the context of the requests for parking from
retailers where some retailers appear to have sought parking bays beyond their business requirements. The
Melbourne Market Authority (MMA) expects that over the next six months, parking demand will settle and as a
result there will be a redistribution of parking bays. At this time, an assessment can then be made if the number of
undercover bays need to be increased.
Second, concerning overnight truck parking, the MMA has advised that those businesses entering the market early
to drop off produce will be permitted to rest at the location of their trucks. They will also be permitted to drop off
empty bins and pallets at this time.
Third, regarding early access, “Regional Retailers” will be permitted to access the market from midnight to drop off
produce and pick up pre-orders delivered to their bays prior to the designated trade commencement time. “Regional
Retailers” may only enter the trading floor from the designated trade commencement time. The trade
commencement time was determined by the MMA following consultation with market businesses. I thank the
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Retailers Advisory Committee for their input into the decision by the MMA to provide early access to “Regional
Retailers”.
Given the scale of the new market at Epping and the complexities involving more than 1200 direct market
businesses, it is expected that it will take some months for the market to settle and over this time, it is expected that
the MMA will make adjustments to the operating arrangements.

Police numbers
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

24 June 2015

REPLY:
There are over 300 police stations currently in operation across Victoria. I assure you that residents of Victoria will
continue to receive a 24-hour police response from frontline officers in all areas of State.
If any person requires urgent police assistance, they should contact Victoria Police on the emergency number ‘000’.
Calls made to ‘000’ are processed and responded to by the closest appropriate police personnel.
A well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe.
In May 2010, Labor committed funding for an additional 1966 police to the front line.
The Andrews Labor Government’s first budget for 2015-16 delivered a record
$2.5 billion to Victoria Police to continue their important work in keeping our community safe.
The Andrews Labor Government is investing $148.6 million over four years to redeploy 400 police to our
communities where they are needed. This will occur by recruiting, training and deploying 400 custody officers to
supervise prisoners at around 22 police stations across Victoria.
The custody officers may also be deployed to other locations over time, depending on the resourcing needs and
allocation of those resources by Victoria Police, allowing police officers to return to the frontline where they
belong. Custody officers will initially work at six police stations including Sunshine, Dandenong, Heidelberg,
Ballarat, Geelong and Broadmeadows.
This is in contrast to the first Baillieu Coalition Government budget in 2011, where they cut over $113 million from
the Victoria Police budget. This led to a reduction of 310 police support staff (unsworn members). This
demonstrates that the Coalition Government drove the axe into Victoria Police at their first opportunity.
Victoria Police has introduced an operational safety policy to enhance the safety and well being of all employees.
The safety policy was developed in consultation with police officers and The Police Association and focuses on
operational safety equipment, single officer activities and the security of marked police vehicles.
Police are encouraged to conduct risk assessments before and throughout their duties and apply a consistent and
common sense approach when responding to operational duties and responsibilities.
Victoria Police advises that there will be no reduction in patrols or police response and Executive Command will
continue to evaluate the impact of these measures.
Under Victorian law, I cannot direct the Chief Commissioner about the allocation or deployment of police officers
to or at particular locations in accordance with section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013. This is an operational
matter for the Chief Commissioner of Police.
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The government works closely with the Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately resourced to
tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of ice and other
illicit drugs. In supporting rural and regional communities across Victoria, the government is providing
$11.5 million to deliver on its commitment for a new secure, encrypted digital radio network.
The upgrade will enable police working in regional areas to communicate more securely, preventing members of
the public listening in on police operations.
Actions to address the key drivers of crime were also announced in the 2015-16 State Budget, with the government
investing $81.3 million to boost family violence support services and protect victims, including $40 million for the
Royal Commission into Family Violence and $4 million to support stakeholder engagement.
On 5 March 2015, the Andrews Government released the Ice Action Plan, which was developed on the advice of
the Premier’s Ice Action Taskforce. The government’s new investment of $45.5 million, also outlined in the
2015-16 State Budget, focuses on priority initiatives to reduce the supply, demand and harm of a drug that is
ruining lives.
Under the plan, the government will spend $18 million over four years to expand drug and rehabilitation services
especially in rural Victoria, helping to address the disproportionate impact that ice is having on rural and regional
communities. A new Ice Help Line and dedicated website — ice.vic.gov.au have already been set up to support
families, service providers and other community members as part of a $4.7 million investment in broader
community support services.
The government has also recently announced a total of $17.7 million for new drug and booze buses and to maintain
the current level of 100 000 roadside random drug testing per year for the next two years, taking more alcohol and
drug affected people off our roads.
I am assured by the Chief Commissioner of Police that the allocation of police resources across Victoria is
continuously monitored by respective command officers, with a view to maintaining an optimum law enforcement
response.
The government understands the impact crime has on local communities and believes that a comprehensive and
multi-layered approach needs to be taken to preventing crime. One of the most important approaches to keeping
our communities safe is to provide young people with opportunities to encourage them to make positive choices for
their future, through education, training, jobs and appropriate support, instead of being caught in a cycle of crime
and incarceration.

Jumps racing
Raised with:

Minister for Racing

Raised by:

Mr Purcell

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
Decisions about the programming of thoroughbred racing, including jumps racing, are a matter for Racing Victoria.
Any application by the racing industry for funding support, including funding for jumps racing, will be considered
in the context of the program guidelines for the Victorian Racing Industry Fund.
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Mooroopna Football Netball Club
Raised with:

Minister for Sport

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
Providing high-quality sport and recreation facilities in Victoria is a key aim of the Victorian Government. A range
of commitments were made during the election campaign directed at achieving this objective. Following the
announcement of the 2015-16 State Budget, the government has confirmed a $100 million Community Sports
Infrastructure Fund that will facilitate the upgrading of community sports facilities over the next four years.
On 17 April 2015, I approved the allocation of $80 000 to Greater Shepparton City Council for the Mooroopna
Football Netball Club’s lighting application from the Country Football and Netball Program.

Gippsland public transport
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Ms Shing

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to improving public transport services throughout Victoria, and we
are currently working to prepare a Regional Network Development Plan (RNDP). The RNDP will assess how
regional public transport services should evolve to meet the needs of passengers in the short, medium and long
term.
Community consultation will play an integral role in the development of the RNDP, and in the next months, local
communities, councils and passengers are being invited to take part.
To that end, I am pleased to advise that Public Transport Victoria (PTV) held four well attended Community
workshops, and one Stakeholder workshop in the towns of Warragul, Sale and Bairnsdale between 22 June and
26 June. PTV will return to Gippsland in mid-July to conduct similar workshops in Traralgon and Wonthaggi. An
online survey is also now open and I urge your constituents to participate. I can assure the people of Gippsland that,
like every Victorian who participates in the regional NDP process, their views will be treated with the utmost
respect in the development of the regional NDP.
I encourage all residents of Gippsland to participate and provide further feedback. Further information is available
on the PTV website <www.ptv.vic.gov.au>.

Kew ambulance station
Raised with:

Minister for Ambulance Services

Raised by:

Mr Dalidakis

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed that:
I thank the Member for alerting me to his concerns in relation to the condition of Kew Ambulance Station.
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– Funding of $20 million was provided in the 2015 State budget to fulfil the Andrews Government 2014 election
commitment to upgrade ambulance stations across Victoria.
– The Department of Health and Human Services is working with Ambulance Victoria to identify high priority
ambulance stations to be redeveloped within this funding.
– I look forward to considering their recommendations and the program for implementation.

Darebin City Council
Raised with:

Special Minister of State

Raised by:

Mr Davis

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
On 25 June 2015, the Minister for Local Government tabled the report of the Municipal Monitor, Mr Peter
Lewinsky, on governance issues at Darebin City Council.
The report raised ongoing governance issues at Darebin City Council.
On 25 June 2015, I appointed Mr Bill Mountford and Mr Mark Madden as Monitors to work with the Council to
assist in addressing these concerns, for a maximum of 12 weeks on a part-time basis.
Recommendations of potential Monitors were made by Local Government Victoria to the Minister for Local
Government based on the prior expertise of candidates.
The Minister for Local Government then nominated the potential Monitors and Local Government Victoria
undertook the appropriate independent probity checks.

Ararat and Stawell police stations
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr Bourman

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
I can assure you that the government is committed to a well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to
community engagement and policing.
I recently visited Ararat Police Station on 29 May 2015 and was impressed by the dedication and commitment of
the local police.
The government is working with the Chief Commissioner to ensure Victoria Police is appropriately resourced to
tackle law and order issues facing the Victorian community, including family violence and the use of Ice and other
illicit drugs. These issues remain a key focus for Victoria Police.
Victoria Police advises that the Ararat and Stawell communities receive a 24-hour police response under the current
service delivery model involving general duties police officers, the Highway Patrol Unit, the Criminal Investigation
Unit, the Sex Offence and Child Abuse Investigation Team and the Family Violence Team.
Ararat Police Station’s general duties team is comprised of 30 police officers including a Senior Sergeant, and
Stawell Police Station has 20 police officers including a Senior Sergeant. Between the two locations, there are five
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vacancies at various stages of the recruitment process. I am advised there is currently a range of leave being taken
by local officers.
Both Ararat and Stawell Police Stations are classified as having holding facilities for short-term custody, associated
with offender processing. Where custody relates to remand, sentencing or mental health, prisoners are transferred to
an appropriate detention facility, usually Horsham or Ballarat.
While the government determines the level of funding required to resource Victoria Police, the Chief
Commissioner is responsible for determining how such resources are allocated, based on assessed operational need.
The government will continue to consult with Victoria Police in relation to overall police resources across Victoria.

Community correction orders
Raised with:

Attorney-General

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
1.

On 22 December 2014, the Court of Appeal confirmed that the Community Correction Order (CCO) is
capable of being highly punitive.

2.

The guideline judgement affirms that a CCO can be an appropriate sentencing option even in the case of
serious offending. In this context, the Court accepted the submission of the former Attorney-General, the
Hon. Robert Clark MP that a CCO ‘is intended to be available in serious cases where an offender may be at
risk of receiving an immediate custodial sentence’.

3.

The former Attorney-General, the Hon. Robert Clark MP further submitted that a very lengthy CCO (perhaps
up to 20 years in the case of manslaughter) might be appropriate in ‘very exceptional circumstances’ and that
the CCO has ‘the robustness and flexibility to be imposed in a wide variety of circumstances’.

4.

Some offenders who would have previously received a suspended sentence are now going to prison, and
some are receiving a CCO. That is exactly as was intended by the former government, and exactly as the
CCO was designed.

5.

The previous Government amended the Sentencing Act 1991 (‘the Act’) in September 2014 via the
Sentencing Amendment (Emergency Workers) Act 2014 to clarify the use of CCOs in more serious cases.
The amendments provided that a CCO may be an appropriate sentence where, prior to the abolition of
suspended sentences, the court may have imposed a sentence of imprisonment and then suspended that
sentence. The Act was also amended to increase the term of imprisonment that could be imposed alongside a
CCO from three months to two years.

6.

The government will continue to monitor the use of CCOs, as will the Sentencing Advisory Council, to
ensure they are working effectively. In particular, we will monitor the extent to which they are operating as a
substitute for suspended sentences.
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Port Melbourne Primary School
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Ms Fitzherbert

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Training uses relocatable classrooms to address school enrolment fluctuations,
provide temporary accommodation where damage has occurred, and house students during the construction and
refurbishment of permanent facilities. The Department allocates double-storey relocatable buildings according to
enrolment need and site size.
Due to the chronic under investment in school infrastructure under the previous government, there has been a
500 per cent increase in the requirements for relocatables.
The Department annually assesses each school’s current and future enrolment as well as its infrastructure
entitlements according to facility schedules. Relocatable buildings are transferred throughout the year to ensure that
schools have sufficient capacity to meet their enrolment needs.
The Andrews Labor Government has committed to delivering both South Melbourne Park Primary School and
Ferrars Street Primary School in this term of government which will ease enrolment pressure at Port Melbourne
Primary School.

Centre–Mackie roads, Bentleigh East
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Ms Crozier

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
VicRoads is currently arranging a site meeting at the intersection of Centre Road and Mackie Road in East
Bentleigh with Victoria Police and representatives from the Glen Eira City Council, which is responsible for traffic
management on Mackie Road. Your constituents’ concerns regarding the operation and safety of the intersection,
including the movement of buses and trucks, will be assessed and consideration will be given to measures to
improve road safety.
The meeting is expected to take place by the end of July 2015 and I will notify you of the outcome, in due course.
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WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Wednesday, 5 August 2015
Shepparton Art Museum
Raised with:

Minister for Creative Industries

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

28 May 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Government has a strong focus on regional Victoria. A prime example is the recent initiative
‘Building Cultural Impact in Regional Victoria’, to which the Government committed $20 million.
Regional infrastructure projects are funded, managed and considered by Regional Development Victoria (RDV),
which is the lead Victorian Government agency on the proposed development of the Shepparton Art Museum
(SAM).
I recently met with the Minister for Regional Development and Ms Suzanna Sheed MP, Member for Shepparton, to
discuss this matter. A proposal for the development of a new standalone SAM was subsequently endorsed by
Greater Shepparton City Council (GSCC).
GSCC anticipates submitting an application to the Federal Government’s ‘National Stronger Regions Fund’ in the
July 2016 funding round. If successful, I anticipate that GSCC would proceed with an application to RDV. As with
any proposal considered by RDV, the success of the Shepparton proposal would be dependent upon GSCC
submitting a robust business case that strongly argues the economic and social benefits to the region.

Funeral services
Raised with:

Minister for Health

Raised by:

Mr Drum

Raised on:

24 June 2015

REPLY:
I refer to the matter raised in the Legislative Council on 24 June 2015 by the Hon Damian Drum, Member for
Northern Victorian, seeking clarification on whether cemeteries are about to enter the funeral market.
The Southern Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust (the trust) is a Class A cemetery trust, responsible for the
management of eight cemeteries including Bunurong Memorial Park.
I am aware that concerns have been raised by some in the community regarding SMCT’s most recent development
at Bunurong Memorial Park and proposed services to be provided.
In light of these concerns, I have requested the Department of Health and Human Services investigate this matter
further and provide me with advice on the nature of SMCT’s plans.
I am happy to provide the member with further advice on this matter in due course.
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VicForests
Raised with:

Treasurer

Raised by:

Ms Dunn

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
VicForests’ Timber Release Plan lists planned harvesting and regeneration activities for a period of up to five years
and is updated annually. VicForests consults broadly when preparing or updating TRPs and, in general, there is a
period of four weeks for public submissions regarding TRPs.
Although the Government does not have a formal role in approving the VicForests’ TRP, there are a number of
regulatory measures with which VicForests must comply to protect forest values.
For example, all timber harvesting in Victoria is subject to the Code of Practice for Timber Production 2014,
developed and enforced by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP). The code plays
a key role in making sure timber harvesting is compatible with the conservation of forest values. The code provides
clear direction to VicForests to ensure that it plans for and conducts harvesting operations in an environmentally
sound way.
At a strategic level, the Andrews Labor Government is supporting the establishment of a taskforce to reach
common ground on future issues facing the timber industry, job protection, economic activity, and the protection of
our unique native flora and fauna. As outlined in Labor’s Our Environment, Our Future election policy, our
Government strongly supports a consensus approach to these issues.
VicForests has amended the wording on their website to provide more clarity to members of the community about
the proposed changes to VicForests’ Timber Release Plan and details are available at
www.vicforests.com.au/proposedtrp.

Mobile Black Spot program
Raised with:

Minister for Regional Development

Raised by:

Ms Symes

Raised on:

25 June 2015

REPLY:
Thank you for raising the $21 million Victorian Mobile Project. As you know, the Victorian Government partnered
with Telstra in April 2015 to submit a joint bid for the Commonwealth’s Mobile Black Spot Programme. The
Government has since secured Commonwealth funding for the construction of 109 new mobile towers across
regional Victoria and will provide $21 million of State funding towards these towers. Additionally, Vodafone is
constructing a tower in regional Victoria through the Commonwealth’s programme without a State funding
contribution. This brings the number of new mobile towers in regional Victoria to 110, and the total project cost to
$86 million.
The new mobile towers will provide mobile voice and data access to approximately 12 000 households and
businesses in the implementation areas, and generate up to $120 million per annum in productivity benefits for
regional Victoria.
Local government has been consulted through the project development phase. A number of local governments have
responded to both the Commonwealth Government’s program discussion paper in early 2014 and to the Victorian
Government’s requests for information on mobile black spots within local government areas. The project currently
includes up to $450 000 of local government funding. In conjunction with the Emergency Management
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Commissioner, the Government’s site selection process has also taken into account mobile black spots nominated
as priorities by local governments to ensure these local government areas would not be disadvantaged through the
determination process.
The Victorian Government is currently finalising the funding agreement with Telstra and the Commonwealth
Government with a view to commence construction by the end of 2015. Local governments will be contacted as
part of the process ensuring they are well advised of the project and how they can assist in the planning and detailed
design phases.
I look forward to providing you with further updates on the delivery of this important infrastructure project.
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Thursday, 6 August 2015
Health funding
Raised with:

Minister for Health

Raised by:

Ms Tierney

Raised on:

11 June 2015

REPLY:
Labor’s budget initiative ‘Meeting Hospital Services Demand’ will enable health services to respond to growing
patient demand across Victoria.
It is anticipated that this injection of funds will increase the Victorian acute public hospital operating capacity e.g.
increase the number of beds, places to accommodate same day patients and operating theatre capacity. This means
that more patients can be treated sooner, reducing the elective surgery waiting list and reducing waiting times in
emergency departments.
Funding of $970 million will be allocated over a four-year period. Your electorate in the Western Victoria Region
holds 27 facilities that will receive additional funding. The increase to funding for health services is as follows:

Ballarat Health Services

Additional funding
from 2014-15 ($’000)
9423

Wimmera Health Care Group

2023

Djerriwarrh Health Services

2319

East Grampians Health Service

619

Stawell Regional Health

285

Beaufort & Skipton Health Service

164

Dunmunkle Health Services

135

East Wimmera Health Service

1377

Edenhope and District Memorial Hospital

139

Hepburn Health Service

382

Rural Northwest Health

280

West Wimmera Health Service

577

Barwon Health

20 240

South West Healthcare

5484

Western District Health Service

1975

Colac Area Health

645

Portland District Health

1173

Casterton Memorial Hospital
Hesse Rural Health Service

200
143

Heywood Rural Health

93

Lorne Community Hospital

80

Moyne Health Services

175
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Additional funding
from 2014-15 ($’000)
198

Otway Health

106

Timboon And District Healthcare Service

127

Maryborough District Health Service

536

Inglewood And Districts Health Service

96

Western Victoria Electoral Region

48 995
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 4 August 2015
Premier
507.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Premier): In relation to media training by
Mr Marcus West for Cabinet Ministers:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

What is the primary focus of Mr West’s activities.
Which Ministers are participating in Mr West’s classes.
What is the cost of Mr West’s services broken down per participant and as a total cost.
What other expenses are being paid to Mr West.
Does the payment for this training come from the Members individual training allowance.

ANSWER:
Mr West provided professional communications services to a number of Ministers.
Communicating with constituents, stakeholders and the media is an important part of any Minister’s job. As in any
profession, training is undertaken as a matter of course.
The costs were in line with industry standards.

Premier
526.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Premier):
(1)
(2)

How many staff are employed within the Premiers office to provide advice on LGBTIQ matters.
What dates were they appointed and what costs are incurred on salary and other expenses.

ANSWER:
We’re putting equality back on the agenda.
Our Labor Government is proud to stand with LGBTI Victorians as we strive for equity, fairness and decency in
our community.
Policy advisers have been employed to advise me across all areas of government responsibility. I am also advised
by Victoria’s first Minister for Equality.
Ministerial Office staff are employed under the Public Administration Act 2004. Policy advisers were employed
upon entering government.

Local government
557.

MR DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Local Government): In relation to the independent Local Government Electoral Review Panel which
carried out a comprehensive review of Victoria’s local government electoral system and made 55
recommendations for reform, do you plan to implement all or any of the report’s recommendations and,
if so, will this be done in time for the 2016 local government elections.
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ANSWER:
I acknowledge the Member for Southern Metropolitan Region’s question concerning potential reforms to the local
government election system prior to the forthcoming council general elections scheduled for October 2016.
As Minister for Local Government I am committed to ensuring council electoral processes are fair and transparent.
The Government has a well publicized agenda for the Local Government portfolio. That agenda received a
mandate at the previous election.
The Government will bring Legislation to the house that implements that agenda at the appropriate times.

Health
567.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health): Does
the women’s hospital pilot program, which was an election commitment, require funding from a budget
allocation, or is this a promise yet to be delivered.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Andrews Labour Government is in the process of delivering on the election commitment for more choices for
mothers from pregnancy to birth and beyond.

Planning
569.

MS DUNN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Planning): In relation to the
Building Amendment (Private Bushfire Shelter Construction) Interim Regulations 2009 how many
applications for permits under the Regulations have been —
(a)
(b)

received;
granted.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
It is not possible to report on the number of building permit applications received, as these are submitted to
individual building surveyors who are not obliged to report such information to the Victorian Building Authority.
Information regarding building permit transactions under the as the Building Act 1993 and Building Regulations
2006 must be kept by each relevant building surveyor, who is required to report to the Victorian Building Authority
on matters such as payment of levies and the issuing of permits.
Regulation 322 requires that, within seven days after the end of each month, building surveyors must provide the
Victorian Building Authority with details of building permits issued during that month.
Based on information from the Victorian Building Authority database of building levy returns, 112 building
permits have been granted in relation to private bushfire shelters. These permits were granted during the period
between September 2010 and 12 May 2015.

Health
574.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health): Is
there any Department of Health and Human Services funding in Budget Paper No. 2, page 58, under the
lines “Adjustments” or “Savings” and, if so, what health programs or initiatives are included and how
much funding is allocated for each.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The “Adjustments” line reflects the net impact of creating not yet allocated contingencies, together with the release
of contingencies as appropriate.
The “Savings” line incorporates Whole of Victorian Government savings and efficiencies as detailed in Budget
Paper No. 3, page 105. These savings are:
– Abolish taxpayer funded political advertising
– Implementing electronic purchasing
– More efficient government car fleet arrangements
– Reduce government travel expenses
– Reduce hard copy reports tabled in Parliament
– Reduce the number of executive officers; and
– Reduce the use of labour hire firms.
These are general corporate savings and efficiencies, rather than reductions to specific programs or initiatives.

Health
575.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health):
How many people accessed the Dental Concession in 2013-14 and 2014-15 and how many are
estimated to access the Dental Concession in 2015-16 and 2016-17.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
– in 2013-14, 342 428 people with concession cards or dependents of card holders were treated in public dental
services.
– in 2014-15, 275 521 people with concession cards or dependents of card holders were treated in public dental
services up until 31 May.
– The overall budget for public dental fell between 2013-14 and 2014-15 because of lower Commonwealth
funding under the first National Partnership. The Child Dental Benefits Schedule also came into effect in 2014.
These two factors resulted in a reduction in the number of people accessing dental concessions between the two
years.
– Due to the lack of clarity and certainty in relation to future Commonwealth investment in public dental services,
the Department of Health and Human Services is not in a position to estimate how many people with concession
cards or dependents of card holders will be treated in public dental services in 2015-16 and 2016-17.

Health
576.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health):
How many people under 12 years of age accessed the Dental Concession in 2013-14 and 2014-15 and
how many are estimated to access the Dental Concession in 2015-16 and 2016-17.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
– in 2013-14, 79 600 children under 12 with concession cards or dependents of card holders were treated in public
dental services.
– in 2014-15, 58 278 children under 12 with concession cards or dependents of card holders were treated in public
dental services up until 31 May 2015.
– The overall budget for public dental fell between 2013-14 and 2014-15 because of lower Commonwealth
funding under the first National Partnership. The Child Dental Benefits Schedule also came into effect in 2014.
These two factors resulted in a reduction in the number of people accessing dental concessions between the two
years.
– Due to the lack of clarity and certainty in relation to future Commonwealth investment in public dental services,
the Department of Health and Human Services is not in a position to estimate how many people with concession
cards or dependents of card holders will be treated in public dental services in 2015-16 and 2016-17.

Health
578.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health):
Why does Melbourne Health have a deficit budget agreed between the Minister and the Chair in its
annual Statement of Priorities.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Melbourne Health’s Statement of Priorities was unsigned at the time of the Andrews Labor Government taking
office, and the budget provided to Melbourne Health by the former Liberal government was insufficient to meet
Melbourne Health’s expected growth in demand and costs.
Melbourne Health, along with all Victorian health services, is experiencing financial pressures following $1 billion
in cuts to health by the previous government. That is why, in its first budget, the Andrews Labor Government
provided an extra $1.38 billion for hospitals, ambulances and health programs.
The agreed deficit was considered a manageable target and the Department of Health & Human Services has
worked with Melbourne Health to identify additional funding and also monitor Melbourne’s Health efforts to
improve efficiency.

Treasurer
579.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Treasurer): In relation to Budget
Paper No. 5, page 40, Note 20(c), General Government Asset Contingencies, with the line titled
“Decisions made but not yet allocated”, how much funding for health assets is included in each year in
this line item and for what specific assets.

ANSWER:
The 2015-16 Victorian Budget funded in excess of $700 million total estimated investment (TEl) for new assets in
the health and human services portfolio. This included over $400 million TEl for election commitments.
Funding for election commitments (including those related to health assets) not announced as part of the 2015-16
Victorian Budget is held within the ‘Decisions made but not yet allocated’ contingency. Final approval and funding
for these projects will be announced in future budgets.
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Regional development
594.

MS BATH — To ask the Minister for Regional Development: Will the Latrobe Valley Industry and
Infrastructure Fund be continued and, if so, will it be funded to the full amount as announced in the
2014-15 Budget.

ANSWER:
An initiative of the previous Labor Government, the Latrobe Valley Industry and Infrastructure Fund closed for
applications on 30 June 2014.
41 projects with a total grant amount of $14.9 million were approved under the fund.
The Andrews Labor Government has established the $500 million Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund and will
provide funding support to all of regional Victoria, including the Latrobe Valley.

Agriculture
600.

MR YOUNG — To ask the Minister for Agriculture: How many game licences have been issued by
the Game Management Authority in 2015 to date.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Between 1 January and 10 June 2015, the Game Management Authority issued 2853 new Game Licences and
processed 9207 Game Licence renewals.
Game Licences have a common expiry date of 31 December each year, resulting in a large number of licences
being processed in the months of November and December.

Agriculture
601.

MR YOUNG — To ask the Minister for Agriculture: How many compliance officers are currently
employed by the Game Management Authority.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Game Management Authority employs six compliance officers across the State.
The Game Management Authority works closely with Victoria Police members and compliance staff from Parks
Victoria, the Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources and the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning during significant operations, such as duck season opening weekend. This
multi-agency arrangement has been in place for many years and has been very successful.

Agriculture
605.

MR YOUNG — To ask the Minister for Agriculture: What is the Game Management Authority’s
current staffing level.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Game Management Authority currently employs 18 staff across the State in various functions, including
compliance, game management, operational policy and business support. Nine staff are based in Melbourne and
nine are based in regional locations.
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The GMA works closely with Victoria Police members and compliance staff from Parks Victoria, the Department
of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning during significant operations, such as duck season opening weekend. This multi-agency arrangement has
been in place for many years and has been very successful.

Roads and road safety
611.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road Safety):
With a significant projected increase in demand for freight movements over the coming years, what is
the Government doing to improve and increase rail freight movements in Victoria.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
I topic of rail freight does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities and you should raise it with the Minister for
Public Transport.

Agriculture
620.

MS DUNN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture: In relation to the timber industry in each of the
Central Highlands, East Gippsland, Gippsland, North-East and West Regional Forest Agreement
regions of Victoria:
(1)

How many workers are employed as employees, either full-time or part-time in —
(a) native forest logging and transportation operations of any kind;
(b) native forest support services of any kind;
(c) timber plantations of any kind;
(d) saw-log mills; and
(e) paper manufacturing.

(2)

How many workers are employed as contractors, either full-time or part-time in —
(a) native forest logging and transportation operations of any kind;
(b) native forest support services of any kind;
(c) timber plantations of any kind;
(d) saw-log mills; and
(e) paper manufacturing.

(3)

How many workers are employed as sub-contractors, either full-time or part-time in —
(a) native forest logging and transportation operations of any kind;
(b) native forest support services of any kind;
(c) timber plantations of any kind;
(d) saw-log mills; and
(e) paper manufacturing.

(4)

How many workers are employed as owner-operators, either full-time or part-time in —
(a) native forest logging and transportation operations of any kind;
(b) native forest support services of any kind;
(c) timber plantations of any kind;
(d) saw-log mills; and
(e) paper manufacturing.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As at December 2012, more than 21,200 people were employed in Victoria’s forest industries.
I am advised that the department does not have the data sought by the Member. Such employment data is not
collected at a Regional Forest Agreement region level.

Training and skills
621.

MR DAVIS — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills: In relation to the Registered Training
Organisations (RTOs) that are contracted as providers of Victorian Government subsidised training to
new students in 2015, what are the payments to date for 2014-15 for each individual RTO that has a
union affiliation, in tabular form, and what is the purpose of those payments.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department of Education and Training (DET) is open and transparent in relation to organisations that receive
funding through the Victorian Training Guarantee (VTG). This information is publicly available at:
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/training/learners/courses/pages/rtolist.aspx
Affiliations with unions or other associations are a matter for the individual RTO.
The Department does not collect information regarding the affiliation of RTOs with trade unions, business or other
associations as part of its entry to market process.
The current arrangements have been in place at least since the commencement of the Victorian Training Guarantee
in 2009.
The Andrews Government at the last election committed to crack down on dodgy providers that flourished under
the former Liberal government and dangerously undermined the confidence in our training system.
We are meeting our commitments to crack down on low quality training by completing the Quality Assurance
Review and I have recently released our response to this Review. However, I can assure the Member that under this
government, any RTO that is not delivering relevant and quality training will be dealt with strongly-regardless of
their affiliations.

Attorney-General
622.

MRS PEULICH — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Attorney-General): In relation
to the appointment of Richard Niall QC as Solicitor-General:
(1)

(2)
(3)

(4)

What declarations were required by Mr Niall in relation to conflicts of interests and matters
surrounding prior work and activities and what was the nature of the declarations, if any, made by
Mr Niall.
What probity checks were undertaken and what matters, if any, were disclosed.
Will Mr Niall declare any financial donations or donations in kind, such as work undertaken
pro-bono for the Labor Party or other organisations including any legal work undertaken
concerning the East West Link.
Has Mr Niall made or will Mr Niall make declarations to the AEC regarding any party political
donations either financial or in kind, including any that are relevant to advice or support provided
to the ALP in the matter of East West Link.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

Candidates for statutory appointment complete a declaration of private interests prior to their appointment
being made.

(2)

The following checks were undertaken with no results received:
• National Police Record Check
• check of the Australian Securities and Investments Commission’s register of banned/disqualified persons
• check of the Australian Financial Services Authority National Personal Insolvency Index.

(3)

Statutory appointees provide an annual declaration of private interests and declare relevant matters at other
times as they arise.

(4)

The Government expects statutory appointees to comply with all legal requirements, including in relation to
political donations.

Corrections
623.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): In
relation to the increase in prisoner numbers in Victoria in the last 12 months, what percentage is
attributable to refusal or breach of parole.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The number of prisoners in Victoria increased by two per cent between 31 May 2014 and 31 May 2015. None of
the two per cent increase is attributable to an increase in prisoners with the most serious offence of cancellation of
parole. Specific data on refusal of parole is not available.

Police
626.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police) in
relation to issues of sexual harassment at Victoria Police:
(1)
(2)

What sexual harassment training is provided at the Victorian Police Academy to new recruits.
Is sexual harassment training provided to all members of Victoria Police, and if so —
(a) is the training mandatory; and
(b) is a refresher training provided, and if so, how often does it occur.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

Sexual harassment training provided at the Victorian Police Academy to new recruits

All Victoria Police recruits receive training in relation to appropriate behaviours in the workplace which is focused
on developing skills, capability and confidence in conflict awareness, leadership, professional relationships and
resilience. The training includes recognising sexual harassment, preventing unacceptable behaviour and identifying
options and support available.
(2)

Provision of sexual harassment training across Victoria Police including mandatory and refresher training
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Sexual harassment is addressed specifically through a range of training programs on conflict awareness, resilience
and health, wellbeing and leadership, professional relationships and management.
This training is extended to development and promotional programs for Senior Sergeants and Sergeants to develop
a robust workplace culture that supports victims, organisational values, Code of Conduct, Code of Ethics and
Human Rights of all employees and forms part of the assessment process for promotion.
Training can be either voluntary or specified as required on an as needs basis through local management risk
assessment.
In November 2014, Victoria Police commissioned the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission to conduct an independent review into sex discrimination and sexual harassment, including predatory
behaviour, among Victoria Police personnel. The review aims to identify actions to promote safety and equality in
Victoria Police. Under its Terms of Reference the review will gather information about the nature and extent of sex
discrimination and sexual harassment, including predatory behaviour, in Victoria Police. The Victorian Equal
Opportunity and Human Rights Commission will use this information to develop an action plan for Victoria Police,
which they will then independently monitor and report on over three years.

Police
627.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): In
relation to issues of bullying at Victoria Police as reported by The Police Association of Victoria:
(1)
(2)

(3)

What bullying training is provided at the Victorian Police Academy to new recruits.
Is bullying training provided to all members of Victoria Police, and if so:
(a) is the training mandatory; and
(b) is a refresher training provided, and if so, how often does it occur.
Will the Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission conduct a review into bullying within
Victoria Police.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

What bullying training is provided at the Victorian Police Academy to new recruits?

All Victoria Police recruits receive training in relation to appropriate behaviours in the workplace which is focused
on developing skills, capability and confidence in conflict awareness, leadership, professional relationships and
resilience. The training includes recognising sexual harassment, preventing unacceptable behaviour and identifying
options and support available.
(2)

Provision of bullying training across Victoria Police including mandatory and refresher training

Anti-bullying training is addressed specifically through a range of programs on conflict awareness, resilience and
health, well being and leadership, professional relationships and management, to illustrate appropriate behaviours
in the workplace. This training is extended to development and promotional programs for Senior Sergeants and
Sergeants to develop a robust workplace culture that supports victims, organisational values, Code of Conduct,
Code of Ethics and Human Rights of all employees and forms part of the assessment process for promotion.
The training is mandatory for recruit foundation training, and Sergeant and Senior Sergeant promotion
qualification. Outside of this, the training is voluntary or on an as needs basis through local management risk
assessment.
(3)

Will the Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission (VEOHRC) conduct a review into bullying
within Victoria Police?

Victoria Police has advised that they have not asked the VEOHRC to conduct an investigation into bullying.
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Attorney-General
628.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Attorney-General): In relation
to Personal Safety Intervention Orders, what impact have they had on waiting times at the Magistrates’
Court of Victoria.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Magistrates’ Court
In 2013-14, Personal Safety Intervention Order (PSIO) matters comprised 2.82 per cent of the total cases finalised
in the Magistrates’ Court of Victoria. While the number of PSIO matters has increased over the period 2009-10 to
2013-14, the proportion of PSIO cases has remained between 2.8 per cent and 3.56 per cent of total Magistrates’
Court matters (please refer to MCV Annual Report 2013/2014).
Delay can vary considerably across court locations and Court Lists. Accordingly, it is difficult to quantify the
impact of changes to the number of PSIO cases on waiting times at the Magistrates’ Court.
In recent years, individual Magistrates’ Courts have progressively increased the number of lists, list sizes and the
amount of hearing time devoted to both Family Violence & Personal Safety Intervention Orders, and these lists
now represent a substantial and growing component of every court’s workload.
In addition, in order to help respond to demand pressures, rules of court were made in May 2014 delegating powers
to Judicial Registrars to deal with applications made under the Personal Safety Intervention Orders Act 2010 (the
PSIO Act). Judicial Registrars now hear the PSIO lists at some court locations, allowing Magistrates more time to
hear Family Violence Intervention Order matters. For the six-month period from October 2014 to March 2015, the
eight Judicial Registrars of the Magistrates’ Court finalised approximately 20 per cent of all PSIO matters.
Dispute Settlement Centre of Victoria
It should also be noted that 1181 PSIO matters were resolved by the Dispute Settlement Centre of Victoria (DSCV)
in 2013-14. This resulted in an estimated saving of 590 magistrate sitting days, based on the time required for a
contested hearing.
An amendment to the PSIO Act that commenced on 1 March 2015 provides for a Registrar of the Magistrates’
Court to refuse a PSIO application and divert the matter to the DSCV. Early indications are that this referral
mechanism is very effective.

Families and children
630.

MS CROZIER — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: What is the percentage of Aboriginal
or Torres Strait Islander children attending three and four year old kindergarten in each Victorian local
government area in 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Department collects data on kindergarten enrolments for three and four year old Aboriginal children at the
local government area (LGA) level.
The Department does not calculate the participation rate, or percentage, of three and four year children attending
kindergarten at the LGA level because the Australian Bureau of Statistics does not provide population data for age
cohorts of Aboriginal children at this scale.
In 2014, Victoria achieved a state-wide kindergarten participation rate of 96.4 per cent for all eligible children and
for Aboriginal children the participation rate was 79.6 per cent.
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Three and four year old kindergarten is free for Aboriginal children in Victoria and the Victorian Government is
working with Victorian Aboriginal peak organisations, funded kindergarten services and maternal child health
centres to get this important message out to Aboriginal families.

Families and children
631.

MS CROZIER — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: In relation to the announced $50 000
investment to support new community playgroups, what is the breakdown list of organisations that have
received funding and how much funding did each receive.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Andrews Labor Government has provided $50 000 to Playgroup Victoria, the peak body for Victorian
Community playgroups, to administer the ‘Great Start Community Playgroup Fund’.
Grants either of $500 or $1000 are available for new community playgroups to purchase equipment and mentoring
support to assist them with set up and establishment.
Playgroup Victoria commenced taking applications from new community playgroups on 1 June 2015 with funding
available from July 2015 on a rolling basis.
Application guidelines are available on the Playgroup Victoria website. I understand that seventeen applications
have been received since the grant scheme commenced and these are currently being assessed by Playgroup
Victoria.

Women
635.

MS CROZIER — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Women): In
relation to the review of performance measures for the Office of Women’s Affairs:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that new department objectives and objective indicators were established as a result of the 2014
State election, subsequent machinery of government changes and department restructure. Furthermore, changes
were made to address the recommendations from the Victorian Auditor General’s (VAGO) 2014 Report into
Public Sector Performance Measurement and Reporting.
There is no commitment more important to the Andrews Labor Government than preventing violence against
women and children. The changes to the machinery of government reflect the whole-of-government focus that is
required to end this harm.
The DPC review of performance measures was an internal process and did not incur costs.
In line with VAGO recommendations, DPC have reviewed all performance measures, including for the Office for
Women, to better reflect the department’s objectives and performance indicators.
The new performance measures are included in the 2015-16 Budget Papers.
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Planning
637.

MR DAVIS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Planning): In relation to the
review of the Brunswick Terminal Station:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
The main hearings for the Brunswick Terminal Station Advisory Committee were held on 16 and 17 June 2015
with an additional final day to be held on 16 July 2015.
The fee for the Advisory Committee is set at the current rate for a Panel appointed under Part 8 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 (the Act).
Planning Panels Victoria nominated experienced Panel Members to the Minister for Planning for appointment to
the Advisory Committee pursuant to section 151 of the Act. The members appointed were Senior Panel Member
Nick Wimbush (Chair) and Sessional Member Robin Crocker.
The release of the Advisory Committee’s report is at the Minister’s discretion.
Information regarding the Brunswick Terminal Station Advisory Committee is publically available on the
Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning website.

Planning
638.

MR DAVIS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Planning): In relation to the
review of the residential planning schemes for the Moonee Valley Racecourse:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
A Ministerial Advisory Committee was appointed to consider the proposed redevelopment of the Moonee Valley
Racecourse by the previous Minister for Planning on 19 March 2013.
The Advisory Committee provided its report to the previous Minister for Planning on 13 September 2013, and the
process has concluded.
The fee for the Advisory Committee was set at the rate for a Panel appointed under Part 8 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 (the Act). The cost of the Advisory Committee was met by the project proponent.
The Terms of Reference for the Advisory Committee specified that members must have knowledge and experience
in strategic planning, transport, community facilities, including open space and sport and recreational planning,
social planning, environmental sustainability, geotechnical and hydrological, heritage and design and built form.
Planning Panels Victoria nominated experienced Panel Members to the Minister for Planning for appointment to
the Advisory Committee pursuant to section 151 of the Act. The members appointed were Chief Panel Member
Kathy Mitchell (Chair) and Sessional Members Gordon Anderson, Stephen Hancock, Jim Holdsworth and Lucinda
Peterson.
The Advisory Committee report was publically released on 25 September 2014.
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Information regarding the Moonee Valley Racecourse Redevelopment Advisory Committee, including the Terms
of Reference, is publically available on the Department of Environment, Land, Water & Planning website.

Planning
642.

MR DAVIS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Planning): How many times,
since 12 January 2015, have the Independent Advisory Committee established to consider an
application to expand the John Fawkner Private Hospital met, and on what dates did they meet.

ANSWER:
The Committee was appointed by the Minister for Planning on 5 March 2015.
A Directions Hearing was held on 31 March 2015.
The Committee attended a site visit on 4 May 2015.
Hearings have been held on 5, 6, 20, 22, 28, 29 May; 5, 10, 18 June; the final day of the hearing was held on
10 July 2015.

Planning
643.

MR DAVIS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Planning): In relation to the
review to consider an application to expand the John Fawkner Private Hospital:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
The hearings of the John Fawkner Hospital Advisory Committee are scheduled to finish by 10 July 2015.
The fee for the Committee is set at the current rate for a Panel appointed under Part 8 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 (the Act).
Planning Panels Victoria nominated experienced Panel Members to the Minister for Planning for appointment to
the Committee pursuant to section 151 of the Act. The members appointed were Senior Panel Member Jenny
Moles (Chair) and Sessional Member Bob Evans.
The release of the Committee’s report is at the Minister’s discretion.
Information regarding the John Fawkner Hospital Advisory Committee is publically available on the Department
of Environment, Land, Water and Planning website.

Sport
647.

MR DRUM — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Sport): In relation to the
Simonds Stadium transformation project:
(1)
(2)

How many expressions of interest were received by the Government from potential project
managers.
Who were they.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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(1)

The Project Team for Simonds Stadium Stage 4 Redevelopment reviewed 15 Expression of Interests
following a public process.

(2)

5 organisations were provided an Invitation to Tender, with RCP being appointed as the successful Project
Manager.

Sport
649.

MR DRUM — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Sport): In relation to the
financial contribution of the Andrews Government towards the Rip Curl Pro event at Bells Beach:
(1)
(2)

How much was it.
What does it fund.

ANSWER:
As you would be aware, due to the highly competitive nature of securing and retaining major international sporting
events, the funding amount that the State Government allocates to secure events is not publicly disclosed. This has
been the policy and practice of successive Victorian Governments since the introduction of the Major Events
strategy in 1991. It protects Victoria’s interests in maintaining its title as Australia’s major events capital.
Funding provided by the State Government is directed towards operational costs to stage the event, such as event
infrastructure, onsite broadcast facilities and international marketing campaigns.
The Rip Curl Pro, held at Bell Beach, is the world’s longest running professional surfing event and is a pre-eminent
regional event on the Victorian major events calendar. It is part of the World Surf League World Championship
series that is held at a number of destinations across the world. The 2015 Rip Curl Pro was held from 1-12 April
and was attended by an estimated 32 000 spectators. Mick Fanning won the Men’s title and Carissa Moore the
Women’s.

Sport
650.

MR DRUM — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Sport): In relation to the
review of funding to support programs for sporting clubs:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Minister for Sport has requested Sport and Recreation Victoria to review how government support to clubs
through club support programs can be maximised, with the aims of streamlining administration, getting improved
physical activity outcomes and better supporting clubs’ needs.
The review is being undertaken by Sport and Recreation Victoria and staffing, plus any ancillary costs have not
been disaggregated. They have been absorbed in Sport and Recreation Victoria’s administration costs. Results of
the review in the form of amended program guidelines are expected to be made public in September 2015.

Regional development
651.

MR DRUM — To ask the Minister for Regional Development: How much money has been provided
towards the Ballarat Station precinct project from 1 December 2014 to date.
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ANSWER:
The Victorian Government has committed $25 million towards the Ballarat Station Precinct Redevelopment
Project (the Project). The Project will be delivered through the Government’s Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund (RJIF), which was launched on 29 June 2015 and came into operation on 1 July 2015.
The aim of the Project is to facilitate the revitalisation and transformation of the Ballarat Station precinct into a
commercial and cultural hub, improve public realm and activation, and leverage private sector investment towards
an integrated hotel and convention centre (including the remediation and adaptive re-use of the Heritage Goods
Shed). This is consistent with the Ballarat Station Precinct Master Plan that was released in 2014.
Regional Development Victoria is the lead agency tasked with the delivery of the Project. The Project governance
arrangements have been established and the procurement process to engage the Project’s key external advisors is
currently underway. The market sounding, commercial feasibility analysis and the site due diligence are expected
to commence later this month. These investigations will inform the market engagement phase, which will
commence in late 2015 and seek commercial bids from the private sector.
The outcomes of the market, commercial and technical investigations, the subsequent formal market engagement
process, as well as the agreed commercial and contractual terms between the Government and the successful
private project consortia, will determine the allocation of the $25 million. No expenditure on the Project has
occurred to date.

Corrections
658.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections):
How many prisoners were in the Victorian male prison system on —
(a)
(b)

8 June 2015; and
15 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
On the morning of 30 June 2015, there were 5798 male prisoners.

Corrections
659.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections):
How many prisoners were in the Victorian female prison system on —
(a)
(b)

8 June 2015; and
15 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
On the morning of 30 June 2015, there were 421 female prisoners.

Corrections
660.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections):
How many male prisoners were held in police cells in Victoria at 7am on —
(a)
(b)

8 June 2015; and
15 June 2015.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
There were 112 male prisoners in police cells at 7 am on 30 June 2015.

Corrections
661.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections):
How many female prisoners were held in police cells in Victoria at 7am on —
(a)
(b)

8 June 2015; and
15 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
There were seven female prisoners in police cells at 7am on 30 June 2015.

Corrections
662.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections):
How many current parole orders were there on —
(a)
(b)

8 June 2015; and
15 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
There were 1139 current parole orders on 30 June 2015.

Training and skills
677.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills: How much money has been
provided to Swinburne TAFE to reopen the Lilydale Campus between 1 December 2014 and 23 June
2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Swinburne University decided to disinvest its Lilydale campus site which it closed in 2013. In the interim,
Swinburne University has continued to maintain the site and facilities until such time that they can be handed over
to a new owner. As such, for the period between 1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015, Swinburne University has
not received any government funding towards the re-opening of the Lilydale Campus.
The Andrews Government has made a firm commitment to re-open the site for the delivery of high quality TAFE
and higher education services to enhance future employment and career opportunities for our kids and support the
needs of local businesses in the Yarra Ranges. To this aim, we have allocated $10 million from the $320 million
TAFE Rescue Fund to re-open the Lilydale campus, of which $1 million will go to assist Melba Support Service in
providing a permanent home on the site.
In addition, there is funding for the inclusion of a Tech School on the site, part of our $125 million Tech School
initiative-which will introduce students to the TAFE and higher education environment while they’re still at school,
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providing them with a window into the future world of work, and linking a broad range of pathways in science,
mathematics, technology and social sciences to integrated applied learning.
On Monday 15 June, Minister Merlino and I, together with Swinburne’s Vice Chancellor Professor Linda
Kristjanson, were pleased to announce the start of the Request for Proposal process for the sale and re-opening of
Swinburne’s former Lilydale campus.
The Request for Proposal is a significant step in re-opening the campus. The RFP is a robust process designed to
identify a TAFE or dual sector universities capable of delivering high quality, innovative and viable TAFE and
higher education services on the site. We have been working in close collaboration with Swinburne University to
reach this point and will continue to do so until the conclusion of the process later this year.
The Lilydale campus will be re-opened in the first half of 2016.

Industrial relations
678.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): How many meetings has the Minister or her office had with the Australian Workers Union
and what were the dates of those meetings.

ANSWER:
The Victorian Government believes that stakeholder consultation plays an important role in the development of
good public policy and accordingly we meet with a broad range of stakeholders. This government believes that
constructive and collaborative relationships with unions and other stakeholders, compared to an adversarial
approach, are more productive and do more to encourage investment and enhance the reputation of the State. We
value our relationships and we are proud of our consultative approach. We will continue to engage with relevant
stakeholders and seek their perspectives regularly.

Industrial relations
679.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Industrial
Relations): How many meetings has the Minister or her office had with the Ambulance Employees
Australia and what were the dates of those meetings.

ANSWER:
The Victorian Government believes that stakeholder consultation plays an important role in the development of
good public policy and accordingly we meet with a broad range of stakeholders. This government believes that
constructive and collaborative relationships with unions and other stakeholders, compared to an adversarial
approach, are more productive and do more to encourage investment and enhance the reputation of the State. We
value our relationships and we are proud of our consultative approach. We will continue to engage with relevant
stakeholders and seek their perspectives regularly.

Energy and resources
680.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Energy and
Resources): In relation to the Victorian Energy Efficiency Target scheme, between 1 January 2015 and
23 June 2015, how many energy efficiency certificates have been created.

ANSWER:
The Victorian Energy Efficiency Target (VEET) scheme helps participating households and businesses save
money by improving energy efficiency. The target for the VEET scheme for 2015 is 5.4 million Victorian energy
efficiency certificates. Each certificate represents a tonne of greenhouse gas emissions that will be avoided through
an energy efficiency improvement.
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The Essential Services Commission has recorded that 2 601 714 Victorian energy efficiency certificates were
created from the week beginning 29 December 2014 to the week beginning 22 June 2015.

Environment, climate change and water
683.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): What dates did the Alpine Advisory Committee hold meetings, between
1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015, and who of the Committee has attended.

ANSWER:
I am informed that the Alpine Advisory Committee met once in the period between 1 December 2014 and 23 June
2015, on 8 December 2014. The attendance at that meeting is detailed in the list below:
– Ewan Waller (Chair)
– Andrew Dwyer
– Christopher Commins
– David Packham
– Geoffrey Burrowes
– Mervyn McGuire
– Neville (Walter) Wright
– Peter Attiwill
– Peter Roper
– Philip Davis
– Trudy Anderson
– Louise Perrin (via teleconference)
– Stephen Dingwall
– Ronald Moon.

Racing
684.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Racing):
What was the attendance of the Ballarat and District Trotting Club’s Boxing Day race meeting.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Attendance at the Ballarat & District Trotting Club’s Boxing Day race meeting on 26 December 2014 was 1891.

Racing
685.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Racing):
What was the attendance of the Hamilton Pacing Cup race meeting on 18 January 2015.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Attendance at the Hamilton Harness Racing Club’s Pacing Cup Day race meeting on 18 January 2015 was 1800.

Racing
686.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Racing):
What was the attendance of the Stawell Harness race meeting on Australia Day 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Attendance at the Stawell Harness Racing Club’s Australia Day race meeting on 26 January 2015 was 498.

Racing
687.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Racing):
What was the attendance of the Avoca race meeting on Anzac Day 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Attendance at the Avoca Shire Turf Club’s Anzac Day race meeting on 25 April 2015 was 1305.

Housing, disability and ageing
691.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — to ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing): How many people that were previously on the public housing waiting lists were
housed at the Evo Apartments, Parkville, between 1 December 2014 and 25 December 2014.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Evo Apartments are not owned by the Secretary of the Department of Health & Human Services (DHHS) or
by the Director of Housing. In addition, neither the Secretary of DHHS nor the Director of Housing manage the
tenancies at the Evo Apartments. As such, no information is held about the residents by the Secretary of DHHS or
the Director of Housing.

Housing, disability and ageing
692.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing): How many people that were previously on the public housing waiting lists were
housed at the Evo Apartments, Parkville, between 1 January 2015 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Evo Apartments are not owned by the Secretary of the Department of Health & Human Services (DHHS) or
by the Director of Housing. In addition, neither the Secretary of DHHS nor the Director of Housing manage the
tenancies at the Evo Apartments. As such, no information is held about the residents by the Secretary of DHHS or
the Director of Housing.
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Consumer affairs, gaming and liquor regulation
693.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation): What is the monthly hit count breakdown of the Consumer Affairs
Victoria’s ‘Dob in a Scam’ page for —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

December 2014;
January 2015;
February 2015;
March 2015;
April 2015; and
May 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Monthly hit count breakdown of the Consumer Affairs Victoria’s ‘Dob in a Scam’ page for(a)

December 2014-488

(b)

January 2015-411

(c)

February 2015-453

(d)

March 2015-501

(e)

April 2015-590

(f)

May 2015-493

Consumer affairs, gaming and liquor regulation
694.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation): What has been the overall cost and the cost breakdown per advertising
network since 1 December 2014 of the ‘Don’t Get Left in the Dark about Power Outage Safety’
advertising campaign.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The question asked does not fall within the portfolio responsibilities of the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming
and Liquor Regulation and would be better responded to by the Minister for Energy and Resources.

Consumer affairs, gaming and liquor regulation
695.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation): What is the monthly call breakdown of the Consumer Affairs
Victoria’s ‘Travelling Con Men Hotline’ for:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

December 2014;
January 2015;
February 2015;
March 2015;
April 2015; and
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May 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Monthly call breakdown of the Consumer Affairs Victoria’s ‘Travelling Con Men Hotline’ for:
(a)

December 2014-92

(b)

January 2015-96

(c)

February 2015-36

(d)

March 2015-40

(e)

April 2015-14

(f)

May 2015-13

Environment, climate change and water
696.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): What is the breakdown per location of increased fish stocks as part of the
Target One Million between 1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
As the Target One Million fish stocks are the responsibilities of the Minister for Agriculture, you will need to
redirect your question to the Hon Jaala Pulford MP.

Emergency services
697.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): What is the monthly call breakdown of the ‘Victorian Emergency Recovery Information
Line’ for:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)

December 2014;
January 2015;
February 2015;
March 2015;
April 2015; and
May 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The monthly call breakdown of the ‘Victorian Emergency Recovery Information Line for:
Month
December 2014
January 2015
February 2015

Call breakdown
11
19
68
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Call breakdown
14
6
3
121

Public transport
699.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport):
What was the total funding provided to the Frankston Station precinct project between 1 December
2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
Funding of $1 million was allocated to the Frankston Station Precinct for the Financial Year 2014-15 which
includes the above time period.

Finance
702.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Finance): What is
the total cost of payments and charges to WorkSafe cost centres for stationary, letterhead, signage or
any other cost as a result of the name change from the Victorian WorkCover Authority between
1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
This decision to restore the WorkSafe Victoria name demonstrates the Victorian Government’s commitment to
health and safety.
A significant amount of existing material retained the WorkSafe brand, and remains in use including stationery,
building signage and employee uniforms. Restoring the WorkSafe brand has resulted in some savings, as much of
the significant costs that would have come with changing sponsorship collateral and building signage has been
avoided. As such the cost has been minimal.
The Government has received positive feedback from the Victorian community about the restoration of the
WorkSafe name, which has built up recognition and trust through many years of investment in powerful public
safety campaigns.

Energy and resources
704.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Energy and
Resources): In relation to back up diesel generators in residential care facilities, what is the breakdown
per local government area of grants allocated since December 2014.

ANSWER:
Local Government
Areas (13)
Alpine
Baw Baw
Benalla
Greater Bendigo

Number of facilities since
December 2014
3
3
4
1

People protected since
December 2014
111
274
195
50

Grants provided since
December 2014
$276 375
$431 973.41
$438 724.80
$98 142.54
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Areas (13)
Indigo
Latrobe
Mansfield
Murrindindi
South Gippsland
Towong
Wangaratta
Wellington
Wodonga
Total
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Number of facilities since
December 2014
1
9
2
1
2
1
1
5
3
36

People protected since
December 2014
40
744
72
50
100
36
60
263
292
2287

2447

Grants provided since
December 2014
$121 747.08
$940 437.36
$83 420
$92 050
$104 943
$152 050.63
$122 731
$378 415
$209 766
$3 450 775.82

The figures above reflect the facilities that applied for a Local Infrastructure Assistance Fund Grant (LIAF) during
Stage 3, and who were able to satisfy my Department’s stringent eligibility criteria that has been in place since
2013.

Roads and road safety
705.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): In relation to the announced Safer Country Crossings Program, what is the list of the 52
regional level crossings earmarked for upgrade.

ANSWER:
The Safer Country Crossing Program does not fall within my portfolio responsibilities, please direct the question to
the Minister for Public Transport.

Roads and road safety
706.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): In relation to the announced Safer Country Bridges Program, what is the list of the 48 regional
bridges earmarked for upgrade.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
- Murray Valley Highway, Mahers Creek (Bridge Structure Number:1499)
- Kyabram-Rochester Road, Girgarre (Bridge Structure Number:7589)
- Midland Highway, Buninyong Creek (Bridge Structure Number:6423)
- Barham-Koondrook Road, Murray River, Koondrook (Bridge Structure Number:8789)
- Goulburn Valley Highway, Seven Creeks Bridge, Shepparton (Bridge Structure Number:1936)
- Goulburn Valley Highway, Broken River Bridge, Shepparton (Bridge Structure Number:1938)
- Goulburn Valley Highway, Bridge No 6, Murray River Floodplain, Moira (Bridge Structure Number:1966)
- Goulburn Valley Highway, Bridge No 5, Murray River Floodplain, Moira (Bridge Structure Number:1967)
- Goulburn Valley Highway, Bridge No 4 Murray River Floodplain, Moira (Bridge Structure Number:1968)
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- Goulburn Valley Highway, Bridge No 3, Murray River Floodplain, Moira (Bridge Structure Number:1969)
- Goulburn Valley Highway, Bridge No 2 Murray River Floodplain, Moira (Bridge Structure Number:1970)
- Hume Freeway, Rail bridge, Tallarook (Bridge Structure Number:0746)
- Hume Freeway, Rail bridge, Tallarook (Bridge Structure Number:129)
- Hume Freeway, Sunday Creek, Seymour (Bridge Structure Number:1311)
- Hume Freeway, Sunday Creek, Seymour (Bridge Structure Number:0766)
- Hume Freeway, Goulburn River, Seymour (Bridge Structure Number:1315)
- Hume Freeway, Goulburn River, Seymour (Bridge Structure Number:0770)
- Hume Freeway, Goulburn River, Floodplain (Bridge Structure Number:0771)
- Hume Freeway, Goulburn River, Floodplain (Bridge Structure Number:1316)
- Hume Freeway, Creighton’s Creek, Euroa (Bridge Structure Number:1334)
- Hume Freeway, Beechworth/Chiltern Road (Bridge Structure Number:7034)
- Western Highway, Lerderderg River, West Bound Carriageway (Bridge Structure Number:0017)
- Western Highway, Lerderderg River, East Bound Carriageway (Bridge Structure Number:0126)
- Western Highway, Pentland Hills Rd, East Bound Carriageway (Bridge Structure Number:0133)
- Western Highway, Pykes Creek, East Bound Carriageway (Bridge Structure Number:0140)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Ferntree Gully Road (East Bound), Mulgrave (Bridge Structure Number:2529)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Ferntree Gully Road (West Bound), Mulgrave (Bridge Structure Number:2521)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Jacksons (East Bound), Mulgrave (Bridge Structure Number:2522)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Jacksons Road (West Bound), Mulgrave (Bridge Structure Number:2530)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Police Road (West Bound), Dandenong North (Bridge Structure Number:2531)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Police (East Bound ), Dandenong North (Bridge Structure Number:2523)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Gladstone (East Bound), Dandenong North (Bridge Structure Number:2524)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Gladstone Road (West Bound), Dandenong North (Bridge Structure
Number:2532)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Dandenong Creek (West Bound), Dandenong North (Bridge Structure
Number:2533)
- Monash Freeway Bridge over Dandenong Creek (East Bound), Dandenong North (Bridge Structure
Number:2525)
- Tyers Road, Latrobe River, Tyres (Bridge Structure Number:5544)
- Mortlake-Ararat Road, Hopkins River, Marana (Bridge Structure Number:4163)
- Mortlake-Ararat Road, Hopkins River, Marana (Bridge Structure Number:4162)
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- Mornington Peninsula Freeway, Devil Bend Creek, Tuerong (Bridge Structure Number:8444)
- Mornington Peninsula Freeway, Tuerong Creek, Tuerong (Bridge Structure Number:8445)
- Glenelg Highway, Wennicott Creek, Carapook (Bridge Structure Number:2113)
- McIvor Highway, Grassy Flat Race, Strathdale (Bridge Structure Number:2443)
- Healesville-Yarra Glen Road, Pauls Creek, Tarrawarra (Bridge Structure Number:6026)
- Portland Casterton Road, Merino Creek, Merino (Bridge Structure Number:4357)
- Pyrenees Highway, Campbells Creek, Castlemaine (Bridge Structure Number:2259)
- Nhill-Jeparit Road, Wimmera River, Jeparit (Bridge Structure Number:4647)
- Loddon Valley Highway, Bullock Creek, Auchmore (Bridge Structure Number:1762)
- Maryborough-St Arnaud Road, Cherry Tree Creek (Bridge Structure Number:6416)

Mental health
710.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Mental
Health): In relation to the ‘Ice Help Line’ announced on 5 March 2015:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When was the telephone number purchased.
What was the cost of purchasing the dedicated telephone number.
How many staff have been hired to monitor and provide advice on the ‘Ice Help Line’.
What are the main functions of the ‘Ice Help Line’.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
– The 1800 ICE ADVICE telephone number was purchased on Wednesday 18 March 2015 and the phone service
has been fully operational since 20 April 2015.
– Turning Point, part of Eastern Health, has established and delivered the ice advice line. This arrangement
includes infrastructure, the development of protocols to support staff in answering calls and staff training. The
cost of organising the connection and technical integration of the ice phone line itself was $705.
– Turning Point have extensive experience providing drug and alcohol phone based support services including
DirectLine, DrugInfo, Youth Drug and Alcohol Advice and the Family Drug Helpline. Turning Point has
extended its DirectLine infrastructure and staffing to incorporate 1800 ICE ADVICE activity and is able to
address the expected five per cent increase in calls to the dedicated service. This increase equates to 5000 calls
per annum.
– The 1800 ICE ADVICE phone service directs users and families to the treatment and support services and can
provide general information about ice and its effects. 1800 ICE ADVICE also provides important clinical advice
to health professionals working with ice users. The phone line operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week.

Ambulance services
711.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for
Ambulance Services): What is the number of methamphetamine related ambulance attendances in
2013-14 per Victorian Local Government Area.
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ANSWER:
This information is publically available in the Turning Point publication “Trends in Alcohol and Drug-related
Ambulance Attendances in Victoria 2013/14.”

Consumer affairs, gaming and liquor regulation
719.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation): How many false billing scams have been reported to Consumer
Affairs since 1 December 2014.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
From 1 December 2014-29 June 2015, Consumer Affairs Victoria recorded 112 contacts as “unauthorised
advertising/false billing”.

Consumer affairs, gaming and liquor regulation
720.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minster for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation): How many downloads of the RentRight app been recorded since
1 December 2014.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Between 1/12/14 and 26/6/15 there were 14 677 downloads of the RentRight app.

Emergency services
722.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to CFA reimbursements:
(1)

How many claims were lodged in —
(a) December 2014;
(b) January 2015;
(c) February 2015;
(d) March 2015;
(e) April 2015; and
(f) May 2015.

(2)

What was the average time to process claims lodged in —
(a) December 2014;
(b) January 2015;
(c) February 2015;
(d) March 2015;
(e) April 2015; and
(f) May 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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As the CFA makes a number of different reimbursements, clarification is required as to which specific
reimbursements are referred to in this question to enable me to respond.

Emergency services
723.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): With regards to incoming calls to the ‘Triple 0’ service managed by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority, what was the breakdown per Local Government Area of calls in
December 2014.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Unless a call made to Triple Zero is from a fixed line telephone, the location of the caller cannot be identified
unless provided verbally by the caller. I am advised by the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority that
over 50 per cent of calls to Triple Zero come from mobile phones. As such I am unable to provide a breakdown of
Triple Zero calls per Local Government Area.

Emergency services
725.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to incoming calls to the ‘Triple 0’ service managed by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority, what was the breakdown per Local Government Authority of calls in
February 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Unless a call made to Triple Zero is from a fixed line telephone, the location of the caller cannot be identified
unless provided verbally by the caller. I am advised by the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority that
over 50 per cent of calls to Triple Zero come from mobile phones. As such I am unable to provide a breakdown of
Triple Zero calls per Local Government Area.

Emergency services
726.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to incoming calls to the ‘Triple 0’ service managed by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority, what was the breakdown per Local Government Authority of calls in
March 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Unless a call made to Triple Zero is from a fixed line telephone, the location of the caller cannot be identified
unless provided verbally by the caller. I am advised by the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority that
over 50 per cent of calls to Triple Zero come from mobile phones. As such I am unable to provide a breakdown of
Triple Zero calls per Local Government Area.

Emergency services
727.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to incoming calls to the ‘Triple 0’ service managed by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority, what was the breakdown per Local Government Authority of calls in
April 2015.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Unless a call made to Triple Zero is from a fixed line telephone, the location of the caller cannot be identified
unless provided verbally by the caller. I am advised by the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority that
over 50 per cent of calls to Triple Zero come from mobile phones. As such I am unable to provide a breakdown of
Triple Zero calls per Local Government Area.

Emergency services
728.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to incoming calls to the ‘Triple 0’ service managed by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority, what was the breakdown per Local Government Authority of calls in
May 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Unless a call made to Triple Zero is from a fixed line telephone, the location of the caller cannot be identified
unless provided verbally by the caller. I am advised by the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority that
over 50 per cent of calls to Triple Zero come from mobile phones. As such I am unable to provide a breakdown of
Triple Zero calls per Local Government Area.

Environment, climate change and water
729.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): How many hectares have been subjected to planned burning operations
between 1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
191 069 hectares of public land was treated by planned burning across Victoria between 1 December 2014 and
23 June 2015. This compares to 37 822 hectares for the same period the previous year.

Environment, climate change and water
730.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): How many downloads of the Parks Discovery app occurred between
1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Parks Discovery App was launched on 17 March 2015. From launch to 23 June, there have been 4151
downloads. The directory is designed to encourage people who are less familiar with parks to get out and get
exploring by listing the basic information about where to go and what to do. The guide and magazine, developed by
Parks Victoria, is available for free download from the App Store on iTunes or the Google Play store.
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Environment, climate change and water
731.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): In relation to the 2015 Healthy Waterways Community Grants announced
on 22 March 2015, what were the names of the organisations and the breakdown of funds that were
granted.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The 2015 Healthy Waterways Community Grants, worth a total of $633 500, were issued to 160 community
groups across Melbourne. Details about the recipients and the breakdown of funds can be obtained from the River
Health Incentives Program team, Melbourne Water on (03) 9679 7431.

Health
732.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health):
How many complaints of workplace bullying and harassment have been lodged at each Victorian
hospital and health service network between 1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Bullying is unacceptable in any workplace, including in health services.
As workplace bullying and harassment complaints are managed by health services in their role as employer,
historically, the Department of Health and Human Services has not routinely or systematically collected
information on the number of complaints of workplace bullying and harassment lodged across individual Victorian
health services.
In March, I wrote to the Victorian Auditor General asking him to inquire into this issue including the nature and
extent of bullying and harassment, and other workplace related complaints.
In addition, the Department of Health and Human Services has recently started a comprehensive technical and
policy review of Victoria’s adverse events framework. This review includes the creation of a stand-alone
occupational health and safety module to support improved reporting and analysis of incidents.

Public transport
738.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport):
How many people have been provided access to subsidised transport as part of the Arts Access Project
in Bendigo and surrounding areas between 1 December 2014 and 23 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
The Arts Access project was announced on 17th April 2015 at the opening of the Ulumbarra Theatre in Bendigo.
The Arts Access project will commence in July 2015 and continue until July 2017.
The project is primarily aimed at rural students, disadvantaged groups and young people in rural areas that don’t
currently have access to the Bendigo Arts Precinct through existing programs.
The City of Greater Bendigo, together with key partners in neighbouring communities are developing a detailed
program plan and will commence pilot projects shortly.
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Training and skills
740.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills: In relation to TAFE enrolments
in plumbing related courses:
(1)

How many total enrolments have been recorded for —
(a) 2011;
(b) 2012;
(c) 2013;
(d) 2014; and
(e) 2015.

(2)

How many enrolments have been recorded for mature aged students, 25 years and older —
(a) 2011;
(b) 2012;
(c) 2013;
(d) 2014; and
(e) 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed by the Department of Education and Training that:
(1)

The total numbers of government subsidised and domestic fee-for service enrolments in plumbing courses in
TAFEs were:
2011
5772

(2)

2012
5991

2013
5954

2014
6484

2015
Not available

The numbers of government subsidised and domestic fee-for service enrolments in plumbing courses in
TAFEs for mature aged students aged 25 years and older were:
2011
1425

2012
1408

2013
1522

2014
1826

2015
Not available

The 2015 calendar year data are not available as the 2015 training activity is still in progress.
The above figures were sourced from the training activity database referred to as Skills Victoria Training System.

Training and skills
741.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills: In relation to the TAFE Back to
Work Fund announced in March 2015:
(1)
(2)
(3)

Which organisations have applied for funding and what was their requested funding amount.
Of the above applications, as of 23 June 2015, which have been funded.
What is the current status of each application.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Despite years of neglect under the former government, it is refreshing to see the Member seeking information about
the Andrews Labor Government’s plan to rebuild our broken TAFEs.
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Under the former Liberal Government, Victoria’s economy was facing a number of key challenges, including a
high youth unemployment crisis. Victoria held the highest rate of youth unemployment of all mainland states, with
regional areas hardest hit.
This is why the Andrews Labor Government established the $50 million TAFE Back to Work Fund, to support the
Victorian Government’s Back to Work Plan to grow jobs and get people back to work, while improving the
financial viability of TAFE Institutes and supporting the skills needs of local communities.
The Government’s $50 million TAFE Back to Work Fund will support the Government’s Back to Work Plan to
create 100 000 jobs and get people back to work.
The Fund will support TAFEs and dual sector universities to build capability and partnerships with businesses and
industry including those in the six growth sectors of the economy identified in the Back to Work Plan.
All TAFEs and some dual sector universities applied for funding from the $50 million TAFE Rescue Fund. All
TAFEs and universities who applied to the TAFE Rescue Fund received funding through this program.
In total 41 high calibre applications were received totalling more than $100 million. Unfortunately funds available
through this initiative were limited and projects therefore needed to be prioritised. I am delighted that Liberal
Members Steph Ryan, Wendy Lovell and Sharma Stone all supported applications made by TAFEs in their local
area and I welcome their endorsement of the Andrews Labor Government’s program.
I am however, pleased to inform you that $48.51 million in funding for 12 TAFE institutes and 2 dual sector
universities have been announced as at 1 August 2015.

Emergency services
742.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to the review of ‘call taking and dispatch procedures’ at the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
As the Emergency Services Telecommunication Authority constantly reviews its call-taking and dispatch
procedures to identify improvements and efficiency initiatives, clarification is required as to which review your
question refers.

Emergency services
743.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): In relation to the audit of Harness Racing Victoria:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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The question asked does not fall within the portfolio responsibilities of the Minister for Emergency Services and
would be better responded to by the Minister for Racing.

Health
744.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health):
In relation to the review undertaken by the Ambulance Performance and Policy Consultative
Committee.
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of further and/or final reporting by the committee.
What is the cost to support the taskforce.
Who are the members of the taskforce.
Will the reports be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The interim report of the Ambulance Performance and Policy Consultative Committee was released on
14 March 2015 and the Committee’s final report will be made available before the end of 2015, in line with
the Government’s election commitment.

(2)

Committee members do not receive remuneration for their involvement in the work of the Committee. The
Committee is supported by a small Secretariat (drawn from existing staff) within the Department of Health
and Human Services.

(3)

The Minister for Ambulance Services chairs the Committee and its membership includes:
– Ms Mary-Anne Thomas MP, Parliamentary Secretary for Health
– Mr Colin Jones, Mobile Intensive Ambulance Care Paramedic and Clinical Support Officer, Ambulance
Victoria
– Ms Morgyn Mccarthy Harding, Advanced Life Support Paramedic, Ambulance Victoria
– Ms Jan Einsiedel, Mobile Intensive Ambulance Care Paramedic, Ambulance Victoria
– Mr Luke Baird, Advanced Life Support Paramedic, Ambulance Victoria
– Associate Professor Tony Walker, Acting Chief Executive Officer, Ambulance Victoria
– Mr Howard Ronaldson, Administrator, Ambulance Victoria
– Associate Professor Alex Cockram, Chief Executive Officer, Western Health
– Mr Steve McGhie, General Secretary, Ambulance Employees Australia of Victoria
– Mr Danny Hill, Assistant Secretary, Ambulance Employees Australia of Victoria
– Mr Peter Fitzgerald, Deputy Secretary, Department of Health & Human Services.

(4)

The Committee’s interim report is public and available from the Department of Health and Human Services
website. The Committee’s final report will also be made public.

Attorney-General
745.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Attorney-General): In
relation to the Victorian Law Reform Commission’s review into the use of medicinal cannabis.
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When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

Under the terms of reference for the Victorian Law Reform Commission’s review of the laws relating to
medicinal cannabis, the Commission is required to report by 31 August 2015.

(2)

The expenditure of funds by the Commission on its work program is a matter for the Commission. The
Commission’s budgetary objectives and performance including its total output cost is detailed each year in its
annual report.

(3)

The Commission’s final report will be tabled in each House of Parliament within 14 sitting days of its receipt,
as required under the Victorian Law Reform Commission Act 2000. The report will be made available to the
public by the Commission once the report is tabled in the Parliament.

Training and skills
746.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills: In relation to the VET Funding
review:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The previous Government’s funding policy led to major concerns about the quality of training, low employer and
student satisfaction ratings, low completion rates and instability in the market due to constantly and rapidly
changing subsidy rates.
The Andrews Government seeks to reform the system to improve quality, meet industry and student expectations
and provide a stable funding system to meet our economy’s workforce needs.
Consequently, the Government is conducting a major review into the VET system.
The cost of the Review is not able to be determined at this stage, as it is ongoing. It is being funded by DET
through existing resources.
The VET Funding Review is being conducted by Mr Bruce Mackenzie as Chair and Mr Neil Coulson. The Review
includes an extensive consultation process to ensure it receives contributions from a wide range of stakeholders.
An interim Issues Paper, developed in response to extensive industry, training providers (including TAFEs and
private providers), peak bodies and the community will be released for further consultation in July, prior to the final
report. The Premier and I will determine whether the report is to be made public once the government has had the
opportunity to consider it.
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Environment, climate change and water
747.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): In relation to the independent review of Bellarine Bayside Committee of
Management:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

The independent review of Bellarine Bayside Committee of Management is underway.

(2)

Melbourne based firm PPB Advisory is undertaking the review.

(3)

Once complete, the government will consider the review and provision of advice to the community about the
outcomes and next steps.

Racing
749.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Racing): In
relation to the independent investigation into racing industry conducted by Racing Integrity
Commissioner, what is the cost to undertake the review.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The operations of the Office of the Racing Integrity Commissioner are funded from Department of Justice &
Regulation budget appropriations.
There are no additional funds allocated by government for individual investigations.

Consumer affairs, gaming and liquor regulation
753.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation): In relation to the independent panel to address issues with short stay
accommodation:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

What date is the panel required to report by.
What is the cost to support the panel.
Who are the members of the panel.
Will the report from the panel be made public.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

The panel’s terms of reference required it to report by the end of May 2015.

(2)

The secretariat function for the panel was provided by officers of Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV) and the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP), as part of their normal duties. The panel’s
meetings were held in rooms within the Department of Justice & Regulation and DELWP, any cost of which
was absorbed within those departments’ budgets.
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The panel members were:
– Mr Simon Libbis Of Subdivision Lawyers (Chair)
– Mr Michael Nugent of Bencorp OCM Pty Ltd (an owners corporation management company) and
nominee of Strata Community Australia-Victoria
– Ms Kristina Burke, Policy Manager, Victoria Tourism Industry Council
– Mr Paul Salter, President, Victorian Accommodation Industry Association
– Ms Angela Meinke, Manager, Planning And Building, City Of Melbourne
– Mr Justin Butterworth, Director, Holiday Rental Industry Association, and
– Mr Roger Gardner, President, Owners Corporation Network Victoria and Docklands Community
Association Inc.

(4)

Yes (the report was posted on CAV’s website on 27 July 2015).

Training and skills
754.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills: In relation to the review into low
quality vocational education and training providers:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The previous Government’s funding policy led to major concerns about the quality of training, low employer and
student satisfaction ratings, low completion rates and an instability in the market due to constantly and rapidly
changing subsidy rates.
The Andrews Government seeks to reform the system to improve quality, meet industry and student expectations
and provide a stable funding system to meet our economy’s workforce needs.
Consequently, the Government is conducting a major funding review into the VET system and has recently
completed a Review of Quality Assurance in Victoria’s VET system.
The Review of Quality Assurance in Victoria’s VET System (the Review) was completed in May 2015 and the
report of the Review transmitted to Government on 2 June 2015.
The Department engaged Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu (Deloitte) to lead the Review. Deloitte was supported by two
dedicated officers from the Department, and also received information, data and similar in-kind support from the
Department to undertake its work. The value of Deloitte’s contract for the Review was $348 329.
I released the Review report, alongside a Government Response, on 29 June 2015. Both documents are available
on the Department of Education and Training’s website, at the following address:
http://www.education.vic.gov.au/training/learners/vet/Pages/qareview.aspx.
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Finance
759.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Finance): In relation
to the development of a major strategy to improve the health of all Victorian workers:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the project.
Who is undertaking the project.
Will the report from the project be made public.

ANSWER:
The Government is committed to preventative health in the workplace, and was a strong supporter of the previously
successful WorkHealth program.
At the election the Government committed to support programs to improve workplace safety and the health of the
Victorian workforce, using surplus accumulated from the WorkSafe scheme.
The WorkHealth Ministerial Advisory Group has been established to develop a strategy to improve the health of
Victorian workers, building on the success of the previous WorkHealth program.
The Advisory Group members have a range of expertise and are drawn from a range of sectors including employer
and employee groups and the health sector. The Group is chaired by Todd Harper, CEO of the Cancer Council of
Victoria and comprises:
– Tim Piper, Victorian Director, Ai Group
– Jerril Rechter, CEO, VicHealth
– Mark Stone, CEO, VECCI
– Mary-Anne Thomas, Parliamentary Secretary for Health
– Anna Peeters, public health researcher
– Diana Taylor, lawyer and director
– Luke Hilakari, Secretary, Victorian Trades Hall Council.
The Advisory Group will make recommendations to the Government by the end of 2015, and these will be
considered in a future program of work to improve worker health in Victoria.

Education
760.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education): In relation to
the review of the student resource package:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
The Review of Government Schools Funding will be completed by December 2015. The Review is being led by
the Hon Steve Bracks AC and supported by a Secretariat comprised of senior policy officers from Department of
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Premier and Cabinet (DPC), Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF) and the Department of Education and
Training (DET).
Mr Bracks is providing his services on a pro bono basis and the Secretariat is staffed by the allocation of existing
resources from within DPC, DTF and DET. Given the complexity of the work, the Secretariat has a budget that
includes a small amount of funding for the use of expert advisers as required. Tendering for any advisory work will
be competitive therefore I cannot provide details of the allocation.
The Review includes an extensive engagement process to ensure we receive contributions from a wide range of
stakeholders.
I will receive a Report from Mr Bracks in December 2015 and will then consider the advice.

Education
761.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education): In relation to
the review of programs for students with disabilities, in particular the transition from primary to
secondary school:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
I have requested that the Department of Education and Training provides a report to me detailing the findings from
the review and advice on how best to maximise the learning of students with disability by end of November 2015.
Funding for the review is to be sourced from within the Department’s budget and the final amount will be
determined by the actual costs of each activity.
The Department is managing the review with a team of experts and organisations who are passionate about
providing the best support for Victorian students with disabilities. Face-to-face consultations with parents,
academics, practitioners, principals and teachers are being led by Australia’s former Disability Commissioner,
Dr Graeme Innes.
When I receive the review, the Government will undertake a thorough consideration of the report and any advice
and recommendations it makes, and provide a detailed response.

Education
762.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education): In relation to
the review of education provision needs in Preston and the Docklands:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Docklands Feasibility Study

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
2462

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 4 August 2015

We are conscious of the impact of student enrolment growth on schools in inner city areas and are committed to
developing solutions for meeting current and future enrolment demand. As part of this we have released the 2012
Docklands Feasibility study and have restarted the planning process for school provision in the Docklands and
broader North Melbourne area.
The new Docklands feasibility study is expected to be completed by the end of the 2015. The study will assess the
suitability of potential sites and examine the long-term impact of the Fishermans Bend development on school
demand. The local community, City of Melbourne, developers and Metropolitan Planning Authority (MPA) will be
consulted as part of the study’s development. The initial scoping is being undertaken internally and the final cost
will be determined once this is completed.
Preston Feasibility Study
We have committed $100 000 to undertake a demographic feasibility study into re-establishing a future high school
on the former Preston Girls’ Secondary College site. The review is expected to be completed in late 2015 and will
inform future decisions regarding the site in the context of school provision needs in the local area.

Finance
763.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Finance): In relation
to the review of the Financial Management Act 1994:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
Financial management is about using public resources efficiently and effectively to achieve what is best for the
community.
High standards of financial management rely on having clear accountabilities, appropriate governance
arrangements and sound practices.
At the recent PAEC hearings, I announced that the Government intends to conduct a targeted review of the
Financial Management Act (FMA) to strengthen financial management accountabilities and improve the efficiency
of public resource administration.
The Government is still considering the scope and timing of the FMA review.
However, the review will be undertaken by the Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF), and is likely to include
a consultation process. DTF will conduct the review within the course of its usual business. The review will also
have regard to the work being done as part of the broader good government public sector reform agenda.

Public transport
764.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport): In
relation to the review of changes to tram timetables to better correlate with trains and buses:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
Tram timetables (along with other timetables) were updated on Sunday 21 June 2015. This provided adjusted run
times and operational improvements to better cater from the anticipated increase in patronage at Southern Cross
Station from the Regional Rail Link.
The cost of these reviews are part of Public Transport Victoria’s regular and ongoing operational expense of
running public transport services and are reviewed regularly with the franchisee.

Environment, climate change and water
767.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): In relation to the review Victoria’s Environment Protection Authority:
(1)
(2)
(3)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Information on the EPA Inquiry, including terms of reference, membership of the Ministerial Advisory Committee
and date of completion, is publicly available at
http://www.delwp.vic.gov.au/news-and-announcements/epa-inquiry.

Special Minister of State
769.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State: In relation to the review of CenITex and
Project Atlas:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
On Tuesday 30 June I jointly released the report of the Business Support Shared Services Review with the Minister
for Finance, Robin Scott MP.
The review was commissioned by the Department of Premier and Cabinet to examine government business
operations and whether ICT outsourcing projects initiated by the Napthine Government would deliver improved
outcomes and value for money. Funding for the review was sourced from within the Department’s budget and
engaged independent experts from outside the Government.
The review made a number of recommendations relating to the operation of shared services across government,
CenITex, and two ICT outsourcing projects. A copy of the review can be accessed from the Department of Premier
and Cabinet website.

Energy and resources
771.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Energy and
Resources): In relation to the review of emissions reductions in Victoria:
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When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
This question does not fall under my portfolio responsibilities as Minister for Energy and Resources. This matter
falls under the portfolio of the Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water.

Industry
772.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Industry): In relation
to the review of the Geelong Region Innovation and Investment Fund:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
The Geelong Region Innovation and Investment Fund (GRIIF) was established by the Commonwealth and
Victorian Governments in response to Ford’s announcement that it would close its local vehicle manufacturing
operations in 2016.
GRIIF is a competitive, merit-based grants program that focusses on driving new investment that creates new and
sustainable jobs. As you know, the Commonwealth Government partnered with the Victorian Government on
GRIIF since its establishment.
I have engaged with the Commonwealth Minister for Industry and Science regarding the future of GRIIF. The
Commonwealth Government has declined to contribute additional funds and only seem interested in closing GRIIF
as soon as possible. I encourage you to contact your Federal colleagues and urge them to reconsider their position,
which will sadly have a negative impact on the people of Geelong.
As you know, the Victorian Government is taking a different approach to the Commonwealth Government. The
2014-15 State Budget allocated an additional $7.5 million to GRIIF. This funding will invest in job creating
projects that will help retrenched automotive and Alcoa workers.
In addition, the Victorian Government will review the guidelines. This will include consultation with the
community, workers and businesses in the region.
We want to ensure that the Fund best meets the needs of retrenched automotive and Alcoa workers and supports
economic activity in the Geelong region.

Environment, climate change and water
774.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): In relation to the review of the Hanging Rock Precinct:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The review of the Hanging Rock Precinct is underway. Information about the review is publicly available on the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning’s website.

Environment, climate change and water
775.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water): In relation to the review of the Climate Change Act 2010:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Climate Change Act Review, which is the fulfilment of a commitment made before the election, was
announced on 7 July 2015. Details of the review and the review panel are publicly available on the DELWP
website (www.delwp.vic.gov.au).

Corrections
800.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Skills and Training (for the Minister for Corrections): In
relation to the recommendations in the Review of the Parole System in Victoria in 2013 by former High
Court Justice Ian Callinan, AC, have the recommendations regarding the number of male and female
parole officers and the ratio of offenders to parole officers been implemented, and if so, by how much.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Measure 19 of the Callinan Review refers to the need to reduce the ratio of offenders to Parole Officers and for
Principal Practitioners to oversee, train and mentor staff. On 1 April 2015, Community Correctional Services
introduced a specialist approach to managing prisoners on parole, to better assess the risk of reoffending and
implementing appropriate treatment and supervision. This includes 24 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Principal
Practitioner roles, 90 FTE Senior Parole Officer, Aboriginal Parole Officer and Specialist Case Manager roles and
35.5 FTE Parole Officer roles. There are now lower case loads for staff managing the highest risk prisoners on
parole.
The Callinan Review makes no recommendations regarding the number of male and female parole officers.

Small business, innovation and trade
802.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Acting Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade): What consultation has been undertaken by the Department of
Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources with the Local Councils of Casey, Dandenong,
Frankston, Kingston, Knox and Monash regarding the additional cost to council budgets of the Easter
Sunday and Grand Final Eve public holidays in 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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In accordance with the Subordinate Legislation Act 1994, the Department of Economic Development, Jobs,
Transport and Resources has undertaken a Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) to analyse the benefits and costs to
business and the community of the proposed two new public holidays in Victoria.
As part of the RIS process, the document was published online on 8 July 2015 for a 28 day period of public
consultation, during which time Councils may provide feedback on the information provided.

Special Minister of State
806.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State: In relation to the Andrews
Government’s funding for the Office of the Public Access Counsellor in the 2015-16 Budget:
(1)
(2)

What will the $4 million allocated funding deliver.
Will all of the promised reforms to the Office of the Freedom of Information Commissioner be in
place and operational before the end of 2015.

ANSWER:
I can advise that:
(1)

The $4 million allocated funding will support the Freedom of Information Commissioner (FOI
Commissioner) and assist with the transition to the Office of the Public Access Counsellor (OPAC) and its
expanded role.
OPAC will maintain all of the existing powers, and expand on the current role, of the FOI Commissioner. For
example, OPAC will:
– have the ability to review ministerial and departmental decisions to not release documents under the
Cabinet-in-Confidence exemption;
– set freedom of information standards; and
– have a broader mandate to help Victorians understand how to access government information.

(2)

The Office of the Public Access Counsellor will be established in 2016. Work has commenced to prepare the
legislation required to establish the Office of the Public Access Counsellor.
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Corrections
624.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): In
relation to the Victorian Ombudsman’s report on the Investigation into Deaths and Harm in Custody,
March 2014:
(1)

Have all hanging points been removed from every prison cell and all associated areas in Victoria,
including the Thomas Embling Hospital, and if not —
(a) how many remain; and
(b) when will the Government remove them.

(2)

Has the Department of Justice and Regulation engaged a consultant to conduct an immediate
review of all prison cells which do not comply with the current Victorian cell and fire safety
guidelines, if so, what was the outcome of the review, and if not, when will a consultant be
engaged.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

(a)

(b)

The Department of Justice & Regulation is committed to providing safe environments for prisoners but
has not made a commitment to refurbish all existing cellular accommodation to ensure that it is Building
Design Review Project (BDRP) compliant. It has, however, undertaken to ensure that all new cellular
accommodation would be built to conform with the Cell and Fire Safety Guidelines and hence be
BDRP compliant.
Prisoners who are assessed as being at immediate or significant risk of suicide or self-harm should
always be accommodated in a BDRP compliant cell. Prisoners at the Melbourne Assessment Prison
(MAP) who have a lesser but potential risk must also be placed in a BDRP compliant cell. For prisoners
with a potential risk and accommodated at any other secure prison, consideration is to be given to
accommodating him or her in a BDRP compliant cell, taking into account other at risk management and
protective factors, such as placing the prisoner in a supportive unit environment.
In the August 2014 audit, 62.1% of cellular accommodation in Victorian prisons met BDRP standards.
Since this audit, two new units have opened at the Metropolitan Remand Centre and with the
refurbishment of three units at the MAP, 65.2% of cells are now BDRP compliant. Further BDRP
works have commenced at the MAP to refurbish the remaining three units, the first of which is
scheduled for completion the week of 3 August 2015.
BDRP guidelines do not extend to non-cell accommodation (such as cottages), as not all hanging points
can be removed. At risk prisoners are not placed in such accommodation.
I cannot comment on the Thomas Embling Hospital. This is a matter for the Department of Health and
Human Services.
The redevelopment or retrofitting of existing cellular accommodation is a complex process and the costs
are significant (estimated at up to $129 000 per cell). Work on existing accommodation is dependent on
available funding.
As indicated earlier, the refurbishment of existing cells at the MAP will be undertaken when cells are
available and all new cellular accommodation will continue to be built to BDRP standards.
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The engagement of a consultant is not considered necessary, as the department understands where the risks
remain in cells that are not BDRP compliant, given its ongoing work with infrastructure partners in retrofit
and new prison building programs. These risks are considered in the placement of prisoners across the prison
system, and in the prioritisation of future prison infrastructure works.

Police
625.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): Given
the crime statistics show that reports of family violence are increasing in our community:
(1)
(2)
(3)

What family violence training, if any, is provided at the Victorian Police Academy to new recruits.
What family violence training is provided to police officers and do all officers receive this
training.
What family violence training is provided to the specialist family violence unit within Victoria
Police.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

The Victoria Police People Development Command delivers a number of training programs relating to both
Foundation Training (recruit programs) and internal diploma courses and programs in relation to
investigations, forensics, prosecutions and promotional programs. Family violence is included in varying
ways in programs from recruit training and throughout promotional courses.
As part of the introduction of the Family Violence Protection Act 2008 (the Act), Victoria Police
implemented a force-wide training program. The package includes modules on understanding the dynamics
of family violence, risk assessment and risk management, the definitions and criteria within the Act, Family
Violence Safety Notices and miscellaneous legislative provisions. This package was delivered during training
sessions, with the commencement of the Act, in 2008 and 2009 and is still available to be delivered by
Victoria Police's Regional Training Officers and Family Violence Advisers where required.

(2)

Police officers across the organisation with family violence responsibilities received the training introduced in
response to the Act. This is in addition to the family violence-related training packages provided to all
Victoria Police recruits, and the family violence training which is required for promotion.
The Family Violence Command is developing two e-learning modules for supervisors to assist in improving
responses to family violence. The project, commencing in July 2015, includes risk assessment and risk
management practices.
Victoria Police also brought together a cross section of external stakeholders, for an important two day
Family Violence Education Workshop in July 2015, directed around education and training requirements for
police officers, to enable Victoria Police to improve police responses to family and domestic violence.

(3)

Specialist family violence units receive the training outlined above. Further guidance is provided by the
Statewide Standard Operating Procedures for Family Violence Teams which is an accompaniment to the
Code of Practice for the Investigation of Family Violence and the Victoria Police Manual.

Special Minister of State
769.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State: in relation to the review of CenITex and
Project Atlas:
(1)
(2)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
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Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
On Tuesday 30 June I jointly released the report of the Business Support Shared Services Review with the Minister
for Finance, Robin Scott MP.
The review was commissioned by the Department of Premier and Cabinet to examine government business
operations and whether ICT outsourcing projects initiated by the Napthine Government would deliver improved
outcomes and value for money. Funding for the review was sourced from within the Department’s budget and
engaged independent experts from outside the Government.
The review made a number of recommendations relating to the operation of shared services across government,
CenITex, and two ICT outsourcing projects. A copy of the review can be accessed from the Department of Premier
and Cabinet website.

Education
799.

MS PENNICUIK — To ask the Minister for Skills and Training (for the Minister for Education): In
relation to the recent launch of the Arrowsmith Program for students with learning disabilities at two
Victorian Catholic schools, what advice has the Minister for Education received from the Department of
Education and Training about this program.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
I received advice from the Department of Education and Training that the Department is aware of the Arrowsmith
Program, and that the Program was being trialled across a small number of Catholic schools. The Department
provided advice about the operation of the program in the Catholic schools where it is being trialled.
I was advised that the Arrowsmith Program is delivered by trained teachers with training taking place over three
weeks at the Arrowsmith School in Toronto, and two teachers from St Peter’s Primary School and one from
St Catherine’s Primary School have completed this course. Thirty students are participating in the program across
three classes of ten students. I received advice that the program includes a suite of intensive and graduated
cognitive tasks of computerised, auditory and pen and paper exercises. Students are a part of a mainstream class
and move out into the Arrowsmith Classroom for four 40 minute sessions each day and re-join with their class for
the remainder of the day.
The Victorian Government has a strong commitment to supporting all children with their learning and ensuring that
children with additional learning needs are provided with the same opportunities as their peers. The Government’s
Special Needs Plan has a focus on supporting students with learning difficulties and dyslexia.
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Families and children
629.

MS CROZIER — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: In relation to the Ministerial
Advisory Committee on out-of-home care services in Victoria, what dates have the Committee met.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Ministerial Advisory Committee for Children in Out-of-Home Care met on 27 February 2015 and 17 April
2015 and a further meeting is scheduled for 29 July 2015.

Public transport
657.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport): In
relation to train services operating between Geelong and Melbourne and the new Regional Rail Link:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

How many train services were operating each weekday before the Regional Rail Link opened.
How many carriages did a standard train have on the Geelong to Melbourne line before the
Regional Rail Link opened.
How many customers in total could be carried on the train line each weekday before the Regional
Rail Link opened.
How many train services are now operating each weekday after the Regional Rail Link has
opened.
How many carriages did a standard train have on the Geelong to Melbourne line now that the
Regional Rail Link has opened.
How many customers in total can be carried on the train line each weekday now that the Regional
Rail Link has opened.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
(1)

Geelong to Melbourne-27 services ran each weekday (not including long distance services) Melbourne to
Geelong-28 services ran each weekday (not including long distance services)

(2)

Trains ranged from 3-6 carriages depending on average loading and operational requirements

(3)

Scheduled capacity on the Geelong line: 19 548 weekday (not including capacity of long distance services).
Please note that capacity figures referred to are for seats available on the service. It does not include the
available standing room on the service

(4)

Geelong to Melbourne-52 services run each weekday (not including long distance services) Melbourne to
Geelong-50 services run each weekday (not including long distance services)

(5)

Trains ranged from 3-6 carriages depending on time of day and operational requirements
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Scheduled capacity on the Geelong line: 33 246 (not including capacity of long distance services) seats
available. It does not include the available standing room on the service.

Public transport
698.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport):
What was the cost of the full page PTV advertisement in MX on 12 June 2015.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
The PTV advertisement in MX on 12 June 2015, was paid for by funds from Public Transport Victoria’s 2014-15
advertising budget, which can be found in 2014-15 State Budget (BP3 pg 244).

Youth affairs
707.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Youth Affairs: In relation to the announced National
Youth Week 2015 grants, what is the list of the 92 organisations, schools, local governments that
received funding.

ANSWER:
On 3 March 2015, I announced funding to support 92 organisations across Victoria to stage National Youth Week
events — 48 in metropolitan areas and 44 in regional Victoria.
Applications for the National Youth Week grants were assessed by the Department of Health and Human Services.
Grants of up to $2,000 were provided to a range of organisations, including local governments, community
organisations and schools to run projects, activities and events that showcase the talents and demonstrate the
contribution of young people to our community.
The list of these organisations is attached for your information.
Organisation
Afro Australian Student Organisation
Banyule City Council
Bass Coast Shire Council
Bayside City Council
Bendigo TAFE
Boroondara City Council
Borough of Queenscliffe
Brimbank City Council
Budja Budja Aboriginal Cooperative
Cardinia Shire Council
Casey City Council
Caulfield Park Community School
Central Goldfields Shire Council
Central Grampians LLEN Ararat
Central Grampians LLEN Stawell
City of Grater Bendigo
City of Greater Dandenong

Funding
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$1445
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
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Organisation
City of Greater Geelong
City of Monash
City of Port Phillip
City of Whitehorse-Youth Services
City of Whittlesea-Baseline For Young People
City of Yarra
Corangamite Shire Council
Corryong Neighbourhood Centre
Cultural Infusion
Dandenong Ranges Music Council
Darebin Community Health
Dimboola Memorial Secondary College
East Gippsland Shire Council
FCJ College Benalla
Gippsland Lakes Community Health
Glastonbury Community Services
Glenelg Shire Council
Golden Plains Shire Council
Grampians Community Health-NEXUS
Headspace Ballarat
Headspace Hawthorn
Healesville Indigenous Community Services Association
Hindmarsh Shire Council
Hobsons Bay City Council
Hume City Council
Indigo Shire Council
Interchange Outer East
JOY 94.9
Kids Like Us Australia
Knox City Council Youth Services
La Trobe University-Bundoora Campus
Latrobe City Council
Life Saving Victoria
Manningham YMCA
Maribyrnong City Council
Maroondah City Council
Melton City Council
Mildura Rural City Council
Minus18
Minus18
Mitchell Shire Council
Moira Shire Council
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Funding
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$1500
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
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Organisation
Moorabool Shire Council
Moreland City Council
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Youth Services
Nillumbik Shire Council
North Geelong Secondary School
Northern District Community Health
Northern Grampians Shire Council
Ocean Grove Neighbourhood Centre
Orygen-The National Centre of Excellence in Youth Mental Health
Patterson River Secondary College
Rural City of Wangaratta
Sale College-Guthridge Campus
Southern Ethnic Advisory and Advocacy Council
St Kilda Youth Services (SKYS)
Stawell Neighbourhood House
Stonnington City Council Youth Services
Strathbogie Shire Council
Surf Coast Shire Council
Swan Hill Rural City Council
Swinburne University of Technology
Towong Shire Council
Victorian College for the Deaf
West Wimmera Shire Council
Western District Health Service
Western Edge Youth Arts
Western Port Secondary College
Wodonga City Council
Word and Mouth
Wyndham City Council Youth Services
Yarra Ranges Shire Council Youth Services
Yarriambiack Shire Council
YMCA Victoria
Youth Unleashed

Thursday, 6 August 2015

Funding
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$2000
$182 945

Emergency services
724.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Emergency
Services): in relation to incoming calls to the ‘Triple 0’ service managed by the Emergency Services
Telecommunications Authority, what was the breakdown per Local Government Authority of calls in
January 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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Unless a call made to Triple Zero is from a fixed line telephone, the location of the caller cannot be identified
unless provided verbally by the caller. I am advised by the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority that
over 50 per cent of calls to Triple Zero come from mobile phones. As such I am unable to provide a breakdown of
Triple Zero calls per Local Government Area.

Health
752.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health):
In relation to the Victorian hospital bed audit, what was the cost to undertake the review of hardship
practices of energy companies:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Department of Health & Human Services is not conducting and has not conducted a review of hardship
practices of energy companies.
Upon entering office the Andrews Labor Government commissioned surgeon and former AMA Victoria President
Dr Doug Travis to undertake a review into the capacity of Victoria’s hospitals and to explore opportunities to
enhance their capacity through innovation, infrastructure and planning.
This included a survey of all 86 Victorian public health services to identify the number of beds and theatres at each
health service, and how many of those are currently operational and how many are ‘closed’.
The review identified that there is currently a mismatch between demand for and supply of beds and points of care
across the State. Based on these findings, and taking into account the need to reduce waiting times and improve
equity of access, the 2015-16 State Budget delivered $200 million for the Hospital Beds Rescue Fund, to open new
hospital beds and points of care and enable hospitals to admit more than 19 800 extra patients every year.

Housing, disability and ageing
766.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing): in relation to the review the 371 new housing acquisitions planned for 2015-16:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

When is the estimated date of completion.
What is the cost to undertake the review.
Who is undertaking the review.
Will the report from the review be made public.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
There is no formal review of the type described in your question.

Families and children
797.

MS CROZIER — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: what percentage of cultural support
plans were completed as at 1 December 2014.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Meeting the cultural support needs of children in out of home care is critical to progressing the goal that every
Aboriginal child leaves the care system with a better sense of their cultural identity and heritage, connected to their
culture and community.
The percentage of cultural support plans recorded in the system as at 1 December 2014 was 84.2 per cent.
On 18 June 2015, I announced a regular Aboriginal Children’s Forum to help shape policies and practices to reduce
the number of Aboriginal children in out of home care.
Members of the Forum will include Aboriginal community leaders, chiefs of community services organisations that
provide services for Aboriginal children and government representatives.
The Commissioner for Aboriginal Children and Young People has welcomed this initiative and is actively engaged
in the work my Department is doing to provide better cultural support for Aboriginal children in out of home care.

Special Minister of State
804.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State: In relation to the $10 million funding
allocated in the 2014-15 Budget Update for the establishment of Infrastructure Victoria, can the
Minister advise:
(1)
(2)
(3)

How much of the allocated funding has been spent by the Government on the establishment of
Infrastructure Victoria during 2014-15.
What are the major spending activities undertaken with the allocated funding in 2014-15.
In what month and year will Infrastructure Victoria be established.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

Total 2014-15 expenditure on the establishment of Infrastructure Victoria and Projects Victoria was within
the funding allocated in the 2014-15 Budget Update.

(2)

The major spending activities in 2014-15 were staff costs incurred in policy, legislation, planning and
establishment work for Infrastructure Victoria and Projects Victoria.

(3)

Infrastructure Victoria’s enabling legislation, the Infrastructure Victoria Bill 2015, was introduced to
Parliament on 23 June 2015. The Bill is scheduled for debate in the Spring session. It is intended that
Infrastructure Victoria will be operational before the end of 2015. This is consistent with the Government’s
stated timeframe of the 2015-16 financial year (2015-16 State Capital Program, page 2).

Special Minister of State
805.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State: In relation to the $2.5 million funding
allocated in the 2015-16 Budget Update for Projects Victoria over the coming year, can the Minister
advise:
(1)

(2)

What key Whole of Victorian Government responsibilities, other than setting and/or auditing
departmental targets for apprentices on Victorian Government sites, will be delegated to Projects
Victoria.
In what month and year will Projects Victoria be established.
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ANSWER:
I am informed that:
(1)

(2)

Projects Victoria will oversee the delivery of all major projects, research and develop appropriate
project delivery methods, and review and improve capability in project development and delivery
(2015-16 Service Delivery, page 93).
Projects Victoria will be established in the 2015-16 financial year (2015-16 State Capital
Program, page 2).
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State)
Bills
Classification (Publications, Films and Computer Games)
(Enforcement) Amendment Bill 2015, 2331, 2332
Corrections Legislation Amendment Bill 2015, 2333, 2336
Infrastructure Victoria Bill 2015, 2339, 2340
Local Government Legislation Amendment (Environmental
Upgrade Agreements) Bill 2015, 2342, 2343
Road Safety Amendment Bill 2015, 2343, 2346

Maribyrnong planning application, 2348
Ministers statements
Constituency questions
Western Metropolitan Region, 2142
Members statements
DonateLife Week, 2151
Production of documents, 2252
Standing Committee on the Environment and Planning
Planning and Environment Amendment (Recognising Objectors)
Bill 2015, 2144

Public transport infrastructure, 2201
Ministry, 2135
Parliamentary committees
Reports, 2230
Points of order, 2298
Port of Melbourne lease, 2211
Questions on notice
Answers, 2141, 2228, 2297

HERBERT, Mr (Northern Victoria) (Minister for Training and
Skills)
Adjournment
Casey-Cardinia Library Corporation, 2266
Caulfield–Dandenong rail corridor, 2266
Family violence, 2266
Gippsland Carers Association, 2266
Nagambie ambulance services, 2266
Route 8 tram, 2266
Southern Cross Firearms, 2266
Sunbury municipality, 2266
Truck curfews, 2266
Bills
Energy Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill
2015, 2278
Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015, 2169

Questions without notice
City of Moreland councillor, 2228
Former Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, 2135,
2136, 2137, 2138
Goulburn Valley Health, 2294
Religious institution tax exemptions, 2224
Written responses to questions without notice
Former Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, 2353
Leadbeater’s possum, 2199
Public holidays, 2199, 2353
LEANE, Mr (Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
CityLife Church school program, 2193
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Bills
Energy Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill
2015, 2280
Constituency questions
Eastern Metropolitan Region, 2231
Members statements
Angliss Hospital, 2204
Points of order, 2220, 2292
Port of Melbourne lease, 2239
Production of documents, 2252
LOVELL, Ms (Northern Victoria)
Adjournment
Nagambie ambulance services, 2262
Northern Victoria Region ambulance services, 2350
V/Line services, 2191
Bills
Delivering Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease
Transaction) Bill 2015, 2262
Constituency questions
Northern Victoria Region, 2142, 2230, 2299
Members statements
Early childhood facilities, 2151
Gallery Kaiela, 2271
Numurkah District Health Service, 2151
Renew Shepparton, 2151
Shepparton Theatre Arts Group, 2271
Stanhope, 2271
Points of order, 2268, 2290
Questions without notice
Goulburn Valley Health, 2294
MELHEM, Mr (Western Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Truck curfews, 2263
Bills
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
Amendment Bill 2015, 2241
Energy Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill
2015, 2282
Members statements
Australian Diamonds, 2205
Port of Melbourne lease, 2238
Statements on reports and papers
Auditor-General: Technical and Further Education Institutes —
2014 Audit Snapshot, 2256

MIKAKOS, Ms (Northern Metropolitan) (Minister for Families and
Children and Minister for Youth Affairs)
Bills
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2317, 2319, 2320, 2321,
2322, 2323, 2324, 2325, 2326, 2328, 2329
Ministers statements
Ministerial Advisory Council for Volunteers, 2150
Points of order, 2303
Questions without notice
Adoption legislation, 2224
Early childhood educators enterprise bargaining, 2289, 2290
Foetal organ trading, 2140, 2141
Written responses to questions without notice
Foetal organ trading, 2353
MORRIS, Mr (Western Victoria)
Adjournment
Ballarat electricity supply, 2351
Ballarat West employment zone, 2192
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 2143
Members statements
Ballarat rail services, 2152
MULINO, Mr (Eastern Victoria)
Adjournment
Yarra Ranges tech school, 2192
Bills
Delivering Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease
Transaction) Bill 2015, 2261
Energy Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill
2015, 2275
Members statements
Oaktree boot camp, 2269
Telstra business awards, 2152
Port of Melbourne lease, 2215
O’DONOHUE, Mr (Eastern Victoria)
Adjournment
Custody officers, 2194
Bills
Victoria Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015, 2155
Constituency questions
Eastern Victoria Region, 2142, 2231
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Members statements
Above and Beyond exhibition, 2152
Lang Lang Aged Care Support Group, 2152
Points of order, 2141
Questions without notice
Former Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, 2136
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2144

PENNICUIK, Ms (Southern Metropolitan)
Bills
Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015, 2165
Victoria Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015, 2156
Members statements
Commonwealth Women Parliamentarians, 2203
Questions without notice
Registered training organisations, 2295, 2296
PEULICH, Mrs (South Eastern Metropolitan)

ONDARCHIE, Mr (Northern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Mernda rail extension, 2194
Bills
Planning and Environment Amendment (Recognising Objectors)
Bill 2015, 2183
Constituency questions
Northern Metropolitan Region, 2230
Members statements
Preston Lions Football Club, 2269
Points of order, 2139, 2220
Port of Melbourne lease, 2220
Questions without notice
China-Australia free trade agreement, 2225
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, 2138, 2139
PATTEN, Ms (Northern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Family violence, 2264
Bills
Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015, 2168
Victoria Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015, 2162
Constituency questions
Northern Metropolitan Region, 2142
Members statements
Marriage equality, 2269
Points of order, 2159, 2229
Questions without notice

Adjournment
Casey-Cardinia Library Corporation, 2265
Patterson Lakes waterway management, 2196
Constituency questions
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, 2143, 2230, 2299
Members statements
Racial and religious tolerance, 2154
Personal explanation
Mrs Peulich, 2201
Points of order, 2220, 2221, 2289, 2290, 2292
Port of Melbourne lease, 2232
Questions without notice
Public holidays, 2227, 2228
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2146
PRESIDENT, The (Hon. B. N. Atkinson)
Distinguished visitors, 2135, 2289, 2293
Governor of Victoria, 2135
Parliamentary committees
Reports, 2229
Questions without notice
Written responses, 2141, 2229, 2297
Rulings, 2137, 2139, 2141, 2229, 2268, 2289, 2290, 2291, 2292,
2298, 2347
Suspension of members
Ms Lovell, 2290

Religious institution tax exemptions, 2223, 2224
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2146

PULFORD, Ms (Western Victoria) (Minister for Agriculture and
Minister for Regional Development)
Adjournment
Ballarat electricity supply, 2352
Cobden sports hub, 2352
Eltham ambulance station, 2352
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Foetal organ trading, 2352
Gippsland ambulance services, 2352
Maribyrnong planning application, 2352
McKinnon Road, McKinnon, level crossing, 2352
National Ice Taskforce, 2352
Northern Victoria Region ambulance services, 2352
Public holidays, 2352
Bills
Energy Legislation Amendment (Publication of Retail Offers) Bill
2015, 2284
Members statements
Dr Hugh Wirth, 2206
Labor gender equality, 2270
Ministers statements
Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund, 2201
Points of order, 2298
Questions without notice
Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund, 2288
Commercial netting fishing licences, 2295
Emissions Reduction Fund, 2139, 2140
Government procurement policy, 2294
Native forests, 2139, 2225, 2296, 2297
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund, 2226
Written responses, 2297
Written responses to questions without notice
Regional network development plan, 2199
VicForests, 2200

Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 2142, 2231, 2299
Members statements
Regional and rural public transport, 2202
Points of order, 2159
Statements on reports and papers
Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention Committee: supply and
use of methamphetamines, particularly ice, in Victoria, 2255
RICH-PHILLIPS, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Bills
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
Amendment Bill 2015, 2244
Delivering Victorian Infrastructure (Port of Melbourne Lease
Transaction) Bill 2015, 2184
Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015, 2163
Constituency questions
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, 2298
Members statements
Employment, 2270
Port of Melbourne lease, 2206, 2240
Production of documents, 2254
Questions without notice
Agriculture Infrastructure and Jobs Fund, 2288
Aviation skills training, 2227
Public holidays, 2138

PURCELL, Mr (Western Victoria)

SHING, Ms (Eastern Victoria)

Adjournment

Adjournment

Cobden sports hub, 2349
Dairy industry, 2194
Members statements
Young Parents program, 2271
Questions without notice
Government procurement policy, 2293, 2294
RAMSAY, Mr (Western Victoria)
Adjournment
Bellarine Peninsula police resources, 2193
Public holidays, 2349
Bills
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
Amendment Bill 2015, 2244
Planning and Environment Amendment (Recognising Objectors)
Bill 2015, 2175, 2183
Victoria Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015, 2158

Gippsland ambulance services, 2349
Bills
Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act
Amendment Bill 2015, 2245, 2248
Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015, 2168
Victoria Police Amendment (Validation) Bill 2015, 2159
Constituency questions
Eastern Victoria Region, 2231
Members statements
Gippsland Community Leadership Program, 2269
Latrobe Valley Bus Lines, 2270
Points of order, 2137, 2159, 2347
SOMYUREK, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Points of order, 2137
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SPRINGLE, Ms (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Bills
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2304, 2318, 2319, 2321,
2322, 2323, 2325, 2326, 2328, 2329
Members statements
City of Casey councillor, 2203
Questions without notice
Adoption legislation, 2224
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2145
Statements on reports and papers
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues: Children, Youth
and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the Making of
Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2259

Bills
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2312, 2323, 2324, 2325,
2328
Business of the house
General business, 2149
Constituency questions
Eastern Metropolitan Region, 2298
Members statements
Nursing union conference, 2150
Pearl Lubansky, 2150
Points of order, 2229
Production of documents, 2249
Questions without notice
Former Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, 2135,
2136

SYMES, Ms (Northern Victoria)
Bills
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2310
Judicial Entitlements Bill 2015, 2166
Planning and Environment Amendment (Recognising Objectors)
Bill 2015, 2176
Members statements
Northern Victoria Region health services, 2153
Port of Melbourne lease, 2236
Standing Committee on Legal and Social Issues
Children, Youth and Families Amendment (Restrictions on the
Making of Protection Orders) Bill 2015, 2145
TIERNEY, Ms (Western Victoria) (The Deputy President)
Adjournment
Defence industry procurement policy, 2195
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 2231
Members statements
Anna Heisar, 2205
Hunter Petrass, 2205
Rulings, 2303, 2310
Statements on reports and papers
Auditor-General: Early Intervention Services for Vulnerable
Children and Families, 2258
WOOLDRIDGE, Ms (Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Eltham ambulance station, 2348
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YOUNG, Mr (Northern Victoria)
Members statements
Firearms, 2270
Questions without notice
Commercial netting fishing licences, 2295

