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COUNCIL

Tuesday, 24 February 2015
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 2.05 p.m. and read the prayer.

CONDOLENCES
Hon. Evan Herbert Walker, AO
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That this house expresses its sincere sorrow at the death, on
15 February 2015, of the Honourable Evan Herbert Walker,
AO, and places on record its acknowledgement of the
valuable services rendered by him to the Parliament and the
people of Victoria as a member of the Legislative Council for
the electoral province of Melbourne from 1979 to 1992 and as
Minister for Conservation and Minister for Planning from
1982 to 1983, Minister of Public Works from 1983 to 1985,
Minister for Planning and Environment from 1983 to 1986,
Minister for Agriculture and Rural Affairs from 1985 to 1988,
Minister for Industry, Technology and Resources from 1988
to 1989, Minister for Major Projects, Minister for the Arts and
Minister responsible for Post-Secondary Education from
1989 to 1990, Deputy Opposition Leader in the Legislative
Council from 1979 to 1982, Deputy Leader of the
Government in the Legislative Council from 1982 to 1983,
and as Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council
from 1983 to 1990.

In moving our expression of sincere sorrow to the
family of Evan Walker on behalf of the Labor Party and
the Victorian government, I express from the outset that
we on this side of the chamber believe Evan Walker
was a true hero of the Victorian Labor Party, somebody
for whom we have the highest regard. I hope to convey
adequately through my contribution our sincere
condolences to his loved ones at this time.
Quite often when a member makes a contribution to the
debate on a condolence motion they are tempted to say
more about themselves than about the person who has
left us. Whilst I will make some references to my
connection to Evan Walker in a number of ways, I do
not want to gild the lily in terms of the length of our
personal connection. Indeed it is my loss to report to the
chamber that my connection with Evan Walker was not
as permanent and lasting as it should have been by
design.
By and large the esteem in which I hold Evan Walker
in terms of his contribution to the Victorian community
is based on what I have witnessed through the sheer
breadth of his personal achievements and the legacy he
has left behind. Often I have learnt about him and his
legacy at second or third hand from people within the
Labor movement who are very close and dear to me,
people who have been the beneficiaries of his wit and
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wisdom and who know his outstanding contribution to
good governance in Victoria.
After being elected as a member for Melbourne
Province I assumed the responsibility of being Deputy
Leader of the Labor Party in the Council, so there is a
resonance between me and Evan Walker. In my
inaugural speech I drew attention to some comments he
had made in his inaugural speech. I will not replicate
exactly those quotes today, but I will put on the public
record some other comments. From the outset we
should quickly understand the type of human being we
are talking about. Beyond a politician and a significant
member of our community, Evan Walker was a human
being in the finest sense of the values and the objectives
that bring people to this place.
Evan Walker identified that in his inaugural speech. He
said:
I am personally committed to working for a radical
redistribution of wealth and power in this society for both
ideological and practical reasons. We are facing
unprecedented problems at international, national, state and
local levels; problems of unemployment, of social dislocation,
of fuel and energy shortages, of inadequate education, of
industrial injustice and of degeneration of the moral fabric of
society.

These are not the words of a Marxist but a Methodist,
and it has been reported that Evan Walker did make
that comment on a number of occasions in his life.
When we think of the revolutionary zeal that perhaps
underpins our desires and intentions on coming into
public life, from day one Evan Walker hitched his
colours to the mast.
He also drew attention to the environment in which we
convene. For the benefit of members of the Parliament
of Victoria who may not know why the Knight Kerr
room is called that, Evan Walker referred thus in his
inaugural speech:
I pay particular tribute today to the architects of this
magnificent chamber, a partnership of two men, Messrs
Knight and Kerr, who were, at the time they designed this
building, aged respectively 32 and 28 years — very young
men. They had the building built in 11 months — this
chamber and its pair, the Legislative Assembly chamber. It is
as fine an example of mid-19th century state architecture as
will be found anywhere, and I give credit to them. The colony
at the time was just 21 years old. It was a supreme
achievement. My only regret is that the institution which it
houses still reflects a 19th century nature.

It is our collective responsibility to rise above that and
demonstrate that we can move beyond the reputation
that lingered in this chamber for many years, some
aspects of which may continue to this very day.
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This is a very different world, and a very different
Victoria, from the day Evan Walker made his inaugural
speech. One of the things he commented on in that
speech was that 8 of the 12 Victorian Football League
teams were located within Melbourne Province. Yes,
this is within our lifetime! He thought that was a major
distraction because it was very difficult to work out the
appropriate allegiances within the tight domain of just
four lower house seats. It is quite extraordinary when
you think of the current concentration of that now
national sporting body and what has happened over
time.
Evan Walker’s comments about the Yarra River show
us another remarkable transformation of this city. Many
people visited the Southbank precinct over the weekend
and were caught up in the crush of White Night. Many
have experienced the excitement and vibrancy of that
precinct in Melbourne, which thousands of our citizens
see each and every day in not only their leisure time but
also their working lives. It is a very different
environment to the one that preceded Evan Walker’s
arrival in the Parliament. He commented on the
extraordinary difference in the quality of the water
supply east of Swanston Street’s Princes Bridge and the
west. He wondered about the fact that the water on the
eastern side was good enough for ‘private school chaps
to row on’ but when you crossed to the western side it
became the city’s sewer.
I have rowed on the Yarra River only once in my
lifetime; Beaufort High School had a very small rowing
team. But when you passed under Princes Bridge and
came within sight of the much-maligned Allen’s
factory — which took responsibility for all the sewage
and pollution in the water, although it was just one of a
number of industrial complexes on that side of the
river — the change in the quality of the water and the
smell of the city was quite extraordinary.
Evan Walker was very concerned about the quality of
life in our city. Those who have travelled to London
and experienced the extraordinary dislocation between
the East End of London and the wealth and splendour
of the West End will know Melbourne was very
similar — the transition happens in a 5-minute walk
through parts of London. Similarly in Melbourne there
was a quite extraordinary dislocation. Evan Walker was
determined through the prism of his sense of the
aesthetic, his appreciation of architectural values and
his understanding of planning processes to open up that
precinct, and today we have an extraordinary precinct
that we have every reason to be proud of.
Of all the extraordinary contributions to public life that
Evan Walker made, which in no small part is measured

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

by the length of the motion I moved, it is extraordinary
to see the breadth of portfolio responsibilities and the
contribution to a reforming government under the Cain
administration that Evan Walker was responsible for. I
could, and other members of the chamber may, go
through those extraordinary achievements in other
aspects of his portfolio responsibilities, but I will
concentrate on Southbank for another reason. Apart
from the fact that it has now become a glory and a joy
to travel to that part of Melbourne to enjoy the life we
have, I was very touched when I went back and re-read
a moving piece by Paul Heinrichs, who wrote
something of Evan’s personal journey. In a Sunday Age
article in 2004 he wrote:
Slowly, the old river god draws himself up from the seat on
the promenade at Southbank and makes his way to the
footbridge to Flinders Street station.
Prematurely aged by Parkinson’s disease, his stooped figure
is silhouetted against the Yarra, the repeated focus of half a
century of his work.
The walking stick is a necessary nuisance. He can’t walk far.
The shuffling seems to start at the hips.
…
No-one recognises Evan Walker, one of the transformative
figures of the city Melbourne has become, as he moves
among the midmorning beneficiaries of the milieu of
Southbank, his best-known legacy.
That doesn’t trouble him. He has never been an attention
seeker, always content to remain the policy facilitator, the
constructive chairman of a thousand difficult meetings, a
minister in charge of widely differing portfolios during a
period of marked social change overseen by the Cain
government of the 1980s.

What a breadth of responsibilities he had in the sheer
volume of his ministerial workload, in the alliances and
in the stability he formed as part of the Cain
government during that period of the 1980s. Many
people have said they were in awe of his outstanding
contribution.
As testament to that yesterday I had the good fortune to
attend an extraordinary funeral along with many
members of the Victorian community and many
members of the Labor movement. Indeed at my count
seven premiers were in attendance as well as many
ministers and many members of Parliament from all
sides of political life. It was a mark of our respect for
this remarkable man.
In the funeral ceremony a couple of speakers
commented on a challenge from Evan’s wife, Judith, to
be revelatory and to convey some warts. Michael Henry
in his beautiful contribution had a similar segue to the
one I have created, but he backed off — no warts. I say
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to Judith that as a mark of respect to her challenge I will
see if I can go somewhere there.
Yesterday during the funeral service I swear I heard
former Premier John Cain use the phrase ‘factional
organiser’ in a positive way. Presumably it was only in
the context of Evan Walker’s factional organising
ability, because that is the first time in a political
lifetime that I have heard John Cain use that phrase in a
positive way.
I also heard Daryl Jackson talking about some
corporate intrigue. Daryl Jackson made it very clear
that soon after he and Evan Walker established their
combined architectural practice Evan flitted off to
Toronto in the name of study but also to pursue a
variety of other interests, which included collecting a
wife. It was a lengthy absence, and Daryl reported that
family connections on either side of this divide would
call in regularly with totally opposing perspectives on
what was happening. Daryl Jackson’s father thought it
was an outrage that Evan Walker had deserted the firm,
yet Evan Walker’s father was very appreciative of
Daryl’s attempts to keep Evan’s practice going. This
could be described as a hotbed of corporate intrigue, but
fortunately it did not blow up their relationship, and in
fact Daryl Jackson seemed to be quite happy to reflect
on those moments.
That was not the only moment of candour that we
might be troubled about. Chris, Ben and Rebecca did a
sterling job reminding us of their father’s humour,
capability, tenacity and creative drive, but they did
make one important admission. They made it pretty
clear that the planning permits associated with the work
undertaken at Cape Liptrap were of a very dubious
nature. I will leave it there.
Michael Henry summed up Evan’s qualities in the spirit
of the rich comedic pedigree that Evan’s children had
outlined. He made a profound and deeply moving
statement on Evan’s behalf: ‘If something is worth
doing, it’s worth doing badly’. That is the sort of
contribution from which I, as a member of the current
government, draw great encouragement. It encourages
us to have a go, and as members of a government that
wants to be a reforming government, we want to have a
go.
In my last comment about the warts-and-all nature of
what was revealed yesterday I want to put on the public
record how mortifying it is to be required to read
Tennyson’s Morte d’Arthur in a public setting. Let me
leave that for our contemplative reflection. It is a very
difficult challenge, and all of us will spend some time
reflecting on the depth of that challenge.
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One thing that came through clearly at the funeral
service yesterday was the close bonds and connections
that have been maintained over the years, and how
powerful and loving those connections were. One way
of understanding how difficult a political life can be is
through listening to the contributions of people at the
funeral of a former MP. We have all contemplated the
difficulties involved in our commitment to public life,
especially with regard to honesty and how this may be
sorely tested from time to time. Not many people in
public life go to this place, but in the spirit of Evan
Walker I will go there.
At the time he left the ministry Evan made a speech
about the nature of honesty in public life. This speech
was not intended to imply that ‘politicians are liars’,
even though that is how it was reported at the time.
Rather, it was about how we try to acquit our
ministerial or portfolio responsibilities while
simultaneously trying to meet the public’s belief that it
has the right to know and its expectation that we
convey the full truth, the whole truth and nothing but
the truth.
Evan was prepared to talk about those matters. Very
few of us would be prepared to talk about those matters.
Evan talked about them very clearly from a faith-based
perspective. He had great confidence in his own faith
and in the sense of his own integrity, and from that he
extrapolated to commenting on those issues in a speech
which was part of a series called Keeping Society
Honest. Probably on reflection he may have preferred
that it did not draw much commentary, and he may still
have preferred that up until this very moment, but
nonetheless, it provides an opportunity for me to give a
personal connection because I had not thought about
the following experience for many years.
It may come as a huge surprise to people, who might
think that I come more from the Marxist end than the
Methodist end of political or theological perspective,
but in fact in my early life I was a Methodist. My
family was Methodist, I went to Sunday school and I
remember very vividly being part of a Sunday school
group that was asked in the church, in front of all our
families, in front of all our friends, whether as children
we had lied. I was about six or seven at the time, and I
put up my hand to say that I had lied. I was completely
castigated and set aside by everybody else in the
Sunday school because I had told a lie. I did not
necessarily reflect on their duplicity or dishonesty in
that action, but it is a very vivid memory now that I
return to it. If we can try to steer a path where we
maintain integrity and honesty in the work we do, that
is a residual lesson we should all learn, maintain and do
our best to acquit.
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Two of the people about whom Evan Walker had
commented and drawn attention to in relation to the
connection between Christianity, honesty and integrity,
were both speakers at the funeral yesterday: John Cain,
whom most people in public life continue to this day to
respect as a man of honesty and integrity, is not a
Christian; and Brian Howe, who is a Christian, has
been understood over his political life to be a spear
carrier for the Labor Party through hell or high water.
Each of them has been able to acquit, through different
faith bases, a commitment to the Labor Party, a
commitment to good government and a commitment to
honesty. Worthy of consideration by all in this
Parliament is whether we can find a space to respect the
diversity of views that may be so evident in, for
example, such commentary as is found in many of the
inaugural speeches made in the previous sitting week of
this Parliament. It is a contemporary issue for us to
consider, and I encourage all members to reflect on it as
a contemporary legacy of the pain and suffering that
Evan Walker went through in those days in 1990.
Evan’s pain and suffering continued for many years
after that event. It was not because of his lack of
contribution to public life after he left Parliament,
because he continued to excel in his whole career in
relation to architecture and academia for many years of
that journey.
In the article by Paul Heinrichs that I referred to earlier,
Judith indicated that it was a very difficult transition
when Evan’s physical abilities deteriorated, which may
have been disconcerting for his friends and loved ones.
They had always seen him as the rock, the sheet anchor
and the inspiration, and that transition and loss of
capacity affected their sense of connection and shook
them. At the funeral yesterday the love and connection
over the 11 years since the article appeared, in 2004,
was clearly on show for all of us. Despite a
deterioration in capability, a profound connection had
been maintained. A profound love and regard has been
maintained.
It is an extraordinary thing Evan’s family lived through,
and they are stronger, wiser, more resilient and more
capable because of that experience. Whilst we in the
Labor Party, on behalf of the government, condole with
them — we offer our sincere best wishes and regards
for them now and into the future — we are very
honoured to pay our respects to the outstanding life of
Evan Walker.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am also honoured to contribute to this condolence
motion for Evan Walker, AO, former MLC. I believe
people come to this place with the desire to make a

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

difference — to make a difference to their community
and to their state. It is clear through reading,
understanding and listening to Evan Walker’s
contribution that he achieved that at both levels and in
so many ways. The basis of his life and the contribution
he made was founded very strongly in his passion for
education. He was educated at Box Hill Grammar
School, where his father was the headmaster. He also
went to Melbourne High School. He got a degree in
architecture from Melbourne University and a masters
degree from the University of Toronto on a Canadian
commonwealth scholarship. The practice and expertise
he brought to this place and to his work more generally
were very much steeped in the base of knowledge and
learning that he loved throughout his life.
He had a very successful career before he turned to
politics. We have heard about his very successful
architectural practice, Daryl Jackson Evan Walker,
which was one of the major Melbourne firms and had
30 employees at its height. He won many awards for
his work at that time. The Leader of the Government
said that often these condolence speeches are a bit
about yourself as well as the person you are
acknowledging, but I think we all seek to find a
connection with the person we are talking about. While
I never had the opportunity to meet Evan Walker, in
reading about him there were connections we all feel in
terms of work and experiences of this place.
I also had a connection from my primary school days
and through my high school. In my reading I found that
one of the awards Evan Walker had won was for the
library and resource centre opened in 1974 at the
Methodist Ladies College (MLC). I was a grade 2
student at MLC at that time, but I very clearly
remember the opening of that centre and the
controversy that surrounded it. In seeking to get a little
bit more information to contribute to the condolence
motion today I read the MLC website, which still talks
about the building and its architecture on what is a very
large campus and a diverse campus in terms of its
buildings. It says, when talking about the resource
centre:
This building is an example of ‘brutalist’ architecture that
originated in Britain in the mid-1950s. This controversial
‘industrial’ style celebrates the materials from which
buildings are constructed, particularly concrete. There is no
attempt to hide or decorate the concrete exterior or even
smooth its roughness and marks. Save for the rounded ‘turret’
stairwells on our resource centre, the building’s exterior is
comprised of sharp angles.
The centre was both praised and criticised when it opened.
Students described it as ‘super cool’. A nearby neighbour
described it as resembling ‘a penitentiary or grain silo’.
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It goes on to say in relation to a request that the school
paint the building’s exterior:
We can be thankful that … the architect (Evan Walker) and
MLC administration took the brave step to bring this unique
building to our college.

For me that is a very good example of taking risks and
the fact that Evan Walker was out there taking risks,
seeing opportunities and having the confidence to
pursue them and follow through. What he was doing in
terms of his work in the early 1970s, and I am sure
through his entire career as an architect, continued in
the work he did as a minister and a parliamentarian.
The motion outlines Evan’s extensive range of portfolio
responsibilities. Much of the focus is on his work in
planning, public works, conservation and the
environment, and it is clear that he saw architecture as
much more than buildings. He saw planning as much
more than lines on a map. It was about bringing
together the impact of that work for the benefit of the
broader community. Evan left that career saying:
An architect can’t do much. We were doing good work, but I
was a bit frustrated.

He felt he could make that broader contribution by
bringing to this place the skills he had acquired through
training. His talents have been recognised by all sides
of Parliament. I also enjoy a quote from Geoff
Underwood, who was Alan Hunt’s former chief of
staff. He said:
Walker had this 3D view of things, he was able to see things
with an architect’s eye.

The respect Evan garnered from not only this place but
also the Victorian community as a whole reflects the
esteem in which he was held.
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parliamentary system. He did not believe in the future
of this chamber, and in fact he acknowledged the
President by saying it might be the last time the
President was acknowledged in that way. Evan held
this view very strongly at the time, and I believe it was
also the policy of the Labor Party at the time. Most of
us are very thankful that that particular view did not
come to fruition, although I can see some quizzical
looks from the other side of the chamber in relation to
that.
Another comment that stuck in my mind was one from
the Leader of the Government relating to Evan
Walker’s belief in the radical redistribution of wealth
and power. He was a man who had strong views and a
broad perspective. He also had the confidence and
courage to promote those views, advocate for them and
in many cases deliver on them.
A lot of the commentary indicates that Evan Walker
was very urbane. The work he did in his time in
Parliament and afterwards reflects some of that broader
perspective. He had a love of the arts and a very
significant role in the Melbourne International Arts
Festival, the Playbox Theatre Company and the
Victorian Arts Council. He was a painter, and he
enjoyed making movies. He saw real value in
education — and not only his own. He was on the
board of the RMIT University council and was a
member of the Council of Adult Education. As a
member of the Prime Minister’s Urban Design Task
Force and chairman of the Australian Housing and
Urban Research Institute, which continues to play a
very important role today in terms of housing, he very
much valued urban and social planning.
Evan Walker lived a significant life and a good life that
made a real difference. There is no doubt that our city is
richer as a result of his leadership, his vision and his
contribution. On behalf of the parliamentary Liberal
Party I pass on condolences to his wife and his family.
May he rest in peace.

There is no doubt that he had a longer term vision. We
have heard about some of the changes and differences
that he made. He showed bravery in the battles for
things like Southbank and its development, the
protection of Collins Street and the installation of the
MCG lights. I understand he even turned his hand to
designing the look of those lights himself. When
members think of some of the highlights of this city —
some of the things we promote to Australia and the
world — they are things to which Evan Walker made a
significant contribution.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
members of the Greens would like to associate
ourselves with this motion. At the time of Mr Walker’s
parliamentary service, a reporter described him as a
‘tough-minded, down-to-earth idealist’. I am sure that
every member of this house would take great delight in
being described that way.

Evan held some controversial views, as has been
mentioned by the Leader of the Government. One of
Evan’s views that was outlined in his maiden speech —
and the Leader of the Government did not mention
this — was that we should have a unicameral

In his inaugural speech to Parliament Mr Walker
described himself as the first architect to have entered
the Parliament, although he also said he thought he had
uncovered one MP who had had a very brief tenure in
the profession. It has been noted by others how few
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architects there have been in this Parliament since that
time. Mr Walker made specific reference to the
particular sensibility and outlook architects bring to the
questions we debate here — the view not just of what is
and what has been but also the possibilities of what can
be.
Mr Walker was an activist for conservation in this city
before he entered Parliament, but when in Parliament,
with the numerous ministries and many responsibilities
that were thrust upon him as soon as he arrived, he was
able to participate in that balancing act most directly.
While many of the things he did in his time attracted
controversy, that may have been because the portfolios
he took responsibility for are inherently controversial,
and they continue to be to this day. The issues he
grappled with are very much live and contemporary
issues, including, I was pleased to read, some of his
opposition to the folly of the continuous expansion of
urban freeways and what they will eventually do to this
city. Mr Walker would be very much in place and of
great service to the chamber if he were here today.
Mr Walker was involved in some things that we
probably would not deal with today, such as the use of
emergency services powers to ensure that the milk
supply continued to flow. Clearly that type of issue has
passed on, but the matters he dealt with, the territory he
carved out and the arguments he made are very much
the building blocks of the issues we continue to deal
with in the chamber today in relation to Melbourne and
Victoria. For that reason all members of my party are
most keen to be associated with the condolence motion
for Mr Walker, for his life’s work and for his career as
an architect both before and after his time in the
Parliament. We send our best wishes to his friends,
family and loved ones.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I would like to
associate The Nationals with this condolence motion. In
reading through a range of material about Evan Walker,
I learnt that he came to this chamber in 1979. Like the
Leader of the Government, I read his maiden speech to
look at some of the things that were dear to him as he
entered the Parliament. He did not hold back in that
speech. He had a good crack at the big muddy hole that
was to become the convention centre; he did not like it.
Further, he was not too enamoured with the West Gate
Bridge, he did not like the Eastern Freeway and he was
not too keen on the underground rail loop. However,
over time this man became one of the great advocates
for this great city. He became an amazing visionary in
looking at all that Melbourne has to offer. I am sure that
over his time in this Parliament he would have looked
at those major pieces of infrastructure and realised just
how crucial they are for this city.
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We all marvel at Melbourne’s sporting precinct, and we
all understand that it is unrivalled — we have so many
different facilities on the doorstep of our CBD. My
understanding is that Evan Walker played a huge role
not just in the construction of the lights at the MCG but
also in the development of that whole precinct. We
need to dip our lid to the people who made these
decisions some 35 years ago — they gave this city what
it has and made it quite unique from all other cities.
I also note that in his maiden speech — I suppose it
would have sounded rather innocuous at the time — he
paid tribute to three totally different people. One was a
politician for whom they were debating a condolence
motion; he then paid tribute to a young soldier who was
killed in the First World War — the anniversary of his
death was on that day; and he also paid tribute to a
blacksmith who had forged his craft in the CBD and
then had moved around various parts of Victoria. Quite
simply, the wash-up is that in this man’s eyes it really
did not matter whether you were a politician, whether
you were a blacksmith forging a business for your
family or whether you were a young soldier who had
died on the battlefields of France; he considered their
contributions to this state were equal and should be
seen as such. That was a poignant insight into what this
man was thinking and how he viewed others as he set
about his own journey through the Parliament.
I read some of the more controversial reports about
Mr Walker, as Minister for Conservation and as
Minister for Planning — portfolios he held at the same
time — and I noted that they said he seemed to upset
developers and builders because they thought he was
way too much of a conservationist. Reports also state
that radical conservationists were deeply upset because
they thought he was way too easy on developers and
builders. If on balance he upset them equally, he was
probably pretty close to getting his parliamentary and
ministerial duties on the mark. That is certainly a good
example where two negatives came up with a brilliant
positive.
It is also worth noting some of his statements during the
period when he was the Minister for Agriculture and
Rural Affairs. He made a statement, which is dear to us,
that most if not all farmers are tremendous
conservationists themselves. Farmers believe it. They
understand that their assets are improved by the work
they do in conserving their own farms. Mr Walker
made a very strong point of noting that.
He was continually referred to as an articulate and
eloquent man. He comes across as a very strong man
for the time — and you have to put yourself back into
the thinking of the time. He was certainly not one for
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necessarily going along with the factions or with what
was being done by his own political party. He comes
across as a very strong individual. He comes across as
somebody I would have loved to have met and would
have loved to have gotten to know. That was not to be
the case. Mr Jennings — and I am sure quite a few
other members of the Labor Party — would have had
that privilege.
I pass on my condolences to Evan’s wife, Judy, his
children, his extended family and his close friends. Let
us all be grateful for the time that we had with this man.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
contribution will be brief, but I want to associate myself
with this condolence motion for Evan Walker. In doing
so I particularly note his very impressive career. At the
memorial service yesterday it was clear that there was
enormous community support for what he achieved. I
very much feel for his family. The contributions
yesterday revealed the closeness of the family. I was
particularly impressed by the contributions from his
children. His business partner, Daryl Jackson, also
made strong points about their business relationship,
their friendship and what had been achieved through
that process.
Mr Walker came to this Parliament following an
extensive career, and he brought with him enormous
experience and a deep commitment. John Cain, who
was the Leader of the Government at the time, also
made a number of important points at the service
yesterday. I note that Mr Walker’s contribution to the
reform of the Labor Party was singled out by Premier
Cain.
I also want to say something about his legacy. There is
no question that the city of Melbourne is a better place
for his contribution. His vision was shared by many, but
he was able to take that forward in a successful way,
bringing with him the concepts and ideas of his
architectural practice and his commitment to reform,
and doing so in a way that achieved great outcomes for
Melbourne and Victoria. The Yarra, Southbank — both
are part of his legacy.
It is interesting, though, to look at Evan Walker on a
personal level. It is clear that he was a person of great
humility. I met him only very briefly in the early 1990s
so I cannot claim to know or understand him
particularly well, but it is clear that his humility and at
the same time his deep knowledge came through to all
those who knew him.
I was struck by the honesty of the ‘Keeping society
honest’ speech to which the Leader of the Government
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referred. I am not sure I agree with much of it, but
nonetheless I think Evan Walker tried to deal with a
certain view of politics. I note also the responses of the
then opposition to many of those comments. He was a
person who was prepared to speak his mind, to put on
the record what he thought and to bring his great
powers of persuasion and understanding to bear. People
can be proud to see a Victorian who has contributed so
much.
The PRESIDENT — I will add some remarks to
the condolence motion. There is no doubt that Evan
Walker was a reformer in his political party, initially in
the organisational wing of the party where he brought
to bear a number of changes that I think established an
opportunity for the Labor Party to actually win
government and secure it for a good many years
following his intervention with a number of other
luminaries of the Labor movement that are now
household names. He was also a member of a group —
a ginger group, if you like — within the Labor Party
that contributed very strongly to the election of John
Cain’s government. He was one of the key people who
saw the need for reforms and change in the way the
Labor Party approached its policy and its direction to
embrace Victorians. There is no doubt that he
contributed very much to that electoral success.
Evan Walker was highly regarded and admired. In a
government that was not without its trials and
tribulations, he would have been, without doubt, one of
the most respected members of the ministry and of that
government. I think his training as an architect brought
to bear quite a number of qualities that served him well
in politics. Perhaps if we had all done a block or two of
architecture, we might also have similar attributes that
we could bring to bear. He had analytical skills but he
was also a man who could envision what something
might look like, how it might work and indeed what
had to be brought to bear to achieve it, particularly in
terms of collaboration with people — bringing people
together and ensuring that they were all on the same
page in terms of the project, program or policy that was
to be implemented. I have no doubt that in the context
of his contribution to the Parliament the skills he had
were augmented by his wife, Judith, who I understand
was a very important confidant and provided wise
counsel to Evan on many occasions.
Evan Walker was collaborative. He had a number of
significant ministries. When you look at the range of
ministries the Leader of the Government outlined in his
condolence motion, you recognise that he was a man
who was appreciated for both his capability and his
capacity, because they were very significant ministries
and he discharged them with aplomb.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
272

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

Evan Walker was a man of intellect. For those who
were not as well acquainted with Evan as his close
family and friends, what came out of his funeral
yesterday was his extraordinary sense of humour. We
were obviously aware of his breadth of experience —
that again was a foundation of his performance in
Parliament on behalf of the people of Victoria — but
his sense of humour was something that shone through.

Whilst the renewal of Southbank is very much an area
of Melbourne to which Evan Walker contributed, it is
also important to recognise that Evan Walker also
appreciated Melbourne’s fabric and aesthetic. He had a
very strong focus on heritage. Indeed the architectural
practice he shared with Daryl Jackson has a reputation
of being very focused on the importance of
Melbourne’s heritage.

Another thing that most people might not be aware of is
that Evan was a person who could sketch and paint as
well as being a very good wordsmith. What I was
struck by yesterday during some of the eulogies was the
recounting of poignant and insightful observations that
Evan brought to bear on a number of matters at
different times.

I indicate to the house that members of Evan’s family
are here today, including his wife, Judy, his daughter,
Rebecca, sons Chris and Ben, some of his siblings and
others. I think the closeness of this family and the
intellect of Evan Walker can be best expressed via
another small anecdote which, again, I will not do
justice to because I do not have the exact words at hand.
This is as close as I can get from my memory of
hearing it yesterday. On one occasion Evan Walker
penned two short lines to the effect of, ‘I have lived a
fortunate life, made all the better by my choice of wife’.

I will give the house the gist of a story about Evan that I
was quite taken by yesterday. I am not going to be able
to recite it word for word, as Evan’s son did yesterday
during one of the eulogies, but I think it is very
instructive for members of Parliament to hear. The
story goes that Evan was attending a very difficult and
robust public meeting at which a guy got to his feet and
asked him one of those long and involved questions
that we get from time to time in politics. As Evan’s son
said yesterday — he was actually in the audience — he
did not quite appreciate the nature of the question, but
he knew his father was in trouble. Evan rose to his feet
in response — and I am not going to do this the justice
that it deserves — and said something to the effect of,
‘In my experience in politics, when someone asks a
question of that nature, they usually have the answer
themselves’. Indeed I think he invited that person to
offer the answer to those in attendance at the public
meeting.
Evan Walker did much in terms of the life of this city,
particularly its built form and especially Southbank, as
has already been mentioned. We might well line up on
different sides of the fence in terms of our attitudes
towards Swanston Street as a mall, but that is also one
of Evan Walker’s legacies. I can remember walking
down Bourke Street on one occasion — some of you
might have done the same — when it was covered in
grass. It seemed like a quite extraordinary thing to
happen, but it was an attempt by Evan Walker and
people with whom he had engaged to try to sell a
different vision of Melbourne. He was trying to break
minds, shake people up and say, ‘Hey, look, you should
see this street, you should see this thoroughfare, you
should see this major spine of Melbourne in a different
way’. They sought to interpret that through laying lawn
down Swanston Street. I think it lasted for about an
hour before it was trampled on, but nonetheless it was
an interesting exercise.

Motion agreed to in silence, honourable members
showing unanimous agreement by standing in their
places.
The PRESIDENT — Order! As a further mark of
respect to the Honourable Evan Herbert Walker, AO,
the sitting will now be suspended until 4.00 p.m.
Sitting suspended 3.01 p.m. until 4.04 p.m.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Sessional orders
The PRESIDENT — Order! I wish to make a
statement about my interpretation and application of the
sessional orders that have been introduced and apply
from this day of meeting. I wish to provide the
following guidance to the house about the way I intend
to apply the sessional orders adopted by the house in
the last sitting week. As members would be aware, the
sessional orders amend the procedure for question time,
introduce a new type of ministers statement and
introduce a completely new procedure called
constituency questions. There are a number of
procedural issues that I believe require some guidance
for members and ministers.
With regard to questions without notice, first of all I
commend the government for its willingness to reform
question time. I note that the sessional order requires
me to determine whether an answer to a question
without notice is responsive. This significantly alters
the previous rules and practice that merely required a
minister’s answer to be apposite to the question and not
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debate the matter, if the minister chose to answer the
question at all. It was previously open to a minister to
not answer at all or to take a question on notice. Where
a question has been asked of a minister in their capacity
as minister representing a minister in the other place, it
has been understandable that a minister would take a
question on notice.
In applying these new sessional orders I will be
mindful, in exercising my judgement, of the scope of a
question and its factual, logical and administrative
connection to the minister’s responsibility. I would
qualify ‘factual’, because I will not always be in a
position to establish that a minister is answering
factually. It will be open to a member of the house to
move a motion that an answer be taken into account on
the next day of meeting if they have concerns about the
factual nature of the answer, but to the extent that I can,
I will certainly have regard to the factual nature of the
answer as much as the other two aspects.
While I will judge every answer by a minister on its
merits, I indicate that the following are likely to be
considered unresponsive and therefore required by me
to be answered in writing and submitted to the Clerk by
11.45 a.m. the next sitting day in accordance with what
the house has adopted: firstly, an answer that is not
direct, factual, succinct and relevant, which are qualities
for an answer expressly listed by sessional order 5; an
answer taken on notice either wholly or in part; or a
failure to provide any answer at all.
It is my intention to decide such matters immediately so
that the minister and the member who asked the
question know at the earliest opportunity that a written
answer is required to be submitted by the minister.
However, there may be the odd occasion when I am
unable to determine until a slightly later time that an
answer has been unresponsive and a written answer is
required. If such time is required, I still regard it as open
to me to direct a minister to provide a written answer on
the next sitting day, but I will certainly have regard to
the logistical aspects of this point.
I also remind members that there is an increased onus
on them — on each member asking a question — to be
succinct and factual in their question if I am to enforce
the rule that a minister’s answer is to be responsive.
With regard to constituency questions, constituency
questions are laid out in sessional order 4 and are
referred to as a ‘question relating to a constituency
matter’. I advise members that in the 1 minute they
have to ask their question, they should satisfy the Chair
that the matter relates to their region. This does not
prevent the matter from also being relevant to other
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regions, but the matter should not be so general as to
have only incidental relevance to a member’s region.
The sessional order states that ‘up to 10 members may
ask ministers an oral question relating to a constituency
matter’. If less than 10 members make a statement in a
day, I do not think that it is open for a member to ask
more than one question. The sessional order is clear in
saying ‘up to 10 members’. It does not say ‘up to
10 constituency questions’. The Chair will therefore
interpret the sessional order as limiting members to one
constituency question per day, and no more than
10 members asking a question.
I also note that answers to constituency questions are
subject to a 30-day rule, similar to questions on notice.
However, whereas the standing orders on questions on
notice provide a formal mechanism for members to
follow up on unanswered questions, the sessional order
does not have any formal mechanism for a member to
take a point of order if the 30-day rule is not complied
with. I therefore caution members that there is little
scope for the Chair to observe a point of order about
unanswered constituency questions.
On ministers statements, there are two matters of
interpretation that arise from the sessional order on
ministers statements. Firstly, the order states that ‘up to
five ministers may make a ministers statement’. I note
that there are five ministers in the house and there may
be many occasions when not all ministers will make a
statement, which raises the question as to whether a
minister could give more than one ministers statement
per day provided the overall number does not exceed
five.
I interpret the intent of the sessional order to mean that
only one statement may be made by a minister per day,
just as the constituency question sessional order should
be read as restricting members to one constituency
matter per day. It has been raised with me that ministers
can have more than one portfolio and perhaps I should
give consideration to whether or not the same minister
may make more than one statement on the basis of their
different portfolio responsibilities. That is a matter that
I will take on notice and give further consideration to.
The second issue arises from the sessional order’s
description of a ministers statement being ‘new
government initiatives, projects and achievements’. It is
possible that a new government initiative, project or
achievement may have already been announced or
reported in a forum other than the house. In such cases
it may be new in the sense of being contemporary, and
it may be new in the sense that the house itself has not
been advised of the matter.
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The Chair should not interpret what is new so strictly
that the government is prevented from advising the
house of genuine matters of public interest, which is
where such matters should be advised in the first place.
However, if a statement is in relation to a matter the
government has announced or referred to in the house
in a previous statement or other procedure, the Chair
may rule the matter out, but only if the Chair is certain
that the matter is not new. A ministers statement is
limited to just 2 minutes, and it may be difficult for the
Chair to determine such matters on certain occasions.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Wi-fi access
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade. Last year the
coalition commenced the rollout of the $6.7 million
Victorian government free wi-fi project to provide free,
ubiquitous wi-fi access across the Melbourne CBD,
Bendigo and Ballarat to any internet user, regardless of
their telecommunications provider. Can the minister
update the house on the progress of the rollout of this
free wi-fi initiative?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The former Victorian
government, as the former Minister for Technology
said, commenced deployment of a free public wi-fi
pilot in central Melbourne, central Ballarat and central
Bendigo. There were issues concerning connection to
the service, which my department is now investigating.
It is important to note that the network has not been
fully deployed, which may limit access. It is anticipated
that network deployment across the three areas will be
completed by the end of December 2015. The three
public wi-fi sites are already in operation at
Melbourne’s Queen Victoria Market and outside the
council office in Ballarat and the arts centre in Bendigo.
We will be watching this program closely and
monitoring its outcomes, as we intend to do with all
Victorian government programs, grants and initiatives.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer.
Given there is already a contract in place with iiNet and
memoranda of understanding in place with the cities of
Melbourne, Bendigo and Ballarat, can the minister
provide an assurance that the current wi-fi program will
be rolled out to its full extent, as envisaged in that
contract with iiNet? The minister referred to the pilot
sites, which are less than the full original program. I

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

seek an assurance from the minister that the free public
wi-fi as provided by iiNet will be rolled out to its full
extent as originally intended.
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I can only repeat that we will
be watching the program closely and monitoring its
outcome, as we intend to do with all Victorian
government grants, programs and initiatives.

Police human source management report
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
question this afternoon is to the Special Minister of
State. I refer to the now concluded IBAC investigation
into Victoria Police human source management, the
report of which has been provided to the government
but has not been released to the community. This is a
matter of significant public interest and goes to the
heart of our justice system. It is important that as much
of the report is released as is safe to do so. The Premier
was quoted in the Herald Sun of 11 February as having
said in the context of responding to a question about the
release of a suitably redacted and safe version of the
report, ‘I hope to have more to say on that soon’. My
question to the Leader of the Government is: what
advice has the government received about releasing a
safe and redacted version of this report?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank the member for his question. Within his question
he identified the principles that should apply to the
public release of any report that has been issued by
IBAC in terms of the fundamental test about whether it
is safe to release the document and in whose judgement
it is fundamentally safe or unsafe to do so.
The member will be reassured to know that the
government is supporting the independence of IBAC to
make that determination itself. The government sought
clarification from IBAC on the day the report was
commented on in the public domain that the report had
been prepared for the police to take on board
recommendations that came from the scrutiny of IBAC
and to implement recommendations that may be
embedded in that report. At that time courtesy copies
were provided to the Minister for Police and the
Victorian Inspectorate with clear and unequivocal
guidance from IBAC that the report’s detail should not
be circulated in the public domain because it would be
unsafe to do so. The government sought clarification on
that matter, and IBAC confirmed that it would be
inappropriate to release the document in any shape or
form. The government totally accepts that advice and is
acting accordingly.
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Supplementary question
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I thank the
Leader of the Government for his response. To be clear,
this is a matter of significant public interest and, as I
said in my substantive question, some of the issues go
to the heart of our justice system. It is a very sensitive
issue. The Premier said he would take advice, and I
want clarification from the Leader of the Government
that the advice is that the report will not be released in
any form — that is, that a redacted, safe version will not
be released and no version of the report will be released
at all. I ask the minister to confirm that.
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industries and ensuring that our roads are safe for all
Victorians travelling in regional Victoria.
Supplementary question
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — The response
by the minister is nonsense. She is aware that funding
under this very successful program, which is supported
by local government, is provided directly to rural shires.
It is local asset investment. Under the program
described by Ms Pulford, funding goes to state assets,
not local assets. The supplementary question is: as a
result of the axing of this specific program, which I
again say has been extremely popular through regional
Victoria, how many jobs will be lost in those rural
shires throughout the state?

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
stand by my substantive answer because I believe it was
fulsome in responding to the member’s question. It may
be that he is implying that at some point in time IBAC
may make a determination to report in any form the
substance of this report. That is a determination that
IBAC may make in the future, but the government
respects the independence of IBAC and totally
understands that we are obliged to enable it to acquit its
responsibilities to the Parliament and, most importantly,
to the people of Victoria by accepting its
recommendations on how to handle sensitive material.
IBAC has determined that it is inappropriate to release
this document, and the government will act in
accordance with that advice. If IBAC changes its mind
in the future, that is a matter for IBAC.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — The Andrews Labor government is
committed to creating employment opportunities in a
number of ways for people right across regional
Victoria. There will be countless jobs created as a
consequence of the $35.8 million commitment to make
improvements to 48 bridges in country Victoria and to
improve 52 priority roads and crossings. These are
roads and crossings with high numbers of heavy
vehicles or where high-speed trains travel. This is about
creating jobs across regional Victoria, about improving
safety for road and rail users and about increasing
productivity for our regional communities.

Roads and bridges

TAFE funding

Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Regional Development. I refer to
the cuts to the very popular, very successful and vital
country roads and bridges program, and I ask: why is
this government breaking its promise to put people first
in country Victoria by cutting this very important
funding stream to local councils?

Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Training and Skills. Can the minister
advise the house which government and which minister
introduced full market contestability in the Victorian
training and skills system?

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Ramsay for his question.
This government will always put people and regional
Victorian communities first. In relation to the member’s
question about how we will be providing support for
the maintenance of country roads and bridges, I remind
the member of the Andrews Labor government’s
commitment to provide $1 billion in funding for
country roads in Victoria. I also bring to the member’s
attention announcements made by my colleague the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety last week in
support of country bridges and safer country roads and
rail crossings. These are essential for enhancing the
productivity of our agricultural and other regional

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — To answer in a DFSR — direct, factual,
succinct and relevant — manner, the former Labor
government in 1998 introduced the system of
contestability. I am sorry; that is not right. The Kennett
government opened up the training market to private
providers back in the 1990s. When Labor was elected
in 1999 the then Minister for Post Compulsory
Education, Training and Employment identified that the
system was going off the rails and put some restrictions
on it. In 2008 the Labor government introduced the
system of contestability in terms of the training market.
However, the question asks about full contestability.
Then it was recognised that public TAFEs did a lot
more than just training. They also provided community
service obligations, they had huge infrastructure costs,
they looked after thin markets — —
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Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, it was a
very narrow question: which government introduced
full contestability into the Victorian training market? I
do not want a history lesson. I just want one answer; it
is very narrow. Maybe the minister does not know, but
if he does know, he has to answer the question.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President,
Mr Drum may not want a history lesson, but I put to
you that the minister’s answer has been totally on the
money in relation to being responsive to the issue and
completely in accordance with the guidelines and
directions that you issued to us from the chair before
this question time commenced.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am satisfied that in
fact the minister’s answer is apposite to the question. It
might be more expansive than the member had
anticipated, but I do not see that as such a bad thing.
Mr HERBERT — Sometimes you need a complex
answer to a simple question. The answer is that in 2008,
as I said, it was introduced. In 2012, following a major
mismanagement of that scheme, major cost blowouts
and a major refusal to act, the previous government
introduced a new funding model for that contestable
system — —
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, the
minister just said that the answer to the question is
2012. I just want to know if I misheard him or whether
he is in the process of telling us that the government
that introduced full contestability was the government
in charge in 2012. That is what he said.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We do not do replays
in this place; that is saved for the cricket and football.
The minister should continue with his answer; he may
wish to respond to Mr Drum’s query.
Mr HERBERT — It is a silly point. In 2008
contestable training was introduced. In 2011 it was
implemented. In 2012 the implementation was such a
shambles that the budget blew out enormously and the
previous government failed to act. It completely
changed the funding system to a different rate or type of
subsidy and it slashed TAFEs, which affected the
25 per cent funding differential that the previous Labor
government had in there to support all those community
services. It slashed those, estimated at about
$300 million a year, and we have ended up with the
disaster we have now in terms of our TAFE system
having 25 per cent of the market share, having lost
30 000 students per year. It is a disaster we are going to
fix.
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Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, I think
in amongst all that I heard the answer was 2008. I also
asked which minister, and then there was a whole range
of debate which started to ensue. Again, I ask the
minister to come back to the question: which
government and which minister introduced full
contestability into the Victorian training system?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Drum would have
been on safer ground if he had said the minister was
debating, and I think he was. The minister moved into
an element of debate. The minister has 1 minute
40 seconds to go, and he may well give the member the
name he wishes to hear.
Mr HERBERT — Decisions about major things are
government policy; they are done through cabinet. As I
said, there was a decision in 2008 to expand the
contestable training market to be more open for training
providers by lifting the current caps.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HERBERT — Jeff Kennett was the Premier
when the contestable market started, but — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HERBERT — I can understand, without
debating the question, why members opposite are
ashamed about what happened under their
administration in the last four years and ashamed at the
decimation of our TAFE system.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President,
answers to questions are not opportunities to attack the
opposition, and the minister was debating. I wish the
President would now call the minister back to order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister was
provoked, and indeed when people are provoked it
makes it more difficult for me to intervene. I also make
another point on this occasion. This question time has
been remarkably placid, and I welcome that, but I
indicate that with the new sessional orders there is a
significant increase in responsibility for me in terms of
both hearing and understanding the question and, more
importantly, hearing and understanding the answer. If I
am to make judgements on these matters going
forward, then I am going to need to hear them. I cannot
afford to be hit by a barrage of interjection where I am
unable to hear or miss parts of the answers. Members
need to bear that in mind as we go forward.
With regard to Mrs Peulich’s specific point of order, I
uphold the fact that the minister was debating. I accept
that the minister was provoked into that by an
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interjection, but interjections are unruly and the
minister does not need to take them up.
Mr HERBERT — In conclusion, it was in the early
1990s that the Kennett government opened up our
training system, our public funding of training, to a
contestable market. In 2008 the government expanded
that training system with a different funding model. In
2012 the previous government had a completely
different funding model and withdrew funding
subsidies to TAFEs, which resulted in their demise, and
also changed the funding system to an unstable system
whereby even some of the best smaller training
providers were on their knees in this state. Anybody
knows that industry is absolutely shattered by what has
happened to the training workforce and the skills
needed to continue.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, the
minister has 15 seconds left to complete his answer. I
again ask him: if he knows the name of the minister, he
should give that answer to the question in the way that
it was asked.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question was
specific. If the minister is able to venture the name of
the minister, it would probably be helpful.
Mr HERBERT — I am not sure of the minister.
When the question is, who opened it up to
contestability, then it is very simple — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired. The minister has informed the house of a
number of times when there was a contestability or a
competitive regime in this area, so I dare say that more
than one minister was involved.
Supplementary question
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I ask the minister
if he would support the following statement from the
minister who was in control of the training system in
2008, Jacinta Allan. She said:
We want all Victorians to have a choice about where to have
their skills development needs met — whether it be at TAFE,
their local ACE provider or at a private provider.

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank the member for his supplementary
question. I assume the quote is correct. There is nothing
wrong with that. Absolutely we believe in competition
in the training market. The issue is not about that,
though. Of course that is a good statement, and of
course we support that. The question is about quality. It
is about the funding system. It is about the gutting of
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TAFE that happened under the previous government.
The member opposite knows exactly what the issue is
here. These sorts of questions are all very illuminating
in terms of them not having learnt the lesson of the last
election and what happened with TAFE in this state.

Fruit fly
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Agriculture. Orchardists in the
Goulburn Valley and north-eastern Victoria have
reported that fruit fly numbers have dramatically
increased in the past two months. I ask the minister for
a yes or no answer. Will the government provide
assistance to communities in the Goulburn Valley and
north-eastern Victoria to combat the current increase in
fruit fly numbers, yes or no?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am concerned about
the question in this context. I will obviously ask the
minister to respond, and the minister may well be
prepared to respond in such stark terms. Questions of
this nature can be difficult in the sense that they seem
simple, straightforward and easy to answer, but I think
we all know that politics is a little more complicated
than that and that most issues are a little more
complicated than that. When I am considering
questions, there are times when this could be a very
valid question — and I am not reflecting on the
particular question that I have before me at the
moment — and there are other times when it could
almost be a trick question. I would be concerned if that
were the case, that a question was an attempt to
diminish a minister’s answer or to reflect on them in a
way that I felt was unfair. Nonetheless, I accept that this
is an important issue and that the minister may well be
in a position to provide such an explicit answer.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — The
government is well aware of the concerns facing
growers and residents in this area. If my recollection of
my diary serves me correctly, I will be visiting
Shepparton to talk to growers and community leaders
about these very issues next week. I can inform the
member that the government is already providing
assistance. It hosted a meeting of growers which I
believe was very well attended and signalled the
beginning of an important discussion about how the
government and the community will work together to
respond to this issue.
Supplementary question
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — Given that it
has taken so long to announce any assistance to the
Goulburn Valley, what has the economic cost to the
region been?
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Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — There
are a great many challenges in the management of
Queensland fruit fly, and I would remind the member,
who was a minister in the former government, that
there was a considerable increase — a dramatic
increase — in the reporting of outbreaks of Queensland
fruit fly in the former government’s time and that this is
a significant challenge. It is a challenge for growers,
and it is a challenge for residents. I am looking forward
to meeting with people who are dealing with this issue
firsthand next week — —
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, President, it was a
specific question about what the cost to the region has
been of delaying assistance.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is the question as
I understand it. I ask Ms Pulford to respond to the
question.
Ms PULFORD — If I could respond to the
member, assistance is forthcoming. There has been
assistance to the local community in the facilitation of
some meetings and some discussions. These will be
ongoing. We will work with the community to ensure
an appropriate response in the management, control
and, where possible, eradication of Queensland fruit fly.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In respect of the
answer to the supplementary question, I would ask that
the minister tomorrow provide, in accordance with the
sessional order, a departmental estimate on what the
cost of this fruit fly problem has been to the region.
Ms PULFORD — On a point of order, President,
would it be appropriate to provide this information for
the period from 2011 to 2015?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I would have no
problem with that.
Ms PULFORD — That would be my pleasure. I
will do that.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s answer
to the supplementary question was a valid answer
except that the question went to the economic cost of
this infestation to the region. I am sure the member
would be quite happy to have a departmental estimate
of what the economic cost of this infestation is.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
just for clarification, the question was about the
numbers having dramatically increased in the past two
months, so the question was in relation to the current
increase in numbers. I put it to you that the question
was very focused on the impact of the change in the last
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two months, and hence the supplementary question
directly related to the economic cost of the government
having delayed providing further assistance. That is not
relevant to the last five years. It is actually relevant to
the two months that were specifically outlined in the
question.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, I
raise this issue regardless of the intervention of the
Leader of the Opposition with her point of order. It
relates to what information may be currently available
and in the minister’s or the department’s hands in order
for the minister to be able to acquit an answer. In
relation to the expectation that you have put on the
minister, President, that she respond within a 24-hour
period, it may well be that the only information
available to the minister may be something that
attributes the costs over a period of time. Whilst that
may not be in keeping with the intentions and desires of
the opposition, it may be what exists. I am sure,
President, that you are not indicating to the chamber
that you have an expectation, or any other member has
an expectation, that if a report does not exist, the
government must generate it within a 24-hour period.
The only information the minister should be required to
provide, regardless of whether it suits the purposes of
the opposition or not, is that which is at hand, and there
should not be a requirement that the minister generate a
new report in order to provide that information.
Ms Lovell — On the point of order, President, just
to clarify, earlier I asked about the increase over the
past two months, and my supplementary question was
about the economic impact of delaying the
announcement of any sort of assistance to the
fruitgrowers. That economic impact might be
appropriate if we were given a forecast for the next five
years, but not over the past five years.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There are a number of
matters here, and this is going to be a process that will
evolve in terms of our expectation of what can be
achieved under the sessional order. In terms of my
referral of the supplementary question to the minister
for a response, whilst I might well have paraphrased
what I saw as an appropriate response, what I am
referring to the minister is indeed a response to the
supplementary question that was asked. It is important
that the minister actually has a response to that
question. From the point of view of members having
the information they need to make an assessment, it
would be relevant to have a broader period that
suggests what the economic forecast going forward
would be, but I am referring the specific supplementary
question to the minister.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Tuesday, 24 February 2015

COUNCIL

I indicate that whilst I accept what the Leader of the
Government said, that a report might not have been
generated that details the costs emphatically, I would be
surprised if there were not some expectation of what
costs might well be going forward if the infestation is
not arrested and if certain measures are not taken. That
is what the member is trying to determine. That answer
may well be informed by some of the past data.
In terms of answers that are presented by ministers,
under the sessional order I will also have an ability to
assess just how apposite those written responses are to
the questions that have been asked. Therefore there will
be another opportunity to ensure that those questions do
meet the expectations of the house.
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, President, I
know that you did not comment on this issue, but in
terms of the direction you have just given us, can I
suggest that if any member of this chamber believes
they have the prerogative to stand and ask for a piece of
public policy analysis or cost analysis that is currently
not available to the government, the government puts
on the record that it believes it is an unreasonable use of
question time to allow members to have an expectation
that the government should generate that information
within a 24-hour period if it does not exist.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I accept the point that
has been made.

Regional and rural gas supply
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Regional Development,
Ms Pulford, and relates to a program the minister has
inherited known as Energy for the Regions to connect
the fossil fuel gas network to a number of regional
towns in Victoria. The latest information put out about
this program appears to be somewhat out of date; it is
from the middle of last year. We learnt that about
$4.5 million has been spent at Huntly to connect only
180 properties, which would imply about $25 000 per
connection. Can the minister provide us with any
updated, more current information as to how many
properties have been connected in each of the towns
serviced by this program to date?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank the member for his question
about the Energy for the Regions program, which was a
program of the former government. I can indicate to the
member that prior to the election the former minister
entered into arrangements for the supply of natural gas
to a number of the towns that were part of the former
government’s election commitments in 2010. This is a
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program that was troublesome for the former
government, to say the least. I gather the initial tender
was spectacularly unsuccessful and there were
numerous attempts to land this particular election
commitment.
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Ms PULFORD — I am sure that as a member of
the former cabinet the Leader of the Opposition would
know more about how complicated this was than I
would, but certainly from the then opposition’s
perspective it looked messy, to say the least. I can
provide Mr Barber with the number of properties
passed and the state contribution in Avoca. I am
advised that the state contribution in Avoca was
$8.389 million. I have the number of properties passed
by the pipeline at 700. I do not have available to me the
number of households actually connected. I gather that
it is something for households to choose to opt into. I
gather this is highly variable in different locations
where this promise has been made. My undertaking to
the Parliament and to the people in the towns that were
sold this particular story by the former government is
that we will do everything we can to fix this botched
program in the quickest way we possibly can.
Supplementary question
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I will
make this a supplementary question rather than a point
of order, and we will see where we get to in terms of
responsiveness to the original question. There is media
reporting that the minister has evaluated this program
and has decided to continue it. That appears to be what
the minister has just indicated. Was this data collected
as part of the evaluation, and can the minister tell us
what options she looked at in deciding to continue the
program?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Barber for his
supplementary question. I am curious about the media
reports he is citing. The contracts were signed by the
former government, so they have not been revisited.
Contrary to Mr Drum’s earlier interjection, we
understand that it will take a good while yet to conclude
this program — maybe three years or more — but we
understand that this messy business of the former
government is one of a long list of things we have to
fix, so we will seek to fix it. As I have indicated, I am
happy to take the specific question about the number of
houses connected in Avoca, or indeed in each town,
and to make that information available to Mr Barber.
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Family violence
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Families and
Children, Ms Mikakos. In the previous Parliament the
then Labor opposition, with the strong support of the
Greens, took steps to delete clause 4 of the Crimes
Amendment (Protection of Children) Bill 2014. This
clause relates to failure-to-protect laws which could
result in women in abusive relationships who fail to
report to police the abuse of their children to being
criminalised themselves. At the time the now minister
stated that this clause fails to recognise the complexity
of family violence situations and is not the best way to
protect children from abuse. My question for the
minister is: now that she is in government will she
legislate to delete the failure-to-protect laws from the
Crimes Act 1958, and if so, when?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. The
member would be aware that the government has
established a Royal Commission into Family Violence.
The royal commission has broad terms of reference. It
will look at a range of matters, including the very strong
connection between matters to do with child protection
and family violence; it is concerning to me that there is
a strong connection between these matters. Therefore
there will be the ability for community groups and
members of the public to make submissions to the royal
commission about these broad-ranging matters,
including whether there need to be any changes to the
legislative framework that surrounds these issues.
Supplementary question
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for her response. Given the
unintended consequences of clause 4 of the bill, can she
elaborate on what the government will be doing to keep
children and women safe while these matters are
deliberated?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her supplementary
question. We have initiated a royal commission with
wideranging terms of reference to look at a range of
issues, and we have already committed to implement its
recommendations. In relation to what will happen in the
meantime, wideranging services are available to
women and children who are facing family violence.
We think the interest in and demand for these services
may well increase in response to the public discussion
and debate that will be generated around these issues.
We will have more to say about these matters as the
royal commission gets underway this week. It is a very
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important issue to the government. We have said on a
number of occasions that we regard family violence as
the no. 1 law and order issue facing Victoria at the
moment.

Community services sector
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is also to the Minister for Families and
Children. In an Australian first, the coalition
government undertook significant reform to bring
government and community sector service providers
together under new Services Connect partnerships.
Services Connect provides a model for integrated
family and child support. My question is: will the
minister’s government commit to keeping Services
Connect?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question now
that she has actually asked me a question that relates
directly to my portfolio. Services Connect is premised
on the idea of integrated service delivery. I remind
members opposite who think that they came up with
this concept that it was in fact a previous Labor
government that first introduced the concept when it
initiated platforms such as Child FIRST, which was in
fact about integrated service delivery. We are very
much committed to the idea of having an integrated
response to the needs of an individual and having
different services and departments working together to
ensure that the needs of that individual are provided for.
It may well surprise members opposite — and in
particular the former minister — that Services Connect
remains an enigma to the community services sector. I
have had wideranging discussions with community
sector organisations in relation to the Services Connect
model, and I can tell members that those organisations
have expressed a great many concerns to me about this
particular — —
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
sessional orders require that the minister be factual. In
sessional order 5, in the summary under ‘Content of
answers’, subsection (1) says all answers must be
‘direct, factual, succinct and relevant’. The member
should try reading it. The fact of the matter is that there
are 121 agencies from the community sector delivering
Services Connect. The minister is incorrectly
representing this and is not being factual in her
response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is not a point of
order; it is a debating point. If the member is querying
the factual nature of this question, then the only matter
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of fact that is at issue is whether or not the minister has
had discussions with agencies. I take her response to the
question at face value, that she has had discussions and
has had some concerns expressed to her from at least
some of those agencies, notwithstanding that there
might be many contracts involved.
Ms MIKAKOS — I received a letter dated
23 December 2014 from the peak body, the Centre
for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare, in
which its CEO expressed the significant concerns of
the sector. I will quote from that letter, seeing as the
member opposite was challenging me on the factual
nature — —
Ms Crozier — On a point of order, President, I seek
your guidance. The minister is now debating this issue.
I would ask you to — —
Ms MIKAKOS — I am responding to the question.
Ms Crozier — No, you are debating. I seek your
guidance, President, as to whether Ms Mikakos is
debating.
The PRESIDENT — Order! At this point of the
minister’s answer, particularly as a previous point of
order called into question support of organisations for
this scheme versus the concerns expressed to the
minister, I think Ms Mikakos is quite in line to raise the
letter from a peak body which substantiates what she
was talking about. However, the substantive question
was whether or not the program would continue, so I
would expect that the minister will respond to the
substantive question as part of her response.
Ms MIKAKOS — Members opposite need to
understand that if the government has identified
concerns and issues around particular programs and
services, then of course it is going to look at those
issues and respond to them. I am committed to working
closely with the community services sector, unlike the
previous government and the previous minister, and I
will take on board its concerns.
When I have the CEO of the Centre for Excellence in
Child and Family Welfare write to me and say:
Service providers have also reported a significant number of
issues in the model design remain unclear or are being applied
inconsistently by department of human services division.

A number of other concerns are outlined in a very
detailed, lengthy letter, so of course I am going to take
on board these concerns, and I will continue to have
discussions with the sector. What we saw from the
previous government is that instead of going and fixing
the problems — —
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Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, I
note that the minister has selectively quoted from the
letter. In order to establish whether her response is
factual, I ask that she make the letter available to the
house.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister is not
obliged to table the letter, but if she wishes to, she is
entitled to. Does the minister wish to table the letter?
Ms MIKAKOS — President, I am very happy to
have this letter tabled so that members opposite might
be illuminated by the concerns of the sector. Instead of
getting on with fixing the problems, the previous
government came up with the Services Connect model.
One might say that the emperor was busy admiring
himself in the mirror when he had no clothes. The
previous government did not get on with fixing the
problems; it came up with these models to look like it
was doing something.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, the
minister is using question time in order to criticise the
opposition rather than factually respond to the question.
I ask that you bring her back to order.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President,
you will remember that the substantive question asked
by the member related to a pre-existing program of a
former administration and asked whether that program
was going to continue in that form or whether the
government was going to change the program. The
minister has brought evidence to bear about concerns
raised by the sector itself on the nature of those
programs, and the minister is acting in response to the
document she has referred to and is prepared to
distribute. If the point of order raised by Mrs Peulich is
to say that the minister has no opportunity to reflect on
the previous administration, when the question itself
relied upon a program introduced by the previous
government, then what option does the minister have
but to answer in the way that she is answering or not
answer the question at all?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I hear what the Leader
of the Government is saying, and I rue the fact that we
lose some colour in these issues, but when the minister
talks about emperors with no clothes that probably does
venture beyond factual, succinct and whatever the other
guideline is.
Ms MIKAKOS — I am being responsive in that I
am indicating to the house that issues have been
identified and I wish to engage with the sector to
address these concerns. The Services Connect sector
partnerships were intended by the previous government
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to be pilots. We will evaluate the pilots once they are
completed and determine their future accordingly. I will
be working closely with the sector to determine the
appropriateness of the model that currently exists and to
address its ongoing and significant concerns.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for her answer. Given her answer in what I
have to say was a long-winded debate, there was no real
commitment to Services Connect, and given that
Services Connect won the top national award for public
policy innovation, is the government’s lack of support
for Services Connect not purely political?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — The member’s supplementary question is
perplexing; she was not listening to the answer I gave.
If members opposite took the trouble to go and have
discussions with the community services sector, they
too would understand there are many concerns about
this model. That is what I am doing: I am having
discussions and I am seeking to address these concerns.
We are committed to getting our services that support
vulnerable families and children right, and I will
continue to look at how we can strengthen services and
programs to ensure that we keep vulnerable children
safe.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, the
minister undertook to provide a copy of the
correspondence, and I ask that she do so.
Ms MIKAKOS — Is Mrs Peulich asking me to run
out during question time and make her a photocopy?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has
indicated she will supply the correspondence, and I am
sure she will do so.

Taxi and hire car industry
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the minister representing the Minister for
Public Transport. With members of the public
seemingly voting with their feet and using the
ride-sharing service Uber in large numbers, there has
been an understandable concern from the taxi industry.
The Andrews Labor government has promised to
establish a taxi and hire car industry ministerial forum
to consider ongoing industry reforms, red tape
reduction and other matters. The taxi industry says the
government is dragging its feet on this issue, while the
Minister for Public Transport yesterday blamed the taxi
industry for the delay. As this issue cannot wait, I ask
the minister to explain when this forum is due to meet,
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what the agenda will be and what the government will
do to ensure that new technologies like Uber are not
disadvantaged in the process.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for her question, which was directed
to my colleague in the other place, the Minister for
Public Transport, Jacinta Allan, who is the responsible
minister. As the question is quite specific about meeting
agendas and group compositions, it is appropriate in the
circumstances for me to refer that question in its
entirety to Minister Allan for a response.
Supplementary question
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I
appreciate that. A further commitment was made to
provide $4 million for a taxi hardship fund. Can the
minister explain how taxi licence holders will become
eligible for this fund and what constitutes hardship?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for her supplementary question on
this matter of taxi licences. It is a detailed question that
I will refer to Minister Allan for a response, but the
Andrews Labor government will be delivering on each
and every one of its election commitments. I will refer
the member’s interest in the delivery of this particular
election commitment to Minister Allan for a thorough
response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I therefore indicate
that, in accordance with the sessional orders that the
house has adopted, the minister’s answer will be
available tomorrow at around 11.45 a.m.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My constituency question is for the
Special Minister of State. I refer to representations
received from a constituent in Frankston in relation to
his contact with a local VicRoads office regarding
Frankston-Flinders and Hastings roads. My constituent
has expressed his concern that he had to contact that
VicRoads office via a 13 number, which attracts a
higher charge than regular local call costs, and that this
practice is common across government agencies and
departments. Can the minister advise if there is a
whole-of-government policy concerning the use of the
higher cost 13 and 1300 numbers, and if so, the
application of that policy across agencies and
departments?
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Western Victoria Region
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Education
and is directed through the Minister for Training and
Skills, Mr Herbert, in his capacity as representing
Minister Merlino in this chamber. It is in regard to the
current structure and role of regional offices within the
Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development. Over the coalition government’s reign a
number of significant changes were made to the
education department’s regional offices. On numerous
occasions over the past four years organisations,
principals, teachers, parents and other constituents have
raised issues about regional offices being pared back,
not providing sufficient support to local schools and not
being aligned with the key issues confronting local
schools. I ask the minister to inform me whether the
Andrews government will conduct a review of regional
offices of the education department, how such a review
would be conducted and when our education
community can expect an outcome?

Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water. In
September 2014 the Auditor-General tabled a report on
governance arrangements for the Caulfield Racecourse
Reserve. The audit concluded that the trustees have not
been effective in their overall management of the
reserve, conflicts of interest have not been adequately
managed, and the Department of Environment and
Primary Industries had not effectively overseen the
management of the reserve by the trustees and had not
intervened in significant issues that adversely affected
the trustees’ management of the reserve, and therefore
there has been a lack of accountability over the trust’s
performance. In October 2014 the chairman of the
trustees wrote a letter to many members of Parliament
raising concerns about decisions that had been made by
the trustees. Therefore my question to the minister is:
what action has she taken to reform the governance
arrangements at the Caulfield Racecourse Reserve?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport. Progressively during the term of the
previous government there was significant
infrastructure upgrade along the Pakenham rail
corridor, including the delivery of the new Cardinia
Road railway station, the delivery of a new power
substation to provide additional services along the
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Cranbourne-Pakenham corridor, the duplication of
Clyde Road, the upgrade of the crossing at Clyde Road
and the progressive duplication of Cardinia Road
between the Princes Highway and the Pakenham
bypass, which is ongoing. Before the 2010 election
there was a commitment to upgrade the pedestrian
crossing at McGregor Road. What is now required is
the upgrade of the intersection at McGregor Road,
between the railway line and McGregor Road. I ask
Minister Allan to commit to that project.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Education, Mr Merlino. In the last term of government
the education department set up a web-based system for
schools to be reimbursed for short-term leave, as in the
cost of replacement teachers for teachers on short-term
leave, and this has been ongoing for a long time. While
the development of this web-based system has been
ongoing, no schools have received funding from the
department for their replacement teachers in this
short-term leave program. Can the minister let me
know what facility there is for schools to receive this
funding during the building of this web-based system?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport, Ms Allan. Given that
Labor’s election commitments included the
commitment to remove 50 level crossings — a list
which contains 18 level crossings across South Eastern
Metropolitan Region — I seek information from the
minister about the time frame for the removal of these
level crossings, information about any compulsory
acquisitions of property and an undertaking to notify all
of those who will be affected, including households,
businesses and stakeholders such as local government.

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — My constituency
question is to the Minister for Corrections. I seek an
update in relation to the opening of new beds and
accommodation at Fulham Correctional Centre in Sale
to alleviate pressure in the correctional and prison
system at large. This is following the inheritance by
Labor of a prison system under enormous pressure,
which has necessitated the opening of a significant
number of beds and new accommodation to cope with
increased demand and to offset or mitigate the
challenges and difficulties faced as Victoria’s prison
population hit 6500, for the first time, in late January.
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The shared facilities have become inadequate, and I
seek an update from the minister in relation to how this
is proposed to be alleviated and how the Andrews
Labor government is supporting a secure and
sustainable prison system that provides prisoners with
genuine rehabilitation opportunities and also keeps the
community safe.

Northern Metropolitan Region
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Emergency
Services. The Country Fire Authority (CFA) does an
amazing job. In addition to traditional firefighting, the
Epping CFA brigade in my electorate undertakes a
growing amount of road rescue work both within in its
immediate catchment area and well beyond, including
covering road rescue requirements in Metropolitan Fire
Brigade areas in northern metropolitan Melbourne.
Epping CFA has a medium size rescue vehicle that is
due for replacement in the next 12 months. Due to the
brigade’s enormous workload and growing
geographical coverage, it really needs a heavy rescue
vehicle, a requirement agreed to by the CFA’s analysis.
The Napthine government agreed to ensure that Epping
CFA got its heavy vehicle. By comparison, the
Werribee, Pakenham and Melton CFA brigades — all
with similar challenges — have heavy rescue vehicles.
Will the Andrews Labor government also commit to
the Epping CFA that it will get a heavy rescue vehicle
at changeover?

Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water. Just outside
Stawell in western Victoria there is a site that is
currently home to an estimated 9 million used tyres. As
we are currently in the bushfire season, this site, which
is surrounded by scrubland, is of great concern to local
residents. If this tyre dump were to catch fire, the
township of Stawell may have to be evacuated, perhaps
for an extended period, with the added concern that the
Western Highway may also have to be closed. My
question is: what is the minister going to do to ensure
that the township of Stawell is protected from this very
real threat?

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Consumer Affairs,
Gaming and Liquor Regulation, represented in this
place by the Special Minister of State. Could the
minister advise me why the opening hours of the
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Exhibition Street office of Consumer Affairs Victoria
are restricted to between 12.00 p.m. and 2.00 p.m.
Monday to Friday? Given that access to consumer
affairs information is vital to both businesses and
consumers, could the minister explain why CBD access
is so limited? I have been approached by a number of
my constituents in the western suburbs regarding that
point, so I would appreciate the minister’s explanation
in relation to this matter.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 1
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented Alert Digest No. 1 of 2015, including
appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.

Statute Law Revision Bill 2014
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented report, including appendix.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the Council take note of the report.

For the record, it is important for new members to
know why another Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee report is being presented in Parliament. This
one is on the Statute Law Revision Bill 2014. It is the
result of a motion moved by the Leader of the
Government on 11 February that the bill be referred to
the committee for inquiry, consideration and report.
I am happy to say that part of the role of the committee
in considering the bill was to ensure that the
amendments sought to be made to a large number of
unrelated acts were not of a substantive policy nature,
rather that they were strictly confined to the correction
of minor errors or omissions such as cross-reference,
spelling, drafting or grammatical errors. Where statute
law revision amendments are intended to apply
retrospectively, the committee then seeks to ensure that
there is a rationale and a legitimate reason for applying
the amendment to the particular retrospective date
required.
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As part of that process, we engaged with the Office of
the Chief Parliamentary Counsel. The chief
parliamentary counsel provided the committee with a
certificate dated 16 February declaring that the bill
contains only amendments appropriate to be included in
a statute law revision bill and does not contain
amendments that make any substantive changes to the
statute law of Victoria.
Further to that, on 23 February we also took evidence
from Ms Gemma Varley, the chief parliamentary
counsel, Ms Elizabeth Moore, parliamentary counsel,
and Ms Natalie Plumstead, parliamentary counsel. The
certificate is contained in the appendix, as I indicated.
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PAPERS
Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notices pursuant to
section 32(4) in relation to Statutory Rule No. 59/2006 and
Waste Management Policy (Ships’ Ballast Water) 2004.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Ballarat Planning Scheme — Amendment C187.
Bayside Planning Scheme — Amendment C112.
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendment C207.
Colac Otway Planning Scheme — Amendment C74.

In the schedule there are 68 amendments to the acts
specified in those items. There are six retrospective
provisions to various acts, which I will not go through
but which are listed in the report. The committee says
in recommendation 1 that it considers the retrospective
application of the amendments proposed to the acts
listed in specific items to be appropriate to ensure that
the respective amended provisions took effect as
originally intended. The committee also considered that
the amendments did not trespass unduly on rights or
freedoms.
Further work was undertaken in terms of spelling,
grammar, punctuation and typographical errors and
extraneous or omitted words; reference or
cross-reference errors; redundant provisions, of which
there is a substantial list; repeal of spent provisions that
have commenced operation and achieved their purpose;
and finally, ineffective legislative instructions — that is,
where the word ‘insert’ was used instead of ‘substitute’,
where there was a failed amendment or where there had
been a numbering error. This is pretty much a
machinery of government process, but it is an important
process.
In recommendation 2 the committee was satisfied that
the proposed amendments made to the act listed in
schedule 1 were not of a substantive nature and only
corrected minor errors or omissions, repealed spent
sections, divisions or parts of acts, or remedied
incorrect legislative instructions or failed amendments.
The committee also considered that the amendments
were therefore appropriate to be included in the Statute
Law Revision Bill 2014. I commend the report to the
house and recommend the bill.
Motion agreed to.

Corangamite Planning Scheme — Amendment C37.
Surf Coast Planning Scheme — Amendment C102.
A Statutory Rule under the Building Act 1993 — No. 8.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule
No. 8.
Legislative Instruments and related documents under
section 16B in respect of —
Notice of 16 February 2015 appointing Easter
Sunday 2015 as a public holiday under the Public
Holidays Act 1993.
Guidelines for Assessing Fitness to Drive of
5 February 2015 under the Road Safety Act 1986.
Victorian Pre-Commitment Player Account
Equipment Technical Standard of 17 November
2014 under the Gambling Regulation Act 2003.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Notice of motion given.
Mr FINN having given notice of motion:
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, President, I ask
you to review the notice of motion given by Mr Finn
relating to the member for St Albans in the Assembly. I
note that the way to attack other members of the
Parliament is through a substantive motion; I am not
disputing that that is a form of scrutiny that may
appropriately be applied within the Parliament. What I
am asking you to do is reflect on whether the notice of
motion is based on fact or an assertion by Mr Finn.
Given that Mr Finn asserts certain attributes to the
member for St Albans and does not rely on any
evidence to support his assertion yet his notice of
motion may be read on the notice paper now and in the
future as an item of fact, I ask you to make an
assessment about whether it conforms with the spirit
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and intent of items that should be considered
appropriate as to the structure of a notice of motion now
and into the future.
Mr Finn — On the point of order, President, as you
are aware, there is only one way a member can make an
allegation of this nature, and that is by way of
substantive motion, so I have taken the opportunity to
do that. On the question of the truth or otherwise of the
allegation, I fully intend to provide evidence for that
when given the opportunity to debate this matter.
Mr Davis — On the point of order, President, as
Mr Jennings well knows, members have the ability to
put motions on the notice paper to make points about
other members and to do that by way of substantive
motion. If the member’s suggestion that the truth or
otherwise needs to be substantiated now were accepted,
Mr Melhem’s motion would be ruled out of order
because of his claim that there were reductions in
funding of the health budget. There were not. My point
is that the putting of a motion on the notice paper does
not in itself test the veracity of the points that are in the
motion. That is for the house to later determine.
Mr Finn has done entirely the appropriate thing by
putting on a motion that draws attention to the former
activities of a member in the other place, including an
Ombudsman’s report about that member and the
detailed findings that the Ombudsman made at the time,
which can be further tested in the chamber at the
appropriate point.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President,
there are a number of reasons I believe you should rule
against the minister’s point of order. First and foremost,
it is in compliance with the standing orders that a notice
of motion is the appropriate vehicle by which a member
can be censured; two, the person concerned is a sitting
member so that person has a means of responding to the
allegation, whether before or after the debate, as do
other citizens through the right of reply; three, the
Labor Party has not hesitated to use similar tactics
against a number of us in this chamber, including my
son and I on allegations that went nowhere and were
intended to malign by having them printed on the notice
paper; four, to rule in favour of the minister would
constrain the rights of members and the privileges that
they have in this chamber as members of Parliament;
and lastly, the purpose of debate is to substantiate
claims, and clearly this process would be curtailed by
you forming a view at this early point in time.
Mr Jennings — Further on the point of order,
President, I did not ask you to make a ruling at this
time. I asked you to reflect about whether the form of
the motion was an appropriate form to be considered by
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the house at a subsequent point in time. I did not enter
into the debate of the relative merits of — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr Jennings — I asked the President, in light of the
absence of evidence and a clear assertion that was
embedded within the motion, to consider that matter —
that is all I have asked him to do — not to rule on this
matter, as has been asserted in the points of order made
by the opposition.
Mr Davis — The member did assert that the matters
around the veracity or otherwise of the motion could at
some point be tested now. It cannot be tested now. It is
a matter for formal debate.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
I will take this motion under consideration. I do not
want it published on the notice paper tomorrow,
because I have concerns about the motion. In part I
uphold the point of order that has been made. I accept
the points that have been made about the fact that a
substantive motion is the way to pursue a debate that
might involve the conduct of a member in this place or
another place.
While I accept what the Leader of the Government has
said, I will discuss this with Mr Finn in forming a
decision, and it may well be that the motion is simply
reworded. My concern is in respect of the first part, not
the second part, to which Mr Davis’s and to some
extent Mrs Peulich’s points of order referred. The first
part says:
… expresses its deep concern at threats by the member for
St Albans … to abuse parliamentary privilege to falsely
tarnish the name of a political opponent …

This has not happened yet; it is speculative. To suggest
that it is an abuse of parliamentary privilege is entirely
speculative, because it has not happened yet. I do not
know whether or not an abuse of parliamentary
privilege will actually occur, so this motion is really
premature in the sense of item 1. I will discuss this with
Mr Finn, and perhaps we will look at slightly
alternative wording which captures what he wants to
put to the house but is not quite so speculative in its
form. To that extent I will take the matter under
consideration.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
General business
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move:
That:
(1) precedence be given to the following general business
on Wednesday, 25 February 2015:
(a) order of the day 6 standing in the name of
Ms Wooldridge in relation to the production of
documents on the West Gate distributor;
(b) notice of motion 29 standing in the name of
Ms Pennicuik in relation to the production of
documents on the grand prix;
(c) notice of motion given this day by Ms Pennicuik in
relation to grand prix attendance figures;
(d) notice of motion given this day by Mr Barber in
relation to the production of documents on the
Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor project;
(e) notice of motion given this day by Mr Davis
relating to the production of documents for the
Bayside planning scheme C125;
(f)

notice of motion 11 standing in the name of
Mr O’Donohue in relation to additional police
officers;

(g) notice of motion 4 standing in the name of
Ms Crozier in relation to funding cuts for family
violence;
(h) notice of motion 9 standing in the name of
Mr O’Brien in relation to the Sale Specialist
School; and
(2) this house authorises the President to permit notices of
motion, general business, items (1)(b) and (c) as
specified above, to be moved and debated concurrently.

Motion agreed to.

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Greyhound racing
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — On
Monday, 16 February, ABC Four Corners aired a
program titled ‘Making a Killing’. It detailed
investigations made by Animals Australia and Animal
Liberation Queensland into greyhound training
practices in Victoria, Queensland and New South
Wales. Animal welfare is important to the Andrews
Labor government, and we take the allegations of
animal cruelty, including live baiting, extremely
seriously.
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Under animal cruelty legislation there are specific
offences for live baiting in addition to aggravated
cruelty. Offenders face fines of more than $30 000 and
up to two years in prison. Orders can also be made
disqualifying a person from caring for or having
custody of animals for up to 10 years. There are
potential wildlife offences in instances where possums
are used — for example, it is an offence under the
Wildlife Act 1975 to take or destroy wildlife without
authorisation, with fines of the order of $7380.
The government has acted quickly and instigated a
broad investigation into animal welfare and allegations
of animal cruelty in the greyhound racing industry. This
work is to be led by Dr Charles Milne, chief veterinary
officer of Victoria. The terms of reference for this
inquiry have been published on the department’s
website this afternoon. Another investigation into
industry participants will also be conducted
independently by racing integrity commissioner Sal
Perna.
RSPCA Victoria received a formal complaint on
28 January that alleged live baiting was taking place in
the training of racing greyhounds in Victoria. With the
assistance of police, RSPCA inspectorates in
Queensland, New South Wales and Victoria conducted
simultaneous raids on the properties that were the
subject of the complaints. RSPCA Victoria executed
warrants at a greyhound training facility in Tooradin on
Wednesday, 11 February. It is continuing its formal
investigation into these and other allegations regarding
live baiting. I am expecting a preliminary report from
Dr Charles Milne within two weeks.

International education
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am pleased to inform the house about the
state of international education in Victoria under my
portfolio responsibility of training and skills.
International education is vitally important for
Victoria’s economic growth, the development of new
industries and technologies and the vitality and richness
of our culture. It is Victoria’s single largest export
industry, generating over $4.7 billion in export revenue
for the state in 2013–14 and creating around
30 000 jobs.
The Andrews government is all about jobs — jobs, jobs
and more jobs. That is why we have included
international education as one of our state’s six key
future growth industries in our Back to Work plan. We
have always been about jobs; we have always been
about strengthening international education. To see
evidence of our commitment you only have to look
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back to 2010 when the Brumby Labor government
created the International Student Care Service, now
known as the Study Melbourne Student Centre, to
support international education. That is also why the
Andrews government is providing $4 million for
international student welfare grants.
We are also looking after students economically in all
sorts of matters because it is the right thing to do. We
have been providing public transport concessions as of
1 January this year; we have introduced a 50 per cent
discount on all annual public transport tickets covering
all zones. When it comes to the long-term future, on
behalf of Victoria’s TAFE sector we are arguing the
case to the commonwealth government for inclusion in
streamlined visa processing arrangements. For some
reason the commonwealth government has taken a
dislike to some of our bigger TAFEs in this regard.
Growing international education is all about growing
our reputation as a stable, high-quality provider of
education and training. While we have some of the best
universities in the world, our TAFE brand has been
devastated by the previous government’s shameful
$1.2 billion funding cuts. We intend to fix that
situation. Our $320 million TAFE Rescue Fund is
already rebuilding our TAFEs, saving campuses,
retaining staff — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired.

Kindergarten funding
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I rise to inform the house of the most
recent developments in the Andrews Labor
government’s efforts to secure ongoing federal funding
for 15 hours of kindergarten. On Friday the final report
of the Productivity Commission’s inquiry into child
care and early childhood learning was released. I
welcome the Productivity Commission’s finding that
15 hours of kindergarten in the year before school
provides formal benefits in terms of child development
and a successful transition to school. Positively the
Productivity Commission also recommended that the
federal government continue to provide payments to
states and territories for investment in 15 hours of
kindergarten.
The Andrews Labor government is committed to
making Victoria the education state and recognises that
lifelong learning starts at birth. The evidence is
overwhelming. Children develop and learn much faster
during their first five years than at any other age. Prime
Minister Tony Abbott has indicated that a families
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package will be announced, potentially in a matter of
weeks, in response to the Productivity Commission’s
report. This families package is a critical opportunity to
end the uncertainty regarding the future of 15 hours of
kindergarten funding for Victorian parents and
kindergarten providers. I have previously written to the
relevant federal ministers about the importance of the
funding and I look forward to having a direct dialogue
with them about this matter.
The Early Learning Association Australia and the
Municipal Association of Victoria have also called for
the federal government to adopt the Productivity
Commission recommendation to continue to fund
15 hours of kindergarten. The federal minister is
seeking public feedback on the Productivity
Commission’s proposals, and I assure the house that I
will be providing feedback on behalf of Victorian
families and children. In particular I will continue to
call on Prime Minister Tony Abbott and federal
minister for Social Services Scott Morrison to provide
ongoing funding in the families package for 15 hours of
kindergarten.

Small business bus
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — If there were still Dorothy
Dixers, I am sure the question would have been, ‘How
is the government supporting small business in suburbs
and regional Victoria?’. Last week the Andrews Labor
government doubled mobile support for small
businesses by expanding the small business bus
program. I had the pleasure of joining the member for
Bendigo West in the Assembly, Maree Edwards, and
representatives from the Bendigo Business Council and
the Small Business Mentoring Service in Bendigo to
launch the second small business bus. The second small
business bus will expand the service first launched in
2010 to support small businesses that may not have the
time or the resources to access the range of services the
government has to offer.
The buses provide free and personalised advice on
board from the Small Business Mentoring Service
specialists. These experienced mentors are skilled in
marketing, finance, human resources and sales, and
have extensive experience in running a small business
or senior business management. Importantly the second
vehicle will enable greater flexibility to respond to the
needs of businesses and provide support to
communities affected by bushfires, floods, drought or
other disasters. This successful Labor initiative
travelled to more than 120 locations over a 156-day
period last year. It delivered 978 free mentoring
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sessions and information to 2900 current and
prospective business operators.
There are more than 525 000 small businesses in
Victoria, representing 96 per cent of all Victorian
businesses, and around — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you, Minister.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President,
Given that this is a new segment of our proceedings, I
want to raise a point of order with you in relation to
what we can expect in the new ministers statements —
not the ministerial statements. They are called
‘ministerial statements’ in the flyer that is being
distributed, but I believe that is probably an error. The
emphasis is on new government initiatives, projects and
achievements.
Reflecting on the statements that were made today I
thought a particularly good example of the use of
ministers statements was Ms Pulford’s response to the
live baiting issue and her outlining of what the
government is planning to do. What we received from
Mr Herbert was, I thought, against the sentiment of this
new sessional order. He basically used the opportunity
to attack the opposition and hark back to information
from 2010 and budget allocations in 2013 and 2014. He
referred to nothing particularly new in that area.
I ask that you perhaps reflect on the answers and on the
use of the word ‘new’, which I think should be the
definitive word when considering what is appropriate
content of these ministers statements, and that you
provide further guidance about how this sessional order
is to be used and applied in the future.
Ms Lovell — On the point of order, President, I
would put it that Ms Mikakos’s contribution was also
not new given that it was a statement about a
Productivity Commission report that was handed to the
federal government on 31 October last year. The
recommendation of the 15 hours came about as a result
of work done under myself as minister and the
Napthine government.
Ms Mikakos — On the point of order, President, the
Productivity Commission report was only made
publicly available after being tabled in the federal
Parliament on Friday. It relates to ongoing funding for
kindergartens — obviously we provide funding for
them as well — and has direct relevance to families and
children in our state. I was providing an update to the
house in regard to my ongoing efforts to secure an
ongoing funding contribution from the commonwealth.
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Mr Herbert — On the point of order, President, I
had two new initiatives. If I had had a little bit more
time, I would have been delighted to talk about the John
Monash Scholarship — another new initiative. It seems
an extraordinary proposition that the entire 2 minutes of
a ministers statement should be about totally new
initiatives without any sort of reference to the context in
which those initiatives are being introduced. It is
astounding. I do not know how we can have that.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In respect of this part
of our proceedings, and in respect of the constituency
questions, I plan to review today’s questions and
answers. There were a couple of constituency questions
that on first hearing I thought were wide of the mark. I
plan to go through and have a look at those, not to
rescind the matters that have been put on the record but
just as a matter of guidance as we develop these
proceedings so we understand exactly what a
constituency matter is and, in accordance with the
interpretation I delivered earlier today, so that members
have guidance on it. I do intend to have a look at those,
and I will also give some consideration to the ministers
statements to ensure that they also comply with the
spirit of what has been suggested in terms of new
initiatives.
I accept Mr Herbert’s point that the whole thing does
not have to be about a new initiative. If there is some
context for how the initiative came about, I think it
would be an appropriate proposition to put to the house.
By leave, members statements postponed until later
this day on motion of Mr MELHEM (Western
Metropolitan).

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
Debate resumed from 12 February; motion of
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) for adoption of
address-in-reply.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — Thank you,
President. I congratulate you on your appointment; I
have not yet had an opportunity to do so.
I stand here today proud to be the first Greens
representative for the people of Eastern Metropolitan
Region. It has been an unpredictable and occasionally
impulsive journey. I would like to acknowledge the
traditional custodians of the land and pay my deep
respects to elders past and present. In particular I would
like to acknowledge the traditional custodians of
Eastern Metropolitan Region, the Wurundjeri people.
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The Wurundjeri have lived on this land for tens of
thousands of years in the Birrarung Valley. British
settlement impacted greatly on the Wurundjeri, their
number reducing to only 28 people. Their survival to
this very day is testament to their resilience, rich
cultural history and deep connection to country.
Eastern Metropolitan Region contains some of the
Wurundjeri people’s most culturally significant sites, in
particular Birrarung — the Yarra River. To this day the
Yarra is iconic and culturally significant to the people
of Melbourne. The Wurundjeri have a profound
connection to the land, underpinned by strong cultural
and spiritual values. The land is the mother, the land is
the provider. This land always was and always will be
Aboriginal land.
To understand my journey I will start with the journey
of my parents. Both of them immigrated from the
United Kingdom with their respective families in the
late 1950s. They, like thousands of others, were looking
to make a better life in Australia. My mother’s journey
began on the Fairsky in 1958. She and her family
initially established themselves in the Nissen huts at
Fishermans Bend in Melbourne. My father’s journey
with his family began in 1959 on the SS Strathnaver,
which arrived in Melbourne in the summer of 1960. My
mother and father met at Fishermans Bend and married
in 1962 in nearby St Kilda. I arrived two years later in
1964.
Originally settling in Malvern, my parents decided to
move to Adelaide, but the pressure to maintain
connections to extended family was great, and we
moved back to Melbourne in 1972. My parents chose
the east of Melbourne to settle, and I grew up in the
leafy outer eastern suburb of Boronia, nestled in the
foothills of the Dandenong Ranges. My parents love
what my mother calls Mother Nature and my father
calls the bush. My earliest memories are of spending
endless weekends camping rough in many parts of
south-eastern Australia. They never stopped camping,
never upgraded to a caravan — that is a luxury! — and
it seemed the rougher and more remote the campsite the
better and happier they were. Many sites are still etched
in my memory — Wilpena Pound in the Flinders
Rangers, Mannum on the Murray River and the wet
mountain ash forests of Mount Field in Tasmania.
Those growing years instilled in me two important
values that have carried through to adulthood — the
beauty and importance of a healthy environment and a
strong work ethic.
My career as a young adult led me through a number of
different sectors. As a bookkeeper I had fully
transportable skills and found myself working for a

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

range of private sector employers, in retail, the arts, the
motorcycle industry and the floriculture industry. It was
not until I found the not-for-profit sector that I
connected the satisfaction of work with the reward of
social justice outcomes. My 13 years of work in the
apprenticeship and traineeship sector was immensely
rewarding, and I was proud to play my part. I saw the
graduation of hundreds of apprentices and trainees,
young people who gained qualifications that set them
on their way. They were secure in having completed
trade training in a framework that provided job security,
a nurturing environment and encouragement along the
way.
During this time, something significant happened in my
life — the birth of our son, Forrest. The arrival of a
baby has a profound effect on families, but the arrival
of Forrest was to have a profound effect on the
direction I was to take in life.
My journey to this place began in local government.
However, my journey to local government began due to
the collision between the childcare needs of baby
Forrest and a council of the day keen to close my son’s
council-run long day care centre, Sherbrooke children’s
centre. I was part of the parent committee that fought to
save what was, and still is, a best practice
community-based long day care centre. We fought hard
and long over two years in our relentless pursuit to save
the centre. Our fight led to the 2005 council elections.
As part of our campaign two parents decided to run in
the Yarra Ranges Shire Council elections. I was one of
them. In a case of ‘be careful what you wish for’, I was
enormously surprised to find I was elected the first
Greens councillor to the Lyster ward in Yarra Ranges
shire, a direction I had not figured my life would take. I
am enormously proud of my achievements in local
government, the tier of government closest to the
people. It is often taken for granted by other tiers of
government. In times of need, particularly natural
disasters, the community always turns to local
government as the first port of call, and local
government provides an enormous range of critical
services such as child care, maternal and child health
centres, meals on wheels, libraries, parks and gardens
and infrastructure services. These are many of the
things that underpin the livability of this great state.
My time in local government spanned three terms, just
over nine years. I was first elected in 2005, re-elected
outright in 2008 with a 54 per cent majority and again
re-elected in 2012 with a 59 per cent majority. Local
government opened my eyes to a wealth of
opportunities and means by which I could follow my
passions. For me those passions were the early years,
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public transport advocacy, community governance,
libraries, planning and last, but never least, the
environment. Yarra Ranges certainly provided ample
opportunities to get into the nitty-gritty of those
passions.
I have been proud to serve as the Eastern Transport
Coalition chairperson for five years, as the Victorian
Local Governance Association treasurer and president
for five years and the Eastern Regional Libraries
Corporation chairperson and deputy chairperson on and
off for four years. It has been a great experience, and I
have relished being a strong advocate for community
and local government across these sectors.
Not only have I relished my role as advocate, I have
treasured the connections I have made with the
community and the friendships I have made with my
councillor colleagues, particularly Crs McRae, Cox,
Cliff, Avery and Heenan. My time with them on Yarra
Ranges Shire Council saw the development of a
progressive council with community and environment
at its heart and at the centre of its decision-making. As I
look forward to this new role, I will always remember
very fondly my time as the Lyster ward councillor in
the Yarra Ranges Shire Council — and, yes, I, along
with the support of my councillor colleagues, did save
Sherbrooke children’s centre.
I thank the voters of Eastern Metropolitan Region for
electing me their first Greens MLC. My election
reaffirms the need for a rail line to Doncaster,
improvements to the existing rail and tram network and
better bus services. People want to see a transition to
renewables, action on climate change, a reduction in
emissions and the establishment of a Great Forest
National Park. I will be using my time in this place to
be a strong advocate on these issues.
My earliest experiences have defined what is
fundamentally important to me — a healthy
environment, which underpins everything we do.
Without a healthy ecosystem and a healthy planet we
cannot expect a healthy or prosperous long-term future.
Victoria’s natural environment has much changed since
British settlement. Much of the vegetation that once
covered this state has long been cleared. This makes the
pockets that remain even more precious. Our
environment is under more pressure than ever, with a
changing climate, continued land clearing, threat of
bushfire, pollution and pest plants and animals.
Our state faunal emblem, the Leadbeater’s possum,
Victoria’s canary in the coalmine, provides a health
indicator as to how our environment is faring, and the
picture it paints is grim. With an estimated
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800 Leadbeater’s possums left in the wild, a trendline
headed downwards, threatening processes impacting on
their survival, including the continued loss of habitat,
the future of this little arboreal mammal, our fairy
possum, is bleak. There is a solution for not only the
Leadbeater’s possum but the dozens of threatened and
endangered species that live in the central highlands of
Victoria, and that is the creation of the Great Forest
National Park.
I will be using my time in this place to pursue the
survival of not only the Leadbeater’s possum but also
those hundreds of endangered species across the
entirety of Victoria, whether they be fauna or flora. We
are at a critical juncture in our history where we need to
quickly resolve what sort of future we want. Our future
is underpinned by a healthy environment and action on
climate change. To do anything less would
short-change our children and their right to
intergenerational equity.
I am proud to make up the team of elected Greens in
Victoria — the 10 MPs and 15 local government
councillors. I honour and thank those candidates who
have run in past elections for Eastern Metropolitan
Region; they have helped to build ongoing support for
the Greens over the years. I thank the people who
helped get me here: my lower house candidates, my
supporting upper house candidates, and the branch
members and supporters across Eastern Metropolitan
Region. Running a campaign across an upper house
electorate is an enormous task, and the candidates and
volunteers put in an extraordinary effort.
In particular I thank Loretta Agius, my campaign
coordinator, who worked tirelessly on the campaign,
tying up every loose end and coordinating a
multitalented group of individuals; it seemed like
24 hours a day, seven days a week. I also thank A. J. —
Andrew — Rawson and Jacqui Raymond, key
volunteers who dedicated many hours to the campaign.
Their efforts were boundless, and I very much
appreciate the countless hours they dedicated to the
campaign.
Of course I thank my family and friends, who at every
stage have supported my efforts to be elected at both a
local and state level. My partner, Gary, has been a close
confidante and constant supporter and has kept the
home fires burning for the countless nights I have not
been home. I thank my beautiful son, Forrest, who has
grown up in a highly unusual household, filled with
discussions of campaigns, councillors, community
consultation and capital works. I am sure those
discussions might change a little bit in the future. He
keenly takes the credit for the path I have followed. My
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mother, Trish, has instilled in me qualities that continue
to serve me well — tenacity, strength, determination,
good humour and a keen sense of justice. I will use
these qualities to fight for a fair and just society that
cares for our environment and acts on climate change.
To my friends, I thank them for being who they are —
they are a great sounding board — they help keep it
real, and they keep my feet on the ground.
I will be unrelenting in the pursuit for better public
transport, action on climate change, protection of our
environment and ensuring that our children’s right to
live in a fair and just world is safeguarded for future
generations. It is a privilege to be elected as the first
Greens MLC in Eastern Metropolitan Region, and I
will not let the people of Eastern Metropolitan Region
down.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr LEANE
(Eastern Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
McGrath Foundation
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I take this
opportunity to talk about the McGrath Foundation,
named after its founders, Jane and Glenn McGrath.
This is a foundation born from the experiences of a
woman battling breast cancer and her recognition of the
importance of having access to breast cancer nurses. It
was not until Jane was being treated for secondary
cancer that she had access to such a nurse and described
it as having:
Someone who could answer the questions only a nurse could
answer whilst also being the support I needed to unload my
frustrations and emotions.

More than 7000 Australian families were referred to a
McGrath Foundation breast care nurse in the 2014
financial year, bringing the total to over 28 000 people
who have received much-needed support. The McGrath
Foundation breast care nurses also have a strong
presence in rural areas with over 80 per cent of
McGrath Foundation breast care nurses working in
regional communities in that same year. Furthermore,
they continue to champion nurse training and education
through nurse scholarships; they proudly provided four
full scholarships in 2014. This all adds to the general
awareness provided through advertising and
fundraising campaigns that the foundation promotes
each year.
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I thank all the volunteers who put in an enormous effort
to these causes and those who generously donate to the
breast cancer battle. Having said that, it pains me to
have witnessed the backlash the foundation has
received over the past few days. I am disgusted by the
comments of emotionally charged people who have
suggested this foundation be stripped of all support
because of a separate issue — that being hunting. I
hope people can look past their misguided and
ill-informed ideological views and continue to support
such a fantastic initiative for women and their families
across Australia.

Steele Sidebottom
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I am thrilled
to congratulate Tallygaroopna’s own Steele Sidebottom
on being named one of Collingwood’s vice-captains for
the 2015 AFL season, his second year as part of the
Collingwood leadership team. Steele played in the
Murray Bushrangers and the all-Australian team before
being selected by Collingwood as draft pick 11 in the
2008 draft. At 19 years of age he was the youngest
member of Collingwood’s 2010 premiership side.
Steele — or Rusty, as he is known locally — is the
youngest of five boys. All five have been gifted local
athletes, particularly excelling at football and cricket.
Steele’s older brother Ryan, better known as Golly, has
also excelled beyond the local level, playing cricket for
the Victorian Bushrangers and as a member of the
Melbourne Stars squad. I congratulate Steele on his
vice-captaincy and wish good luck to all AFL teams,
particularly the mighty Tigers, for the 2015 season.

Kindergarten funding
Ms LOVELL — I thank the many members of the
early learning sector who have contacted me to
congratulate me, the Napthine government and
departmental staff on our fierce advocacy for 15 hours
per week of funded kindergarten programs to be
supported in the final Productivity Commission’s
inquiry report entitled Childcare and Early Childhood
Learning.
I am pleased to say that the report is clear on the
benefits of 15-hour programs and recommends the
continuation of funding. I thank the entire sector but in
particular the department, the Municipal Association of
Victoria and the Early Learning Association Australia
for their support in achieving this recommendation. The
Labor Party in opposition was very vocal about the
need for certainty in the sector over this funding. We
know kindergartens are taking enrolments now for
2016, and the Andrews government has not yet advised
the sector of this funding. I urge the Andrews
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government to provide certainty for the sector by
advising — —

with Father Elijah Fanous, Athanasius Attia and
Timothaos Gabriel.

The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you,
Ms Lovell.

I welcomed the attendance of the imam of the
Heidelberg Heights mosque as well as the head of the
El Sedeaq Islamic Association. The mayor of Casey,
Cr Nick Moreland, attended as well as former mayors
of Casey in Cr Sam Aziz, Cr Stapleton and Cr Ablett. A
local federal member also attended the occasion at
St Mina and St Marina Coptic Orthodox Church. We
stood together to denounce the loss of innocent lives
and the violence that seems to be happening in
ever-increasing amounts and intensity.

Wendy Pearl
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to pay
tribute to Wendy Eleanor Pearl, who died late last year.
The massive attendance at the mass of thanksgiving
held at St Francis Xavier Church in Corio on
30 December 2014 was an indication of the deep love
and widespread respect felt for Wendy by the people of
Geelong and in particular its northern suburbs.
Wendy was a mother of four, a grandmother, a
great-grandmother, a wife to Joe and a teacher. Wendy
taught at Corio Primary School for many years,
imparting reading, writing and maths skills along with
the true nature of compassion and social justice. Wendy
was always aware of those around her who were less
fortunate, and she did whatever she could to improve
their lives and the wider community. Children who
needed help often ended up living with the family in
their modest housing commission home. Wendy also
found time to be involved in a vast number of
community organisations. She was a life member of the
Geelong Irish Society, the Geelong Greyhound Racing
Club and the National Coursing Association of
Victoria.
Wendy was a doer. She was clever. She walked tall,
gave solid advice and brought out the very best in
people. Wendy enjoyed a loving marriage to Joe
Pearl — a partnership that was rich and enduring. I
know Joe and the family keenly feel their loss, but they
know they were fortunate to have such a wonderful
woman in their lives for so long. Wendy’s life was one
well lived, but the sky would have been the limit if she
had been born at a different time where there were
more opportunities for women. It was an honour to
know Wendy Pearl. I will cherish her words of wisdom
and her knowing smile. Vale Wendy Pearl.

Coptic Christians
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
On Saturday, 21 February, I attended a very sad
occasion — a service to honour and pay respect to the
Egyptian Coptic Orthodox community after the
beheading of 21 Coptic Egyptians in Libya. The service
was presided over by His Grace Bishop Suriel, head of
the diocese of Melbourne for the Coptic Orthodox
Church; Father Abanoub Attala, the local priest; along

In a couple of hours, at 8 o’clock, there will be a similar
service at St Paul’s Cathedral. Regrettably I will not be
able to attend, as I guess would be the case for many
members in this chamber, but no doubt all of us in
Australia, no matter what our religion, will stand
together to say that the taking of innocent lives is never
acceptable, no matter what the motive — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you,
Mrs Peulich.

Violence against people with disability
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) —
Tonight I would like to use my members statement to
congratulate Senator Rachel Siewert and the federal
Greens. This is with regard to the Senate inquiry into
violence, abuse and neglect against people with
disability in institutional and residential settings. This
will build on the work done by Women with
Disabilities Victoria in its groundbreaking report
entitled Voices against Violence. The inquiry will
include gender and age-related dimensions and the
particular situation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander people with disability and culturally and
linguistically diverse people with disability. This is a
timely inquiry. There is already heightened awareness
of the abuse of women, and this will be further
heightened with the Victorian Royal Commission into
Family Violence.
The darkest corners of abuse are against people with
disabilities. I read the report from Women with
Disabilities Victoria. One of the worst parts of the
report concerned a man who, while not physically
violent to his partner, would take the wheels of her
wheelchair each day so that she became a prisoner in
her own home. These kinds of actions can never be
accepted. With the work of the royal commission and
the Senate, we can shine a light on this abuse and move
very quickly to make sure that it does not continue.
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Roads and bridges
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I draw
attention to the very successful country roads and
bridges program, initiated by the coalition government
in 2011 as a $160 million program over the four years
from 1 July 2011 to 30 June 2015. This program
provides funding support to 40 rural shires and has
enabled more than 900 local roads and 100 local
bridges to be repaired or upgraded. These rural shires
have been able to catch up with an infrastructure
backlog that accumulated in the previous decade. The
program is strongly supported by rural shires, the
Municipal Association of Victoria, the RACV and the
Victorian Farmers Federation. Improving local roads
and bridges is also an important measure in helping to
reduce the country road toll.
The Andrews government will terminate the country
roads and bridges program on 30 June 2015, cutting
$1 million per year from Victoria’s 40 rural shires for
upgrades to their local roads and bridges. The Minister
for Roads and Road Safety confirmed this when he said
in the other place recently that the country roads and
bridges program is a ‘lapsing program’ under the
Andrews government. The Andrews government has
pointed to its promised $1 billion fund for regional
roads as a substitute for the country roads and bridges
program, but this funding is for state assets, not local
government assets. While the Premier announced a
$38.5 million regional bridges program last week, this
too is for state assets, providing no assistance to local
government, and it is only using funding already
allocated in the current budget. I strongly believe the
Andrews government is cheating country Victoria with
the removal — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you,
Mr Ramsay.

Fed Up Lunch
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — On
Saturday, 21 February, I had the pleasure to support a
luncheon called Fed Up. This luncheon was set up by a
group of gentlemen to say that they are fed up with
domestic violence happening across the state and the
community. Fed Up was started by Michael Jones, who
works at Sportsbet. He, along with Toby Potter, Peter
Fraser, Scott Walker and Nick Paul went about setting
up the luncheon, which was held at the races last
Saturday. The luncheon raised in excess of $30 000 for
McAuley Community Services for Women. That will
enable us to continue to fight what is a genuine scourge
of society. We must continue to be ever vigilant about
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the dangers that domestic violence place on the
community.
Fed Up was created by a group of five gentlemen, who
met every Wednesday over a 10-month period to put
this event together, to network and to create an
environment for those people fed up with domestic
violence and prepared to do something about it. I am
extremely proud to be associated with this organisation.
I encourage other people to get involved. I thank
Mr Jones and his friends for their work on this
genuinely worthy cause.

Officer Specialist School and Officer Secondary
College
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — Prior to
the 2010 election, the then coalition opposition
promised to build two new schools in the
Berwick-Pakenham growth corridor — Officer
Specialist School and Officer Secondary College. As
members of the house would be aware, Officer
Specialist School has been open for some time now and
has provided much-needed additional resources in
specialist education in the Cardinia shire and the
ever-growing corridor.
With regard to Officer Secondary College, I was very
pleased to visit the school with my good friend and
colleague the member for Gembrook in the other place.
The school is now open and taking enrolments. When
the member for Gembrook and I visited, the students
had just returned from their first school camp and were
very excited about the school and the educational
opportunities that were being provided. The school
continues to grow and expand. Stage 2, which was
funded by the coalition government, is now under
construction. This will ensure that the school continues
to grow in line with the population.
It is often said that not enough infrastructure is provided
for growing communities to keep pace with population
growth. When it comes to specialist education and
secondary education in the Cardinia shire, these two
schools have been built in advance of residential
growth in the Officer community, providing certainty
for families looking to move to that area — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Time!

Dr Mike Helal
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — Last
weekend I was deeply shocked and saddened to hear of
the passing of Dr Mike Helal. Mike was a well-loved
and widely known young man throughout the
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Australian Lebanese community. I met him through
Dr Elie Khalil shortly after his arrival in Australia from
Lebanon in 2004. He was a shining example of what
can be accomplished academically. His kind nature was
evident in his provision of academic opportunities for
others less fortunate than himself.
Mike and his beloved young wife, Lama, founded the
Aspire Fund, a not-for-profit organisation which assists
disadvantaged students to complete their undergraduate
degrees and in doing so positively influences their lives
forever.
At the age of 28 Mike received his PhD in the
economics of education from the University of
Melbourne, tragically, just two days before his passing.
He leaves behind a grieving wife, family and
community who will never forget his dedication to and
enthusiasm for helping others. I extend my sincere
condolences to Mike’s wife, Lama, and family on their
tragic loss.

Frankston Hospital
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise today to congratulate Peninsula Health
and to indicate that last week I attended, along with a
number of others, the opening of new sections of
Frankston Hospital, an $81 million project. I might add
that this project was funded with $5 million from the
federal government as well as two major funding
tranches from the previous state government in the
2011–12 and 2012–13 state budgets. There is
significant new emergency capacity at Frankston
Hospital, as well as a new 68-bed ward, which includes
64 new beds and 4 additional intensive care beds. The
additional capacity of the emergency department is also
very significant.
I want to pay tribute to the work of the project control
team, headed by Leanne Price at the Department of
Health and Human Services, as well as current
Peninsula Health CEO Sue Williams, her predecessor
Sherene Devanesen, as well as the acting CEOs. Under
Nancy Hogan the board has also performed admirably,
delivering a great outcome for the community.
The $81 million project was brought in ahead of time
and under budget. The previous government allocated
additional money to expand kitchen capacity at the
hospital. This is a good project. We have also seen
other significant outcomes in terms of new cardiac
units, fewer 24-hour waits — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Time!
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Roads and bridges
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to make a
statement about the Andrews Labor government’s
investment in regional Victoria and in particular my
electorate of Northern Victoria. The Labor government
is getting on with the job. We are funding key bridge
repairs and upgrades as part of our Stronger Country
Bridges program, delivering projects that the people of
my electorate want and need.
In particular I am very pleased that this funding will
increase the capacity of heavy vehicles travelling along
the Hume Freeway and Goulburn Valley Highway.
This investment has been keenly welcomed by the
Committee for Greater Shepparton, local freight
operators and business people that I have met in
relation to these projects.
The Shepparton freight industry and those who rely on
it welcome this news. An editorial in the Shepparton
News of Saturday, 21 February, hit the nail on the head
when it comes to this vital regional issue, in saying:
Mr Andrews made it clear he was open to suggestion and
would back anything that presented a good case for Victoria,
for business, for jobs and prosperity. He’s off to a good start.
…
… this is one decision that will get the state moving.

There have been negative cries from those opposite, but
the editorial in the Shepparton News set the record
straight when it also said:
… Ms Lovell was a minister on the coalition government that
had four years to make something happen — other than the
new court complex — but did not.

In contrast, this government is getting on with the job
of repairing roads and bridges, securing jobs and giving
regional businesses in northern Victoria the confidence
they have been searching for from government. I
welcome this funding commitment and thank the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety for securing the
future — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Time!

McAuley Community Services for Women
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — When
Joce Bignold, the CEO from McAuley Community
Services for Women, went on radio eight months ago to
speak about what men could do to stop other men from
being violent, it hit a chord with a young man who
heard the interview. Michael Jones was that man. He
wanted to do what he could to raise awareness amongst
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men of his age, so he got some of his mates together
and they formed the Fed Up Lunch.
On Saturday, in my capacity as shadow Minister for
Families and Children, I had the pleasure of attending
the Fed Up Lunch at Flemington along with around
180 other guests, including Mr Dalidakis. It was a
terrific event that not only created further awareness of
the issue of family violence within our community but
also raised funds for McAuley Community Services for
Women.
McAuley provides practical services for women and
children affected by family violence. It operates the
only safe house in Victoria. It provides refuges for
women and children who are escaping from family
violence and has jobs programs for those women who
want to return to the workforce or access training. I
acknowledge Michael Jones for taking the initiative,
working with a group of five or so of his friends and
getting this great event to fruition.
With attention in recent days being focused on the
Royal Commission into Family Violence, it is
organisations such as McAuley that provide the
practical programs for women and children who may
be subject to family violence today. I congratulate Joce
Bignold and her team at McAuley on the ongoing work
they are doing in providing support and assistance to
the many women and children affected by family
violence.

Leukaemia Foundation
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I was lucky
enough recently to meet up with Stephanie
Hechenberger, who is the general manager for the
Leukaemia Foundation of Victoria/Tasmania, to
discuss its ongoing services and how the foundation is
going. I was surprised when she alerted me to a service
that I did not know the foundation delivers, and has
delivered since 1999, in which volunteer drivers using
the foundation’s car take patients to and from their
medical appointments and to see specialists. This takes
pressure off patients getting to those events. Another
concern the foundation has is that during treatment
people’s immune systems are severely weakened, so
they can potentially pick up infections from catching
public transport.
This service has been supported by Bridgestone Tyre
centres, Holden and originally by the Peter Brock
Foundation through generous donations of cars. It is
also staffed by fantastic volunteers who drive patients
to and from their medical appointments.
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National security
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
commend the Prime Minister’s statement yesterday on
new security arrangements in Australia. It is the
beginning of a recognition by the commonwealth
government that Australia is but one country at war
with radical Islam. It is a war that impacts almost every
nation on Earth. It is a war we did not start. It is a war
we do not want, but it is a war that all governments
have a responsibility to protect their people from.
Whether federal or state, it is our job.
It is a war that we must win. Radical Islamist terrorists
have shown themselves to be ruthless, heartless, cruel,
and without conscience or mercy. Whatever our
politics, we must band together to defeat and destroy
this evil. It is the greatest threat the world has seen or is
likely to see this century. If radical Islam is allowed to
prevail, Australia as we know it will be no more.
I commend the Abbott government for beginning the
process to protect Australia and Australians. It sets an
example we all should follow. The lives of millions of
people depend on it.

Community services sector
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — During question time the opposition
sought to defend its abysmal record in community
services. When the child protection system was in
crisis, the previous government’s answer was Services
Connect, which shows just how out of touch it was. The
community services sector has expressed considerable
concern to me about Services Connect. The CEO of the
peak body Centre for Excellence in Child and Family
Welfare expressed some of those concerns to me in a
letter dated 23 December 2014, which is a letter I have
made available to members in the house today. The
letter says:
Evaluations of the trials commissioned by the department of
human services have not been made public nor were
community sector organisations consulted in a meaningful
way on the design of the trials.
…
The broad, high-level goals of the trials to integrate and
streamline services are broadly supported, however, it
remains unclear what mechanisms are required to achieve
these aims, nor how such mechanisms will relate to existing
services such as Child FIRST and Integrated Family Services.
Instead, community organisations have been required to
propose potential solutions and this has resulted in a very
diverse range of approaches across the eight trial sites.
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Service providers have also reported a significant number of
issues in the model design remain unclear or are being applied
inconsistently by department of human services divisions.
… prior to the establishment and consolidation of the new
services —

it urges me to —
revisit and review the Services Connect model …

The opposition should talk to the sector.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Sitting suspended 6.36 p.m. until 8.08 p.m.

UPPER YARRA VALLEY AND
DANDENONG RANGES REGIONAL
STRATEGY PLAN
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I move:
That, pursuant to section 46D of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, amendment 121 to the Upper Yarra
Valley and Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan be
approved.
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I make the point clear in the chamber that there has not
been a lot of discussion by the government about this
matter and about the uniqueness of the circumstances of
this issue having come to the house in the last
Parliament. I acknowledge completely that the
stretching of this matter from one period to another is
an unusual occurrence. However, as one who will have
responsibility for ratification processes and other
planning processes from the opposition’s perspective in
this chamber, I make the point that I seek to ensure,
particularly on future occasions when this may occur,
that a process is put in place whereby the Minister for
Planning will respond to questions from the
non-government parties. This process operated during
the 2002 to 2006 Parliament and provided members
with an opportunity to engage with the minister on
some matters of detail.
Considering its circumstances — the matter’s
uniqueness and crossing of two parliaments, and the
fact that this work was largely undertaken by the
previous planning minister — I think this move is
largely supported by the community, so the opposition
will not be opposing this ratification motion and indeed
it will support the steps the amendment proposes to
take.

This amendment is required to enable the premises at
261 Mount Dandenong Tourist Road in Ferny Creek to
be used and developed as a restaurant and caretaker’s
residence. The proposal has been through a public
consultation process and considered by an independent
panel, which has supported it.

I know that one of our new members will have
something specific to say about this matter, having
come off the local council as a Greens councillor and
entered this Parliament as a Greens member. I know
she will have a good deal to say about this motion.

The proposal also has the full support of the Yarra
Ranges Shire Council, which has requested this
amendment. This is a local issue and comes before the
house because the Planning and Environment Act 1987
requires the approval of any amendments to the strategy
plan to be ratified by both houses.

I indicate to the chamber that I have consulted with the
local council, and I understand some of the council’s
points around this matter, but I think that on this
occasion the key point is that we need to have a very
clear process in place. With these planning ratification
motions and other planning steps, aside from normal
bills, there also need to be opportunities to ask
questions of the relevant minister.

Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and make a contribution to the debate on
this motion:
That, pursuant to section 46D of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, amendment 121 to the Upper Yarra
Valley and Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan be
approved.

I note that this matter goes back into the period of the
last government, during which the work on it was done.
I also note that amendment 121 works in conjunction
with amendment C129 to the Yarra Ranges planning
scheme, which was prepared and adopted by the Yarra
Ranges Shire Council, and deals specifically with
261 Mount Dandenong Tourist Road, Ferny Creek.

Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Congratulations on your appointment to this role,
Acting President Patten.
I am in a unique position as I have already voted on this
motion once before as a local government councillor. I
will say up-front in my contribution that the Greens
support this motion. The Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan plays a
fundamentally important role in the Yarra Ranges
municipality. It is a planning instrument that has been
in operation for decades and has guided the good,
proper and orderly planning of that area. This house
should not lightly consider any amendments to that
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regional strategy plan, the only one in operation in the
state.
The situation of a restaurant that has languished without
operating since its construction in the year 2000 is a bit
of a sorry tale, but this motion seeks to remedy that. I
am satisfied — and I say this with insight — that the
council has gone through an appropriate process of
consultation on this, with the matter having been
referred to a planning panel that provided insights into
the incorporated document and some conditions having
been imposed on what should be included in that
document to steer what happens in the sensitive area of
Ferny Creek, an important site in the Dandenong
Ranges.
I am delighted that the first notice of motion I am
speaking on relates to the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan. I cannot
stress how important that document is in terms of
planning, and I commend the motion to the house.
Motion agreed to.

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Second reading
Debate resumed from 12 February; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise to make a few
brief remarks on the Back to Work Bill 2014, in
anticipation of making some further remarks in a later
committee stage.
There is great irony in the title of the bill before the
house. The Back to Work Bill 2014 suggests a grand
scheme, a grand plan, on the part of the government to
address employment issues here in Victoria, but what is
actually in the bill is far removed from its grand title.
The irony also extends to the fact that no sooner was
this bill introduced in the other place on the opening
sitting day of Parliament in December last than the
government adjourned debate on the bill and went on
holidays! The first action as part of the Back to Work
agenda was to go on holidays. The government had the
opportunity to debate the bill in the other place in the
week of the opening of Parliament, but the government
declined to take the opportunity to sit a second day and
start debate on this legislation.
There are other ironies in this bill and its Back to Work
title because one of the first acts of the government and
of the Premier was to stop work on the east–west link, a
major infrastructure project in Victoria which would
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have created 3700 construction jobs over the course of
the project. At the same time as the government is
saying it is about back to work, one of its first acts is to
cut 3700 potential jobs through the state’s largest
infrastructure program.
Mr Drum — People who were already working.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Indeed. As Mr Drum
says, people who were already working in the lead-up
to Christmas. They lost their jobs as a consequence of
that decision by the Premier and the government. We
also saw the Linking Melbourne Authority disbanded
by the government and more jobs lost.
Not only have we seen the loss of the potential jobs on
the east–west link but we have also seen great
uncertainty over the rest of the state’s major
infrastructure program. In its 2014–15 budget the
Napthine government created and provided for a
$27 billion infrastructure program for Victoria,
covering road projects, rail projects, education projects
and hospital projects. It was the largest infrastructure
program in this state’s history. The Napthine
government allocated funding last year, and around
10 000 construction jobs were expected to be created
over the course of the rollout of that infrastructure
program. But from this government we now have great
uncertainty around not only the east–west link, which
the Premier has halted, but also the future of the full
infrastructure program and its 10 000 construction jobs.
The third irony is that one of the first acts of the new
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade was
to introduce two new public holidays, the consequence
of which will be that casual workers, particularly those
in retail, will not be working or getting paid on those
public holidays. They will lose income and work
opportunities as a consequence of the government
introducing two additional public holidays. While the
headline is ‘Back to Work’ the reality is quite different.
To get an understanding of where the government is
going with the bill it is worth reflecting on the Labor
Party’s pre-election policy document entitled Back to
Work — Victorian Labor’s Plan for 100 000 Jobs.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I will take up
Mrs Peulich’s point about it being a very skimpy
document. What I would say to the house and to
Mrs Peulich is that in fact this document contains far
more detail than the bill that is before the house. The
glossy policy document released by the Labor Party
before the election contains far more detail than the bill
that the house is now debating. The document, which
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was released by the then Labor leader, now Premier,
Daniel Andrews, says:
An Andrews Labor government will get them back on track,
helping to create 100 000 new jobs with the Back to Work
act.
…
Commencing July 1, 2015, 50 000 payments will be available
per year, for two years.

The Labor Party’s pre-election promise flagged that its
solution for employment and unemployment in Victoria
would be a Back to Work act which would create
100 000 new jobs. The government committed to
100 000 new full-time jobs.
It is interesting to reflect on the government’s
performance in its first month in office, because the
first set of Australian Bureau of Statistics figures
released since the government came to office show that
from December 2014 to January this year full-time
employment in Victoria declined by 2200 people. Not
only does the government have to create 100 000 new
full-time jobs, but it has to make up the 2200 that have
already been lost on its watch. We are already seeing
employment in the state go backwards under Labor
despite it introducing a bill with the grand title of the
Back to Work Bill.
I reflect on episodes of Yes Minister. When a
government has something difficult to deal with,
whether it is a report or a paper, the refrain is always to
put the difficult thing in the heading. If you deal with it
in the title, you can ignore it in the content, and that is
what we have before the house this evening. We have
the Back to Work title, but we do not have any plan in
the bill as to how the government’s target of
100 000 new full-time jobs in the next two years is to
be achieved.
Significant in the bill is clause 4 of part 2 which
provides under the heading ‘Establishment of Back to
Work Scheme’:
There is established by this Act a scheme for payments to
employers for the purpose of providing relief in respect of the
costs associated with hiring certain unemployed or retrenched
workers.

Clause 4 is the only description in the bill of what the
scheme is about. The rest of the bill deals with the
mechanics. It deals with matters such as the repayment
of penalties; confidentiality by the State Revenue
Office, which will administer this scheme; and
investigative powers for the State Revenue Office.
What it does not deal with is the substance of the
scheme. All we have are undefined payments as to their
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level and quantum to some undefined employers for the
purposes of providing relief of an unknown level in
respect of undefined costs associated with hiring certain
undefined unemployed or retrenched workers. We have
no definition of which employers will be entitled to the
payments, no definition of the level of the payments or
to which unemployed or retrenched workers payments
will be made. None of the detail has been provided in
the bill.
All we have in clause 5 is a provision stating that the
minister is to determine the criteria and that they will be
published in the Government Gazette. Despite the
government having the Back to Work Bill set down in
its election policy, we have no content. We do not
know who the employers are, we do not know the level
of subsidies that will be payable, and we do not know
who the unemployed or retrenched workers will be.
None of that detail is provided by the legislation. It
beggars belief that this is the centrepiece of the
government’s approach to employment in the state, the
key part of its election platform, and that not a single
detail as to how the scheme is constructed and how it
will work has been included in the bill.
It gets worse because clause 53, headed ‘Appropriation
of Consolidated Fund’, provides:
All Back to Work payments are to be paid from the
Consolidated Fund which is appropriated by this section to
the necessary extent.

The bill is what is known as a special appropriation bill,
and a special appropriation sits outside the ordinary
appropriation bills. It sits outside the budget bills that
the house deals with annually. In May and June the
house will deal with appropriation bills for the budget.
This bill is different because it appropriates whatever
funds are required for the scheme. It will not come back
through the budget process, and it will not be subject to
scrutiny as part of that process. The funds for the bill
will be automatically allocated by this legislation, if it
passes, without any further parliamentary scrutiny.
The problem is that we are being asked in clause 53 to
provide open-ended appropriation without any detail as
to the extent of the scheme — whether it is to be
$50 million, $100 million or $500 million. There is no
detail in the bill as to how the scheme will work, and
there is no detail in the bill as to the extent of the
funding that the government intends to allocate to the
scheme. But there is a blank cheque in clause 53 which
says, ‘If the Parliament passes the bill, it will
appropriate whatever funds are required to implement
the scheme however the government finally designs it’.
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The coalition has great concerns about the
legislation — —
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Ms Shing indicates that
we are supporting the bill. I say to her that the position
the opposition is taking is that it will not oppose the bill
on its second reading. However, through its committee
stage we expect the Leader of the Government, as the
minister responsible for the legislation in this house, to
provide to the Parliament considerable detail as to how
the scheme is going to work, to what extent it is going
to be funded, how many employers and what size of
employers are going to be eligible, and what
unemployed and retrenched people employers are
going to receive payments in respect of. The bill does
not address any of the key issues with respect to the
government’s plan around back to work. What was a
central, core, policy of the government leading into the
election has not been fleshed out.
The opposition will reserve its position on the third
reading in respect of understanding the detail of the bill.
It does not deliver on the government’s commitment,
and it falls far short of any piece of legislation we have
seen before in this house. It includes a clause that says
basically, ‘We’ll set up a scheme and we will tell you
later what that scheme is’. This is appallingly bad
legislation in the sense that it does not lay down the
detail of what it is trying to achieve, and the opposition
will expect substantially more detail from the minister
in committee.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this bill. We have a persistent
unemployment problem in this state. The
unemployment rate is higher than any of us want it to
be, and if the next move in the unemployment rate is
not sideways, it could very well be up.
It is not as if unemployment is spread evenly across the
community. Six per cent unemployment does not mean
that you, I and everybody else is unemployed for 6 per
cent of the year or 6 per cent of our working lives.
Some people persistently suffer from unemployment
while the rest of us can do quite nicely, thank you very
much. Those groups include certain demographics,
such as people who come from certain circumstances or
people in certain regions. That may be the reason we
have a Vote 1 Local Jobs member here from Western
Victoria Region, because in certain parts of western
Victoria there is persistent unemployment while in
other parts unemployment is very low because people
have left those areas and moved closer to the city to try
to find jobs.
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This is a topic we have debated many times in this
chamber. We have also talked about the solutions; I do
not intend to speak terribly widely about them. Suffice
it to say what the Greens have put forward in this place
is the need for a government program that aims to
enhance productivity in the broadest sense, because that
is the only way we will continue to improve our
prosperity. We need an improvement in productivity in
the way our transport system works. We need better
public transport to relieve our roads. We need public
transport that extends out of Melbourne into the furthest
corners of the state. I am not aware that this
government has come forward with any plan of action
to expand public transport in regional Victoria. I am yet
to hear of it, but I want to hear of it, having travelled all
over this state by public transport.
We need a healthy population. We need a group of
workers, and a community as a whole, who have good
health in the broadest sense and are not dragged down
by the burden of disease that makes it difficult for them
to participate. We need an educated population, and we
need an education system that builds our human
capacity. We are the lowest spending state in Australia
when it comes to public education, both primary and
secondary, and a succession of governments have taken
the axe to the TAFE system at the worst possible time.
To make this state an attractive place that people want
to live and set up their businesses in, we need to
maintain the livability of our community, because
increasingly mobile businesses, which can choose
which world capital they set up in, set up in a city based
on its livability factors. They can then attract the skilled
mobile workers they need.
For that matter, if we do not address the current threat
of climate change, we are going to be wiped out by its
effects. Australia is one of the most vulnerable
countries in the world to the effects of climate change,
but if we address it correctly, we can enhance economic
growth by developing renewable energy and getting
more efficient about the way we use energy.
Developing renewable energy will be one of the best
job creators, particularly for regional Victoria.
That is the program of productivity-enhancing
investment that we need this state government, and in
fact every state government in succession, many years
into the future, to adopt. Instead we have this bill,
which is the centrepiece of what the government has
put forward to address the crisis of unemployment.
Make no mistake, Premier Andrews said while in
opposition that unemployment was former Premier
Napthine’s fault and that it was his responsibility to fix
it. The same applies now that Labor is in government,
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so Labor will not blame macroeconomic factors or
somebody else.
Labor has stated that this is a problem that the state
government must fix, and so far this bill is the
centrepiece of what the Labor government is offering. It
went on telly and told the public it would create
100 000 jobs, which would cost $100 million. A
hundred thousand jobs at $1000 per job — I would love
it to be so, but there is something about labour market
economics that makes me suspicious. You cannot
simply go out and create a brand-new, full-time job for
$1000. If you could, somebody might have done it
already. The federal government might have written a
big cheque and gotten rid of unemployment in one go.
If it simply takes the addition of $1000 to create a
brand-new job, I will go downstairs and put my
microeconomics textbook through the shredder.
What this bill could do, though, is provide extra
incentives to certain groups who have traditionally
faced big barriers to getting into employment. They
include people with disabilities. Ms Hartland will
address this issue in a minute, because we have not
been able to address it by proposing an amendment to
the bill. It includes newly arrived migrants and people
who for one reason or another have a patchy education
history. It even includes refugees and asylum seekers,
some of whom are in this country having escaped from
their own countries and who are highly qualified but
who for various reasons — whether it be the quality of
their visas, lack of recognition of their qualifications or
even just the barriers of communication — are unable
to work.
None of us would want to see a brain surgeon driving a
taxi, but at the same time we would not want to see
people being brought in under 457 visas when people
with the same skill sets are already here but there is a
barrier to their employment. It would be great if this bill
could become a mechanism to help break down some
of the barriers among those groups that are stuck in
stubborn levels of unemployment, if you like, not so
much to reduce the total number of unemployed,
because I do not think this bill could do that, but to
bring people up again from the bottom of the pool of
unemployed and give them a chance to participate in
the market. That in itself would be quite an effective
efficiency mechanism.
I said that the government promised 100 000 jobs for
$100 million, but the bill does not deliver either of
those things. The bill simply gives the minister the
power to determine some criteria down the line as to
who would be eligible to attract this payment, and
nowhere in the bill does it say that the payment is
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$1000 or any other amount. The bill, as
Mr Rich-Phillips rightly pointed out, is simply a shell. I
have not seen a bill like it in eight years. The bill
effectively licenses the government to spend any
amount of money on almost anything.
Clause 5 says that the criteria for who is eligible and on
what basis will come later. Clause 53 simply says:
All Back to Work payments are to be paid from the
Consolidated Fund which is appropriated by this section to
the necessary extent.

That could be a $10 million program, $100 million
program or $1 billion program for all we know. The
money will automatically be taken from the
Consolidated Fund as each payment is made. I do not
know if members are used to writing blank cheques in
their personal lives, but we would at least want to stop
and consider what we might be doing before we do the
same thing with the public’s chequebook, otherwise
known as the Consolidated Fund.
The part that worries me more is the guidelines. The
bill seems to leave it extraordinarily open to the
minister to set any criteria that he or she wants. It might
not be $1000 per job; it could be $10 000 per job, as the
federal government offered to attract people who are
near retirement age back into the employment pool. If
members take a look, they will see that hardly anybody
has taken up the $10 000 wage subsidy. I have some
doubt as to whether a $1000 wage subsidy will be taken
up.
In the lower house Liberal Party members argued that
this bill simultaneously has too much red tape and not
enough. They are worried that the provisions of the bill
and any guidelines that come down the track could be
subject to fraud. If members watched Four Corners last
night and saw some of the job agencies and the way
they had been churning through paperwork, in some
cases to create completely fictitious jobs in order to
collect their little slice on each job, they would be
worried. At the same time, it could be the case that
employers do not want to go through the paperwork,
but we do not know yet because we have not seen the
eligibility criteria and therefore we do not know how
onerous the paperwork will be. I am pretty confident
that someone will work out a way to take maximum
advantage of the scheme, even though, based on other
schemes we have seen in operation in Tasmania and
New South Wales, it is quite likely that this scheme will
not go anywhere near paying out the 100 000 different
payments that were envisaged in the Premier’s promise.
As this bill has moved through the various stages in the
houses, through briefings, through discussions and
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through distribution via emails, time and again we have
asked the government what the criteria are going to
look like and how the guidelines will be written. The
government was happy to tell us that it has some
guidelines and happy to make promises and assertions
about what will be in the guidelines, but it was not
willing to show them to us. That is very unfortunate for
a bill that gives such wideranging discretion to a
minister on an unlimited budget line. We should have
seen the guidelines, and I am going to keep asking for
them even as we go through the committee stage of the
debate.
If we are to approve this scheme, we need a little more
transparency than what is on offer. It is for that reason
the Greens have proposed an amendment that would
require the State Revenue Office to report quarterly and
by region on the uptake of the program, which will be
of interest to different members in this house from
different regions. The State Revenue Office does a bit
of that reporting now in relation to the first home owner
scheme. Members can look up those numbers if they
want to, and they include the top 10 postcodes. That is a
very simple scheme where eligibility is clear, payment
is routine and qualification is quite fixed. This is a
much more expansive scheme where I think the
government over time may be trying many different
approaches to get the scheme up and running and get
some uptake of the scheme if, as it seems to indicate,
this is the centrepiece of its unemployment strategy.
The Greens amendments have been circulated in the
lower house. I ask that they be now circulated so that
members can address them in their contributions during
the second-reading speech debate.
Greens amendments circulated by Mr BARBER
(Northern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Mr BARBER — The proposal regarding reporting
is one amendment that the Greens would like to move.
There is another amendment for members to peruse
which relates particularly to the issue of asylum
seekers. As the government has brought this bill
forward there has been a shifting description of what
unemployment might mean.
At first we were told unemployment meant being in
receipt of a commonwealth unemployment payment.
Not everybody is receiving those: people on disability
pensions, for example, are not receiving those, and yet
we like to see them come back into the workforce if
they are able. You could have simply been unemployed
for a period of time by your own choice. You could be
an itinerant worker, maybe moving around the country
and working periodically as need be, but you would be
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ineligible under that definition of unemployment. As
we said in relation to refugees and asylum seekers, in
some cases they are prohibited from receiving
unemployment benefits, but in other cases they are just
jobseekers who are not receiving benefits.
The government then started to put forward a different
definition of what might constitute unemployment. It
still does not seem to pick up the issue that Ms Hartland
is going to raise about disability support pensioners, but
we will see, I guess. We are waiting to see these
guidelines, and I think it is entirely reasonable that the
house should expect to see them before it proceeds with
the bill. The government may put forward some
arguments against my amendment in that instance, but
until it shows us the guidelines it will not be able to
demonstrate that that or any other group is definitely
going to be eligible for this scheme. For such an
expansive and politically important scheme for the
government, and for such an important issue, it is not
good enough that we are not seeing the guidelines just
yet.
I have covered the more important policy issues here. I
have talked a little bit about the mechanics of the bill
and how it works. Most of the rest of the bill is simply
around powers of investigation and the requirement for
keeping records. We have put forward two amendments
for consideration by other members of the house.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I am very
pleased to stand here this evening and speak on the
Back to Work Bill 2014. This bill was tabled just prior
to Christmas and is the foundation stone that Labor
members brought before the Victorian public because
we understood that Victorians were hurting. We
understood that the level of unemployment in this state
was at an absolutely appalling rate, youth
unemployment in this state was at an incredibly high
rate, and in our regional areas it was abysmal. It gives
me great pleasure to speak on this bill tonight because
those who are returning members to this chamber will
remember that I spoke almost incessantly about
unemployment, the need for jobs and the need to keep
industry in this country. Mr Ondarchie and I had many
duels across the chamber about the need to keep the
automotive industry in this state and the need for a
proper renewable energy industry as well.
We have before us the Back to Work plan, which has
four pillars. The first is the bill we have here tonight,
which enables the establishment of a $100 million fund
to provide payroll tax relief to companies hiring
unemployed youth, the long-term unemployed and
retrenched workers for full-time employment. The
second pillar is the Premier’s Jobs and Investment
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Panel. It is an independent body of senior business and
industry leaders providing direct advice to the Premier
on the expenditure of $500 million funding for
investment and jobs. The third pillar is the Future
Industries Fund, which is a $200 million grant program
to support job-creating projects in six identified high
growth areas, including pharmaceuticals, new energy,
food and fibre, and international education. The final
pillar is the Regional Jobs Fund, which is a
$200 million investment fund to support job-creating
opportunities in regional Victoria.
The bill before us this evening deals with the first of
these four pillars. The scheme will provide financial
assistance for businesses to employ certain unemployed
persons, including unemployed youth, the long-term
unemployed and retrenched workers through a
$100 million dollar fund. It implements a commitment
made by Labor leading up to last year’s state election to
provide relief to businesses, particularly in the context
of the challenging economic outlook and the weak
labour market while also addressing the high
unemployment levels that arose under the Napthine
government. This bill targets categories of unemployed
workers where there is the greatest potential to have a
positive impact. The key legal elements necessary for
the administration of the scheme are established in this
bill, and the Andrews government will closely monitor
take-up rates and industry behaviour to safeguard the
integrity of that scheme. This has been a debate in the
press in recent times, and we — in particular Premier
Daniel Andrews — have absolutely given that
commitment. It will come into effect on 1 July 2015.
The other reason I am particularly pleased to speak on
this bill tonight is that the previous government did not
believe it had any role at all as a government when it
came to the issue of unemployment or facilitating the
continued existence of industry and business in this
state. Members opposite just never got it, and they sat
on their hands as company after company announced
their closures and entire industries walked off the
shores of this great nation — and they continue to do so
as a result of announcements that those companies
made during the reign of the former government.
This state voted. Victorians did not want a situation
where they were unemployed or where their children
were unemployed. They had lost the sense that there
was a future for their families. We on this side of the
chamber wanted a state that was prepared to go back to
work. We wanted optimism in the air and a future for
those who wanted to be engaged in the labour market
and more importantly have their aspirations about their
livelihoods and lifestyles guaranteed.
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When the previous government came to power the
unemployment rate in Victoria was 4.9 per cent, and
two years later it hit nearly 7 per cent, which was the
highest it had been in 13 years. We had the slowest rate
of jobs growth in the entire country, and the hours
worked per capita figure for Victoria was at its lowest
since the recession of the 1990s. Victoria went from
being the jobs capital of Australia in 2010 under the
previous Labor government to a state with the worst
unemployment figures on the mainland.
My electorate of Western Victoria Region, which I
share with a number of other people — Mr Morris,
Mr Purcell, Ms Pulford and Mr Ramsay — has
unfortunately received the worst end of the stick in
relation to rates of unemployment. Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS) data showed youth unemployment at
nearly 21 per cent and general unemployment at 9.5 per
cent in regional centres like Warrnambool and Geelong.
Youth unemployment in Ballarat reached a staggering
22.8 per cent, representing a 17 per cent rise under a
one-term coalition government.
Ms Hartland — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am trying to listen to Ms Tierney because I
think she is making a very good contribution, but the
interjections from all sides are making it very difficult.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Patten) —
Order! I thank Ms Hartland.
Ms TIERNEY — In talking about the high levels of
unemployment in the electorate of Western Victoria I
once again highlight what has happened in our great
electorate. We have seen close to 200 people lose their
jobs in Portland at Keppel Prince. There were 100 jobs
that went just before Christmas, and there were
significant numbers that went before that. A lot of that
was a result of this government sitting on its hands. It
was also this government refusing to — —
Mr Ondarchie — This government?
Ms TIERNEY — The government over there; the
one that we put in exile in November. When those
opposite were in government they refused to accept that
jobs in Portland were incredibly important, and they did
not do a thing to help people in Portland. The company
Rivers lost 25 jobs, Kitset Kitchens lost 30 jobs,
Koroit’s Murray Goulburn factory lost 20 jobs, Dick
Smith lost 25 jobs, Medicare Local lost 85 jobs,
Godfrey Hirst lost 36 jobs, Target lost nearly 100 jobs,
Ford lost 240 jobs, the Glenelg Hopkins Catchment
Management Authority lost 7 jobs and South West
TAFE lost over 100 jobs. At one stage Gordon TAFE
had lost 55 jobs, but I know that number increased.
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Avalon Airport lost 40 jobs, Barwon Water lost
53 jobs, Alcoa lost 800 jobs, the University of Ballarat,
which is now Federation University, lost 70 to 100 jobs
in the TAFE area, the Corangamite Catchment
Management Authority lost 3 jobs, Fonterra lost
130 jobs, Mars lost 38 jobs and CMI Industries lost
67 jobs. A whole range of public servant jobs were also
axed. Who could forget how the previous government
also shut down the Department of Primary Industries
front offices throughout regional Victoria?
The list I have just read out is minor and is just a
sample of reported job losses. We know thousands of
other people lost their jobs when the previous
government was in power. One can only imagine the
number of people who worked for smaller companies
or who subcontracted and lost their jobs during that
period of time.
Not only did Western Victoria Region have a state
government that did not care about it, it was also an
electorate that was hurting. It was not just hurting in
Geelong, Ballarat, Warrnambool and Portland; it was
hurting right through western Victoria. We are still
suffering as a result of what the previous government
did not do. This is an electorate that needs assistance
and requires the facilitation of a government that
understands it has a role to play when it comes to
employment and industry in this great state.
Under the previous government we had a situation
where even the Treasurer, Kim Wells, did not mention
the word ‘jobs’ once in his first budget speech. Is it any
wonder that we ended up in the situation that we did?
Those opposite refused to have a jobs plan, because
they did not believe one was warranted. On top of that,
it was basically a crime to be young — let alone young
in regional Victoria. There were no jobs, and you could
not get into TAFE. We were going backwards at a great
rate of knots. That is what happens when one-term
governments refuse to acknowledge there is a problem
and refuse to move on and get anything done.
We also had a government that refused to have an
infrastructure program. The workers who were being
retrenched had no jobs to go to. Time and again I heard
of people in my electorate staying by the phone every
night waiting for a call to tell them they had a job. The
phones went absolutely dead. There were no jobs, and
there were no roads being built — nothing was
happening. It was absolutely horrific.
We know that the former government had no plan for
manufacturing. Basically it wanted manufacturers to
pick up and leave.
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It is now the job of the Andrews government to fix up
the mess — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I am having a great deal of difficulty hearing
Ms Tierney, and I ask Mr Ondarchie and Mr Ramsay to
show a little restraint and allow Ms Tierney to carry on
without assistance.
Ms TIERNEY — It is now the job of the Andrews
government to fix the mess left by the previous
government and get Victoria working again. That is
exactly what we will do. It takes discipline and hard
work to grow jobs in Victoria. Most of all Victoria
needs a government that is serious about job creation. It
does not need a government whose members are
indifferent, incompetent and sit back and do nothing,
and whose members stick their heads in the sand when
things go belly up.
I look forward to Victorians getting back to work.
There are far too many people either unemployed or in
insecure employment in this state. Victorian families
need jobs, income and the ability to plan for their future
and to aspire to a future that is better for them and better
for their children. I implore those who are in the
chamber tonight to vote for this bill, because it is a vote
for Victorians, a vote for jobs and definitely a vote for
western Victorians.
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — I rise to
speak on the Back to Work Bill 2014. These issues are
close to my heart, as members would expect, given the
party I have established and the issues I am involved
with in relation to jobs.
When I saw that the government had introduced this
bill I was excited because I thought it would have a lot
of detail about how the government was going to spend
its time, and I thought the government was going to
create a lot of jobs. Unfortunately the bill does not go
into that detail. The bill really throws very little light on
how the jobs will be created and how that work will
make a big difference to my part of the world and the
rest of western Victoria.
The problems we have in relation to jobs go fairly deep.
It is starting to become a generational problem. There
are many areas in western Victoria in which people are
actually third or fourth generation unemployed. When
things get to that stage it becomes an issue of whether
we have the capacity to create jobs at any time in the
future for that generation. That is a particular concern.
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As Ms Tierney pointed out, the unemployment rate in
many parts of western Victoria is high. In some parts
we have youth unemployment approaching a rate of
20 per cent. We have some of the highest and fastest
growing rates of unemployment, and the job losses are
very significant.
For a number of years I did some volunteer work for
various employment agencies. It is interesting to spend
some time working with the unemployed and working
out the issues they have in relation to getting back into
the workforce. It is not just a matter of giving money to
an employer, and it is not just a matter of, in some
cases, finding jobs for people; it is a matter of having
people job ready. Unemployment is more than just
having jobs for people who are officially unemployed.
We need to concentrate on where we have the
advantages, and as I said in my inaugural speech, we
need to concentrate on agriculture and we need to
concentrate on the renewable energy sphere. This week
a firm in western Victoria announced it was putting
$31 million into expanding its factory. I refer to the
Fonterra factory in Cobden. Fonterra created 30 jobs,
and last weekend it advertised those jobs and invited
people to come to the factory if they were interested in
applying for them. By 10 o’clock in the morning
300 people were knocking on the door. In total
500 people turned up. While many of those people are
unemployed, they do not register as being unemployed.
We have a problem in relation to not only people
needing a job but also people needing more work.
The Fonterra expansion and its need for more staff
show that we need to create more jobs that are suitable
for people. As Ms Tierney correctly pointed out, the
renewable energy target and the issue of that not being
decided has caused huge concerns and a lack of
confidence in that industry. Until that is sorted out, that
industry will not improve. There is some great potential
in agriculture, in value adding and also in other areas of
agriculture. A lot of work needs to be done to make
those industries even better.
Reading through the Back to Work Bill 2014 one thing
I could not find was reference to the consideration of
cost-benefit analyses. Much of the bill covers penalties
companies will incur if they do the wrong thing. The
bill needs to be more positive in relation to how we can
encourage companies to be involved in creating jobs
rather than discouraging them. The bill also indicates
that certain matters may be referred to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal, but there are no
companies that really want to take that action.
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The eligibility clauses need to be sorted out. There are
some maybes, ifs and what-ifs in those as well.
The issue of payment for employers is not the main one
that needs to be addressed. The main issue is creating
worthwhile employment and making sure companies
can work better.
This is a big issue, and it is one I will have a lot more to
say about over the coming years. I commend the
government for putting jobs first, but I believe this bill
needs some work.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak on the Back to Work Bill 2014. I start by
saying — and members might find this unusual — that
I agree with Ms Tierney. She said she tends to go on
incessantly about unemployment, and I agree with her
on that point.
This is not the first interesting thing the government has
done. Its very first act in this state was to introduce two
new public holidays. This bill could well be called the
Back to Less Work Bill 2014. I commend Mr Purcell
on his contribution because, like him, I am focused on
creating more opportunities for Victorians, particularly
younger Victorians.
What leaves me feeling incredulous is that this bill is a
thought bubble with no content to it. The government
ran ahead with this, and as Mr Purcell, Mr Barber and
Mr Rich-Phillips have said, what we have in front of us
is a shell bill with no content. However, that is hardly
surprising, because this government project is in the
same mould as the desalination plant, the north–south
pipeline and the myki ticketing system: Labor had an
idea, it pushed on regardless, and it said it would write
the cheque at the end. The government has no concept
about appropriate fiscal management in this state, and
that does not surprise me.
Let us talk about Labor’s track record.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I was thanked by Mr Dalidakis a little earlier for
offering the protection of the Chair to Ms Tierney. I
have no doubt that he will thank me again for offering
that protection to Mr Ondarchie.
Mr ONDARCHIE — The Back to Work Bill 2014
leaves me incredulous — incredulous because let us
look at Labor’s track record 86 days into government.
Ms Shing interjected.
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Mr ONDARCHIE — I know Ms Shing is big on
stats, so here they come. There are 3700 jobs down the
gurgler with the east–west link. There are jobs gone at
the Linking Melbourne Authority. There are jobs gone
at Betta Foods. There are jobs gone at Dairy Bell. There
are 205 jobs gone at Coles. There are 80 jobs gone at
Ernest Hillier. There are 130 jobs gone at ANZ bank.
Ballarat had 600 VicRoads jobs stolen from it. These
were to be opportunities for people in Ballarat to get
jobs — opportunities for young people — and what is
Labor’s action? It takes the jobs away from Ballarat.
There are another 100 jobs gone at Telstra in Ballarat. I
know Mr Morris and Mr Ramsay are strong advocates
for the people of Ballarat. They are absolutely
disappointed that one of the first acts of this
government was to rip jobs out of Ballarat.
As I said, one of the first things Labor did in
government — and it has been here for 86 days — was
to kill off 3700 jobs on the east–west link. As a result of
that, business confidence is down in Victoria. Labor
said it would deliver on every one of its election
commitments. It should have said that one of its first
commitments would be to drive jobs out of Victoria.
That is what the government is doing. Businesses are
less likely to invest in this state because of this
government’s acts. Businesses are less likely to grow in
this state and less likely to employ people.
The government has put up this bill, which, to quote the
Premier, may not be worth the paper it is written on.
There is no content. The bill does not tell us how it is
going to work. That has become the ALP manifesto: to
come out with a policy idea that has no content.
Victorians be warned: we are going to have four sad
years of this — four sad years of lack of content.
The government has a program to create 100 000 jobs.
If we were to put up a scoreboard now, the government
would already be in the negative. It is already heading
backwards. This is not the start.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — I will take up Ms Shing’s
interjection. Let us put the scoreboard up. The target is
100 000 jobs, and the government is currently minus
over 5000 jobs. Gee, it is going well! I suspect there are
more job losses to come, but I hope not.
Mr Dalidakis — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member is speaking against another
member by taking up her interjections, which is making
it difficult for me to follow his contribution. I ask you to
draw the member back to debating the bill.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I understand that Mr Dalidakis is having a bit of
difficulty following the debate, as I understand he has
from time to time on similar matters. I suggest that if
members did not interject during Mr Ondarchie’s
speech, he would not be tempted to respond and
Mr Dalidakis would therefore be able to follow the
debate with much greater ease. I ask members to cease
interjecting and request Mr Ondarchie to continue his
contribution without assistance.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Perhaps those interjecting
could get back to work themselves. We do not know
what the minimum number of hours required under this
bill will be. Nobody knows the rules. Those on the
other side advocating for it today by way of both
substantive contribution and interjection do not even
know the rules themselves. Is that not an important
message? They are standing up defending something,
and they do not even know what they are defending.
That is really interesting. Is it going to be 10 hours per
week? Is it going to be 20 hours per week? Is it going to
be 5 hours per week? The government does not know,
nor do we and nor do Victorians. This is consistent with
the way the Labor Party operates in this state.
It could be said with some fairness that putting forward
a bill with no content was just an oversight by the
government, but it has a track record of doing this.
There is a big plant down in Wonthaggi that was built
without a solid case around it. There is a myki ticketing
system that Victorians are still suffering the effects of,
and Labor will not confess to Victorians that it started
that system. Labor is in government now, and it is their
job to fix it. The myki ticketing system did not work.
Another thing that did not work was the north–south
pipeline. It goes on and on. I will not take any more of
the chamber’s time at the moment, but rest assured I
have a lot of questions to ask during the committee
stage.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise
with great pleasure to support and speak about the Back
to Work Bill 2014. This bill arises from an election
promise made by the Labor Party to the people of
Victoria, which was to get this state back to work by
creating mechanisms that will give meaningful
financial incentives to employers and benefit long-term
unemployed or retrenched workers who are desperate
to get back into the workforce. The scheme is designed
to deliver strong, quantifiable results. The overall
responsibility for managing the project will rest with
the commissioner of the State Revenue Office (SRO).
The scheme has been modelled on existing provisions
to ensure continuity of the administrative framework in
which the State Revenue Office operates.
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Under the Back to Work scheme, employers will be
required to demonstrate that eligible employees have
been employed for a three-month probation period
before they can lodge a claim for payment under the
scheme with the SRO. The scheme provides financial
assistance for businesses to help offset the employment
costs associated with the hiring of unemployed and
retrenched workers. The eligibility criteria — including
definitions of long-term unemployed, young
unemployed and retrenched workers — will be
determined by the Treasurer and published in the
Victoria Government Gazette. This mechanism, which
is similar to that taken in other jurisdictions with
equivalent schemes, provides maximum flexibility to
ensure that the scheme will operate effectively.
An added fail-safe in the bill provides that the Treasurer
is to determine the eligibility criteria for payments
under the scheme. The effective date of commencement
is 1 April, with scheme payments to be made available
from 1 July. The Back to Work Bill 2014 is beneficial
to all Victorians as it tackles in a productive and
proactive way the issue of unemployment in our state.
It provides hope for the unemployed and incentives to
the employers. It is what we call a win-win situation.
The proposed method of payments to the participating
employers is flexible and workable. In other words,
there is not red tape a mile long to hinder the
application of this worthy scheme. I embrace this
scheme wholeheartedly, and I am sure that Victorian
workplaces will be enriched by the participation of
long-term unemployed or retrenched men and women
who have much to offer by way of experience and
maturity. I commend the bill to the house.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to join the debate on the Back to Work Bill
2014. I guess what the government wanted to create
was a political illusion that one of its very first acts is
job focused. When it reports on its achievements at the
100-day juncture, it would like to be able to list this as
one of its achievements. But it is an empty promise — a
political illusion, a mirage. I hope something more
materialises from it, but the absence of detail gives me
little hope. Worse still, it is not only this but also the
other actions the government has taken — the
job-destroying policies that it has adopted — that make
me highly sceptical.
The idea of an employment program that targets
particular demographics that experience high levels of
unemployment is not new. In fact the coalition
introduced such a scheme when it was elected to
government in the 1990s under Jeff Kennett. The
minister responsible was Mark Birrell, and he
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introduced a scheme to target youth unemployed, older
workers and workers from multicultural backgrounds.
Ms Symes interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — No, it was not work for the dole.
It was a successful scheme because it was run in
parallel with a range of other government initiatives.
The Kennett government had inherited a state that had
been left bankrupt by Joan Kirner and the Labor Party,
and it instigated a massive investment even though
Victoria had no money.
I could not endorse anyone’s comments more
wholeheartedly than those of Mr Purcell. It was a
simple contribution on a complex issue. What he
basically said is what the coalition believes — that job
generation and growth occurs predominantly in the
private sector and that the government has to create the
conditions that generate investor confidence to create
jobs and make them sustainable. That does not mean
there is no room for special programs to get people
back into the job market, but it gives me little
confidence given all the other actions that have been
taken by Labor.
Again, I am cynical and sceptical. In about two weeks
the government will probably issue a document on its
achievements over the first 100 days in office, which
will probably be an example of spin and deception. I
think it will be a laugh a minute, especially if you
consider what the government has done since it came
into office. Basically it has been killing jobs in this
state.
We heard Ms Tierney waxing lyrical about this great
state. Three months ago it was the worst state in the
world, and suddenly we have had a transformation. I
have never heard greater hypocrisy in my life! A person
who used to run the state down — she said it was the
worst state in the world three months ago — is
suddenly talking about this great state. Having been in
government and in opposition, I have seen what Labor
does over a long period of time.
I guess I am a lot more sceptical than some other
members. But when we look at the tearing up of the
east–west link contract, which is supported by 62 per
cent of the population and by the government’s own
members, such as Cesar Melhem, the unions and every
person who cares about getting more people into jobs,
Premier Andrews and his government are hell-bent on
cancelling the east–west link and killing off the
potential of employing 3700 people in jobs. We heard
Ms Shing, a member for Eastern Victoria Region,
talking about how many jobs were lost in Victoria
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under the former government. Of course what she did
not mention was that there were 79 000 more jobs
when we left office than when we came into
government.
Markets change and jobs are lost. That will always
happen in a changing world and through innovation. I
have been in small business for 45 years, and my
husband still runs a small business; he gets dirt under
his fingernails, unlike those opposite, who have mostly
been union organisers and who have not done an honest
day’s work in their lives. The only jobs those opposite
are concerned about are those of their friends in the
union movement and those related to setting up a
scheme that will enable them to recruit more members
rather than getting people into real and sustainable jobs.
If Labor cared about jobs, it would proceed with the
construction of the east–west link. It would proceed
with many of the shovel-ready projects that could
create more jobs to get those in particular demographics
into work. In addition to that, there is a big question
mark over the Cranbourne-Pakenham rail upgrade, an
investment of between $2 billion and $2.5 billion that
could happen in the south-east — the area where those
opposite are hoping to keep the six seats that Labor
won — —
Ms Shing interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — Ms Shing is an intelligent
woman. She should have her turn and not sit there like
a petulant child, yelling out the same interjection. She
should at least be creative and intelligent with her
interjections. She should not just repeat herself.
The Cranbourne-Pakenham rail project was fully
funded by the previous government to deliver 25 new
trains, four grade separations, high-capacity signalling
and new stabling facilities. There are doubts about the
CityLink-Tullamarine Freeway widening project,
which was conceived, funded and signed off by the
previous government. The abolition of Victoria’s
construction code compliance unit is so that the
government can curry favour with its union mates.
Then there are the two new public holidays. Many
businesses will suffer because of them.
I remember when we ran a restaurant in Oakleigh for
10 years. At 3 o’clock in the morning, a time when
many members were probably wining and dining or
sleeping in their beds, my mother, who migrated here as
a 34-year-old and has worked two jobs all her life,
would still be toiling away — as I did most of my life.
Those opposite struggle to find the high moral ground.
But being a union organiser is very different from doing
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an honest day’s work. I can say that we have certainly
done that. Two more public holidays means that small
business, which is the engine driver of the economy,
will probably be forced to employ family members
rather than create jobs or provide additional
employment opportunities for other employees.
This government continues to make reckless and empty
promises, with no concrete plans to meet those
promises. This bill is an example. It is a shell, with no
ideas. While Mr Rich-Phillips was complimentary
about the jobs policy that was released, a look through
it reveals that there are more photographs than there are
good ideas, which is a signature of the Labor Party
under Mr Andrews. That is highlighted by the bill,
which is lacking detail. We hope some of that will be
fleshed out in the course of the debate. The bill lacks
any sort of accountability measures which would
enable us to judge the performance of the scheme or to
scrutinise how that money is expended.
We are concerned about the lack of accountability in
terms of there being no parliamentary scrutiny of the
guidelines. We are very concerned about the lack of
accountability in that there is no reporting of the
progress — the success or otherwise — of the
payments being made under the Back to Work scheme.
The bill promises to create 100 000 extra full-time jobs.
The claim is that 100 000 new full-time jobs will be
created over two years through once-off payments of
what is currently an indeterminate amount. The
Treasurer has failed to provide details of the scheme.
We do not know what the eligibility criteria for this
scheme are. The bill provides that the eligibility criteria
are to be gazetted and not subject to parliamentary
disallowance. The explanatory document
accompanying the exposure draft says:
It is proposed that the scheme be available in respect of full
and part-time workers, with a minimum number of hours per
week to be enshrined in the guidelines.

Of course we do not know what those guidelines are;
the government has not provided them.
What is it worth to business? The government says that
it is worth roughly $1000, which will be paid to
businesses for employing a person full-time. The
amount would be taxable, so the actual benefit would
be around $700. Is that a sufficient incentive to hire a
long-term unemployed person or a young person
without any experience or prior training? I say that that
remains to be seen, especially given all the other
decisions this government has made. The employer
would have to go through a lot of red tape to eventually
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receive the benefit, and there are certainly lots of
loopholes.
Employers offering fixed-term roles qualify for the
$1000 benefit. This could turn out to be a loophole in
the bill that businesses could exploit, so I think the
accountability measures are going to be crucial in
making sure that this money is not wasted. The
employer could offer a job to a person, grab the $1000
and dismiss the person without giving him or her access
to the unfair dismissal regime.
Young mothers appear to be completely overlooked.
Many young mothers seeking to return to the workforce
would be at a competitive disadvantage because hiring
them would not bring in the $1000. No clear guidelines
exist as to how rorting can be discouraged. The
government says it wants to avoid rorting, but it has not
made clear how this is going to occur through the
eligibility criteria. The bill says that a claimant must
keep a Back to Work record in English or in a form that
can be readily converted or translated into English.
The opposition does not oppose the bill. However, we
are concerned about most aspects of it, in particular the
fact that, basically, it is an empty shell. It is slipshod,
poorly developed and conceived, more a political stunt
than anything else. I look forward to the committee
stage and hearing some of the details fleshed out, if
indeed there are details to be fleshed out.
If this government is serious about getting Victorians
back to work, the best thing it could do would be to
start honouring contracts, stop doing nothing and start
building the major infrastructure projects that were fully
funded by the coalition government. That would create
real jobs, as opposed to spouting rhetoric and keeping
some public servants busy drafting legislation that has
no detail and which certainly cannot satisfy this
Parliament or create hope that it will make a difference.
With those few words, I thank the house for the
opportunity to make a contribution to the debate on the
bill.
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I rise to make a few comments on the
Back to Work Bill 2014. The DLP will support this bill;
however, I have some concerns about it which I would
like to raise. This bill establishes a Back to Work
scheme designed to provide relief for employers as an
incentive towards hiring certain unemployed or
retrenched workers. I take on board and agree with the
assessments of other speakers in this place tonight,
which are that the bill would be enhanced by more
definition and a lot more transparency, scrutiny and
more detail.
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This bill is a step — even if a small one — towards
supporting employment growth in light of a Victorian
unemployment rate which has increased over the past
several years. As we have already heard, Melbourne’s
west — which I represent — has the highest
unemployment rate in Victoria. Youth unemployment
in Melbourne’s west is a particular concern; statistics I
have seen place it at over 15 per cent. I look forward to
seeing what the government of the day will do to assist
in this space because while it is easy to quote
statistics — we can say 8 per cent, 15 per cent or 20 per
cent — it is important to remember that people make up
these statistics, and these people are suffering. The cost
of living is rising, and job opportunities are limited.
When people are unemployed or underemployed, life is
that much harder.
I would like to highlight one aspect of the bill, which is
the incentive of payroll tax relief. It is DLP policy that
payroll tax should be phased out altogether for small
businesses. This bill represents a step in the right
direction in this space. But again I would like to
emphasise that it is a small step, and I would urge the
government to consider the expansion of this initiative
in future legislation.
As I mentioned in my first speech in this place, it is
time to move towards a cooperative rather than an
adversarial way of working in this state. This is a bill
which represents, in a small way, an opportunity for
government, for business and for employees to work
cooperatively towards a common good — economic
opportunity for some. Over the next four years I hope
we can work together towards economic opportunity
for all, regardless of factors such as disability, capacity,
gender or place of origin.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I am pleased
to have the opportunity to speak on the Back to Work
Bill 2014. I want to make some opening remarks in
relation to the bill. The first point I put on the record is
that finding work for the unemployed is an honourable
pursuit, and I support the government of the day in
looking for ways we can not only find employment for
currently unemployed people but also try to break the
nexus of the generationally unemployed. That will
unfortunately take more than this bill offers; it will take
significant cultural and behavioural change that will
require a much better government response than this
bill provides.
Nearly all the speakers who have spoken tonight on this
bill have indicated that the primary shortcoming is the
lack of detail. I cannot remember — and I have only
been in this place for four years — a bill coming into
this chamber that has been so scant on detail and so thin
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in its guidelines. This bill exposes Victorians to a
potentially significant financial liability without
providing any sort of governance around the detail.
I can think of an instance where a project lacked a
business case. As my parliamentary colleague
Mr Ondarchie pointed out, the desalination plant is
perhaps the biggest white elephant that Victorians have
had to suffer in relation to financial liability. It was not
so much the waste of money and the largesse of that
project down in Wonthaggi that was a problem, it was
the fact that it created a whole new industrial reform
process for which we are now all paying the price —
the penalty price, if I can use a pun. During the
construction of that plant down in Wonthaggi, for
which there was no business case, a whole range of
enterprise bargaining agreements were created that
unfortunately set a precedent whereby contractors,
subcontractors, workmen and working women were
paid extraordinary award rates and allowances that we
have not seen before in this state. That has created an
expectation that those allowances and payment rates are
the accepted norm in other enterprise bargaining
agreement negotiations.
The Labor Party can potentially take the blame for what
we are now seeing: a lot of the transitional industries
moving offshore into those countries that can compete
more effectively globally in relation to labour markets.
It is very disappointing that Labor has set a very ugly
precedent in this country in relation to the industrial
awards that were allowed to be established during the
construction at Wonthaggi.
I have mentioned the lack of detail in this bill. I have
read through it — in fact it only took me about
5 minutes to read it — and there are parts of the bill that
do not have any description. This is particularly the
case in relation to explaining the eligibility criteria, not
only for those seeking work but for the employers
themselves.
Unfortunately, I see a bill that has been rushed through
the Parliament to complement the government’s
election campaign jobs policy, which has been roundly
criticised by most in the business industries across the
state. As a populist slogan we have seen ‘100 000 new
jobs for $100 million’. The Labor Party is wedded to its
election commitments, so it has seen fit to hastily draw
up a shell bill and ram it through the Parliament in the
first couple of sitting days. Then it can sit back and say,
‘We have fulfilled our election commitment: here is the
Back to Work Bill — 100 000 new jobs’. The
$100 million? It could be that, or it could be $1 billion.
We do not know because there is no detail in the bill.
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Once again, Labor leaves us very exposed as taxpayers
of this state.
I will use the example of the public holidays. Members
of this chamber have heard me raise considerable
concerns in relation to the two extra public holidays
proposed to be gazetted this year. I raised these
concerns with the backing of a constituent who is a
small business owner who came to see me in my
Ballarat office. He said the financial implications of
declaring a new public holiday are that he will have to
close his business on that particular day, and we have
lots of public holidays in this state throughout the year.
He employs eight people and runs a small Subway
franchise in Ballarat. The public holiday will close that
retail precinct, that shopping plaza, because most of the
business activity is done in normal business working
hours. Once you close a retail precinct or declare a
public holiday and close business down, you do not get
the volume of traffic moving through.
His other point was that if he were to continue to
operate that business during the gazetted public holiday,
he would have to pay penalty rates to his staff.
Suddenly that business becomes uneconomical. My
question in relation to the preparation of this bill is: did
anyone talk to the employers? In relation to the gazetted
public holidays being proposed, did anyone talk to the
employers about the financial and economic impacts of
declaring those holidays? No, I do not think so. I do not
believe so. I do not see any background notes to
indicate what sort of consultation was done in relation
to, firstly, the gazetted public holidays or, secondly, this
nonsensical bill that has been presented to the chamber
tonight with its lack of detail.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — Mr Dalidakis’s interjections give
me an opportunity to keep practising his name, and the
more he interjects, the most likely the result is that I am
never going to get it right.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — If Mr Dalidakis feels free to keep
interjecting, I will feel free to keep working around his
name for the rest of the night.
In relation to the jobs aspect of this bill, I enjoyed
Mr Purcell’s contribution. He is very passionate about
the area he lives in in Port Fairy, and as a member for
Western Victoria Region I know he has their interests at
heart. He made some very commendable points in his
contribution. There is an example in relation to
Ms Tierney — and Mr Purcell has raised it before —
around Keppel Prince. I do not know why, but that
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company always seems to be used as an example in
relation to some of the challenges it has found in its
workplace.
In relation to the renewable energy sector, half the
workforce at Keppel Prince works in the aluminium
smelter. In fact that company will be impacted by the
renewable energy target perhaps more than the Keppel
Prince manufacturing plant that used to make
components of the turbines. Unless the aluminium
sector gets an exemption from the renewable energy
target, it is going to be more at risk in relation to its
employment prospects than the Keppel Prince that is
manufacturing the turbines. If Ms Tierney had bothered
to speak to the management of that company, she
would have realised the work that was traditionally
carried out by the company was being done overseas
because the company could not remain competitive in
building the product. Again that stems from some of the
precedents set by Labor in the industrial award system
and the enterprise bargaining agreements that have left
our labour market unable to compete globally.
In relation to some of the areas Ms Tierney referred to,
I might add that I was very proudly associated with
CRF Meats in Colac. CRF was a greenfield company in
which I, along with 10 other shareholders, invested
money to build a brand-new export facility for lamb
processing. We employ over 400 people in that
company. It is the largest employer in the Colac region.
Many other companies are growing in the region, such
as the Cotton On Group, Birregurra Farm Foods and
Provedore, AKD Softwoods, Air Radiators and, as
Mr Purcell mentioned, Fonterra in Cobden.
Ms Tierney always reverts back to the obvious
manufacturing companies in Geelong that have
suffered significantly in relation to global competition,
in particular Ford and Alcoa. I remind Ms Tierney that
agriculture and agribusiness employ twice as many
people in Western Victoria Region as do Alcoa and
Ford or some of the traditional manufacturing
industries. There are great things happening in new and
innovative industries — for example, the carbon fibre
being produced by Carbon Nexus at Deakin University.
I find it interesting — other people may not — that the
International Fibre Centre where the carbon fibre is
being manufactured was set up by former Premier Jeff
Kennett to bring expertise in from other countries to
help with the processing of wool. We have moved from
sheep fibre to carbon fibre. That is a great little story for
the Geelong area. The industry grew from having
5 employees to 130 employees in that sector. It is a
great success story that is being replicated all over
Victoria.
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I say to government members that with this bill they
have not done justice to people. It is an honourable
pursuit. It is an important goal to try to get those who
have experienced long-term unemployment back in the
workforce, but this bill does not have the guts to do it. I
am pleased that the Legislative Council has the
structure to conduct a full committee process so that we
can find out exactly what the government of the day is
thinking about this bill and how it will have a
productive impact on the unemployed. I look forward
to that review process in committee.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am very pleased to get the call, Acting
President. It is a great pleasure to speak on the Back to
Work Bill 2014 because it goes to the heart of the
Andrews government’s commitment to creating jobs.
As the Minister for Training and Skills I know the link
between jobs, skills and productivity is crucial.
Education and training drives job growth, and jobs start
with skills.
Before I go into the details of the bill, I refer to
comments from some of the speakers who preceded me
in this debate. I must say I am pleased with
Mr Ramsay’s commitment to jobs and industry growth,
but I was a bit shocked by his cynicism regarding what
is in the bill, the intent of the bill and what that intent
should be. It is unbecoming. Incredibly,
Mr Ondarchie — and we go back some way after our
many years in politics — seems to suggest that the job
losses we have seen in the state over the last two
months have somehow suddenly happened since the
election, as if businesses woke up and said, ‘We’re
going to sack all the staff and close down the business’.
Of course that is an absolutely ludicrous proposition.
He referred to the jobs lost and the companies that went
bust, and he knows that they are a direct legacy of his
government’s action. He should have thought a little bit
before he made those comments.
In her contribution Mrs Peulich seemed to suggest that
the only road to creating jobs in this state was through
this program and through this bill and that it did not
stack up to the folly of the opposition’s east–west
project. Of course nothing could be further from the
truth. This is important legislation, but it sits alongside
a whole heap of other job creation initiatives.
This legislation sits alongside funding of
$100 million to get rid of our 50 most dangerous
level crossings, which will create 4500 jobs. It sits
alongside the bringing forward of the Melbourne
Metro rail project, the most ambitious project we
have seen, which will create five new stations,
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9 kilometres of track and 3500 jobs. This legislation
sits alongside the $30 million we have brought
forward for the Murray Basin rail project, which is
incredibly important for northern Victoria. It sits
alongside the $38 million — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Members on my left need to relax and put their feet up.
I call on Mr Herbert to continue.
Mr HERBERT — Thank you, Acting President. I
appreciate your protection. There is $36 million to
upgrade bridges across regional Victoria so that trucks
can use routes to take produce from the farm through
the countryside, creating jobs and creating wealth.
There is $50 million to improve regional crossings,
$100 million to upgrade Flinders Street station and
$3 million to fix local jobs. There is also the mandated
target of 10 per cent of the workforce on a major
project being apprentices. There is Labor’s pledge to
halve car registration fees for apprentices so that young
people can not only get to work but can afford their
tools so that they can get an apprenticeship and get a
job. The list goes on.
This is an important piece of legislation. It is important
in the context of a government that is determined to
reverse the desolation in our state as a result of the
economic vandalism and job vandalism of the previous
government. Let us have a look at what we inherited
when we came to government. We had gone from a
situation where, in Labor’s last term — between 2006
and 2010 — unemployment was under 5 per cent and
more than 250 000 new jobs had been created. If we
fast forward four years, we see that unemployment is at
6.8 per cent, the economy is in all sorts of strife, youth
unemployment for 15 to 19-year-olds is a record 23 per
cent and regional unemployment is absolutely
outrageous. In Bendigo youth unemployment is 8 per
cent; in Geelong, 8.2 per cent; in Shepparton, 7.4 per
cent; and in Warrnambool, 6.7 per cent — and things
are getting worse. Industry is in disarray. Why?
Because we had a government that had no plan.
We have had criticism of this first piece of the plan, the
first piece of legislation, the first tranche of a
comprehensive plan, but let us remember that for four
long years we had industry, we had communities —
whether they were regional, suburban or inner city —
all calling out for a government to develop a jobs plan
to address the crisis. But no. When it came to a plan to
create jobs, former government members were stuck in
the mire. We had four years of indecision, four years of
ineptitude and four years of inaction, and now those
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opposite have the nerve to criticise a plan that will
address that issue.
There is no doubt about it. I have talked to many
employers, and they all say the same thing. They know
that our economy stagnated, that business confidence
was low and that full-time jobs growth is lower than
population growth. Incredible! We inherited from those
opposite a situation where employment growth in this
state was less than population growth. Seriously,
Victoria was an absolute economic basket case. We all
know that a strong economy also needs a strong skills
base. We know that jobs and skills equal productivity
which equals profit which equals growth which equals
jobs.
Not only did we have a jobs crisis in this state but we
also had a skills crisis. We had a crisis where
$1.2 billion was gutted out of our TAFEs. I am
astounded to see those opposite here. They all know
what happened to the TAFEs in their communities.
They know what happened to the job hopes of many
young people, yet they sat there and did nothing. Now,
after a couple of months they seem to have forgotten all
that devastation. I do not forget, and the Victorian
community do not forget. They do not forget the
3000 TAFE staff who were sacked, the campuses that
were closed right across regional Victoria, the courses
that were cut, the fees that skyrocketed and the TAFEs
that were crippled.
When TAFE courses and skills are slashed, job
opportunities are slashed. For many people, particularly
younger people, their first step to a job is an
apprenticeship, a traineeship or a course through which
they can pick up their literacy. It is an opportunity for a
step forward to a better life. That was devastated,
because the former government had no plan and no
desire to try to fix the situation.
Members of the government are different. We are
committed to jobs growth, not just in rhetoric, which is
what we heard from those opposite, but in reality in
terms of the projects we have foreshadowed and the bill
before the house. We are not just making promises; we
have high targets for jobs growth, and they are linked to
this bill. We have already started, with an
announcement of $100 million over two years for
payroll tax incentives which target young people, the
long-term unemployed and retrenched workers. Some
are cynical about that, but I am hopeful because we
need to do something to give opportunities to long-term
unemployed people. The government is providing not
just that incentive. Government members will make
sure that people get skills, that they get some training so
that they can stay in the jobs they get and make those
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companies more productive. Then the circle turns,
profits are made and more jobs are created.

about the very issue of how we create jobs. It is right to
say that there are varied opportunities.

In addition, the government will monitor the scheme
closely. People constantly asked for detail in their
nitpicking about everything under the sun. Schemes
such as this have to be a bit flexible. They have to be
looked at to see if they work and be changed if they
need to be. The government will monitor the scheme,
including industry behaviour, and make sure that the
integrity of the scheme is preserved.

If you go to the Murray region and visit the Callista
farm, you will see that new agriculture with major
changes has the potential, with a bit of help from
government in terms of skills development and new
and advanced technologies that people can learn, to
grow jobs. It is an area that needs massive help in
growing jobs. In Shepparton there is a great need for
skills and support for the army of young people who
suffer from the scourge of unemployment in that
region. A bit of regional support will help grow,
develop and create job opportunities in great cities like
Bendigo — and the list goes on.

The Back to Work plan has many other aspects. There
is $500 million of spending which the Premier’s Jobs
and Investment Panel will advise us on to make sure
that industry has a say in how money is spent to create
jobs in key areas. There is $200 million for the
Regional Jobs Fund. There is $200 million for the six
key future growth industries — that is, medical; new
energy technology; food and fibre, which Mr Ramsay
talked about and which included the great opportunities
in agriculture; transport; defence and construction; and
international education and professional services.
Earlier I spoke about the great importance of the
international education sector to our economy. That
sector provides $4.7 billion worth of job opportunity
and growth. The government will make sure that that
industry, which is one of the state’s key areas, also
grows. The international education area is of some
interest because part of its growth is about perceptions.
People come to Victoria because they want hope and
opportunity. Families from many countries around the
world spend their life savings to send their sons or
daughters to Australia to get a high-quality education,
bring it back and get good jobs.
Whilst there is no doubt that our higher education
institutes enjoy a strong reputation worldwide, our
TAFEs have been gutted, and because of those funding
cuts their reputation internationally has been destroyed.
International education is intricately linked with
rebuilding our TAFEs — that is, rebuilding the brand,
rebuilding the quality of the courses we have on offer
and rebuilding our international reputation. That will
assist that no. 1 industry in wealth creation in this state,
and the government will make that happen.
In conclusion, jobs are about generating opportunity,
they are about generating family and personal security,
and they are about economic growth. Northern Victoria
Region is a pretty big electorate. It covers half the state,
from Diamond Creek up to Mildura and across to
Wodonga and Corryong. Since I have had the honour
of being a member for Northern Victoria Region I have
had the opportunity to visit many communities. I have
spoken to many individuals and had industry forums

When one talks about jobs, it is not just about the pay
packet. When there are huge levels of unemployment,
there are high levels of despair and a lack of hope. Have
no doubt that if you look at the rise of ice addiction,
violence and a whole heap of factors throughout
Victoria, you will see the link between a lack of
economic security and those scourges in our society. If
we tackle the jobs crisis, we will also tackle many of
the other issues that come from it.
People with little hope of a better life often turn to
destructive behaviour. Give them hope, and they turn
that destructive behaviour into positive behaviour and
become a great asset to the state. The truth is that this
state needs a helping hand and a positive government
with an economic agenda to create jobs. We need to
create jobs, we need to create new industries and we
need to create a better economy for the state. This bill
does that. I am absolutely delighted and proud to
support it, and I hope everyone in this chamber
supports it.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Barber has
proposed some amendments which will be dealt with in
due course when this bill is committed, which I
presume will be on Thursday. I have had a look at those
amendments and am of the view that they are in order
and have no implications for the ability of this house to
determine matters that might relate to the financial
decisions of the state. In other words, whilst the
amendments extend the eligibility of certain persons,
they do not impinge on the commissioner’s ability to
determine who would be eligible in quantum for this
support. There is no impact on the financial
responsibilities of the Legislative Assembly.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms LOVELL
(Northern Victoria).
Debate adjourned until next day.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
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ADJOURNMENT
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is:
That the house do now adjourn.

Keysborough South bus service
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
raise a matter for the Minister for Public Transport,
Jacinta Allan. I call on the minister to act on the City of
Greater Dandenong proposal to extend the 709 bus
route. The proposal is modest and cost effective. It
would extend the 709 bus route and link it to other
transport services so that the Keysborough South
community can access trains, shops, schools, libraries,
religious services and medical centres.
Keysborough South is an incredibly fast growing area.
It is growing so fast that the usual bus service review
process may not pick up on the urgent need for a new
bus service. Keysborough South started to grow during
the early 2000s, but there was not a bus in the area, so
the new residents just bought extra cars and coped
without a bus. When a new suburb does not have
transport services from the beginning, the residents
have to pay for cars while their taxes are going towards
transport services in other suburbs.
Since the residents were forced to buy all those extra
cars, a bus service review, like the one that took place
in 2010, will show an artificial lack of demand, because
the residents are already driving everywhere, and their
children are not yet in secondary school. But those days
are over. Large numbers of children born into the
young families in that community are now becoming
teenagers. They will be isolated and disadvantaged in
terms of work and education if they do not get a bus
service soon. Meanwhile their grandparents are moving
back in with the families, and they need public transport
too.
The City of Greater Dandenong, in discussion with
Ventura Bus Lines, has worked out a cost-effective plan
to link the Mordialloc-Waterways bus with the
Dandenong-Noble Park bus via Parkmore. They have
submitted their business case to Public Transport
Victoria. The new bus would take residents to the
Frankston or Pakenham train lines. It would take them
to school; there is no local government school in the
area. The only schools that kids can walk to are private
schools. The nearest libraries are in Dandenong and
Springvale. For the older people, a bus will take them to
Parkmore, which is the local shopping precinct, and
also to religious centres, doctors and
physiotherapists — things they need for a happy life. If
the teenagers can get to Parkmore or Noble Park by
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bus, they might get their first part-time job, which
would give them the opportunity they need to get a start
in life as young adults. If they can get to a train station
by bus, they have a much better opportunity for
post-secondary education.
The bus proposal is cost effective, because the bus
service will replace a segment of the 815 bus service,
which goes from Dandenong to Noble Park train
station. In short, the residents of Keysborough South
via their local council are not asking for much — just a
bus every half-hour. I call on the minister to act on the
proposal.

Goulburn Valley Health
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — The matter
I raise today is for the Minister for Health, and it
concerns the Travis review, which is looking at
capacity in the Victorian health system and
Goulburn Valley Health’s application for additional
capacity under that review. As a result of the Travis
review Goulburn Valley Health has put in an
application for funding to open six additional beds
and for 200 to 300 additional weighted inlier
equivalent separations (WIES) to operate those
beds. The action I seek from the minister is to
provide Goulburn Valley Health with the funding
for the six additional beds and the additional 200 to
300 WIES it has applied for.
The government has commissioned Dr Doug Travis to
conduct a statewide review of hospital and theatre
capacity. The minister was quoted in the Shepparton
Weekend News of 14 February as saying:
The Travis review, which has visited Goulburn Valley
Health, will provide the government with recommendations
to increase capacity, and open more beds and theatres across
the Victorian health system.

The needs of Goulburn Valley Health are serious. The
minister is well aware that the hospital is operating
beyond its capacity, that it no longer meets the needs of
the community and that it urgently requires a major
redevelopment. I have outlined the redevelopment
needs to the minister both during the adjournment
debate and in a meeting with the minister and her chief
of staff.
Master planning is currently underway, and both the
master plan and feasibility study should be completed
by June. Unfortunately this is the fourth master plan
that has been undertaken in the 12 years that I have
been a member of this place, and only one of those
plans ever received any funding. That particular plan
had 11 stages, and only stage 1 was ever funded. The
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other two completed master plans are just gathering
dust on a shelf, and now we are going through the
process of master planning for a fourth time. The
minister could not blame the community for
considering master planning as just another stalling
tactic.
The minister is well aware that Goulburn Valley Health
needs between $10 million and $12 million in this
year’s budget for some urgent infrastructure works and
some preliminary works to assist in progressing
towards the redevelopment. The coalition had
committed $75 million for stage 1 of the redevelopment
and submitted its costings to Treasury for inclusion in
the budget. I have asked the minister to ensure that this
$75 million remains in this year’s budget as a show of
good faith to the people of the Goulburn Valley and to
prove that this new master plan is not just another
stalling tactic.
Currently the hospital is conducting escalation meetings
up to twice a week to consider ways of freeing up beds.
Solutions have included moving patients to hospitals in
Benalla, Cobram, Kyabram and even Melbourne.
Moving patients adds additional costs to their treatment
and does not provide the best result for the patients or
the families who wish to visit them. The main
emergency department at the hospital is also under
stress. It was built with capacity to treat 24 000 patients
a year. It is currently catering for 35 000 patients, and
the demand is growing.
The six additional beds and the additional WIES that
the hospital has applied for will not solve the problems
that exist, but they will help to ease the burden
providing the government gets on with the
redevelopment urgently.

Renewable energy
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Energy and
Resources, Ms D’Ambrosio, and it is in relation to the
renewable energy target (RET) and the renewable
energy industry. To give some background, the RET
was established in 2001 to ensure that 20 per cent of
Australia’s energy comes from renewable sources by
2020. Since then the RET has successfully reduced
emissions by 22.5 million tonnes. If the RET had been
left unchanged, it was anticipated that emissions would
have been reduced by a further 76 million tonnes by
2020.
The Australia Institute released a research report in July
2014 entitled Fighting Dirty on Clean Energy — The
Case for the Renewable Energy Target. The research
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found that despite the federal government blaming
rising electricity prices on the RET, it is only
responsible for around 3 per cent to 4.5 per cent of the
increase. In fact the research indicates that the RET is
likely to put downward pressure on wholesale
electricity prices, which will flow through to retail
prices and ultimately benefit consumers.
In 2011 more than $5 billion was spent on renewable
energy due to incentives provided by the RET. Some
90 per cent of additional renewable energy generation
since 2001 can be attributed to the initiative. In addition
to the environmental and financial benefits of
renewable energy the Australia Institute found that
consumers strongly support it. Of the Australians
surveyed, 86 per cent wanted to see more renewable
energy, while 79 per cent thought that governments
should support renewable energy expansion. Last week
marked 12 months since the Abbott federal government
announced its review of Australia’s renewable energy
target. Since the announcement there has been much
damage done to the renewable energy sector.
According to the Clean Energy Council, investment in
large-scale renewable energy over the last 12 months
has been cut by almost 90 per cent, with many of the
sector’s 21 000 employees having already lost their
jobs.
As I said in an earlier contribution tonight, Keppel
Prince Engineering has retrenched many of its workers.
Indeed 100 workers were retrenched in October, and
that has had a devastating effect on those employees.
Travelling to Colac last Tuesday night I listened to the
ABC’s PM program when Steve Garner from Keppel
Prince said that the company is ready to walk away
from the renewable energy industry. I am quite
concerned. Given the inaction of the federal
government with respect to renewable energy, I ask the
minister to outline what action the Andrews Labor
government is taking to support and develop Victoria’s
renewable energy industry.

Monbulk Recreation Reserve
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the attention of
the Minister for Sport, Mr Eren. On 3 October 2014,
prior to the last election, the Napthine government
committed to a funding upgrade for the Monbulk
Recreation Reserve. The reserve is at the heart of the
Monbulk community. Many members of the chamber
will know Monbulk is a beautiful place. It is a very
productive farming region in a very community-minded
town and surrounding district.
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The football netball club and associated organisations
that use Monbulk Recreation Reserve are at the heart of
the Monbulk community. In government I was pleased
to join with the Liberal candidate for the Assembly seat
of Monbulk to make a funding commitment of
$500 000 for the Monbulk Recreation Reserve. I was
pleased that on 28 October the Labor Party made a
commitment to the Monbulk Recreation Reserve as
well, so going into the election the Monbulk
community was confident of bipartisan support for the
upgrade of the reserve. This is good news. It is the
product of a great deal of work by the Monbulk
community and by the leaders of the football club in
response to the clear need for an upgrade of that
facility.
Now that the election is over and the new government
is in power, I seek a commitment from Minister Eren
that this upgrade be funded in the first budget to be
delivered by the Andrews government, in May, so that
it can take place as soon as possible.

Disability services
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My adjournment matter is for the
attention of the Minister for Housing, Disability and
Ageing, the Honourable Martin Foley, and concerns the
matter of social inclusion of Victorians with disabilities.
We have come a long way since the days when children
with disabilities were routinely institutionalised.
However, we have seen the restrictive environments
that existed within institutions being reflected far too
often in our community. As a consequence many
people with disabilities remain on the margins of our
society.
Disability is not easily defined, nor should it be. The
experience of disability is different for us all. I
understand that this brings challenges to the
government — challenges that I encourage it to
embrace so that the needs of people may be adequately
addressed. The government must grapple, for example,
with the needs of people with physical disabilities who
have been inappropriately placed in nursing home care
when this is the only supportive accommodation
available for someone with an acquired injury, and it
must grapple with the needs of people with Down
syndrome and early onset dementia who are unfairly
treated within this same system. The government must
also grapple with the needs of children with disabilities
who have been left to struggle in mainstream
classrooms without adequate supports, all in the name
of inclusion, and with the needs of children who are
placed in special or alternative education options.
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In 2015 Victorians with disabilities continue to face
numerous challenges that impede genuine social
inclusion. We contend with limited access to
affordable, adaptive technologies. We struggle with a
lack of appropriate accommodation and income
support. We face an increasing risk of homelessness
and continue to encounter inappropriate and inadequate
health care. We are under-represented in employment
and in secondary and higher education, and we
continue to face an overall lack of understanding both
within and without the disability service sector.
The national disability insurance scheme is a step
forward in addressing these issues. However, its
success relies on capacity being built within the
disability support system. For there to be full inclusion
of people with disabilities, there must be a rights-based
framework adopted alongside the service
transformation being undertaken by the transition to the
national disability insurance scheme. Only a
rights-based framework will empower and build the
capacity of individuals, families and communities.
Strong policy and whole-of-government accountability
are critical to ensuring success.
Throughout my term I will be bringing disability issues
to the attention of this house. At this time I urge the
minister to do all that is in his power to support the full
inclusion of Victorians with disabilities.

Geelong defence contract bid
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Premier.
The matter I raise is in relation to the $10 billion
LAND 400 combat vehicle purchasing program
currently being undertaken by the Australian Defence
Force. The defence force needs to replace its
253 Australian light armoured vehicles, which came
into operation in 1994 but have now been found not to
provide adequate blast protection from roadside bombs.
The LAND 400 program — Australia’s largest and
most expensive and complex combat vehicle
purchase — will provide the army with a world-class
armoured fighting vehicle capability for the next
20 years.
Along with the City of Greater Geelong, G21 and the
wider community, I believe the Geelong region is well
placed for the design, production and maintenance of
this new combat vehicle. High-technology
manufacturing, advanced composite production,
software development and maintenance, along with
vehicle system integration and logistic skills at a high
level, will be required to meet the LAND 400 program
objectives.
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Geelong has advanced capability in all these areas and
has the capacity and the will to become an
internationally competitive, advanced,
manufacturing-led economy. This capacity is being
recognised in a range of new and innovative industries,
which I mentioned in my contribution to the debate on
the Back to Work Bill 2014, such as the manufacturing
of carbon fibre products and the Carbon Revolution
works. A successful Geelong tender to build these
combat vehicles will help Geelong transition from its
existing manufacturing sector, which has been under
threat with the closure of Alcoa and the foreshadowed
closure of Ford. Many of these highly trained and
skilled employees are now ready to be redeployed in
this new advanced manufacturing industry.
The federal member for Corangamite, Sarah
Henderson, has also recognised the importance of this
project to Geelong and has been using all the means at
her disposal with her state coalition colleagues to give
Geelong every opportunity to present a strong case
throughout the tendering process. The federal Minister
for Defence, the Honourable Kevin Andrews, was at
Puckapunyal last Thursday where he announced a
$10 billion vehicle request for tender.
In the last days of the state election campaign the Labor
Party committed $5 million for a procurement office in
Geelong after significant pressure from the City of
Greater Geelong, G21 and others. With the South
Australians breathing down its neck, Geelong is
fighting hard to win the LAND 400 contract, but our
Labor members in Geelong seem to be asleep at the
wheel, and regrettably the Andrews government is
silent in its advocacy. The Avalon air show is on next
weekend and is a great opportunity for the Victorian
government to meet delegations from the Australian
Defence Force and advocate strongly for the merits of
Geelong being recognised in the tender process.
My request is for the Premier to explain how well the
procurement office is functioning in Geelong, given his
government’s commitment to it, and to describe what
actions he is taking to advocate strongly for
Geelong — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired. That contribution was dangerously close to
a set speech.

Prahran electorate secondary school
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I will
do my best to observe protocols in the house. I raise a
matter for the attention of the Deputy Premier, who is
also the Minister for Education. The action I seek from
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the minister is that he reconfirm and put on the record
that the Andrews Labor government remains
unequivocally committed to building a school in the
Prahran district.
Mr Davis — You didn’t actually commit to it.
Mr DALIDAKIS — We actually did commit to it. I
refer to a press release that the Andrews Labor
government put out at the time.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Once again the Greens are
trying to take credit for other people’s work — what a
surprise!
On 18 November the Labor Party put out a press
release supporting the building of a school in the
Prahran district:
A Labor government will immediately commence
negotiations with Deaf Children Australia about the purchase
or lease of the site for a Prahran High School.

The reason this is so important for the district of
Prahran is that for four years the previous government
failed to build a school that it promised to build, having
previously sold off two schools in the Prahran area
under the Kennett government.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Davis knows it is
not a point of order. I know it is not a point of order.
We both know he wants a debate. He should do it
tomorrow.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I wish to thank the education
minister, the Deputy Premier, for his previous support
for this policy while the Labor Party was in opposition.
What we want to see achieved is a school building for
the community of Prahran. The then opposition
committed to continuing the funding that had been
provided in the budget, which was $20 million, and it
will continue that funding, because Labor is the party of
education. The public well knows that, and we will
continue to do the good work of building schools.
It is very easy for the now opposition to talk about
selling schools. It is very good at selling schools. We
are in the habit of building schools and building for
local communities. Labor was very clear in its
education policies in the lead-up to the election that it
would unequivocally build a school in Prahran. We
were committed to it, we will remain committed to it
and we will build it. We will deliver it. My
adjournment question is to seek confirmation from the
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Minister for Education that he will provide the
community of Prahran with an assurance that Labor
remains committed to the area. Unfortunately the
previous government spoke loudly about building
something but never did, and the Andrews Labor
government looks forward to delivering that building.
The PRESIDENT — Order! This is where I have
trouble, because the member has done a set speech
where he has banged the drum about what the
government is doing and the fact that it will deliver this
promise, and then his desired action is to get the
minister to confirm that the government will do it. The
member has said that the government is going to do it,
but then he is asking if the minister will confirm that the
government is going to do it. This is the problem we
sometimes get into with set speeches.
I might also say that the reflection on the Greens
claiming credit was not easy and not something I would
like to see in the adjournment debate, which is really
about the actual substance of the issue that a member
seeks a minister’s action on. The member also finished
with comments about the opposition, which again is not
really part of the adjournment debate. There are other
mechanisms within the Parliament to tackle that.
As I said — and I say it constructively for all
members — there is this issue where members are not
supposed to make set speeches in the adjournment
debate. It makes a bit of a nonsense of asking the
minister to confirm that something is going to happen
when Mr Dalidakis is standing up here vigorously
saying that it is going to happen and that other people
have not done it.
Mr DALIDAKIS — On a point of order, President,
I certainly apologise for responding to unruly
interjections, and I take your guidance on that. I am not
a minister. I am certainly not the Minister for
Education, so I am not in a position to guarantee on
behalf of the Andrews Labor government that it will be
built. The adjournment matter itself, as a question to the
Deputy Premier, who is the Minister for Education, is
entirely appropriate and relevant. I may have gotten
carried away in claiming that the Andrews Labor
government will implement its policies, but nonetheless
I am not provided any ability under the Crown to make
such a commitment, whereas a minister is able to do so.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Then perhaps
Mr Dalidakis might have been less vigorous and a little
more humble in suggesting what the government had
already agreed to and what he put out as material in the
Prahran electorate at the time. When the member reads
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Daily Hansard tomorrow and reflects on his
contribution he will see the problem I had.

Local government rates
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My matter
is for the Minister for Local Government, and it
concerns the government’s policy of rate capping. All
in this place would be very familiar with the need to
manage costs for households and businesses, and the
last government was very active in seeking to manage
costs for households, businesses and local councils as
well. The current government went to the election with
a clear promise to cap rates at the consumer price index
level. Certainly that was a solemn pledge by the then
Leader of the Opposition. What he did not say is what
the government would do in terms of the impact on
services — so, what would it mean for the renewal of
infrastructure and new infrastructure? What would it
mean for service delivery by local councils?
The previous government worked very hard to lift the
support to local councils that came from state
government sources. The country roads and bridges
program saw $1 million a year going to 40 councils.
Over four years it was $160 million. There was
$100 million from the Regional Growth Fund for local
government infrastructure programs — very significant
funding — and $39.52 million in recurrent funding for
Victorian public libraries. The list could go on in terms
of the commitments. It is important to — —
Mr Herbert — On a point of order, President, I
appreciate the use of the chamber, but you have just
given a ruling about set speeches, and the member
opposite is clearly making a set speech. We have not
even come close to an action he is seeking from the
government. I ask for some clarity on that.
Mr DAVIS — On the point of order, President, I am
simply putting a context in terms of precise numbers in
spending, and I will seek certain actions that flow from
those numbers.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In terms of the action
that members seek in the adjournment debate, they do
not have to make that request up-front. Some members
do by way of clarification so that everybody
understands where they are going, but it is not
necessary for a member to request that action or call for
a minister’s response up-front. It is possible to leave it
to the last 10 seconds, which is about what Mr Ramsay
did. It is also valid for a member to provide context and
provide some information that will support the request
to the minister. To that extent I do not think Mr Davis
has transgressed yet, but it is true, as I have indicated
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during two previous contributions in debate tonight,
that it is important not to veer into a set speech and to
make sure that it is part of the context. I have been
watching Mr Davis, and I noticed that his reference to
notes has not been significant at this point. Sometimes
notes are a dead giveaway of a set piece speech. From
that point of view I am happy at the moment, but I trust
that Mr Davis is continuing to only provide some
context for his action
Mr DAVIS — Thank you, President, and I will
continue. The 2014–15 state budget was an important
one in the sense that it provided 64 per cent higher
funding than that which was inherited from Labor in
2010 for local government from state government. A
significant increase was provided by the previous
government.
What I am very concerned about, and many others in
this chamber will be as well, are examples like the
Shire of Baw Baw, where 30 to 40 jobs will go —
redundancies that will occur simply because of the state
government’s decision to cap rates, and cap rates in a
context where reduced funding is likely to flow to local
government from state government sources. My
concern is that if you are cutting funding on the one
hand from the state government and on the other hand
capping rates, you are going to have a very deleterious
effect on the ability for local government to deliver
services and the ability for local government to renew
infrastructure and put in place brand-new infrastructure
as well as dealing with the growth pressures that many
councils face. An example is the City of Monash,
which has a low rate level and will face some
significant challenges.
In that context what I am seeking from the minister is
an action to ensure that not one penny less is spent
across government on supporting local government —
not one penny less spent across the whole of
government. The government needs to make it very
clear that there will be no cut to funding for local
government.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Clyde Road, Berwick
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to seek an
action from the Minister for Roads and Road Safety. I
ask the minister to visit the Clyde Road intersection
with the Pakenham line to see firsthand how bad the
peak-hour congestion has become at that intersection. I
will ensure that the minister can meet with community
representatives when he visits.
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That intersection is a major source of congestion in the
Berwick-Pakenham-Beaconsfield area. The congestion
is becoming worse, particularly at peak hour, when
trains are more frequent. Clyde Road is a major
transport route connecting housing estates in Berwick,
Clyde and Clyde North to schools, health services and
retail activity centres. The intersection is extremely
busy during morning peak, school drop-off and
afternoon peak times — or in other words, almost all of
the day. It is a challenge when the rapid population
growth in Pakenham is creating demand for additional
train services and when people living in eastern
Victoria rightly demand additional V/Line services. In
addition, the intersection is very close to the access road
for the Berwick Country Fire Authority (CFA). It is a
CFA branch that gets hundreds of call-outs a year, and
when Clyde Road is congested around the level
crossing access for fire trucks is extremely difficult.
Last week the government announced the establishment
of the Level Crossings Removal Authority, which will
be tasked with removing our 50 worst crossings. The
project will generate a number of benefits, including
greatly enhancing the productivity of our overall
transport infrastructure system, of which road and rail
intersections are a major part; reducing travel time for
commuters; reducing the risk of accidents between
motorists, train passengers, cyclists and pedestrians;
allowing for additional passengers, particularly on busy
lines such as the Pakenham line; and creating
4500 additional jobs, including 100 jobs per level
crossing and around 300 per level crossing during peak
construction.
Clyde Road in Berwick will be one of the 50 level
crossings removed. A total of 14 level crossings will be
removed along the Dandenong line, which will greatly
benefit commuters in the Berwick, Beaconsfield,
Officer and Pakenham areas. As an example of how
much this issue affects people travelling along the
entire Dandenong corridor, a recent study by VicRoads
experts found that just three more train services on the
Dandenong line, which is very easy to imagine with
population growth, would see the gates at the Poath
Road, Murrumbeena, level crossing closed for
50 minutes during the morning peak — a ridiculous,
unsustainable outcome.
I commend the Minister for Roads and Road Safety and
the Minister for Public Transport for acting on this
problem so quickly, and I look forward to assisting
them in alleviating the difficulties faced by residents in
my electorate. I look forward to meeting with the
minister and also with constituents from my electorate.
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Taylors–Kings roads, Delahey
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. I should perhaps apologise to the minister
at this point because he will be hearing a lot from me in
the adjournment debate over the next period as the area
I represent is the fastest growing in Australia. When
one travels down through the Melton and Wyndham
areas it is quite extraordinary to see that often new
subdivisions have gone up just in the previous few
weeks. I want to direct the attention of the minister to
one particular intersection. It is the intersection of
Taylors Road and Kings Road in Delahey, adjacent to
the Delahey shopping centre.
At the moment it is a roundabout, and because of the
extraordinary growth in places such as Burnside
Heights, Taylors Hill, Caroline Springs and Kings Park,
on many occasions we see queues banked back for
kilometres to get through this particular roundabout. It
is obvious to anyone, even Mr Melhem — and I am
sure he would agree — that it is an unsatisfactory
situation for the thousands of residents who have
moved into that general vicinity. It is intolerable to have
thousands of cars on roads when those roads are not up
to the mark. It is bad enough that the government would
deny the people of the western suburbs the east–west
link, but to have all those goat tracks carrying cars
banked back for many kilometres at peak hour and at
other times is appalling.
My suspicion is that this particular roundabout needs to
be replaced with traffic lights, but not being an expert
on this matter I am requesting that the minister direct
VicRoads to conduct an investigation and report to him,
and I would not mind seeing a copy of the report as
well. I request that VicRoads report to the minister
about what can be done to help people who are stuck in
traffic on Taylors Road, Delahey.

East–west link contracts
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Treasurer, Tim Pallas,
and the action I seek is for him to send a precis to all
state and federal members of Parliament, particularly in
the eastern suburbs, of the details of the east–west
business case revealed after the change of government,
specifically the details that were not released before the
election. The reason is that last Saturday four federal
government MPs held a minor event in the car park of a
pub in Ringwood advocating for the east–west link to
be built. They released some information and links to a
website they have developed, none of which had all of
the details of the project. Some of the glaring things

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

they missed were the 50 years of tolls, the fact that the
Eastern Freeway and the West Gate Bridge would have
to be tolled as well — —
Mr Melhem — Minor details!
Mr LEANE — They are all minor details. Also left
out of all their material and their website was the fact
that Victorian taxpayers would lose 55 cents for every
$1 spent. To help these federal members advocate for
the people they represent in a clear and honest manner,
I reiterate my request for action — that is, that the
Treasurer send those details that were unearthed after
the election to all federal and state MPs.

Ballarat rail fares
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for
Public Transport. As has been reported in local media,
particularly in the Ballarat Courier of 14 February,
there is a significant issue with the way train trips from
Ballarat to Melbourne are priced, or, probably more
correctly, the way they are being charged. At the
moment if a train user catches a train from Ballarat to
Melbourne during peak time, they are charged $19.20.
However, if the same commuter gets off the train at
Bacchus Marsh, touches off using the myki system,
touches back on and then re-boards the same train,
instead of being charged $19.20 for the trip, they are
charged only $9.64, which is $9.56 less than they
would have been charged had they made an unbroken
journey.
Public Transport Victoria has made some comments
advising commuters not to touch on and touch off at
Bacchus Marsh due to safety concerns, but I ask the
minister what he is going to do to ensure that Ballarat
commuters are not faced with a situation where they
need to choose between placing their safety at risk or
being overcharged by the Labor government.

Pipis
Mr O’BRIEN (Eastern Victoria) — Thank you,
President, and I have brought a note as an apology for
my lateness today. My adjournment matter is for the
Minister for Agriculture in her role as the minister
responsible for fisheries, and it concerns pipi harvesting
in Venus Bay. I met with people at the Venus Bay
Community Centre who have raised their concerns
about overharvesting of pipis in and around Venus Bay.
There are a number of issues with this, and it is a very
serious issue. The concern is that there is a level of
environmental damage being done, particularly to the
resource, and whether the harvesting of pipis around

ADJOURNMENT
Tuesday, 24 February 2015

COUNCIL

Venus Bay is sustainable. There are concerns about
environmental damage being caused to the sand dunes
around Venus Bay by the harvesters climbing over
fences and not using the tracks. Those who are
concerned about this have provided me with photos of
rubbish left around the beach and in the town. I have
also seen photos of the harvesting itself occurring, with
trenches some 25 metres long being dug up on the
beach, which is certainly causing concern to other
beach users.
There are other concerns with this practice that are not
directly related to the minister’s portfolio but are
pertinent to this issue, and they include the pressures
this harvesting places on Venus Bay itself. Venus Bay
has narrow roads and limited beach access, and having
hundreds of harvesters there at any given time creates
difficulty, particularly for emergency services workers,
who are very concerned that in the event of an incident
on the beach they would have trouble accessing the
beach to rescue someone in a situation that could be life
threatening. The other concern is that Venus Bay is a
small town with only one road in and one road out, so
the additional numbers cause bushfire concerns.
I am asking the minister to address this issue by
ensuring, firstly, that Fisheries Victoria has good data
collection on the fisheries resource so we know how
well it is being harvested and managed. The community
is concerned that the resource is not well known, and
there is an old saying that if you cannot measure it, you
cannot manage it. Some of the data that has so far been
collected has been viewed quite sceptically. Secondly,
depending on the outcome of this data, I ask the
minister and the department to consider a closed season
for pipis, which may be pertinent over the summer
months and particularly around Christmas when Venus
Bay is already quite strained by the influx of tourists.
I emphasise that this is an important issue. The
community is very concerned. It is quite concerned
about serious social disharmony, because this is causing
quite an issue of insiders and outsiders in the
community. I ask the minister to treat this matter very
seriously.
President, may I have a moment of indulgence?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Yes, indeed.
Mr O’BRIEN — Thank you, President. As
members may know, tomorrow I will be visiting the
Governor to hand in my resignation as a member for
Eastern Victoria Region, as I will be nominating in the
next few days for the by-election for the Legislative
Assembly seat of Gippsland South. With your
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indulgence, I would like to say thank you to everyone
here for the privilege of serving in this house. It has
been a great privilege. I would like to thank the clerks;
the attendants, particularly Grumpy Greg, who has been
a great mate going back many years in fact — —
An honourable member — Unparliamentary!
Mr O’BRIEN — Very unparliamentary; I am sorry.
I thank all the other Parliament House staff, who have
been very supportive and put up with a rookie in this
place, as they do so often. I would like to thank my
Nationals colleagues in particular — Damian Drum
and, in the previous Parliament, David O’Brien, my
brother and my other factional colleague. To my
coalition colleagues in the Liberals, thank you. To the
government members, it has been fun, and for some of
them it has been too short, but thank you. I thank the
Greens and in particular Mr Barber, because we have
had some good sparring. I look forward to seeing him
in the other place at another time perhaps.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr O’BRIEN — I have achieved something: I have
made the Green go red! And to my newfound friends
here on the crossbenches, I am sorry it has been so
brief; it would have been good to stay here and work
with you, but we might have the opportunity in the
future. I thank my family, of course, who have been
very supportive in my short time here, but most
importantly I thank the people of Eastern Victoria
Region, who gave me their forbearance as a casual
vacancy appointee but then elected me in 2014. It has
been an absolute pleasure and a privilege to represent
them for the past 12 months or so. I have really enjoyed
every moment of it. I sincerely hope I have the
opportunity to represent the people of Gippsland and
the people of Victoria again in the future. Thank you.

Responses
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Firstly, I have a written response to an
adjournment debate matter raised by Mr O’Brien on
12 February.
This evening Ms Springle raised a matter for the
Minister for Public Transport. She requested that the
minister extend route 709 from Keysborough South.
Ms Lovell raised a matter for the Minister for Health.
She requested more funding and more beds for
Goulburn Valley Health.
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Ms Tierney raised a matter for the Minister for Energy
and Resources. She requested that the minister outline
the government’s support for renewable energy.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for the Minister for
Sport. He requested funding in the Andrews
government’s first budget to upgrade Monbulk
Reserve.
Dr Carling-Jenkins raised an issue for the Minister for
Housing, Disability and Ageing. She requested more
support for people with disabilities.
Mr Ramsay raised an issue for the Premier. He sought
support for the Geelong tender for the LAND 400
contract.
Mr Dalidakis raised a matter for the Deputy Premier
and Minister for Education. He requested confirmation
of the building of a secondary school in the Prahran
district.
Mr Davis raised a matter for the Minister for Local
Government. He asked her to ensure that local
government does not receive less funding.
Mr Mulino raised an issue for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety. He asked the minister to visit Clyde
Road where it crosses the Pakenham-Cranbourne
railway line.
Mr Finn also raised an issue for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety. He sought action to address the
Taylors Road and Kings Road roundabout and to get
VicRoads to undertake an investigation and report on
improvements.
Mr Leane requested that the Treasurer send details of
the east–west link business case to all state and federal
MPs, particularly those in the eastern suburbs.
Mr Morris requested action from the Minister for
Public Transport regarding public transport costs for
Ballarat residents travelling to Melbourne.
Mr O’Brien requested action from the Minister for
Agriculture on the issue of pipi harvesting in Venus
Bay. He requested the collection of data and suggested
potentially closing the beach to pipi harvesters in the
summer.
I shall refer all those matters to the relevant ministers.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I congratulate
Mr O’Brien on his contribution to this house. He has
been a fine contributor. If he happens to succeed in his
efforts to represent Gippsland South in another place,
we are confident that people there will be pleased with

Tuesday, 24 February 2015

the contributions he makes in that house. He has set a
strong example here of his capabilities. I thank him. It
has been a privilege to have him as a member of our
house. The house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 10.49 p.m.
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Wednesday, 25 February 2015
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Sessional orders
The PRESIDENT — Order! I wish to make some
comments in respect of some of the proceedings
yesterday. I indicated I was going to reflect on several
matters, and in particular a point of order Mrs Peulich
made with regard to ministers statements. I have looked
at all the ministers statements from yesterday, and I am
satisfied that all of them met the criteria and intentions
of the government. Whilst they might well have had a
number of contextual facts in them, each of them
indicated some new decision, new initiative or
something that had recently occurred, and from my
point of view they all satisfied the criteria for ministers
statements.
With regard to constituency questions, I thought a
couple sailed close to the wind in that they did not
make a sufficient connection to the local region. Our
regions are very large, so it is quite easy to establish a
connection with the region, and reasonable to expect a
member to do so, but several of the questions were
borderline in terms of establishing sufficient
connection. By way of guidance to assist members in
terms of how to frame constituency questions, might I
say I was very satisfied with and felt the criteria were
met wholly by the contributions from Mr O’Donohue,
Mr Rich-Phillips, Ms Pennicuik, Ms Shing,
Mr Ondarchie and Mr Morris. With regard to the
contributions of Mrs Peulich, Ms Tierney and
Mr Melhem, I thought those members needed to do
more to make a connection with their region.
In terms of Mr Leane, his constituency question could
have been about the United States, Russia, China or
wherever. That is an exaggeration, but Mr Leane’s
matter referred to a web-based system which has broad
Victorian application and there was no attempt to make
a connection with any school or with Eastern
Metropolitan Region. I know this because I closely read
his question twice. It is important to make that
connection. I can accept that some of Mr Leane’s
schools were affected by that particular service — a
departmental service — but that connection was not
made in his constituency question. It is important, as I
have said, to make that connection.
With regard to ministers statements, which were also
made for the first time yesterday, I outlined my
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expectation on ministers statements. It was raised with
me that while I had said one minister ought have only
one opportunity to make a ministers statement on each
day of meeting, a number of ministers have more than
one ministerial responsibility. I have determined that
<>where a minister has two or more ministerial
portfolios I am happy to allow the minister to make one
statement on each of their portfolios. An example
would be Ms Pulford, who is the Minister for
Agriculture and the Minister for Regional
Development. I would see it as permissible for
Ms Pulford to make ministers statements about each of
those portfolios on one day if there was a need to do so.
Ministers statements are to be only one per portfolio
area.
Mr Leane — On a point of order, President, can you
provide clarity about your position on the constituency
question I asked yesterday? My question is: what do we
deem a constituent? If you meet principals or
constituents during the week before Parliament and
they flag an issue they would like you to bring to the
attention of a particular minister, I would suggest that
that is a clear example of a constituency question. We
need to understand. Are we in a position where we have
to name publicly in this place the principals or
constituents who bring these issues to our attention for
our constituency questions to fall into your ruling? As
members of Parliament we have relationships that we
like to keep with these people so they are not identified
to a particular department as the ones bringing the issue
to the attention of the minister. If that is the ruling we
are going to have, I see it as an ongoing problem.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Leane. He
has other mechanisms as well if he feels that the
particular matter he raised yesterday needs to be
processed. The adjournment debate is one mechanism
by which matters that do not relate to constituency
matters may be raised. The issue is — as somebody to
my left was interjecting, albeit quite subtly — that a
constituency question is a geographic matter, and
Mr Leane made absolutely no connection with his
region. He never mentioned his region, a school, an
individual or anything except a statewide program, so it
was a fairly easy decision for me. Between the two of
us, between the fall, there is ample scope for him to
pursue matters as long as they are pertinent to his
region and as long as he links them to something that is
in his region.
In terms of constituency questions, in most cases I think
it is actually better that the matter be descriptive in
terms of what the issue is. Mr Leane is shaking his
head, but a statement was made yesterday in respect of
these matters, and I thought it was fairly clear. I think
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the government’s intention was fairly clear. If
Mr Leane reads the constituency questions from
yesterday that I have referred to, I think he will see the
difference between his and Ms Shing’s, for instance,
and realise what my problem was with it.
Mrs Peulich — Further on the same point of order,
President, if I may, I raised a constituency question in
relation to 18 level crossings that were promised to be
constructed by the government in my region. I could
have taken some time to list those 18 level crossings
from the list that is publicly available; I chose not to in
the interests of brevity. Is my understanding correct that
constituency questions are an opportunity to raise
matters pertaining to one’s electorate and/or voters in
one’s electorate?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Yes, that is correct. As
I said, Mrs Peulich’s constituency question was not too
bad, and the other ones I mentioned — Ms Tierney’s
and Mr Melhem’s — were in the same light, but I think
they — —
Mr Leane interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Would Mr Leane like
to go outside, have a cup of coffee and think about what
I have said? I am on my feet.
Mr Leane interjected.
Rulings interrupted.

SUSPENSION OF MEMBER
Mr Leane
The PRESIDENT — Order! Fifteen minutes.
Mr Leane interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Half an hour!
Mr Leane withdrew from chamber.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Sessional orders
Rulings resumed.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mrs Peulich is
absolutely right. Constituency questions are about
matters concerning constituents or the region itself. She
did refer to her region in terms of the crossings. As I
said in clarification yesterday, members are allowed to
talk about a matter in their constituency that has
relevance to other regions and broader government
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policy as well, but it must come back to their region.
There is no way I would have ruled out either
Mr Melhem’s, Ms Tierney’s or Mrs Peulich’s matters
yesterday, or probably on subsequent days, but I am
simply trying to sharpen it up a little bit. In the case of
Mr Leane’s question, as I said, he made no reference at
all to the region. I suggest that members have a look at
his question and at the others that were asked. Many of
the others were quite specific in their requests, and I
think they definitely met the intention of the
government in terms of constituency questions.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, in
relation to ministers statements as opposed to
ministerial statements, it is my understanding that
ministerial statements — and not ministers statements,
which have recently been introduced — provide an
opportunity for the opposition to debate them. This is
unlike ministers statements, for which we do not have
an opportunity to interject, take points of order or
debate. Without reflecting on your ruling, President, my
concern is that if ministers statements are used to attack
the opposition or to be provocative, we have no
opportunity for rebuttal, which is clearly not in the spirit
of democratic debate in this chamber. I ask that you
monitor that situation to ensure it is not being abused.
During questions without notice and Dorothy Dixers
we can take points of order and have some recourse.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, I
have to comment on the ridiculous contribution that has
just been made by Mrs Peulich. It was the
government’s intention last sitting week to include
ministers statements within question time, which would
have enabled the member to interject and defend herself
if she felt it was necessary. But in fact it was her party
and others in this chamber who made the decision for
that not to be the case. Talk about having two bob each
way! The government’s intention was to create greater
transparency and accountability and to make question
time more functional. It was other people who made the
decision for that not to be the case in relation to how
ministers statements are treated.
Today we have spent the last 15 minutes on interpreting
what the government’s intention was by introducing
constituency questions. President, I think your
interpretation of the government’s intention in relation
to matters that relate to voters and regions is a
reasonable one, but it is just an interpretation. The
further we go in trying to clearly define this issue,
which was originally driven by opening up
opportunities for members of both this place and the
other place to raise matters of concern for their
electorates and communities, the further we get into the
realms of the ridiculous.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I understand what
Mrs Peulich is saying in raising her point of order. She
is asking me to make sure that ministers statements are
in fact statements of initiatives and not matters of
debate in terms of reflecting on the opposition.
Certainly the statements made yesterday all met that
criteria and I will continue to be mindful of that.
I indicate that there is nothing to stop me from
entertaining a motion to take note of a minister’s
statement. I believe there is still an opportunity for a
member to pursue this, as they would with a question.
A take-note motion would be an acceptable motion to
move in this place and might well be accepted by the
house.
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jointly by minority groups and Independent
members; and
(2) a quorum of the Procedure Committee is five
members.

Leave refused.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — This
ambush is an extraordinary situation. Leave has been
refused because it was the government’s intention to
move this matter yesterday without necessarily the
compliance of other parties in the chamber.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
The government did not do it. We asked yesterday
about doing it today, and the government has not
moved it today.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Leave is not granted,
so it simply becomes a notice of motion.

Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Efficiency and Effectiveness of Hospital Services:
High-value Equipment, February 2015 (Ordered to be
published).
Public Hospitals: Results of the 2013–14 Audits,
February 2015 (Ordered to be published).
Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency — Report,
2013–14.
Legal Profession Act 2004 — Practitioner Remuneration
Order 2015.
Ombudsman — Councils and complaints — A report on
current practice and issues, together with a good practice
guide, February 2015 (Ordered to be published).
Statutory Rule under the Road Safety Act 1986 — No. 9.
Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — Report pursuant to section
30Q of the Victorian Inspectorate.

PROCEDURE COMMITTEE
Membership
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
desire to move, by leave:
That standing order 23.08(3) be suspended so as to provide
that —
(1) the Procedure Committee will consist of eight
members with 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 Australian Greens in the
Council, and one member from among the
remaining members in the Council nominated

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Level crossings
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
my capacity as Leader of the Government I want to
discuss a matter that could be of acute interest to
Mrs Peulich, who yesterday in her constituency
question raised a matter about the level crossings
program and the commitments by the Andrews
government to replace 50 level crossings across the
metropolitan region within the next two terms of
government, of which 20 should be completed by the
end of this term.
As a measure of the government’s commitment to that
program, funding of $100 million in financing
commitments was brought forward last week — before
the budget. This funding was announced to enable a
business case to be developed and planning to be
undertaken for those projects, including 18 level
crossing upgrades in South Eastern Metropolitan
Region. I would have thought the community would be
very supportive, not only in South Eastern Metropolitan
Region but right across metropolitan Melbourne, of the
government’s initiative to bring forward an average of
$2 million to be allocated to support the business case
and the planning arrangements to fast-track the ability
of the government to deliver on that commitment.
Last week’s announcement was not only about the
Andrews government bringing forward public
expenditure to drive infrastructure programs. Prior to
this year’s budget in May, this government has brought
forward funding of $40 million to be allocated
immediately to support the early staging and planning
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works for the metropolitan rail system improvements
that will see a true metropolitan-style public transport
system delivered in this state, one which will leverage
the most effective process of level crossing removal by
building a tunnel that connects the eastern, western and
south-eastern suburbs of Melbourne.
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Victoria. The Andrews Labor government is focused on
making a difference to the lives of all children. The best
place for a child is in a loving and nurturing home.
Labor understands that foster care is and always will be
vitally important to Victoria’s out-of-home care system,
but there are not enough foster carers to provide the
safe and caring homes every child deserves.

Roads and bridges
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Last week the Andrews Labor
government announced a number of initiatives to
improve regional road and rail crossings and strengthen
bridges. This series of initiatives will create jobs,
improve livability for people in regional Victoria and
create greater efficiencies for regional producers
seeking to move their goods to market.
A key feature of this program is the $20 million Safe
System Road Infrastructure program, which will deliver
projects at six regional sites: the Calder Highway at
Mildura; Daylesford-Malmsbury Road at Coomoora;
Midland Highway at Epsom; Inverloch-Venus Bay
Road at Inverloch and Venus Bay; the Pyrenees
Highway at Green Gully; and the Calder Alternative
Highway at Lockwood. Upgrades will include
installing roundabouts at intersections, installing
barriers and run-off-road preventions, including wider
shoulders, ripple strips and wire rope barriers.
As I indicated, the government is also strengthening
bridges on some of our main regional freight corridors
and improving safety at 52 regional level crossings.
This $35.8 million commitment will be fast-tracked to
strengthen 48 bridges, which will reduce freight costs
and increase productivity for businesses right across
regional Victoria. The previous coalition government
neglected transport infrastructure links in regional
Victoria. As a consequence, low load limits were
imposed on several major routes due to deterioration.
Work is expected to commence this year on the first
stage of this program, and the initial focus will be on
17 priority bridges.
The $50 million Safer Country Crossings program will
boost safety at 52 priority roads and level crossings
which carry high-speed passenger trains or very large
numbers of heavy vehicles. We will be working hard to
improve quality of life and efficiency for businesses in
regional Victoria.

Under the previous government we were losing more
carers than we were recruiting. Not only did members
of the former government fail to take action to stem this
exodus but they also stripped funding from the foster
care recruitment and retention strategy set up by the
former Labor government. The feedback I have
received from the sector is that the stripping of funding
effectively rendered the strategy useless. One of my
immediate priorities on coming to government was to
fund the development of a new approach to attracting,
recruiting and retaining Victorian foster carers — a
$1.5 million commitment.
This is not a quick fix; it is about developing a
considered long-term strategy. Developing this
approach will be the first item of action for the
ministerial advisory committee I have set up for
children in out-of-home care. It will focus on increasing
the community’s awareness of foster care,
strengthening training and supporting carers so we can
retain them for longer.
I have met with many foster carers and heard about the
challenges and rewards of foster care. In January I met
with a group of foster carers and kinship carers at the
Berry Street Foster Care Camp at Camp Wilkin in
Anglesea, and I heard their thoughts and concerns. I
met some incredible people who have been foster carers
for many decades. They are incredibly selfless
individuals, and I thank them for the work that they do.
I will be holding round tables for foster carers to hear
their concerns directly. Our government is committed
to examining how it can recruit more foster carers in
Victoria.
President, I have a further ministers statement. I take on
board the ruling you made earlier in relation to
ministers who have different portfolios, and I have a
ministers statement in relation to my youth affairs
portfolio — a separate matter.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will call that
separately.

Foster carers
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I rise to inform the house of what this
government is doing to recruit more foster carers in

Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President, I
ask that you review the statement the minister has
made. I believe it is substantially similar to an answer
the minister gave in response to a question last sitting
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week in relation to foster care recruitment and the
$1.5 billion plan the government is claiming to have.
From my perspective, in light of your earlier ruling, this
ministers statement could not be classified as new.
Ms Mikakos — On the point of order, President, in
the ministers statement I have provided some context
for the work I will be doing as the Minister for Families
and Children in relation to foster care. I have outlined
the historical context. I have outlined the work I am
doing in announcing a recruitment and retention
strategy and the fact that it will be an item of business
for my ministerial advisory committee, which will be
meeting shortly.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will continue to
monitor ministers statements as we find our way
through the practice. I took it that the ministerial
advisory committee might be the new initiative that had
not previously been mentioned in the house. Is that
right?
Ms Mikakos — Yes, that is one element.
The PRESIDENT — That is a new element but
nonetheless the point of order is certainly valid to the
extent that ministers statements — and I am sure
ministers are well aware of this — are not a second bite
of the cherry regarding something that has previously
been advised to the house.
We are in a rather interesting situation where we had
government questions in question time for the first two
weeks of sitting and now we no longer have those. We
now have a different process, so there is a bit of change.
Ministers statements should not be a process of
regurgitating other information; they need to be about
new initiatives. In this one I took it that the ministerial
advisory committee was one of the new initiatives, and
that was the context.
Mrs Peulich — On a further point of order,
President, just so that we have a clear understanding —
as you say, it is an evolution of practice — does the
ministers statement need to be overwhelmingly about
the new initiative or just a little tag to it to make sure it
qualifies?
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, if
the opposition does not want ministers statements to be
made, it should clearly articulate that. It should clearly
articulate that the opposition’s intention is to deny
ministers the opportunity not only in question time but
at any time during the day to make ministers
statements. The opposition should be clear about it so
that — —
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Mr Drum — That’s not a point of order!
Mr Jennings — It is a point of order because the
President is going to be spending more time
interpreting questions and points of order than any other
matter during the course of a sitting day. The ridiculous
interventions of opposition members this morning
indicate that they have no intention of listening to the
government’s agenda being reported to the Parliament.
If that is what the intention is, the opposition should be
honest enough to articulate it.
Mr Herbert — On the point of order, President, I
support the point made by the Leader of the
Government. Sessional order 2 about ministerial
statements is clear. In creating standing order 5.14(7) it
uses the following words:
… to advise the house on new government initiatives,
projects and achievements.

It seems that those opposite have missed the last two
parts of that standing order — that is, the government’s
agenda.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Jennings
for his vigorous defence of the President’s position, but
it was probably not a point of order. Nonetheless, I
agree with him that I do not want to be drawn into a
situation where I have to arbitrate on every matter
raised in the house because of points of order.
Hopefully as members become familiar with these
processes that will not be a requirement. This is where
interpretation comes in. It is a judgement call as to
whether or not the information provided meets the
sessional order, is new and is about a project or an
achievement.
If I heard Ms Mikakos correctly, it was about a
ministerial council. I think that is a new initiative, and it
was probably sufficient in terms of advice to the house,
with the other parts of it in context. I certainly agree
that it should not be an incidental tag on the end that
says, ‘By the way, we are doing this’. There was a clear
intention to bring new information to the house and to
inform the house, and the whole thing does not need to
be on one new item. I think context is fair enough so we
have a full understanding of perhaps why a new
initiative has been implemented.

Vocational education and training
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I will try to make an interjection-free
contribution.
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Last week in response to growing concerns about the
rise of low-quality training in the state I announced a
review of quality assurance in Victoria’s vocational
education and training (VET) system. The urgent need
for this review is highlighted by new findings, which I
will release today, in a campaign by the Victorian
Registration and Qualifications Authority to investigate
training quality for automotive apprentices. I am
appalled by some of the findings, which reveal a
government-funded registered training organisation and
a number of employers failing to meet their obligations
to apprentices.
The investigation of 115 automotive businesses
employing 160 apprentices resulted in 99 training
contracts being cancelled. The types of compliance
breaches identified by the investigation include:
supervised training being provided very infrequently or
not at all; supervisors who were not appropriately
experienced or qualified to train students; the work
tasks or facilities not being appropriate for automotive
apprentices and in many cases the employer was not
even principally an automotive repair workshop; no
training plans or training materials such as workbooks
or work logs; and no contact with the training provider.
Students who wish to continue their apprenticeships are
being assisted to find other training organisations, but in
some cases the damage has already been done. What
this investigation highlights is how a single bad training
provider can affect the lives of so many students and
have a potentially disastrous impact on their futures.
This simply will not be tolerated under the Andrews
Labor government, and we are committed to cracking
down on low-quality training.
That is why I have urged the federal government to
follow Victoria’s lead in taking strong action against
low-quality providers. When it comes to the VET
FEE-HELP scheme there needs to be a thorough
overhaul of the system. The Andrews Labor
government will review quality assurance and will
provide a new framework for Victoria to ensure that all
training providers that deliver government funded
training meet quality standards. Along with rescuing
the TAFE sector and rebuilding the funding system,
restoring quality is part of our agenda.
Ordered that ministers statement be considered
next day on motion of Mrs PEULICH (South
Eastern Metropolitan).
Mr Drum — Do members have an opportunity to
ask for the date when that investigation took place?
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Not in ministers
statements. If the member wishes to pursue the
ministers statement further, he has other opportunities
within the processes of the house. Question time is
coming up later this day, during which the member can
pose that as a question. There is also the adjournment
tonight when the member can ask the minister for
further information about the study or report that has
been commissioned.

SYN Media
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Youth Affairs) — I
rise to bring to the attention of the house a significant
announcement by the government regarding providing
further community engagement and development
opportunities for young Victorians. The Andrews Labor
government is committed to supporting young people
and to helping them realise their full potential and be
more engaged in the community.
Members may be familiar with SYN 90.7, a youth
community radio station. SYN Media, the organisation
which runs SYN FM, provides a powerful engagement
opportunity for young people, which has the added
benefit of providing job-ready training. I was
immensely proud to be able to announce recently that
the Andrews Labor government will double funding to
SYN Media, an organisation first funded by Labor in
2008. This additional funding will provide an
opportunity for SYN Media to develop a new radio
broadcasting mentoring initiative and to deliver training
workshops for young people, volunteer staff and
community radio stations in rural and regional Victoria.
The media landscape of the future will increasingly
feature digital and social media technologies and
content trends that are emerging today. SYN Media
will receive $400 000 over four years to train the next
crop of radio and digital media talent in Victoria. The
extension in funding will target young rural and
regional Victorians to help them get their start in radio
broadcasting, but more importantly it will give youth a
voice and broaden the platform for youth engagement
in this state.
I take this opportunity to express how impressed I was
by the enthusiasm of the people I met on my visit to
SYN Media’s headquarters, named the House of SYN.
I was very impressed by Claudia, the young woman
who interviewed me on air, and the very perceptive
questions she asked. I am sure she will make a
significant mark in journalism in the future. SYN
Media is to be commended for the very important work
it does in giving young Victorians a voice.
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University deregulation

Murray Basin rail project

Ms TIERNEY — With the beginning of the
university year upon us, many Victorians will be
excited to start a new phase of life, while others will be
returning for another year to achieve their chosen
degree. However, along with that excitement, there are
many students who are very nervous about the Abbot
federal government’s plans for university deregulation.
It is a policy that will result in significantly higher
course costs, while creating a two-tiered university
system that will be socially damaging for Australia. It
will significantly disadvantage regional universities,
which have much thinner markets, usually consisting of
higher levels of disadvantaged students, against the
larger universities, which have a wider market and
larger competitive pull.

Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I want to
bring to the attention of the chamber an issue in relation
to the funding of the Murray Basin rail project. The
coalition announced $180 million to $220 million for
the Murray Basin rail project in last year’s state budget,
which included $11 million for the 2014–15 year,
$35 million for 2015–16 and then ongoing funding
from there on. The money was to come from the sale of
Rural Finance, the proceeds of which were intended to
be used specifically for regional infrastructure projects.
As I said, $220 million was allocated to the Murray
Basin rail project.
I have been a strong advocate for the standardisation of
rail lines for freight from Mildura to the ports of
Portland, Geelong and Melbourne, and I see this as a
key infrastructure project to support our farming
communities right across the state of Victoria,
particularly in the west and north-west. However, it
concerns me that there has been silence regarding this
project for months and Labor has only recently
announced a token $30 million allocation for first stage,
which is money that was already allocated in the
coalition government’s last budget.
I know this is not the adjournment debate, but I am
calling on the Andrews government to fully commit
$200 million for the full standardisation of rail freight
tracks from Mildura to Victorian ports so farmers can
take the opportunity of moving their produce efficiently
on standardised tracks.

Pako Festa
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — On Saturday,
28 February, tens of thousands of people will converge
around Pakington Street, Geelong, to celebrate the
33rd Diversitat Pako Festa. Pako Festa is the largest
free celebration of multiculturalism in Australia. People
attend the festival and enjoy cultural performances,
activities, food from all over the world and artists from
all walks of life. This is truly a festival that unites the
whole community with local ethnic communities,
schools, local businesses, community groups, street
traders and artists all coming together to enjoy an
integral part of Australia — its multiculturalism. I
encourage anyone who has the opportunity to attend to
do so and not miss out on what is always a highlight on
the Geelong events calendar.

The Abbott government will be remembered not only
for savage cuts but for taking away the hope and
aspirations of young Australians and dividing
Australians into two categories — entrenching forever
those who have, and those who have not.

Sungold Field Days
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — The Sungold
Field Days were again held opposite Warrnambool
Cheese & Butter at Allansford this year, for the
34th time, with chairman Tony Rea once again at the
helm, as he has been for every one of the past 33 field
days. Parliamentarians who attended the field days
were the member for South-West Coast, Denis
Napthine, and the member for Polwarth, Terry Mulder,
from the Legislative Assembly; the federal member for
Wannon, Dan Tehan; the federal Assistant Treasurer,
the Honourable Josh Frydenberg; and me.
The innovation on display from the 245-plus exhibitors
showed the ever-increasing technological developments
that are taking place in the area of dairy production and
the importance of events such as field days for farmers
and other interested parties to meet, share and discuss
the latest industry advancements. In the wake of the
current concerns we have seen in regard to food
imported into Australia, it should be acknowledged that
the dairy industry sustains the people of Victoria with
safe, nutritious and delicious dairy products.

Flinders Street station
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
commend the Premier and the Minister for Public
Transport on the announcement that the Andrews Labor
government will introduce funding to restore the
Flinders Street station. While the former government
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spent $1 million of taxpayers money on an international
colouring competition, the station roof was leaking and
the exterior was decaying and becoming unsafe for
commuters. That waste of time by the Liberal
government produced plenty of imaginative, space-age
designs but no repairs, and it left the same badly run
facilities for commuters.

and we know he has an overall passion for the game of
Rugby League, not only in Victoria but right across
Australia. Once again I, and I suggest this Parliament,
congratulate Greg on this great honour of life
membership of Victorian Rugby League.

This government’s $100 million investment will see the
heritage building restored and its functionality
improved. Works will include fixing the leaky roof,
making the building structurally sound, restoring the
famous clock tower and giving the whole exterior a
fresh coat of paint. There will be new information
displays, more myki readers, better lighting and
brand-new toilets, which will make using the station
easier and more enjoyable for commuters.

Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — This month
is Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month, and I was
delighted to have read that my constituent Ms Leanne
Wood is taking part in a competition being held to raise
awareness of ovarian cancer. Ovarian cancer is the
eighth most common cancer and sixth most common
cause of cancer death affecting women in Australia. In
2010, 1305 new cases of ovarian cancer were
diagnosed in Australian women and in 2011 there were
903 deaths caused by ovarian cancer in Australia.
Currently there is no proven screening test for the
disease, which is extremely frightening as ovarian
cancer may not present any symptoms and too often is
only present once the cancer has spread. This is why
raising awareness and this month are so important.

In addition to this overdue investment, we are also
developing a business case which will allow the
government to consider options to fix the old ballroom
and other parts of the building that are falling apart. It is
the first step towards bringing in new tenants and
creating an exciting commercial precinct. This
announcement by the Andrews government adds to its
commitment to make Victoria’s public transport system
world class. Work on the removal of 50 level crossings
is also to begin this year, and the Melbourne Metro Rail
Authority will be established.

Greg Mills
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — It is
always a pleasure to congratulate a constituent on a
great achievement, and today I congratulate a
constituent who not only lives in my electorate but
whose place of employment is also in my electorate. It
is with great pleasure that I announce that our own
Greg Mills, from the Victorian Rugby League Referees
Association, was awarded life membership of the
Victorian Rugby League at its annual general meeting
on Monday night.
Greg has had over 15 years of continued contribution to
the development of Rugby League in this state, with
20 years of service to Rugby League in Victoria. He
joined the Victorian Rugby League Referees
Association in January 1990 and has served 23 of his
25 years on the committee as president, vice-president,
secretary and with other forms of membership. He was
president of the referees association from 2009 to 2014.
He is a Rugby League referees association coach and
mentor, and is currently an active referee and a life
member of the Victorian Rugby League Referees
Association. Greg is the National Rugby League
interchange steward at Melbourne Storm home games,

Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month

Ovarian cancer does not discriminate. It affects
mothers, daughters, sisters, grandmothers, aunties and
friends, and having competitions and fundraisers such
as this means more money is going into finding an
appropriate screening test and effective treatment.
During Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month women are
being urged to host a morning or afternoon tea to raise
awareness for the signs and symptoms of ovarian
cancer. I encourage women in my electorate to get
involved. Ms Wood has created a superb cake modelled
on a stiletto shoe, and I wish her every success for the
competition.

St Michael’s Grammar School
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
to talk about my old school, St Michael’s Grammar
School in Windsor, which is in my electorate and which
was good enough to invite me back to speak to its
year 12 legal studies students on Monday, 16 February.
It was a great honour to go back to the school and speak
to the students about a whole range of different issues
that we deal with in this place, including legislation and
petitions, and also just to talk to students about being
actively involved in politics. Regardless of what their
political persuasion is, encouraging them to participate
and be engaged — something that all of our young
people can do to encourage and grow democracy — is
something I am sure honourable members on the other
side of the chamber would support. I might add that in
doing so I did not give them any ALP membership
forms, though I did think about it.
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Mr Morris — Not according to one student.
Mr DALIDAKIS — No, they were all above age to
become members of the Labor Party. It was a great
honour to be back there. In fact three of the teachers
who taught me when I was a student at St Michael’s
prior to 1993 are still there, and all three were present
for the conversation. I pay my respects to Ms Gee,
Mr Morrison and Mr Gill. All three of them were
integral to my education, and education remains a vital
pillar of the policies I support and the work I hope to do
here in Parliament.

University orientation week
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Next week marks the start of a university
career for tens of thousands of students, and I
congratulate each and every one of them on that
achievement. It also means that many universities are
holding orientation week activities and events this
week. I encourage new students to attend to get a head
start on the semester. This week is a great opportunity
to take a tour of your new campus and get to know your
way around, and to speak with your lecturers and tutors.
Perhaps students might like to join a club or society,
and there are opportunities to join sporting clubs,
whether they be football, skiing or even dragon boat
racing, if that is your taste. Some students might like to
volunteer for the student union, or others may just want
to have a chat with their mates to find where the best
coffee is served.
If students, in getting to know each other, would like to
have a drink or two, I ask that they behave responsibly
and remember that they will have many years ahead of
them to socialise and make merry with their new mates.
I wish all the best to those taking the next big step in
their lives, education and personal development. I wish
them well.

Greyhound racing
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Like
all Australians, I was totally shocked and disgusted
after watching the appalling footage of live baiting at
greyhound training facilities shown on the ABC’s Four
Corners program last week. I would like to congratulate
Animals Australia and Animal Liberation Queensland
for exposing these practices in three states —
something which should have been done by the
industry regulators, who we can only infer were not
paying attention or were turning a blind eye to what
was going on. As has been the case with so many
animal welfare issues over the years, the regulators
have been missing in action. Animal cruelty has been
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going on under their noses, and animal welfare groups
have been the ones exposing the practices. I totally
agree with Lyn White from Animals Australia, who
said that putting animals, gambling and prize purses
together is a toxic mix.
Yesterday Ms Pulford talked about the inquiries that
have been set up under the racing integrity
commissioner, Sal Perna, and the chief veterinary
officer of Victoria, Dr Charles Milne. They seem to be
quite technical reviews. The state government should
be inquiring into not only the alleged incidents but also
Greyhound Racing Victoria itself and its ability to
regulate an industry it is also promoting. I commend the
chair of Greyhound Racing Victoria for resigning. I
think the rest of the board should follow suit, and I
think the government should be explaining why it has
given Greyhound Racing Victoria $3 million to
investigate its own ineptness.
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Debate resumed from 11 February; motion of
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan):
That this house requires the Leader of the Government in the
Legislative Council to table in the Legislative Council, by
12 noon on 16 March 2015, a copy of all documents in
relation to the West Gate distributor including, but not limited
to —
(1) the business case;
(2) interim or final traffic and traffic management
studies, reports or briefings;
(3) environmental studies, reports or briefings
including historical studies, reports or briefings
relating to Stony Creek;
(4) Aboriginal cultural heritage studies, reports or
briefings;
(5) advice on compliance with the Hobsons Bay
planning scheme and Maribyrnong planning
scheme and proposed consultation on required
planning approvals;
(6) departmental advice and briefing documents; and
(7) evidence of consultation on the above.

Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I will
recap my contribution to the debate on this motion. The
West Gate distributor, which was announced by the
government prior to the election and was part of the
Eddington report into transport needs in Victoria, has
been the subject of a lot of consultation between
various groups within the community. It is a part of
Project 10 000, which we have committed to in order to
remove 5000 trucks from the West Gate Bridge every
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day, thereby getting trucks away from suburban streets
and extending the life of the West Gate Bridge. The
cost of this project is estimated to be close to
$500 million. A lot of work has been done in relation to
that. As I said last sitting week, stage 1 of the project
has gone out to tender. The first package was worth
$40 million.
The Andrews Labor government has taken advantage
of the position the federal government has adopted. The
Prime Minister wants to be the infrastructure Prime
Minister, but he obviously likes roads, not rail. The
logical thing for us to do is look at how we can
capitalise on that and make sure Victoria gets its fair
share of — —
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr MELHEM — I thank Mr Ramsay for raising
that matter. The regional rail link was funded by Labor
governments at both the state and federal level. It was
not courtesy of coalition funding. Get that right. I take it
that Victorian Liberal-Nationals coalition members are
happy to support the government’s position and to ask
their brothers and sisters in the federal government in
Canberra to start funding Victorian rail projects. I
welcome the support of members opposite. It is a great
idea, but the hypocrisy of those opposite is amazing.
The motion refers to the release of documents. The
business case for the West Gate distributor, for the
whole project, is currently being developed. Unlike
the former government, we will not shy away from
producing business cases. We will make them public.
Infrastructure Victoria will be established to do
exactly that. It will be an independent body that will
evaluate projects, look at their cost benefits and make
sure that the community gets a good return on
investments. This is unlike the situation under the
former government, which resisted releasing the
business case for the east–west link. It only released
about four or five pages of nice, coloured pictures of
trams and bridges. It took a Labor government to
release the full business case. We now understand
why the former government did not want to release
the business case. It was because the cost analysis
showed that the project was only going to return
45 cents in the dollar. The government was making a
loss on that project.
I take this opportunity to talk about the West Gate
distributor and what other people have said about it.
The Maribyrnong Truck Action Group represents
people who live in the west, and I think its opinion is
important. The distributor does matter to people. It does
not matter what I or other members think. The people
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who live in that area or the people who are going to be
directly affected are the ones we should pay attention
to. They are very supportive of the project, as are the
Greens. The Public Transport Users Association has
also publicly backed the construction of the West Gate
ramp.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MELHEM — It so happens that I do live
in the west, and as a matter of fact the project will
pass my office. I am very supportive of the project.
It is a real project. It can start straightaway, and it
can start delivering some immediate benefit, unlike
the east–west project, which was going to be in the
never-never. It had no end date and no starting
date. The coalition did nothing for four years.
Coalition members should be ashamed of
themselves.
The truck curfew is also part of that project. It was
introduced recently by Mr Donnellan, the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. The government has placed a
curfew on both Somerville Road and Moore Street. It
took effect on 29 January this year.
Members opposite do not want to hear what people in
the west think about the West Gate distributor. The
people in the west want the government to get the
trucks off the West Gate Bridge. The distributor will
provide a second means of access to the city in the short
term. Unlike the coalition’s east–west project, which
might have taken 20 years to build, if it were ever going
to get off the ground, construction on the first stage of
the distributor is due to commence in four months. A
further lane will be added to the West Gate Freeway,
and we will seek $180 million from the federal
government to fund that. That will commence — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr MELHEM — Unlike you, Mrs Peulich, I do
not lie — —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr MELHEM — I ask Mrs Peulich to withdraw,
because I do not like to be called a liar.
Mrs Peulich — I withdraw if that was the member’s
interpretation of what I said. I certainly did not intend to
make a reflection on him. I was reflecting on the
government.
Mr MELHEM — I thank Mrs Peulich. I did not
think she really meant it.
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Obviously there is a fair bit of consultation yet to take
place — —
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Mr MELHEM — Name them! Keep going. I
wonder why Victoria tossed the former government
out. The single reason was that it did not do much.

Mr Finn interjected.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Mr MELHEM — Mr Finn will not be consulted,
because his opinion does not really matter. I know he
likes to brag about the western suburbs, but I did not
see him do much in his time in government. He cannot
look himself in the mirror. I had better not stoop to
name-calling.
A number of issues were raised with me by the City of
Melbourne. I had the pleasure of meeting with the CEO
and the mayor in my office on 13 January. They raised
a number of issues with me, and now they are in
discussion with the Minister for Roads and Road Safety
providing feedback on how the West Gate distributor
should be delivered. Issues were raised such as those
relating to the bike lanes, the facilities, opportunities to
minimise transport impacts related to the truck curfew,
the signalisation of the intersection of Parker and
Moreland streets, traffic calming, minimising traffic on
Whitehall Street north of the Moreland Street
intersection. The list goes on. Unlike those opposite, the
government is happy to sit down with local councils
and local people and talk about these things. That is
something the former government refused to do with
any of the city councils when it was developing a
useless project.
Another issue raised was in relation to property
acquisition. The government will be sitting down with
the affected councils and people to work through that
process. Obviously if it is going to have any impact on
heritage sites or any environmental impact, these things
will be canvassed as part of the consultation process.
The government will come up with a final business
case, get stages 2 and 3 of the project underway and
complete it in the appropriate time. It will be well
before the former government’s ill-fated project, which
it really botched, would have been done.
I conclude by saying that the Andrews Labor
government will get on with business. It is getting on
with it. It is delivering. In less than 100 days the
government has done, and is about to do, more than the
former government did in four years. The former
government did not do much in four years. Can
members opposite name one single project that was
announced, commissioned and completed in their own
right? Name one!
Honourable members interjecting.

Mr MELHEM — Let us blame the unions. Let us
blame the workers, bash the workers. Opposition
members are very good at bashing the workers in this
country. Without the workers, we are nothing.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MELHEM — I conclude by saying that unlike
the Liberal government, the Andrews Labor
government is not afraid of releasing a business case. It
is not afraid of facing the people and respecting their
opinion, unlike the opposition, which would probably
not have elections if it had its way. It would probably
not allow voters to vote a government in or out. You
might as well have a dictatorship. But on this side we
respect democracy, we respect the right of people to
have a say about who governs this state and to pass
judgement on performance. The Victorian people have
passed judgement on the opposition’s performance,
which is why it is not in government anymore. We
know that Victoria will pass judgement on this
government’s performance in four years time or
thereabouts. Over the next four years the government
intends to deliver some real projects that will have real
benefit for Victorians.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — As this house
is aware, I am a man of charity and compassion. I am
feeling very charitable and compassionate towards
Mr Melhem because he has been dealt a rough deal
today. He has been dealt a rough deal by the leaders of
the Labor Party because they know his background in
supporting the east–west link project. Mr Melhem has
left the chamber. Out the door he goes. It is the most
exercise he has had in a year. He is out of here!
The leadership of the ALP is aware that Mr Melhem
was — and I hazard a guess that he still is — a very
strong supporter of the east–west link when he was
state secretary of the Australian Workers Union
(AWU), one of the people who ran the Labor Party.
He has taken a few steps back but he is hopeful of
getting his status back at some stage. We all
remember the statement he put out when he was
state secretary of the AWU saying, ‘Build the
thing’. You would think he was a Liberal MP from
the eastern suburbs. He was saying to build the
thing. We remember that very well. Here he is today
being thrown the job of trying to defend what the
ALP has done on the issue of the east–west link and
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putting up some sort of argument in support of some
mysterious beast called the West Gate distributor.
I would be tempted to say — and I will clean my
speech up a bit — that today Mr Melhem has been
chomping on a fertiliser sandwich. I do not think there
is a lot of bread in that sandwich. I feel sorry for him
because of the job he has been given, and I can
understand why his heart was clearly not in it. I can
only wish him better luck next time, because the
arguments he put forward today were second rate, to
say the very least. It is being very generous to describe
them as being second rate.
We were told by the Premier before the election and
then again after the election that this mysterious beast
called the West Gate distributor was shovel ready. I do
not know what the Premier’s definition of ‘shovel
ready’ is, but I have a fair idea of what the Premier is
shovelling, and it is not entirely unrelated to what is in
Mr Melhem’s sandwich. In fact he can shovel as much
as he likes, he ain’t going to build no roads anywhere
with that sort of material! But he will no doubt continue
down that path.
I have a very genuine interest in seeing this motion
pass. In fact I think this is a crucial motion, because it
will hopefully answer a question that I and the people in
Western Metropolitan Region have — namely, what
the hell is the West Gate distributor? We have seen a
few drawings, animated depictions and suggestions of
what it might be and where it might go, but it is all
airy-fairy and pie in the sky, quite literally. Nobody
quite knows what it is. I am hoping that if this motion is
passed — and I am very hopeful that it will be
passed — we will be able to find that out, that these
documents will enable us to learn what this beast called
the West Gate distributor is. Nobody actually seems to
know, and that includes the members of the
government.
This motion will enable us to know what the beast —
the West Gate distributor — will do. At the moment I
am not sure. The government tells us it will take
5000 trucks off the West Gate Bridge and extend its life
for evermore. So eternal life for the West Gate Bridge
and the removal of 5000 trucks a day from the West
Gate Bridge — —
Mrs Peulich — And where are they going to go?
Mr FINN — That is the next question,
Mrs Peulich — where will those trucks go, and who
will this project impact upon the most? Will this
project make traffic worse in the inner west? I have
been dealing with people in Yarraville and Footscray
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for quite some time, and I was very excited about the
east–west link, because apart from the fact that it
would ease congestion on the West Gate, Tullamarine
and Calder freeways, at long last we had a solution
for the truck problem in the inner west of
Melbourne — at long last Francis Street would be
truck free, trucks would be out of Footscray and those
people suffering in the inner west of Melbourne
would be free of the nightmare of trucks in the inner
west.
Of course Labor got in, and it scrapped the east–west
link. I understand that as we speak the Premier is still
trying to rip up the contract — —
Mr Ramsay — And 7000 jobs.
Mr FINN — Indeed, 7000 jobs; we will get to the
jobs a little bit later on, Mr Ramsay, but that is a really
important point.
But I really want to concentrate on the impact that this
West Gate distributor will have, because we had one
option that would have solved the truck problem in the
west, but these 5000 trucks that will allegedly be
removed from the West Gate Bridge will have to go
somewhere. You just cannot make 5000 trucks
disappear. I do not care how many votes you win an
election by or how clever you are; you just cannot make
trucks disappear. They have to go somewhere, and it
seems to me that they will be going through the inner
west.
We have a situation where places like Francis Street
in Yarraville are already overburdened with trucks,
and they will have more. That is just so typical of
how the Labor Party treats the western suburbs of
Melbourne. That is something we have come to
expect. I recall that in the 2010 election campaign the
slogan ‘Labor neglects the west’ was used to great
effect. The truth is that Labor does indeed neglect the
west. The slogan resonated with the people of the
western suburbs, because everybody in the western
suburbs knows that Labor neglects the west of
Melbourne. There are no greater examples of that
than the scrapping of the east–west link and the
adoption of this weird and unknown beast called the
West Gate distributor.
Then of course we have the added question of how
much this will cost. Mr Melhem went on at some length
about how it was necessary to get the federal
government to kick in even though apparently the
project had previously been entirely funded. I had a bit
of trouble following what Mr Melhem had to say on
that. It is either fully funded or you need federal
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government funds; it is one or the other. But if we as a
state are going to put our hand out to Canberra for some
money, we should do it pretty quickly, because there
has already been a $180 million blowout in the cost of
this project before one sod of dirt has been turned. So if
we want to get money out of Canberra, or indeed if
Canberra wants to give us money, it had better happen
quickly, before the project cost blows out some more,
because we know what Labor’s record on major
projects is — if you can call this a major project — and
if anyone thinks this one is going to be any different,
clearly they are wrong.
This has already blown out. We need to know; we need
the documents to know exactly how much this project
will cost. We do not want to go down the path of the
last Labor government in this state which gave us a
whole range of projects that were way over budget and
way beyond schedule and — as the desalination plant
has turned out — entirely useless. We do not want that,
but unfortunately, when you look at Labor’s record,
that is inevitably what it will give us.
Mr Melhem kept using the word ‘consultation’. He said
that he would be very keen to consult — —
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr FINN — I think it might have been
tongue-in-cheek, Mr Ramsay. I have to say I laughed
myself fit to burst because, quite frankly, to say that the
Labor Party has consulted anybody on this project is a
total nonsense; it is an absolute, total nonsense. Nobody
knows what this project is, nobody knows what it does
and nobody knows who it will impact. There has been
no consultation, so for Mr Melhem to get up here and
say, ‘We have consulted’ is just ridiculous; it is
absolutely ridiculous. He got up here and said, ‘We will
sit down and we will talk to the councils’. No, Labor
will not talk to the councils; it will tell the councils
what to do because with the exception of Maribyrnong
it is in total control.
I will give you an example. Wyndham City Council ran
a campaign — surprise, surprise! — in the months
leading up to the state election last year. ‘Get
Wyndham moving’ it said. Many hundreds of
thousands of dollars were spent on this particular
campaign. I understand the entire campaign was
$2 million all up, which seems to me to be an amazing
waste of ratepayers money, but that is nothing new for
Wyndham council, I have to say, or indeed any Labor
council because nobody wastes money quite like Labor.
It has two things that it is good at — one is wasting
money and the other is stuffing things up. We have to
bear that in mind.
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Wyndham council ran this campaign. You would
have thought that if it was fair dinkum about getting
Wyndham moving, it would be throwing its support
wholeheartedly behind the east–west link. Oh, no, not
a chance! It made some sort of obscure reference
somewhere to the fact that, yes, it did support the
east–west link, because it could not have done
otherwise. Anybody who is serious about removing
the traffic congestion problem in the western suburbs
has to support the east–west link. Anybody who
wants to be seen as serious about removing the traffic
problem in the western suburbs has to be a supporter
of the east–west link.
So Wyndham council — controlled by the Labor
Party — made that obscure reference to its support for
the east–west link but then went on a campaign to
attack the Liberal Party, which was, strangely enough,
proposing and supporting the east–west link. Talk about
having six of one and half a dozen of the other! But that
is what we have come to expect from some councils out
in the west, and unfortunately some councils in the east
and indeed some in regional and rural areas.
I say to Wyndham council that if it was fair dinkum
about looking after the people of Wyndham, if it was
fair dinkum about removing the problems that the
people of Wyndham face, it would have supported the
east–west link. I heard on the radio this morning that
there was a prang at Laverton this morning on the
inbound freeway and the traffic was again banked up
almost to Geelong. This is not unusual; this is almost
becoming a daily event. If the Wyndham council and
the Labor Party were fair dinkum about fixing the
problem, they would be throwing their wholehearted
support behind the east–west link.
But the Wyndham council did not. It was playing
politics with ratepayers money. It has to be said that
this government is doing exactly the same because
the Andrews government — or the Andrews
opposition, as it was then — opposed and promised to
scrap the east–west link for one reason and one
reason alone, and that was to save a few seats in the
inner city of Melbourne. That only partially worked,
it has to be said.
The Labor Party felt the heat of the Greens in its inner
city Assembly seats. It felt the heat of the Greens in
Melbourne, it felt the heat of the Greens in Richmond,
it felt the heat of the Greens in Brunswick and indeed it
even felt the heat of the Greens in Prahran. Indeed we
felt the heat of the Greens in Prahran as well. But you
have to remember that those members in Brunswick,
Richmond and Melbourne are all members of the
Socialist Left faction and they have a factional alliance
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with Dodgy Dan — I am sorry, I mean with the
Premier. I am sorry, Acting President; one should not
refer to the Premier as ‘Dodgy Dan’ because that would
be unparliamentary, and that is not something that I
would ever — —
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr FINN — I would not call him Dictaphone Dan
either, Mr Ramsay, or anything similar, because that
would be grossly unparliamentary But it has to be said
that a lot of people in the electorate are referring to him
in those terms, and I am quick to bring them into line,
as you would understand.
But that is what all this is about. It is about sandbagging
the Premier’s political base; it is about saving a handful
of seats in the inner city of Melbourne — and to hell
with the outer west of Melbourne, to hell with the
people of Wyndham, to hell with the people of Melton,
to hell with the people of Hume. Labor has never cared
about the west of Melbourne, and yet again it is
showing it does not care. It just does not care.
This western diversion, the western distributor, is more
of a diversion than a distributor. While the Premier, or
the then opposition leader, was trying to save a few
seats in the inner city of Melbourne, he was being
accused of all sorts of things by people in the west —
and understandably so. I recall being at the footy at
Werribee one day. It was just after the then opposition
leader announced he would scrap the east–west link. I
can assure members that if Mr Andrews had been at the
football at Chirnside Park, Werribee, on that particular
day, they would have strung him up.
Mr Morris — He would not have got out.
Mr FINN — He would not have got out; Mr Morris
is spot on. They were absolutely ropeable. Clearly the
message got back to the then opposition leader and the
Labor Party that its base — which it likes to take for
granted, likes to call its own and in fact likes to believe
it owns — was unhappy with the decision. Labor
decided it would throw the west a bone. The trouble is
there is no meat on this bone. This is the boniest bone
you have ever come across. My dog would not eat off
this bone. This is just a pathetic attempt at subterfuge. It
is a pathetic attempt to say, ‘We are actually caring
about the western suburbs’. In fact, we know that they
do not.
This morning we saw gridlock on the West Gate
Freeway, the Tullamarine Freeway and certain sections
of the Calder Freeway, and we will see the same thing
tomorrow morning, the morning after that and every
morning. Does anybody seriously suggest the western
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distributor will do a single thing to solve that? We need
to pass this motion, because thousands of people will be
stuck in traffic coming in from the west and north-west
of Melbourne tomorrow, and they want answers. They
are entitled to answers, just as this Parliament is entitled
to answers. They are the people who were sold a pup at
the last election. They were sold more than a pup; they
were sold a dog of a project. This one is a real woofer.
They want to know what it is about. They want to know
how it will affect them. These documents will enable us
to inform them what is going on, and I urge the house
to pass this motion at the first opportunity.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
actually live in West Footscray and my office is in
Seddon. I use these roads — Moore Street, Francis
Street, Somerville Road and Barkly Street — that are
profoundly affected by the 21 000 truck movements
that come through Footscray every day. I am a little
surprised by this motion — though we will support it
because we support documents motions — because I
did not notice that the former Liberal-Nationals
government cared particularly about people in the inner
west during the last Parliament. I called upon the
former Minister for Health on a number of occasions to
do studies, particularly around the effect of diesel fumes
on children whose school is on Somerville Road, and
the minister did not seem to think there was any
concern. That said to me that there was no great
concern from the previous government about children,
especially those from the inner west. There are
21 000 truck movements through Footscray a day, and
the previous Liberal-Nationals government did not deal
with that issue.
I do not support the east–west link. If it were such a
fantastic project, I would have thought the previous
government would have released the business case. It
would have told us exactly where it was going to go. It
would have told us how many houses in West
Footscray would have been acquired. It would have
told us which neighbourhoods would be profoundly
affected. It would have told us if there was going to be
an open cut, if it was going to be an elevated road and
where the tunnel was going to be. None of those things
seemed to matter very much to the previous
government, and that goes a lot to its total disregard for
the west.
While the Greens support this motion, we also have a
number of major concerns with the West Gate
distributor. We support it in principle, but I have written
to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety about our
concerns. Unfortunately we have had no response from
the minister to the letter which was sent on 3 February.
It says:
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The Greens welcome Labor’s commitment to the West Gate
distributor and to reducing the impact of freight trucks
travelling through Melbourne’s inner west. As you can
imagine, at this stage we, along with the community, are
awaiting the details of the project to be provided by the
government to ensure it delivers the best outcome from the
community as a whole.
Some of the questions we have are:
Will the West Gate distributor be tolled?
Will the West Gate distributor carry both trucks and
cars?
Will the government implement a ban on truck traffic
(aside from local delivery) on local streets in the city of
Maribyrnong once the West Gate distributor is built?
How will the ramps remove 5000 trucks per day from
the West Gate Bridge?
What will stage 2 of the West Gate distributor look like?
Will it differ from the VicRoads preferred route detailed
in the truck action plan?
When will stage 2 details be publicly available?
Will the government complete the federation bike trail
as part of this project?
Will the government create bike lane/path connections
along Napier Street, between Footscray Road and
Buckley Street as part of this project?
Will the government improve bike and pedestrian
lanes/paths in other areas, such as across Shepherd
Bridge, as part of the project?
What measures will be in place to protect the Stony
Creek from potential environmental impacts and
enhance the environmental integrity?
When will affected residents and businesses be informed
of acquisition plans?
What processes and practices will you adopt to
meaningfully consult with, inform and reduce the impact
on the local community, and particularly those directly
affected by acquisitions and construction?
Will you be implementing best practice measures in
noise mitigation on the completed road?
Will the government develop a best practice approach to
vegetating along the road to improve the local amenity?
We would like to meet to discuss these matters.

Obviously we would like to meet with Mr Donnellan
on this matter and, as I have said, we have had neither a
meeting nor any contact from the minister’s office,
which I find quite disturbing considering that the letter
was sent on 3 February.
While the Greens will be supporting this motion, I find
it quite surprising that this motion has been put forward
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given that the previous government refused to release
the business case, refused to tell us what would happen
in the western section and would not tell us which
houses were going to be acquired, what our
neighbourhoods would look like and whether it would
be an open-cut project. The government did not seem to
care enough about all of those major and profound
things to tell people, especially communities in the
western suburbs.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — One point I will
quibble with the previous speaker on is her describing
this motion as a documents motion; I would describe it
as being more of a fishing expedition. Indeed I think a
couple of the previous speakers might have had a few
flies in their caps and brought a reel or two into the
chamber when they randomly started casting about.
Although there are very few matters on which I would
agree with the commonwealth government, one is that
the super-trawler should be banned from Australian
waters. I am thinking of asking the federal government
to ban the operation of super-trawlers in this state as
well as from the sea surrounding some of the Australian
continent, because I think what the opposition is
basically doing at the moment is casting a net so wide
that it is a little bit ridiculous to imagine that some of its
members’ crocodile tears around public policy are
genuine. What those opposite are really looking to do is
try to randomly get any document they can and use it
for political purpose, and in the process they are trying
to impede the development of good policy.
I will start my contribution with what it is that
constitutes solid process in the development of a capital
spend and solid process in the development of the
design and implementation of a major infrastructure
project. In so doing government members can answer
this question that has been put forward to us, and I think
answer it quite clearly in the negative.
Transparency is a worthwhile starting point in
developing major capital expenditure projects and
major infrastructure projects, and I think everybody in
this chamber would agree with that. We start with
transparency and wanting to have documents on the
public record, but I think we need to dig a bit deeper
than that. We need to work out at what point documents
become publicly available in order for a process to be
workable and in the public interest.
Let us start with some of the processes that already
exist in our toolkit, processes that I imagine are broadly
agreed with across this house. One is the gateway
review process, which is applicable to major capital
spends, not just public-private partnerships (PPPs) but
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capital spends across all portfolios. One of the key
elements of the gateway process is to identify
high-value and high-risk projects. The identification of
those projects is critical, and the gateway process has a
number of thresholds that make sense in terms of
digging deeper into projects where taxpayers interests
are at risk. Where projects meet certain thresholds of
either being high value, for example, over $100 million
total expected investment, or high risk — many IT
projects would fall into that category for example —
then certain gateways will have to be met.
There are six gates for the standard gateway process.
They include such things as a planning day, a number
of key decision points and a four-day review which
involves stakeholders. Here is a process which involves
working through a capital spend, and this could be
across any portfolio, and I think everybody in this
house would agree with this process.
Another process that we have put in place for various
capital spends is the Partnerships Victoria guidelines
and the other processes around Partnerships Victoria
projects. These have been developed by governments
from both sides over the last two decades and more.
Those guidelines involve a number of protections for
taxpayers. They also involve balancing a number of
interests, such as transparency on the one hand and
protecting taxpayers interests on the other. Then there is
a whole range of planning, environmental and other
requirements. A whole range of processes are already in
place in government for major capital expenditure
projects and infrastructure projects.
In developing optimal processes one needs to balance a
number of at times competing objectives. Firstly, there
would be a rigorous project evaluation and, secondly,
risk management. Risk management can be a critical
element of PPPs where risk management is inherent in
contract design, but it might be relevant for other types
of projects as well, such as design and construction
projects where there is inherent project risk which
government needs to be aware of. That is where we go
back to things like gateway processes, where projects
that might be delivered by government itself need to
have risks assessed up-front and then managed
throughout the project. Thirdly, there is protecting
taxpayers interests, which has to be one of the key
guiding objectives of any process, and fourthly,
transparency.
As I said, I think that all of us in this house value
transparency, but it is only one of a number of
objectives. We need project evaluation in order to
achieve maximum public policy benefit, risk
management, protection of taxpayers interests and
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transparency. Usually these different objectives are in
alignment, but sometimes they are not. For example,
transparency and optimal public policy development
may not be in alignment at the very early stages of a
project. That is why we have the cabinet-in-confidence
process.
I imagine everybody in this chamber agrees with the
concept of the cabinet-in-confidence in principle. It is
there to foster full and frank discussion and the capacity
for a government to evaluate the full range of options at
the early stages of a project. Here we have different
objectives which might potentially be intention,
transparency and maximising public policy benefit.
Another objective might be transparency and protecting
taxpayers interests, which we have discussed a number
of times over the last couple of sitting weeks in this
place. Objectives can be at odds at different points in
the procurement process, so we need to develop a
process that appropriately balances all of these different
guiding objectives. That is why this government is
committed to Infrastructure Victoria, because that is the
way it will put in place an overarching process for
infrastructure projects across the different portfolios,
respecting the four different guidelines and allowing the
government to balance those guidelines in a way that
maximises benefits for taxpayers.
Establishing Infrastructure Victoria will establish a
much-needed process for evaluating major
infrastructure projects and seeing them through the
process, from policy design through to implementation
and delivery. It is critical that we look at it from a
holistic perspective, because we are behind when it
comes to evaluating projects in a holistic way. We are
behind other jurisdictions in Australia, and we are
behind other comparable jurisdictions globally. It is
telling that New South Wales has had Infrastructure
New South Wales (INSW) for some time now. INSW
is now in its second iteration of a multi-decade plan for
that state’s infrastructure. It is telling that INSW is on
the second iteration of something we have not had a
first iteration of.
The commonwealth has had Infrastructure Australia for
well over five years now, and it has been working
towards developing processes for a national
infrastructure pipeline for some time. We need to catch
up to these other jurisdictions. We can look at
developments overseas. The Obama administration’s
Building America’s Infrastructure was an initiative
which was to bring together nine major agencies and
move towards a whole-of-government process.
Everybody is moving in this direction except Victoria.
After four years of inaction, we had a hodgepodge of ad
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hoc processes for projects which either were never
going to be delivered or were going to be delivered for
very low public benefit. We had plenty of fake tickets
and Monopoly money being handed out but no real
projects. We need to move towards a process where
projects are evaluated in a rigorous way from the very
beginning of the policy development stage right
through to implementation.
This will also provide far more certainty for external
stakeholders, which is critical given so many projects in
Victoria in this modern era involve external stakeholder
participation in delivering the project, financing the
project or using the infrastructure. It is critical that we
move towards an organisation such as Infrastructure
Victoria, with a best-practice and whole-of-government
perspective on infrastructure delivery.
Establishing an organisation such as Infrastructure
Victoria will enable Victoria’s infrastructure program to
dovetail better with other jurisdictions, in particular the
commonwealth. So many projects will have to be
delivered with cooperation between those two levels of
government and, in some cases, between all three
levels. Dovetailing with Infrastructure Australia and the
national pipeline that it is going to establish will require
an organisation such as Infrastructure Victoria.
We need a body like that to develop a proper process.
As I have alluded to, that process will involve
transparency, but it will not involve the disclosure of all
documents at all times. There are going to be times
when some documents in a process will not be
appropriately disclosed. As I have already mentioned,
one of those times is when there is consideration of
options at a very early stage. I think everybody in this
chamber would agree with the broad
cabinet-in-confidence concept, so clearly where there is
early consideration of a range of options, it would be
appropriate for that process to play out in a way that
respects the capacity of the cabinet to have full and
frank discussions.
Another stage of the process at which full disclosure of
documents may not be possible at all times, or the
disclosure of documents might need to be delayed until
an appropriate time, is the procurement of certain
services. This does not necessarily have to be limited to
public-private partnerships; it could be in alliances or
during a design and construct process. There could be
all sorts of processes where disclosure of certain
documents might need to be held up for certain reasons.
One example might be where there are repeat
transactions, where it would not be in the taxpayers
interests to flag the government’s willingness to pay for
certain types of services. Where that is the case, it
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would not be appropriate to disclose documents
publicly while other transactions related to a current
transaction are in the pipeline. That would be standard
practice in the private sector. Should the government be
involved in procuring certain services, it would have to
bear in mind that there might be circumstances where a
certain document might be commercial in confidence
and need to be withheld for a certain time to protect
taxpayers interests.
Another example is counterparty concerns in relation to
privacy. Some information might have to be held back
for a certain time where not to do so would scare
private sector parties away from a particular part of a
process and reduce competitive tension.
These are broad principles. As I said earlier,
transparency is important, but where the government is
involved in procuring services, and clearly that is the
case with this project, there are instances where it is not
in the interests of taxpayers to put every document into
the public sphere as soon as it is created. We have to
balance the different objectives when working out how
to proceed optimally with major projects. There are
exceptions to the general principle of disclosure that
need to be examined on a case-by-case basis. We have
issued an expression of interest for the project. We are
in the midst of some sensitive procurement aspects, and
we need to bear that in mind when we think about what
we put on the public record.
In terms of the project, we have already heard a number
of valuable contributions outlining its key benefits.
Clearly it will be very valuable to take trucks off the
West Gate Bridge — 5000 trucks a day will be taken
off as a result of the project. It will improve safety, it
will improve the productivity of the freight industry and
it will improve the capacity of the West Gate Freeway.
It is important to improve the capacity and utilisation of
existing assets. We have a huge transport network
already in place and we need to build on that network,
but we also need to more efficiently utilise what we
have. That will be where we get the biggest bang for
our buck in general.
The West Gate distributor project is a classic example
of a project that produces far greater benefits across the
network as a whole than we see from the marginal
addition of the project itself. It will produce significant
advantages to the surrounding suburbs. It will produce
significant advantages to the freight industry, which is a
critical economic industry, and it will also create
benefits right across a transport system with so many
interdependencies.
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I stress that this is not a project that has seen any cost
blowouts. We have seen an addition to its scope and a
change in costing that reflects that, but there have been
no blowouts whatsoever. What we will see in its
delivery is a project that delivers a cost-benefit ratio that
is far in excess of projects that the government is
rejecting and that the voters in the state rejected.
We have a major project which is being delivered
according to a process that is respectful of the
competing objectives of any sensible delivery of a
major project. It will be delivered with rigorous
evaluation and a very solid public policy case. The
project will be delivered with solid risk management, in
a way that protects taxpayers interests, and in a way that
is appropriately transparent. But we will not put every
document on the table as soon as it is produced if it is
not in the interests of Victorian taxpayers. I recommend
that the chamber does not support the motion.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I appreciate
the opportunity to speak on the motion to produce
documents in relation to the West Gate distributor
project. I listened attentively to Mr Mulino’s
contribution. It was not surprising that he spent a
considerable time advocating the case for Infrastructure
Victoria, more so than he did in relation to the
document motion. It came to me that perhaps he was
doing a little bit of freewheeling given his past
occupation as adviser to Steve Bracks, John Lenders
and Bill Shorten. His speech sounded more like an
advisory-type contribution than it did a member’s
contribution. I have some sympathy with Mr Mulino in
that a mechanism to allow infrastructure projects to
have some long-term non-political interference
planning is a good thing, and Infrastructure Australia
has proven that such a vehicle — that is, a state-based
infrastructure organisation — would enhance some of
the long-term planning we have to do, particularly in
road and rail infrastructure.
So far as I know, Infrastructure Victoria is not
running at this stage, and we have what I believe to be
a bandaid solution to removing congestion on the
West Gate Bridge and, to a larger extent, the West
Gate Freeway. In government we offered an
alternative to remove congestion from the West Gate
Freeway and the West Gate Bridge in the proposed
east–west link. While some of my parliamentary
colleagues were getting very excited about the fact
that the eastern part of the east–west link was a
priority for them, for me it was the west link that was
a more urgent need to remove congestion on the
bridge, and I said that many times both within the
party room and in the public arena. Even our friend
Mr Pallas, who is now the Treasurer, said in 2012 that
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it was imperative to proceed with the west link, a
second river crossing to reduce dependence on the
bridge, and I concur with his statement.
The West Gate Freeway opened in 1971 and the bridge
was completed in 1978. The growth in vehicle
movements across the bridge has increased by about
2.1 per cent annually. In 2008 there were
180 000 vehicle movements a day. In 2015 we see just
over 202 000 vehicle movements a day on the bridge.
There is no doubt that we have a problem with the
amount of traffic on the West Gate Bridge and the West
Gate Freeway. I suffer that every day as I travel up to
Melbourne from my home in outer Geelong. I
invariably get stuck on the freeway approaching the
bridge at about 6.30 a.m. for about 55 minutes.
That is very unproductive and inefficient, so I can only
have sympathy for small businesses and transport
operators that are caught in the quagmire of congestion
at the West Gate Freeway and bridge, where they are
losing money by the minute because of the inefficient
traffic flow. We need to do something, and it is my
view that a second river crossing should be this
government’s priority, as it was the coalition
government’s priority to try to find an alternative river
crossing.
However, today’s motion is about the provision of
documents, and I congratulate Ms Wooldridge on
pursuing this motion. We have been criticised for the
lack of a business plan in relation to the east–west link.
It is interesting that Mr Mulino spent some time telling
us why, because of confidentiality and sensitivity
issues, on certain occasions the government should
have the option not to produce certain documents
regarding infrastructure projects. One minute he is
criticising the government of the day for not producing
documents, and the next he is providing a defence as to
why the government of the day should not be producing
documents. It is a bit like having your cake and eating it
too. I am sure that we can debate that down the track.
The issue I want to take up today is in relation to
commentary made by the Andrews government. I
suspect that is why this motion was brought forward in
the manner it was. I remind the chamber that on
15 September 2014 Labor announced the plan to
release the expression of interest (EOI) on the entire
West Gate distributor project by Australia Day 2015.
The now Premier, the Honourable Daniel Andrews,
was quoted as saying:
Labor’s West Gate distributor is ready to go …

In other words, it was shovel ready. On 21 January
2015 the Premier announced the release of an EOI for
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only minor works, including traffic lights on Footscray
Road, which accounted for only $40 million of the total
half-a-billion-dollar project. The project was also some
3 kilometres away from the West Gate Freeway itself.
It was not shovel ready, and the EOI did not provide the
sort of detail that Mr Andrews claimed it would in
September last year. There are concerns about what has
been said and the amount of trust that can be placed in
the government’s statements about this distributor.
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Even Craig Rowley, CEO of LeadWest, which is a
western suburbs advocacy group, has been quoted as
saying:
The West Gate Freeway and bridge, as Melbourne’s west
continues to grow —

and I talked about the annual increases of 2.1 per
cent —
isn’t going to be sufficient.

The distributor is also not supported by transport user
groups. In fact I have only heard negative comments
about what this proposed West Gate distributor will do
in terms of moving heavy vehicles off the bridge and
providing an alternative route to the port of Melbourne.
On 29 January 2015 the Herald Sun reported on a
$180 million black hole in Labor’s West Gate
distributor project. Labor tried to blame the costs on the
need to build additional lanes, but that is not the reason
for the cost blowout. The Attorney-General, Martin
Pakula, told Neil Mitchell:
… the widening of the West Gate is an alternative project …

However, Labor’s own Project 10 000 document
confirms that the $400 million to $500 million cost
already included an extra lane in each direction. That is
on page 30 of the document, so to argue that the extra
lane would cost an extra $180 million, which the
government claimed was not included in the original
costings, is a nonsense. These are more mistruths from
this government. It is no wonder that people do not
have trust in what Labor is saying about the costs
associated with this project.
Labor’s Project 10 000 boasts it will get 5000 trucks a
day off the West Gate Bridge, but the RACV’s policy
manager, Brian Negus, has questioned the detail. He
said:
Labor says it will take 5000 trucks off the West Gate Bridge
every day, but there’s no detail …

Furthermore, the RACV said:
We see this as a short-term project to reduce truck traffic in
the area, but a longer term solution is needed — and that
solution is the east–west link, integrated with the Metro Rail,
which should be built in the next 10 years.

Again the RACV says this is just a bandaid solution
that is not addressing the real problem, which is an
appropriate east–west link or, at the very least, a
western link with a second river crossing to remove
some of the congestion from the West Gate Freeway.

He is also reported as having said:
The city will fall behind its infrastructure needs …

Even the chief advocacy group LeadWest, which I
assume Labor has taken its policy from, said the
distributor is merely a short-term, bandaid solution to a
much longer term problem associated with congestion
on the bridge and the freeway itself.
Neil Chambers, the chief executive of the freight and
logistics industry group the Victorian Transport
Association said the West Gate distributor is:
… not a suitable replacement in our view for a full river
crossing that meets the Western Ring Road …

Labor members have today used local spokespersons to
support their arguments on this issue, so I will do the
same. Hobsons Bay City Council has raised many
questions about what the distributor will provide for its
ratepayers and constituents. The council claimed:
It is unclear whether the potential loss of public land in
Hobsons Bay, potential amenity impacts … and project cost
outweigh any benefits gained by the removal of trucks from
such a short section of the West Gate Freeway and Bolte
Bridge …

Even the council representing the city through which a
lot of this traffic will flow has raised concerns about the
benefits that will come from the alternate traffic flow
that the distributor will produce.
In fact a resident whose home may be compulsorily
acquired under the distributor project has been quoted
as saying:
It seems strange, if they’re starting building this in the next six
months, that no-one would speak to us.

Ms Hartland raised this issue regarding whether home
owners who will be adversely affected by this
distributor by way of compulsorily acquired property
have been consulted. No-one has been speaking to the
people who will be affected by the distributor, so it is
hardly shovel ready, as suggested by the Premier.
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Dr Darren Bennetts from Friends of Stony Creek
highlighted the contamination issues that make it
unlikely the project would be shovel ready. He said:
Undoubtedly the environmental condition of the land where
the road is proposed could be a major impediment to the
project, both in terms of time and cost …

A former WestLink community representative told
local media:
It’s a complete con on the residents of the west and … a
half-baked proposal …

I could go on, but I think the members in the chamber
are getting the flavour that hardly anyone agrees that
the West Gate distributor will provide the sorts of
benefits that have been indicated by the Andrews
government. The government is not addressing the real
problem. The real problem is congestion on the bridge
itself and the freeway, and the vital need for a second
river crossing. This is very short term and populist. It is
poor policy by the Andrews government, and that is
why it is imperative that we support this motion to
allow the documents to be placed on the record so we
have the opportunity to critically review and investigate
what has been proposed in the financial and economic
information in relation to this project. In closing, I
support the motion before the chamber this morning.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am not quite clear on the government’s position
regarding this production of documents motion in
relation to the West Gate distributor. It has been the
custom in this chamber for requests for the production
of documents to be agreed to. That was the culture and
the attitude we established when in government. What
could be released was released unless it was subject to
factors such as being commercial in confidence or
whatever. In the spirit of the Andrews government’s
commitments to reform Parliament and become an
open and accountable government, it would be
extraordinary for members opposite to oppose this
motion. This custom has worked well and has made
governments answerable to the ultimate institution that
holds executive government to account — that is, the
Parliament and this chamber. It would be a very bad
precedent and yet another lie if the government reneged
on its commitment to become an open and transparent
government or to increase openness and transparency.
On the subject of the West Gate distributor, I agree
wholeheartedly with every word spoken by Mr Finn
and Mr Ramsay. These questions need to be answered.
The claim by the government and the Premier that the
project is fully funded is clearly not the case, given that
the government has been pounding on the doors of the
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federal government to extricate it from making some
very expensive commitments and not really securing
the funds. We need to know more. Certainly the costing
of the project seems to have blown out by $180 million.
There are a lot of questions surrounding whether this
project has been fully funded and how it has been
funded.
There is enormous doubt about whether this is a
shovel-ready project. Clearly the costings highlight the
fact that in some documentation the off ramps have
been factored in, as was the case in a submission to the
federal government, and in some instances the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety, Mr Donnellan, has said that
that was not factored into the costings. The design of
the project is unclear, the costing of the project is
unclear and the funding of the project is unclear. The
benefits of the project also deserve closer scrutiny.
Obviously the government does not support the port of
Hastings project. It wants to maintain the port of
Melbourne and needs to be seen to be addressing the
heavy congestion on the West Gate Bridge, particularly
given the continued growth of the port of Melbourne,
so it needs to be seen to be doing something. As
Mr Finn said, the government promised it will take
5000 trucks off the West Gate each and every day. The
question remains: where will those trucks go? Which
local streets are going to end up having those trucks
going past the front door, day in and day out? Which
businesses are going to be impacted upon? What is
going to be the traffic route?
I note Mr Melhem said that government members
would sit down and discuss the project with councils. I
am aware that the Australian Labor Party rulebook
mandates the establishment of municipal caucuses,
where, if there are three or more members of the ALP
elected to a council, they must caucus on council
business, which is in breach of the Local Government
Act 1989, but that is what Labor does. The notion of
consultation has a very precise definition within the
Labor Party. We know what it means, but it certainly
does not involve consultation with those who will be
affected, mostly the residents and the businesses that
will be impacted by the 5000 trucks that will be
diverted into their suburbs and their streets as part of the
West Gate distributor.
In closing, there are so many questions, so many
inconsistencies and so much doubt about the entire
project that I have no doubt this has been developed on
the fly. This government would be struggling to find a
shovel-ready project.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
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Mrs PEULICH — We have filled the holes that
Labor left in this state over many years. In 1992 it
bankrupted the state, and it took us until 1999 to get it
back. Yet again in 4 years Labor expected us to do what
it could not do in 11 years, and now it is trying to claim
the high moral ground and say that it can do it in
100 days, but pigs will fly.
The Labor Party has never been able to deliver on its
promises. Its ability to manage money has been proven
a failure. Its ability to manage projects has been proven
a failure. This chamber is exercising its authority to
scrutinise promises that have been made. We need to
see these documents, which is why I urge everyone to
support this motion, particularly the government, which
is committed to reform of the Parliament in order to
make it more open and accountable.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
The issues have been well canvassed in the debate, so I
do not intend my summing up to be extended other than
to say that the contribution from those opposite
underlines the reason this production of documents
motion is so vital and why we need this information to
validate the repeated claims that the project is shovel
ready — it will show us the evidence.
Though Mr Melhem did not mention it, Mr Mulino said
that the government will be opposing this motion. As
Mrs Peulich said, that is a very unusual step from a
government that is claiming greater transparency and
accountability. I strongly encourage the government not
to take that step but to commit to the release of
documents, which is consistent with its broader
commitments to the operation of the Parliament and in
particular in relation to this motion to table documents
on the West Gate distributor. We need the documents
because we need to know what studies have been done
and we need to know who has been consulted. We need
to know what the genuine costs are because it appears
that there are significant blowouts already. We need to
know what will actually be achieved compared to what
is being claimed by the government.
This is a reasonable request for a set of documents, and
providing them will recognise the primacy of this
Parliament to be able to make a request of this nature. I
strongly encourage the government and the house to
support this motion.
Motion agreed to.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I call on Ms Pennicuik to move her motions 29 and 55.
I advise the house that Ms Pennicuik has been
authorised to move both motions cognately so that
members may debate both motions at one time.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, Acting President, and I congratulate you on
your elevation to the position of Acting President, a
position I enjoyed very much during the previous two
terms. I am very happy to pass the baton to you.
I move:
(1) That this house requires the Leader of the Government
to table in the Legislative Council by Tuesday,
17 March 2015, the contract, in full, signed by the
Napthine government to host the F1 grand prix in
Melbourne from 2016 to 2020.

I advise members that the motion has been amended
this morning to change the date on which the contract
should be tabled. The date previously read yesterday’s
date and has now been changed to read 17 March. That
is the only amendment to that particular motion.
I also move:
(2) That this house calls on the government to require the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation to undertake and
publish, by 16 March 2015 —
(1) an accurate figure of total attendances for the 2015
Formula 1 Australian Grand Prix to be held in
Melbourne from 12 to 15 March 2015, inclusive;
and
(2) a full and accurate count of daily attendance,
including a full and accurate breakdown of
attendance at the event by —
(a) paid general admission;
(b) grandstand and corporate suites;
(c) complimentary or free admission, including
attendance by all classes of accredited
attendees including media, officials, race
teams and all other event staff; and
(d) the number of free passes issued but not used.

I thank all members of the Council for allowing me to
move these two motions and debate them cognately,
because they are clearly related. I had been planning to
move the first motion regarding the contract in the
previous sitting week during general business, but I was
not able to do so because we ran out of time. I thought
it would be good if I could move it this week as well as
my motion regarding the counting of attendance.

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
344

COUNCIL

I am not intending to spend a great deal of time on these
motions today. For the benefit of new members of the
Council and of the Parliament, I have raised the issue of
the grand prix in the past, particularly the secrecy
around the cost of the race to the Victorian taxpayer and
the fact that the grand prix has never been required to
accurately list its attendance figures on a day-by-day
basis or in totality across the four days of the event. It
has been widely reported in the media by both
commentators and people who are watching that the
estimated attendances of that event are an
overestimation. Save Albert Park, of which I was a
member way back when, participated in the counting of
attendance by sitting next to the entrance gates and
physically counting the people who went in. Those
counts always produced smaller figures than those
released by the Australian Grand Prix Corporation.
I would go so far as to say that some of the figures
released by the Australian Grand Prix Corporation
regarding the number of attendees at the event are
completely beyond belief. Footage shows, for example,
that on the first day, which is basically trials et cetera,
hardly anyone attends the event — the people number
in the hundreds. That means the attendance figures the
grand prix corporation claims are for four days are
really only for three days. A finite number of people
can fit into the general admission area and the
grandstands. The number of people the grand prix
corporation claims has attended over the years does not
fit with the number of people who could have actually
fit into those admission areas over three days.
In August last year the then Premier and the then
Minister for Tourism and Major Events, Ms Asher, the
member for Brighton in the other place, announced that
the government had secured — I love the word
‘secured’ — the Formula One grand prix for
Melbourne for another five years, as if that was ever
really in doubt. There was a lot of song and dance and
pantomime about tough negotiations with Formula One
supremo Bernie Ecclestone, who pockets a large
amount of taxpayer money every year, to come up with
a better deal than has been the case in the past.
We know, for example, that the first grand prix cost the
taxpayer about $1.7 million. Over the last five or six
years it has been around a $50 million loss to the
taxpayer every year. Six years with an average loss per
year of $50 million is $300 million. When I was
speaking on a similar motion in 2012 I put the estimate
at about $500 million. Save Albert Park group
economists, who track the event every year,
conservatively estimate that the grand prix has cost
$630 million to run since its inception. If we assume, as
everybody does, that it will probably cost taxpayers
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$50 million a year for the next five years, that is another
$250 million, which comes to $880 million in total. I
would suggest that that is a conservative estimate. For
many years I have said that I expect the grand prix, over
its 25 years to 2020, to cost taxpayers around $1 billion.
By any measure that is too much money to be spending
on a car race that lasts four days per year and has very
limited audiences here and overseas. We should be
thinking seriously about any more money going into
that event.
The contract has been kept secret ever since the race
was first hosted in Melbourne. In August last year the
Napthine government again signed a contract which it
says has to be kept secret and is commercial in
confidence. It used the spurious reason that other
Australian cities are vying for the event. I would be
surprised if any other Australian cities would want to
sign up for a $50 million budgetary loss every year.
This is a cognate debate, and the other motion we are
looking at requires the Australian Grand Prix
Corporation to count the number of people who attend
the event. Dr Napthine last year said:
Formula One is a key pillar of Victoria’s major sporting
events strategy. This calendar is unrivalled worldwide,
commencing with the Australian tennis open and Asian
football cup in January, followed by the ICC Cricket World
Cup in February, the Formula One Australian grand prix in
March, the AFL final series and the Spring Racing Carnival.

These are the major events, but only one event there
does not count its attendees. The tennis, the football, the
cricket and the races all accurately count the number of
attendees. Those who have been at the tennis or the
cricket — the test matches and the world cup that is on
at the moment — would know that by about 3.00 p.m.
big figures come up on the screen stating exactly how
many people are at the MCG or the tennis centre.
An event that swallows up so much taxpayer money
and has lost taxpayers $50 million per year in the last
five years and is set to do the same for the next five
years — that is half a billion dollars in those two
five-year periods — cannot afford the approximately
$200 per entrance turnstile per day in order to
accurately count the number of its attendees? Event
organisers could be even more modern and use
barcodes and scanners like other events. Apparently,
however, this is beyond the affordability of the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation.
The reality is that the corporation does not want people
to know that there are a lot fewer people at the event
than is claimed. As my motion suggests, a lot of the
people who are counted as attendees are in fact called
accredited attendees. They are part of the pit crews or
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the race teams or they are other event staff. People are
also counted many times; for example, people who
attend every day are counted again and again. A lot of
double counting goes on. I commend these two motions
to the house in the spirit of transparency. The
government has said that it is committed to openness,
honesty and transparency, so it should release this
contract to the people of Victoria. For an event that gets
so much support from taxpayers, its organisers should
at least be honest about how many people attend over
the four days it is held.
People clearly know that I am not in favour of the grand
prix, but considering the rising cost of this event to the
taxpayer, I am becoming more concerned about its
continuation. Whether you support it, whether you are a
fan or whether you go to it are separate issues to the
question of whether a corporation that has an overseas
owner and is funded by taxpayers should be held to
standards of scrutiny, openness and transparency
regarding its contracts and the number of people who
attend its event every single year. That is all I am
asking for. I hope members will support these two
motions. I thank the house for allowing this cognate
debate. The two motions will be voted on separately.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
we seem to have a minister missing, and I am
wondering if he is being represented by another
minister or if he will be attending the chamber for
question time.
Mr Jennings — As a courtesy to the house, I
apologise that one of our ministers is not in attendance
at the moment. If there is any confusion about that
matter, I will take questions on behalf of any of my
colleagues. By all means, if there needs to be a default
setting, the Leader of the Opposition may ask me a
question.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr Jennings — However, in other circumstances
we will create the opportunity for the correct minister to
take the question.

Public holidays
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. In Labor’s financial statement
there is a cost to the budget over the forward estimates
of $91.51 million for the grand final public holiday and
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$45.76 million for the Easter Sunday public holiday.
What specifically are these funds being spent on?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am coming. The problem is,
as I have said in this place before, that the grand final
Friday public holiday and the Easter Sunday public
holiday are election commitments of the government.
We stick to our election commitments, unlike those
opposite, who tend to say and do anything in order to
get into government. The fact that I am here — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I think I can anticipate
a point of order from Ms Wooldridge. The minister is
heading down a slippery slope at the moment. I will
take it that he is providing some very brief context to
the answer he will give to the very specific question.
Mr SOMYUREK — In relation to the member’s
question on the cost of the grand final public holiday, I
have to say that I and the people of Australia are
bemused that members opposite keep going on about
cost while never acknowledging and never factoring in
the broader economic benefits to the state and indeed
the social benefits of government decisions. The
coalition has not yet worked out that cost is only one
factor that should drive modern-day government. The
cost is important, but it should be just one factor that
drives any modern-day government’s decision-making.
It is a combination of economic and social returns,
including things such as entrepreneurial and community
opportunities created by government decisions.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President, I
asked a very specific question about funds. These are
funds that are outlined in Labor’s financial statement,
and they are also funds outlined in the budget update.
They were twice outlined in very specific detail on a
year-by-year basis, and I have asked the minister what
they are being spent on. It is a very simple question, and
I ask you to bring the minister back to answering it.
Mr Dalidakis — On the point of order, President, I
ask you to consider that the question is out of order. It
deals with costings so it is a Treasury matter, and it
does not deal directly with the policy substance of the
minister’s portfolio.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister is
responsible for both of the public holidays, and there is
a specific provision in these financial statements to
cover some costs associated with those public holidays.
The Leader of the Opposition has sought to find out the
scope of the spending of the funds, and that specifically
is what I want to hear from the minister.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
346

COUNCIL

Mr SOMYUREK — I was getting to this.
Obviously those funds are for the loadings on the wages
and salaries of people who work for the government on
those days.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Given that the minister has now admitted that there is a
very significant cost in public sector wages and given
that it is 65 days since I first asked the question, can the
minister now specify what is the cost to the Victorian
economy of the Easter Sunday and grand final eve
public holidays?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The shadow minister was
asking about direct costs to government before, and
now she is asking about costs to government. Out there
in the public domain I have heard so much speculation
due to members opposite going around quoting figures.
If members opposite have some specific figures, they
should let us know, because they have been putting out
all these figures in the public domain. We are going
through a regulatory impact statement (RIS) process.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
the minister has had over two months to ask the
department for these figures. He also specified that they
will be fully outlined in the RIS. I believe that the work
has been done, and I ask that you, President, ask the
minister to answer the question, which is: what is the
cost to the Victorian economy of the public holidays?
The PRESIDENT — Order! Before I make a
ruling on that point of order, I indicate that there is a
photographer in the gallery. It is a
Parliament-commissioned photographer working for
the education unit. It is part of our development of
brochures and information for education materials.
Mr Dalidakis — On the point of order, President,
the member has requested a figure for the costing of a
future event that has not occurred previously, so she is
asking for a forecast. As a question she is asking for a
numeral that is certainly not within the purview of the
government to provide.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President, in
addition to Ms Wooldridge’s point of order, quite
clearly the impost of the additional public holidays has
a direct cost to government and a further cost to the
community that is of a financial nature. That was the
question. The minister should be asked to answer the
question rather than engage in attacking the opposition,
which is against standing orders.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The question is quite
specific, and I think the government is in a position to
do regulatory impact statements. As I understand it,
cabinet has impact statements on various matters that it
considers. I would have thought that an economic
impact statement was likely to be part of cabinet
documentation for certain matters, and therefore I
would think that this may be a position the minister
could advise the house on. If he cannot, then that will
be the minister’s answer.
Mr Jennings — On a point of order in relation to
this matter, President, the information may be available
at some point in time, and the minister has indicated in
his answer that there is going to be a regulatory impact
statement to be undertaken in relation to this, and in fact
the Leader of the Opposition acknowledged that in her
question. She makes an assumption — that may or may
not be correct — that the full economic analysis is
available and will be fully explored in the RIS. Indeed
that is the nature of that process, to determine the cost
structures to Victoria, both in terms of the cost benefits
and the impacts of those regulations. The minister has
volunteered that that is a process that is underway. So
there was an in-built assumption in the member’s
question that the complete information may be
available within the scope of cabinet considerations. I
draw that to the President’s and the house’s attention in
relation to a process that the Leader of the Opposition
did not ask about in her supplementary question, ‘When
is the RIS that you have referred to coming?’. She did
not ask that. She is asking for that process to be
pre-empted. That is the effect of the question.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I concur with an
interjection that you were providing an answer that we
might have expected from the minister. That was not a
point of order. It was information for the house, but we
do not really have a process to accept that sort of
information as a rule. If we did, all hell would break
loose. But that was the answer that perhaps we might
have expected from the minister.
Mr SOMYUREK — Before points of order were
raised with regard to me, I was about to say that the
Andrews government is currently undertaking — and I
have said this before — a regulatory impact statement
which includes a consultation engagement period. The
RIS process will provide insightful and meaningful
analysis, including both a qualitative and quantitative
analysis of the benefits and costs of the public holidays
for businesses and the broader community.
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Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President, I
put to you that that answer was unresponsive to the
question about the economic cost and ask you to ask the
minister to provide a written response tomorrow.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am in a difficult
position because in all truthfulness I do not regard the
minister’s answer as being as helpful as was the Leader
of the Government’s answer to the supplementary
question. Given that the minister has responsibility for
this in his portfolio, I will ask for a confirmation of the
regulatory impact statement process as a response for
tomorrow morning. It is only in respect of the
supplementary question, and essentially it is only to
confirm what Mr Jennings has provided to the house.
I also bring to the attention of the house that a former
member, Mr Tarlamis, is with us today. He is not in the
public gallery, which is the normal domicile for
revisiting members. Mr Tarlamis has been appointed a
government adviser and is therefore in the advisers box.
I do not intend to acknowledge him on every occasion
he attends the house, but we extend to him our
welcome back to the house today.

Public holidays
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. It concerns his media release of
17 February, which says that commencing this year
Easter Sunday will be a public holiday. I further note
his response to Mr Morris on 10 February when in
response to a question about public holidays he directed
Mr Morris to look at Labor’s financial statement via
Google. I note in the recurrent funding commitments
listed on page 7 of Labor’s financial statement there is
no provision — zero funds committed — in 2014–15
for the Easter Sunday public holiday. I therefore ask: is
the minister, as the minister with portfolio
responsibility for public holidays, responsible for this
omission, or has the Treasurer failed to make provision,
or is it true that public sector shiftworkers will work at
no additional salary despite your declaration of an
additional public holiday?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I come back to
Mr Dalidakis’s point of order in that I do not believe
this minister has responsibility for forward financial
estimates. The first question was totally in order
because I think the minister did have a capacity to
respond to say what that amount was to provide for.
However, in terms of forward estimates and the
allocation of funds, I do not believe that is this
minister’s responsibility as such.
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Mr Davis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! So it is for this year? I
will have a look at the question. My confusion — and I
ask for clarification on this — is that the question says:
I note in the recurrent funding commitments listed on page 7
of Labor’s financial statement there is no provision — zero
funds committed — in 2014–15 for the Easter Sunday public
holiday.

That is Mr Davis’s question, and yet if my memory
serves me right, Ms Wooldridge’s earlier question
referred to an amount.
Ms Wooldridge — Over the forward estimates.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Over the forward
estimates, so that was not for 2014–15. I will let the
question stand, but I point out that the minister may
well not be responsible for this matter.
Mr Dalidakis — On a point of order, President,
Labor’s financial statements were produced during the
election campaign. Subsequent to that we have had a
budget update provided by the Treasurer. I ask that you
rule the question out of order because the member did
not refer to the budget update statements, which are the
financial documents the government works by.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Whichever documents
we are talking about, my view is the same, that this may
well not be within the minister’s responsibility in terms
of the funds. As I said, there is a distinction between
this question, which ties the minister directly to the
funding, and Ms Wooldridge’s question, which was
that the money was there and it asked what it was being
used for. There is a distinction between those two
questions. Nonetheless, I will be attentive to the
minister’s response to see if it does line up.
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I would like to confirm that
there will be an Easter Sunday holiday this year.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, that is
clearly not — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Yes, I know. I ask
Mr Davis to proceed to the supplementary question. I
will deal with that in a moment.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Why did the
government not provide funding for the resources for
the additional costs incurred by public sector agencies
for the 2014–15 Easter Sunday public holiday, or is it
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the case that the government expects public sector
workers to work at no additional charge?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Clearly that is a question for
the Treasurer, and it has nothing to do with my
responsibilities as Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, quite
simply all ministers are responsible for their portfolio.
If they are going to make decisions within their
portfolio that will create an impost on the government,
they are responsible for the impost. If they are going to
make a decision within their ministry, where they are
responsible, and create an impost on the people, they
are responsible for that impost on the people.
Irrespective of that, the minister cannot walk away from
the responsibility for the impact his decisions will have
on both the government sector and the Victorian public.
Mr Davis — On the point of order, President, what
the minister is asking us to accept is that he has
declared a public holiday without any discussion,
dialogue or decision about whether provision will be
made for public sector funds and public sector agencies.
That is clearly, firstly, not tenable — I do not think it is
true — and secondly, clearly he does have
responsibility for that engagement across government
and into the relevant sectors.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We actually have
questions and answers, supplementary questions and
answers, but no elaboration. Does the minister wish to
add to the point of order?
Mr Somyurek — Okay, I will add to the point of
order.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It must be on the point
of order.
Mr Somyurek — I will wait for them.
Ms Wooldridge — On the point of order, President,
if that is concluded, under the standing orders that
answer was not responsive to the question, so I request
that we have a written response from the Treasurer
tomorrow, because clearly the minister is abrogating all
responsibilities in relation to funding.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President,
my point of order relates to a minister’s responsibility
in this chamber and his or her obligation to respond to a
question that was asked in this chamber within their
responsibilities and your direction, President, about
whether they adequately acquit their responsibility. I
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believe that what has been raised by the Leader of the
Opposition goes beyond the scope of that and is now
asking for not only ministers in this chamber to be
accountable within a 24-hour time frame for responsive
answers within their responsibility but a roping-in
mechanism to allow for ministers in the other place to
be subject to that expectation as well. That may have
been an unintended consequence for the Leader of the
Opposition, but I encourage you, President, to carefully
consider what you have been asked to issue a direction
on in relation to whether you wish to set a precedent
that ministers in the other chamber will be expected to
respond to questions in this chamber within 24 hours. I
suggest to you that that is beyond the spirit, the
intention and the scope of the standing and sessional
orders.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President, the
minister is responsible for the public holiday policy,
which has been adopted by the government. As
minister he has responsibility for knowing the impact of
that policy on the private sector and on the government
sector, which can be surmised through, obviously,
documents such as the budget papers. It goes without
saying that the minister should be able to provide that
information to this chamber as requested.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On Ms Wooldridge’s
point of order, I direct the minister to provide a written
answer tomorrow, because notwithstanding what the
Leader of the Government said, and I agree with the
implications as he has stated them, my problem with
Mr Somyurek’s answer to the substantive question is
that it was — and I may be paraphrasing this, but not by
very much — that there would be a public holiday on
Easter Sunday. I do not regard that as responsive in any
way to the question that was asked. Indeed had the
minister responded in a way more akin to what the
Leader of the Government suggested in some of his
remarks to the house today, then I might have been
more satisfied. But the way the minister responded to
the question was clearly not satisfactory and did not
really indicate the government’s position in respect of
the financial aspect of the Easter Sunday holiday, which
we already knew was happening.
Mr Davis — On a further point of order, President,
in response to that question the minister has implicitly
asked us to believe as a chamber that he does not have
responsibility for this policy, yet he has separately
indicated to the chamber that he has ordered a
regulatory impact statement on precisely these matters.
It seems to me that it is impossible for the minister to
argue that he is not responsible yet at the same time to
order a regulatory impact statement. There is an
inconsistency there. I ask you to turn your mind to
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whether it is possible for the minister to shirk
responsibility on one hand but order a regulatory
impact statement on the other.
Mr Somyurek — On the point of order, President,
the member’s question was about the latest financial
statement. In his question the member raised doubts as
to whether the Easter Sunday public holiday was going
ahead. Now he is talking about the regulatory impact
statement process. Clearly we made provision for the
Easter Sunday and grand final holidays to be costed and
funded. It is one of our policies. We are confident that
every one of our election commitments is affordable,
but the rest is up to the Treasurer.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I have already asked
for a written answer because I did not regard the answer
as responsive. I am not going to take a position, as
requested by Mr Davis, until I have seen a written
answer.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into consideration on the
next day of meeting.

Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will accept the
motion, but I tend to agree with the interjections from
the government side that it is putting the cart before the
horse in that I have already ordered a written answer to
the question. Therefore it is my view that at the moment
there is no answer before the house, or certainly not a
satisfactory one. The member is clearly saying, ‘Let’s
take note of the response to this point’. It is not in my
power to rule out a procedural motion of that nature so I
will put it to the house.
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that the regulatory impact process has not been
completed. Indeed the minister gazetted the public
holiday on 16 February and has indicated that the RIS
will be completed sometime later this year. I ask: what
is the point of undertaking a RIS when the holiday has
already been gazetted and the event will be over before
the minister knows the impact it will have on the
Victorian economy?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — It was in the public interest to
gazette this public holiday early because small
businesses and the people of Victoria — workers,
businesses and workers’ families — needed certainty
around Easter Sunday.

Public holidays
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Casual employment makes up a
significant proportion of the hospitality workforce.
However, casual employees are not often rostered to
work on public holidays due to the high wage cost to
small businesses. Why is the government hindering
small business and job creation by establishing new
public holidays?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Again I say that this was a
longstanding election commitment of the Andrews
government. Unlike those opposite, we stick to our
election commitments. The fact that we are not getting
Dorothy Dixers from this side two weeks into our
parliamentary term of office indicates that we stick to
our election commitments. Five years ago those
opposite committed to getting rid of Dorothy Dixers
and for four dark years — —

Motion agreed to.

Public holidays
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is also to the Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade, and I ask: did
the minister undertake any impact assessment before
gazetting the Easter Sunday public holiday?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The regulatory impact
statement process (RIS) started on 4 February and the
public holiday was gazetted after that.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I take it from the minister’s answer

The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister knows
that under the standing orders that is debating. The
elimination of Dorothy Dixers has little to do with the
question. I am going to have to do enormous
somersaults to understand how that response has
anything to do with the specific question before the
minister today.
Mr SOMYUREK — It might not have been that
responsive, but it was factual. The Easter Sunday public
holiday is good for workers and it is good for their
families. In particular it demonstrates that the Andrews
government cares about frontline workers who have to
work over Easter. We understand that Easter Sunday is
no ordinary day.
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In 2011 members opposite changed a non-trading day
into an ordinary day. Easter Sunday is no ordinary day.
Think about those frontline workers, such as emergency
services workers, policemen and nurses, who have to
work on Easter Sunday. These are the people who keep
us safe and healthy on Easter Sunday while we are
enjoying the day with our families and friends, yet
those opposite are asking these people to work on
Easter Sunday and not be fairly compensated.
Supplementary question
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the member for his answer. I talked about the
hospitality industry and the minister went on a side rant.
I ask the minister: in the context of my question relating
to the hospitality industry, has the minister’s
department received advice similar to that provided by
the Australian Hotels Association, which claims that
many small businesses with casual employees are
trading unprofitably on public holidays and that the
new public holidays are a further disincentive to open
small business doors?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Members opposite do not
want to talk about the social benefits; they want to
talk about the economic consequences. Let us talk
about — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, the
minister has immediately launched into an attack on the
opposition rather than answering the question, and I ask
that you bring him into line.
The PRESIDENT — Order! At this point the
minister has made an introductory statement; I do not
accept that it launched into an attack. The other issue
for me is that I am dealing with many points of order.
Frankly, I know what we are talking about. I am
listening to the same conversations as members are in
terms of the questions and answers, and I really am in a
position to determine most of those satisfactorily
without all the points of order. I understand the
concerns that some members might have about answers
from ministers and so forth. As I have said, there is a
significant responsibility on me now to interpret and to
make decisions on answers to questions, and all
members know that I am prepared to do it. I get a bit
aggravated if I have persistent points of order which are
raking over ground that I can deal with without those
points of order, particularly when they bring in matters
of debate rather than actual points of order.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, I
concur with what you have just said. Quite often we

Wednesday, 25 February 2015

will be sitting here in opposition and wondering.
Sometimes you do stop a minister who is debating, and
other times you wait for us to call the point of order. I
would be happy to stay seated if you are going to call
ministers and stop them when they start debating and
when they start attacking the opposition.
The PRESIDENT — Order! My hearing is not so
bad that I do not hear the point of order the first time.
When it runs to two, three and four people on the same
point of order, in the same time frame and on the same
question, I get a little agitated.
Mr SOMYUREK — That is hypocrisy from
Mr Drum. For four years, two years, or however long
he was in office, he hardly answered one question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Minister!
Mr SOMYUREK — President, I was provoked.
As it is, the grand final is a key contributor to the
Victorian economy and to the Victorian tourism
industry. Therefore the grand final brings with it
significant economic benefits for central Melbourne.
The grand final public holiday will deepen those
economic benefits for central Melbourne and will also
spread those benefits to the rest of Victoria, including
regional Victoria. An extended grand final weekend is
likely to — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Thank you, Minister. I
require a written response to the supplementary
question, which was specifically whether or not your
department has had representations from organisations
like the Australian Hotels Association with regard to
the impact on employment in their industries. While I
note your answer, it did not address the supplementary
question.

Public holidays
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade, and I refer him to comments by the National
Retail Association chief, Trevor Evans, warning that
the new Easter Sunday public holiday would mean the
retail sector would ‘basically shut for four days straight’
over the Easter period. Is this also your official
departmental advice?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — No.
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Supplementary question

Ministerial responsibility

Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — Is the Easter
Sunday public holiday just poor public policy, as
indicated by the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry, or is the minister just catering
to union demands, including that of his own union?

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Of the six extraordinary growth
industries in Labor’s jobs plan, which ones fall within
his portfolio responsibility?

Mr Jennings — On a point of order, President, you
know that the obligation of those asking supplementary
questions is to make sure that the answer builds directly
on what was in the question or answer. The material
Mr Finn has added to his supplementary question is
outside the scope of the matters he raised directly. In
relation to the body he relied on as his evidence to
support his substantive question, it is not the evidence
he relied on in the supplementary question. The
minister’s very appropriate, direct and succinct
response to the member’s question did not provide the
scope for Mr Finn to pursue new material.

Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Obviously as far as
innovation is concerned, I have a lot to do with medical
technology and pharmaceuticals. Because they are all
innovative industries, I have a lot to do with all of them.
If I can go through them, the purposes of those six
industries are targeted at high-growth sectors of the
Victorian economy where we believe Victoria has
competitive advantages. Therefore we believe Victoria
can potentially export. In terms of my trade and
innovation portfolio in particular, I will have something
to do with most of those six areas.

Mr Finn — On the point of order, President, the
supplementary question I raised with the minister refers
directly to public policy. Public policy is clearly
responsible for the Easter Sunday holiday, and as such
it is fully in order as a supplementary question.

Supplementary question

The PRESIDENT — Order! I am prepared to allow
the supplementary question to stand, although I had
some concern about the fact that the substantive
question referred to one industry association and the
supplementary question brought in an entirely different
organisation and an entirely different matter of public
comment. However, I accept that Mr Finn’s position
was in respect of public policy. I will allow the minister
to answer.
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Can I have that
supplementary question again?
Mr FINN — Is the Easter Sunday public holiday
just poor public policy, as indicated by the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry, or is
the minister just catering to union demands, including
that of his own union?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question because it allows me to say this: this public
policy is catering to demands of paramedics, nurses,
emergency services workers — the people who keep
Mr Finn and the rest of our community safe and healthy
on Easter Sunday. That is who this public policy is
aimed at.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister. Given the minister’s wideranging
priority sector responsibilities, could he outline to the
house what specific initiatives he has taken to ensure
job growth in those sectors?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — What hypocrisy on the part of
those opposite! How dare opposition members come in
here and lecture the Andrews government on jobs
creation. For four years they sat idly by, failing to
use — —
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, it is
clear that the minister is headed off on a tangent of
attacking the opposition rather than answering the
question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I must say that I will
accept a little bit more context, if you like, in the course
of an answer to a substantive question where ministers
have longer on their feet to provide a response than for
a supplementary question where, if it becomes all
context and does not address the question, it is then
avoiding the question. The minister is aware of my
power to request a written response if the answer is not
adequate. I suggest that to this point I would not regard
the remarks as apposite to the question. The minister
might feel satisfied with them, but I direct him to the
supplementary question.
Mr SOMYUREK — Let me reinforce the fact that
the Andrews government is focused on creating jobs,
on boosting productivity and on attracting investment
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into this state. The Andrews government will work with
and assist the business community in creating jobs. In
fact Labor’s Back to Work plan commits the Andrews
government to assisting in the creation of 100 000 jobs.
In opposition we promised that the first bill we would
bring before this Parliament would be the Back to
Work Bill, and that is exactly what we did.
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, President, I
remind the minister of the new sessional orders and ask
you to bring him back, perhaps by way of written
response, to the question, which is about specific
initiatives the minister has undertaken to create job
opportunities in those sectors.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The question was
specific, and the minister’s answer was more general in
terms of a whole-of-government response. Therefore I
ask that the minister provide a written response to the
supplementary question tomorrow.

Local government review
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade, who is the representative in this house of the
Minister for Local Government. I am reliably informed
that of the 79 local governments in Victoria there are
nearly 20 which may be classified as dysfunctional,
with either councillors or staff not working together, or
councillors not functioning effectively. In addition to
those 20 councils, there are many more that are
regarded as financially unsustainable. Within western
Victoria, and very close to my electorate, are both
dysfunctional and unsustainable municipalities. I would
not be asking the minister to intervene if I did not see
the effect that this situation is having on business
confidence and jobs growth in western Victoria. There
is a situation on the horizon where I believe the
dysfunctional nature of a local council will see many
hundreds of local jobs leave western Victoria and finish
up interstate or overseas. Is the minister willing to
undertake a review of local government?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — That is a very specific
question on local government. I am happy to pass that
on.
Supplementary question
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — Will the
minister take the necessary action if Victoria is to lose
hundreds of jobs as the result of the actions of a
dysfunctional local government?
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Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am not sure if that part of
the question was directed to me. I am sure that the first
one was directed to the Minister for Local Government,
but I need clarification on whether Mr Purcell was
referring the question to me as the minister responsible
for small business or whether it was directed to the
Minister for Local Government. If it is for the minister
in the Assembly, I am happy to take it on notice.
The PRESIDENT — Order! My view is that, given
that the substantive question was to the Minister for
Local Government, then so too must the supplementary
be directed in the same way. The minister has taken it
on notice. In taking it on notice under the new sessional
orders, that would also require a response tomorrow
morning from the minister in another place.

Disability services
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My question is to Ms Mikakos as the
minister representing the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing, Mr Foley. In September 2014
the Family and Community Development Committee
published its report on its inquiry into social inclusion
and Victorians with disability. Recommendation 2.1 of
this report calls on the Victorian government to
commence a review of the Disability Act 2006 by 2019
to ensure that it aligns with the commonwealth National
Disability Insurance Scheme Act 2013 and reflects the
Victorian government’s future involvement in
disability. What is this government’s intention
regarding the recommended review, and will this
government commence the review prior to the
anticipated rollout of the full national disability
insurance scheme, which is scheduled to begin in July
2016?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question, and I
acknowledge her very deep commitment to supporting
people with disabilities. I inform the member that the
Andrews Labor government is currently considering
the recommendations arising from the Family and
Community Development Committee’s inquiry into
social inclusion and Victorians with a disability. As the
member noted in her question, this was a report tabled
in the Parliament in September last year that the
previous government failed to respond to ahead of the
election.
The Andrews government is fully committed to the
implementation of the national disability insurance
scheme. It will be a groundbreaking reform, a true
Labor reform across this nation. Under the heads of
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agreement with the commonwealth government, the
further rollout of the scheme across Victoria is
scheduled to occur between 1 July 2016 and 30 June
2019, as the member noted. The government expects to
finalise an agreement with the commonwealth on full
scheme transition arrangements by 30 June this year.
Once these arrangements are finalised, the government
will consider the appropriate timing of a review of
relevant Victorian legislation required as a result of the
implementation of the national disability insurance
scheme.
The member referred in her question to the
parliamentary committee report into social inclusion. I
stress the importance, from our government’s
perspective, of supporting people with disabilities to
participate in society in various ways. I note with
concern reports in today’s Herald Sun in respect of the
potential implications of the McClure report and that
potentially half of all disability support recipients may
lose their financial support. The government will be
carefully examining the federal government’s response
to the McClure report to ensure that the federal
government is not abandoning vulnerable members of
our community.
Supplementary question
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for her answer. I
find it encouraging that the government is seeking to
grapple with the diverse needs of people with
disabilities through the deliberations the minister has
just described. I ask the minister to keep me informed
of the progress of these transition arrangements, and I
also ask her to consider committing to the development
of partnerships between the government, community
and private sectors as these negotiations develop.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her supplementary
question. As the member would know, I am not the
minister directly responsible for this portfolio area.
However, I will pass on to Minister Foley her request to
be kept updated regarding progress.
I point out in respect of the issue of partnerships that
not-for-profit organisations and community sector
organisations are significant providers in the disability
sector, so of course we will work very closely in
consultation with them in terms of the national
disability insurance scheme reforms and also issues
around social inclusion.
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Government transparency legislation
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Special Minister of State,
Mr Jennings. In the last sitting week of the previous
Parliament Labor introduced the Transparency in
Government Bill 2014. According to a media release
dated 15 October 2014, this would have legislated for
hospital statements of priorities to be released by
1 November in the year to which the agreement relates
and for the quarterly release of hospital performance
data and ambulance and fire services response times. At
the time it was stated that an Andrews government
would reintroduce the bill, as it was rejected by the then
Napthine government. Can the Special Minister of State
advise whether the Andrews government is proceeding
with this bill, and when will the bill be introduced to the
Parliament?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Ms Hartland for her question and for her
commitment to greater transparency and greater
reliability of information that is available in the public
domain. I happen to know that this is an issue she is
acutely concerned about.
I am very happy to confirm to the house that it is the
intention of the government to introduce within this
session a bill to give effect to our commitment. I
reiterate our commitment according to what the
member has outlined. The timing of that piece of
legislation is dependent upon the ability of the systems
currently in place. That is not necessarily in relation to
hospital reporting but to the emergency services aspect
of the reporting requirements that would be part of the
bill, because our commitment was beyond the scope of
data that may be available through Victorian hospital
datasets and other health-related data; it incorporated
datasets that previously had not existed in the
emergency services area of responsibility.
We are working through the earliest implementation
time for the information systems that will enable us to
cover the whole field within our bill and, at the time of
introducing the bill, to tell the Parliament with
confidence when the information will be available. I
confirm that we will do it this year. The only delay in
the introduction of the legislation relates to our ability
to complete the emergency services datasets that
previously have not existed.
Supplementary question
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I am
making a presumption that one of the blockages to
being able to introduce this legislation and set up the
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system is the lack of an information technology system
that can cope across all the services. Is that one of the
things that needs to be addressed by the government
before the legislation is brought in, or is it one of the
things that may delay it?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — That
is a totally appropriate question because I referred to it
in my substantive answer. But just to make sure that I
am clear to the chamber, it will not be necessary for the
information technology system to be in place before the
bill is introduced and passed. On behalf of the
government I want to provide the Parliament with some
certainty that when we introduce a bill that facilitates
and creates a head of power to establish that
information, in the running of our contributions to
debate we will indicate very clearly to the chamber and
to the people of Victoria when we expect that system to
be in place. It does not have to be in place prior to the
bill being passed, but certainly we would like to have a
degree of confidence about when the system will be up
and running.

Written responses
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Lovell has raised
with me a concern about a response that was received
from Ms Pulford in line with the sessional order in
respect of a question that was asked yesterday. I will
give some consideration to the concerns raised by
Ms Lovell in respect of the question. However, I note
that some of her concerns relate to what I would
consider to be a debate or a contest of some of the
information in the response. I am advised that there is
no provision for a take-note motion, so the only thing
that can happen is for me to consider the responsiveness
of the answer to the question. I will consider that later
this day.
Sitting suspended 1.00 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Western Victoria Region
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Education,
and it is in relation to the government’s election
commitment to build a P–12 school at Bannockburn. I
was pleased to see Premier Andrews announce the
tendering process for the school on 5 February. That is
an important step towards the implementation of our
election commitment to the Bannockburn community. I
would particularly like to know when we could expect
an outcome from the tendering process and whether the
minister could indicate the stages of the project, the
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proposed time line and the proposed completion time
for the Bannockburn P–12 school.

Northern Victoria Region
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My constituency
question is to the Minister for Regional Development,
but it could also be addressed to the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety or even the Special Minister of State,
in relation to the Echuca-Moama bridge. As members
would be aware, this issue has been around in the state
and certainly in the north of the state for decades. Prior
to the election the former Deputy Premier, Peter Ryan,
made a $96 million commitment, being Victoria’s share
of funding for the proposed new bridge. The
communities of Echuca and Moama have for some
time been crying out for a new bridge and working out
the best route for the new bridge.
Calls made during the entire 11 years of the Labor
government, from 1999 to 2010, were unheard, and
there were many delays during that period. For the four
years the coalition was in government the message was
very clear: if the councils on either side of the river
could work out a preferred route, the government
would find its share of the funding. The culmination
was an announcement prior to the recent election. My
constituency question is quite simple: will the minister
or ministers involved in relation to this significant
project continue the funding commitment?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. It is in relation to the duplication of
Princes Highway west in lovely western Victoria, in my
electorate. A couple of issues have been posed to me by
constituents in relation to land acquisition for the
duplication of the 37-kilometre stretch between
Winchelsea and Colac. In the 2014–15 state budget
$362 million was allocated to duplicate that section of
road, yet we have heard nothing from the Andrews
government about either its commitment to the funding
or the commencement of the construction of that
section of highway.
My question to the minister is in two parts: is the
government committed financially to the duplication
between Winchelsea and Colac, and when will
construction commence, given the concerns raised
about compulsory acquisitions currently underway?

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
Wednesday, 25 February 2015

COUNCIL

Northern Victoria Region
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Regional
Development and Minister for Agriculture, Ms Pulford.
Farmers and agribusinesses in the Strathbogie region
are in desperate need of local investment to grow their
businesses and support local jobs. Can the minister
advise how the Andrews Labor government’s
$500 million Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund
will benefit these communities?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. Given the tragic death outside
the Frankston court precinct on Fletcher Road in late
2014 and community calls for the installation of a
pedestrian crossing at this site, will the minister advise
when the government will act to ensure the safety of
pedestrians in this busy precinct?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Local
Government. I ask the minister on behalf of the
Cardinia Ratepayers and Residents Association to
outline the recent increases in rates in the shire of
Cardinia and the benefits of rate capping for Cardinia
residents. As a former councillor I know local
governments need secure and stable revenue bases, but
rate increases also need to be sustainable. Rates cannot
indefinitely increase faster than household budgets.
There are sustainable and balanced ways to achieve this
outcome. The New South Wales economic regulator,
the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal, has
for some time managed an economic regulatory
arrangement that has led to sustainable but smaller rate
increases over time.
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Debate resumed.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
to talk about Ms Pennicuik’s motions and suggest that
the house votes against them. I have great sympathy for
the motions and indeed the residents of Albert Park
who are in the immediate vicinity of the grand prix.
I talk about this from a position of firsthand experience.
Whilst I am not a resident of Albert Park, I used to play
competitive cricket for a cricket club that is a tenant of
the Albert Park precinct. As a result of the grand prix
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being held at Albert Park we had to come to the
conclusion that should we make finals — I happily say
that our cricket club did make finals from year to
year — we would never be able to play those matches
at home because they coincided with the timing of the
race. As I said, I understand this issue from firsthand
experience. It is an issue of ongoing tension between
users of the park and locals, for whom the event causes
disruptions, and the sporting public, tourists and the
viewing audience across screens not only in Melbourne
and Australia but also around the world.
When we talk about the production of documents in
reference to the race contract, we have to do so while
taking into consideration a whole range of competing
demands. First and foremost of those demands is the
commercial-in-confidence nature of the contract, and
the commercial-in-confidence nature of this specific
contract is without question. I can say that with some
authority because in 2013 a hearing in the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) looked at
the very issues Ms Pennicuik, a fellow member for
Southern Metropolitan Region, has raised in her
motions.
Ms Pennicuik’s motions, which we are debating
concurrently, require the Leader of the Government to
provide the contract signed by the government of the
57th Parliament in full. She also requests that the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation undertake and
publish accurate figures of attendances in totality and
broken down by date.
Referring to the VCAT judgement, it is very clear that
the issues Ms Pennicuik has raised have been dealt with
by an effective independent body. The issues before us
have been debated at length by legal counsel on behalf
of the applicant, which was the anti grand prix
campaigning group Save Albert Park, and by the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation, defending itself as
the respondent.
The Save Albert Park group pursued the very issues
that Ms Pennicuik does now. It requested the contract
in full. It also disputed the attendance figures provided
by the Australian Grand Prix Corporation and requested
that those figures be broken down. For a variety of
reasons the decision supported the grand prix
corporation’s contention that to provide such
documents, thereby allowing applicants to view and
have access to them, would cause a great deal of
commercial harm to the grand prix corporation and also
potentially harm the viability of the event going
forward.
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I want to reflect on what the grand prix provides for the
state of Victoria and the people of Melbourne. People
often look at attendance figures, the viewing public and
a range of other issues, but the predominant and
often-forgotten issue that is not discussed is that of jobs.
The grand prix provides an opportunity for many
people within our skilled and trained sector to
undertake upwards of three months worth of labour that
they would have little access to otherwise. People
undertake a significant number of catering and security
jobs on the day. There are also other employment
opportunities in areas ranging from safety and security
to general merchandising et cetera. A great deal of
economic activity surrounds not just attendance at the
event but also employment resulting from the event.
I return to the VCAT decision. The decision dealt with
the Australian grand prix contracts and the issue of
attendance. A range of outcomes were provided, and I
will come to them in a moment. There was one
particular instance during the VCAT proceedings when
the applicants claimed that the figures provided by the
Australian Grand Prix Corporation in relation to
attendance were somewhat dubious — and I think that
is a fair assessment of the claim by Save Albert Park
Inc. and the other applicant, Ms Joan Logan — and the
response was that the evidence provided by the
applicants was not deemed credible. It is important to
note that in its decision VCAT also said it would
potentially harm the grand prix corporation. Its decision
read:
In my view, it is clear from Mr Hough’s evidence, which I
accept, that the release of the documents would be likely to
disadvantage the corporation in the ways Mr Hough
described.

The following is critical:
I need not be certain the release would in fact disadvantage
the corporation. It is enough if it is ‘likely’ that it will do so.

It is important that we reflect on the phrase, ‘It is
enough if it is likely that it will do so’. While there may
be a range of public benefits that arise from this
contract being available for public discussion, the clear
interpretation and judgement was that even the mere
suspicion that it could be disadvantageous was enough
to warrant the prevention of its release. I think that is
worthy of the chamber’s reflection.
Under cross-examination it was accepted that neither
the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office report entitled
State Investment in Major Events — Commissioned
studies — 2005 Australian Formula 1 Grand Prix —
Evaluation nor an Ernst & Young economic impact
report on the 2011 grand prix relied on the
corporation’s attendance methodology in their
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calculation of the wider economic benefits. This shows
that the grand prix corporation may have its own way
of calculating attendance figures. However, other
reports that were produced at the behest of the then
government to assess the bona fides of the grand prix
used calculations that were not reliant upon the grand
prix corporation’s calculations and were, in effect, able
to support the attendance figures.
In the VCAT decision the claim was that those two
aforementioned reports by the Auditor-General and
Ernst & Young focused their numbers of unique
visitors and attendees derived from their own
commissioned surveys. The question of the
dubiousness of the attendance figures at the grand prix
was subsequently not supported by two external
reports, not just by the Australian Grand Prix
Corporation. It goes on to say:
Balancing the above factors, I conclude disclosing the
documents would be likely to expose the corporation
unreasonably to disadvantage.

In so doing the decision talks about the threat of
competition from other countries attempting to host the
grand prix. In order to do so they would need to find a
slot. To find a slot they would be stealing the Australian
grand prix from us and potentially taking it overseas.
There is the issue of Indonesia looking at a grand prix,
plus a range of countries that are floated from time to
time that want to establish their own race.
VCAT found that the disadvantage potentially faced by
the Australian Grand Prix Corporation overrides the
public interest test in this instance. As I said at the
outset, I have a great deal of sympathy for
Ms Pennicuik’s personal interest in the grand prix, and I
reiterate my strong sympathy for the local residents and
the users of the park who are inconvenienced by the
race.
However, the benefit of the race to the state of Victoria
in a range of ways, including tourism, is clear. During
the period the race is held Melbourne has an almost
100 per cent occupancy rate for all of its hotels and
other accommodation across the city. During that
period our rooms and our restaurants are full, our
tourism facilities are being visited and the population is
engaged with the race, a race that attracts a significant
amount of attention globally. The race attracts attention
locally, not just from Melbourne and country Victoria
but from interstate as well; we receive a great deal of
visitors from interstate when the race is held. VCAT
has determined that the threat to the Australian Grand
Prix Corporation, and the threat to the interests of
Victoria, is far greater than the public interest test of
providing these documents in the first instance.
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I leave members with the thought that if we genuinely
believe in the independence of our judiciary, and
VCAT is an arm of our judiciary, then at some stage we
must look back on that and say that the argument has
been made and the argument has been lost — very
recently I might add — and as a result we should
probably get on with the job of supporting the residents
of Albert Park by making sure that as little disruption is
caused by the race as possible. We must do what we
can to ensure that there is as little disruption to park
users as possible, and we must also ensure that the park
itself is looked after and returned to its original
condition after the race so the benefit of investing in
those facilities is shared.
Many people, not just the local residents, but especially
the local residents, do in fact benefit from the facilities
that are set up in the park for the race, including the pit
lane facilities, which are used by sporting clubs and
which would not be there otherwise. The community
also benefits from the improvement of sporting club
facilities around the precinct. Of course the precinct
also has the wonderful facility of the Melbourne Sports
and Aquatic Centre.
As one of the members representing Southern
Metropolitan Region, which takes in the Albert Park
precinct and the facilities of the Australian Formula
One Grand Prix racetrack, I indicate that the first of
these motions should not be agreed to because the exact
same matter was taken to VCAT and an independent
member of the judiciary on the VCAT judging panel
decided the public interest was not best met by the
release of these documents.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — We understand
that the Greens have been consistent in their demand
for various documents and also in their opposition to
the Australian Formula One Grand Prix. As
Ms Pennicuik has said, this is not necessarily about
whether you support the grand prix, it is simply about
scrutiny of the figures. There is a larger debate to be
had about whether the race is worthwhile, but
Ms Pennicuik’s second motion goes to the accuracy of
the attendance figures.
The coalition has always been very positive and
supportive of the grand prix, going right back to the day
when we were able to secure the event for Melbourne.
While the Greens have always been opposed to it,
Labor members have not been sure where they sit in
relation to their support or otherwise for the grand prix.
A former Deputy Premier drove members of the other
house crazy when the race was first secured for
Victoria, Melbourne and Albert Park. He opposed the
race, ran petitions against the event and tried to drum up
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a whole range of opposition to it. Then all of a sudden
Labor members found themselves in government and
they were forced to change tack.
Ms Pennicuik said there is no danger of the state losing
this event, and I do not agree with that. My
understanding is that there is significant interest in Asia
in this event. Should it ever be lost, should Victoria
decide that the cost of staging the event is too much, it
would go on the market and it could achieve a far
greater price than we currently pay to hold it here.
It is worth noting that Ms Pennicuik was a little bit
light-hearted about the so-called fierce negotiations that
took place prior to last year’s event. They were
hard-fought negotiations, they were drawn out and they
did result in a $6 million saving for the Victorian
taxpayer as opposed to what was paid the previous
year. The former government made sure that we
continue to have the first race of the year, that we
continue to have a daytime grand prix and that we have
the grand prix for the best price we could possibly
negotiate. That is very important, and it must be placed
on the record. The grand prix is part of a whole suite of
major events we have been able to secure for the city,
and it is something that makes this city incredibly
special when you compare it to other cities around the
world.
We must make it clear that these major events that we
sometimes take for granted do not just turn up here. We
pay enormous amounts of money for our major event
schedule. We pay for the theatre events that play at the
Princess Theatre over the road from this place and we
pay for the arts exhibitions at the Victorian Arts Centre.
We pay for cycling races, and we make a whole range
of investments in so many major events strategies.
These events form a collective, and they continue to put
this city and this state on the world stage. To categorise
the success or failure of a particular project or event
based solely on the number of people going through the
turnstiles does not take in the whole picture of this
state’s events strategy, which creates a $1.8 billion
industry.
The major events platform generates about 3500 jobs.
The Australian Formula One Grand Prix alone
generates somewhere between 350 to 410 full-time
equivalent jobs. This state had an incredible period of
major events starting last year when the Jean Paul
Gaultier exhibition opened. Following that opening we
had the Asian Cup and then the Australian Open Tennis
Championships. The whole strategy is something we
need to look at in its entirety.
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With respect to the view the Greens have of the grand
prix, I do not think we need send out these signals. That
does not mean that we should not scrutinise every event
or every aspect of every event. I agree that we should,
and that is why we will support this motion. We believe
in full scrutiny. We believe in having all major events
scrutinised and judged; however, we need to look at the
intangibles. For instance, what is the grand prix worth
to our total tourist market? How many of the
37 000 people who come here for the grand prix also
undertake activities that are not associated with motor
racing? How many other people are here predominantly
for another reason but stay for the grand prix.
It is an enormous industry, and we need to look at it in
terms of the totality of its promotion of our city and
state, and the value of possibly having the nation’s
biggest television event in terms of overseas
broadcasting. It is very difficult to ascertain and put an
exact figure on its value, particularly when some of the
key viewer audiences are from burgeoning tourism
markets for Australia — namely, Asia, India and
Europe.
I support Ms Pennicuik’s motions and congratulate her
on being consistent in relation to bringing to the house
debates around accuracy of turnstile numbers and
attendance figures on the various days. However, I also
caution that there is a far greater issue here, which is the
amazing and absolutely stunning events portfolio that
we have been able to build over many years and several
governments, and that we should be looking to continue
to build this portfolio because it is putting this city on a
level beyond any other. Not only do we have some of
the greatest sporting facilities here but we also have
them on the doorstep of our city, as opposed to being
20, 30 or 40 kilometres away from our CBD.
There are a range of benefits, and it has taken a long
time for this state to be in the position it is in at the
moment. We need to guard that, and we need to be very
careful about what we have built up over the years. We
need to make sure that we send all the right messages
so we can negotiate as hard as we possibly can to get
the best value for our taxpayers when we bring in these
major events. But we have to keep in mind that the
Cricket World Cup, which just jammed roughly
100 000 Indians and South Africans into the MCG on
Sunday evening, did not come cheap.
As I said earlier, these events do not just decide to pick
themselves up and present themselves here in
Melbourne for us to say thank you. We have to go out
there and chase them, we have to be proactive, we have
to show initiative and we have to offer the commercial
viability for them to come here — in the same way that
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we will have to when we host some of the world’s best
football teams from Europe in the middle of this year.
These events do not come cheap, but they continue to
set this state and city ahead of every other city in the
world when it comes to hosting major events, whether
they be sporting, cultural or theatrical, and that is
something we need to guard very carefully.
I am happy for these motions to be agreed to. I am
happy for the scrutiny that is needed to occur. We
concur with the government that there will be a range
of commercial issues and factors that will be very
sensitive and difficult for the government to work its
way through. We support the government in that it will
have to look at commercial-in-confidence documents
very carefully, because by supporting these motions we
are not saying that we are going to break all those
traditions. We are supportive of the motions and hope
that our major events strategy continues to go from
strength to strength.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I take
the opportunity to thank Mr Drum and Mr Dalidakis for
their contributions to debate on the motions. I will
briefly address what Mr Drum has said. He opened his
contribution by reiterating that these two motions are
about information to be made available to the public
and scrutiny of an event which currently receives and
has received over the past 20 years a very large amount
of public money. They are about making sure that the
information provided to the public is accurate, which is
not the case at the moment. Mr Drum was correct in
saying that the coalition has always been supportive of
the grand prix, while there have been differing
opinions, let me say, in the ALP regarding the grand
prix.
I go to the point about losing the event to Asia, if
Victoria decides it costs too much. That begs two
questions. What is too much? If you were to ask me, I
would say it is already too much — way too much.
How much more does it have to be before it becomes
too much? I also note the costs of other grand prix
events — for example, Canada has paid $187 million to
run an event for 10 years. We are lucky to get three
years out of that amount of money. That knowledge is
public. The whole argument about
commercial-in-confidence issues falls down there.
I promised members that I would not speak for long on
these motions, and I will not. I did not bring in the
information about all the grand prix around the world,
but I know that in most of those places the cost of the
events is made known to the public. It is only in
Victoria that we are having the argument that the cost
has to be kept secret. The cost to the other countries that
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host grand prix is made public. We keep saying there
are commercial-in-confidence issues, but that particular
phrase is used far too much in Victoria, whereas in
other parts of the world the cost of events is up on the
websites of organisations and governments.
In terms of the major events that Mr Drum has spoken
about, I am a great supporter of major events. I have not
had the chance to attend a Cricket World Cup match
yet, but I attended almost every world cup match in
1992, including the final, and I am intending to go to a
couple this time. However, I have been listening to the
matches on ABC radio, and as I said in my earlier
contribution I note that halfway through the second
session the announcers always tell listeners exactly how
many people are in the MCG. How do they do that? It
is a miracle! How do they know exactly how many
people are in there?
As I would say about the grand prix, it has a captive
audience — it is fenced off and there are a few
entrances — so it is scandalous that we cannot know
how many people are in there and how much they paid.
If you were to go out on Spring Street and ask people,
‘Is that a good state of affairs?’, firstly, they would say
it is laughable, and secondly, they would say it is
scandalous that an event that takes so much public
money cannot even provide the patrons at the event and
the rest of the Victorian public some basic, fundamental
information as to what they are actually getting for the
millions of dollars that are put into it.
Mr Dalidakis went on and on about how he cares about
Albert Park — —
Mr Dalidakis — Sympathetic.
Ms PENNICUIK — He said he is sympathetic
about the damage that is done in Albert Park and that
we should make sure that does not happen. The park is
disrupted for a good half of the year — three months
leading up to the event and three months afterwards —
and there is usually flotsam and jetsam in the park for
ages before and after the event. That continues. I will
not go through all the damage that has been done to the
park. There have been some so-called benefits, if you
see it that way; other people see it as just co-option of
parkland for an event that is owned by a private
operator and not as a benefit at all.
All these things go to why there needs to be much more
openness and scrutiny and why the contract needs to be
made public. The benefits of the race are not clear. In
fact only economic impact statements have been
conducted, and as we all know an economic impact
statement is not a cost-benefit analysis. The money that
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is spent on the grand prix might well have been spent
on something else if the grand prix had not been held
on that day. Anybody who trots that one out knows that
does not stand up to any scrutiny whatsoever.
Mr Dalidakis went on about the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) case at length. I am
familiar with the case. I think Mr Dalidakis sailed close
to the wind by casting aspersions on the bona fides of
the community group that went to VCAT.
Notwithstanding the VCAT decision — whether or not
a VCAT member decided that that might pose a
disadvantage to the corporation — that does not prevent
the Legislative Council of Victoria from calling for
documents. Parliament is supreme. The Council can
call for the document I am asking for and it can call for
other measures of scrutiny. It is well beyond time for
this event to get much more scrutiny than it has. I
commend my motions to the house.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I remind
members that this has been a cognate debate, but the
motions need to be put and voted on separately. I will
first take motion 29. The question before the house is
that motion 29, moved by Ms Pennicuik, be agreed to.
Motion agreed to.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
question is that motion 55, moved by Ms Pennicuik, be
agreed to.
Motion agreed to.
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Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house requires the Leader of the Government in the
Legislative Council to table in the Legislative Council, by
14 April 2015, a copy of —
(1) the value-for-money evaluation for the
Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor project, required
under item 2.4.1 of the Department of Treasury and
Finance’s unsolicited proposal guidelines for the
purpose of assessing ‘whether value for money is being
achieved for government, including that the benefits to
government are being maximised’;
(2) all meeting minutes and other documentation relating to
any working group established for the
Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor project in order to
complete the stage 2 preliminary assessment under
item 2.3 of the Department of Treasury and Finance’s
unsolicited proposal guidelines;
(3) all minutes and other documentation relating to meetings
held by the Treasurer, Minister for Public Transport and
other relevant portfolio ministers to provide early
guidance to the Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor
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project working group, established under item 2.3 of the
Department of Treasury and Finance’s unsolicited
proposal guidelines, on whether the
Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor project proposal fits
with government priorities and policy directions; and

(4) any reports, data and summaries produced following
community consultations undertaken during July and
August 2014 by the Department of Transport, Planning
and Local Infrastructure.

The motion calls for a range of documents that should
be able to shed light on what is proposed for the
Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor. We have all
known for many years that that particular corridor is
becoming more and more crowded in terms of
patronage on the train line. At different times a number
of different proposals have been put forward to fix it.
There is no dispute that this is an urgent and pressing
issue. It has been that way for many years now.
What is quite unusual is that the current operator of
Melbourne’s train system, which only has a few more
years to go as operator under the terms of its contract,
appears to have taken over the planning and
prioritisation process for investment in rail and has put
forward its own proposal for what should be done in the
corridor with almost no public scrutiny to date. The
former government accepted it. It moved the project
through the process, and it appeared, at least, that it was
imminently about to sign a contract, but it did not do so.
We now understand from scant information that the
new government is now looking at the whole proposal
and which parts it might fund.
I find it bizarre in the extreme that the process for
planning and delivery of infrastructure seems to have
been completely reversed in this case. One would have
thought the public would clamour for a certain project,
public servants would develop proposals and ideas for
how it could be delivered, politicians would provide the
money and then perhaps a private contractor would be
asked to tender for a particular specification and deliver
it.
Somewhere along the line that process has been
completely reversed. The private sector now decides
what infrastructure it wants to build — presumably that
which offers the greatest commercial returns under
some plan that it has cooked up for itself — and then
the process is run in reverse until eventually the public
is told what it needs. In this case we have little more
than a YouTube animation and a couple of press
releases to tell us what is actually planned down there.
I know that in opposition the Labor Party raised serious
concerns about, at the very least, the probity tests this
kind of process might go through. I will not read back
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to Labor members their own words because I am sure
they remember them, but there is really only one way to
get to the bottom of this, and that is to go back through
the process — or the Department of Treasury and
Finance’s unsolicited proposal guidelines — to look at
whether they have been followed in the treatment of
this project and hopefully at the same time find out that
the public benefit of the project has been properly
assessed, is reasonable and is something we would
expect. Then perhaps the public can be a bit more
informed about what the government is proposing to do
down there, which is, as far as we can discern, some
sort of renegotiation of the scope of the project.
Of all the systems that need good planning and good
delivery, the rail system is one of the most sensitive.
We cannot afford to have one kind of computer-based
signalling system installed on the Dandenong line and
trains using it there only to find when we move to put in
place a system across the rest of the network — which
is an urgent need — that for some reason we have
locked ourselves into some private operator’s choice of
technology.
We are hearing that maybe this government wants to
drop the signalling part of the project and just do the
level crossings and some of the station upgrades. If that
is the case, then we may find that the benefits of the
project in terms of being able to run more trains drop
away very quickly. This is important information
before billions of dollars of public money is committed.
For that reason I have selected documents that apply at
each of the stages of assessment under the unsolicited
proposal guidelines. I put it to the house that these
documents should be provided so all members can
understand what is being proposed on that particular
stretch of train line.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — In my
contribution I would like to raise a number of matters in
response to this motion. Firstly, I would like to give
some context around the transport needs of Melbourne,
and in particular those in the Pakenham-Cranbourne
area, which is the area that relates to this unsolicited
proposal. Secondly, I want to briefly run through some
existing government programs that are underway.
Again, these programs directly relate to the area under
consideration. Finally, I will use those two pieces of
information to help set the scene as to what the
appropriate course of action is and how the government
should resolve its actions in relation to this proposal.
Firstly, I turn to Melbourne’s transport needs, and in
particular the transport needs of the
Pakenham-Cranbourne area. I would like to highlight a
few characteristics of Melbourne. One is that it is
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large — roughly 4.5 million people and growing. It is
not the largest city in the world by any means, but it is
definitely in the tranche of large conurbations where
transport becomes a very difficult service to provide.
Not only is Melbourne’s population large but it is also
growing very quickly.
I had a look through Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development statistics and found that
in comparable countries — such as those in Western
Europe, Japan and the US — there are only two cities
of more than 4 million people that have grown faster
than Melbourne over the last decade. They are Houston
and Dallas. That is quite a telling fact. We know that
we are growing quickly, but when you look at
comparable economies there are only a couple of cities
in the world that face comparable transport challenges.
Interestingly both of those cities are the scene of very
large and innovative rail projects. We have a large city
that is growing quickly, and this can be compared to a
lot of major cities in other advanced economies which
are either stable or declining in population. This is
important context.
Another characteristic of Melbourne is its density. We
know that some European cities which have very well
functioning transport and public transport systems — to
which we aspire in some ways — have a much higher
density than Melbourne. I could name a number of
cities, but for now I will mention Copenhagen, Paris
and London. Our city is interesting in that there are
pockets of density but there are also pockets of sprawl
in which it is quite difficult to provide transport. The
density of our city is a challenge despite the fact that
there are areas where there is growing density.
In addition to the issue of density there is the issue of
spread. We have a very geographically spread city. This
is directly relevant to the Cranbourne-Pakenham area,
which is the subject of this proposal. Parts of the area in
question are approximately 70 kilometres from the
CBD. That is a huge distance. People catch express
trains near my office that take more than 1 hour to get
to the CBD. That is under existing circumstances. We
know that train congestion is getting worse and that
trains are struggling to cope with capacity.
We have an extremely large city. At the fringes of the
city we find many people who are the most transport
challenged. In a lot of communities like Cranbourne,
Pakenham, Berwick and Clyde we see a
disproportionately high number of young families and
elderly people who struggle to use public transport not
just because of availability but because on occasions it
may not necessarily match their particular needs. This
is a particularly difficult combination of challenges and
needs.
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The third characteristic of Melbourne that I think is
relevant and important is that a very high proportion of
economic activity in our city occurs in the CBD. That is
one of the key reasons our transport system has become
so radial and why so much of it — particularly rail —
ends up focusing on that area. This is a particular
challenge given that one of the single most important
transport challenges we face is the capacity of the loop.
This can be directly compared to a number of other
cities, including New York, which has a number of
parallel and orthogonal underground lines. The fact that
New York has underground public transport lines that
basically match its street grid makes it much easier to
transport large numbers of people. In both Paris and
New York we see intersecting loops, including in their
underground systems, where a number of different lines
are separate but also interconnected. I will explain this
later but this exactly the direction we as a government
want to take our public transport system. The radial
nature of our public transport system is a particular
problem.
Finally, it is worth noting the complex
interdependencies of our transport system as a whole.
One is the relationship between road and rail. We often
think of road as being about private car use, and it is, in
part.
It is also important to stress that while private car use is
often demonised, it is not an invalid or inappropriate
form of transport. For some transport needs it is
appropriate, and for some transport needs it is the only
solution. It is also fair to say that we cannot allow
private car use to grow without limit, because it would
simply bring the whole city to a standstill. We need to
find a balance between allowing sufficient, affordable
private car use to meet people’s needs while at the same
time supporting alternative transport mechanisms.
Private car use is an important use of the road network,
but I want to stress that the road network interacts with
our public transport system in important ways. Road is
critical for getting people to rail. The massive increase
in patronage that we are seeing is only achievable by
people driving to park-and-go stations. Most people do
not live within walking distance of a rail station, and at
this stage the capacity to catch trams or buses to rail
stations is not available to most people. Road is clearly
critical for the viability of our rail network. Road is also
critical for trams; the majority of the tram system is on
shared roads. A public transport expert once said to me,
‘Road is not a mode’, and in saying that had trams in
mind. It is critical that we have an effective road system
in part so that we can maintain the effectiveness of our
tram network.

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
362

COUNCIL

The bus network is another very important element of
our roads. An important transport initiative from the
Bracks-Brumby era is the SmartBus initiative, which
supplements the radial nature of the rail network with
orbital buses. This is an extremely effective and
affordable way in which we can get around the
inherently radial nature of our rail network. Those
interdependencies between road and rail are critically
important, and they are particularly important in areas
like Pakenham, Cranbourne, Beaconsfield, Berwick
and Clyde, some of which are in my electorate. There
are also increasingly important areas in the north-west
of Melbourne.
This context is very relevant to the project under
consideration. We need to have an improved public
transport system, but we also need an improved public
transport system that dovetails with other transport
systems such as the road system. Then there are other
elements of the transport system, such as the port and
intermodal terminals. These interdependencies all have
to be managed as we move forward.
What are the consequences of these characteristics of
Melbourne? I have outlined five different
characteristics of the city which have consequences.
One consequence is that some lines have become so
busy that they are at or over technical capacity limits.
Some lines are so busy that it will be difficult to
maintain capacity in the face of sustained population
growth. That is largely a consequence of the population
being so large and growing so fast, but it is also a
consequence of such a large amount of economic
activity occurring in the CBD away from where many
people live. The Pakenham and Cranbourne lines in
particular are relatively susceptible to operating at very
high utilisation rates.
Another consequence is that the interconnectedness of
our road and rail networks is not working well in many
areas. This raises the issue of level crossings. We know
that increased use of the road network when coupled
with increased patronage on the rail network is causing
bottlenecks that are often alluded to in this place, both
when we talk about transport projects and when people
talk about constituent concerns. It is a concern for
people from many different areas of our city. It is
certainly a concern for people in my electorate on the
eastern fringes of the city. I made a statement in this
place just last night about an intersection at Clyde Road
and the Pakenham line, which again is directly relevant
to some of the transport issues linked to this project and
even more relevant to some of the initiatives the
government is championing already early in its term of
office.
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The first consequence is that a number of rail lines are
extremely busy in terms of the number of trains going
down the line and their interaction with level crossings.
As I said, this reflects both patronage growth on the rail
network and growth in usage of the road network.
A second major consequence is that the city loop is full.
This is one of those looming transport problems that
has been emerging for some time now. It is a theme of
the Eddington report, which arose from the Bracks
government. The Bracks government commissioned a
report to look at the transport needs of our city in a
holistic way. Mr Eddington identified loop congestion
as a major problem that needs to be addressed. The only
way to address that is a bypass tunnel. I think it is fair to
say that was his priority recommendation. We need to
bypass the tunnel and have a new underground line that
is separate from but connects with the loop. This is
exactly what we see in other major cities around the
world that have larger, more effective underground
transport systems. If we look at the London
Underground loop or at Paris, we see exactly the kind
of arrangement that we would be moving towards with
the loop — that is, different, separate underground lines
that intersect at key stations.
The consequence of the loop being full affects the
whole system. It affects every line. We often think
about this as affecting one or two lines in particular
when we think about this or that line bypassing the
loop, or this or that line being held up in the loop or by
the loop. We need to think of the system as a whole.
Congestion in the loop is a systemic problem; it affects
the entire train network. It is critical that when we
bypass the loop, we will benefit the entire train
network.
The third consequence is that interconnectedness is not
working as it should be. In fact, interconnectedness is
becoming a problem rather than a solution.
Interconnectedness in our transport system has a lot of
potential to get us over some of these problems. The
orbital bus routes championed by and funded under the
Bracks government are an example of the sort of
program that can utilise transport linkages between
different modes in a way that gives us massive capacity
with low expenditure. However, a situation has
developed which has allowed level crossings to get
worse and worse and more and more dysfunctional.
Allowing that problem to spiral out of control means
that our interconnections are becoming a problem rather
than a solution. We need to turn that around, and we
will find that we will get extremely good value for
money if we do so.
In the first part of my contribution I laid out some of
Melbourne’s characteristics and how they affect
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transport, particularly in the outer suburbs. I have now
just explained how those characteristics have led to
consequences and transport needs. This flows on
directly to what the government is doing, which is
taking action that directly addresses those needs and
does so in a way that positively impacts upon the outer
suburbs, particularly Pakenham and Cranbourne.
I will begin by briefly addressing the Melbourne Metro
rail tunnel project in particular. It is important that over
the last week the government has announced a number
of key steps and commitments in relation to this major
project. One of the major announcements was that
$40 million in funding has been brought forward for the
establishment of the Melbourne Metro Rail Authority, a
significant commitment. This authority will take over
immediate planning works, complete development of a
reference design and undertake detailed site designs.
Major infrastructure projects like this have very long
lead times, and we find ourselves in the unnecessary
and unenviable position of being behind where we
should be because in its last budget the previous
government tinkered with the design of the Melbourne
Metro project to no great effect other than holding up
the project. As a matter of urgency, we need to
undertake rigorous design works which are
underpinned by expert advice, so that is what the
authority is going to do, and it will start work on that
immediately.
This project will have a number of benefits. The key
direct benefit in terms of its impact on the transport
system is that it will increase the capacity of the whole
system so more trains can run more often. That
increased capacity will be found on every line and not
just the lines that will benefit from the tunnel directly.
The project’s impact will not be limited to the lines that
pass through the tunnel. Because the tunnel will
improve the functioning of the loop, it will improve the
system as a whole. Estimates are that a well-designed
metro project could increase capacity on the system as a
whole by around 30 per cent, which is a huge
increase — a step increase — in the capacity of our rail
system. We need that kind of step increase to deal with
the massive population increase that we know is in the
pipeline.
This project will also provide for the extension of
much-needed train lines in growth areas. We all know
where the growth of Melbourne is going to be; there
will be substantial growth in the Pakenham,
Cranbourne, Berwick and Clyde areas. For example,
the population of the city of Casey will increase from
around 250 000 to something in the order of 430 000,
and there will be even more population growth in the
north-west of Melbourne. Knowing that, we need to
design a system ahead of time so that it can cope with
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all of the additional lines that will be needed. Together,
these benefits will transform our system into a modern,
world-class, best-practice metro system in which people
do not need to worry about timetables and know that
the system can handle the massive increase in
patronage that is in the pipeline.
In addition, this project will create 3500 jobs during
peak construction, which will provide a significant and
much-needed boost to the economy. We spent a lot of
yesterday, and we will spend tomorrow, discussing the
Back to Work Bill 2014, which will provide for a
significant contribution to jobs creation in this state, but
we also need other elements of Labor’s overall job
creation plan, one of which is its suite of infrastructure
projects, and the Melbourne Metro project is extremely
important in that. The Melbourne Metro project has
been given fast-tracked funding and is on track, and the
government will be in a position to move forward with
that project and fully expects to commence construction
in 2018.
The other major project the government has
commenced which directly addresses the needs to
which I have referred is the establishment of the Level
Crossings Removal Authority. As I said, we are finding
that some roads and some rail lines are at or over
capacity, a situation which is being exacerbated by
interconnectedness problems. As I said,
interconnectedness can be a solution if leveraged the
right way so that we can use our different transport
systems to benefit each other; however, we need to
leverage our system better to get more out of our assets.
We are finding that not paying attention to detail and
not making relatively small investments at our blockage
points mean that the system as a whole is grinding to a
halt. Those problems will be directly addressed by
removing our 50 worst level crossings.
Last week the government announced that it is
fast-tracking $100 million of funding to progress
planning works and to establish an authority to deal
with the 50 most dangerous level crossings. This
project will deliver a number of high-level benefits. I
want to go back for a moment and note that there are
some particular reasons for this project being very
important in Melbourne.
I have raised the interconnectedness issues, but it is also
important to note that the number of level crossings in
Melbourne is particularly high against comparable
cities. That reflects underinvestment in infrastructure
over a very long period of time. This government is
now going to reverse that process. The number of level
crossings is unusually high, and a number of
comparable cities have funded the removal of theirs at
much higher rates over decades. It is important to note
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that level crossings constitute half of the RACV’s worst
traffic spots in the metropolitan area. That is in addition
to the congestion and associated problems to which I
have already referred. There are significant safety
issues.
In removing the 50 worst level crossings we are going
to generate significant improvements in the system as a
whole, much as we will with our Melbourne Metro
project. Like Melbourne Metro, this project will be part
of the suite of projects that will kickstart our economy
and generate significant job growth. Our removal of
50 level crossings will generate something in the order
of 4500 jobs. We can expect around 100 extra jobs for
the life of each level crossing, and that could peak at
300 for each level crossing during the peak of
construction.
These two major transport initiatives will address the
transport problems I outlined earlier: train lines and
roads are getting busier, the loop is full and
interconnectedness in our system is a problem and not a
solution. An additional project is currently under
consideration. As with previous motions, this motion
requests us to release every document under the sun to
the public at the whim of the mover of the motion. The
detail of the request makes it clear that it would not be
possible to undertake a sensible evaluation if this range
of documents were to be released right in the middle of
the evaluation process. The request includes a
comprehensive list of meeting minutes and any
associated documentation at all stages of a process
which has not even been completed. It is an extremely
broad request for documentation even from the stages
of early guidance and interactions with stakeholders.
That is not workable.
This project relates to significant transport needs in an
area which is growing quickly. We need to evaluate this
project rigorously, and this has consequences for more
than just this project. If we do not evaluate this project
properly, what consequences would that have for the
unsolicited bids process as a whole? What message
would that send to anybody else wanting to submit a
proposal? Moreover, what signal would that send about
how the government interacts with the private sector in
general? We have to undertake this process in a way
that is responsible and respects taxpayers interests.
We have already had a number of discussions in this
sitting week and the preceding one about the release of
documents and how important it is to balance various
interests. We have talked about how we need to balance
considerations such as full and frank discussion and the
rigorous development and evaluation of policy. We
need to balance interests such as transparency and
taxpayers commercial interests. To release such a broad
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sweep of documents at such a sensitive time would not
be in the interests of taxpayers for this particular
evaluation and transaction, and it would certainly not be
in the interests of taxpayers over the longer run. It
would set a very damaging precedent that would
imperil the capacity of the government to interact in the
future with the private sector, whether it be in relation
to unsolicited bids or matters more generally.
As a general comment, I suspect that the mover of the
motion would agree with many of the government’s
priorities when it comes to the transport needs of our
city. I imagine the mover of the motion would agree
with many of the major projects we have now started. I
imagine the mover of the motion would agree with the
change in emphasis since we came to government —
an emphasis that is now much more on public transport
and on looking at transport as an integrated system,
compared to ad hoc projects for individual elements of
the system. I imagine the mover of the motion is
sympathetic to that. But I do not think the mover of the
motion has put forward something that will end up
promoting the government’s capacity to achieve those
broader objectives.
I finish by saying that when it comes to Melbourne’s
outer suburbs, Melbourne as a whole and Victoria as a
whole, this government has changed the emphasis of
the transport program. It has looked at the transport
system as a whole — as a network with interdependent
components across all the different modes of
transport — and it is taking action on prioritising
projects and programs that are critical to addressing the
key systemic problems in the transport network.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am
pleased to speak on behalf of the opposition in relation
to Mr Barber’s notice of motion 57. The opposition will
not be opposing Mr Barber’s motion, consistent with
the approach we had in government and with the
approach we have now taken, back in opposition, on
motions regarding the tabling of documents.
In that context Mr Mulino seemed to be suggesting that
the government will be opposing the motion, which
will be quite an interesting development if that is the
case. He seemed to be saying that consideration has
been given to the documents that have been requested
and that the government will be opposing the motion.
That is a significant change in approach to these
motions. It is not in the interests of transparency, and I
am surprised by the position articulated by Mr Mulino.
This is only a documents motion so I do not intend to
provide a detailed analysis of the policy issues and
considerations canvassed by Mr Mulino on behalf of
the government. However, I will respond to a few
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things he said. He said that Melbourne’s population is
growing faster than that of almost any comparable city
in the Western world, except for Houston and Dallas.
That is a vindication of the strong policies and financial
management of the coalition government during the last
four years. People do not move to Victoria, emigrate
here or have their families here unless there are
opportunities here and unless there are strong reasons to
do so, The population growth we are seeing through
natural increase, through intrastate migration and
through overseas migration is a vindication of our
policies over the last four years.
Mr Mulino also spoke in favour of the Eddington
report, which advocates for the east–west link. The
report advocates for the Melbourne Metro tunnel — or
whatever name or description you wish to give it —
the project to give additional capacity over and above
that provided by the loop, but it also advocates for the
east–west link. It is interesting that Mr Mulino cited the
Eddington report favourably in relation to this matter.
Mr Mulino talked about sovereign risk issues, acting in
the interests of taxpayers, providing predictability and
clarity for investment, and providing clarity for
businesses that wish to make investments in Victoria.
Surely the actions of the government in relation to the
east–west link contradict the statements he made.
The Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor project is very
important. The corridor is growing strongly and it is
important that services are improved to keep pace with
population growth. The project proposed by the former
government would have seen, and will see if it is
continued by the government, 25 next generation trains,
21st century high-capacity signalling, the removal of
four level crossings, newly rebuilt stations at Carnegie,
Murrumbeena and Clayton, and — importantly for my
constituents and those of Mr Mulino — a new train
maintenance depot at Pakenham East. One of the great
challenges in the outer south-east, in the Casey and
Cardinia corridors, is providing employment for the
growing number of local residents. People do not want
to sit on the Monash Freeway and they would prefer not
to get a train into the city; they would rather work
locally. This project would have generated a significant
number of additional jobs in relation to the new train
maintenance depot.
Mr Mulino said that in isolation the project would not
deliver significant advantages for the overall system. I
put it to him that that is not a view shared by the Public
Transport Users Association. In a media release in
March 2014 its president Dr Tony Morton is quoted as
saying:
This is a big dose of good news for transport in the south-east
of Melbourne and in Gippsland … It’s a major growth
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corridor and it will now have the room to grow with the rail
service it needs.
High-capacity signalling together with grade separation of the
worst level crossings means that instead of being limited to
16 trains per hour in the peaks, we think there will be room
for 25 plus. That means more room for trains in peak hour,
and more room to provide trains to Monash University and
Rowville in the future …

He goes on to say, which directly rebuts what the
government has been saying:
What’s important about this too, is that none of the planned
measures are dependent on the Metro rail tunnel. In fact, these
measures do more for the Dandenong line than the Metro
tunnel would do by itself …

The opposition believes this is an important project. As
a local member representing part of the
Cranbourne-Pakenham corridor I know that the local
jobs the project will generate will be important for the
local economy, and the additional capacity on the
system will be important for the growing number of
public transport users in that corridor. I encourage the
government, as has the shadow Minister for Public
Transport, the member for Croydon in the Assembly, to
continue the project that was started by the former
government, to put political posturing aside and to
embrace the project and to get on with it.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — In speaking
on Mr Barber’s motion I accept that he has been
consistent in his goal to bring transparency and probity
to a lot of the dealings and projects and resources that
governments of both flavours utilise. On most
occasions when there is a call for paperwork the
government’s position will be pretty clear. Despite the
limitations governments face in releasing certain
documents, the government will vote for a call for
documents. But in this case, because of the nature of the
project and because the government is at a point when
it is deciding whether the project will be part of its
transport agenda, the reality is that the documents are
part of a live tender and, taking into account
Mr Barber’s zeal for probity, we think it would be
improper to release them. That is why we cannot
support the call for paperwork in this case, because we
are in a live tender situation.
That is why the government is surprised that the
opposition would support the release of documents in a
live tender situation on a project which, in fairness to
the opposition, it initiated and the government, when in
opposition, championed. As I said, the government is
deciding whether this project will be part of the public
transport agenda it wants to go forward.
I hope Mr Barber will be pleased that we are not
standing still in this space. As members of the chamber
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would recognise, in recent weeks the Premier and the
Minister for Public Transport have been out
announcing the development of the Level Crossings
Removal Authority, which will preside over and work
with the government in removing 50 of the most
dangerous and congested level crossings in Melbourne.
We hope to bring forward a large amount of funds so
that the authority can plan for the removal of all those
level crossings in the next couple of years and complete
the job over eight years.

put in place. Notwithstanding that, this is a very narrow
motion which seeks the documents that came from the
panel. That panel looked at the C125 proposals and
sought to examine them. There were public
submissions, including submissions from the City of
Bayside, and those proposals were the subject of
hearings and ultimately the subject of a report. That
report has not been released, and I believe it should be
in the public domain.

Work in this space in public transport has been stalled.
To reinforce what I said about the government not
standing still in this space, I refer to the Premier’s
announcement that the government is also bringing
forward funds for the planning of the Melbourne Metro
rail project — that is, the real Melbourne Metro and not
the bogus one flagged by the previous government. It is
the Melbourne Metro as it was originally planned. That
project will include introducing five new CBD stations,
duplicating the city loop and getting to a point where
we can run trains without a timetable.

I put on the record at this point some concerns that I
have regarding aspects of C125. Briefly, for the
edification of members, it is to be noted that at the
council meeting on 18 November, council resolved to
write to people — members of the government,
opposition, other parties and all relevant local
candidates in the upcoming state election — to seek
their support not to proceed with draft amendment
C125 and the application of the residential growth zone
in that particular region; to seek their support to
introduce the changes to the Bayside planning scheme
as specified in part 3 of the resolution; and to request
that a response be provided prior to the state election.

This government has an ambitious program of public
transport projects ahead. There is also $100 million to
bring the Flinders Street station back to the great state it
used to be in so that we are able to utilise the whole
station, including the ballroom and other facilities that
have been closed for quite some time. There is a lot on
the agenda for this government. We cannot be in a
position to commit to vote in this house for Mr Barber’s
motion because we are in a live tender situation. I am
surprised the opposition — considering this is a project
it initiated — would vote to call for paperwork in a live
tender situation, which goes against everything that it
argued for when it was in government only a few
months ago.
Motion agreed to.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That in accordance with standing order 11.01, there be tabled
in the Council, by 12 noon on Wednesday, 11 March 2015, a
copy of the report prepared for the Minister for Planning by
the Residential Zones Standing Advisory Committee
concerning draft amendment C125 relating to the city of
Bayside.

I will make a brief contribution, first complimenting the
Minister for Planning at the time, who is in the gallery
today, for the work he did on residential zones,
protecting metropolitan Melbourne and protecting key
neighbourhood areas of metropolitan Melbourne. I put
on the record my fear that the new government will
unwind some of those significant protections that were

I note that the member for Sandringham in the other
place, Murray Thompson, made significant
commentary at that time and pointed to difficulties
around C125. I think it is important to note that
amendment C125 affected a number of specific areas in
Sandringham and Bayside and the Bentleigh lower
house electorate, and there were certainly a number of
key aspects to note with respect to the existing structure
plan. Reading from the Bayside City Council website:
Existing structure plans for the areas around Sandringham,
Hampton, Middle Brighton and North Brighton stations allow
for development of up to three storeys (11 metres) on
residential land around the train stations, and preferred
building heights of between three and six storeys for land
within the commercial strips. This is as high or higher than
building heights proposed by draft amendment C125. These
planning controls have been in place since 2013, and continue
to apply.

Those controls were put in place by the previous
Minister for Planning. This gives some idea of the
issues here. This is about the shape of our suburbs. This
about residential amenity. I put on the record my belief
as a general principle that there is great scope for
transit-orientated developments with a focus on higher
density in and around transport nodes, but it must be
done in a way that brings the community with the
proposals. It needs to have full community consultation,
and councils and the community need to be working in
harmony to see developments like that accepted and
brought forward. They must be designed in a way that
is sympathetic to the community.
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This motion is a narrow one. It seeks to make public
that report by the panel. I can indicate that the
opposition will make some further decisions when it
sees the report, but it is clear that amendment C125 and
the proposals around it need some significant further
work. The panel report is a key document that should
be in the public domain to inform public debate, and for
that reason this motion is in the public interest.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — In short, the
Greens support this motion. We support open and
transparent government and of course we support the
release of the planning panel report in relation to
amendment C125 to the Bayside planning scheme.
What is important in relation to this is what the
community thinks about the nature and shape of their
suburbs. It involves the character, amenity and built
form of the area, and certainly planning scheme
amendments provide ample opportunity for those
matters to be picked up through design and
development overlays and schedules attached to the
planning scheme.
The planning panel report will provide an opportunity
to see how those consultations went. It will be
interesting to understand the length and breadth of the
contributions and how many people had an opportunity
to participate. The reality is that this is about the shape
and nature of our suburbs and of Melbourne, so it is
important that communities share that journey when we
are talking about matters as important as planning
scheme amendments and the difference between
general residential zones and residential growth zones.
The Greens support the release of this planning panel
report, and we look forward to seeing what is contained
within it.
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The Residential Zones
Standing Advisory Committee has prepared its report
on amendment C125 to the Bayside planning scheme
and has submitted it to the department for assessment.
The Minister for Planning will shortly be briefed on the
recommendations of the independent committee for his
review. Once a decision has been made by the Minister
for Planning the report will be released. It is in no-one’s
interests to prolong the debate, but the minister requires
suitable time to assess the independent committee’s
recommendations without interference. If the
committee report is released prior to a decision being
made, proponents and the community will continue to
make submissions on the substantive matter and the
panel report. This does not add to the quality or
timeliness of the decision-making.
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There is a clear and transparent process for the
consideration of these proposed amendments, and it is
important that this process is honoured. While the
decision on whether to release the committee report is
at the minister’s discretion, I can confirm that the
minister will release the report once he has been briefed
and a decision has been made.
This government is committed to clear and transparent
decision-making that takes into account the views of
the community. We were very concerned about the
mismanagement of the process for the rollout of the
new zones, and we will be undertaking a full review.
Motion agreed to.

POLICE RESOURCES
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I move:
That this house notes that —
(1) prior to the 2014 election, Labor failed to commit to
provide any additional police officers if it won
government;
(2) Labor has discontinued crime prevention as a portfolio;
(3) Deputy Premier, Mr James Merlino, MP, denigrated the
protective services officers during the last Parliament by
referring to them as ‘plastic police’; and
(4) prior to the 2014 election the former coalition
government committed to —
(a) provide 700 additional frontline police;
(b) provide 250 specialists to tackle issues such as
e-crime and fraud, counterterrorism, forensics and
special investigations;
(c) recruit and deploy a 50-strong protective services
officer strike force; and
(d) continue to expand the successful crime prevention
portfolio;
and calls on the Premier, Mr Daniel Andrews, MP, and the
Minister for Police, Mr Wade Noonan, MP, to explain to the
Victorian community what Labor’s plans are to deliver more
police resources and to articulate to the Victorian community
its plans for community safety in Victoria.

The motion has a number of limbs to it. It goes to the
failure of the then opposition to make any significant or
substantial commitment to community safety initiatives
prior to the last election. That, coupled with the
commentary that has been coming from the
government since the election, gives rise to genuine
concern about where the government is going when it
comes to the extremely important issue of community
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safety, appropriate sentencing and other matters
associated with the justice system.
To recap, during its term in government the coalition
delivered the largest single expansion of Victoria Police
numbers in history, adding over 1900 sworn officers
during its four years in power. We also reformed
sentencing to better reflect community expectations.
The Rob Hulls policies of home detention and
suspended sentences were abolished. There were
significant reforms to better reflect community
expectations.
In the portfolio of corrections, which I held for a period,
we legislated with regard to parole to make community
safety the no.1 priority in parole-making decisions. We
more than doubled the budget of the Adult Parole
Board of Victoria during our four years in government.
Through the $84 million package attached to the
Callinan reform process — the process undertaken by
former High Court judge Mr Ian Callinan — significant
legislative reform was undertaken to make parole in
Victoria the toughest in Australia. That was in the
interests of community safety. Members of this house
would be all too familiar with some of the tragedies that
have occurred in years past and in relatively recent
times at the hands of parolees.
We also had a very ambitious program to deploy
protective services officers (PSOs) at our railway
stations. It is easy to forget that this policy that we took
to the 2010 election was supported by few of the
so-called experts and was criticised by Labor. The now
Deputy Premier, Mr Merlino, made reference in the
other place to PSOs being akin to plastic police. It was
an extremely derogatory attack on the hardworking
PSOs who look after us. They look after our safety here
at the Parliament of Victoria and at the courts. Earlier
this week we saw some of the challenges they face
from time to time. Now they also look after us at our
railway stations.
I believe Mr Merlino has not apologised for those
comments, but time has gone on and the policy we had
prior to the 2010 election is now seen as a significant
advancement in community safety and a significant
advancement for women in terms of their access to the
rail network at night. Members of the community know
they can now go to a show in town, get the train back
and be walked to their cars by a PSO. People who work
late now know they can leave the city when it is dark
and get — —
Ms Symes interjected.
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Mr O’DONOHUE — I note the mocking from
Ms Symes.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr O’DONOHUE — This is a very important
matter. The coalition takes matters of community safety
extremely seriously. The policy of deploying PSOs at
our railway stations — mocked by the now Deputy
Premier, mocked by Labor and not endorsed by many
at the time — is now seen as a significant success. It is
seen as a significant policy advancement in the interests
of community safety and in making our public transport
system safe and accessible for all, particularly at night.
The previous government also had a clear agenda when
it came to crime prevention. We understood that
tougher sentences were important, that providing
additional capacity to the prison system was important
and that it was also important to try to prevent crime
and to work with communities. We understood that
communities often had the answers or the best solutions
when it came to issues of crime and perceptions of
crime. That is why literally hundreds of projects were
funded right across Victoria under the crime prevention
portfolio. They ranged in size and included relatively
small scale grants for community halls and public
facilities to upgrade the lighting, security systems, locks
and fences so that Probus, the RSL, the Lions Club and
other hardworking community groups could feel safe
having a meeting at night and would be encouraged to
continue their good work.
A significant number of CCTV camera projects were
funded and deployed right across Victoria. This rollout
had the endorsement of the then Chief Commissioner
of Police, Ken Lay, who said that CCTV was a way to
not only prevent crime but also save police resources in
helping to solve crime by providing evidence after the
event. We also know that in court proceedings CCTV is
a very effective way of producing evidence, and it can
often expedite court proceedings.
A range of other projects and programs were
undertaken, including the graffiti removal program,
which involved the funding of local governments, in
partnership with community organisations, to come up
with locally based solutions to the scourge of graffiti.
The crime prevention portfolio also worked with and
helped to fund Neighbourhood Watch and Crime
Stoppers. We know Neighbourhood Watch and Crime
Stoppers do a fantastic job in the community.
Neighbourhood Watch engages with the local
community, and Crime Stoppers is trusted and
respected, particularly by some community members
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who are new to Australia. Their experience with local
police may be different to the experience of most
Victorians, who are lucky to have a trusted, respected
police force. Other places do not necessarily have the
same thing. In some new communities there may be
apprehension about dealing with police, and Crime
Stoppers has been a great way to engage with those
communities. Crime Stoppers has done a terrific job. A
project funded by the crime prevention portfolio
enabled Crime Stoppers to upgrade its website and
translate its communications into languages other than
English. That very important measure has broadened
the reach of this service to other communities.
The coalition went to the election with a number of
policies. It aimed to build on and expand its programs
of providing additional police; respond to the blue
paper by providing 250 specialists to tackle issues such
as e-crime and fraud, counterterrorism and forensic and
special investigations; recruit and deploy a new
50-strong PSO strike force; and, importantly, continue
the crime prevention portfolio. As I said, crime
prevention is a very important issue in a holistic
approach to issues of justice. That is why the former
government had a dedicated portfolio of crime
prevention.
The coalition government had a commitment to re-fund
and build on crime prevention initiatives, including a
$2 million grant scheme to partner with local
communities to respond to the scourge of ice.
Regrettably one of the first actions of the new Labor
government was to axe that program. As I have
mentioned in the house before, the Law Reform, Drugs
and Crime Prevention Committee that Mr Ramsay
chaired tabled an excellent bipartisan report into the
scourge of ice. That report recommended greater and
deeper engagement with local communities. Often local
communities will have the solutions to local crime
issues, including the issue of the supply and use of ice.
The examples of Mildura and Geelong demonstrate that
where communities come together there can be good
local responses to this terribly challenging issue in the
community. Unfortunately the $2 million grant round
that was opened before the election has been axed by
the government and those funds have been withdrawn.
Of course an election has taken place, and Labor has
been elected. What did Labor members say before the
election in relation to community safety? They said
very little indeed. When the former government
announced its commitment to recruit, train and deploy
additional police, to turn over the management of police
cells to the private sector, as already occurs at the
Melbourne Custody Centre underneath the Magistrates
Court in the city, the question was put to members of
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the opposition: what will you do? On 23 November,
just before the election, Mr Pakula was quoted in the
Age as having said on behalf of Labor:
We will sit down with the chief commissioner straight after
the election, if we are successful, and talk about what
resources are important to him. We think Ken Lay knows
more about his policing requirements than Denis Napthine
does …

The secretary of Police Association Victoria, Ron
Iddles — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I take up the interjection by
government members. They have described favourably
the quote attributed to Mr Pakula, where he said:
We will sit down with the chief commissioner straight after
the election … and talk about what resources are important to
him.

Let us go to the point of what resources the government
has made available to the Chief Commissioner of
Police, or in our current situation, the Acting Chief
Commissioner of Police. Now Labor has formed
government, presumably the Minister for Police,
Mr Noonan, and other members of the government
have had briefings with the acting chief commissioner
of police.
An article published in the Age of 9 February reports
that Mr Noonan confirmed that the government would
not commit to increases in officer numbers until the
budget, despite the demands of the Police Association.
In an Age article from 23 November Ron Iddles, the
secretary of the Police Association, is quoted as having
said that Labor’s lack of commitment to numbers is
‘very disappointing’.
The coalition provided a great framework for crime
prevention on which to build. We provided more police
resources, the PSOs, reforms to parole, reforms to
sentencing and a crime prevention focus with a
dedicated portfolio. We partnered with local
communities to tackle the issues of crime and
perceptions of crime across Victoria. When Labor came
to power, it sacked the crime prevention portfolio, and
it made no commitment to the crime prevention
initiatives the coalition had started. On 19 December
2013, I think it was, the then Labor opposition, in a
reshuffle, removed the portfolio of crime prevention
from its shadow ministry.
Before the election the government said nothing about
additional police resources, and now it says there will
be no additional police officers until the May budget is
released. The government has made no commitment to
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grow our police force despite the significant population
growth Victoria is experiencing on a weekly basis,
which the previous speaker for the government,
Mr Mulino, spoke about in his contribution on the
preceding motion.
I raise this take-note motion for the attention of the
house, because although we are only three months into
this government, there are some causes for concern in
relation to a number of issues. I refer to the
government’s lack of commitment to a crime
prevention agenda, to its lack of commitment to
increasing police numbers, and to the commentary from
the Minister for Police, who is also the Minister for
Corrections, and commentary from other members of
the government and government supporters about
changes to sentencing laws and initiatives that the
former government introduced in the interests of
community safety and in order to better reflect
community expectations.
Ms Symes interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I note the interjection of
Ms Symes about locking people up. Perhaps she could
clarify her comments in her contribution. As an adviser
to former Attorney-General Rob Hulls I trust she will
have something to say on this matter, and perhaps she
can clarify the meaning of the coded messages from
Mr Noonan and other members of the government
about the government’s agenda when it comes to the
reintroduction of home detention, suspended sentences
and other changes that were initiated and delivered by
the coalition government. Perhaps Ms Symes can tell us
what the government’s agenda will be in relation to
these issues.
Prior to the election Labor said very little and made
very few commitments in the justice space, except to
sack the crime prevention portfolio. Now Labor is in
government we have heard some worrying commentary
and we have seen that it is providing very little support
for more police and for the reforms that the coalition
delivered. This take-note motion is an opportunity for
Ms Symes and members of the government to clarify
whether Labor plans to reintroduce home detention,
whether it plans to reintroduce suspended sentences,
whether it plans to change the parole reforms that were
delivered by the coalition government, whether it plans
to increase police numbers and what those increased
police numbers will be, whether it stands by statements
made by the Deputy Premier when he was in opposition
when he said that protective services officers are plastic
police, and whether it will support the PSOs, retain
them at our railway stations and look at supporting
them into the future.
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The coalition government left the Andrews government
with a strong basis and a strong foundation to build on,
and I would encourage the Andrews government to
build on that basis and not tear it down. This motion
provides an opportunity for members of the
government to articulate to the house in a very clear and
precise manner exactly what their intentions are,
because before the election and since the election they
have had precious little to say about community safety
or justice-related issues. This is their opportunity to
clarify for the house and the Victorian community
exactly what they plan to do.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am pleased to speak on this motion. We on
this side will not be lectured by those opposite on what
we should or should not do, will or will not say or
contribute or not contribute. When in government they
absolutely failed in the crime and crime prevention
arenas in this state. This is an appalling motion. It is an
absolutely disgraceful piece of rhetoric that bears no
resemblance to reality. In terms of what we have heard
in the debate today, it is all fiction over fact. They think
their rhetoric and words will get to the media, but they
bear no resemblance to the facts and what happened.
To be clear, Labor has inherited quite a mess from the
coalition government when it comes to the areas of
policing and crime prevention in this state. It is a
disgraceful inheritance. Crime is up, more people are in
prison and more people are returning to prison. If you
look at some particular cohorts of our community, you
will see more people are going back to jail — for
instance, when you look at the Indigenous population,
you see that what happened under the coalition
government is a disgrace in terms of the numbers jailed
and recidivism. There are no solutions to the problems.
The truth is that Victoria is less safe than it was four
years ago. The truth is that crime has risen every single
year under the previous government. Victoria is a far
less safe place for people to live, raise a family or feel
free and secure than it was four years ago. That is
compared to what happened in the previous 10 years
under the Labor government. These are facts — it is not
fiction, it is not rhetoric. They are absolute facts. Crime
fell every single year in the 10 years under the Labor
government. Every single year under Labor crime went
down. Under the coalition government crime went up
every single year. These are indisputable facts despite
the rhetoric, the beating of the chest and the law and
order bandwagon. In less than four years crime in
Victoria has increased over 20 per cent, with crimes
against the person up by nearly a third and drug crimes
up by 75 per cent.
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I am looking at the chart in front of me which
contains a statewide summary of offences in Victoria.
In 2009–10 there were a bit more than 45 000 crimes
against the person. In the 12 months to September
2014 there were more than 60 000 — that is a 32 per
cent increase. The numbers did not decrease; crimes
against the person increased. In 2009–10 there were
260 000 crimes against property. There were 271 000
crimes against property in the 12 months to
September 2014. There was a huge increase in drug
offences, going from 14 583 in 2009–10 to 25 594
during the years of the coalition government. Drug
offences ruin people’s lives, destroy families, destroy
hope and destroy opportunities for so many people in
our community. It is disgraceful. Other crimes also
went up by more than double. When you look at it,
what you see on all the serious crime parameters in
this state is a massive rise under failed policies of the
coalition government.
A couple of months later the opposition brings this
motion to this chamber. We have heard a fair bit of
chest beating and slogans out there about protective
services officers (PSO). My kids love PSOs on railway
stations. I am happy to say that. PSOs are not the issue,
it was how the program was rolled out and the lack of
coordination between transport and police when it was
rolled out. There was an absolute lack of coordination.
I refer to a specific example in my former lower house
electorate of Eltham. The sleepy village of
Montmorency — a lovely little community with a small
station — got a couple of PSOs. People were surprised
as it was hardly the crime capital of Melbourne, but that
is okay, they got a couple of PSOs. Here is a station that
has undercover seating for two people. There are no
toilets whatsoever. There are no staff. It is a little
station, a bit like some of the smaller country stations.
Along come the PSOs and up comes the PSO pod.
Fantastic! People thought that maybe they were going
to be able to use the toilets; maybe there would be a bit
of a verandah to keep them dry in winter and keep the
sun off them in summer. But that did not happen
because there was a disconnect between the police and
the public transport. None of that was going to happen.
While they might have thought of making
improvements for commuters when it came to putting
up the PSO pod, none of that happened. There was total
inflexibility. People were outraged that the only people
who could use the toilet at Montmorency station were
the two PSOs. I wrote to the Minister for Public
Transport pointing out that a lot of constituents were
asking why the station could not be adapted so that they
could use toilets and have a bit of a shelter out the front.
It would have cost virtually nothing. The answer back
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was that they could catch a train to Greensborough
station, use the toilet and then come back to Diamond
Creek or wherever they were going. I do not know if
members know about the services on the Hurstbridge
line, but they are still pretty poor. They are
improving — —
Mr Finn — You should have done something about
it.
Mr HERBERT — I should have done something
about it, and I did. Unfortunately the extra services that
were promised and paid for by the former Labor
government prior to the election of the coalition were
never delivered; the coalition refused to put them on.
The minister’s view was that instead of building a PSO
pod that could be used by the public, passengers should
travel up the line, go to a toilet at another station and
then travel back so that they could get to their
destination. Yes, PSOs are popular, but it was a
shocking implementation. It should have been done far
more efficiently.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr HERBERT — Those opposite do not like to
hear the truth — that was one of the reasons why the
coalition government was not re-elected last
November — but that is the truth. My government has
a different viewpoint. We believe in having all the facts.
Before we go on to what we are going to do, let us have
a look at what the former Chief Commissioner of
Police, Ken Lay, said about this very issue — the
agenda of beating the law and order drum as the
solution to crime in this state. He said:
We have spent the past four years being tough on crime.
Perhaps it is time that we changed the debate to get smart on
crime.

He said of the 2010 election that it:
… turned into a Dutch auction on police numbers. First it was
1500, then it was 1600, then 1700 and 940 protective services
officers. But not once did anyone come to police command
and ask what was best for the organisation.

Yet we still see the same thing coming from those
opposite in this motion. Do they never learn? It seems
that is the case. We are not interested in rhetoric; we are
interested in working with the police, and we are
interested in real solutions to the problems we have.
To take just one of our commitments, the Andrews
government has committed to $148.6 million to
transition the management of police cells to new
custody officers. I would have thought those opposite
would be putting that in a motion. At any one time
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there are 400 police officers babysitting prisoners in
police cells. That is 400 police who ought to be on the
beat, out there keeping our community safe, but they
are babysitting prisoners in police cells instead of
tackling crime. What is the solution? The solution is to
get other people — custody officers — to do that and
get those 400 police out on the beat where they can do
most in terms of protecting people in the community.
We have also, importantly, addressed some of the root
causes of crime. One of the most high-profile areas and
one of the most common sorts of crime is domestic
violence or family violence, which is a massive issue in
this state. The need to do something to address family
violence is one thing for which there is genuine
bipartisan support. As everyone here would know, the
government has appointed Victoria’s first-ever Minister
for the Prevention of Family Violence to show
leadership and address these heinous crimes. During
2013–14 Victoria Police attended over 65 000 reported
family violence incidents. That is real crime, and they
are real figures that need to be addressed.
We know family violence constitutes about a massive
40 per cent of all police work. We know it is a leading
contributor to death and disability in Australian women
aged 15 to 44. We know three-quarters of all assaults
against women happen in the home. These are facts.
This is factual information that should be addressed if
we are genuinely talking about what we can do to
prevent crime. Approximately one woman is murdered
by a current or former partner every week in Australia.
That is not sustainable. We need to do something, and
on this front we are taking the highest action by
initiating a royal commission and taking genuine action
to stop this massive crime against women and other
people in Victoria.
On crime prevention, we have heard those opposite talk
about how when they were in government they had a
special Minister for Crime Prevention. That position
seemed to be pretty good. Pamphlets were put out and
media releases were issued; a lot of chest beating was
done. But when you genuinely talk about crime
prevention, you have to address the root causes of
crime. You have to address the underlying issues in
terms of crime. Those underlying issues are not
addressed by putting a pamphlet out in the community.
Family violence has to be addressed. We have to
address poor education, because education is how
people elevate themselves in life and raise their hopes
and aspirations. If you pull $2 billion out of the
education system, with $1.2 billion gone from
TAFE — so that kids who might want an
apprenticeship or traineeship do not get it — and more
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from schools, that reduces hope and opportunity and
ultimately adds to crime.
If you talk about unemployment, the scourge of
unemployment with which this state has been inflicted,
we have one of the worst unemployment rates in
Australia. I think it was 6.8 per cent when we took
office and is about 6.5 per cent or 6.6 per cent now,
with massive youth unemployment, in the 20 per cent
range, in most communities — teenage unemployment,
at least. If you are unemployed for a long time, you
give up hope of getting a better life. That is a cause of
crime. It leads people to drugs and all sorts of antisocial
activity that none of us wants to see happen. It is about
loss of hope in rural and regional communities. Because
they are under the pump, because they are losing jobs
and industries, whole generations feel that when they
leave school, or even while they are in school, there
will be nothing for them in the future. That is a root
cause of crime. If you are talking about young people
getting into a bit of strife, as many young people do,
and if you slash youth services and youth support, then
guess what? That is a cause of crime.
When those opposite talk about us not having a crime
prevention minister, I say to them: addressing crime
prevention is far more complex than that. It requires a
whole-of-government approach and a more
sophisticated approach than simply putting out a few
pamphlets and media releases. That is what my
government stands for; we stand for a
whole-of-government approach. We stand for looking
at and addressing the real issues and not simply
producing simplistic slogans about law and order and
beating the drum and saying, ‘Let’s get tough on
crime’. Those things do not work, they have never
worked and they will never work. I am pleased to speak
on this motion because, quite frankly, it reiterates the
failed policies of the previous government when it
comes to crime prevention in this state.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to make some very brief remarks on
Mr O’Donohue’s motion, which talks about crime
prevention, police resources and calls on the
government, via the Premier and the Minister for
Police, to explain to the Victorian community what
Labor’s plans are to deliver police resources and to
articulate to the Victorian community its plans for
community safety in Victoria. I think that is quite a
moderate request of this government. Indeed every
government should follow it.
I read through Mr O’Donohue’s motion again this
afternoon in anticipation of this debate; I was not sure
whether it would come on. Paragraphs 1 to 4 of
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Mr O’Donohue’s motion seem to me to be — and I
take this as an article of faith, seeing as they have been
put on the notice paper by Mr O’Donohue — accurate
and correct. My experience of Mr O’Donohue over two
terms of Parliament is that he is pretty thorough, so I
take it that these points are accurate and correct.
This is not to say that I always agree with
Mr O’Donohue. We have stood opposite each other in
the chamber for a long time and had quite robust
disagreements over matters of principle and policy, as I
am sure he would agree. But I have never disagreed
with him on a point of accuracy and fact, whether or
not I agree with its substance.
The first paragraph in Mr O’Donohue’s motion asks the
house to note that prior to the 2014 election Labor
failed to commit to provide any additional police
officers if it won government. I assume that is correct.
In fact in a quick run through of ALP media releases, I
could not see anything to that effect, so I assume that is
the case.
The second paragraph states that Labor has
discontinued crime prevention as a portfolio. That is
again a statement of fact, and we are also asked to note
it. I have two points to make on this. Firstly, it is
probably a good thing to have a crime prevention
portfolio, particularly if it focuses on the major source
of crime that is rife within the Victorian and Australian
community — that is, family violence.
My second point is that that portfolio should actually
focus on prevention. I must say that during the previous
government the crime prevention portfolio focused
more on penalties and corrections then it did
prevention. Even though it was named crime
prevention, my view is that it did not focus on it.
Instead the focus was more on what happens once an
offence has been committed.
Mr O’Donohue and members of the previous
government would remember that the Greens opposed
a great many of their measures in the Parliament,
including the abolition of suspended sentences, the
abolition of home detention and the summary offences
laws. I note that this government will be bringing in
legislation to repeal those laws. Many of the punitive
measures brought in by the previous government under
the crime prevention portfolio were not about
prevention but about penalties and increasing those
penalties beyond what was necessary. They were
certainly not in the spirit of rehabilitation or preventing
recidivism amongst offenders. There was also not a lot
of money going into programs in prison or for offenders
on their release. More needs to be put into that area if
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we are to prevent crime. The Greens certainly had a lot
of differences with the previous government in that
respect.
During the last Parliament I questioned the then
Minister for Crime Prevention about the effects of some
of the provisions put in place in the corrections system,
such as less use of community corrections orders and
tougher action on breaches of parole. I made the point
that while the community was very closely behind the
government — as in fact were the Greens — in terms
of tightening up parole for serious violent offenders, the
government’s legislation had the effect of applying to
all parolees, even those who were not serious violent
offenders. It applied equally to those offenders who had
been incarcerated for quite short amounts of time and
those who were re-incarcerated for very minor breaches
of parole.
I asked the minister what percentage of the growth in
the prison population was due to breaches of parole and
he answered 47 per cent. So the rise in the prison
population was due to breaches of parole, many of
which — in fact the majority of which — were minor
breaches by non-violent offenders. That is not what you
want to be doing. You want to make sure that people
who have been released on parole are supervised while
they are on parole and are offered programs to prevent
them from reoffending. That is the situation and the
direction in which we should be going rather than
putting people back into the prison system where they
are not really getting the benefit of programs. It is also
no benefit to the community for that to happen.
The third paragraph in Mr O’Donohue’s motion refers
to a remark made by the now Deputy Premier with
regard to protective services officers (PSOs). I am
assuming that Mr O’Donohue is correct in asserting
that the Deputy Premier made this remark. Again we
are asked to note it. It probably was not a helpful
remark. On reflection the Deputy Premier might well
have rechosen his words.
Protective services officers look after us here in the
Parliament. They have traditionally provided security at
the courts and the Shrine of Remembrance. Under the
previous government their remit was expanded and
they are now present at railway stations and at other
places throughout the community.
Certainly the Greens were very concerned about the
previous government’s policy of putting protective
service officers at every single railway station from
6.00 p.m. to midnight. I notice that the railway station
closest to my electorate office, North Brighton, still
does not have protective services officers. I am not sure
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they are needed at North Brighton station, or in fact at
many others. At the time the legislation was brought in
I made the point that the evidence — which is what we
should base policies on — was that there were about 10
or 12 stations where there was a need for more security.
They were particularly well known. Just those 10 to
12 stations were responsible for around 80 per cent of
the incidents. A lot of those incidents occurred outside
the hours of 6.00 p.m. to 12.00 p.m. In fact some of
them occurred during the day.
Ms Shing — Before the PSOs come on duty?
Ms PENNICUIK — That is right, so there have
been a lot of issues with the deployment of protective
services officers. I also made the point that no
government should be suggesting where police or
protective services officers are to be deployed, which is
the job of the Chief Commissioner of Police. The chief
commissioner should have the say based on the
evidence in front of him or her as to where police and
protective services officers are best deployed on any
given day of the week, week of the year or month of the
year. It should not be up to the government of the day
to decide where police and protective services officers
should be deployed. That is a separation of the
government from the operational aspects of the police.
In the committee stage on that bill the then minister in
charge of the bill, who is now the Leader of the
Opposition in the Assembly, Mr Guy, conceded that it
was the job of the chief commissioner to decide where
police and protective services officers should be
deployed.
We also raised the issue of protective services officers,
who have far less training than police, being able to
effectively undertake all the duties of police. We
advocated for more training for protective services
officers if they were going to be asked to take on the
responsibilities that police do.
I presume paragraph (4) is a factual account of what the
coalition promised prior to the election with regard to
additional police, specialist police and a protective
services officer strike force. I remember at the time
wondering what exactly such a strike force meant, and
perhaps the shadow minister could explain that in his
summing up if he wishes to.
The Greens are not opposed to this motion because it
asks us to note some articles of fact and then calls on us
to ask the Premier and Minister for Police to explain to
the community what the government’s plans are to
deliver more police resources and articulate to the
community its plans for community safety in Victoria.
We would not disagree with the government doing that,
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either right now or as part of an ongoing process. It
should be doing that in an open and transparent way.
I note that in his contribution to the debate Mr Herbert
talked about crime going up and the community
becoming less safe. I am really looking forward to
when the independent crime statistics body starts
releasing the statistics on crime in Victoria and
analysing them on behalf of the community, rather than
either the police doing that, as has been the case in the
past, or any political party doing that. We might get less
heat and more light on what the situation is with crime
statistics and community safety in Victoria.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — It gives me a
great deal of pleasure to rise to support the motion
moved so ably and capably by my friend and colleague
Mr O’Donohue, because he is a man with considerable
experience in this area. I am delighted he was able to
share that experience with us this afternoon, and I have
no doubt he will be able to share his experience with us
for many years to come.
While I applaud Mr O’Donohue’s contribution, I have
to say that Mr Herbert’s contribution was a little bit
confusing. I understand there was something about
toilets on the Hurstbridge line and people dashing up
and down the Hurstbridge line to get to the toilet, but I
am going to have to wait until I read Daily Hansard
tomorrow to get the full gist of exactly what he was
talking about. Given Mr Herbert’s contribution to
toilets on the Hurstbridge line over a long period of
time, I am sure it will be worth reading about it
tomorrow. That will give me a reason to get out of bed
in the morning, let me assure members of that. That is
something I am particularly looking forward to.
As members of this house who have been around here
for a while would know, I have enormous respect for
the police. I know that without police — and this is not
a belief but knowledge — our society would be
uncivilised and barbaric. Those who have no
conscience and no respect for others would be let loose
to do whatever they would do. I thank God for the
members of Victoria Police, the men and women on the
thin blue line, who do a magnificent job and have been
doing a magnificent job for a very long time.
It has been my view for many years that Victoria has
the best police force in Australia. I have no hesitation in
saying that. Despite what some have said over the last
few years, Victoria Police really should hold its head
high and its members should hold their heads high as
they are our protectors. They make an enormous
contribution to our way of life and make our way of life
possible. I place on the record here today my very deep
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gratitude to each and every member of Victoria Police
for the work they do in keeping us safe and in
protecting us from people who would otherwise do us
harm.
While I have enormous respect for the police, that
respect is not always shared. Mr Herbert spoke earlier
about having a bipartisan approach to the matter.
Unfortunately, respect for law and order and respect
for police are not bipartisan matters in this state. I do
not think it ever has been a bipartisan matter. The left
faction in this state has shown total contempt for
the — —
Mr Herbert — On a point of order, Acting
President, I know Mr Finn did not hear all of my
speech, but he has just verballed me. I am not sure what
the crime is, but I did say there was bipartisan support
on eradicating family violence.
Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, I appreciate what Mr Herbert has said. There
is no way I would suggest that there is a bipartisan
approach to respect for police and law and order,
because those on this side of the house have respect for
police and law and order, but those on the other side
perhaps have less. That is something I would never
suggest, because in my experience that is not the case. I
hope Mr Herbert does not take me the wrong way.
Everybody is aware that the left of politics does not
respect the police.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Mr Finn, to continue.
Mr FINN — I am very glad that Mr Herbert raised
the point of order to make that position very clear. I did
not think Mr Herbert would go out of his way to help
me in the way that he just has — that is, by making it
very clear to all and sundry that respect for our police
and respect for law and order is not a bipartisan matter
in this Parliament or in this state. But let me say that
those of us on this side of the house dip our lids to
members of Victoria Police and all associated with
Victoria Police because the — —
Ms Shing — On a point of order, Acting President, I
note that Mr Finn’s contribution has gone from what
would appear to have been an acknowledgement of
Mr Herbert’s concerns at the outset to a further
misrepresentation of the statements Mr Herbert made
earlier in relation to family violence and law and order
more broadly. I seek that, if nothing else, Mr Finn at
least rein in his comments.
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Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, that is clearly not a point of order; that is a
debating point.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Ms Shing, I understand what Mr Finn has just
said, and I ask him to continue. I again ask Mr Finn to
continue, and I do not uphold the other point of order.
Mr FINN — Thank you, Acting President. You are
a great Australian. I can say to you, Acting President,
that those on the other side of the house — and I
include our friends from the Greens — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FINN — We have a coalition government in
this state. Let us not mince our words here. We have a
coalition in this state. They hate each other with a deep
embedded passion, but the Labor-Greens coalition is
one that governs this state. On this particular issue they
have in common a total and entire disrespect for the
police and indeed a total disrespect for law and order.
This is not new. It has been going on for years. If we
look back through the 1960s and 1970s, well before I
knew exactly what was going on in the world, we can
see when the left in this country showed disrespect
for the police, for authority and for law and order, and
unfortunately it is continuing today. We just have to
have a look at what Mr Merlino — the then shadow
police minister, now education minister and Deputy
Premier — had to say about the protective services
officers (PSOs). It has to be said that, of the Baillieu
government’s many initiatives, clearly the PSO
initiative was an outstanding success. Everybody
would agree on that, and I note that members of the
Labor Party went from condemning the PSO
initiative to almost claiming the idea as their own, as
they are wont to do from time to time. In opposition
Mr Merlino referred to the PSOs as ‘plastic police’ —
this coming from a bloke who is known around the
place as Lord Farquaad. To refer to the PSOs as
plastic police is — —
Ms Shing — On a point of order, Acting President,
Mr Finn’s reference to the Deputy Premier is, at its
highest, uncharitable and, at its more realistic,
absolutely insulting and beneath him. I ask that he
withdraw that comment.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! There is to be no conversation. The point of
order has been raised. I ask Mr Finn to come back to
the motion.
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Mr FINN — The now Deputy Premier referred to
the PSOs as ‘plastic police’. What disrespect he showed
for those people who are out there on our railway
stations every night doing a brilliant and magnificent
job. Right across the suburban network and in the
country areas, through Ballarat, Bendigo and right
through Victoria, the PSOs are doing a brilliant job. But
true to form, members of the Labor Party were slapping
them down, which did not come as a surprise to me and
should not come as a surprise to anybody who has
taken even a passing interest in how the Labor Party
treats police in this state.
We just have to go back to the early days of the Bracks
government. The year 2000 — a space odyssey — I
think it was at that point when we had a situation where
a police commissioner was forced out through various
means that I do not have time to go into at the moment,
and a new police commissioner was appointed. The
new police commissioner was not so much a police
chief commissioner as a social warrior. She led the
experiment that, as she said, would destroy the fabric of
the Victorian police force. She came into this state from
New South Wales, which undoubtedly had the most
corrupt police force in Australia, and she made it
clear — I think in one of her very first speeches — that
her belief at that time was that Victoria Police was as
corrupt as the police force of the state from which she
came. That is just an outrage. Those opposite talk about
insults, but that was the greatest insult a Chief
Commissioner of Police could offer the men and
women under her command.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — She was out to dinner, and we will get
to that a bit later on. The police under her command
were offered the most despicable and dishonest
insult — smear — I have ever heard. Is it any wonder
so many police in Victoria got out? I think at one stage
in the space of one month under Christine Nixon over
1000 years of experience walked out the door. They
said, ‘No more. We are out of here’. That is the way the
ALP treated the police. The ALP was not interested in
policing, it was not interested in law enforcement and it
was not interested in crime prevention; it was interested
in putting one of its own in as chief commissioner as
some sort of weird and wild social experiment.
Ms Tierney — On a point of order, Acting
President, I believe the member needs to be drawn back
to the motion. The last 7 minutes of his contribution
have moved far beyond the realms of the motion before
the house.
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Mr O’Donohue — On the point of order, Acting
President, it is clear that the Minister for Training and
Skills significantly expanded the scope of the debate
with his extensive contribution about the Hurstbridge
train line, as Mr Finn referred to. This is quite a broad
debate, in accordance with the very nature of the
motion I moved. It canvasses a number of
justice-related issues. Minister Herbert sought to
expand that into the realms of public transport and other
areas of public policy. I note he did not actually say he
has fixed those problems since he has been in
government — that is a separate issue. Mr Finn is still
addressing issues of community safety that are justice
related — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! I think the member is debating now. I listened to
Minister Herbert’s contribution and I am now listening
to Mr Finn. I think the point of order has some merit,
and I ask Mr Finn again to come back to the motion.
Mr FINN — I fully appreciate what you are saying,
Acting President. I believe this motion is widely
concerned with the attitudes of the opposition and the
government toward policing and law and order in this
state. They were certainly areas that I was addressing. If
we are going to debate this matter properly, we have to
look at what Labor did last time it was in
government — the 11 years of the Bracks and Brumby
governments, the last time Labor occupied the Treasury
bench in the state. Unfortunately the police force
suffered very badly under Labor. It is no secret that as a
result of Labor’s appointment of Christine Nixon as
chief commissioner and the further appointment of
Simon Overland, who perhaps knew even less about
policing than Christine Nixon, Victoria Police suffered
significantly. Indeed the police force is still suffering.
Ken Lay faced this situation, a major challenge,
head-on. I think Ken Lay was doing a superb job as
chief commissioner. I was saddened that he left the job
when he did and for the reason he did. I wish him and
his wife, Chris, all the very best for their retirements,
and I wish Chris a full recovery as quickly as possible.
There is no doubt that when Ken Lay left the chief
commissioner’s job we lost a top cop. We lost a very
good police officer and somebody who was really
committed to law and order and protecting the
community, particularly in terms of family violence. He
turned attention on family violence in a way that no
other chief commissioner had done before. For that he
should be commended and congratulated, and we
should be very grateful that he held that position.
Ken Lay was in a very difficult position as chief
commissioner because in this state — and I do not think
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it is revealing any secrets to discuss this in the house —
there are two police forces. There are those police
officers who I think you would call genuine police
officers, committed to law and order and to protecting
the community. Then there are the Christine Nixon
police, who are more into social engineering, pushing a
political barrow and many of the unfortunate aspects of
policing that we came to see under Christine Nixon.

we have in this area. If the police feel they do not have
the authority to do their jobs, then we are all in a great
deal of trouble. The Parliament, but certainly the
government, should look at that very closely. This has
happened after 11 years of Rob Hulls as
Attorney-General stacking the bench. Talk about
branch stacking; this is bench stacking. That is what he
did for 11 years.

I had hoped that that would fade out in time, but with
Ken Lay’s retirement the government will undoubtedly
appoint somebody who reflects its political perspective
and I assume we will see a renewal of what we have
seen before. It worries me a great deal, and it might
even scare me a little bit, to think that Labor is going to
appoint a new chief commissioner after the last two it
appointed. All I can say is God help Victoria Police,
because with Labor calling the shots Victoria Police
will be in more strife than the early settlers. It is
something that none of us will be pleased to see. I wish
each and every member of Victoria Police well as they
come to grips with life under Labor, because it is no
secret that the Labor Party does not like police or law
and order.

Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, Mr Finn has inadvertently reflected on the
judiciary. If he is saying that the bench was stacked, he
is suggesting that members of the judiciary have a
particular ideological bent or a particular view of the
world. I ask you to ask him to withdraw any such
insinuation.

I could talk about the move-on legislation and about a
whole range of other things, but that might be
pre-empting debate on that legislation. I would hate to
do that, so I might just leave it alone at the moment. It
goes without saying that Labor, the Greens and the left
in general are not keen on authority or law and order,
and they are certainly not keen on the police.
In my view the police anywhere, but particularly the
police in this state because it is our responsibility, need
two things to do their jobs properly, and I have said this
over a number of years. They need the resources —
they need the manpower or the woman power, the
police stations, the cars, the mace, the handcuffs and the
whole kit and caboodle — to do their jobs. They also
need the authority to do their jobs. If they are out on the
streets protecting us and they are being undermined by
a government that is not giving them the authority to do
their jobs, they will fail. They will not protect us, and
they will not be able to do the job we want them to do,
and that has worried me for a very long time. I have
seen police spat on, I have seen police hit — —
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — Horses punched, indeed. I have seen
some dreadful things done to police, and they do not do
anything about it because their view is that the courts
will not back them. If they drag somebody into court
for assaulting or abusing them, their view is that the
judges will not back them up. That is the big problem

Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, the standing orders are very clear — that is,
that no member can refer to or reflect on an individual
judge or member of the judiciary, and I certainly did
not and would never do that. The point of order taken
by Ms Mikakos is a nonsense.
Ms Mikakos — Further on the point of order,
Acting President, Mr Finn referred to every member of
the judiciary who was appointed by a previous
Attorney-General, Rob Hulls. In effect he has identified
a number of individuals who are and were very capable
and credible individuals appointed as members of the
judiciary.
Mr FINN — Further on the point of order, Acting
President, Ms Mikakos is drawing a very long bow
here, and she knows it. You can tell by the smile on her
face that she knows it. I am very hopeful that you,
Acting President, will not be sucked in by Ms Mikakos
on this matter. I did not say at all what she is
suggesting, and if you wish to have a look at Hansard,
you will see that I did not say it.
Mr Melhem — On the point of order, Acting
President, Mr Finn was very clear when he said that a
former Attorney-General stacked the bench. I
understand him to be referring to those people. If
Mr Finn did not mean it, he should simply withdraw his
comments and that will be the end of the matter.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! I will not take any further points of order. I
understand where everyone is coming from. Mr Finn
has already indicated to the house that he did not mean
anything by his comments. While there is merit to the
points of order, I will accept Mr Finn’s word, but I ask
him to come back to the motion.
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Mr FINN — Thank you, Acting President. It is
essential to make the point that the authority of the
police force and members of the police is very
important so that they are allowed to do their jobs.
Without that authority, both from government and the
judiciary, they are put in an extraordinarily difficult
position, and we are all put in a very unsafe situation. I
believe that is something that should be addressed.

minister once more, and I, for one, very much look
forward to that.

It is sad that Labor had done away with the crime
prevention portfolio, because it was a great success of
the previous government. One bloke who I have
worked with very closely out in the western suburbs,
and somebody who works with a great number of
young people, is Sir Les Twentyman, the youth worker.
Yes, Les got a knighthood. Over many years Les
Twentyman has done a great deal of work. I have seen
the contributions he has made to ensuring that young
people in the west are kept out of trouble. From this
point on I suggest that Les Twentyman is consulted on
any crime prevention moves. He has hands-on
knowledge, the ability and the experience to make a
difference in young people’s lives.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I advise the house that
I have received two letters, one from the Governor of
Victoria and the other, accompanying that letter, from
Danny O’Brien. Members would be aware that last
night Mr O’Brien advised the house that he intended to
visit the Governor today to formally tender his
resignation from his seat in this place in order to contest
a by-election for a seat in the other place.

We have heard from Mr Herbert about unemployment
and about the need for training for youth workers and a
whole range of things, but here is somebody who with
the 20th Man Fund does a brilliant job in setting young
people’s lives right. My view is very clear. If something
is working, you should adopt it. It is important that we
recognise that what is happening out in the western
suburbs with the 20th Man Fund and Les Twentyman is
working and has been working for a very long time,
and we should expand it. There are a number of groups
around, some with high and mighty titles and with
plentiful funding from government, but they do not do
anywhere near the good work that the 20th Man Fund
does in the west. As I said, I suggest that the
government might like to consult with Les Twentyman
on any crime prevention strategy to deal with young
people, and I am hopeful it will do that.
I conclude my comments on that note. I offer my
support, respect and total admiration for members of
Victoria Police. I hope at every opportunity members of
Parliament show members of the police force that we
admire them and that they have our respect and support.
That is something they will appreciate. It will help them
to do their jobs much better, and it will benefit the
future safety and law and order of Victoria. I close with
those few comments, and I hope the motion moved by
Mr O’Donohue will be passed. It is regrettable that
Mr O’Donohue no longer has the position that he had
because he was an excellent minister. I have no doubt
that the time will come when he will be an excellent

Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

RESIGNATION OF MEMBER
Mr O’Brien

Mr O’Brien wrote to His Excellency the Governor of
Victoria and conveyed this letter, dated today, to him
this morning. It states:
I hereby submit my resignation as a member for Eastern
Victoria Region in the Legislative Council, effective
immediately.
It has been a pleasure to serve the people of the region and I
hope to have the opportunity to serve our state again in future.

That letter was forwarded to me by the Governor with
an accompanying letter which states:
I write to advise that today Mr Danny O’Brien, MP, handed
me his letter of resignation as member for Eastern Victoria
Region. A copy of that letter is enclosed for your records, as
is copy of my response.
I have advised the Speaker and Premier in substantially like
terms.
As you know, upon Mr O’Brien’s resignation, his seat in the
Legislative Council became vacant. In the circumstances, a
joint sitting of the Council and Assembly is required to fill
this vacancy in accordance with section 27A of the
Constitution Act 1975. I assume that you and the Speaker will
arrange for that to take place.

As members would be aware, we will have a
nomination of a preferred candidate from Mr O’Brien’s
party, The Nationals, and that nomination will be put to
a joint sitting in due course.
I also indicate at this point that it is likely that at that
joint sitting representatives of the Parliament will be
appointed to the Victorian Health Promotion
Foundation — VicHealth — and the Victorian
Responsible Gambling Foundation.
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Australian Children’s Education and Care
Quality Authority: report 2013–14
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I rise to
speak on the Australian Children’s Education and
Care Quality Authority (ACECQA) annual report for
2013–14. Speaking on this report gives me great
pleasure. One of the hallmarks of my time as the
Minister for Children and Early Childhood
Development was improving quality in programs and
improving quality in facilities. We worked very
closely with ACECQA, once it was set up, on that
quality agenda for Victoria and indeed more broadly
around Australia.
The national quality framework commenced on
1 January 2012 in all states and territories except
Western Australia, where it commenced on 1 August
2012. The national quality framework replaced existing
state and territory licensing and national quality
assurance processes for most long day care,
kindergarten, family day care and outside-school-hours
care services nationally. In Victoria it meant a change
from the state-based Children’s Services Act 1996 to
the Education and Care Services National Law Act
2010 as the legislative framework for the regulation of
the majority of children’s services in Victoria.
One of my first acts as minister was to oversee the
development of the regulations under the new law.
They were drafted by the very talented team in what
was then the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development and adopted by the ministerial
council during my time as chair of that body. ACECQA
is the new national body set up to implement the new
system and to ensure consistency of approach
nationally of the national law. ACECQA is governed
by a board of 13 members, and they are appointed by
the Standing Council on School Education and Early
Childhood. Eight members are appointed from
nominations from each state and territory by their
ministers and four members are appointed by the
commonwealth. The chair is appointed independently
by the standing council and the deputy chair is
appointed from the 12 members.
I thank the Victorians who served on that board during
my term as minister. In particular I single out Professor
Collette Tayler and June McLoughlin, who are two of
Victoria’s treasures when it comes to passion for and
knowledge of early childhood education. I put on the
record my respect for the chair, Rachel Hunter, and the
CEO, Karen Curtis, and record how much I enjoyed
working with them to improve quality in early
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childhood education and care. Victoria has excelled as
services around the nation have been assessed and rated
against the national quality standards. Page 61 of the
report shows that as at 1 July 2014, 78 per cent of our
services assessed had either met or exceeded the
national quality standards, and that was compared with
only around 62 per cent meeting or exceeding the
standard nationally.
I will mention briefly the four Victorian services that
achieved an excellent rating, the highest rating under
the new national quality standards. The first of those
was the Children’s Protection Society Children’s
Centre in Heidelberg West. It was particularly pleasing
because it is a centre that services some of the most
vulnerable children in this state. These were not parents
who were getting the highest quality education and care
for their children because they could afford to pay for it
but children from families where they would benefit the
most from that high-quality care. It is a fantastic centre
that I visited when I was in opposition. The society
could not get the previous Labor government to fund
that centre, and it lobbied us to ensure that the centre
was supported. Both the former Minister for
Community Services, Mary Wooldridge, and me were
very supportive of that centre.
An excellent rating was awarded to the Wesley College
Early Childhood Learning Centre. It also has some
excellent programs in that centre. The Jindi Woraback
Children’s Centre achieved an excellent rating. It has an
Indigenous program that is part of the everyday practice
of the centre. They have had a number of antibullying
projects as part of their centre, and some really fantastic
work has gone on there.
The fourth was Doveton College and Early Learning
Centre, which achieved an excellent rating. June
McLoughlin works and runs the centre, which works
with more than 15 agencies to implement key programs
and support families in the Doveton community. It does
excellent work.

Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for
Families
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Auditor-General report Additional School
Costs for Families, which was released this month. The
report paints a concerning picture. There appears to be
little coordination or uniformity between schools and
the Department of Education and Training (DET) in
terms of what parents are actually expected to pay for.
The report states:
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… parents payments vary significantly from school to school
and in some cases, parents are being charged for items that
should be free.

Meanwhile:
… parent payments have become critical to the operation of
government schools, DET has little understanding of what an
efficient and economical school looks like.

That is a damning indictment of the mismanagement of
the bureaucracy under the last government.
While free and compulsory education dates back to the
19th century, there has been a creeping rise in the cost
to parents of public school kids as over time schools
and governments have increased their expectations of
what school supplies and services parents should pay
for. School camps, school textbooks, pens, pencils and
other stationery — it all adds up, especially for families
doing it tough financially like many of the families in
my electorate in Melbourne’s west. In just four years
parent payments to schools increased by 29 per cent,
from $240 million in 2009 to $310 million in 2013.
This does not even include school uniforms.
Exclusion is also an issue. There is the question of
access and exclusivity for parents who cannot afford to
send their children to school camps. They worry about
what effect it might have on their children’s ability to fit
in. Many of us have friends and relatives who know
what it was like going to school in oversized
hand-me-down clothes or school uniforms and what it
is like for kids who are the odd ones out in tattered old
school shoes. This is why it was so important that the
Daniel Andrews Labor government pledged during the
last election to help low-income families pay for the
cost of school shoes, uniforms and glasses. That policy
was ridiculed by those opposite in the dying days of
their government, the same members of the coalition
who cut the education maintenance allowance and the
School Start bonus — and the list goes on.
The impact of these cuts on parents and schools has
been great. In 2012 Victorian primary schools received
$205 000 each on average in family payments. The
Auditor-General report notes that schools are collecting
nearly as much income in family payments as they are
in taxpayer funding from the Victorian state
government. In the 2013–14 financial year schools
collected $626 million in family payments compared to
the $771 million they received in direct cash payments
from the Department of Education and Training.
To understand how schools are funded in Victoria we
can compare them to schools in other states. The
Auditor-General found that Victorian public schools
receive the lowest amount of funding on a per student
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basis compared to any other state in the nation.
Victorian primary schools received 14.4 per cent less
funding on a per student basis than the national average.
The only other state with funding below the national
average for primary schools per student is Queensland,
which is 3.2 per cent below the national average.
It is clear that the state government must continue to
apply pressure on the Abbott federal government — or
the Turnbull federal government, depending on who
will be the Prime Minister next week or the week after
that — over the Gonski funding commitment so that
schools have a little less pressure on their bottom lines
and can rely on family payments in the future. Pressure
must also be applied to the federal government to wind
back the cruel $30 billion cut it made in its last budget
to state school funding over the next decade.
I also make reference to the seven recommendations
made by the Auditor-General in his summary on
page xii. I will not go through them because they are all
in the report, but they are things we should be taking
note of to ensure that we deliver more and improve our
services to the very people who will take over from us
to be the leaders of this nation. They are our kids. They
are our future, and they deserve a decent education.
Their parents do not deserve to go through hardship and
to beg just so their kids can go to school and get a
decent education.

Partnerships Victoria: Ravenhall prison project
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am very
pleased this evening to make a statement on the project
summary for the Ravenhall prison project tabled in the
last sitting week. This is a most important project for
Melbourne’s west, for the corrections system and for
community safety initiatives in Victoria. There is a bit
of background to this project, which should have been
built and opened by now. That is what the
Auditor-General found in his report Prison Capacity
Planning, which was tabled in November 2012. In that
report the Auditor-General said that the effectiveness of
the prison facilities master plan 2007, which was
developed by the Department of Justice and Regulation
and put to the then government, was compromised by
delays in the construction of the Hopkins Correctional
Centre, which was a result of Labor’s botched Ararat
prison project. That was later rescued by Premier
Baillieu and the Minister for Corrections at the time,
Mr McIntosh, and is now back on track and virtually
complete.
The report goes on to say that the master plan was also
compromised because the new prison was not being
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funded until 2012–13 and that these construction delays
resulted in additional capacity pressures.
The new prison referred to by the Auditor-General is
the Ravenhall prison project, a project that the previous
Labor government was told in three separate budget
cycles it must commit to because of the need for
additional prisons to respond to population growth and
the rising number of prisoners. It took the coalition to
commit to that project, initially as a new 500-bed prison
and ultimately as a new 1000-bed prison that this
project summary provides an overview of.
There are some key features of this project that will be a
significant advantage to the corrections system. I will
run through some of those in the short time I have. The
new prison will accommodate 1000 prisoners but will
have the capacity to accommodate 1300, should this be
required in the future. That capacity for 300 extra
prisoners can be added at short notice. This is a lesson
from the changes we saw to parole. Where significant
policy change leads to an increase in the number of
prisoners in a short period of time the system needs
some built-in extra capacity to respond to that
challenge. There will no doubt be some challenges in
the future which may lead to a rise in the number of
prisoners. This project will provide that additional
capacity.
Peak construction of the prison will create 700 jobs, and
there will be more than 600 ongoing jobs created. The
consortium comprises a number of important partners,
including Kangan Institute, the YMCA, the Western
Suburbs Indigenous Gathering Place Association and
Melbourne Citymission. The prison will have
75 mental health beds — the first significant addition of
mental health beds to the system since the Kennett
government — and it will also provide assistance for
100 outpatients. It is a very important addition to the
corrections system as a whole.
I draw the attention of members to page 14 of the
project summary. This full public-private partnership
went through an extensive procurement process and
tested the market extensively. The value to the taxpayer
can be seen in table 4, which is a comparison of the cost
of GEO Consortium’s proposal against the public
sector comparator (PSC). The PSC is detailed at
$3.225 billion, compared with GEO’s winning proposal
of $2.529 billion. This represents a saving to the
taxpayer of $696 million.
Not only does this important project add much-needed
capacity to the corrections system, provide incentives to
reduce and tackle recidivism and engage in a wide
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diversity of partners, but according to the PSC it also
saves the taxpayer nearly $700 million.

Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for
Families
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Auditor-General’s report Additional
School Costs for Families, tabled on 11 February 2015.
I read this report with concern and alarm because, as a
long-serving member of the parliamentary Education
and Training Committee, the issue of education has
always been close to my heart. It is my strong
conviction that all children deserve a decent education,
no matter their background.
The poorer or less affluent parents in our community
believe state-run schools are free. However, the
introduction of so-called ‘voluntary’ parent payments
has put increasing pressure on families that are hard
pressed to get by. They can ill afford to pay additional
moneys to their children’s state school. The
consequences of parents’ inability to pay these school
fees are often borne by the children. They may be left
out of school activities or made to feel inferior because
their parents cannot afford to buy them school
uniforms. If they look different, they will be treated
differently by their classmates. Clearly this is not
acceptable.
The removal of the Victorian education maintenance
allowance has placed some parents in the humiliating
position of having to seek waivers from their school
principals. There are too many parents living in this
state who cannot afford to contribute financially to the
education of their children. It used to be that school
councils raised additional funds for extracurricular
activities. However, some of the projects now being
approved are far beyond the financial capacity of many
families, highlighting once again the inequity of the
current system. The report states:
The findings of this audit show that DET —

the Department of Education and Training —
has shifted responsibility onto school principals and councils
without ensuring that the required checks and balances are in
place and are effective. This is a fundamental failure in DET’s
internal controls.

This is an appalling indictment of the Department of
Education and Training. This really is the tail wagging
the dog. It would appear that parent payments were
once necessary to the financial operation of our state
schools and to the provision of education. In real terms
parents are being charged for items and activities that
should be free under legislation and policy. School
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principals point the finger at the DET for inadequate
funding, and the DET has not a clue about financial
governance of schools. They are both stumbling about,
trying to manage within a system that is in chaos.
The report contains seven recommendations. Each and
every one of them should be adopted and implemented
as a matter of urgency. There must be transparent
checks and balances in place to keep schools
accountable.

Budget update: report 2014–15
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Today I
wish to talk about the Victorian budget update for
2014–15, incorporating the quarterly financial report,
and the Auditor-General’s report tabled today titled
Public Hospitals — Results of the 2013–14 Audits. I
will incidentally also make mention of the
Auditor-General’s report titled Efficiency and
Effectiveness of Hospital Services — High-value
Equipment. As a former Minister for Health I am
particularly pleased to see in the audits of the public
hospitals the steady improvement that has occurred
since 2010 and the underlying position of many of our
major hospitals. The Auditor-General’s summation of
this important report tabled today makes this clear.
I draw members’ attention to pages 68 to 78. In those
10 pages there are a number of metrics indicating
financial results between 2010 and 2014 for major and
small hospitals across the state. For example, figure D4,
a table outlining underlying results, indicates that for
many of our metropolitan hospitals, which are our
largest hospitals, there was an improvement over the
period. In figure D4 the results of many of these
hospitals are marked with a green symbol indicating an
upward trend. In figures D5 and D6, tables indicating
liquidity and the average number of days cash
available, orange symbols indicate that many hospitals
were stable and had no change over that period. The
tables throughout that section of the report show no
deterioration in any of the metrics at all or in terms of
the aggregate metrics — those provided by either the
major hospitals, the regional hospitals or the rural
hospitals.
However, a number of metrics in the report show
significant improvement. I draw the attention of the
chamber to the fact that an improvement can be seen
across that period. For example, figure D13, a table
indicating capital replacement in our hospitals, shows
an improvement in our regional hospitals from 0.92 to
1.78. These are significant changes through that period.

Wednesday, 25 February 2015

I note that page 87 of the report provides a response
from the Secretary of the Department of Health and
Human Services. He very clearly states that there was
an improvement in the financial position over the
period in question. He says:
It should be noted that the financial result of a surplus of
$235 million is a significant improvement on the $4 million
deficit in 2012–13 and the $43 million deficit in 2011–12. It
should be further noted that results can be volatile from year
to year depending on government capital funding allocations.

The key point here is that there has been a significant
financial improvement. Without in any way quibbling
about the need for the maximum in terms of a robust
financial position for our self-governing health services,
the task is to have a centrally run and controlled
bureaucracy that enables health services to find their
own paths and to do that within reasonable financial
parameters. There is a case for greater strength in the
decision-making of our health services, and that will
only be helped by having greater financial security.
The Auditor-General’s report titled Efficiency and
Effectiveness of Hospital Services — High-value
Equipment is also a valuable audit. It points to a
number of steps taken by the previous government to
better manage the computerised tomography (CT) and
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) scanners that are
very much a part of our hospital system now. This is an
area in which there is significant interplay between our
federal and state colleagues, and the challenge for state
governments is to ensure that we get a good distribution
of scanners across the state, both MRI and CT scanners.
However, the Auditor-General’s report points to a way
forward where greater financial self-sufficiency can be
achieved by hospitals. The report indicates that
hospitals can find better ways to run their scanners and
that they can get better use of them, and it outlines
better billing practices. In that sense I particularly
welcome this report. It points to an area of activity for
the department in the future.
It is with some regret that I note certain comments
made by the Minister for Health, which were reported
by the Australian Associated Press recently. The
minister seemed to miss the fact that these reports relate
to the whole financial year. She seemed to have the idea
that this was an end of financial year thing alone. The
robustness of the position of our health services is
significant, and the Baillieu and Napthine governments
greatly increased funding to health care, providing an
increase of more than $3 billion over that period. The
former government put our hospitals in a more sound
financial position while delivering the maximum in
elective surgery and lower waiting lists than those
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experienced under Labor. This is a great outcome in
terms of the community, but I welcome — —

business of leaving families who are in need of
assistance on their own so their children miss out.

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

That is why the Labor government will invest
$150 million into a Camps, Sports and Excursions Fund
to cover increasing costs and ease pressure on family
budgets. We will also partner with State Schools Relief
to provide uniforms and eyeglasses to children who
need them and whose parents cannot afford them. We
will provide 25 000 free breakfasts per day through our
plan to establish breakfast clubs at disadvantaged
schools across the state. These initiatives are on top of
the increased capital works funding we have
announced, because we believe that each and every
Victorian child deserves a first-class education and
first-class facilities.

Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for
Families
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
a second contribution on the Victorian
Auditor-General’s report entitled Additional School
Costs for Families, which was tabled in the Parliament
in the last sitting week. As I said in my statement in the
last sitting week, the report indicates the enormous cuts
the previous government made to Victoria’s education
system. These cuts left the system dramatically
under-resourced, and indeed the effects of that
under-resourcing have been felt by students and staff
across the state. Before my time expired in the last
sitting week I cited the example of Bellarine Secondary
College, which went into deficit to cover the cuts the
Napthine government made, in this instance, to its
Victorian certificate of applied learning (VCAL)
funding.
Under the previous government funding for capital
works was cut — it was actually halved. We had a
situation where students could not go into a number of
buildings across the state because essentially they were
in a dangerous condition. The report tells us that under
the previous government Victoria invested less funding
per student than any other state or territory in this
country, and the government also cut, as we know, the
Reading Recovery program, literacy and numeracy and
technological tutors, and of course the government
slashed funding for VCAL. We had a situation where
school administrators were reeling from the fact that
they had a number of priorities to meet within their
schools and all they got from the former government
was a wrecking ball. The former government did not
support the initiatives the administrators wanted to
implement in their schools.
As a result of the report, the Minister for Education has
been very proactive. He has started with a full
independent review of parent payment policies, and that
is incredibly important. We will fix the damage and
neglect inflicted upon Victoria’s education system by
the previous government, and we are very serious about
investing in education and the future of our children.
We are not in the business of slashing and cutting
education funding and then trying to tell Victorians that
record amounts are being invested, which is what the
previous government did, and we are not in the

The Auditor-General’s report, along with Productivity
Commission reports released recently, reveals a
widening gap between how much funding Victorian
students receive compared to the rest of the country. A
Productivity Commission report revealed that in 2013,
under the Napthine government, Victoria spent just
$9.36 per hour on vocational training. This is the lowest
of any state or territory, and it is down from $11.36 in
2011. Labor has already taken steps to restore
Victoria’s education system from the neglect it suffered
under the four years of the previous government, and
we will continue to do so.
I commend the report to the house, and I welcome the
minister’s request for a full and extensive independent
review of parent payment policies.

Budget update: report 2014–15
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise this evening to speak to the 2014–15
Victorian Budget Update, which incorporates the
quarterly financial report 1 and has been presented by
the Treasurer, the Honourable Tim Pallas. I do so
because it is an important document that has comments
that I would like to address, and I would like to raise
some concerns about some of the issues the report
raises. I note in chapter 1, under the heading ‘Economic
and fiscal overview’, the report focuses on a number of
areas about the economy and says:
The government is acting immediately to implement its
election commitments to rebuild a strong economy, improve
economic growth and create jobs.

The report goes on to say:
Urgent action is required to address these challenges.

The government is doing this by focusing on creating
the right environment and using initiatives such as its
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Back to Work Bill 2014. We have heard about the Back
to Work Bill. It is a shell of a bill, and that has been
clearly pointed out by a number of coalition members
who have highlighted their concerns. I note that other
members have also had their concerns about that
particular piece of legislation, and we are continuing to
debate it. Nevertheless, it goes to the heart of what we
are talking about here. When the coalition was elected
to government in 2010 it was clear that the Victorian
budget was at risk, the Victorian economy was at risk
and expenditure was outstripping the income that was
coming into the state. Quite clearly the budget position
would have been unsustainable if that were to continue.
The coalition government, of which I was very proud to
be a member at a time when Treasurer Wells, and later
Treasurer O’Brien, really set this state up. They
achieved a AAA credit rating and put into place a
number of initiatives to ensure that good economic
management could occur. We now see government
putting all of that at risk. The report goes on to say that
the government wants to maintain:
… a strong budget position and net debt at a level consistent
with the triple-A credit rating;
getting Victorians back to work with policies that support jobs
growth and —

as I have said —
additional economic activity.

We are hearing day in and day out about the ripping up
of the contracts for the east–west link. Nothing could do
more to sap confidence in business investment than
ripping up such significant contracts. This is what
economists and investors, both here in Australia and
internationally, will be looking at very closely. It is my
understanding that a number of international businesses
are absolutely aghast with what is occurring under this
government, and I think Victorians are aghast that we
have a Premier who said one thing prior to the election
and is doing something else post-election.
Our budgetary position is extremely important. We
need to have a strong budget position to deliver on the
services that Victorians need, particularly in the area for
which I had responsibility. Some of the most vulnerable
members of our community require a range of services,
and if we do not have the ability to deliver those
services, those people are going to suffer. That is why I
have great concerns about where this government is
going.
I note that the coalition government undertook a
number of initiatives to ensure that there was ongoing
economic activity and prosperity, including the
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delegations and free-trade initiatives that the coalition
set up with the likes of China, which will reap great
benefits for our state. That will flow through and
hopefully sooner rather than later. That will be good for
all Victorians. But we need the infrastructure and we
need other initiatives as well. We need a range of
services that can support, as I said, our most vulnerable
members of the Victorian community. That is what
good government is about. It is about sustaining a good
fiscal position, about being true to your word, and about
governing for all Victorians, not just a select group.
This report has a number of other areas that I would
like to address in future contributions because it is
important that we highlight our concerns about it to the
Victorian community. I note that since the government
has been in office — just 87 days — over 6000 jobs
have been lost in the state. We need to continue to
watch that situation, and I will have further to say on
this report at another time.

Budget update: report 2014–15
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My contribution
is based on the 2014–15 Victorian Budget Update. This
item was put forward by the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade today when he in effect
said that the initial funding paper put forward prior to
the election had been superseded by this document. The
document sets out that Labor purports to be able to
manage our books, but we never find out the truth about
Labor’s financial capabilities until 12 months after the
budget. In the 11 years from 1999 to 2010 the Labor
Party handed down 11 budgets setting out its
expenditure for the upcoming 12 months. In each of
those 11 years it was unable to deliver the expenditure
that was laid out within its budget. We will have to wait
to see how on earth Labor will stick to its expenditure
projections. We will not know until this year’s May
budget is handed down. But as I said, we will not really
know until 12 months from then if this government has
kept its spending to allocated amounts.
In the report there are a couple of paragraphs on what
the government plans to do with the east–west link. It
will abandon the east–west link project immediately,
which it obviously has done. The report also discusses
what this government will do with the Tullamarine
Freeway widening project, which is going to be
reconsidered. Ultimately this government is yet to make
up its mind on the Tullamarine widening project. It is
worth noting that that Tullamarine widening project
was not going to cost the state anything because the
consortium that was going to do the work was going to
add an additional year to receiving tolls on the freeway
and would effectively get the work done on a
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cash-positive basis. We would have certainly
appreciated having the extra lanes on the Tullamarine
Freeway to address congestion.
The government has also said that it will reserve its
position on the Cranbourne-Pakenham rail corridor
project — a project worth over $2 billion that Ed
O’Donohue has been speaking about in the house this
afternoon. That project is up in the air, waiting for the
government to make its mind up.
On the abandonment of the east–west link, it is all
about Premier Andrews being unable to keep the
promises he made four days before the election. Daniel
Andrews told Neil Mitchell, in effect, that their
conversation on the east–west link was about a moot
point because in four days time, if Labor were lucky
enough to be given the great honour of running this
state, it would open the books, make public the
contracts, including the side deal, and show Victorians
that the contract was not worth the paper it is written
on. Time and again the now Premier promised
Victorians that there would be no compensation paid
because he believed that the contract had been entered
into illegally. Now we find that the Labor Party is
trying to distance itself from those promises. That is the
issue that causes most conjecture around this project.
But my issue is about what the Labor Party will do
about the daily congestion that is absolutely gridlocking
this city. There is not an individual in the world outside
the Labor Party who believes that reducing some
congestion around rail crossings will ease congestion
on the Monash Freeway, the Tullamarine Freeway, the
West Gate Bridge or the Eastern Freeway. To think
that — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Second reading
Debate resumed from 24 February; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — It gives me
great delight to rise to speak on this bill. Any initiatives
that promote employment and assist businesses to
employ people are absolutely welcomed in this state.
Unfortunately, despite being called the Back to Work
Bill 2014, this bill does not fall into that category,
because it is a complete and utter hoax. It is an empty
shell and a return to the type of legislation — —
Honourable members interjecting.

385

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I ask Ms Lovell to wait a moment. There is a level of
conversation around the place that we can do without.
If members are intent on having conversations, I ask
that they do so outside the chamber.
Ms LOVELL — As I was saying, this is an empty
shell of a bill. It is a return to the type of legislation we
saw so much of under the Brumby government that it
became its hallmark — that is, enabling legislation.
That is legislation that enables things to happen but
does not actually contain any detail. No detail in the bill
means that the detail will be determined later by
regulation. The sting in the tail with this particular bill
is that those regulations will not be disallowable by
Parliament. As we all know, and as with everything, the
devil is in the detail. However, with this bill and with
other pieces of enabling legislation, we do not get to see
that detail at the time we debate the legislation in this
house.
Even government members have been confused about
this bill because of the lack of detail in it. When the bill
was debated in the Assembly the Minister for Industry
said it did not apply to mothers returning to work, but
the member for Bundoora claimed that mothers
returning to work were eligible. If members of the
government that drafted the legislation are confused
about it, how are the employers and the unemployed
who should benefit from this bill going to understand
it?
One thing we know for certain is that if you make
something too complicated, no-one will benefit, and
this bill is quite complicated. The scheme is
complicated because no-one knows who will be able to
benefit from it as there is no detail in the bill about the
types of workers who will benefit. It is complicated
because of the criteria for employers to claim
incentives. The incentive is actually claimed after the
employee has been employed for three months, at
which point the employer may find that the employee is
not eligible. It is complicated because the scheme
comes into effect after three months of employment but
the unfair dismissal regime comes into effect after six
months of employment. After someone is employed for
three months the employer may claim the full incentive
and then dismiss the employee. If that happens, the
employee would have no access to the unfair dismissal
laws. In addition, there would be no actual employment
gained from the payment the state government made.
One area where this bill will create work is in
administering the regulations under the burden of red
tape it will create. Red tape is the very thing that
employers hate, so this shows how little Labor
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governments know about running a business and
employing people. Most business operators are
entrepreneurial. They want governments to stay out of
their way so that they can do what they do best — that
is, grow their business and in turn grow employment
opportunities in Victoria.
Lower taxes help businesses to do this, and good
businesses that benefit from lower taxes actually pour
their profits back into their own businesses in order to
grow them. It is quite simple: if you pay less tax, you
can put more back into the business, which helps the
business grow. The government ends up getting the
same amount of tax in the end because of the growth in
the business, but employment in that business and the
business itself also grow.
I am very proud of the fact that when the coalition was
in government we delivered real results for businesses
to assist them to grow. We did this through things like a
permanent cut to payroll tax equal to $234 million over
four years. That cut was ongoing after those four years,
unlike this bill where the employer will have to start
paying payroll tax again after two years. Our cut of
$234 million over four years was much better than this
temporary scheme, which cuts $50 million per year for
a maximum of two years.
In addition we cut WorkCover premiums twice during
our four years in government. Usually the word ‘cut’ is
not a good word to associate with governments, but in
the case where you are actually cutting costs to
businesses so they can grow their employment base, it
is a very good word. Cutting costs allows them to put
more money back into their businesses and grow
employment in the state.
We also made significant reductions in red tape. We
worked with businesses to ensure that they were able to
grow their employment base. In contrast the Andrews
Labor government has already proven to Victoria that it
is antibusiness and pro-union. The Premier’s decision
to tear up the contracts for the east–west link shows just
how little this government knows about running
business. The decision to tear up the east–west link
contracts alone has cost the state 3700 jobs. That is
3700 opportunities denied to Victorians because the
Premier is so stubborn that he decides to tear up a
contract. Goodness knows what this will do to our
reputation nationally and internationally and the
damage it will do long term when companies no longer
choose to do business with Victoria.
The Premier’s decision to scrap the move-on laws, as
he is proposing to do, will also not help business. This
is just another overture to his union mates. Any
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disruption that deters people from a business can have
an enormous impact on it. I would like to give members
a very small example of an impact on a business. I refer
to an incident in Yan Yean during the pre-poll period
before the 2014 election where Labor’s union mates
were out in force. For every single Liberal volunteer
there would have been five or six Labor or union
representatives manning that booth. Quite late in the
second week — in fact I think it was on the
Thursday — when the unions were out in force, a
member of the Country Fire Authority decided that he
would hand out a letter that disputed — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am aware that we are on the Back to Work
Bill 2014. The member is talking about pre-poll
activities during the election campaign, and I cannot see
the relevance of that to the bill that we are debating. I
ask that the member come back to the bill in question.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I am waiting to hear the relevance. I think the member
was heading down that path. I would advise her to
hurry down it, because my patience is not what it used
to be. There is no point of order.
Ms LOVELL — I am just trying to demonstrate
how move-on laws actually help businesses, but having
union activity outside businesses do not. As I was
saying, that Country Fire Authority volunteer was
handing out a letter that disputed union claims, and
several union heavies from various groups circled him
and started to yell at him. I was just about to go over
and intervene when the business owner came out to
speak to those people. He was absolutely sick of the
carrying on at that pre-polling booth — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member referred to the move-on powers
in explaining to members the tenuous connection of this
story to the bill before the house. This is the Back to
Work Bill 2014. It is not about move-on powers, so I
do not see the relevance of the matters the member is
addressing at the moment. I ask that she come back to
debating the bill before the house.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I suggest to the Minister for Families and Children that
the member has taken about three or four further steps
down the path I spoke of earlier since the minister last
took a point of order. I urge the member to continue
down that path so that we can discover where it might
lead us. Perhaps then the minister might have
something on which to raise a point of order. There is
no point of order.

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Wednesday, 25 February 2015

COUNCIL

Ms LOVELL — Just as I was about to go over and
speak to this group of people, the business owner
actually came out himself. He said he was sick of the
carryings on at that pre-polling booth. It had impacted
on his business, it had driven customers away for two
weeks and he did not need the scene that was being
created by the union heavies out front. This is quite a
minor incident compared to the long-term blockades
that many unions create outside businesses in this state.
This is the type of activity that the Labor Party
supports, an activity that impacts on businesses — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, again I ask that you draw the member back to
the bill. This is a bill that is about creating jobs in this
state; it is the Back to Work Bill 2014. It is not about
employee-union relations or anything to do with the
union movement, so I really cannot see the relevance of
the matters to which the member is referring at the
moment.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I can see a connection, and I do not uphold the point of
order. However, I do ask the member to return to the
substance of the bill before the house.
Ms LOVELL — I am trying to demonstrate that
while this government has this shell of a bill, this
hollow hoax of a bill that pretends to be about returning
people to work, it is actually working against creating
jobs for Victorians. In fact its activities cost jobs in
many businesses. We on this side of the chamber know
that the best way to assist a business to grow is to
reduce tax and red tape and let it get on with the job of
growing its business and employing people.
Introducing more red tape, as this bill will do, and
additional public holidays that will add enormous costs
to businesses through penalty rates and tearing up
contracts is not in the best interests of growing business
and employment opportunities in this state, yet that is
what this government is about. The government is
about creating more red tape for businesses; it is about
creating higher penalty rates and more public holidays
that will impact on business; and it is about reducing
the ability of businesses to grow employment
opportunities in this state.
The people of Victoria deserve better from the
government than this bill delivers. The government
crowed for months that it had a jobs plan ready to go,
but all we have seen so far is a government that has torn
up contracts for the east–west link at a cost to Victoria
of 3700 jobs. This is a hollow bill that has all the
penalties in it but no details as to who will benefit. Even

387

government members are confused about who will
benefit from the bill.
I am concerned about what we might see when the
regulations are developed. Why has the government not
provided the regulations at the same time as the bill?
Why are those regulations not disallowable? What does
this government have to hide? Is it that it intends to
make the criteria so tight that very few Victorians will
be able to benefit from the scheme? Is it because the bill
will be another golden handshake for Labor’s union
mates by ensuring that only trade union members can
benefit from the bill or that employers must pass on to
the union movement the details of anyone employed
under this act? Will the bill allow unions to have
unfettered access to the workplaces of those people
employed under this legislation? Labor is so secretive
about this scheme that it has not been prepared to allow
us to see it in full. Why is Labor so secretive about the
bill? There has to be a sting in the tail. The devil is in
the detail, but we are not able to see the detail as we
debate this bill today.
I support moves that reduce costs to businesses, reduce
taxation and allow employment to grow. Unfortunately
I do not think this bill has been drafted in that spirit.
This bill is a cruel hoax on those Victorians who trusted
that Labor had a jobs plan for Victoria. I am terribly
disappointed in this bill.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — The Back to
Work Bill 2014 is beautifully named and perfectly
presented by this government at the right time, as soon
as it could possibly do it — it is the first bill — to try to
give the perception to the Victorian people that the
government is actively doing something.
When you look at the bill in conjunction with some of
the government’s other first actions, such as to grant the
Victorian workforce two more public holidays, you
start to realise a lot of this work is simply an attack on
business. When you see that absolutely no work has
gone into the legislation itself, you realise this is a
popularity stunt. This government has started using the
term ‘fast-track’. It has used the term in relation to the
Murray Basin rail project, but it has actually slowed
down the project. Stage 1 of the Murray Basin rail
project from Hopetoun to Ouyen has already been
done; $40 million-odd has already been injected into
this project. That work has already been done, and there
is further work awaiting the completion of the business
case.
While this government says, ‘We are quickly getting
back to work and are going to fast-track this project’, it
has stopped the project while it has another look. We
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have seen the same thing with the Tullamarine Freeway
widening project. The government is going to wait and
see what it is going to do, whereas simply doing
nothing and leaving our schedule in place would have
had that project already underway.
Ms Lovell just spoke about the 3700 jobs that have
effectively been given the boot, which means
3700 Victorians are no longer going to have the tenure
of work they were looking at under contracts that were
already signed to build both the east–west link, with a
second river crossing being an integral part of this city’s
operational safety. We are yet to see a serious accident
or threat to this city from something going wrong on
the West Gate Bridge, but when that happens — and it
will happen — we will all look across the chamber to
those members who said this city has no need for a
second river crossing.
I want to see how communities in the suburbs of
Werribee, Tarneit and Wyndham Vale and the
metropolises of Geelong and Ballarat react on the day
that something goes wrong with the West Gate Bridge.
This government is in effect saying we have no need or
desire at all for a second river crossing. For it to make
that decision is absolutely staggering.
What we have to debate now is this shell of a bill,
which says the government is going to introduce
100 000 jobs into Victoria with a $100 million
program. That is just wishful thinking. I like the
concept that we are going to give an incentive to
employers to take on the long-term unemployed. That
is a laudable policy, and I would like to think it is going
to yield anywhere near the result that the Labor Party is
forecasting. I spent much of the last term in government
assisting the former Deputy Premier with regional
development issues.
A large chunk of the Regional Growth Fund, which
represented a $500 million investment in the regions,
was directed towards business engagement. Of that
$500 million, $100 million was for local government.
That local government infrastructure fund assisted local
governments in the regions to get on with the smaller
projects they would normally have had to fund
themselves but for which they simply did not have the
money. We saw toilet blocks being built, footpaths
being created and a whole range of other small council
projects for which they otherwise would not quite have
had the money. There was a regional benefit, and we
gave those councils the money to do those projects with
that $100 million. Local people were employed around
the state to spend that money. It was always ramped up
with additional money from local government, so we
got great leverage from that. That $100 million
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employed a truckload of people around regional
Victoria.
Another $100 million was set aside for the Putting
Locals First Fund. Similarly this part of the Regional
Growth Fund enabled local people around regional
Victoria to be employed in a whole range of projects
that had serious regional aspects to them. With those
projects there was even greater leverage and greater
buy-in from community groups, local councils and
major entities like Bendigo Bank. That $100 million
from the Putting Locals First Fund that generated those
projects was another phenomenal regional employer.
On top of that we had the Energy for the Regions
project. This government is going to finish off the work
under the contracts the former government signed, and
another 14 or 15 communities will now receive natural
gas. But that is only the tip of the iceberg. Some
$100 million was put into the Energy for the Regions
program to investigate different ways of getting better
energy outcomes for regional Victoria. That money has
the capacity to generate real employment. But that
project is going to be scrapped, with an addendum to
that statement being that the government is going to
follow through on the contracts that the former coalition
government signed with the smaller towns, but not all
small towns, because Swan Hill is part of that as well.
The former government’s $160 million country roads
and bridges program again speaks for itself. That
money was spent on roads and bridges in places where
local councils simply would not have had the money to
make alterations and improvements or to perform
maintenance work. This funding has provided more
employment opportunities in the regions. The work was
done at a local level, and not just as an employer and
employment driver but also as a tremendous boost to
road safety in regional Victoria. If money had not been
spent on these bridges, heavy carriers would have been
forced to make 10, 20, 30, 40 or even 50-kilometre
detours to get their produce to where it needed to go.
These are the drivers in the economic area of
government which have come from the Regional
Growth Fund, but they also come down to the former
government’s business engagement work. All the
economic activity and employment opportunities are
being driven by the former government’s connection
with local government. In effect the former
government’s business engagement arm poured
hundreds of millions of dollars into other partnerships
with businesses right around regional Victoria. This
assistance from the former government’s investment in
those companies was normally completed at the end of
some pretty serious negotiations, and in nearly every
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case the government contribution was minuscule when
compared to the amount of money that the individual
businesses were committing to their own upgrades.
I refer to the $38 million invested by the Hazeldene
family at Lockwood, just outside Bendigo. Hazelden’s
Chicken Farm employs about 600 people in its factory.
The former government’s contribution of $2 million
was a serious contribution from the state taxpayer.
However, it was small when compared to what that
family business invested in its upgrades.
That was also the case with Cotton On in Geelong, a
business that came to us under real threat of being
poached by other jurisdictions around the world,
including Singapore. The company was also offered
incredible inducements to go to Silicon Valley to set up
its headquarters. A company like Cotton On can locate
its headquarters wherever it wants to, because its
business is buying garments from Third World
countries and selling them in 60 countries around the
world. The location of its headquarters is irrelevant, so
the former government wanted to maintain that
company’s head office location in Geelong. Our
investment of roughly $8 million in a $50 million build
secured that business being in Geelong for the next 20
or 30 years. Thank goodness we did that work,
because — on the back of the closure of Shell and
Alcoa and a whole range of other industries and
businesses that were struggling under manufacturing
issues — we needed to be able to secure those jobs and
create an additional 500 jobs. Cotton On was able to fly
through this process because its business is doing very
well.
Assistance from the former government also helped
secure jobs at Olam International almond processing
facility in the Sunraysia-Mildura area. Assistance from
the former government also helped secure Trufoods
operations in Maryborough; indeed Trufoods was one
of the first businesses that we were able to relocate out
of Melbourne into Maryborough. It is an amazing
business, and it took about 200 highly paid workers into
the Maryborough region. That initiative gave the town
an incredible boost, because with that company we
were able to bring to that area some high-end jobs.
Trufoods set up its business in Maryborough and took it
from strength to strength by introducing new lines of
product. The company was and still is a stunning
success for the town of Maryborough, all thanks to the
work that the former government was able to generate
through engagement and driving employment within
the Regional Growth Fund.
Carbon Nexus in Geelong was also able to jump onto
the income stream bandwagon that the former
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government used to assist local business. That funding
enabled Carbon Nexus to grow its business, as was the
case with Hardwicks meatworks at Kyneton — a
family-owned company which employs between 300
and 400 people directly. Those companies were able to
benefit from having a direct relationship with a state
government that was involved in capital expenditure for
new lines that they were putting in. That is how the
previous government was able to create significant
employment throughout regional Victoria.
Yesterday we heard the speeches of people like the
Minister for Training and Skills, Mr Herbert, who, off
the cuff, glossed over a whole heap of figures. He said
that the project to get rid of 50 level crossings is going
to create 4500 jobs. Hang on a second! This project is
going to take 10 years, and I think in this government’s
first term there are plans to complete the removal of
20 crossings. I do not know how long a grade
separation takes, but the two that the former
government did in Anderson Street, Sunshine, took
about four months. If this government wanted to, these
grade separations could be done concurrently. We do
not have to wait until one is finished before starting the
next one.
If the government is serious, firstly, there is no way
known that this project to get rid of 20 dangerous level
crossings in its first term of government will generate
4500 full-time-equivalent jobs. There is another nice
question that we will be able to put to Minister Herbert
at some time. We will ask him to explain how he has
done his figures. We will just have to wait and see,
because that does not make sense.
One of the greatest successes the former government
had in relation to employment in the regions was the
$22.5 million it put into SPC Ardmona in Shepparton.
Having seen the federal government walk away from
its commitment to this regional business, then Premier
Denis Napthine and Deputy Premier Peter Ryan were
able to negotiate an investment in SPC by Coca-Cola
Amatil that effectively saw 500 jobs secured. I think the
people of Shepparton will reflect upon that over time.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Ordered to be committed next day.
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ADJOURNMENT
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Port Campbell rifle range
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water. The Port
Campbell rifle range has been operating for over
60 years and is currently run by the Colac Rifle Club.
The range was initially a defence department range for
training diggers to shoot and is now a recreational rifle
range designed to cater for local shooters. It is also part
of the annual marathon shoot, which is a target shooting
competition that progresses through the coastal rifle
ranges in the area and is of significant economic benefit
to the local community. The range is also an effective
firebreak and can be used as an emergency landing strip
in the event of an aircraft being in distress.
Currently there is a feasibility study underway to
redevelop the range site for use as an extensive tourist
accommodation facility in the form of a geothermal spa
and wellness facility. My complaint to the minister is
that there was no consultation with the Colac Rifle
Club, which runs the range, and that it only found out
about the study through the media. The action I seek is
that the minister immediately suspend any proposed
development of the Port Campbell rifle range until full
consultation has occurred.

Sunshine Hospital
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I direct my
adjournment matter to the Minister for Health, the
Honourable Jill Hennessy. During the 2014 election
period the then opposition, now the Andrews Labor
government, made some much-needed commitments to
people born in Melbourne’s western suburbs. This was
a great relief to my constituents, who frequently visited
my office to voice their concern about the lack of
support they were receiving from the previous
government on issues which affected the community.
During the election period the then opposition
committed to the upgrading of the St Albans, Furlong
Road and Melton Highway level crossings, which was
met with great relief.
Victorians and Australians across the country see that
each time Labor is given the honour of governing it
puts people’s health high on the priority list. Labor has
committed to opening a dedicated women’s and
children’s centre at Sunshine Hospital. The women’s
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and children’s hospital will have 237 beds, 39 special
care nursery cots, 4 theatres and additional outpatient
clinics.
Sunshine Hospital has been the first choice for mothers
in the west for some time, and this development will
ensure that the hospital can continue to offer specialised
and dedicated care for patients in the west, which is one
of the fastest growing areas in the state. Around
5500 babies were born at Sunshine last year, and this
number is expected to reach 7500 in 2025. This centre
will allow for an additional 2000 births per year. The
children’s ward will be modelled on Labor’s last health
legacy, the redeveloped Royal Children’s Hospital,
which has changed the lives of so many children
undergoing treatment.
Those receiving health care from the dedicated staff at
Sunshine will not be the only beneficiaries of this
commitment. A total of 2000 jobs will be created
during the construction phase and 500 jobs will be
created in the hospital, which shows the people of
Victoria that the Andrews Labor government is
dedicated to creating employment for Victorians. I ask
the Minister for Health when construction on the
women’s and children’s centre at Sunshine Hospital
will commence.

Kingswood Golf Club site
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The matter I wish to raise is for the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation,
who I understand is represented in this chamber by the
Special Minister of State. The matter also has
implications for the Minister for Planning and,
potentially, the Attorney-General. Let me say from the
outset — —
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, President, I am
reluctant to interrupt the member during her
contribution to the adjournment debate, but it is not
clear to me which minister the member is directing her
adjournment matter to as she mentioned several of
them.
Mrs PEULICH — I did say that strictly speaking it
is under the jurisdiction of the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation. However, it
has also implications for a couple of other portfolio
areas, so the minister may need to consult — —
Ms Mikakos — So, the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation?
Mrs PEULICH — Yes, absolutely. It is in relation
to the merger — many in the Dingley Village area
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would call it a takeover — of the Kingswood Golf Club
by the Peninsula Country Golf Club. We all know the
sand belt is an area rich in golf clubs, and there are
many such clubs around the state. I think the precedent
that has emerged from this takeover has potential to
cause a substantial loss of open space across Victoria
and in particular across the area that I represent.
I will not reflect on the decision that was made by the
courts, which expressed some serious concerns about
the manner in which the merger took place and their
inability to unscramble the egg, but the nub of the
problem is that the merger proceeded with a simple
majority vote rather than with a two-thirds majority of
the members. The merger decision was actually outside
the constitution of the club. If this is allowed to
proceed — and I am not calling for intervention on that
score — and the issue remains of constitutions not
being observed and enforced and decisions being too
difficult to unscramble, it may lead to the hostile
takeover and merger of a range of golf clubs across the
sand belt. The beneficiary in this case is a
superannuation fund which has purchased the site in
anticipation of being able to subdivide and rezone it for
residential development in the medium to longer term.
This could happen right across the state of Victoria.
I am asking the minister to investigate what action can
be and needs to be taken to prevent other golf clubs
taking their lead from what I think is an appalling state
of affairs involving the merger of the Kingswood and
Peninsula golf clubs and from emulating the template
of this takeover, causing the loss of open space and
manipulating the system and the rules which are there
but are not being enforced.
It is a very serious matter. It certainly has implications
for planning, for the loss of open space and for the
whole community. It would be a travesty if this hostile
approach to takeovers and mergers were able to be
continued without any recourse to the courts. I ask the
minister to review the matter and to investigate what
action can be taken in order to send a very loud
message to other golf clubs that they cannot pillage and
hijack land for the purposes of making a profit by
manipulating or disregarding the rules and engaging in
these hostile tactics of takeovers of valuable open space
at our golf clubs.

Princess Mary Club
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Planning. I
ask him to intervene and to issue a refusal for the
application for a permit for the Wesley Church complex
at 118–148 Lonsdale Street, Melbourne, which is the
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site of the Princess Mary Club. The demolition of this
beautiful heritage building would be a disaster for
Melbourne. It has great historical, architectural and
social significance for women — and for everyone —
because of the role it played in the early development of
Victoria when single women came from country areas
to Victoria, and to Melbourne in particular, after World
War I to start work. The club was built in 1926 as a
home away from home for young women coming to the
city for work. It was described as a ‘fence built at the
top to prevent the unwary from falling’. It was to stop
women from falling when they moved to Melbourne. It
is anyone’s guess what ‘falling’ meant in those days.
The demolition of the building would be an outrage.
This is a very rare piece of women’s history in
Melbourne. There are very few buildings that recognise
and reflect the history of women, particularly women in
the workplace, in Melbourne and probably in Australia.
It has social significance in showing the emerging role
of women in early Australian society. Its demolition
would be sad and would mark the end of an era in
women’s history. If it was a football club, there would
be no question of it being demolished; we would be
protecting it. What is particularly sad is that it is a
heritage building. The church has neglected it, and now
it is saying, ‘Because we have not done anything it has
fallen into disrepair, and it should be demolished’. I do
not think we should reward the church for neglecting a
heritage building.
An earlier permit for the demolition of the building was
submitted in 2011. It was an almost identical proposal,
and the then Labor Minister for Planning, the
Honourable Justin Madden, refused it. It may be noted
that the current application is not only for the
demolition of the building but for the erection of a
57-storey office building on the site, which is nearly
twice as big as the original 2011 application that was
refused. I ask the minister to stop this inappropriate
development so we can hold on to this rare piece of
women’s history.

Echuca-Moama bridge
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — The matter I
raise today is for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, and it concerns the much-needed second bridge
at Echuca-Moama. The action I seek is for the minister
to commit to providing the $96 million funding, which
is Victoria’s contribution to build the bridge.
A second Murray River crossing at Echuca has been on
the drawing board for many years. The community has
been lobbying for a new bridge since the 1960s, and in
1973 it featured in the maiden speech of then member
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for Rodney, Eddy Hann. The current Echuca-Moama
bridge was built in 1879, prior to Federation. It is the
oldest remaining river crossing on the Murray River. In
1998 as part of Federation funding the Howard federal
government provided funding for three river crossings
on the Murray River, including the Echuca-Moama
bridge. Construction of two of the bridges was
managed by the New South Wales government. Those
two bridges have long been completed. Only the
Echuca-Moama bridge was to be managed by the
Victorian government. However, after 11 years of
Labor government in this state, funding had not been
committed; it had not even decided on a location for the
bridge.
The bridge was a priority for the coalition when it
formed government in 2010, and it worked towards
finding a site. In mid-2014 the coalition government
announced the first investment of $4.5 million for
stage 1 of the project, which included a defined route
and a new roundabout. During the election campaign
the coalition promised a further $96 million as the
Victorian government’s share to complete the project.
Unfortunately for the Echuca community the Labor
Party failed to make a single election commitment for
the electorate of Murray Plains, and in January, the
Premier, Daniel Andrews, said he would not fund the
second Echuca-Moama bridge.
The New South Wales government, which has
$60 million ready to go for the project, is impatiently
waiting for the Victorian government to commit the
state’s share of the investment. The coalition
government’s commitment of $96 million for a second
bridge for Echuca-Moama was fully costed and
submitted to Treasury prior to the election in order to
lock it into its budget future estimates. The money is
there and ready to be spent on this vital infrastructure
for the Echuca-Moama and wider communities. If
Labor chooses not to deliver the bridge, then the
Andrews Labor government will be taking funding
from Echuca and prioritising it in Labor electorates,
once again demonstrating to the people of this region
that Labor does not care about their road and transport
needs.
The action I seek is for the minister to commit to
providing the $96 million in funding needed as
Victoria’s share to build the bridge.

Kindergarten funding
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Families and Children, Jenny Mikakos, and I am
glad she is in the chamber. Yesterday the minister

Wednesday, 25 February 2015

spoke about the release of the Productivity
Commission’s report into child care and the importance
of securing ongoing commonwealth funding beyond
the end of 2015 for 15 hours of kindergarten a week. I
was pleased to hear that the Productivity Commission
has made a clear recommendation about the value of
15 hours of kindergarten as well as the value of the
federal government continuing to invest in it. I am very
concerned that the Abbott federal government has
failed to guarantee funding beyond the end of 2015, and
I know this is of significant concern to many
kindergartens and parents in my electorate.
While funding is confirmed until the end of this year,
kindergarten providers need to plan, set fees, offer
places to parents and get things ready for the
three-year-olds who will be attending four-year-old
kinder next year. The uncertainty regarding federal
funding is already having a real impact on local kinders
and parents in my electorate. The action I seek is for the
minister to advise me of what she is doing to advocate
to the federal government to provide certainty regarding
future funding for 15 hours of kinder so that
kindergartens and parents in my electorate can plan for
the future and ensure that Victorian children continue to
have access to 15 hours of kinder, which is an
important developmental and educational milestone in
their lives.

Puffing Billy
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — The
matter I raise this evening is for the attention of the
Minister for Tourism and Major Events, and it relates to
Puffing Billy. Puffing Billy is one of the great tourist
icons of my electorate, and indeed of all Victoria. I
understand it carried more than 300 000 domestic and
international passengers in 2013–14. It is a significant
economic driver for Victoria and particularly for the
Dandenongs, for Belgrave, Gembrook, Emerald and
other places in the broader Dandenong Ranges-Yarra
Valley area.
Travelling on Puffing Billy is a beautiful experience,
and there are a number of remarkable volunteers who
donate their time, week in and week out, maintaining
the engines, carriages and the tracks. They remove
blackberries along the Puffing Billy route, perform
maintenance on the sheds, act as conductors and the
like, and they are a significant part of the tourism offer
for Victoria and for that area in general.
Prior to the election, the then coalition government
committed to provide $2.15 million to the operation of
Puffing Billy’s food and beverage facility to cater for
the high numbers of local and international visitors and

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 25 February 2015

COUNCIL

also to assist Puffing Billy to be financially sustainable
into the future. In providing a better offer to visitors, it
was hoped that they would be more inclined to open
their wallets and therefore ensure that Puffing Billy
would be sustainable into the future. The $2.15 million
committed to by the coalition was in addition to the
$4.9 million that has been provided to Puffing Billy
since 2011 for infrastructure upgrades and maintenance
works.
Puffing Billy has enjoyed the support of governments
of both political persuasions over its history. The action
I seek from Minister Eren is that he likewise supports
Puffing Billy, recognises the important place it occupies
in Victoria’s tourism offer and commits the
$2.15 million that the coalition committed to prior to
the election so that the upgrade to the food and
beverage facilities can take place. I ask that he work
with Puffing Billy into the future.

Mental health support
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the attention of the
Minister for Mental Health. Ahead of the transition to
the national disability insurance scheme, the previous
government restructured the mental health community
support service sector. That led to a simplified system
with fewer organisations providing centralised services
and one access point for all services in each region.
While there are likely to be some benefits from this
new approach, there have also been some downsides.
Many community agencies that provide mental health
support in a welcoming, non-clinical environment have
lost their funding. That type of non-clinical, drop-in
centre support is particularly important for women who
do not identify as having a mental illness and thus are
unlikely to access traditional, appointment-based
services. Many of those agencies have people coming
in to receive other support, such as housing or material
aid, but they are quickly identified as needing mental
health support as well.
During the election the Labor Party committed to
restoring funding to three such small organisations:
St Mary’s House of Welcome, St Kilda Engagement
Hub and Jesuit Social Services Artful Dodgers Studios
and Connexions programs, as Labor recognised the
value of those services. Labor also recognised the
importance of addressing family violence and the need
to expand support services. So I was quite surprised that
Labor did not also commit to restoring funding to any
women’s agencies providing community mental health
support services. Women need safe spaces to receive
support and care that recognises their different life
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experiences and is tailored to their needs. They need a
safe space to escape violence and abuse from partners.
Women go to women’s services for housing and family
violence support but also need mental health care due to
the trauma they have endured.
Because of the coalition’s recommissioning, there are
no longer any women’s agencies in Victoria that are
funded to provide mental health community support
services. Agencies like McAuley Community Services
for Women, Bethlehem Community and Women’s
Information Support and Housing in the North, or
WISHIN, provide essential housing, refuge, drop-in
services and support for women escaping violence, but
they have now lost their mental health workers and
programs. That creates a massive gap in support being
offered to women who desperately need mental health
support. Those agencies are also achieving great things
on a small funding allocation, so funding them would
certainly not break the bank. In fact it would be about
$340 000 for those three agencies.
I ask the minister: will the government, in the
forthcoming budget, restore the mental health
community support funding to the women-specific
agencies that were defunded?

Rail freight
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the attention of the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety. It concerns yet
another good program that the Labor government has
seen fit to discontinue funding for. The mode shift
incentive scheme, a little-known program that is highly
effective, was introduced as part of the Napthine
government’s policy of growing freight on rail. It was a
key initiative of the freight strategy entitled Victoria —
the Freight State and was introduced in 2012–13 to
replace the former Brumby government’s failed freight
rate subsidy scheme. The latter was a maladministered
cash transfer to freight companies to carry containers on
rail.
I am sorry Mr Barber is not in the house tonight
because he would be delighted at the fact that I am
raising this matter and asking for action from the
minister that will provide an incentive for transport
operators to carry freight on rail. It was not a subsidy, it
was an incentive. In fact in the budget there was an
allocation of $5 million per year to the mode shift
incentive scheme. In 2013–14 the scheme brought
about the transport of 49 000, 20-foot-equivalent unit
containers on that rail rather than road. It was up from
33 500 in previous years.
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I have been scratching my head all week with concern
about all these good little programs losing their
funding — like the country roads and bridges program,
with $160 million of funds that go directly to local
government to support local government roads and
bridges; like the Murray Basin rail standardisation
project where the Labor government has only
committed $30 million of previously allocated funding
from the then coalition government and is not
committing to the full $220 million required for full
standardisation; like WestLink, which was the second
river crossing part of the east–west project — and we
have heard today that the government is looking at a
quasi-West Gate distributor that will do nothing to
remove congestion off the bridge and provide a second
alternative; and like the Princes Highway west
duplication between Winchelsea and Colac for which
the government has not committed funding. It has
scrapped the Regional Growth Fund, which was
providing important funding for local communities, and
called it something else. It is this little project that is
taking freight off the road and putting it onto rail with
an incentive of $15 million over three years that the
state government is looking to scrap.
The action I seek from the minister is that he review
that decision and look at the successful impact the
mode shift incentive scheme has had in relation to
moving more containers onto rail, putting fewer trucks
on the road and making small and medium size
enterprises more efficient in the use of the transport
systems we have. It just beggars belief that the
government would cut a program that is doing so much
good in removing congestion from our roads by putting
more freight on rail.

Ambulance officers
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Ambulance
Services, Ms Hennessy. The recently released
Ambulance Victoria data regarding violence against
ambulance officers highlights that more can be done
to support the heroic work of our paramedics. The
figures released by Ambulance Victoria show that
314 paramedics were threatened or assaulted in
2013–14, including 22 cases involving weapons and
18 incidents of physical assault. Victorian paramedics
are being punched, kicked, spat on, threatened with
knives and worse. In my electorate there have been
reports in the Sunraysia Daily that Mildura
paramedics have been confronted with violence,
threats and unpredictable aggression when attending
calls for assistance in their community.
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Victorian paramedics and communities have been
treated with disdain for four years. Ambulances failed
to meet code 1 response times in every one of
Victoria’s 79 local council areas. This is the damning
conclusion of a secret backlog of ambulance data
stretching back to 2013. The data was buried for two
years by the coalition but was released under the
Andrews Labor government upon being elected. The
government will be working with paramedics by
supporting them, paying them a fair wage and working
towards saving the seconds that save lives. I request
that the Minister for Ambulance Services join me in
meeting with those concerned Mildura paramedics
reported on in the Sunraysia Daily to discuss their
concerns and issues so we as a government can give
them the further support they need and deserve.

Mornington Peninsula planning scheme
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My matter
for the adjournment debate tonight is for the attention of
the Minister for Planning and concerns a decision made
by Mornington Peninsula Shire Council. I have had
direct representations from a young girl named Tayla
and her family. Tayla was given a miniature horse for
Christmas. The sad thing about the story of Tayla and
her horse Rosie is that the Mornington Peninsula
council, through what I think is an excessive
enforcement of local arrangements, is going to separate
Tayla from her miniature horse.
In New South Wales a way forward has been found
with this sort of situation, but such flexibility has not
been found in Victoria. The fact is that there are
sections of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 —
and I draw the minister’s attention particularly to
section 20(4) — which enable a particular power for the
minister to provide site-specific exemptions through
amendments to schedules of the planning scheme. If the
minister were prepared to take such a step, he would
enable Tayla and Rosie to remain united. I have spoken
to both Tayla and her family at some length, and I
know there are many thousands of people in the
Mornington Peninsula area who have joined a
campaign with Tayla’s family.
I seek from the minister his assistance in finding a way
forward to resolve this matter. It could be done by
talking to the council to find a better way forward,
taking the New South Wales example where some
flexibility has been found in these circumstances, or
through the use of section 20(4) of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987. This is a sad case of a young
girl and her beloved miniature horse. I believe many
people in the community believe we should find a way
through this and should not allow the excessive
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imposition of rules to prevent a young girl from staying
with her miniature horse.
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — Order! I inform the house that
we have in the gallery this evening a former minister
and member for Warrandyte in the Assembly, the
Honourable Phil Honeywood. Welcome to the
chamber.

ADJOURNMENT
Debate resumed.

South West TAFE
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Training and Skills, Steve Herbert, and is in relation to
South West TAFE. A couple of weeks ago the minister
and I were fortunate enough to meet with industry
leaders at the Warrnambool campus of South West
TAFE to talk about their skill and training needs and
the alignment of TAFE courses to those needs. We then
spoke with the board of South West TAFE and covered
a variety of subjects. The following week I was very
pleased to see an announcement from the minister that
$4 million is to be provided to the TAFE in an attempt
to rescue it from the immediate financial crisis it is
facing as a result of the previous government’s policy
and lack of respect for TAFE.
South West TAFE has a number of campuses,
including one in Hamilton and one in Portland.
Therefore I believe it is appropriate for the minister to
make arrangements to visit those campuses and meet
with those communities, staff and students to look at
the courses they run and the facilities that exist and
whether there is scope to also engage local businesses
and industry in aligning their training and skill needs
with what those campuses can offer.
It is a platform of this government to provide the best
quality post-school education. It is important to do that
in our regional towns, whether they be regional centres
like Warrnambool or towns like Portland and Hamilton.
It is imperative that we keep our youth in our regional
towns for as long as we can. It is imperative that we
ensure that we have the capacity to provide local people
for local jobs in our regional towns.
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Graffiti
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Police. The
matter I wish to raise is a scourge of many parts of
Australia, particularly the western suburbs of
Melbourne. The matter is graffiti. I have driven around
the western suburbs a great deal over the years, and I
am constantly angered by new pieces of infrastructure
that have been ruined by mindless hoons who have
painted meaningless messages or garbled images on
them. The suburb of St Albans is particularly afflicted
by this problem.
I have been contacted by business owners and residents
alike who have begged me to come up with a solution. I
have offered as much of a solution as I can — some of
it perhaps not entirely legal, but that is by the by.
Programs were put in place by the previous
government, including by Mr O’Donohue when he was
a minister, to financially support local governments in
the removal of graffiti and also to have offenders on
community corrections orders remove graffiti.
I am very keen to know whether the minister is going to
ensure the continuation of these programs, and if so
whether he will allow these programs to have effect in
St Albans. I believe we need a blitz — a war — on
graffiti in St Albans. Given the frustration, annoyance
and plain anger of so many people who live and work
in St Albans, I am hopeful that the minister will come
up with a strategy, now or in the future, to tackle this
blight on the streetscape. Graffiti makes what can be a
very nice place a very ugly place. It needs to be
addressed. I ask the minister to provide a strategy to
tackle this problem so we can prevent new graffiti and
remove the graffiti that is already there.

Bacchus Marsh traffic
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I wish to raise
a matter for the Minister for Roads and Road Safety.
The action I seek is that the minister provide an update
on the Bacchus Marsh traffic improvement package and
detail when works will commence at Halletts Way.
Following community consultation, work on the
Bacchus Marsh traffic improvement package
commenced in August 2014 with safety improvements
at Hopetoun Park Road and the Western Freeway exit
ramp. There is strong community support for the next
stage of the project — the new connections at Halletts
Way — as this will help relieve congestion in Bacchus
Marsh. The improvements will make it easier to enter
and exit the Western Freeway and will help to improve
access and safety for pedestrians and cyclists. The
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project is also important to support development in
Bacchus Marsh and western Victoria.
Under the coalition government expressions of interest
were released for the Halletts Way connection in
October 2014. Since the 2014 election there has been
no community update on this project. I therefore call
upon the minister to update the community on the
Halletts Way ramps and to detail what action has been
taken to advance this project since the election.

Responses
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I will refer to a number of matters this
evening and might do so collectively, if I may.
Mr Bourman raised a matter for the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water.
Mr Eideh raised a matter for the Minister for Health.
Mrs Peulich raised a matter for the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation.
Ms Patten raised a matter for the Minister for Planning.
Ms Lovell raised a matter for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for the Minister for
Tourism and Major Events.
Ms Hartland raised a matter for the Minister for Mental
Health.
Mr Ramsay raised a matter for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety.
Ms Symes raised a matter for the Minister for Health
and Minister for Ambulance Services.
Mr Davis raised a matter for the Minister for Planning.
Ms Tierney raised a matter for the Minister for Training
and Skills.
Mr Finn raised a matter for the Minister for Police.
Mr Morris raised a matter for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety.
I will refer all those matters to the relevant ministers.
They will respond to the members in due course.
As a way of discharging it I propose to respond to
Mr Elasmar’s matter that was directed to me. The
member referred to the Productivity Commission report
tabled in federal Parliament on Friday. He specifically
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referred to that report recommending that the federal
government have an ongoing funding role in the
provision of 15 hours of kindergarten per week for
preschool children. He referred to the Abbott federal
government’s failure to commit to funding for 15 hours
of kindergarten beyond December of this year.
The member referred to the fact that there is a great deal
of uncertainty amongst kindergartens in his electorate
which wish to plan for next year’s enrolments.
Obviously this is having an impact on parents, staff, the
committees of management and the cluster managers in
the various kindergartens in Mr Elasmar’s electorate. I
know Mr Elasmar is very concerned about these
matters. I know he has had discussions with
kindergartens in his electorate and that he is very
passionate about ensuring that young children in
Northern Metropolitan Region continue to benefit from
this provision of 15 hours of kindergarten.
I can assure the member that the Andrews Labor
government is committed to quality early childhood
services in our state. The member asked that I advise
him on what I am doing to advocate to the federal
government for ongoing funding for the 15 hours of
kindergarten. I can assure the member that I am taking
a number of measures to advocate to the federal
government around this issue, including writing to the
relevant ministers. I am also seeking to secure a
meeting, and that is in process at the moment, with the
federal Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for
Education and Training, Scott Ryan. I am disappointed
that Mr Pyne, the federal Minister for Education and
Training, has not offered to make himself available, but
I will continue to seek to have direct discussions with
him.
I will be reminding the federal government that when
the national agreement was originally envisaged the
idea was there would be ongoing funding and an
ongoing commitment from the federal government in
respect of the 15 hours. The Productivity Commission
thinks it is a good idea that the federal government
continue to play a role in funding early childhood
services, particularly in our preschools, and so does this
government. We will continue to make the case at
every opportunity that Victoria’s children deserve the
federal government making a direct commitment to
them.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 6.54 p.m.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied to Hansard.

Fruit fly
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Agriculture
24 February 2015

RESPONSE:
Queensland fruit fly (QFF) has been considered established in eastern Victoria since 1949.
In 2011 the QFF situation in key fruit production regions such as the Goulburn Valley and north east Victoria
significantly increased with large numbers of wild flies trapped on a regular basis. A number of areas were in
outbreak for several years.
In 2012, QFF was established in most NSW production areas and Victoria had over 120 outbreaks.

Goulburn Valley growers have been dealing with this increase for four years. It is worth noting that during the 57th
Parliament, while the Member sat at the Cabinet table, at no time did she mention fruit fly in the Parliament. I note
the Member is now only interested in the Victorian Government’s response over two months.
In June 2013, Ms Lovell’s government determined that eradication of QFF from the Goulburn Valley and north
east Victoria region was no longer feasible or economically viable and consequently ceased further funding for
eradication.
Despite the massive increase in QFF infestation, the previous government failed to commission any studies to
understand the economic cost of QFF.
The Department advises that the lack of baseline studies makes it impossible to estimate the economic costs of the
2013 withdrawal of funding, or the broad economic cost of any particular fruit fly outbreak to the Goulburn Valley
region, with any level of confidence.
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Taxi and hire car industry
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Patten
Minister for Agriculture (for Minister for Public Transport)
24 February 2015

RESPONSE:
I can advise the following;
The Andrews Government will establish a Taxi and Hire Car Industry Ministerial Forum to bring together
regulators, industry participants, consumers and government to consider ongoing industry reforms, reducing red
tape, delivering a first-rate Multi-Purpose Taxi Program and wheelchair accessible taxis, and other matters.
The terms of reference for the Forum are currently being drafted. We will then invite representatives for the first
meeting which will be scheduled later this year. The Minister for Public Transport looks forward to receiving
advice from the Forum about how to build a stronger, safer and sustainable commercial passenger vehicle industry
in Victoria.
We recognise ride-share services like Uber are an emerging service and are awaiting further advice from the TSC
on ride-share services in Victoria.
I can further advise that the Government will invest $4 million in a Taxi Reform Hardship Fund to address the
significant financial aftershocks endured by some licence holders after the Liberals’ taxi reforms. Licence holders
who can demonstrate severe financial distress as a consequence of the reforms will be eligible.
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Thursday, 26 February 2015
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Effectiveness of Support for Local Government,
February 2015 (Ordered to be published).
Local Government: Results of the 2013–14 Audits,
February 2015 (Ordered to be published).

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until 2.00 p.m. on
Tuesday, 17 March 2015.

Motion agreed to.

PROCEDURE COMMITTEE
Membership
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — By
leave, I move:
That standing order 23.08(3) be suspended so as to provide
that —
(1) The following members are appointed to the Procedure
Committee —
(a) the President;
(b) the Deputy President;
(c) Mr Jennings;
(d) Ms Pulford;
(e) Ms Wooldridge;
(f)

Mr Davis;

(g) Ms Pennicuik;
(h) Dr Carling-Jenkins; and
(2) A quorum of the Procedure Committee is five members.

Motion agreed to.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Pipis
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
would like to take this opportunity to respond in part to
an adjournment matter raised by Mr O’Brien on his last
day in this place earlier this week; it would be difficult
to do otherwise now that he is no longer a member of
this place. It relates to the question of pipis in Venus
Bay.
My department has responded to a number of letters
over the past several years from some members of the
Venus Bay community who are concerned that
recreational pipi fishing is unsustainable and believe it
should be banned there. Neither of the two research
projects funded by the recreational fishing trust has
identified concerns about the sustainability of the
recreational Venus Bay pipi fishery. Commercial pipi
fishing has been authorised in Venus Bay for a number
of years, but due to a lack of vehicle access to the beach
and the low market value of pipis, there has been little
fishing effort. One commercial licence-holder is
currently lawfully fishing in Venus Bay. The
government is working to develop longer term
arrangements for managing commercial pipi fishing
across Victoria.
In response to Mr O’Brien’s concerns, the advice we
have is that the fishery is sustainable. My advice to
Mr O’Brien as he departs this place and seeks election
as the member for Gippsland South in the Assembly in
the by-election scheduled for 14 March is that he
should tread warily as this campaign has some very
unpleasant undertones.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President, I
seek your guidance as we work out ministers statements
and their content. The sessional orders say that the
purpose of a ministers statement is ‘to advise the house
of new government initiatives, projects and
achievements’. I do not believe this is an opportunity to
respond to questions, unless of course there is perhaps
some new element, and I do not believe the Minister for
Agriculture’s statement made any reference to any new
initiatives.
Ms PULFORD — On the point of order, President,
the member whose query I was responding to was
seeking additional information, and I have provided
new information about a couple of scientific reports on
a matter that the former member was particularly
interested in. Does Ms Wooldridge want responses or
does she not?
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Strictly speaking I
think the point of order is correct; I am not sure the
contribution matched the intention of ministers
statements. However, I accept that this case was
unusual in that the member who raised the issue in the
adjournment debate has now left this place, and this
was an opportunity to place on the record a response to
that member’s query. It is a little unusual, but I accept
that it was made with good intention.
The one thing I have concerns about in terms of the
Minister for Agriculture’s statement is the reflection on
Mr O’Brien perhaps using this matter as a campaign
issue in an upcoming by-election. I do not think that
ministers statements are a time to reflect on other
members in that way, because it is clearly outside the
government’s initiatives, projects, programs and so
forth. I have more concerns about that than with other
parts of the statement, which I accept was provided in
good faith and with good intention on this occasion,
although strictly speaking I uphold the point of order on
the basis that I am not sure that it met the overall
criteria for a ministers statement.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Calabria Club
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Bongiorno! It was my delight last Saturday night to
represent the Leader of the Opposition, the Honourable
Matthew Guy, to celebrate 45 years of the Calabria
Club in Melbourne. It was my delight to join the
president of the club, Sam Sposato; the vice-president,
Vince Daniele; Consul General of Italy, Dr Marco
Maria Cerbo; and Reverend Father Rocco Benvenuto,
who had come from Italy, as had Dr Assunta Orlando.
What a great club it is, representing the Italian
community living throughout Victoria and particularly
the people from Calabria.
This is a great opportunity to thank our Italian
community because when the first waves of Italian
migrants settled in Victoria, many made Melbourne
their home. They brought us wonderful things like
pizza, pasta, espresso coffee, briscola, scopa, art,
buildings, music and dance. I pay tribute to migrants
from across the globe who have settled in Melbourne.
I particularly thank the many volunteers who have done
a great job over many years — 45 years — working for
the Calabria Club, which was founded in 1970 by a
handful of emigrants from the Calabria region. Today it
is one of the most respected clubs in Australia due to its
social activities and its promotion of the Calabrese
culture to students from many colleges and primary
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schools. I congratulate the many volunteers, the past
presidents and committee members who have
continued to promote and preserve Italian culture in
Victoria for the benefit of our entire society.

Judy Goss
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I extend my
congratulations to Hidden Valley resident Judy Goss
who has decided to take on the challenge of the
Weekend to End Women’s Cancers on 28 February and
1 March. The Weekend to End Women’s Cancers
benefits the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre and is a
two-day, 60-kilometre walk through the
neighbourhoods of Melbourne. It is not for the
faint-hearted or those who are exercise averse. Judy has
admitted it is going to be a challenge, but she is doing
this in memory of her beautiful mum who lost her battle
with breast cancer in 2002 after fighting that horrible
disease for several years. Judy believes her mother’s
strength and determination will be what gets her over
the finish line, and I am told she is out training on most
days around the streets of Wallan, putting in the
gruelling kilometres to ensure that she is ready for the
day.
Judy has already exceeded her goal to raise $2000 for
those who have been touched in some way by the
tragedy of cancer. I know she is proud to be making a
contribution that may well make a difference in finding
better treatments or indeed a cure that will spare
families like hers the grief of losing a loved one. The
motto for the walk is ‘One weekend can change the
world’. With Peter Mac immediately assigning the
funds raised to enable life-saving cancer research, it
means Judy’s contribution and that of her supporters
will have an immediate impact in the fight against
cancer. The funds will help Peter Mac’s clinicians and
researchers to improve cancer detection and to find
gentler and more personalised treatments for women
with cancer. Congratulations and good luck to Judy and
her supportive family on doing their bit to make life
better for others.

Buses
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — As the former
chair of the Eastern Transport Coalition, I know how
important buses are in the areas of Melbourne that are
not serviced by trains and trams. I ask the government
not to get distracted by projects like the Melbourne
Metro rail project. Good on the government for having
a vision, but it also needs to keep one eye on the
transport that people use today. Let us face it, people
who live in Doncaster and Rowville wish they could
complain about overcrowding on trains. For many
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people in Melbourne, buses are the only public
transport option available in the areas where they live.
I support the Eastern Transport Coalition’s
recommendations for buses generally, because they are
a sensible and cost-effective way to provide a transport
service to people who need it right now. In the short
term the transport coalition wants funding to upgrade
existing bus routes to meet minimum service levels,
improve coordination with trains, trams and
SmartBuses and improve public transport coverage.
That is not too much to ask. It wants bus stops that are
safe, accessible and that offer a suitable level of
comfort and shelter. It wants government funding
allocations to implement the recommendations of the
metropolitan bus service reviews. We do not need
another review to tell us how important the bus services
for Knox, Maroondah and Yarra Ranges are, and the
upcoming budget will be telling as to whether the
government is truly committed to transport for all
Victorians.

Frankston Hospital
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to speak on the Frankston Hospital upgrade,
the opening of which I had the pleasure of attending last
week with the Minister for Health, former minister
David Davis and other local members. This project was
fully committed to, funded, planned and delivered
under the coalition government. It cost $81 million,
with a $5 million contribution from the commonwealth
and the rest coming from the 2011–12 and 2012–13
state budgets. It will make a significant difference for
people of the Mornington Peninsula.
The upgrade includes new surgical and medical beds,
expanded critical care services, two new intensive care
beds, two special cots, new medical imaging services to
support the emergency department and a refurbished
emergency department with specialist consulting areas.
There was particular thought given to paediatric
patients and people with mental illness. It is clear that a
huge amount of planning has been done by the staff, the
planning team and all who have been involved to make
sure that the emergency department and bed areas meet
the needs of the local community, no matter where in
the life cycle they are or what their illness is. Savings of
$8.1 million were achieved through the redevelopment
process, and those savings will be redirected into
additional infrastructure for Frankston Hospital. It is a
great outcome from a process that has been
exceptionally well managed. I congratulate Sue
Williams, Nancy Hogan, the Department of Health and
Human Services and all those who have been involved.
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City of Whittlesea citizenship ceremony
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — On
Monday, 23 February, it was my pleasure to witness the
citizenship ceremony for the newly naturalised citizens
of Whittlesea. I have attended many citizenship
ceremonies during my time as a member of this
Parliament and as a councillor in the City of Darebin. I
am always pleasantly surprised by the number of new
Australians lining up to become citizens of our
beautiful country. City of Whittlesea mayor Cr Ricky
Kirkham, council CEO Mr David Turnbull and council
officers officiated at the ceremony. I thank Whittlesea
City Council for a well-organised evening, and as
always I was happy to share my own migrant
experiences with our new citizens after the event.

Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month
Mr ELASMAR — On Wednesday, 25 February,
yesterday, I was delighted to participate in the morning
tea held in our own Parliament House gardens. Many
parliamentarians were there, including yourself,
President. The event was coordinated and co-hosted by
the Victorian Minister for Health, the Honourable Jill
Hennessy, and Ovarian Cancer Australia. I congratulate
the organisers on publicising this particular form of
cancer, because ovarian cancer usually manifests itself
when the disease is well advanced and strikes young
and old.

Government members
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — In
relation to the new balance of power in the upper house,
the Premier said late last year:
I’m not underestimating the challenge … We’ll work very
hard and I think I am well known in Victoria as someone who
can work with people and find the common ground, and
again, be focused on the outcome, not focused on the politics
of these things.

In just seven days of sittings government members have
comprehensively trashed those high-minded
sentiments. There has been the refusal to provide basic
information about some multibillion-dollar projects that
any ordinary citizen would want to see before they
decided on them. A new level of ministerial
accountability was dumped when a minister simply said
‘Google it’ in response to a parliamentary question.
There has been irrelevant filibustering in response to
simple motions. There is the barrage of noise and
attacks, some of it quite low level and personal, and
some of it in the form of interjections over the
government’s own ministers who are in the process of
answering questions.
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In short, government members have demonstrated
every species of arrogance that the previous
government showed — although the previous
government had some foundation for arrogance by
having 21 seats out of 40 in this house, rather than the
14 the government has today. I really want to know
how it feels for members opposite to have spent so
much of their time undermining their own leader.

Lunar New Year
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
extend my wishes for a very happy Lunar New Year to
all members of the Victorian community who celebrate
this event. No doubt members have been attending
these celebrations in their neighbourhoods and across
the state.
It is the year of the goat. Dare I say it, there are
probably a few goats in this chamber. Goats are
renowned for being sensitive and liking to work as
members of a team. Unfortunately the dummy spit by
government members in relation to ministers statements
this morning demonstrated that they do not accept the
rules of the team.
I would like to congratulate some organisations on the
outstanding Lunar New Year celebrations they have put
on and in which I, as shadow Minister for Multicultural
Affairs, was able to participate. The Springvale Asian
Business Association put on an amazing festival. It was
organised by president, Daniel Cheng, and his big team
of volunteers, including Tom Nguyen and Sonny
Duong. The Vietnamese community put on its Tet
festival at Sandown Park. I would like to congratulate
Bon Nguyen and Viv Nguyen on an outstanding
festival and in particular their dual identity program
success. It was very impressive. The Australian Chinese
Events Committee put on an amazing event at the
Palladium. I congratulate the committee on a fantastic
night.
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They have both served in executive committee
positions for nearly 20 years. They have both been
captains of the first 11, and both have committed
greatly to the ongoing survival of the club.
I congratulate Barry Kave, who just celebrated his
50th year at the club. He remains an intergenerational
figure and is full of joy as he trundles down with his
little off-spinners. I also wish to mention former
committee man and much-loved member of the cricket
club, Paul Fink, who is returning from on ongoing
battle with illness. He is very well supported by his
wife, Lauren, and his family. I wish him well in his
return. I make note that the club does a great deal of
work within the community, and I honour its
contribution.

Australian International Airshow and
Aerospace and Defence Exposition
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I would like to congratulate Ian
Honnery and his team on the outstanding success of the
2015 Australian International Airshow and Aerospace
and Defence Exposition, which is currently running at
Avalon. The Avalon International Airshow is not only a
significant component of Victoria’s major events
strategy but also a great showcase of Australia’s
capabilities in aviation and aerospace, be that in
engineering, manufacturing, training, services or
support, both civil and defence.
This year’s event is the 12th international airshow to be
hosted at Avalon, and the event grows in stature each
time. The 2015 show, themed ‘Heroes of the Sky’, not
only showcases Australia’s 21st century capabilities but
also commemorates aviation of the First World War
era, in this the centenary of Anzac.

The Chinese New Year festival launch in the CBD with
the Lord Mayor of Melbourne was also an amazing
spectacle. I wish all those who celebrate the Lunar New
Year a happy year of the goat.

The coalition government was proud to secure this
major international aviation event for Victoria to 2025,
and I look forward to its continued success. The
Australian International Airshow now stands alongside
Farnborough, Paris, Singapore and Dubai as one of the
world’s great aviation events and is a credit to the
Australian aviation and defence industry.

Maccabi AJAX Cricket Club

Stonnington Gift

Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
to celebrate the careers of a number of people in the
Maccabi AJAX Cricket Club, the local senior cricket
club of the Jewish community in my electorate of
Southern Metropolitan Region. In particular I
congratulate Daniel Onas and Simeon Goldenberg on
their elevation to life membership of the cricket club.

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — On
Friday evening I attended the Stonnington Gift at
Toorak Park in Armadale. Five years ago the gift was
re-established and it is fast becoming a permanent
fixture on the national athletics calendar, with an array
of well-known athletes, as well as some budding future
athletes, competing.
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The event gets significant community support, which
has made it the great event it is. I would like to
acknowledge some of those community supporters —
the East Malvern Community Bank branch of Bendigo
Bank, the City of Stonnington, Bowens the Builders’
Choice, Active Feet, the Prahran Market, the Cricketers
Arms and the Leader community newspaper — which
provide significant support to this really good event. I
would also like to acknowledge the many volunteers
and participants from the Prahran Cricket Club.
I would also like to take note of the committee
members, who have shown a lot of dedication in
relation to this event over many years. Without the
work of these individuals, this event may have never
run again. I acknowledge Peter Norman, the chairman;
Phil Williamson, the past Prahran Cricket Club
president and committee secretary; John Zarb, the
Prahran Cricket Club general manager; Andrew
Muhlhan, athletics director; Tony Oulton, the City of
Stonnington representative; Dean Teniswood, design
and marketing; and Richard Sykes, treasurer.

Warrnambool cancer care centre
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — I am pleased
to make a members statement in regard to the new
cancer care centre in Warrnambool. Work on the centre
started yesterday, and I would like to congratulate Vicki
Jellie, who has been working on this project for a
number of years. I first met Vicki about four years ago,
and when she said she had the intention of raising
$5 million from her community I told her that would be
a very difficult task. I would like to join with other
members in congratulating Vicki on her work and on
the commencement of the construction of the centre.

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I ask the minister about some of the
principles surrounding the proposed Back to Work
scheme and the context in which the government sees
that working. In his second-reading speech the minister
has referred to a number of programs, of which I
assume the Back to Work scheme is a subset. The
second-reading speech also refers to the Back to Work
plan, which I take as being distinct from the Back to
Work scheme. It also refers to the Premier’s Jobs and
Investment Panel and the Future Industries Fund, and
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suggests consultation with business leaders with respect
to these elements. Can the minister explain how these
different elements hang together? Presumably they are
subsets of the Back to Work plan, but it would be good
if we could first understand how they fit together.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Rich-Phillips for providing me with the
opportunity to outline how the conceptual framework
allows the government to bring a number of its policy
settings and programs together with the aim of lifting
economic activity in Victoria and assisting employment
growth now and into the future. As the member has
already identified, the second-reading speech clearly
refers to a number of those elements. With respect to
the election commitments and the policy intentions of
government, the bill brings together a number of
programs, including infrastructure and industry support
programs that are currently being refined through
consultation with the community. The bill puts into
practice an interlocking and cogent set of initiatives.
The accumulation of those programs, initiatives and
consultations will be consolidated into a Back to Work
plan.
What the government has undertaken until now is
totally consistent with the election commitment it made
that Back to Work legislation would be the first piece of
legislation introduced by the Andrews government —
and it was. We also committed to establishing the
Premier’s Jobs and Investment Panel and industry
programs designed to allow scope for industry to
provide assistance, in particular for new and emerging
industries, which create industrial opportunities that
Victoria may need into the future. My colleagues the
Premier, the Treasurer, the Minister for Industry, the
Minister for Employment and other relevant ministers
within the Department of Economic Development,
Jobs, Transport and Resources have already embarked
on consultations with the community about the best
ways in which those programs can be implemented to
address the emerging needs of the Victorian economy.
Up until now many of the difficulties and challenges
confronted by the Victorian economy, which we
inherited from the outgoing government, have related to
businesses either in transition, in decline or under great
threat. One of the difficult policy-balancing challenges
the Victorian government has inherited is to determine
how much of our efforts — in terms of the degree of
support to try to maintain existing employment levels
as distinct from growing employment into the future —
should be designed to prop up industries or businesses
that were in decline under the previous administration.
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Mr Rich-Phillips would appreciate from his period in
government — which perhaps was not as successful as
he, and certainly the Victorian community, might have
wanted it to be — that it is a challenge both to maintain
appropriate levels of government support in an
economy that is doing it tough, as the Victorian
economy has been, with unemployment continuing to
rise, and to reverse that direction. These are the policy
settings that the government has inherited. We have
confidence that our programs will have an effect, and
we have confidence that the industry funds will be seen
as attractive instruments to provide for economic
growth and employment generation in Victoria.
However, Mr Rich-Phillips would appreciate that for a
government to be able to tangibly demonstrate within
the time frame of its first three months that it has
reversed a trend that has been underway for quite some
time, where industries and many companies are on the
edge of viability or may be in the process of retrenching
workers, is a difficult balancing act to undertake. We
are determined to address these issues. I believe the
opposition has every expectation that we will resolve
these issues in a matter of weeks, but these programs,
which include those provided for in the Back to Work
Bill 2014 and other measures to try to support
employment growth into the future, which we see as
something the Victorian economy urgently needs, will
take some time to have an effect.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — In his response the minister referred
to the government being determined to address the
employment trend in Victoria and talked about the
opposition expecting the government to do that in a
couple of weeks. I ask the minister: when does the
government expect that the trend he referred to will
have been reversed or addressed?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
government is mindful of economic projections, just as
any member of the Victorian and Australian
community would be mindful of the prognosis
regarding the economic settings the government
inherited from the previous administration. It is also
mindful of the economic settings that the federal
government has demonstrated a degree of difficulty in
controlling for a number of years. In the political
dynamic of this nation, as the member would
understand, quite often the federal government takes
credit for upturns in the good times and distances itself
from downturns.
The Victorian government does not feel it has the
luxury of distancing itself from its responsibility, but it
knows there are limits to state intervention within both
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national and international economic settings. It would
be naive for us to pretend that, notwithstanding our
intention to create 100 000 jobs during our term — and
we are confident that we can do so — underlying
unemployment will turn around in the immediate term.
However, we are determined to play our role in
establishing an equilibrium and a positive trajectory for
these key indicators in the Victorian economy.
I can imagine that the opposition — or some members
of it — may take the opportunity to give the
government lectures on this subject, but — —
Mrs Peulich — You’ve been giving us lectures.
Mr JENNINGS — The people have made a
judgement. Members of this chamber may not be
totally mindful of this, but the people did make some
decisions.
Mrs Peulich — A very slender margin in a handful
of seats.
Mr JENNINGS — No matter how desperate
members of the opposition may be, all of us in Victoria
would be wise to understand that the sooner we get on
with this piece of legislation, the sooner we get on with
the program and the sooner we get on with engagement
with Victorian industry, the better it will be for the
Victorian community.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to hear the minister does
not feel he has the luxury of distancing the state
government from its responsibilities with respect to
employment. I will leave that comment on the record.
With respect to the Premier’s Jobs and Investment
Panel, which is called out in the second-reading speech,
can the minister confirm whether the committee has
been established, and if so, whether it was consulted
with respect to this legislation and program?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
not sure if I understood the last aspect of the member’s
question, but the panel has not been established. It will
be established shortly, and the Premier and other
ministers who will be engaged with the panel will take
responsibility for making the announcement.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Given that the panel does not exist,
was there consultation with business leaders, as referred
to in the second-reading speech, in respect of the
development of this program?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
relation to this program, extensive conversations took
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place with major stakeholders in the Victorian economy
and industry during 2013 and 2014, which led to the
establishment of this policy, the announcement of the
policy and the commitment to it in the lead-up to the
2014 election. Prior to our coming to government there
were extensive conversations with Victorian industry
about the value of this program, and since being elected
to government the Andrews government has continued
to engage with Victorian industry on the design and
implementation of this program.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Can the minister outline who has been
consulted on this legislation since the Labor Party
formed government?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — My
colleague Mr Mulino has already value-added to the
committee stage of the bill by reminding me of the
important and ongoing conversations that have been
had with the Victorian Employers Chamber of
Commerce and Industry and the Australian Industry
Group in relation to this matter, as two major
stakeholders in terms of industry and economic activity
in Victoria. They are very fulsome in their support,
publicly and privately, for this scheme to be
implemented.
There have also been conversations with CPA
Australia, the Council of Taxpayers Australia, the
Institute of Chartered Accountants, the Law Institute of
Victoria, the Institute of Public Accountants and the
Tax Institute. They have provided comments on the
potential structure and administration of the Back to
Work scheme through the State Taxes Consultative
Council. There have been extensive conversations on
both sides of the ledger — with both industry players
and taxation players — in relation to the structure,
support, design and implementation of this scheme,
such as the financing arrangements and payroll and
taxation matters.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Later in the bill there is a standing
appropriation for the funds necessary for the scheme.
The budget update reflects an allocation — or an
intention to allocate — $100 million over two years to
this scheme. Can the minister advise whether that
$100 million is intended to be entirely funds that are
distributed under this scheme or whether it includes the
administrative costs incurred by the State Revenue
Office (SRO) in administering this scheme as well as
payments to businesses?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It has
been confirmed that the $100 million will be acquitted
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through the relief designed in the program and the
administrative costs will be absorbed by the SRO.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Does the government have advice
from the SRO that it has the capacity to absorb that
expense? I recall during the time of the previous
government having substantial discussions with respect
to SRO funding and its capacity to do certain things. I
would be surprised if the SRO was a willing party in
absorbing the administrative costs of this scheme given
its level of funding.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It is
not for me to make a judgement call as to the wisdom
of a former minister volunteering that information to us.
I will say that the public administrators in the state of
Victoria, including the SRO, are willing participants in
delivering the government’s program.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is more about capability.
Does the government have an estimate of the
administrative cost of this scheme in addition to the
$100 million which is intended to be appropriated for
relief under it?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
believe the Treasurer and the State Revenue Office
have had extensive conversations about this and that
during one iteration there was some consideration as to
whether the costs would be folded into the running of
the scheme. In terms of the confidence level around
whether the State Revenue Office is able to absorb
these costs, this is increasing rather than decreasing
over time. Indeed the government is very confident —
as is the SRO — that these costs will be adequately
covered within the SRO’s operating expenditure.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The government’s policy document
with respect to the Back to Work scheme indicates a
$100 million allocation, which has been reflected over
two years in the budget update. The document also
indicates that, commencing on 1 July 2015,
50 000 payments will be made available per year for
two years. With respect to the scheme, does it remain
the government’s position that payments averaging
$1000 will be paid to 50 000 recipients over each of
two years?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — That
is the objective established by the government, one
which it is maintaining. In terms of some of the
economic modelling that underpins the development of
this program, one of the reasons the government is
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internally refining some of the guidelines that relate to
the structure of how the program will run and the
take-up rate by industry and unemployed or retrenched
workers is that it is trying to ensure that by design the
maximum effectiveness of the scheme is established in
terms of the breadth of the eligibility criteria and the
matching expectation of industry supply and demand
issues to achieve that outcome. We are confident that
by the time the guidelines are published they will be
predicated on the maximum take-up rate of the scheme
during that period of time.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am conscious that in its
consideration of this bill the house is largely operating
in a vacuum insofar as the criteria of the scheme have
not been specified by government. The operative clause
of the bill says the Treasurer will specify criteria as to
how this scheme works. It would help the committee
and the committee’s consideration of the bill if the
minister would outline element by element what the
government intends those criteria to be, who the
eligible employers and employees will be and the levels
of relief that will be provided under the scheme. It
would help the committee’s deliberations if the minister
were to give that outline now so the house has an
understanding of how the scheme is intended to work.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
about to outline a response to a very broad question
from Mr Rich-Phillips. While I will outline this
material, I am not in a position to table documents on
these matters, but I am happy to be quite fulsome in my
description of them.
First, I will work my way through the eligible employer
criteria. The guidelines that will be implemented by the
government have a greater level of detail than what I
am about to outline, but in effect they rule out
government and local government entities, and they
rule in private sector employers as the industry space
where the scheme will apply. They will place
restrictions upon any employer that has a bad WorkSafe
or employment history involving adverse outcomes for
employees or where an employer either has been found
to have breached occupational health and safety laws or
has had other findings of guilt relating to workplace
safety. The guidelines will rule out a number of public
sector entities, including local government. The
guidelines will rule in private companies and private
employers but will rule out private employers that have
a bad workplace safety track record.
In terms of employee eligibility, as much as possible
the scheme is designed to rope in young unemployed
people, long-term unemployed people and retrenched
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workers. It will define the commencement date for the
application of employment arrangements between a
new employee and an employer from a specific point in
time to be set within the guidelines and within two
years of the implementation of the program. A young
unemployed person will be between 15 and 25 years
old, and it is expected that a young person will have
been unemployed and actively looking for work for at
least three months. A long-term unemployed person is
someone who will have been unemployed for a
continuous period of at least 52 weeks and who has
been actively looking for employment.
A retrenched worker will be an employee who lost their
last job because their position was made redundant or
their employer became insolvent or bankrupt. The other
circumstance in which that could apply is where a
retrenched worker was under a retraining scheme that
described the nature of that worker’s engagement with
the employer and then, as a consequence of a training
scheme commencement or that worker leaving that
training, their employment was no longer continued.
In relation to what is an eligible job that falls within the
scope of the bill, it will be reinforced by the guidelines.
The critical issue is that this is a Victorian job — it is a
job that is actually created within Victoria, the work is
undertaken within Victoria — and that will be attached
to existing legislation. A Victorian job is already
defined in the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013, and that will be the definition
that is relied upon to determine the scope of the
Victorian job provision.
It is the expectation that the job will be a full-time or
part-time ongoing job and not a casual job, because our
interest is to generate long-term engagement in
employment opportunities. By design we would not be
seeking to create a great churn within Victorian
workplaces, so there will be some expectation that we
not have a revolving door of engagements that come
within the scope of the bill.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Deputy
President, I ask that speakers perhaps raise their voices
a little; I am struggling to hear. There is a bit of
background noise with some sort of air conditioning
system, and I have probably only heard about 40 per
cent of what the minister has said.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for that
elaboration, which obviously provides considerably
more information than has been available to date. I
would like to run through a number of questions about
the criteria, and I will do those individually.
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The first is with respect to the definition of eligible
employer. I would like to focus on the restriction the
minister referred to with respect to a bad workplace
safety record. The minister referred to breaches of the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 and referred
to findings of guilt. Are the only private sector
employers to be excluded those who have had findings
of guilt in respect of the Occupational Health and
Safety Act, or are there other criteria around what is a
safe workplace employer?

Whilst these are interlocking pieces of legislation in
terms of the offence and the matters may lead to our
being concerned about the WorkSafe record of
employers, we believe the relevant issue is whether
there is a related offence prosecuted by WorkSafe
under the Crimes Act 1958 within five years prior to
the date the eligible employee commenced, or if the
conviction or finding of guilt related to a workplace
fatality, within seven years prior to the date the eligible
employee commenced employment.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank the member for his question. Clearly if they have
been found guilty, they will not be eligible. However, if
they have been prosecuted within a period, and that
period is likely to have been within the last five years,
as distinct from having had a conviction, then they are
unlikely to be an eligible employer.

The member asked me a question about the
interlocking nature of legislation to which he and I have
already referred. This provision will relate to a finding
of guilt for WorkSafe-related matters under the Crimes
Act 1958.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — On what basis does the government
consider a prosecution where there is no finding of guilt
as a reason to exclude an employer?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — As
the member would detect, a hierarchy of sanctions
apply under the act and a number of actions may be
taken within the scheme. Some are pursued with the
full veracity of the legal process and may end up with a
conviction and finding of guilt, which might be going
beyond the scope of the WorkSafe legislation. Others
may be prosecutions that take place under the Crimes
Act 1958. For this purpose — and this is the only
purpose for which it applies — they will form two
categories where instant eligibility of employers will
not be provided.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I seek further clarification from the
minister in respect of that answer. He referred to
WorkSafe legislation. Initially he referred to
occupational health and safety legislation, and there is
an Occupational Health and Safety Act. He then
referred to the Crimes Act and made a generic reference
to WorkSafe legislation. If the criteria is guilt or
prosecution with respect to certain acts, can the minister
provide the committee with a list of the acts that will
fall within the criteria as a basis for exclusion under the
scheme?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
consultation with my colleague we have determined
that for this provision, for clarity’s sake, the answer will
be the relevant act where a prosecution and finding of
guilt has occurred in relation to matters that relate to
WorkSafe that occur under the Crimes Act 1958.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Can I take from that that a straight
prosecution under the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 or a straight prosecution for a workplace
safety offence, as opposed to an administrative offence
under the work act, would not be picked up? Would it
only be picked up where there was a Crimes Act
prosecution that had a workplace safety element to it?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — In the same vein, there is no
consideration given to a workplace safety record insofar
as it is measured by standard WorkCover criteria which
feed through high claims leading to high WorkCover
premiums. That is not a factor that is considered when
regarding whether a workplace is safe or not with
respect to the scheme, is it?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Not
in this context, no.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — With respect to the jobs which are
eligible under this scheme, the second-reading speech
says, ‘The criteria will impose a maximum income
limit in relation to new jobs’. Can the minister outline
what that limit is?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
salary limit for a full-time job will be 1.5 times average
weekly earnings. Average weekly earnings is the
Australian average weekly ordinary time earnings for a
full-time adult, reported by the Australian Bureau of
Statistics, as at the date of commencement of the
employment of the eligible employee. The salary limit
for a part-time job is to be calculated as follows. The
number of hours worked as a part-time job becomes
‘N’ in this formula on average per week, and N divided
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by 35 times the salary limit for a full-time job is the
answer to the question.

consistently within the commonwealth scheme of social
security measures.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — A pro rata full-time salary.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — With respect to retrenched workers or
workers who have lost their job through the bankruptcy
or insolvency of the business they were previously
employed in, do they also require a statutory
declaration to demonstrate that for the purposes of this
scheme?

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Very
eloquently put! It is where N is the number of working
hours.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — With respect to the employee criteria,
the minister referred to a young unemployed person,
within an age bracket, as a person having been
unemployed for three months and a long-term
unemployed person as a person who has been
unemployed for 52 weeks et cetera. For the purposes of
this legislation or these criteria, what does it mean to be
unemployed? Is it someone who is registered for an
unemployment benefit for that period of time?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Within what I have already volunteered to the
committee there is a requirement that a person has been
actively looking for work, so they would have been
registered to be able to demonstrate that they have been
actively looking for work.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Would that be meeting the
commonwealth unemployment benefit criteria and be
part of that system?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
answer is yes but, as the member will know, they are
the policy settings at this point in time and they will
continue under this scheme regardless of social security
or income security reforms that may come from another
jurisdiction. The answer to the member’s question at
this point in time is yes.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Are there any other ways in which a
person who was unemployed for the time frame
specified is able to demonstrate or meet the criterion
that they have been unemployed for the requisite
period, besides being registered for a commonwealth
employment benefit or service?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
There will be a capacity for a statutory declaration to
form part of the application, but I think that may be
subject to validation and scrutiny in terms of the
application of the scheme. It is the intention as much as
possible to harmonise with pre-existing clear definitions
of who an unemployed person is and to stay

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Yes.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Following on from Mr Rich-Phillips’s last question,
given the minister’s indication on eligibility criteria and
satisfying the qualification requirements, would a
woman who is looking to return to work after the birth
of a child and who has been unemployed for a period of
time be eligible for this?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
answer is: if the person has been actively working for a
period of three months prior to the commencement of
the engagement. In that regard that person has to
demonstrate — just as any other unemployed person
does — either by a statutory declaration or by being
engaged through the unemployment benefit scheme,
that they have been seeking work for three months.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Picking up on the minister’s answer by way of this
example, if a prospective return-to-work mother has
been trying to get work for three months and can
demonstrate by way of statutory declaration that she
has been seeking employment for three months, will
she be eligible for this scheme?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Again this falls within the rubric of young unemployed
persons, so if the mother we are talking about in this
instance is between 15 and 25 years.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Can
the minister confirm that is a yes?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Yes,
I did, and yes, I will.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Can I infer from the minister’s answer that mothers
aged from 25 years through to the end of their
child-bearing age will not be eligible under the scheme?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — If
women in those circumstances have been long-term
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unemployed and are over the age of 25 years, then they
will comply.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — At the
heart of the functioning of the scheme of legislation
there are the guidelines. I ask the minister why the
government has been unwilling or unable to release the
draft guidelines to members of this house despite some
requests to do so?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — As
you will have noticed, Deputy President, I have been
very happy to share with the committee details of the
government’s intentions as they are currently
constructed. They have not been hidden; they have
been shared this morning. I also volunteered part of the
reason for their being a work in progress in my answer
to a question asked earlier by Mr Rich-Phillips about
what the government believes are the economic
modelling and the predictions that would acquit our
expectation of how many positions will be available in
terms of the supply and demand factors. We are trying
to make sure that, firstly, there is capacity in Victorian
industry to take up this opportunity; secondly, that it
will be taken up; and, thirdly, that the breadth of
definitions of eligible employees will be scoped in a
way that guarantees that number will be met. That is
something that involves significant work, and the
government has been embarking on that work.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — There are
really only two possibilities. One is that the guidelines
are substantially completed such that the government
could release something perhaps titled ‘Draft’, or that
they are still a ‘work in progress’, which are the words
the minister used. If it is the first, then in my opinion
they should be released so that the non-government
members of the chamber can decide whether to vote for
the legislation based on information that I think they
would want to receive before voting for it. If in fact
they are a work in progress, as the minister just
suggested, then many of the questions that I might put
this morning are unknown. There clearly has to be
some aspect that is still unknown. That being the case
there is really very little further for me to question the
minister about. We could keep having a stab at different
things that might be in the guidelines, but we cannot
guess. There could be any sort of surprise in there that
has not been flagged by the government in its evolving
release of information.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think that was more a statement than a question, but in
response to the statement I have outlined quite
comprehensively in the committee stage this morning
the nature of the guidelines that have been prepared so
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far and their status. It is not the intention of the
government for there to be any surprises. In fact there is
no issue of substance outside what I have outlined to
the committee this morning that is embedded in those
guidelines, and those guidelines have been shared on
the public record. If Mr Barber was either not listening
or wants me to go through those matters — if he wants
to tease them out with me again — I will do that.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
On the issue of the guidelines and the degree of
progress that has been made, when does the minister
anticipate they will be completed for public release?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It
would be the intention of the government for the
guidelines to be published shortly but I would anticipate
within a matter of weeks so that the implementation of
the scheme can commence, I would think, within a
month of the bill passing the house.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Given the minister has indicated that the criteria
guidelines are to be finalised within a matter of
weeks — perhaps four — following the passing of the
bill, why is it that the minister yesterday inferred on
several occasions in the Assembly that the reason for
the delay of the implementation of the Back to Work
Bill is the upper house stalling it?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I do
not know what comments the Treasurer made. My
interests in this regard this morning is to acquit my
responsibilities to the committee, to be fulsome and
appropriate in my answers and to encourage the
Legislative Council to support the bill. That is what I
am doing.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Given this is policy on the run by the government and
we are yet to see the eligibility criteria that the minister
is asking the house to make a decision on — in other
words, ‘Start the process, and we will decide the rules
as we go along’ — would it be appropriate today for the
minister to table the eligibility criteria so we can see
what we are dealing with?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Mr Ondarchie has just made a very nice rhetorical
flourish and a very nice political point, but when I got
to my feet, probably half an hour ago, and outlined
what I was going to run through in response to
Mr Rich-Phillips’s series of questions, I volunteered
that I would not be tabling a document but that I would
be quite fulsome in my responsiveness and description
of what the government’s guidelines include. I have
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outlined those to the chamber. That is my brief this
morning, it is something I expressed clearly when I rose
to my feet to answer Mr Rich-Phillips’s question and
that is what I am in the position of maintaining.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Can the minister outline whether the
guidelines provide any capacity for the responsible
minister, the Treasurer, to direct the commissioner of
state revenue in any respect of the administration of the
scheme?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Not
within the bill, but as the member would understand, a
minister has ministerial responsibilities. While there
may not be a formal direction, the State Revenue Office
or any other government agency or any other organ of
government may from time to time seek clarification
from their minister or seek some guidance about what is
the best way to comply with the programs or the
responsibilities, and in that context that could occur.
But there is not a specific head of power in this bill
beyond what are normal administrative arrangements
and an ability for ministers to direct the people who
work for them or to respond to the issues that they raise.
There is nothing specifically within this bill.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The minister has outlined the eligibility criteria for
employers. Am I right to deduce that an employer who
may have a conviction for fraud or perhaps tax-related
matters would still be eligible for the scheme if all the
other boxes are ticked?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — That
is possible under the guidelines as they are currently
drafted. It is the expectation that in the administration of
the scheme the State Revenue Office will limit the
exposure of the state to people who do not comply with
the laws of the state or who are acting in a way which
jeopardises the viability and stability of the program.
There will also be mechanisms designed to prevent
abuses of the scheme by others. Beyond the scope of
what I have outlined in my response to
Mr Rich-Phillips in terms of WorkSafe-related matters,
I am advised that if there are any convictions under the
Crimes Act 1958, then an employer would not be
eligible for participation within the scheme.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Given the minister is asking this chamber to drive down
the road with a blindfold on in relation to this bill, can
the minister advise the house if he is aware of and has
read all the eligibility criteria and the guidelines
contained in this bill?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
take Mr Ondarchie back to first principles. What the
committee stage of the bill does and what goes on the
public record are there, from hereon in, including the
idle concepts that I raise on behalf of the government
and any whim and fancy that I respond to in opposition
questions. In what I say I have an obligation as a
minister to outline to the chamber what will be the
administrative, financial or interpretational aspects of
the rollout of the scheme from the government’s
perspective and to do that in a way which the
government, from then on, is accountable for.
In many circumstances the committee stage
contributions from ministers at the table are matters that
are tested in the Victorian courts and beyond, and they
have a standing. Mr Ondarchie’s proposition to all of us
suggests that in fact we have made no public utterances
or not put on the public record those guidelines and the
intentions of the government. I stand by what I have put
to the committee. I would expect Mr Ondarchie in good
faith to assume that I and other government members
and the agencies that work for us will be held to
account for what is put on the public record. I am not
asking members blindly to take on faith anything that I
am saying. Once they are on the public record, we are
held to account for these matters.
In the past practice of the immediately preceding
government I often thought that ministers who
appeared at the table had no idea of what their
obligation was to the Parliament. They had no idea at
all and were completely dismissive of their obligations
to the committee and the Parliament, but I am not one
of those ministers.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I ask the minister to go back to the
issue of the capacity of the responsible minister with
respect to the operation of the scheme. The minister
would be familiar with the investment support fund and
familiar with the way in which the government from
time to time facilitates private sector investment and job
creation in Victoria. I am interested to know whether
there is any capacity within the scheme, through the
guidelines or otherwise, for the government to
determine or the minister to determine that certain
specific employers with respect to employees should be
the recipients of relief under this program where there is
the capacity for the government to direct the use of the
scheme towards particular investment facilitation, for
example, rather than being determined purely by the
commissioner under the guidelines.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — On a
couple of occasions the member has indicated his
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background knowledge of some of the challenges of
public administration in terms of trying to account for
costs and effectiveness of programs, so I know exactly
where he is coming from in trying to ensure that policy
outcomes and programmatic outcomes can be achieved
through a multiplicity of avenues. As always, the
challenge within government is working out who pays
for them. Within that spirit, I understand where the
member is coming from.
For clarity’s sake, let us assume that the scheme in this
bill is meant to be managed within the integrity of the
scope of this program. It would be administered in a
clean way that is consistent with what I described in the
outline and is contained in the bill, and the State
Revenue Office would demonstrate its discretion in its
responsibilities for acquitting the scheme it has been
charged with.
The member also asked about other investment
strategies and industry support. It may well be possible
for other government programs and funding
arrangements to align with eligibility through this
scheme in their own right, and in that way they could
effectively be leveraging outcomes by aligning other
aspects of industry support with this scheme, but you
would not contaminate the two by design. They may
come into alignment by way of certain decisions and
access to some programs, but not by administrative
design.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer,
and I appreciate where he is headed with it. It raises the
question of certainty of outcomes in an investment
context and, aligned to that, the capping of the scheme.
The budget update reflects $50 million a year allocated
over two years. What discretion is available to the
commissioner with respect to paying grants under the
scheme? Is it capped at $50 million on a first-come,
first-served basis? Is there discretion between different
employers with respect to the eligibility criteria? How
will it be determined?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — For
simplicity, the scheme is intended to be run on the basis
of what would be colloquially known as first come, first
served. There is a ceiling for eligibility, and that cap
would be reached within the financial year in which a
particular allocation was to be provided.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The element the minister has not
touched upon is the level of grants within the
$50 million, notionally 50 000 grants for the 12-month
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period. Are there different levels of grants per eligible
employee?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
congratulate Mr Rich-Phillips for showing a command
of the committee system in opposition that I cannot
remember many of his former colleagues appreciating
from this side of the chamber. I congratulate him on his
thoroughness of mind and for knowing which aspect
we have not covered. I think he should be congratulated
for keeping a very good record of the issues we have
dealt with.
The payment amounts in relation to this scheme, as we
have already indicated, are $100 million in two
tranches. The financial assistance we are offering under
the scheme for a long-term unemployed person is
$2000. For a long-term unemployed person in a
part-time job it is $1500, for a young unemployed
person or retrenched worker in a full-time job it is
$1000 and for a young unemployed person or
retrenched worker in a part-time job it is $750.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for that answer,
and indeed I think there is something fairly unique
about the way Treasury bills unfold in committee. Can
the minister indicate whether there is any cap with
respect to eligible employers? Will there be any ceiling
on the number of eligible employees for which an
individual employer can receive a payment?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — No.
Clause agreed to; clause 2 agreed to.
Clause 3
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Barber’s amendments 1 to 6 deal with definitions
and are consequential on his amendment 7 to clause 5
relating to eligibility criteria for payments under the
Back to Work scheme. I therefore consider his
amendment 1 to be a test for his amendments 2 to 7,
and I will allow Mr Barber and others to speak broadly
to his amendments 1 to 7 during the committee’s
consideration of clause 3.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
1.

Clause 3, line 2, omit “In” and insert “(1) In”.

I will speak to my amendments quite briefly because I
covered some of these issues during the second-reading
debate. Having listened quite carefully to and
participated in the discussion this morning, I see that we
again have a problem. This is government by guideline.
There are other bills before this Parliament like this:
there is a bill in relation to education funding that could
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have been framed in the same way by simply providing
a provision for the minister to, by guideline, give any
amount of money to any school they choose. We could
have a health bill that fitted the same format. We could
have a roads bill or an environment bill in that format.
We could end up having a complete government by
guideline. The debate this morning has only further
pointed out some of the difficulties associated with that.
As I said in the second-reading debate, the Greens have
some concerns as to whether this scheme is likely to
catalyse the creation of new jobs, which is the
government’s promise. I could be convinced that a
scheme like this could assist with creating employment
opportunities for those who are already employment
disadvantaged by providing some incentive for
employers to take on people who have had more
difficult work histories or who, for some reason, are
less attractive as employees.
One group of people to whom this might apply is those
with disabilities. There has been recent public
discussion about the difficulties people with various
disabilities have in obtaining employment. Nothing I
have heard suggests that somebody who has been on a
disability pension, for no matter how long, would be
eligible for this incentive under the scheme. However,
in some ways it is quite difficult for me to frame an
amendment that would pick that up without yet
knowing what is in the guidelines.
Another group the Greens have raised discussion of in
the debate is that of asylum seekers and refugees. Often
people have had very good work qualifications in the
countries from which they have fled. They have
experienced extraordinary difficulties on their journey
to Australia, and they might have spent quite a bit of
time in immigration detention. Yet when they walk out
of it, they will not be eligible for the work incentives
under this bill until they have tried to seek employment
for some period and have failed to do so. It is for that
broad reason and also for the specific case that we have
moved the amendment to this clause.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I will speak to Mr Barber’s
amendments 1 through 7. The coalition has
considerable sympathy for Mr Barber’s argument with
respect to the content of this bill and the fact that the
key criteria of this scheme are not codified in the
legislation. I commented on that in the second-reading
debate. It is an extraordinary proposition. I do not recall
seeing a bill of this nature in my 15 years in this place.
The bill provides for a special appropriation against a
scheme that is undefined — a scheme that will be
defined not even by regulations but by guidelines that
are not subject to disallowance. This bill provides for a
special appropriation to a set of guidelines that the
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Treasurer may change at his will through gazettal. It is
an absolutely extraordinary piece of legislation in that
respect.
With his amendment Mr Barber seeks to codify some
aspects of eligibility criteria that the Greens regard as
appropriate. It is the coalition’s view, however, that the
argument is not advanced very far by codifying parts of
the eligibility criteria. Mr Barber’s amendment would
provide codification of an element of the criteria, but
the balance of the criteria — in fact the majority of the
criteria — would remain subject to guidelines created
by the Treasurer. For that reason the coalition will not
support Mr Barber’s first seven amendments. We do
not think it is particularly helpful to codify a small
element of the criteria and leave the rest subject to the
minister’s guidelines.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I will
first deal with Mr Rich-Phillips’s proposition that in
15 years he has never seen a bill such as this. I invite
him to go back and have a look at a number of pieces of
legislation under governments of different persuasions
that facilitate things such as regional development
funds. I invite him to consider whether they are as
pristine as he may be advocating today. I suggest that
perhaps they are not. That is a simple example that
comes immediately to mind.
Over the years we have seen a number of circumstances
in which appropriations have been made without details
necessarily being fulsome. I may be philosophically
well disposed to Mr Rich-Phillips’s argument in terms
of the completeness of these matters, but I think his
memory is a bit selective. This instrument has been
adopted on many occasions. For example, when bills
were passed in the Tasmanian jurisdiction in relation to
schemes such as this, this is exactly the model that was
introduced. In this jurisdiction and in others there have
been a number of instances where taxation bills have
been introduced and the implementation of the policy
intention of the Parliament has been enacted through
guidelines that are in the domain of the Treasurer or
other ministers responsible for the policy area. While it
may be arguable whether this is optimum, there is a lot
of case law that would indicate it has occurred before.
In relation to Mr Barber’s concern about eligibility and
his proposition that some specific aspects of the
eligibility criteria be included in the bill, there are a
couple of elements to mention. In this instance I agree
with the logic that Mr Rich-Phillips has outlined, which
is that it is a bit of a narrowcasting of what eligibility
criteria may be. In my view, and in the government’s
view, the amendments Mr Barber has proposed —
particularly amendments 1 to 7, which comprise two
pages of additional definitions — are not required.
They are quite superfluous because they narrowcast the
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issues that Mr Barber has raised in justifying making
amendments to the bill.
Mr Barber’s lead argument related to his concern for
people with disabilities, and yet his amendments do not
address that in any shape or form. Are people with
disabilities eligible to have payments made on their
behalf under this scheme? Yes, of course they are. The
eligibility criteria are concerned with the question of
whether the person has sought work. Whether they are
a retrenched person of any age or whether they are a
young person aged between 15 and 25, the eligibility
criteria will be the same.
The extraordinary thing in Mr Barber’s amendments is
that they consist of two pages of definitions leading up
to a new clause that says an asylum seeker is eligible to
be a participant in the scheme. In the bill as it stands,
asylum seekers are eligible to be participants in the
scheme. Mr Barber’s amendment 7 requires that the
time frame for asylum seekers to be eligible for the
scheme be the same as it is for everybody else. If you
are a retrenched worker, that already occurs. The
amendments are not required. They do not add any
additional scope or application to the bill.
The amendments may have a policy intention.
Mr Barber may be seeking reassurance that the
government, through this program and others, will be
mindful of the special needs of disadvantaged groups in
our community in terms of their employment status and
their standing in the community, whether they be
people with disabilities, people who are asylum seekers
or people at any stage of life and wellbeing. If there is
disadvantage that warrants further attention, direction or
the support of government, then let us tease out what
that may be, but these amendments do not add to the
scope of the bill.
The Greens, with these amendments, are narrowcasting
these issues rather than guaranteeing universal access,
and these amendments do not provide a residual
message to the government, the statutes, the people of
Victoria or employers of whom we should be most
mindful in trying to provide employment opportunities.
These two pages of amendments narrowcast these
issues and do not change the nature of the bill. For
those reasons, the government will not support the
amendments.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Just to respond to Mr Jennings’s
opening comments on those amendments, I draw the
attention of the house to a difference between this bill
and other legislation. I refer to the extent to which this
bill is a special appropriation and in itself contains
absolutely no criteria relating to the scheme it will
establish. Mr Jennings referred to the Regional
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Development Fund, and I certainly accept and
recognise the need for there to be capacity for ministers
to create guidelines around schemes and to vary those
guidelines from time to time as operational experience
unfolds. The extent to which this legislation is devoid
of any criteria or any structure as to how the scheme it
proposes to set up will actually operate is unique, even
if Mr Jennings was to compare it to other schemes such
as the Regional Development Fund.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I do not
want to prolong the debate. I understand three of the
eight parties in this chamber have stated how they are
going to vote on my amendment. I just want to make it
clear that the government’s argument is based on a
reassurance it has given that we have not yet accepted,
but the minister did raise one particular other example,
that of the Regional Development Fund. That was one
of the pieces of legislation I examined in preparation for
talking about this bill, and in fact there is a fundamental
difference. The difference is that the Regional
Development Fund was created by legislation and did
not have any money in it until it was appropriated by
the Parliament. That is to say it was the budget vote that
put the money and the quantum of that money into the
Regional Development Fund.
This bill is fundamentally different. It simply says that
all Back to Work scheme payments are to be paid from
the Consolidated Fund, which is appropriated by this
bill to the necessary extent. I do think the way this
legislation has been structured is without precedent in
the examples I went searching for when I looked at the
Victorian statute book.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 5
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms

Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms

Noes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms (Teller)
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Mikakos, Ms

Amendment negatived.

Morris, Mr
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Symes, Ms (Teller)
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr
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Clause agreed to; clause 4 agreed to.
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Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
will spell this out simply for the minister.

Clause 5
Mr Jennings — Patronise me.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Special Minister of State.
Subclause (2) says the minister is required:
… to cause notice of the eligibility criteria to be published in
the Government Gazette.

Is the minister confirming that a regulatory impact
statement is therefore not required?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Yes.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 6
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is about claiming Back to Work payments. Is
the minister able to outline whether, if an employee has
a break in service post three months and then comes
back at another stage, there is an eligibility for more
than one payment?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Could the member define for me what is at the heart of
his question — what does he actually mean to say has
occurred in those circumstances?
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — By
way of example, if an employee is there for three
months and one day, they are, apposite to the minister’s
comments, eligible for this claim. If there is then a gap
for a period of time and they come back for another
three months and one day, are they again eligible?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Again I do not understand: what is the gap? What is the
member referring to as the gap?
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — It is
a break in employment service. They are employed for
three months and one day; that therefore attracts the
eligibility for the appropriate claim. If they are then no
longer employed and come back at a further time to be
re-employed for three months and one day, are they
eligible again?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
answer to the member’s question is no. I am not clear
whether the member is asking me a question about the
eligibility criteria about being unemployed for three
months or being engaged for three months. The
member has not made that clear in the three iterations
of the question.

Mr ONDARCHIE — You hit it across the net; I
will hit it back.
Mr Jennings — Just patronise me, rather than
clarify — that is right.
Mr ONDARCHIE — It is unfortunate that the
minister does not understand the bill he is defending
here today. A long-term unemployed person is
employed, and that person is employed for three
months and one day, thereby making them eligible for
the criteria the minister has outlined to us today. After
that period they are then unemployed from that job —
they left for a period of time.
Mr Leane — What period?
Mr ONDARCHIE — I am the one asking the
questions here. Mr Leane can come and sit over here if
he wishes.
Then that person is re-employed for another period of
three months and, let us say, one day. Are they eligible
for two claims?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think the member’s best intentions are to provide some
degree of entrapment in his question.
Mr Ondarchie — It is a simple question.
Mr JENNINGS — No, it is not a simple question,
because the member has not been able to ask it properly
four times. Regarding the hypothetical circumstances
the member is raising with me, we have to go back to
first principles. The first principles are about the way in
which an employee demonstrates that they have been
unemployed or retrenched or the circumstances that
make them eligible for the scheme to apply to them in
the first instance, and then we have to look at the term
of engagement by the employer in terms of the
continuity of that engagement. On that basis, if both of
those criteria are satisfied simultaneously, then in
certain circumstances this may occur. But in fact the
onus is on Mr Ondarchie, if he wants to create an
entrapment, to describe the entrapment that he is trying
to create.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — If I could
be of assistance, I know we cannot ask hypotheticals,
but as a demonstrative example, let us say I am
travelling around Australia and picking fruit. I come to
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Victoria and sign a statutory declaration that says I have
been unemployed for the requisite period. I get my job,
pick for the few months of the season and do a few
other odd jobs around the orchard, so the employer
becomes eligible to claim this money for me. Then I
leave at the end of the season, head up to Bowen and
pick tomatoes for a while, maybe cut some bananas or
go to Wandin to pick cherries, and then come around
again to that first employer in Mooroopna and say,
‘Here I am again’, sign another piece of paper saying I
have been unemployed, and then the employer gets that
same bonus for me again. Would that be possible under
the way this scheme has been created?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — No.
While you are off eating cherries, it is pretty clear that
this form of engagement would fall foul of the casual
criteria of the nature of the engagement as distinct from
the long-term engagement which is designed in the
scheme. In the member’s highly elaborate hypothetical
construction, it would fall foul of the scheme.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — By
way of another example, somebody who has
demonstrated that they are long-term unemployed and
can satisfy the criteria by way of statutory declaration
or otherwise gets gainful employment and is there for a
period that meets the eligibility criteria, and then,
because of some economic circumstances associated
with the business — say, unscheduled public holidays
or something like that — the employer has to lay
people off for a while, but then there is an opportunity
to re-employ them at some point down the track.
Would that then, under those two circumstances, attract
the eligibility criteria?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
member has provided insufficient information to make
that assessment, and he is trying to make a cheap
political point. If he wants to continue to do that, he is
welcome to, but the useful answers that I will be able to
give him will depend on how descriptive and detailed
he can be in the circumstances that he outlines.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Is
the real answer that you do not know? Could the
minister outline what the evidentiary requirements are
for making a claim?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have already outlined, in the committee stage earlier
today, the evidence that is required of an employee. In
terms of an employer, the scheme will be operated by
the State Revenue Office on the basis of information
that is provided to it by a person or business who
employs one or more eligible employees in Victoria —
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not including employers with a poor workforce safety
record, which I have already explained — state and
federal government departments or agencies. An
eligible employee will be a young unemployed person,
a long-term unemployed person or a retrenched worker.
The scheme will be administered by the SRO, and
payments under the scheme will be payable if the
commissioner is satisfied that the employer meets the
eligibility criteria. Eligible employers or authorised
representatives will be required to lodge a claim with
the State Revenue Office in the approved form and
within a certain period of time following
commencement of the employment. This time frame
will be specified in the eligibility criteria. The member
is aware of what those time frames are because of the
information I have provided to him this morning.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Will
making a claim be relevant to people employed in
Victoria, irrespective of whether they are working for
Victoria or for somewhere else?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have already answered that question.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — If
they are employed by, let us say, a multinational
company in Victoria, but they are ostensibly working
on a project that is for somewhere outside the Victorian
jurisdiction, will they be eligible?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have already answered that question.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Clause 6 talks about the commissioner being the
commissioner of the State Revenue Office. Is the
minister able to advise the committee if as a result of
this bill more public servants will be employed at the
SRO in, for example administration, investigatory or
compliance roles?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have pretty much answered that question. The answer is
no.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
refer the minister to other schemes that are available
through the commonwealth, such as disability support
opportunities or job service provision. Employers that
employ people on the disability support pension or
through a Job Services Australia scheme are eligible for
wage, training, uniform and travel subsidies. Is it
possible that through the scheme some of those
employers could double dip on the commonwealth
scheme and the state scheme?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — They
would not be double dipping.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
am not sure that the minister understood what I was
asking him.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I do
not know if the member understands the question he
asked either.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — This
is clearly policy on the run.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — If the
member wants me to explain, I can explain it to him.
He asked me whether an employee would double dip.
The answer is no.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
asked about an employer.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — No,
you did not.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
will give the minister more thinking time. An employer
employing somebody who is long-term unemployed,
either through the disability support pension or some
other job service provider, is eligible to attract wage
subsidies through the federal scheme, as well as
training, uniform and travel subsidies, which are all
funded by the Australian taxpayer. Is it possible that an
employer could again claim through the minister’s
scheme and therefore double dip?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — At
least on this occasion the member has got the question
right. On the previous occasion he asked whether an
employee could double dip, and the answer was clearly
no. Employees are not double dipping because in this
scheme the employee is the beneficiary of the
employment arrangement, and in fact it is a payment
that is made to the employer. The reason why this
scheme has been designed is to add an incentive to
what is available to employers to create more jobs —
that is, to help create opportunities where current
programs and supports have not sufficiently
incentivised employers to create such opportunities.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — We
are going to do this all day unless the minister decides
to answer the question.
Mr Dalidakis — Maybe it’s the quality of the
question, Mr Ondarchie.
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Mr ONDARCHIE — I am sure that if
Mr Dalidakis wanted to ask a question, he could get the
opportunity.
Using my previous example, if an employer takes the
opportunity through the federal scheme to get those
subsidies, could that same employer also get the
Victorian taxpayer subsidy?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
reason why this is taking a long time is that
Mr Ondarchie is changing the nature of his questions,
and he is not listening to the answers. I already
indicated to him in my last answer that the intention of
this scheme is to add additional financial incentives to
employers beyond the scope of schemes that already
exist, and to enable that to occur beyond employers’
current business plan programs. Of course the answer is
yes. However, Mr Ondarchie describes it as double
dipping because he is not interested in actually creating
employment; rather he is interested in trying to make
cheap political points this morning.
Clause agreed to; clause 7 agreed to.
Clause 8
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Subclause 1 of clause 8 refers to how payment can be
made by electronic funds transfer or any other way the
commissioner thinks appropriate for employers. When
the claim is lodged, how many days will it take for the
employee to be paid?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Payments will generally be made within 14 days.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — In
the light of the minister’s earlier answer that this is
intended to create incentives for employers, I note that
under clause 8(3) a Back to Work payment can be
applied to a range of liabilities, including tax law
liabilities. I assume that this can be applied to tax debt
that may have been accumulated with the Australian
Taxation Office (ATO). Is it therefore likely that this
scheme will provide an incentive to those employers
who have considerable outstanding debts to the ATO to
generate additional Back to Work payments by
employing those eligible?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It is
important to understand that the liability relates to
payments to the SRO and not the ATO, but it is
certainly the intention of the program to enable that to
occur.
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Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Just on a point of clarification, clause 8(3) states:
If the claimant requests, the Commissioner may apply the
amount of a Back to Work payment, or part of the amount,
towards any liability of the claimant under a taxation law or
another law under the general administration of the
Commissioner.

So that is not the ATO?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
way in which that would occur is if in fact the employer
was to receive a cash payment that it then could use for
the purposes with the ATO.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — Is
it the case that the statement ‘any liability of the
claimant under a taxation law’ should be read
separately to the second part of the sentence ‘or another
law under the general administration of the
Commissioner’? Are they separate parts?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
fact this is a pretty good question because it provides
the opportunity to tease this out. Let me be very clear. If
it is taxation law or administration under the
responsibility of the SRO, it can be handled internally
within the scheme. So it can be offset without a
transaction occurring apart from the liability being
reduced. An interpretation that may be read down from
that is that it may apply to other taxation law beyond
that scope. If the employer is eligible and seeks a cash
payment as distinct from an offset of their payroll tax,
then that cash payment could be used for that purpose.
Clause agreed to; clauses 9 to 17 agreed to.
Clause 18
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Clause 19(1) provides for the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) to review matters
pertaining to this bill. Is the minister able to confirm if
there will be any more public servants employed at
VCAT as a result of this legislation?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It is
not the intention of the government to increase the work
profile of VCAT. The work will be assigned to an
existing division within it.
Clause agreed to; clause 19 agreed to.
Clause 20
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Clause 20 relates to record keeping by a claimant. Is the
minister able to advise the house as to how long it

417

would take for a small business to fill out the
paperwork?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — It is
the desire and intention for the compliance stage of this
obligation to, if possible, be completed online and
quickly by employers. It is not anticipated that it would
be a huge regulatory burden, in terms of compliance, or
be difficult for the employer. We would anticipate this
being designed in a way that it would be able to be
undertaken very quickly. This is because by and large
most of the verification documents are pre-existing. It
would be consistent with a verification of the existing
tax information and the connection between the
business and the SRO.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Has
the minister consulted with the small business
community about what the cost is likely to be to small
businesses to comply with his regulatory requirements?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — As I
indicated earlier in the committee stage, the Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry has
been an enthusiastic supporter of this scheme both
publicly and privately. On behalf of small business I
would expect that it has ensured that its enthusiasm was
backed up by consultation within that organisation to
enable it to occur. The government has consulted with
those peak bodies and with other employers on a
bilateral basis to make sure that there is a degree of
enthusiasm within small businesses in Victoria. Our
indications are that they welcome the opportunity to
participate in the scheme. If small businesses choose
not to participate in the scheme, it is their choice. This
is not a compulsory scheme. This is not a regulatory
burden. This is an opportunity being provided to
Victorian businesses, and if they want to take it up, then
good and well. We hope to do it in a way in which it is
administratively easy for them to do so.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Given that we are talking about small business, is the
minister able to confirm if the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade has consulted with
small business about the likely impact of this?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have not personally discussed this with the Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade. However, I am
certain that he is discussing this matter within the
relationships he is forming both inside and outside
government while acquitting his responsibilities as
minister, which includes working with the Treasurer,
who is the proponent of this legislation, working with
his department and working with the employers with
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whom he comes into contact. Given my answer to the
member’s last question, I am certain the enthusiasm
that small businesses have demonstrated towards this
program indicates they see it as an opportunity rather
than a threat and that they welcome it.
Clause agreed to; clauses 21 to 30 agreed to.
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Clause 38
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Subclause (5) expressly talks about the commissioner’s
capacity to write off the whole or part of an outstanding
liability if recovery is either impractical or unwarranted.
Can the minister advise the house if there is a budget
allocation for the write-offs?

Clause 31
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Subject to the minister’s earlier answer, this clause talks
about authorised officers. Is the minister able to confirm
if any additional authorised officers will be employed in
Victoria?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — No.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — Just
to clarify: is the minister unable to confirm that or is he
saying that there will not be?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Good, well done to the member — live by the sword,
die by the sword. No, there will be no additional
officers.
Clause agreed to; clauses 32 to 36 agreed to.
Clause 37
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Subclauses (2) and (3) provide that if a claimant’s
dishonesty leads to an amount being paid, then they
have to make a repayment. What happens if it was just
a mistake? Will they get time to repay, and will they be
eligible to enter into a repayment scheme?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have confidence that the commissioner will be able to
acquit their responsibility to distinguish between
inappropriate and inadvertent behaviour in the proper
administration of this scheme. It is the government’s
expectation that the commissioner will be able to make
that judgement, exercise good administrative practice
and be able to provide appropriate remedies and
recourse to those employers who may have
inadvertently made errors, as distinct from those who
intend to abuse the scheme or opportunity. The
government has a clear expectation that the
commissioner would administer the scheme in that
way.
Clause agreed to.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
only appropriation that has been made is the
appropriation for the scheme to be used in the way we
have been discussing so far. By design, you would
expect that $100 million will be allocated under the
scheme. This provision is there as a remedy that may be
available to the commissioner in circumstances where
the payment is perhaps abused by an employer. There is
this saving provision, but there is also a recognition that
in pursuing it you may incur additional costs and, at
some point in time, the commissioner may make a
decision about what is in the interests of the fund and to
protect the fund and not have it frittered away by
pursuing costs. While some small proportion of the
fund may end up not leading to the desired policy
outcomes or employment opportunities for Victorians
under the scheme, by design we would want
$100 million to be acquitted on generating and
supporting employment, rather than on pursuing lost
revenue.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Further to that, out of the $100 million that the minister
has allocated, what provision has he set aside for bad
debt?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
There would not be a provision for bad debt within the
scheme by design, but in terms of administering it, I am
sure the commissioner will advise the Treasurer on the
way in which the funds have been acquitted. We will be
working through the process by which that may be
accounted for.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Written responses
The PRESIDENT — Order! In respect of question
time, I have received a number of answers and the
people who posed the questions have received answers
from ministers in respect of some of the matters
canvassed yesterday in question time. I indicate that on
my reading of those answers there is one question that I
believe still has not been answered satisfactorily. That
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question was to Mr Somyurek. It was directed by
Mr Dalla-Riva, and it was in respect of the
supplementary question which asked:
… has the minister’s department received advice similar to
that provided by the Australian Hotels Association …

It was quite specific in terms of asking if the
department had received advice. I regard the answer to
the question as not satisfying that question, so I order
that that question be revisited.
Mr Rich-Phillips — On a point of order, President,
on a point of clarification, are you able to indicate to the
house the standing of the documents that are received
back from ministers in respect of whether they are
documents incorporated into the official record of the
Legislative Council or whether they are documents that
will be incorporated into Hansard so they are available
to all members?
The PRESIDENT — Order! They are not official
documents of the house. They are provided as answers
to the members who posed the question, and they are
being provided to me as a matter of some courtesy and
to assist me in the formation of views on whether or not
those answers do satisfy the request that I make for
further written confirmation. The answers are
incorporated in Hansard, but they are not documents of
the house.

Murray Basin rail project
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Regional Development, and I ask: on
the morning of 18 February the minister’s departmental
website said that stage 1 of the Murray Basin rail
project was underway and involved a $40 million
investment that should be completed by now. On the
afternoon of the same day, the same web page from the
same department stated that construction of stage 1 will
begin in 2015. As these two statements from the same
web page on the same day are in direct conflict with
each other, can the minister inform the house which one
is correct?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank the member for his question.
The delivery of the Murray Basin rail upgrade, which
will be done by a Labor government and not by a
coalition government, is a matter for the Minister for
Public Transport. I am happy to refer the member’s
question to my colleague Ms Allan for response.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, the
minister has already taken questions and answered
questions on the Murray Basin rail project. She cannot
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all of a sudden decide it is not her responsibility
because she does not know the answer to the question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not have recall of
when the minister did answer a question on this and the
substance of that answer as to whether or not it referred
directly to the transport matter that has been raised or
whether or not it was in a more general context
supporting regional development as her portfolio, so I
am afraid I am not really in a position to rule on the
point of order as such, and I apologise for that. On this
occasion I invite Mr Drum to proceed with his
supplementary question.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, on a
point of clarification with your ruling, on the very first
day of Parliament in late December the minister
referred to the business case surrounding this project.
The minister stated that the Treasurer would have to see
the business case before we proceeded with this project.
The minister was in Mildura on 17 February this year
announcing this project. For the minister now to say
this is not her project — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I am in a very
interesting dilemma, because Mr Drum suggests that
the minister made this comment and canvassed this
issue in December. As I recall, the minister was not
here in December. I rule the point of order out.
Supplementary question
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — You are right,
President, so it must have been the first sitting in
February.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Drum, proceed
with your supplementary question.
Mr DRUM — Will the minister then refer this
question on to whichever minister is responsible and
also, in relation to this project, inform the house as to
the status of the business case that she has referred to
previously, whether or not it has been completed,
whether or not the government has the business case
and if it does have the business case, to make it public
to the public?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I understand that The Nationals are
particularly sensitive that it is going to be a Labor
government that delivers this project after the
coalition’s privatisation of the Rural Finance
Corporation. I was with the Premier and Minister for
Public Transport on the day that the government
announced its intention to deliver on this project. I have
an interest in this project, as I am sure all Victorians do,
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as do many of the agricultural producers in that part of
the state. As the member requested, I will refer the
detailed question on the delivery of the project to my
colleague for response.

budget at that time was $55.2 million. That was
supplemented by the incoming government. Will there
be supplementation, or does the government expect
agencies to suck it up and cut services?

Mr Drum — On a further point of order on
clarification, President, is the minister now saying that
she has no responsibility for the Murray Basin rail
project, as the Minister for Regional Development and
the Minister for Agriculture?

Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Again I say, as I said
yesterday, I stick by my answer. These are matters for
the Treasurer, and these matters should be addressed to
the Treasurer of Victoria, Mr Tim Pallas.

The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has
indicated that she will refer the question to the Minister
for Public Transport, who has responsibility for the
delivery of that project.

Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, the
minister was not directly responsive in the way he
ought to have been, and for that reason I seek further
information about the costs that I have sought which the
minister has not provided in this question time.

Public holidays
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. I refer to my question yesterday
about Easter Sunday trading and the response received
at 11.45 a.m. today that said:
Any additional funding required to bring forward this election
commitment will be dealt with as part of the budget process.

In effect this is an admission that funding will not be
provided this year, as the 2015–16 state budget is in
May and Easter is and has been in the first week of
April. I therefore ask: what is the cost to government
agencies of the Easter holiday in 2014–15 and of the
additional holidays in 2015–16?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Easter Sunday for 2014–15
will be dealt with according to the normal budget
processes.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK — I have answered the question.
I stand by the letter I wrote, and I have just answered
the question again. In terms of 2015–16 going forward,
it is in Labor’s financial statement.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for his response, which reiterates the point
made in his letter today that ‘any additional funding
required to bring forward this election commitment will
be dealt with as part of the budget process’. I note again
that the budget is after the Easter holiday. In that
context, does the government expect agencies to cut
services to fund these additional wage costs? By way of
background, I make the point that in 2010 Labor failed
to fund the Christmas holidays and the cost to the health

Mr Dalidakis — On the point of order, President,
the minister could not have been clearer and more
direct with his answer in providing the argument that it
is part of the Treasurer’s portfolio. He was directly
responsive, and the point of order from the member
opposite is completely irrelevant.
Ms Wooldridge — On the point of order, President,
what we have here is a question on funding responded
to by the minister on exactly this topic. Mr Davis has
asked a subsequent question on funding, further to the
minister’s response, that has been very explicit. I would
put that, having responded to the question, the minister
has now been asked a question directly relating to it,
and he needs to provide an answer to that question in
written form to you, President, by the next sitting day.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President, the
answer that the minister has given has been responsive.
It may not actually be the answer the opposition wants,
but it is very clear that this matter will be reported on
and resolved in the budget process. As members of this
chamber know, there is not only a requirement to acquit
these financial matters for the outgoing year 2014–15,
which will be reported on within the budget, but all
ministers — the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade, the Treasurer and me — will
also be subjected to Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee hearings which will be able to rigorously
test the way these matters are accounted for. If people
want to bring forward that issue, they can pursue it, but
as a matter of decision-making of the chamber and an
expectation of the chamber the minister has satisfied
that there is an obligation to outline how this issue will
be reported on.
The PRESIDENT — Order! This is a matter where
the question is not available to me in writing for my
perusal. Therefore, given the way this process goes, I

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Thursday, 26 February 2015

COUNCIL

need to see the form of that question to accurately
determine the position, so I will have to wait on
Hansard to see exactly what the question was. I would
suggest that the gist of some of that question is outside
the minister’s responsibility. In other words, part of that
question as I heard it was, ‘Will agencies have to cut
services?’. Clearly the minister is not responsible for
the range of agencies and the decisions that might be
made to make a provision on this public holiday. He
simply does not have responsibility for those ministries
and is not obliged, therefore, to speak on those matters.
At least some of this question is outside the scope of the
minister’s responsibility and therefore I will not be
requesting the minister to provide further information in
that respect. I will look at the question later this
afternoon and make a determination, and I will advise
the minister and the questioner accordingly.

Public holidays
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Families and Children in
her capacity of representing the Minister for Health,
and I ask: what is the specific cost to Victoria’s public
hospitals in 2014–15 and the forward estimates of
declaring Easter Sunday a public holiday?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. In
fact this is the first question she has directed to me
in my capacity of representing the Minister for
Health. As the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade has stated on a number of
occasions in recent days the Andrews Labor
government made an election commitment to
declare two public holidays — on the day before the
grand final and on Easter Sunday. They were
election commitments we made very early on
during the last term of the Parliament, and we are
committed to delivering on our election
commitments including the new public holidays.
The sustained questioning by the opposition around
this issue demonstrates just how out of touch it is,
because families have embraced these new public
holidays — —
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President, I
think you can anticipate that I will ask you to bring the
minister back to answering the question and not using
her answer as an opportunity to attack the opposition.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It would be preferable
if the minister were to maintain the substance of the
question in her answer.

421

Ms MIKAKOS — Thank you for your guidance,
President. The Victorian community has embraced
these public holidays. The indication we are getting
from the opposition is that it is antiworker and anti
penalty rates. We know it does not support Victorian
workers — including in our emergency services areas
and others, including those workers who work in our
health system such as nurses who may be required to
work during a public holiday — being properly
remunerated if they cannot spend time with their
families. If they cannot spend time with their families,
then they should be adequately remunerated and
supported.
In relation to the issue of the specific costs, I will refer
the matter to the Minister for Health.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Given we found out today from the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade that the 2015 Easter
Sunday public holiday is unfunded and is actually a
budget black hole, can the minister advise who will
have to fund the tens of millions of dollars in additional
costs on Victorian public hospitals?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — As Minister Somyurek has already
indicated to the house, these matters are subject to
budgetary processes, but I will refer the specific matter
that the member has raised to the Minister for Health.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate that as with
the previous question that Ms Pulford spoke about in
respect of the Minister for Public Transport, the
question and the supplementary are both going to the
Minister for Public Transport for a response, I indicate
with regard to the question to Ms Mikakos that she has
undertaken to refer both the question and the
supplementary question to the Minister for Health for a
response, and I expect answers in writing in that
respect.
I come back to Mr Drum’s point of order, because
whilst Ms Pulford was not here in December, she was
here on the day of meeting on 10 February and, as
Mr Drum said, he posed a question on the Murray
Basin rail project on that occasion. I note that
Ms Pulford did not entertain an answer on behalf of her
department or her association with that project as being
within her responsibility. In fact on that occasion she
referred the question and the supplementary question to
the Treasurer and did not suggest she had any
responsibility. On that occasion I suggest that she did
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not take a question specifically under her
responsibilities for the project.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I say to Mr Dalidakis
that there is an old saying, ‘Silence is golden’. I ask that
he take that to heart.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, just by
way of clarification. While I acknowledge that the
minister’s answer was predominantly around the
Treasurer, she did take time out to question our
business case, stating that she thought it was written on
the back of an envelope. When I looked at it I thought
the minister’s answer was enough to take responsibility
for this project.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not agree with
Mr Drum’s assertion that the minister said enough in
her answer to suggest that she had ministerial
responsibility for the matter. My reading of what she
said about the business case was that she did not think
there was one.

Public holidays
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Restaurant and Catering
Australia chief executive John Hart said that in New
South Wales the introduction of a public holiday on
Easter Sunday in 2011 increased the number of
restaurants and cafes closing over the Easter long
weekend by about 15 per cent. I ask whether the
minister has received advice or heard concerns in
relation to a similar decline being anticipated in
Victoria?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Again, I say that this was
an election commitment, and we stick to our election
commitments, unlike those opposite, who do not stick
to their election commitments. The fact that we are
not getting Dorothy Dixers in this place two weeks
out — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister was
asked a specific question, which was to the effect of
whether or not he has received advice. It has nothing to
do with what the coalition government might have
promised or delivered, and it has nothing to do with the
new process of the Parliament in terms of Dorothy
Dixers and so forth. It has simply to do with whether or
not the minister received advice. If we are going to be
serious about transparency, and if we are going to be
serious about having ministers accountable in this place
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and avoid this situation of backwards and forwards on
written responses the next day — which means we are
actually getting answers from bureaucrats and not from
ministers — then I ask the minister to keep to the spirit
of what has been suggested and answer the question
without debating it.
Mr SOMYUREK — Unfortunately I was here for
the last four years when Mr Guy, now the Leader of the
Opposition in the Assembly, made a career out of
attacking the opposition — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Is Mr Somyurek
defying the Chair?
Mr SOMYUREK — I am stating a fact.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Somyurek is very
close to getting thrown out because I am on my feet,
but I did ask the question. I could not care less what
happened in the past 160 years of this Parliament. This
government has made a commitment. This government
has put in place a process, and I expect the minister to
participate in this place in accordance with that process
and with what I have been charged to do by this house
through both the standing orders and the sessional
orders. I ask the minister to answer the question without
debating it.
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, President, in
supporting your intention to make question time run
smoothly and to make sure that the government acquits
its obligations, I stand on behalf of the government and
recognise that expectation and that direction. I take the
opportunity in my point of order to say that now that we
have established the Procedure Committee today, all of
us who are participants in the Procedure Committee
should look at the ways we can give true meaning,
intent and integrity to the sessional orders that have
been adopted.
I see it as a first-order issue for all of us, from all parts
of the chamber, to work through these issues, because
we have a great deal of difficulty in defining
appropriate questions, we have difficulty defining
appropriate answers and there is an obligation on the
President at this point in time to be the pivot point on
those things. We appreciate as part of the government
the great pressure that all of us are under, including
you, President, in making determinations about how we
refine the practices of the new Parliament.
On behalf of the government, I reiterate that we are
keen to work through those issues productively, to take
the heat and the provocation out of what we are
currently witnessing in question time, which, on behalf
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Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President,
that was not a point of order; it was debating the
question. We have sessional orders in place and they
should be applied. Any future change that occurs as a
result of Procedure Committee deliberations is a matter
for the house.

the question to the minister was: has he had advice to
the extent that the experience in Victoria of this public
holiday and the implications of this public holiday —
the cost impacts of this public holiday — will be similar
to what has been experienced in another jurisdiction.
That is a question that is perfectly in order and a
question that is properly referenced. I rule out
Mr Dalidakis’s point of order. I come back to the
minister; that is the question to be responded to.

The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no need for a
ruling. I have requested Mr Somyurek comply with the
sessional orders and not debate the question but in fact
answer and be responsive to the question.

Mr SOMYUREK — If I had been allowed to
continue, we probably would have been finished by
now and I probably would have given a relevant
answer, a responsive answer, but — —

of ministers, I suggest is a very combative and difficult
environment to work in, regardless of our intentions.

Mr SOMYUREK — I have been responsive to this
question for the last couple of days and the last few
weeks. I have talked previously about how grand final
Friday has benefits and has costs — —
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — I have talked about Easter
Sunday and how Easter Sunday also has some costs but
also benefits, in particular social benefits and benefits to
those frontline services, in particular benefits — —
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK — That is the difference between
your party and our party. We believe that costs are one
part of modern-day decision-making. The opposition
believes it is all about costs. That is the mentality that
lost us our automotive industry. It is precisely that
mentality — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President,
clearly the minister is debating the question. It was a
simple question about whether he has received advice
that a similar decline will be experienced in Victoria as
a result of the introduction of the public holiday as was
the case in New South Wales.
Mr Dalidakis — On the point of order, President,
the member’s question was extraordinarily broad. The
member failed to provide any association name
associated with where that advice came from or what
that advice entailed. It allows the minister a great deal
of latitude in his response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Dalidakis! The
question was in order. The question was properly
referenced. Mr Dalidakis can shake his head, but — —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We are not in a
conversation. The question was properly referenced and

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK — No, I have 21⁄2 minutes to go
so I am going to talk. As I was saying, the difference
between the opposition and my party is that all the
opposition does is concentrate on the cost of
government decision-making. We believe cost is one
factor in driving modern government decisions — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! As I understand it, the
sessional order says that answers need to be responsive,
succinct and factual. At the moment the minister is
debating again. The question is very simple, and the
minister should give an answer to the question in
accordance with the sessional orders.
Mr SOMYUREK — I am tempted to go on for
another 1 minute and 56 seconds but — not that I
recall.
Supplementary question
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — If
15 per cent more restaurants and cafes close over the
Easter long weekend, as is likely drawing on the New
South Wales experience, can the minister advise the
house how many Victorians would not be working over
Easter as a result of his new public holiday?
The PRESIDENT — Order! That question is
hypothetical and I cannot expect the minister to answer
a question that is so hypothetical. I will give the
member a chance to reword her question, as I did in the
last Parliament, as members will recall. I will give the
member a chance to reword the question, but I will not
entertain a question that is hypothetical.
Mrs PEULICH — In view of the minister’s last
answer that he does not recall receiving any advice, and
I assume that he means from his department as well as
from other stakeholders, is the minister able to inform
the house whether any modelling has been undertaken
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by his department to indicate what impact the new
public holiday will have on employment in that
particular sector?
Mr Somyurek interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That supplementary
question was close enough for me.
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — The first one was a
speculative question about New South Wales and
15 per cent, and now the member has gone on to
modelling. As I said, I have been briefed on this matter
and, to my recollection, I do not remember any
methodology or any specific modelling. The problem
with this is that members opposite were in government
a couple of months ago. If they have anything they
want to put into the public domain, I am happy to
discuss it. If they have anything from the department
from two months or three months ago, I ask them to put
it out there and let us have a discussion around that.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President,
clearly that answer was not responsive.
The PRESIDENT — Order! In terms of whether I
will request the minister to provide a further written
answer to that question, because the supplementary
question was reworded and was therefore not in
writing, I will consider Hansard in this matter.
Ordered that answer be considered next day on
motion of Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern
Metropolitan).

Public holidays
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade. Yesterday the minister said that the regulatory
impact statement (RIS) process started on 4 February.
Given the Victorian Competition and Efficiency
Commission has no publicly available documents on
the regulatory impact statement and the minister’s own
department, could the minister now provide details as to
when these will be made publicly available? I also ask
the minister what his definition is of the RIS process
being ‘started’.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Members only get one
bite of the cherry. I ask Mr Morris which question he
wants to ask.
Mr MORRIS — Sorry, President. My question is,
in relation to the RIS, what is the minister’s definition
of ‘when it was started’?
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Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I said this yesterday. The
process commenced on 4 February.
Supplementary question
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — Will the RIS
be released to the public before the Easter Sunday
public holiday or after the holiday?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I have given a written
response on this matter, so I am tempted to say that I
have given a written response on this and sit down
rather than go through the reason — though I am happy
to do that too.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister has
provided a response to the question in terms of when it
is available, and it is to be by mid-2015.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
the written response says the RIS process will be
concluded by mid-2015, but the question from
Mr Morris was when the RIS will be released to the
public, which is a different question and has not been
answered by the response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I ask the minister to
comment on when the regulatory impact statement will
be released to the public.
Mr SOMYUREK — Obviously after it has been
completed.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
the minister has said a number of times that part of the
RIS process is the public consultation. It is therefore
impossible to complete a RIS before it is released to the
public. I ask, given his answer was not responsive and
was inconsistent, that he provides a written response to
the question of when it will be released to the public.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s
response was in order and did satisfy the supplementary
question. The minister said the RIS would be released
to the public after it is completed. We already know
that it is mid-2015 because of Ms Wooldridge’s earlier
point of order and my earlier advice to the house based
on the minister’s answer to another member’s question
from yesterday. The minister’s answer is quite clear.
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Public holidays

Vocational education and training

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Yesterday in question time, in
relation to Easter Sunday penalty rates, the minister
said:

Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Training and Skills, and it
relates to his ministers statement and media release of
yesterday where he reported on training rorts by certain
employers and a registered training organisation. This
issue has been escalating ever since market
contestability was introduced. I raised it several times in
Parliament, but it fell on the deaf ears of the last
government. This particular issue involved automotive
apprentices who were all enrolled with a common
training provider. The minister mentioned cancellation
of training contracts and support for those apprentices
who wished to continue training. Can the minister
advise whether that particular training provider has
been suspended or deregistered?

Think about those frontline workers, such as emergency
services workers, policemen and nurses, who have to work on
Easter Sunday … those opposite are asking these people to
work on Easter Sunday and not be fairly compensated.

Does the minister stand by this statement?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Yes.
Supplementary question
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Official department advice states that the Victoria
Police agreement does not entitle police officers to
additional entitlements for specific public holidays as
the expectation of working public holidays is built into
the standard remuneration. I ask the minister whether
he misled the house yesterday or does he not read the
departmental advice?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am surprised. It is actually
quite comical that those opposite try to compel our
emergency services workers, they try to compel our
nurses, they try to compel our police men and women
to work on Easter Sunday, one of the holiest days of the
Christian calendar. To get up here — —
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, President, as
hard as the minister tries to run, he has not answered the
question, which is quite specific. I asked if he misled
the house yesterday or does he not read the
departmental advice. It was very specific.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I regard this
supplementary question as being a very provocative
question that invited the minister to debate. Therefore I
will allow the minister to debate.
Mr SOMYUREK — It is tempting, but I am not
going to debate. I thank the President for the invitation.
It is in the enterprise bargaining agreement. I think
those opposite have some cheek to come in here — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not need people
reflecting on other members of the house.

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — That is a good question. I am just testing my
memory on that. I believe they have surrendered their
training contract, but I will come back and confirm
whether they were deregistered or exactly what is the
case.
Supplementary question
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — With
regard to the apprentices whose training has been
disrupted by this episode, what supports have been put
in place for apprentices who wish to continue their
apprenticeships, including ensuring that they do not
incur additional costs, and what has been done to assist
those apprentices for whom, as the minister described
in his statement, the damage has already been done?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank the member for her question. It is an
excellent question. With this particular case, as I
understand it, a number of those automotive apprentices
never actually worked or were employed in the
automotive area. Some of them are not interested in
continuing or redoing their training. They have all been
contacted and advised that their training guarantee
entitlements have been renewed.
Those who want to continue doing an automotive
apprenticeship are being given every support to take it
back up. If they have learnt anything and can obtain
recognition of prior learning, I am sure they will.
Otherwise we will assist them in getting another
training provider. It is always difficult getting a good
employer. Sometimes the group training companies
help. However, I am advised that the department is
working through those issues with those students who
want to continue with their apprenticeships.
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Vocational education and training
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Training and Skills. In his
media statement dated yesterday relating to his
ministers statement the minister said that this year the
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority
(VRQA) will conduct regulatory campaigns targeting
specific qualifications and occupations and will be on
the lookout for inadequate supervision, work duties that
do not match the qualification that an apprentice is
enrolled in and employers who do not release
apprentices to attend training. Which qualifications and
occupations will be targeted by the VRQA?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank the member for her question. As
members know, not all training companies are
registered through the VRQA; in fact the VRQA
registers a small percentage. Many are registered
through the Australian Skills Quality Authority, which
does the registration auditing. with regard to automotive
qualifications, however, the VRQA has responsibility
for apprenticeships and the maintenance of
apprenticeships and how they are serviced.
With regard to what is being targeted, there is regular
auditing and now there is targeted auditing in areas
where the VRQA receives a large number of
complaints and wants to check. I am not sure which
specific qualifications the VRQA will audit this year. If
it has some planned in its auditing forward estimates —
it has advised me that it is doing that — I will get that
information to the member.
Supplementary question
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I look
forward to knowing what those specific qualifications
and occupations are because, as I have mentioned
before, I have been concerned that the VRQA has not
been well enough resourced to fulfil its functions in
ensuring that registered training organisations and
employers are meeting their obligations under the act
and just generally. I want to know whether this is a step
up in activity by the VRQA and by the government and
whether extra resources have been put forward to
undertake the specific qualification and occupation
target that the minister mentioned.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank the member for her supplementary
question. I was asked a question yesterday during my
statement about when it started. The automotive ones
started in about April last year and concluded in about
December. It was obviously a small attempt by the
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government to address what had been a systemic failure
of quality control and a light touch that had been taken
by the department and the VRQA. That is the way
governments make these decisions. I note that the
commonwealth government is now asking for a heavier
touch in terms of Australian Skills Quality Authority’s
regulation. In the case of automotive qualifications, it
was a good review, but it was a bit like acting too little
too late or shutting the gate when the horse has bolted.
A range of issues relate to the member’s question.
Firstly, we have a policy of handing over the
VRQA — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister’s time
has expired. Given that Mr Herbert was not able to
complete the answer as he wished, I request that he
provide written responses to Ms Pennicuik in respect of
both the substantive questions she has asked today,
which he has undertaken to do, and also to provide a
response to the supplementary question, because he ran
out of time in his response to that question.
Mr HERBERT — I am happy to do that, and if
Ms Pennicuik would like to request a departmental
briefing, I am happy to provide that too.

Hird Swamp game reserve
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade as the minister representing the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water. Situated
between Kerang and Cohuna and amongst the
Ramsar-listed Kerang wetlands there is a state game
reserve that covers over 300 hectares called Hird
Swamp. This wetland was due to receive environmental
water as part of an environmental water plan or
seasonal watering statement, which was signed off on
by the Victorian Environmental Water Holder. The
mismanagement of environmental water on wetlands
can have devastating effects to not only waterbirds but
also other wildlife and can lead to the radical growth of
plants such as cumbungi. The North Central Catchment
Management Authority has overturned the allocation of
this water without proper consultation with
stakeholders, including its local environmental water
advisory groups and members of the local Gannawarra
Shire Council. This has left nothing but dry land where
the wetland should have been at this time of the year.
My question is: did the Victorian Environmental Water
Holder have knowledge of and did it sign off on the
changes to the environmental water plan?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
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question, and I will forward it on to the minister for an
answer.
Supplementary question
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — As this action
has rendered the current environmental water plan null
and void, will the minister ensure that there is proper
consultation with stakeholders by the Victorian
Environmental Water Holder and the North Central
Catchment Management Authority when a new
environmental water plan is drafted, approved and,
more importantly, implemented correctly?
Mr SOMYUREK (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I am very impressed with the
quality of the questions coming from the crossbenchers,
and I have got to say that I am stumped. It is a mea
culpa. In asking 40 questions the coalition has not
stumped me yet, but in one question the member has
stumped me. I will forward that question on to the
relevant minister in the lower house.
The PRESIDENT — Order! To recap on today’s
question time, Ms Pulford will provide responses in
respect of a question she suggested was better answered
by the Minister for Public Transport. Both the question
and supplementary question will be subject to that
response from the Minister for Public Transport
through Ms Pulford.
Ms Mikakos has also undertaken to provide written
responses from the Minister for Health via
Minister Mikakos, and that will be both the
supplementary and the original question.
Mr Herbert will provide a written response to
Ms Pennicuik’s first question, the substantive question,
but not the supplementary, which was answered. In
respect of Ms Pennicuik’s second substantive question
and supplementary, Mr Herbert will be providing a
written response to both of those.
In respect of Mr Young’s question, Mr Somyurek will
provide a response to both the substantive question and
the supplementary question.
In respect of both Mr Davis’s and Mrs Peulich’s
supplementary questions, both addressed to
Mr Somyurek, I will consider Hansard before making a
determination on those.
Mr Rich-Phillips — On a point of order, President,
just to follow up on the issue raised at the start of
question time with respect to written answers received
in response to questions taken on notice, during
question time Mr Somyurek in answering a question
referred to a written response he had provided in
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relation to a question yesterday. You indicated earlier
that those responses would be incorporated into
Hansard, but of course because they were received the
day after the question was asked, those questions are
not yet in Hansard and have not yet been circulated to
members. What I am asking is: would it be possible for
those answers, when they are received by you or by the
Clerk, to be either circulated to all members, given that
will be ahead of them being incorporated into Hansard,
or at least be made available on the table to all
members?
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, President,
while you are considering the matter raised by
Mr Rich-Phillips, which you may want to be very
definitive about at this moment, I raise an issue from
the government’s perspective that is even more urgent
than the matter raised by the member. There is an
onerous responsibility on the government in having to
respond to questions coming from the left, right and
centre and from all over the place and that are quite
often changed in the running. It is difficult for the
government to proceed to answer those questions with
certainty if we do not have a copy of those questions
available to us in order to prepare an answer. We on
this side of the house are very keen to make sure, as a
first-order issue in relation to the availability of the
documentation, that we can act in accordance with what
has been outlined in the question, which we are
required to comply with. Yesterday, within a matter of
minutes of Mr Davis raising his question, he had
circulated that to the media who then pursued the
government in a different time frame from the time
frame the sessional orders require. But the government
did not have at hand the nature of the questions it was
required to answer, both by the house and by the media
in the intervening period.
Mr Davis — On the point of order, President, I
know the government is very sensitive about these
matters, but I make the point that I did not circulate the
question; I circulated the related documents, which are
actually available publicly on the internet. They were
government documents. One was the minister’s own
news release and the second one was Labor’s financial
statement, which is also available very widely on the
internet.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President, in
view of the issues that have emerged with the new
sessional orders, the requirement for responses to
questions, members of the opposition needing adequate
time to peruse the answers and members of the
government needing access to the questions, could you
perhaps consider as part of this issue the reinstatement
of the Daily Hansard?
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Mr Rich-Phillips — On the point of order,
President, can I say that the opposition is not
unsympathetic to the point that was raised by
Mr Jennings, but I make the point that not all oral
questions asked in this place are in fact written first.
Some of them, particularly supplementary questions,
are asked in response to answers given to primary
questions. While we are sympathetic to what
Mr Jennings has raised, it may not be possible to
provide questions ahead of Hansard preparing its drafts.

In terms of the point about the availability of answers to
questions, there is no great secret in terms of those
answers. They are going to appear in Hansard the next
day. I have some issues that have been raised with me,
including where one of the written answers that was
provided has left a member concerned about how that
written answer has been framed and whether or not that
ought to be the final record of or the final act with
regard to that particular question. So there are some
issues there for me to consider.

The PRESIDENT — Order! I will deal with
Mr Jennings’s point of order first. I have some
sympathy for the situation he described. Yesterday
Mr Somyurek had a number of questions he was
required to provide responses to, and clearly there is a
very tight time frame that has been established under
the sessional orders for that response. I know he was
sweating on receiving the actual question that had been
asked in the house so that those responses could be
prepared and so that he could meet the requirements of
the house.

I have to share with the house that this is a difficult
process for the clerks and myself to deal with.
Essentially the answers have been lodged at 11.45 a.m.,
which I understand and which is the sessional order
requirement, so the clerks and, more importantly, I have
to deal with them in the course of 15 minutes — not
that I am of greater importance than the clerks, but I am
the one who is making the final decision as to whether
or not to allow a particular question or to determine that
an answer is responsive. In that sense, on today’s effort
I could have had to consider the responsiveness of up to
15 questions in 15 minutes. In fact I have less than
15 minutes, because they are received at 11.45 a.m.,
and the clerks have to go through a process with them,
so I basically have 10 minutes to make a decision on
whether or not they are responsive. To then have to
provide copies and so forth makes it a more difficult
process.

We are certainly talking to Hansard about a change in
practice, which I would need to authorise, but I also
need to be satisfied that in authorising such a change of
practice we would not have problems in terms of the
accuracy of the Hansard record, or problems in relation
to the satisfaction of members that the question they
posed was accurately recorded. We have some issues in
making sure that major problems do not emerge, but
certainly I am addressing the Hansard side of it.
It would, as a courtesy to ministers, be helpful if
members who posed questions were able to provide a
written copy to the minister immediately following
question time. By that time the question has been aired,
and I do not see that there is any great intellectual
property disadvantage to the opposition or
crossbenchers in providing a copy of their written
question, excepting, as Mr Rich-Phillips said, in some
instances a supplementary question, or indeed a
substantive question that was prepared in writing, may
well have been changed because of an earlier response
during question time, and therefore there is some
amendment to what a member had originally intended
to ask.
It is not a precise science, as we know, and as I have
indicated, this is an evolving process. But to the extent
that members can afford a courtesy to government
ministers, that would be much appreciated, and I am
certainly trying to address the issue with Hansard to try
to speed up the process whereby ministers could have
an earlier advice of what the record suggests.

We will see what we can do, but apart from anything
else, I assume members of the opposition have a
questions committee, so there is an understanding of
what answers might be coming, and perhaps the
opposition needs to make sure that members who
receive the document also touch base with other
members who might be asking questions of a similar
nature on the day. That would help as well. I will see if
I can have some copies on the table to support that, but
releasing those papers on the table is also going to
depend on decisions I have made. We are going to be
cutting it fine, I can assure the house. My apologies for
not being able to do more.
Sitting suspended 1.01 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question this afternoon concerns a group
of farmers from Ballan who came to see me, extremely
concerned about the cost of a local government rating
to their business. As I said in another place at another
time, the local government rating system is flawed. It is
inequitable and unfair, particularly to the rural
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constituency of Western Victoria Region, which I
represent. In fact I produced a document for the
Productivity Commission in July 2007, which indicated
that the local government rating methodology is unfair
to farming communities.

these services are vastly inadequate. People end up
driving instead of taking public transport or, in the case
of the many workers who only use public transport, are
completely exempt from employment opportunities in
the cluster.

My request to the Minister for Local Government is
that she establish a ministerial advisory group with the
farmer constituency to discuss the inequitable local
rating methodology and to look at the capital-improved
value system.

My question to the minister is: if the Parkville
employment cluster has a SmartBus every couple of
minutes, why does the Dandenong South cluster miss
out?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Northern Victoria Region
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to ask an
important question of the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, Mr Donnellan, in relation to the
Kilmore-Wallan bypass. As the minister would know,
this has been an ongoing saga created by the
Liberal-Nationals government’s indecision. Having met
with concerned residents and local government
officials, I understand their frustration and anger with
this mismanagement and lack of a decision.
The Liberal-Nationals government managed to sign
contracts for a big expensive road in inner Melbourne
that it had not promised and that Victorians did not
want, whilst utterly failing to deliver a road it did
promise and that the people of Kilmore and Wallan, as
well as truck drivers and freight companies, actually
want and need. Some of my constituents have
developed health problems from the stress of not
knowing if their house will have to be acquired or if
their house will have a view of a road.
I ask that the Minister for Roads and Road Safety work
with the Minister for Planning and release the
Kilmore-Wallan bypass environment effects statement
and advisory committee report, meet with the
community and announce a decision on a route so that
this community can move forward with certainty.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is to the Minister for Public
Transport, Jacinta Allan. The Dandenong South
National Employment Cluster employs 55 000 people.
It is substantially larger than the Parkville Employment
Cluster, which employs 32 700 people. Most people
who work in the Dandenong South cluster commute
from the city of Casey. However, direct public transport
access from suburbs such as Hampton Park, Narre
Warren and Cranbourne does not exist. Bus services
only run north–south, resulting in lengthy public
transport journeys from these suburbs, and currently

Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The former coalition government made a commitment
of $10.6 million towards the facilitation of the
Mornington Peninsula Freeway extension, which was
subsequently renamed the Mordialloc bypass. I gather
that a lack of public support for this initiative may place
it in jeopardy. What I am seeking from the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety, Mr Donnellan, is a clarification
of the status of this project, given that currently the
Frankston Freeway ends at a T-intersection at
Springvale.
The Frankston Freeway and the Dingley bypass, which
the coalition fully funded, need to have a connection,
which is the Mornington Peninsula Freeway extension,
alternatively known as the Mordialloc bypass. This is a
key piece of infrastructure which is demanded by the
local community.

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — My question is for
the Minister for Training and Skills. I ask the minister
to provide an update on how the government has
fast-tracked an available Treasurer’s advance of
$20 million to regional TAFE communities and TAFE
users. This will benefit people in and around the
Morwell electorate. It follows a $2.5 million grant to
Federation Training in Yallourn as well as the
development of the Student Advisory Support Team,
which will assist in reducing the 25 per cent
non-completion rate for attendees. This will also ensure
that people are given pastoral and other support to
complete their education and training so they might
find jobs suitable to their needs and which also
contribute directly to their communities.

Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is for the Minister for Regional Development. In March
2014 the coalition government announced an initial
$5 million to develop the Goulburn Valley Industry and
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Infrastructure Fund and the Goulburn Valley Industry
and Employment Plan. The aim was to attract new
investment and create jobs in the Goulburn Valley and
enable business growth and diversification. The fund
and the plan were huge successes, leveraging
approximately $9 investment from the private sector for
every $1 invested by government, and creating more
than 200 jobs. During the election campaign the
coalition promised an additional $5 million for the
fund, which is now fully expended. I ask: will the
Andrews government match or better the coalition’s
election commitment to provide $5 million in
additional funding for the continuation of the Goulburn
Valley Industry and Infrastructure Fund?
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Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety, Luke Donnellan. It concerns
the duplication of High Street Road between Stud Road
and Burwood Highway in Wantirna South. I was lucky
enough to go onsite and speak to some of the road
workers last week. I have to say: what a difference a
change in government can make. This road has been
spoken about for a long time. The construction of the
duplication started in January. The dual footpath will be
available for use in a matter of weeks. The amount of
work that has been done in a short period of time is
absolutely amazing.

Western Metropolitan Region
Eastern Victoria Region
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade, Mr Somyurek. The
minister made reference in his ministers statement on
Tuesday to the Andrews Labor government having
recently launched a second small business bus in
Bendigo. The minister noted that this will provide
mentoring support to small businesses and access to
government services. My question is: can the minister
confirm the times and locations the small business bus
will visit my electorate in the western suburbs of
Melbourne? I look forward to receiving the minister’s
response in the coming weeks.

Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Health. I
recently met with representatives of Ballarat Hospice
Care in Ballarat. Ballarat Hospice Care is a
not-for-profit organisation that provides specialist
palliative care services to Ballarat and the surrounding
region. It has a catchment area with a population in
excess of 400 000 people. Ballarat Hospice Care has
outgrown its current site — the site no longer meets the
service’s purpose. There are no private meeting areas
for large groups of people, which members could
imagine are very important for Ballarat Hospice Care.
The coalition government made an election
commitment of $2.5 million for Ballarat Hospice Care
to be able to move to a more appropriate site. It is
important to acknowledge that 34 per cent of people
are choosing to die at home and this is expected to rise
to 42 per cent — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! The member’s time has expired.

Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
matter today for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, Mr Donnellan. Acting President, as you would
be aware, the Mornington Peninsula is growing all the
time, with tourism offerings including choice
restaurants, wineries and the Peninsula Hot Springs.
Just this week we saw the first cruise ship berth at
Mornington, which was great for Mornington
businesses. I understand the cafes and shops on Main
Street, Mornington, were chock-a-block with visitors
earlier this week. It is absolutely fantastic for the region,
fantastic for jobs and fantastic for investment.
The challenge, however, is the pressure this growth
places on the arterial road network. There is no doubt
that the opening of Peninsula Link several years ago
has been very good for the arterial road network on the
Mornington Peninsula. But what it has also done is
create traffic bottlenecks further south at the end of the
Mornington Peninsula Freeway. As a result of an
election commitment the member for Nepean in the
Assembly secured in 2010, work has been done to
ensure the future of that road network. I ask that the
minister expedite that future investment.

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Committee
Debate resumed.
Clause 38 agreed to; clauses 39 to 52 agreed to.
Clause 53
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Clause 53 is the special appropriation
clause, which simply states that the Consolidated Fund
is appropriated to the extent necessary to deliver this

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Thursday, 26 February 2015

COUNCIL

scheme. I have a couple of questions for the minister.
Firstly, given this scheme starts on 1 July this year,
which will be after the passage of the appropriation
bills, why is the government funding this scheme via a
special appropriation and not through the budget?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Consistent with its election commitment and to
demonstrate to the Victorian community that the
program will be fully funded, the government is
fulfilling its commitment prior to the budget. It will be
clear in the statute that that money will be guaranteed
prior to the budget being announced in May.
Mr Rich-Phillips’s question is a reasonable one,
because in a technical sense the appropriation will not
be made prior to that. In fact the fund will operate on
the basis of an appropriate and safe just-in-time
mechanism to allow a drawdown from the
Consolidated Fund into this fund to make sure that it
can acquit its obligations at any point in time.
This should be seen to be preliminary work that
guarantees that funding will be available up to and
including the budget and beyond. It enables certainty
around the administrative arrangements and the way in
which those funds will be drawn down to be worked
through in a technical manner between the State
Revenue Office and Treasury. It demonstrates a degree
of urgency that the government has established in what
otherwise could have been a budget announcement that
ran in parallel with the bill, but the government chose to
identify this facility within this piece of legislation.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The minister referred to funding up to
and beyond the budget. Just to be clear, can the minister
confirm that no funds will be drawn in respect of this
scheme before 1 July, which is the start of the new
financial year, when the budget will take effect?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I do
not believe I said any appropriation would be made
prior to the budget, but in a chamber that is leading us
to great precision in language — precision far beyond
that which I have ever before experienced in this
chamber — I thank the member for the opportunity to
clarify. The funds will not be appropriated until they are
required, and, if the scheme is in operation from 1 July,
that will be the time at which the appropriations occur.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The government’s announcement has
indicated this scheme will be funded to a total of
$100 million. Why is that not reflected in the special
appropriation? Why is it an open-ended, uncapped
appropriation?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I can
understand that that may be a preprepared question and
the member feels obliged for me to spell it out in a
subsequent answer. The provision should be that at any
one time it will not have $100 million in it, but it will
draw down $100 million as required from the
Consolidated Fund during that two-year period.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I understand that is the intent, but
given that the Treasurer will have complete discretion
on the guidelines for this to be drawn down to
$300 million or $400 million over whatever period of
time, there is nothing in the clause that limits this
appropriation to the two-year period the government
has outlined. Given the government is not proceeding
through a normal funding mechanism in the
appropriation bill, I am curious as to why the
government has constrained neither the amount nor the
time frame in which funds can be drawn for this
scheme given that it is using a special appropriation.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
situation is not quite as the member has described,
because the government has made a number of clear
commitments in relation to the $100 million limit both
in terms of its clear election commitments and the
government press release on the day this legislation was
introduced to the Parliament that reiterates the
$100 million. I believe the second-reading speech also
identifies the $100 million. It is clear in a variety of
instances what the limit of the government’s
commitment to this program is, and clearly, taken in
completeness, the legislation and second-reading
speech make it clear that $100 million is the figure.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — In the interests of brevity I will not
pursue the matter further, other than to reflect that the
documents the minister refers to, which include the
government’s election policy and the Premier’s press
release, do not have any force of law in terms of
constraining the government’s expenditure under this
clause to the criteria outlined by the minister.
Clause agreed to.
New clause
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
8.

Insert the following new clause to follow clause 53 —
“A Back to Work Scheme reports
(1) At least once every 3 months the Commissioner
must publish on the Commissioner’s website a
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report of the operation of the Back to Work
Scheme.
(2) The report must contain the following information
in relation to the period covered by it —
(a) the total amount paid under the Scheme;
(b) the total number of Back to Work payments
made;
(c) the number of Back to Work payments made
in each municipal district;
(d) if Back to Work payments were made
according to different eligibility criteria, the
number of Back to Work payments made
according to each of those criteria;
(e) the name of any person to whom Back to
Work payments in respect of more than
100 eligible employees were made.
(3) For the purpose of subsection (2)(c), a Back to
Work payment is made in the municipal district in
which the person entitled to the payment has their
usual place of business or, in the case of a body
corporate, their registered office.
(4) In this section —
municipal district has the same meaning as in the
Local Government Act 1989.”.

I will start by saying that I have appreciated the
Treasurer’s role over the last few weeks in offering
briefings and providing some letters and more
information as we have gone along in response to our
requests. Just on Friday he sent us another four pages
covering off on some issues that occurred in the lower
house debate in which, unfortunately, the Greens could
not participate due to their not having given their first
speeches. The Treasurer did at least continue updating
us on some issues we raised during the debate and
various discussions. The Treasurer has also pointed to
some reporting on the State Revenue Office website in
relation to the first home bonus. He has indicated it is
his view that similar information should be made
available in relation to this scheme.
My amendment seeks to codify in law the reporting that
we would expect from this scheme. I have examined
the information on the SRO website in relation to the
first home owners bonus. It records the top
10 postcodes in which first home owner bonuses are
paid. What I am seeking in relation to this scheme is
something considerably more detailed.
I think the house and the wider public deserve more
information because this is a much more complex
scheme than what the Treasurer referred to by analogy
as the first home owners scheme. Here we have
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questions — they have been raised this morning —
about eligibility and the documentation of eligibility. I
learnt this morning that several subclasses of
unemployed person might attract different rates of
bonus. Since the whole aim of the initiative is about
solving the question of unemployment, and since
unemployment is very much a geographically uneven
phenomenon, as the program rolls out I think we would
all be very interested to learn which regions get the
most benefit from this scheme because, as the
government has made clear, this is the centrepiece of
the government’s unemployment strategy.
For that reason the Greens have proposed a new clause
that would require quarterly reporting on the operation
of the Back to Work scheme, including not just the
amount and number of payments made but also the
region of Victoria applicants come from, where
different eligibility criteria are to be found in these
guidelines, which we have not seen, and where the
reporting against each class of eligibility would occur.
Based on the information the Treasurer has sent me, it
should not be too hard to do this, and it is well within
the State Revenue Office’s capacity to provide this
information, so there should be no harm done in putting
it into the legislation in the form of an amendment. I
hope all members and parties in this house will support
my amendment.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am firstly interested to hear the
minister’s views on the proposed new clause, if I may.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank the committee for the opportunity to respond to
the proposal Mr Barber has raised in his amendment 8.
I have been getting some technical advice at the table in
terms of the mechanism by which the government may
seek to amend the new clause Mr Barber has proposed,
because government members believe that the
provisions in it would probably create an unintended
consequence in relation to the administration of various
tax acts. They would also place an obligation on the
State Revenue Office in terms of a reporting regime
that may contaminate the appropriate administrative
arrangements by identifying under subclause (2)(e) of
the new clause companies that may be in receipt of
these payments. This may relate to some of the issues
Mrs Peulich raised earlier in this committee stage about
the relationship the SRO has with a variety of
businesses in Victoria in terms of their tax matters
being beyond the scope of this bill but possibly
becoming entwined because of the practical
implementation of this scheme.
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The government is concerned about that matter. That is
the primary reason we are concerned about the scope of
this amendment in terms of the reporting regime. We
accept that it is a reasonable expectation of the people
of Victoria to have a sense of the take-up and
effectiveness of this scheme, and we will not baulk
from any requirements. The government is happy to
volunteer requirements as part of the guidelines, as part
of the administrative arrangements or as part of the
undertakings it makes about the way the scheme will
account for many of the items this amendment is
seeking. It would be our preference not to have these
items in legislation, but if they are to proceed into
legislation, we would be concerned about the issue that
I have identified, which comes under the scope of
subclause (2)(e) in the new clause.
We also have some concerns about the reliability of
information that may be gathered on a municipal basis.
There is already some complexity in relation to the
workplaces in question and which municipality they
may be in and the municipality of those employees who
generate the payments. Ultimately it may be a dataset
that is not terribly reliable for any purpose in the public
domain but may be very onerous in terms of gathering
it, maintaining it and validating it.
From the government’s perspective, we understand that
it is a reasonable expectation to have a look at this,
particularly if we are dealing with pockets of regional
disadvantage in Victoria where the scheme may apply
and where it may have some effect. A mandated
obligation to be clear about the municipal impacts of
this measure may be very difficult to deliver on. The
government would want any structural or reporting
relationship to be reasonable in the way that it is
constructed and reasonable about the limits to which
that administrative requirement could be complied with.
I have indicated that it would be the preference of the
government for these commitments and undertakings,
and those matters I have not referred to but which the
government accepts as items that should be reported on,
to be reported on in the administration of the scheme
and not necessarily within the act. However, if they are
in the act, then I will be moving some amendments to
delete subclause (2)(e) in the new clause proposed by
Mr Barber and replace it with a clause that provides for
the relevant information to be provided where it is
reasonably practical to do so.
I thank the committee for allowing us to clarify the
government’s position so that committee members are
clear. It is the government’s preference for the scope of
the issues that have been identified in Mr Barber’s
amendment to be incorporated in the guidelines in the
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administrative arrangements of the scheme, and the
government commits to reporting on those elements
with the exception of what is currently covered by
subclause (2)(e), with an additional rider regarding the
ability to implement these undertakings in a reasonable,
practical fashion. That is the government’s preferred
position. Before I formally move what might be a
consequential amendment to Mr Barber’s amendment, I
would, through the Deputy President, invite the
response of other members of the committee.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I can indicate the opposition is
sympathetic to the proposed amendment moved by
Mr Barber. We regard the collection of this data as
appropriate and not overtly onerous for the State
Revenue Office. Having listened to the Leader of the
Government, I must say we are not persuaded that there
is a particularly compelling reason that this reporting
requirement should not be in legislation. We are quite
happy on that basis to support the thrust of Mr Barber’s
proposed amendment.
The Leader of the Government indicated he would like
to delete proposed subclause (2)(e) with respect to large
employers who receive Back to Work payments and
indicated some complexity for the SRO in providing
that information. With respect to that I would again
indicate the opposition is sympathetic to Mr Barber’s
intent. I note that clause 6 of the bill, which we did not
consider in detail in the committee stage, provides that
applications for this scheme must be made on the form
designed by the commissioner. I would expect that the
design of that form would provide the commissioner
with sufficient scope to collect the specific information
on the scheme that is required by Mr Barber’s
amendment and likewise would provide the
commissioner with the opportunity to seek as part of
that form the agreement of the applicant for that
information to be disclosed, if they fall into this
category. We do not believe there is a compelling
reason to omit Mr Barber’s proposed subclause (2)(e).
With respect to the comments from the Leader of the
Government regarding complexity around the
collection of information based on municipal district, I
would float with the Leader of the Government that if
the government chose to seek an amendment which
focused on postal code collection rather than requiring
the SRO to determine municipal districts, that would be
acceptable to the opposition.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — We have
no objection to subclauses 3 and 4 being altered in
some way to represent postcodes. I notice that the State
Revenue Office currently reports some data by
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postcode, so there would be no dispute with that if the
government were to bring an amendment forward. It is
just that we have not had that dialogue with the
government until just this minute.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — As a
courtesy to the house in relation to how we will try to
proceed with this matter, it is my intention for the
committee to report progress and then seek leave to
meet again shortly. This will enable a conversation to
take place between committee members to see if we
can find a way to deal technically with what is before
us.
Progress reported.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM
AMENDMENT (FUNDING OF
NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS)
BILL 2014
Second reading
Debate resumed from 12 February; motion of
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills).
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am glad I was in the chamber a little early. I have
always said that the upper house is far more interesting
because it is dynamic and interactive. Of course that
also has its negatives, but I am glad I was here to take
the call to allow the house to be responsive to the
minister who has spent some time in committee on
another bill.
I rise to speak on the Education and Training Reform
Amendment (Funding of Non-Government Schools)
Bill 2014, and I do so with great pride in being an
educator. That is my professional background. I taught
in the government school system for 15 years as a
teacher of English and psychology and as a faculty
head. I am a firm believer in a mixed economy of
education and in particular in the right of parents to
choose where their children are educated so that it
accords with their aspirations, their views and their
values. As full participants in a Western democracy I
believe parents have a right to send their children where
they believe their needs and aspirations will be best
catered for.
Another reason why I have always been a strong
supporter of governments helping to fund some
component of education in the non-government school
sector is that we could not accommodate all students in
the private school sector. The funding needed would be
astronomical, and the amount of money we would be
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able to expend on a per student basis would be
significantly lower. We would need to build many more
schools than we have currently.
I see nothing wrong with parents who can afford it, or
sometimes parents who cannot but who see a private
school education, perhaps a low-cost, independent
school or perhaps a Catholic school, as their right and
their aspiration. Many of them see providing that
education for their children as one of the priorities in
their lives. They will skimp and save to provide for
their children, and they do so at the expense of other
things. As taxpayers those parents who choose to send
their children to non-government schools have a right
to a level of support from the government of the day. In
terms of our democratic aspirations parents should have
the right to choose where their children are educated.
From an economic point of view supporting a mixed
economy of education makes complete sense. From
every angle this legislation is something that both
parties have committed to, and I strongly support it, as
do the shadow Minister for Education and the party.
The bill amends the Education and Training Reform
Act 2006 to provide a guarantee that total state funding
to non-government schools will be at least 25 per cent
of the recurrent funding available to government school
students on a per student basis, and there is a formula
for that on page 4 of the bill. It sets out that:
The total amount of funding provided under this Part for a
calendar year must not be less than the amount calculated in
accordance with the formula …

Basically it is the total recurrent funding over the total
number of students multiplied by one-fourth, being the
25 per cent commitment, which is then multiplied by
the number of students enrolled in non-government
schools. Any attempt to change the formula will be
required to be done legislatively.
The guarantee that total state funding to
non-government schools is at least 25 per cent of the
recurrent funding available to government schools is
laid out in the bill. That has been well received by
Independent Schools Victoria and the Catholic
Education Office and my very good friend and former
colleague Stephen Elder, its chief education officer, as
well as a number of other key stakeholders that the
shadow minister has consulted with, including the
Victorian Principals Association, the Victorian
Association of State Secondary School Principals and
the Australian Education Union.
Many moons ago in a former iteration as the Victorian
Secondary Teachers Association, I was a branch
president of the union, until I realised that it was giving

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM AMENDMENT (FUNDING OF NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS) BILL 2014
Thursday, 26 February 2015

COUNCIL

unauthorised funding to a party that I did not
philosophically support, and therefore I resigned
forthwith. The bill is also supported by the Independent
Education Union, the Catholic Education Commission
of Victoria, Haileybury College, Melbourne Grammar,
Scotch College, Xavier College, Carey Grammar,
Caulfield Grammar, Geelong Grammar, Wesley
College, St Kevin’s, Yeshivah college and a range of
other stakeholders. As I said, the calculation of state
funding is determined on the teaching, learning and
welfare of students attending government schools. It
does not include non-classroom costs such as head
office and regional administrative costs.
I will digress briefly. Since the government has
changed, I have heard criticism about how Victoria has
the lowest school funding per student of any state. That
has been the case for as long as I have been a member
of Parliament — most of the time under a Labor
government. Basically it is because Victoria is a fairly
compact state and the costs of administering the school
system are invariably lower than in many other states,
which have the tyranny of distance to contend with. I
wish people would inform themselves. As I said, the
funding does not include non-classroom costs. It also
excludes costs associated with childhood development,
which is funded through other sources; higher
education; capital works; commonwealth grants; and
specialist schools — and that makes appropriate sense.
A number of people have had concerns about some of
the reasonable conditions alluded to in the bill that are
not spelled out. No doubt a lot of members of
Parliament have received many emails in a short space
of time from people expressing concern, saying that
they do not want any surprises and they want it spelled
out. I will come back to that later, but I understand that
in the committee of the whole the minister plans to
outline what those reasonable conditions are and
provide certain assurances which would enable this bill
to pass without amendments being moved.
I reserve our right. We believe in the principle and
support it in practice and as a policy, but we do not
want any sneaky tricks. Far be it from me to suggest the
Labor Party may be up to sneaky tricks but, having
been involved in the review of the Equal Opportunity
Act 2010 and knowing the agenda the Labor Party
holds strongly in its DNA, some of these concerns are
real. Many of the stakeholders and email
correspondents were involved in that process. They
know Labor well, and that is why there is the level of
distrust. That is why I look forward to the minister
spelling out with great clarity some of the ‘reasonable
conditions’ that may be contingent upon schools
receiving that funding or any part thereof.
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I understand the funding can be provided directly to
schools or to organisations such as the Catholic
Education Commission or Independent Schools
Victoria (ISV) which will have machinery for
dissemination of those payments. I hope the
government would not use the flexibility of payment as
a means for punishing anyone who does not toe the line
on the government’s agenda. Excuse me for my level of
cynicism but, having been born under a communist
regime, I have an inherent distrust of left-wing
governments or authoritarian governments of the
left-wing or the right-wing variety.
Mr Dalidakis — Were you born under Gough?
Mrs PEULICH — That is a good one — I will pay
that one.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — No. However, Joan Kirner did
inspire me to join the Liberal Party.
Mr Dalidakis — We are appreciative of that.
Mrs PEULICH — My constituents are very
appreciative, particularly for the attention South Eastern
Metropolitan Region has been able to secure since we
won government in 2010. We fought those issues in
2014 and no doubt we will revisit them in 2018. My
constituents are very happy about the attention they are
getting.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — Exactly, a rare occurrence, but
nonetheless. As I said, I hope that the minister and his
department will not use this flexibility in delivery of
funding as a way of punishing certain schools for
perhaps not toeing the line in a way that may be linked
to the reasonable conditions.
The bill also establishes a new School Policy and
Funding Advisory Council, and that makes sense. It is
going to be chaired by the secretary of the department
and will have representatives of the ISV and the
Catholic Education Office, with the expectation that
these nominees will come from those sectors
themselves. The minister will have the ability to make
other appropriate appointments and obviously there will
be government sector representatives as well. I hope
that the flexibility the minister has to make additional
appointments does not mean he does so to skew the
balance of the council, which has the potential to work
if its members are appointed in good faith. The council
will examine education and funding policy. The
minister is obliged under the provisions of this bill to
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take advice but obviously not necessarily follow that
advice, but I would expect that they would be as one.
We are unwavering in our support for the principles of
this bill. On 29 October 2014 the then Minister for
Education, the member for Nepean in the other place,
the Honourable Martin Dixon, wrote to the Catholic
Education Office confirming that a re-elected coalition
government would legislate to deliver a 25 per cent
funding contribution to Catholic and non-government
schools. Furthermore, the coalition opposition led the
debate on the important principle of introducing a
25 per cent payment for non-government schools back
in 2010. It was my great privilege to take part in that
debate at the time.
The proposed legislation is consistent with the position
announced by the coalition. There are concerns about
the ambiguity surrounding the potential appointment of
additional members of the School Policy and Funding
Advisory Council as well as the reasonable conditions.
The amendments foreshadowed by the Democratic
Labour Party member go to the heart of some of those
concerns, but rather than fumble through the paperwork
perhaps I will read one of the pieces of correspondence
that no doubt all of us have received, in order to put it
on the record. There have been a number of pieces of
correspondence sent to all members. This says:
I have just been made aware of the Victorian government’s
proposed changes to funding arrangements for independent
schools.
The current proposal contains a loophole which could allow
the education minister to withhold funding to independent
schools for completely subjective reasons —

to digress, or perhaps to narrower political interests —
This is creating doubt and uncertainty for the future of
independent and Christian schools …

It goes on to urge support for the amendments to be
proposed by the Democratic Labour Party member,
Dr Rachel Carling-Jenkins, should the minister not give
assurances and outline the nature of the reasonable
conditions for the receipt of that funding.
The Greens also have an amendment to propose. The
problem for the Greens members is that deep in their
hearts they do not believe that non-government schools
should be funded. The Greens have an aversion to the
funding of non-government schools.
For the reasons that I outlined, I support the bill from
every conceivable angle: from the point of view of the
rights of parents and children to be educated in an
institution or a sector that aligns with their values and
their aspirations; for the reason that our government
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school system could not possibly accommodate
everyone if we did not have the independent schools
sector and we would have to have a massive investment
in infrastructure, personnel, teachers and curriculum
materials that we could ill afford, and certainly if we
had to do that, the resources would be spread much
more thinly; and lastly, there is a right of taxpayers, no
matter what choices they make in their lives, to expect
some level of support from the government of the day
without discrimination on the basis of their values and
beliefs.
At the same time, when it comes to the expenditure of
public funds, there is a need for a level of
accountability. The opposition is not convinced that the
Greens amendments are the solution, because they are
onerous. We are concerned, as are the sectors, that they
would be too onerous. There is a reference in the bill to
the minister’s ability to seek information about how
money is expended, and unless I see grounds for there
to be a more onerous regime, I think this method is fair
and it provides the minister with the opportunity to be
satisfied that the funds are being used for the purposes
for which they were intended. However, I am still very
keen to hear the minister’s response in the
committee-of-the-whole stage and his attempts to flesh
out in more detail the reasonable conditions that will go
to the epicentre of this legislation. This bill is a bit like
the Back to Work Bill 2014 in that the framework is
there but the detail is not, and we are very keen to hear
the detail.
The opposition in principle supports the legislation and
the 25 per cent commitment to funding of
non-government schools. We do not want some
disagreement over a technical detail to be used as a
basis for the government to jump up and down and
scream that we are unduly delaying the bill — that is
not our intention, we do not want to do that — but we
want to know that the rights of schools to deliver an
education based on their values and principles is
honoured and that unreasonable conditions that would
mitigate against that and cut across their legitimate
democratic rights are not imposed. We will reserve our
right on any amendments put forward, pending the
information the minister has undertaken to provide.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I am pleased to
make a contribution to the debate on the Education and
Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014. This is my first
contribution to debate on a piece of legislation — you
could say I am a long-term listener, first-time caller. I
am proud that this bill relates to education.
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As we know, the Andrews Labor government has
identified education as a key priority and has set the
goal of making Victoria the education state. I commend
the Deputy Premier and Minister for Education for the
speed with which he has brought this bill to the
Parliament following the election. This bill recognises a
commitment the Labor Party made in opposition and
delivers on the government’s objective to have a
transparent approach to funding across the education
system with the primary goal of meeting student needs.
The bill preserves existing administrative arrangements
between government and non-government schools with
regard to funding, but it importantly ensures long-term
recurrent funding certainty for non-government schools
by guaranteeing that state funding to their schools will
be at least 25 per cent of the recurrent funding available
to government schools on a per student basis. This
means that any growth in state funding for government
schools will also flow through to funding for
non-government schools.
There are more than 2200 registered schools in
Victoria: two-thirds of those are government schools,
more than 20 per cent are Catholic schools and nearly 1
in 10 is an independent school. I was educated at a
Catholic primary school, St Joseph’s Primary School in
Benalla, and I know that school community and many
others in my electorate are very interested in this
legislation. This bill ensures a fair share of state
government funds for all Victorian students by
introducing general principles to determine particular
recurrent funding lines. The broad principle is that
funding directly supporting the teaching, learning and
welfare of students attending government schools is
included. The bill enables the minister to further expand
on the categories of funding that may be included or
excluded from recurrent funding by regulation or
ministerial order. Furthermore, the bill provides for a
needs-based allocation of funding whereby the minister
can allocate funding based on the individual needs of
students and schools. This is important, particularly for
Victorians in low-fee paying Catholic and independent
schools, because it provides funding security for the
future.
Some scoff at the idea of government funding for the
Catholic and independent schools systems. I think they
are guided by a false perception that the parents of
students at private schools are financially better off than
those who choose to send their children to public
schools. Having been educated in both a Catholic and a
government school I know that there is a great variation
in wealth across the families in the various systems. I
also regularly visit the school my husband teaches at in
the western suburbs. It is a fantastic Catholic school,
but I have learnt that a tie and blazer do not equal

437

means. This school has a significant number of students
from broken homes, refugee families, non-English
speaking families and low-income families. Some
students are from war-torn countries, including Uganda,
Sudan and Burma, and when you talk to these kids,
hear their stories and learn their personal circumstances
you are left without a doubt that these schools, which
step up to the mark in looking out for these kids and
doing their best to give them the best opportunities,
deserve government funding support, as do their
tax-paying parents or parent.
There are a number of schools with significant need for
support, including many in rural and regional areas.
This bill provides that those who need a bit of extra
help are entitled to get that help by using a funding
formula that takes need into account. That is a great
thing for a government to do. In this vein the Andrews
government will also deliver $120 million over four
years for capital upgrades at low-fee Catholic and
independent schools. Funding is going to focus on
building and expanding schools in the outer suburbs
and regional Victoria, where enrolment demand is high.
This arrangement will be a dollar-for-dollar scheme
whereby the government will match the sector’s
contribution. It is a great way to ensure fairness and
sustainability, and it is appropriate to partner and work
together with schools to ensure that every child gets a
first-rate education in a first-rate classroom.
The government has consulted widely on this bill, and
the bill’s establishing of the School Policy and Funding
Advisory Council means there will be an ongoing
dialogue with the government. The bill establishes this
council to advise the minister on regulatory, policy and
funding issues for all school sectors. It allows the
minister to make decisions based upon direct feedback.
The council comprises representatives of the
government and non-government school sectors with
an option for the minister, from time to time, to appoint
any other person. The cross-sector forum will ensure
that the needs of all Victorian students are considered,
no matter where they are from or which school they
attend.
The Catholic Education Commission of Victoria and
Independent Schools Victoria were consulted on a draft
bill prior to the bill’s introduction to Parliament. Both
sectors raised questions about potential changes to the
criteria for funding in the future. The bill addresses this
issue through the explicit requirement for the minister
to take advice from the School Policy and Funding
Advisory Council on inclusions in and exclusions from
recurrent funding. The bill empowers the minister to
place any reasonable conditions on funding provided to
non-government schools.
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As an accountability measure the bill allows the
minister to require a non-government school and/or its
organising body to provide a report on the application
of funding provided. Some of these issues will be
fleshed out during the committee stage of the debate.
For additional accountability the bill contains a review
mechanism by which the proposed provisions relating
to funding for non-government schools will be
reviewed by the minister in 2018 in consultation with
the advisory council.
Parents choose to send their child to a school for a
variety of reasons, including reputation, access,
location, facilities, teachers, religious choices and style
choices — perhaps they like the uniform. Whatever the
reason, parents are entitled to the assurance that
whatever their choice their child has the opportunity for
a great education in a great environment. My eldest
child, Philippa, is due to start school in 2017, and my
second child is due to start the year after. I am
comforted by this legislation, knowing that whether we
decide on a government or a non-government school,
my children’s school will be supported by a
government that cares about their opportunities for
education, regardless of the decisions we make.
In finishing my contribution to the debate and
commending the bill to the house I reiterate that 38 per
cent of Victorian kids go to a Catholic or independent
school. Labor is committed to giving every child every
chance. This legislation to provide recurrent funding
certainty for non-government schools means no more
cap-in-hand negotiations. This is a good bill; it is
transparent and it is equitable. If enacted, it will provide
clear objectives. There is no reason to oppose this bill.
Everyone should be on board. I commend the bill to the
house.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Funding
of Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014 purports to
establish a transparent mechanism for state funding of
non-government schools. This is a fundamental premise
of this bill with which the Greens disagree. The bill
amends the Education and Training Reform Act 2006
by inserting new part 2.7 to expressly legislate that a
minimum amount of 25 per cent of the total allocation
of recurrent funding to government schools be allocated
to recurrent funding for non-government schools using
a particular formula set out in new section 2.7.4.
The bill sets out what is and is not to be included in the
calculation. The argument for this is ‘to ensure that
growth in per-student state funding for government
schools will also flow through to growth in state
funding for non-government schools’. This occurs

Thursday, 26 February 2015

through administrative arrangements at present. The
current administrative arrangement to tie state funding
of non-government schools to 25 per cent of funding
allocated to government schools was put in place by the
previous government. Prior to that, students were
funded according to the education resource index.
The financial assistance model, based on this 25 per
cent formula, that has been in place has meant that
around $700 million per year from the state has gone to
non-government schools. The Greens have a principal
concern, to say the least, with tying the funding to an
arbitrary figure. We are also concerned about any
increase in government funding for government schools
automatically going to non-government schools. I will
return to that later.
The bill also sets up an advisory body comprising
representatives from the Department of Education and
Training and the Catholic and independent school
sectors to advise the minister about regulatory, policy
and funding issues that affect government and
non-government schools. It is a very small body
comprising only four people and contains no
government school representative external to the
department.
The Greens have strong concerns about this bill. Firstly,
Victoria is the lowest-spending state in Australia on
public education. We say that the state government
should prioritise funding for government schools in a
transparent way. Increasing funding to government
schools should be the priority. School funding should
be based on equity and demonstrable need, not on an
arbitrary percentage amount which appears to be based
on no more than a demand by the non-government
school sector. It does not appear to be based on equity
and the actual needs of schools.
The state government should not be bringing in
legislation to put in place a minimum funding
allocation to non-government schools that is not based
on evidence and that flies in the face of the national
education reform agreement. School funding should be
based on the Gonski principles — all schools should
receive a base level of commonwealth and state
funding, the schooling resource standard, with loadings
applied to address disadvantage such as disability,
socio-economic status and location. The Gonski review
recognised that the bulk of this increased funding
should go to government schools.
This bill flies in the face of the national education
reform agreement, which Victoria signed up to as a
heads of agreement 18 months ago. It flies in the face of
genuine needs-based funding to address the widening
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gap between the highest and lowest performing
students across Australia that was clearly identified by
the Gonski report, and it goes against the need to
implement the national education reform agreement
across Australia.
The bill purports to establish a transparent mechanism
for funding of non-government schools, but it is not
transparent. There is no mandatory requirement for
reporting by individual schools or non-government
school organisations on how taxpayer funds are
acquitted by them. Beyond registration there are no
mandatory conditions on schools for the receipt of
government money, although the minister may impose
conditions or enter into an agreement.
The Auditor-General’s report tabled last sitting week,
Additional School Costs for Families, found that the
Department of Education and Training does not know
the true cost of education, it does not know how much
funding schools actually need and it does not know
what an efficient, effective and economic school looks
like. Given these findings, how can the government
proceed with legislation that will make school funding
even less transparent and increase the gap between
disadvantaged and advantaged schools and students?
This bill is quite astounding. At the briefing on the bill a
couple of weeks ago, I asked what the policy basis is
for this bill and for the tie-in of funding for
non-government schools to 25 per cent of total funding
for government schools. We know that 80 per cent of
people with socio-economic disadvantages or other
disadvantages are educated in the government system
and not in the non-government system. Any time there
is an increase in government school funding to account
for disadvantage there is an automatic 25 per cent
increase in non-government school funding. That is
arbitrary and not based on evidence of need or equity.
The Gonski Review of Funding for Schooling report
clearly demonstrated to the whole of Australia that the
funding of schools across the country is confused and
inequitable and that there are growing gaps between
disadvantaged and advantaged students, between areas
of the country and between the independent and the
government sectors. The report found that there was a
smaller gap between the Catholic and government
sectors, but there was still a wide gap between them.
These problems were clearly identified. One of the
flaws put in place by the national education reform
agreement, which I will talk about in a little while, was
that there would be no change to existing funding
regimes in the non-government sector, so base funding
would remain rather than the government starting again
and funding all schools based on actual need and

439

equity. Despite these flaws, there is the idea that this is
the sort of direction we should be going in.
At the briefing I asked which other states use this 25 per
cent formula. I was told that Queensland and Western
Australia use a similar formula but it is not in their
legislation. I was also told that the formula is in the
New South Wales education act, but that is not the case.
It is not in the New South Wales education act.
However, it was in the New South Wales education act.
It was put in that act 25 years ago, in 1990, but it was
removed in 2013 in favour of putting in place the
requirement that state government funding to
non-government schools be based on the national
education reform agreement. Despite it having some
flaws, the formula is based on equity and need and the
schooling resource standard, with base school resource
standards for each student and loadings for
disadvantaged students based on their socio-economic
background, whether they have a disability, whether
they come from a non-English-speaking or Indigenous
background or whether they live in remote locations.
It is quite astounding that a Labor government would
bring in such a bill in the face of all the work that has
been done over the last five years to identify the
growing gaps between disadvantaged and advantaged
students in schools and to identify a way forward. The
government is signed up to the funding model outlined
in the national education reform agreement and it has
made an agreement at a heads of government level, not
a bilateral level. The bill establishes a model that was
first put in place 25 years ago — a quarter of a century
ago. The government is not looking to the future or at
how it should be funding schools, whether they be
government or non-government.
The Greens will be moving some amendments to the
bill. Mrs Peulich mentioned them in her contribution.
These include amendments relating to the technicalities
of the bill. I ask that they be circulated.
Greens amendments circulated by Ms PENNICUIK
(Southern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Ms PENNICUIK — If agreed to, the amendments
will mean that the bill will require that non-government
schools or organisations in receipt of public funding
must provide a report to the minister and the
department annually on the application of that funding,
and the minister may require further information.
Currently the bill has a provision that the minister may
require such organisations to report back to the
government, but I am saying and we know from the

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM AMENDMENT (FUNDING OF NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS) BILL 2014
440

COUNCIL

Thursday, 26 February 2015

evidence that on average Catholic schools — and
obviously not every single Catholic school is the
same — receive about 80 per cent of their funding from
the commonwealth or state government.
Non-government schools receive around 44 per cent or
45 per cent of their funding from the government. So it
is still quite a slab.

between going to Independent Schools Victoria or the
Catholic Education Office for its representative and
going to the Australian Education Union for its
representative of government school teachers and
principals. As this bill has been drafted there is no
representative from government schools on that
advisory council. That is a great oversight in the bill.

With the large amount of government funding that
these schools get, it is not good enough that this bill
does not require them to report back to the government
annually. That certainly does not fit with the purpose of
the bill, which is to provide a transparent mechanism.
We do not have full transparency if schools are not
required to report annually. I do not think that reporting
annually on the receipt of so much government
funding, which is set to increase under this regime, is
onerous, and I think the public expects it. My
amendments would mean that the minister, on receipt
of that annual acquittal, could require further
information from the school if the minister was not
satisfied that the reporting on the use of that recurrent
funding was adequate.

The third of my amendments I wish to speak about is
that which ensures that the provisions of the bill are
reviewed before 30 June 2018, not just at any time in
2018, which is what the bill indicates at the moment. I
will be talking about the national education reform
agreement in a moment, but if members look at that
agreement they will see that a lot of the dates there are
in 2017 or 2018, so it fits in that regard, but 2018 also
happens to be an election year in Victoria. We do not
want to have the report on how this funding
arrangement is faring coming after the election. We
want to have it a good deal before the election. I am
proposing that a reasonable date is 30 June 2018. Those
are the technical amendments to the bill that I am
putting forward.

Recent evidence uncovered by my Greens colleague in
the New South Wales Parliament, Dr John Kaye, found
that a great deal of the funding from the New South
Wales state government that goes to non-government
schools that is meant to be spent on operational aspects
of the school is being spent on capital works when it is
not meant to be. It is very important that schools are
held to account, and I think an annual report is not an
onerous requirement.

The more substantive amendments, which I circulated
to the parties in the last day or so — because they were
being finalised through parliamentary counsel — make
fundamental changes to the bill. Amendment 2 would
put in place new part 2.7.4. The current bill uses a
25 per cent mathematical formula for the calculation of
funding of non-government schools. The amendment
replaces that so that the determination of the amount of
funding would be provided in accordance with the
national education reform agreement or any subsequent
replacement agreement.

The second of my amendments that I wish to speak
about would add to the School Policy and Funding
Advisory Council a person to represent teachers and
principals in government schools who is external to the
department. During the briefing on this bill I was
advised that the departmental representative on the
advisory council would be representing teachers and
principals in government schools. Given that the
advisory council will be advising the minister on what
is happening in government schools, I believe that
person needs to be external to the department, because
the department is under the direction of the minister and
therefore would not be independent of the minister.

This provision is similar to the provision recently
incorporated into the New South Wales Education Act
1990 to replace the 25 per cent calculation it previously
used, and it is in keeping with where the country is at
the moment and should be going — that is, in the
direction of needs-based and equitable funding for all
schools, based on a schooling resource standard (SRS)
and loadings for disadvantage that I mentioned before.
This would still not be a perfect system. It is subject to
the vagaries of the national education reform agreement
as it currently stands.

It is of great concern to me that so much power will be
given to this advisory council and that the minister must
consult the council but that there would be no
representative on the council who is a teacher or
principal in a government school. You probably would
go to the Australian Education Union, which represents
teachers and principals in government schools, for a
representative. However, I cannot see the difference

As we know, and as I have already mentioned, the
Victorian state government has signed up to the heads
of agreement with the commonwealth, but it has not
signed up to the bilateral agreement. Nevertheless, it
has signed up to the heads of agreement, which talks
about some very important principles. They include that
the state and commonwealth governments should be
basing funding for all schools on need, equity and
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evidence thereof. Tying funding to an arbitrary figure
goes against the trend and the principles of the national
education reform agreement.
The national education reform agreement also talks
about targets. One of the targets is that by 2025 — only
10 years from now — Australia should be in the top
five achievers in equity across its school system. At the
moment according to the Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development’s (OECD) most recent
report, released just a couple of weeks ago, the
Australian education system is the seventh lowest of the
34 OECD countries in terms of needs-based and
equity-based funding, as well as disadvantage. The gap
of disadvantage across the system, between the lowest
performing students — those in lower socio-economic
areas, those with disability, those who are Indigenous or
those from non-English-speaking backgrounds — has
been widening considerably since 2008. If we are to
achieve the target of the national education reform
agreement to get us into the top five in 10 years, we
have a long way to go, because we are no. 27 out of 34
at the moment in terms of equity.
The other target is to put us in the top five countries
internationally in reading, mathematics and science.
The Programmme for International Student Assessment
report from the OECD finds us falling — —
Mr Barber interjected.
Ms PENNICUIK — We are not necessarily at the
bottom, Mr Barber, but we are certainly not doing as
well as we could be, and we are not improving on an
international basis.
On a national basis, the gap between disadvantaged
areas and advantaged areas is growing, and that has
been clearly identified by the Productivity Commission
and the Gonski report. These are serious issues for
Australia in terms of fairness and equity of outcomes
for all students but also in terms of economics and the
ability for our economy to prosper when we do not
have an equitable education system where all students
can access a quality education, which is currently the
case in Australia.
Under the heads of agreement for funding of Victorian
schools we know the federal government has, sadly, not
committed to the final two years of the six-year Gonski
funding agreement. However, it has agreed to the first
four years, which takes us up to 2017. That bases
funding on that SRS model I talked about earlier, which
is a model that is based on equity and need.
That is why I am proposing that this is the calculation,
or formula, that should be used in this bill. As I said,
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this is not necessarily the most perfect approach. The
national education reform agreement, which was
implemented based on the Gonski report and the
Gonski principles, had as its basic flaw that it kept in
place an assurance that no school would lose any
funding even though for the previous 10 years funding
had been based on the socio-economic standard of a
school. This assurance meant that a number of very
wealthy schools got huge increases in funding, which
they did not need, at the expense of government schools
and less wealthy non-government schools.
I will provide an overview of the increases in funding
for private schools that have occurred over the last
seven or eight years. New figures coming from the
Report on Government Services show that funding for
private schools has increased by four times that of
public schools. Total government recurrent funding per
student in private schools, adjusted for inflation,
increased by 15.5 per cent between 2008–09 and
2012–13, compared with only 2 per cent for public
schools.
Private schools in New South Wales and Victoria
received massive increases while real funding for
public schools fell. Funding for private schools in
Victoria increased by 18.5 per cent per student,
compared to a decline in public school funding of 2 per
cent, while in New South Wales the increased funding
for private schools was 12.5 per cent compared to a
decline of nearly 1 per cent for public schools. There
are massive disparities in New South Wales, Victoria
and Western Australia. In New South Wales private
schools received an increase of $970 per student while
funding for public schools fell by $108 per student. In
Victoria the disparity was even bigger — an increase of
$1299 for private schools compared to a decrease of
$234 for public schools.
This is the situation we are facing in Victoria. More and
more funding has been going to non-government
schools with a lack of transparency as to why, and we
know that public schools are in dire need of recurrent
funding. The Auditor-General’s report entitled
Additional School Costs for Families shows that
parents of students in public schools provide around
$600 million for what are in many cases things that
should be provided by the government, such as
fundamental basic facilities and equipment in schools.
The Greens education policy at the national level
advocates for a new independent school resourcing
body to determine eligibility for public funding based
on the schooling resource standard per-student funding,
with loadings for schools and students that need more
support to educate students to a high level; to ensure the
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allocation of funding by state and federal governments
is based on evidence of need rather than political
considerations; and to ensure that the contributions of
state and federal governments in funding schools are
made on a transparent basis which addresses the
resourcing inequities between the public and
non-government sectors, taking into account total
resourcing and assets, not just government funding.
We believe the substantial growth in government
funding to non-government schools has had an adverse
impact on public education and that any funding to
non-government schools should take into account the
resources of individual schools, a direct measure of
parental socio-economic status and the school’s
capacity to generate income from all sources, including
fees and other contributions. Funding should also only
be allocated to schools which fall under the given
per-student SRS level funding. Schools which already
possess sufficient resources to be above this level
should not be provided with further funding.
The public of Victoria expects fairness and equity in
education funding. I do not believe this bill provides
that, but I also think this bill is catapulting us back
25 years instead of taking us into the future with the
type of needs-based and equitable funding that was
identified in the Gonski report. As I said, the Greens
have concerns about some of the fundamental
assumptions in that report. However, we have been
very supportive of the commonwealth and each state
moving towards the funding of schools based on
demonstrable equity and need, so we lift the whole
education system up.
As the Gonski report indicated, government schools do
the heavy lifting in terms of dealing with students with
disadvantage, which means that some need even more
assistance and support to make sure all students,
wherever they live and whatever background they come
from, have access to a quality education. That clearly is
not the situation at the moment, and this bill at best will
do nothing to fix that and at worst will exacerbate that
situation. That is why we have fundamental problems
with this bill.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I would
like to speak briefly on this bill, the Education and
Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014. This bill provides
a formula to ensure that non-government schools
receive at least 25 per cent of recurrent education
funding. It is at this point that I have a problem with
this bill. If we are looking at an equitable and fair
system for our education funding, I do not think that
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providing a blanket flat rate for any non-government
school answers that.
I certainly believe in education and agree with the
minister when he said in his second-reading speech that
Victoria should be the education state of Australia. We
know that education is the key to a productive and
thriving economy. We know that education can be a
fantastic enabler, not just in the basics of English, maths
and the humanities but also in the teaching of respect
and tolerance.
There are aspects of this bill that I agree with. They
include the provision of a more transparent and secure
funding mechanism for non-government schools and
the ability of a minister to impose some conditions on
that funding. I also agree that non-government schools
should be accountable for the application of the
funding. But I do not think this bill answers these
issues. The minister also states in his second-reading
speech that the bill aims to address disadvantages in
schools across Victoria. I do not think the bill does that.
I am also concerned that in some aspects Catholic
Education Commission Victoria has complete
autonomy as to how the funding goes to the many
hundreds of Catholic schools across Victoria. The
government has relinquished that responsibility and
ability to ensure that funding is fair and that the most
disadvantaged schools reap the most benefit from
funding.
The other area I am really concerned about is that this
bill enshrines public funding to schools that are allowed
to — and which do — discriminate through their
exemptions to the Equal Opportunity Act 2010. These
exemptions undermine the work of the Victorian
government in reducing homophobia. They also
undermine a lot of the great programs that the
government has instituted, such as the Fair Go sport
campaign and the Safe Schools Coalition of Victoria. I
commend the fact that over 165 independent schools
have opted into the Safe Schools Coalition. That
includes 29 independent schools and 3 Catholic schools
in this state. It is fantastic that these schools are
countering those exemptions to the Equal Opportunity
Act. However, the fact that religious schools are
allowed to discriminate counters our promise of an
education system that teaches respect and promotes
tolerance towards any group in Australia.
I want to quote some statistics regarding the effects of
homophobia and discrimination. Same-sex attracted,
intersex and gender diverse people have the highest
suicide rates of any group in Australia. They have a 3.5
to 14 times higher rate of suicide attempts, and
same-sex attracted young people attempt suicide six
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times more than their heterosexual counterparts.
Allowing schools to discriminate is at odds with our
community expectations of education, which should
reflect the diverse nature of Victorians. For this reason I
have great problems with this bill. Schools are going to
be awarded and promised funding at the same time as
they are being allowed to discriminate against someone
on the grounds of their sex, marital status, race,
parenting skills, whether they have children or are in a
de facto relationship, their sexuality, their physical
features and their political beliefs. While these schools
can continue to discriminate on the grounds of gender
identity and even people’s religious beliefs, we should
not be awarding carte blanche on public funding — —
Mrs Peulich — Taxpayer funding.
Ms PATTEN — Taxpayer funding. We should not
be providing funding to these schools when they are
exempt from the Equal Opportunity Act. If the
government were to amend the Equal Opportunity Act,
as it has committed to doing, then I think this bill will
provide a much fairer go.
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — Education is an area very close to my
heart. I attended both state and independent schools.
My son, who finished school last year, was
homeschooled and attended many alternative schools
during his schooling career.
For many members here today, this bill seems rather
mundane with not much to consider, but for me it has
been a minefield — more because of what it does not
say than for what it does. When I first read the bill it
seemed fairly routine, even benign. However, several
points have bothered me so I went through a process of
consultation. I engaged with Independent Schools
Victoria, stakeholders across the non-government
school sector, including those involved in Catholic
education, and many constituents, many of whom are
parents.
Through this process I came to the conclusion that this
bill has a paradox or two. For example, the bill
establishes a School Policy and Funding Advisory
Council enabling a seat at the table for Catholic
Education Commission Victoria and Independent
Schools Victoria. Non-government schools will now
have an avenue through which they can communicate
with the minister. This is really good. However, the bill
does not require the minister to seek their advice, accept
the representative put forward by the sector or preserve
their voice on this same council.
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Another paradox is that this bill ensures a level of
guaranteed funding for non-government schools, which
is a great leap forward for Victoria in this sector.
However, the bill implies the right of the government to
impose ill-defined conditions to this funding. The
government has ensured a level of funding for
non-government schools, enabling them to breathe easy
without the constant worry that their funding may be
lost. This shows a level of commitment towards
providing students and their parents with alternative
schooling options, and I commend the government on
its work in this space. For this reason I do not wish to
oppose the bill; however, I do wish to raise matters to
improve its clarity.
The make-up of the advisory council has been a
concern, particularly around the role of the minister in
relation to the council and its members. I have a
number of questions for the government. Why should
the government appoint members from the
non-government sector to the council? Can the sector
not be trusted to make its own appointments? The
make-up of the council is flexible to accommodate the
diverse range of considerations it will review through
its course; however, why should the government be
able to stack the council with government members?
Now to my main concern, which is the definition of
‘reasonable conditions’, or should I say a lack of
definition. On face value it seems to be a fair point that
funding should in fact be distributed under certain
conditions and that these conditions should be fair and
reasonable. However, this bill does not define what
reasonable conditions are. I understand that this is an
expression used in many other pieces of legislation, but
in other pieces of legislation that I have looked at
reasonable conditions are defined. To my mind,
reasonable conditions in this context means conditions
that are not in opposition to the fundamental principles,
objectives and governing laws of a non-government
school under consideration for funding or its parent
organisation. I will quote some of my constituents.
Members may have received similar comments on
email over the past 24 hours.
Mr Finn — Just a couple.
Dr CARLING-JENKINS — Just a few? Excellent.
They have mainly been about reasonable conditions.
One email from a constituent states:
We are concerned that the funding of non-government
schools may be at risk from this bill’s provision requiring that
these schools meet reasonable conditions, but what does
reasonable conditions mean? Being unspecified, it could be
anything that a government-appointed council wanted to
regard as reasonable, even where that was contrary to the
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culture of the school and even contrary to what you as a
legislator had in mind. It is all about freedom of belief and
freedom of conscience, something too precious to leave,
protected only by the vague ‘reasonable conditions’.

I thank the constituent for that contribution. Another
constituent called the lack of definition a loophole
which could allow the education minister to withhold
funding to independent schools for completely
subjective reasons. This constituent said that this is
creating doubt and uncertainty for the future of
independent and Christian schools. Another cited
overseas case studies, and said:
… in the UK recent regulations requiring schools to teach
British values have led to the closure of some Christian
schools when it was deemed they did not meet the imposed
standards. We don’t want that to happen here in Victoria, and
exact guidelines have to be recommended.

I could not agree more. Others simply asked for
amendments to ensure that the Victorian government
upholds the ethos of non-government schools and
upholds the right of Victorian parents to determine the
moral education of their children. Again I thank these
constituents for their comments.
By including a definition of reasonable conditions, we
can ensure that funding cannot be contrary to the
fundamental principles and objectives of the school in
receipt of the funding. It is these often unique principles
and objectives that motivate parents to choose
alternative schools for their children. Clarity is needed
in this bill.
I will go into some specifics around some amendments
I have prepared. The amendments will increase the
clarity of the bill and ensure that there is genuine
consultation within the advisory council under
proposed section 2.7.6, which is headed ‘Minister may
have regard to needs of schools and students’. The
existing section does not commit the minister to take
into account the needs of non-government schools or
students attending these schools. It also does not
commit the minister to seek advice from the council but
only to take it into account if it is provided. I propose
that the minister must have regard to the needs of
schools and students, and that a minister must seek
advice and take into account any advice provided. If a
body is going to be established, then it should have a
genuine role — that is, an active role with expectations
on both sides.
Section 2.7.7 ‘Conditions of funding’ mentions but
does not define ‘reasonable conditions’. As it stands it
has an extremely broad interpretation and could mean
schools have to introduce programs or curriculums
unwillingly or face having their funding cut. For
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example, schools may be advised they must employ
staff whose ideals are hostile to their principles or they
may be advised that they have to implement programs
such as the Safe Schools program that Ms Patten
referred to. The government must make its intentions
clear. By including a definition or commitment to
reasonable conditions we can ensure that funding
cannot be contrary to the fundamental principles,
objectives and governing laws of the schools in receipt
of this funding.
It is usually the fundamental principles, objectives and
governing laws of schools that motivate parents to
choose alternative schooling options for their children.
Defining reasonable conditions increases the clarity of
this bill and provides much-needed assurance to the
parents who are committed to having a genuine
alternative in the schooling they choose.
I will move on to the section on membership of the
advisory council. I understand that advisory councils
are often simply an informal group. We must ensure
that this advisory council is collaborative and
representative, so that when decisions are made the
Catholic Education Commission (CEC) and
Independent Schools Victoria (ISV) are genuinely
represented on this council. I recommend that the
members should be nominated by CEC and ISV and
not just appointed by the minister. I recommend that
they should have voting rights that should only go to
the four advisory council representatives — that is, the
secretary of the department, the CEC representative, the
ISV representative and the government schools
representative.
No member should have a casting vote on the advisory
council, and when the minister appoints any other
person to the advisory council, such as expert advisers,
this member should be a participating member only
without the right to vote. This would avoid the council
being stacked by people who will vote for the
government of the day’s agenda, leaving the votes of
CEC and ISV redundant. By adding stricter guidelines
around the make-up of the advisory council, CEC and
ISV will be truly represented. In addition, the
amendments I will propose will ensure that the advisory
council is run democratically. The minister will not be
able to make alterations or otherwise interfere with the
composition of the council.
Finally, I move to the last section around the minister’s
responsibility to consult with the advisory council. To
operate as a genuinely consultative body, the advisory
council should be referred to when any decision
affecting its role is being made. The minister should be
obliged to engage with the council and include it in any
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decisions that affect or alter its role. At this time I
foreshadow that I will withdraw my amendments if the
government satisfies each point within its next
contribution, and I look forward to that contribution. I
do not like to finish on a negative point, so I reiterate
that I commend the government for its legislation and
its commitment to provide secure, long-term, recurrent
funding for non-government schools.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise this afternoon to make a brief
contribution to this important bill, the Education and
Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014. This afternoon I
have been listening to the contributions of members to
this important debate, and I thank them for those
contributions.
As has been articulated and highlighted by a number of
speakers, the bill proposes amendments to the
Education and Training Reform Act 2006 to provide a
transparent approach to funding across the education
system, with the primary goal of meeting student needs.
The bill secures recurrent funding for non-government
schools.
It is particularly important for my constituents within
Southern Metropolitan Region that this bill is being
debated this afternoon. There are approximately
50 independent schools within my electorate. I note that
Mr Dalidakis, who also represents the Southern
Metropolitan Region, spoke of the Labor Party being
the party of education. I would have to say that that was
rather a grand statement from Mr Dalidakis in his — —
Mrs Peulich — Fanciful.
Ms CROZIER — A fanciful statement — quite
right, Mrs Peulich. I make the point that the Liberal
Party has a very proud and longstanding legacy of
supporting non-government schools as well as state
schools. As someone who grew up in far western
Victoria, it is obvious to me that my family relied upon
the state school system. When I went to primary
school — and I am sure other members in the house
probably had similar experiences — the school was
attended by only a small number of students. I think my
primary school had 24 students from prep to grade 6.
Mr Ramsay — And they were all related.
Ms CROZIER — Not quite, but nearly. The state
provides a very good mechanism for providing an
education system so that students can learn skills — the
very necessary and basic skills of writing and arithmetic
and all those things that we rely on in this modern age.
We are very lucky to have a very good education
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system, and it needs to be supported. However, equally,
we have a very good non-government education system
that also provides a very good education system to
those parents who want to have a choice in where their
children are educated.
Mrs Peulich interjected.
Ms CROZIER — Yes, they are all taxpayers,
Mrs Peulich, and they take the burden off the state
system. Some parents take the burden off the state
system by putting their children through Catholic and
non-government schools and by paying school fees into
an education system that provides the necessary skills
that I have spoken of for children’s wellbeing and so
that children are able to participate in a meaningful
way.
As I said, the Liberal Party has a strong and proud
history of freedom of choice and freedom of education,
and the right of parents to choose is certainly one of the
principles we stand by. I turn again to Mr Dalidakis’s
fanciful statement that the Labor Party is a party of
education. I know that those opposite made a big deal
of that in the lead-up to the 2014 election, but I
commend the previous government, and certainly the
former Minister for Education, Martin Dixon, the
member for Nepean in the Assembly, for being very
committed to supporting the Catholic and
non-government school sectors. Indeed this support
was highlighted when the previous Labor government
was in power, and it was a policy of the coalition to
commit to the provision of 25 per cent of the cost of
education for Catholic and non-government schools.
In a 2008 media release the now shadow Minister for
Education, the member for Ferntree Gully in the
Assembly, said:
A Victorian Liberal-Nationals coalition government will
increase state government grants to Catholic schools, using a
needs-based formula, to around 25 per cent of the cost of
educating a government school student.

That highlights the focus of what the coalition
government was undertaking — that is, that this
funding issue is really about the student. I am pleased
that the government recognised the importance of this
area as well and has brought in this bill to be debated. I
am also pleased that the opposition’s position has been
highlighted by Mrs Peulich in her contribution, and I
am sure that when Mr Finn gets to his feet he will also
speak highly of what has been undertaken and about the
importance of supporting the aims of this bill.
I do not intend to make a long contribution on this bill.
Other members have spoken very clearly about the
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need for these changes to occur. I listened to the
contribution of Dr Carling-Jenkins, and I am sure that
those further issues will be teased out during the
committee stage. However, I very much support what is
being done here. Having made those brief comments, I
support the bill that is before the house.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — As keen as I
am to hear the contribution of the Minster for Training
and Skills, Mr Herbert, I feel it necessary to say a few
words beforehand. I am the product of both state
education and a Catholic education. I remember many
moons ago being at St Brendan’s in Coragulac. I
attended that school for a few years, starting at the age
of four-and-a-half. That was at a time when we were in
the dark ages.
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr FINN — It was pretty much in the
horse-and-cart days, it has to be said, but it certainly
was for Catholic education at the time, because there
was little, if any, government funding for Catholic
education. I well remember the size of the classes at
that school; they were in excess of 50 students, which
for a young lad by himself — first time out in the
world — was a bit daunting. Anybody who did not
keep up with the pack was doomed to fall behind it. I
have to say that I would not want to see us go back to
the days when there were two classes of education: the
class funded by the taxpayer and the class that is totally
ignored by government and left to its own devices.
The Catholic education system has done a particularly
good job over many years. I certainly have had some
points of contention with it recently, but if I were to go
into them now, we might still be here this time
tomorrow — and that might not be a good idea.
I then went to Alvie Consolidated School, which was a
state school. I had the greatest educational experience
of my life at that school. When he left us last year I
raised in this Parliament the name of a teacher I had,
Ken Dunne. He was a brilliant teacher and was very
much responsible for where I am now and just about
everything I have done in my life. I know Mr Herbert
has been looking for who is responsible. Mr Herbert
may well say Mr Dunne is no longer here to defend
himself and that is why I am saying it. But it is true: the
education Ken Dunne gave me at Alvie is one that set
me on the right path, and I will be forever grateful to a
wonderful teacher.
It has to be said that I have always supported choice in
education. To me it is about justice, because we hear
from opponents of government funding of private
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schools — and thankfully they are very few these
days — that the taxpayer should fund government
schools and the parents can look after the private
schoolkids. The reality is that parents who send their
children to private schools also pay tax, and quite often
they pay more tax than others, so they are well within
their rights to have a degree of support from the
taxpayer. It is extremely important.
I have to wonder what would happen if we had a
situation where government funding was pulled and the
independent, Catholic and Christian schools all closed
tomorrow. What would happen to the state system? If
all the children going to independent, Catholic and
Christian schools came into the state system tomorrow,
what would happen? The state system would not be
able to cope. That is the reality. Members of the Labor
Party are talking about big classes now, but imagine the
influx if the closure of the independent schools were
ever to happen. It is important to establish the point that
we need to support independent schools financially via
the taxpayer. I think it is a very important principle and
one that is now established in Australia, despite the
efforts of some.
Dr Carling-Jenkins made reference to a significant
number of emails that I and a number of members have
received regarding this bill and the concerns some
people have about the possibility that the government
may interfere with the funding of schools if the schools
do not toe the line and do as the government dictates,
and the possibility that the government may pull
funding altogether. Given the history of the Labor Party
over a very long time, that distrust is perfectly
understandable.
It is fair to say that the Labor Party was the last party in
this country to support state aid for non-government
schools. If I could give the Democratic Labour Party a
pat on the back, it was the DLP that led the way on this
and worked with Sir Robert Menzies back in the late
1960s when I was a very young lad. Even then the ALP
was fighting against state aid for non-government
schools.
We have to remember that there are certain sections of
the ALP that have a very long and undistinguished
history of opposing state aid for non-government
schools. We only have to go back to a factional
colleague of the current Premier, the last Socialist Left
Premier of this state. I am sure anybody who lived
through Joan Kirner’s reign will never forget it — and I
will not anytime soon. Long before she became
Premier, Joan Kirner was one of the founders of
DOGS, the Australian Council for the Defence of
Government Schools, which was vehemently against
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funding non-government schools from government
coffers.
We can see in a number of instances over the years that
very prominent members of the Labor Party have been
extremely strong opponents of funding non-government
schools. I can fully understand why there would be
some distrust from parents who send their children to
independent schools. I can understand why they would
distrust this government, particularly with a Premier
who is a member of the Socialist Left. If we had a
Labor Premier from Labor Unity or even the shoppies, I
would be a lot more comfortable. If we had Premier
Somyurek, for example, I would be a lot more
comfortable about this legislation than I am.
Dr Carling-Jenkins’s amendments attracted my
attention and may very well attract my support if they
are moved. I would have considerable difficulty
opposing those amendments if indeed they are put.
The bill is obviously necessary. It reinforces the view
held by the overwhelming majority of Victorians that
every child deserves a proper education that will set
them up for a life journey that will provide a useful and
productive life for them. Importantly, the bill also
recognises the basic choice in education that every
parent should have. As I said right at the beginning of
my contribution I am a firm believer in that, and the bill
reinforces it.
I support the bill, but I will be listening very closely to
the Minister for Training and Skills summing up to
hear if he allays the fears of those who have concerns
about it. I will wait with interest to see whether
Dr Carling-Jenkins feels it necessary to put her
amendment, and I will almost certainly be supporting it
if it is needed. I will sit down now, and I will let the
minister deliver his prose in a way that only he can. I
look forward to him clearing up the concerns that
obviously many thousands of Victorians have about
the legislation.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank Mr Finn for his kind words and for
cutting short his speech to enable others to have a say.
Mr Finn — I’m a generous soul.
Mr HERBERT — He is a generous soul. It is a
pleasure to sum up the debate on behalf of the
government before the house goes into the committee
stage. The Education and Training Reform Amendment
(Funding of Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014
provides certainty to non-government schools that a
growth in state funding for government schools will
also flow through to a growth in state funding for
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non-government schools, which is the very essence of
the legislation. The bill provides transparency to the
entire sector regarding the percentage and the method
by which non-government schools are funded by the
Victorian government. It introduces the parameters
around government school funding to which
non-government school funding is linked. It is crucial
to note that this funding directly supports the teaching,
learning and welfare of students. Other funding to
government schools is excluded from the calculation.
I want to be perfectly clear about some of the matters
raised by those opposite, including Dr Carling-Jenkins.
Through the introduction of the bill it is not the
government’s intention to impose any conditions that
would intentionally oppose any of the fundamental
principles, objectives or governing laws of
non-government schools under consideration for
funding or their parent organisations. Importantly, the
bill also legislates that funding for non-government
schools will be allocated on the basis of student need.
Students and families who require the most assistance
will be provided with higher levels of funding.
The Catholic Education Commission of Victoria (CEC)
and Independent Schools Victoria (ISV) were consulted
throughout the drafting of the bill. The commission has
publicly stated its support indicating that it provides
longer term security for schools, students and parents.
Thirty per cent of Victorian students are enrolled in
non-government schools, and this legislation enables
the government to provide a more equitable education
system and ensure that funding and student needs are
aligned for all Victorian students.
In regard to school policy and the funding advisory
council, an issue that has been raised in here, the
council will provide a mechanism for Catholic,
independent and government schools to contribute
significant advice to the minister regarding issues that
impact on the whole sector. This cross-sectorial forum
will ensure that the needs of all Victorian students are
being considered no matter where they are or which
school they attend. The government will work with
those peak bodies on the terms of reference for the
advisory council. It is our expectation that the
membership will be nominated by those organisations.
In regard to the appointment from time to time of any
additional expertise, in the terms of reference the
minister will make it clear that prescribed
representation appointed to the council under the
legislation will be recognised as the primary source of
advice on funding, regulations and policy issues
affecting the government and non-government school
sectors.
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The minister has also made it clear that the bill
preserves existing administrative arrangements. It is not
intended to give the minister an unfettered discretion to
impose conditions on funding. The bill respects and
preserves existing administrative arrangements between
the government and non-government sectors regarding
non-government school funding so that there will be no
disruption or change for the sector in relation to its
implementation.
Further, on the issue of the Minister for Education
imposing any reasonable conditions on funding, the
minister has said the government will consult with ISV
and CEC before imposing any conditions on funding.
This consultation will occur through the advisory
council and will specifically raise the issue of
reasonable conditions and confirm that the
government’s intention is not to impose any conditions
that would intentionally oppose any of the fundamental
principles, objectives or governing laws of the
non-government schools under consideration for
funding or their parent organisations. I say that again
because it has been an issue of some concern.
I hope this clarifies to a degree some of the concerns of
those opposite in terms of the government’s intention. I
commend the bill to the house and look forward to
further debate in the committee stage.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr (Teller)
Eideh, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
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

Noes, 6
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms

Patten, Ms (Teller)
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Ordered to be committed later this day.
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RETIREMENT OF PARLIAMENTARY
OFFICER
Yiannis Tremoulas
The PRESIDENT — Order! I make this
announcement with some regret, but nonetheless, the
person who is the subject of the announcement has
absolutely no regrets about it. It is important for me on
this occasion to recognise that Yiannis Tremoulas, who
is seated in the gallery today, is retiring from the service
of the Parliament.
Honourable members applauding.
The PRESIDENT — Yiannis, that applause is in
recognition of your work. It is not a reflection on your
decision to retire.
I do not do this for all staff members, but it is important
to recognise Yiannis’s work because he has been here
for 48 years, which is longer than a number of members
of the house have been on earth.
Yiannis came here originally when the old Public
Works Department was responsible for the
maintenance of the Parliament building, which is, as I
often say, the most iconic and important building in
Victoria. When the work was transferred to a team here
at Parliament House, Yiannis remained with that team
and for the past 48 years has given extraordinary
service to the Parliament, ensuring that this building is
not only maintained but also meets ever-changing
standards in terms of its support of members, meeting
technology challenges and so forth.
In the past Yiannis has had roles within the chambers,
particularly in the Assembly chamber in relation to the
recording of proceedings, and he has also supported
many public events and so forth in the Parliament
building. Our worry in losing Yiannis is that he is the
only one who knows where some of those wires go. In
the past couple of years we have done a lot of work
behind the scenes, the extent of which is not necessarily
appreciated by members. Yiannis and his team have
chased down a lot of wires in the last few years to find
redundant ones that probably date back to the very
beginnings of this building in order to ensure that the
building’s electrical and support systems are up to
scratch.
Yiannis, you have done a wonderful job. You have also
mentored a number of new staff, some of whom are in
the gallery today, and I know they will miss you as both
a friend and a colleague. They will miss your cheerful
disposition, and I am sure that many members have
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been on the receiving end of your smile and greeting as
they have come into this building. We thank you for
that, and we hope there will be occasions when you will
come back and visit us. We thank you for an absolutely
extraordinary period of service to the Parliament.
Thank you, Yiannis.
Honourable members applauding.
Mr Drum — Does Yiannis know what happened to
the mace?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The mace is in his
living room!

BACK TO WORK BILL 2014
Committee
Resumed from earlier this day; further discussion of
Mr BARBER’s new clause:
8.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 53 —
“A Back to Work Scheme reports
(1) At least once every 3 months the Commissioner
must publish on the Commissioner’s website a
report of the operation of the Back to Work
Scheme.
(2) The report must contain the following information
in relation to the period covered by it —
(a) the total amount paid under the Scheme;
(b) the total number of Back to Work payments
made;
(c) the number of Back to Work payments made
in each municipal district;
(d) if Back to Work payments were made
according to different eligibility criteria, the
number of Back to Work payments made
according to each of those criteria;
(e) the name of any person to whom Back to
Work payments in respect of more than 100
eligible employees were made.
(3) For the purpose of subsection (2)(c), a Back to
Work payment is made in the municipal district in
which the person entitled to the payment has their
usual place of business or, in the case of a body
corporate, their registered office.
(4) In this section —
municipal district has the same meaning as in the
Local Government Act 1989.”.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Members
will recall that prior to the committee rising, a number
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of members sought to have further discussions. I call on
the minister to report back on those discussions.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
When the committee reported progress, there had been
discussions across the committee stage about what the
government had foreshadowed as amendments to
Mr Barber’s amendment 8. Amendment 8 covers a
number of reporting requirements that Mr Barber was
hoping to include in the legislation. The government
responded by saying that most of those reporting
requirements were fair enough. It would have been the
government’s intention to report back in some shape or
form under the administration of the program without
necessarily including them in the bill in the first
instance, but the government foreshadowed, subject to
some minor variations to Mr Barber’s amendments,
that we could have proceeded with an agreed set of
amendments to put before the committee stage.
We explored the possibility of there being a safety
provision in terms of the administrative reliability of
data sets and the availability of information by using a
best-endeavours clause that indicated that wherever
practical, or where information was held in accordance
with the intent of the reporting provisions, there be
some recognition that data may not always be available
in the form sought but that the administration would use
its best endeavours. That was one issue that the parties
were not able to conclude.
We also had an issue that related to the naming of
employers that provide employment to 100 employees
within the scheme. There was an expectation by
Mr Barber that those names be reported. The
government’s response has been that there are concerns
about the interlocking nature of taxation arrangements
with those employers and that such a change may have
the potential to fall foul of the obligations of the State
Revenue Office in terms of its reporting requirements
under other acts. The government sought the insertion
of a clause that agreed to this proposal with the consent
of the employer, but the government’s proposal in that
regard was not acceptable to the mover of the
amendment or to the Liberal Party, and therefore a set
of words has not been found in a form that the
government and the opposition agree on,
notwithstanding the fact that the government has tried
on those two attempts to find a form of words that mean
we could have an agreed set of amendments before the
committee.
On that basis the government will oppose Mr Barber’s
amendment because we have not been able to reach an
agreement. Mr Barber and Mr Rich-Phillips have not
been supportive of the amendments that were
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foreshadowed by me in the committee and that were
pursued by the Treasurer’s office and those members in
the interim period between when we reported progress
and now. I am sorry to report to the committee that we
do not have an agreed set of words. Despite the
endeavours of the government to reach an agreement
with those members, we have not found a set of words
that is acceptable to them and the government. On that
basis we are left with only the amendments moved in
Mr Barber’s name.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — What the opposition has taken away
from the discussions does not accord entirely with the
report from the Leader of the Government, though the
matters he raised were certainly the matters of
substance considered. With respect to the issue of
providing flexibility where limited or incomplete data is
held, the opposition indicated to the government that a
form of words which related to the release of data held
by the commissioner — where the commissioner holds
the data, he is obliged to release it — would be
acceptable.
With respect to the issue of naming employers who
receive more than 100 grants under the scheme, as
proposed by Mr Barber, I have indicated to the
government that if the concern relates to a conflict with
the Taxation Administration Act 1997, a clause or
amendment which provides a carve-out from that
Taxation Administration Act provision and which
allows the commissioner to have comfort that he could
release the data that is collected under this act and
which Mr Barber’s new clause seeks the release of
would also be acceptable to the opposition.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — We will
be proceeding with our amendment to insert this new
clause, but I want to put on the record that we
appreciate the time the Leader of the Government, the
Treasurer and some public servants have put into
having a discussion about this. I think we better
understand each other’s positions and the legal
concerns that have been put forward by the department.
We have not, however, been able to close the gap in
terms of what we agree are the major policy
considerations, so we are pursuing our new clause here.
The major policy consideration for us is to create
transparency around a scheme that has obviously
already attracted quite a bit of interest in this chamber.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I will add to my earlier comments and
reflect that we appreciate the good-faith approach taken
by the Leader of the Government in seeking to achieve
a resolution on this.
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank both members for the confidence they have
expressed in me to that extent. It demonstrates some
goodwill. I appreciate that and would like to
reciprocate. I see Mr Gordon Rich-Phillips’s
contribution as augmenting and building on my report
rather than being contradictory to it. By and large we
have examined the scope of the issues between us. I
reiterate that regardless of whether this new clause
passes, it is the government’s intention to acquit a
reporting regime that is largely consistent with the
scope of the provisions in the new clause, subject to the
concerns I have raised on behalf of the government.
Committee divided on new clause:
Ayes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Finn, Mr
Hartland, Ms (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Morris, Mr

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

Noes, 15
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr

Melhem, Mr
Mulino, Mr (Teller)
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr (Teller)

Pairs
Fitzherbert, Ms
Nationals vacancy

Pulford, Ms
Mikakos, Ms

New clause agreed to.
Clauses 54 to 57 agreed to.
Reported to house with amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank members not only for their contributions to the
debate but also for the spirit in which they conducted
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themselves during the committee stage. I think it was
the Council at its best for this sitting week.

I said, that was a consequence of the effective drying up
of the insurance market in the early 2000s.

Motion agreed to.

The amendment worked quite effectively in the Wrongs
Act. However, last year the Supreme Court heard a case
related to an asbestos claim, the Multari case, and for
the first time the court held that given the 2003
amendments to the Wrongs Act a person bringing an
asbestos-related claim needs to undergo a significant
injury assessment. Prior to the decision of the court last
year, it had always been the case that a significant
injury assessment had not been required in order to
proceed to common-law action on the basis that an
asbestos-related claim or the impact of an
asbestos-related claim was evident, and therefore there
was no need to undertake that significant injury
assessment. Last year the Supreme Court held
otherwise, requiring that such significant injury
assessments be undertaken. That had not been the
practice to date.

Read third time.

WRONGS AMENDMENT (ASBESTOS
RELATED CLAIMS) BILL 2014
Second reading
Debate resumed from 12 February; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I rise to speak very briefly on the
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill
2014, and I indicate that the coalition parties will be
supporting it. The bill is a response to an unintended
consequence that arose last year following amendments
that were made in 2003 to the Wrongs Act 1958.
Members will recall that in the early 2000s the collapse
of HIH Insurance, along with a number of other
significant events for the insurance sector, led to a
situation where the availability of public indemnity
insurance became very restricted in the Australian and
Victorian markets. As a consequence of that very
restricted insurance market — in many cases public
indemnity insurance was not available for a large
number of organisations, including community
organisations, businesses, individuals et cetera — it was
necessary for the government at that time to make
amendments to the Wrongs Act to provide some
restrictions on the circumstances in which actions could
be brought under it, particularly actions related to
non-economic loss.
As a consequence, in 2003 a number of changes were
introduced to the Wrongs Act via the mechanism of the
Wrongs and Limitation of Actions Acts (Insurance
Reform) Bill 2003. It inserted provisions and thresholds
with respect to bringing common-law actions for
non-economic loss. For many actions this created the
need to meet or undertake a significant injury
assessment, which would act as a threshold before
certain common-law actions could be brought. That
mechanism has been repeated in other legislation. It has
become a common element in many common-law
actions. It exists in various forms within our statutory
insurance schemes, including the WorkCover scheme
and the Transport Accident Commission scheme, and
provides that there is an injury threshold that must be
achieved before common-law action can be brought. As

It was the view of the government of the time that that
was not the intention of the amending legislation
introduced in 2003, and so to his credit the then
Attorney-General, Robert Clark, the member for Box
Hill in the other place, moved very quickly to address
the situation. That was done in the first instance in late
October with the introduction of the Wrongs
(Part VBA) (Asbestos Related Claims) Regulations
2014, which put it beyond doubt that a significant
injury assessment would not be required with respect to
asbestos-related claims, which is what was always
believed to have been the intent of the 2003 legislation.
The regulation changes introduced by the member for
Box Hill had prospective effect from the date of
30 October last year. At the time those regulations were
made the then Attorney-General indicated that it was
the coalition government’s intention at the first
opportunity to introduce legislation that would have the
appropriate retrospective effect to ensure that existing
cases were not caught unintentionally by their
significant injury assessment. The legislation before the
Parliament today gives effect to the commitment made
by Attorney-General Robert Clark in October last year.
It completes the task, building on the regulations which
were prospective in giving through legislation the
appropriate retrospective effect for existing cases. It is
an important piece of legislation that ensures that the
Wrongs Act 1958 with respect to asbestos-related
claims works as was intended in 2003. It is strongly
supported by the opposition.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens are very pleased to support this bill, and I am
pleased to be speaking on it. I was concerned that we
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might not get to the bill today. In my view this is the
most important bill before us this week, because its
purpose is to operate retrospectively to exempt sufferers
of asbestos-related conditions from the requirement to
demonstrate that they have suffered a significant injury
under part VBA of the Wrongs Act 1958 in order to
make a claim for damages for non-economic loss. This
bill makes it clear and easier for claimants who suffer
from asbestos-related conditions to seek compensation
for their injuries.
Asbestos-related diseases are significant injuries
because asbestos related-diseases — that is, asbestosis
and mesothelioma — are fatal conditions. Being fatal
conditions, they are clearly significant injuries. This
reform is necessary given that the assessment process
under part VBA of the act can take several months,
during which time the claimants’ health could
deteriorate significantly. Plaintiffs with asbestos-related
diseases, and particularly those diagnosed with
mesothelioma, generally have less than a year to live
post diagnosis.
Despite the severity of those asbestos-related
conditions, the Supreme Court in the Multari case in
June 2014 held that claimants with asbestos-related
conditions were not exempt from the requirement to
demonstrate they had a significant injury under that part
of the act. In response the coalition government passed
regulations that exempted any claimants from the
operation of that part of the act to file a claim for
compensation on or before 30 October 2014. However,
the regulations did not assist those plaintiffs whose
proceedings had commenced before 30 October 2014
and were still on foot. It is therefore very urgent that
this bill be passed this week, because otherwise it
would not be debated for another three weeks and we
have a case on foot in the Supreme Court.
At the briefing with the government the Greens asked
whether there were any people who would fall through
the cracks with regard to the previous situation and the
passing of this bill. We were advised that that would
not be the case. We were very pleased to hear that
no-one would fall through the cracks. This is a very
important issue because asbestos-related disease is an
epidemic in Australia. I have raised this issue many
times in the Parliament, and I put on the record again
that Australia has the highest reported incidents per
capita of asbestos-related disease in Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development countries. I
would predict that asbestos-related disease is rising in
developing countries that still use asbestos.
In the next 20 years an estimated 30 000 to 40 000
Australians will have been diagnosed with
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asbestos-related disease. These are not forecast to peak
until 2020. This is because during the 20th century
Australia was one of the highest per capita users of
asbestos in the world. An estimated one-third of homes
built between 1945 and the late 1980s may contain
asbestos in areas such as ceilings, internal walls, roofs,
eaves, external cladding, wet areas and vinyl floor tiles.
I have raised many times in the Parliament with various
ministers who have had responsibility for consumer
affairs that we have a very serious issue with asbestos
in situ in public buildings. We know that it is a problem
in government schools, in other public buildings and in
people’s homes. The big concern is that younger people
who were not aware that asbestos was used in buildings
in such a prolific manner up until the 1980s when the
practice was banned do not realise that when they are
doing renovations to older buildings they can come
across asbestos. This issue requires constant awareness
campaigns.
This is an issue I was very closely involved in during
my time at the Australian Council of Trade Unions. The
Australian Council of Trade Unions and many unions
over the decades campaigned against asbestos. I see the
Deputy President is in the house today. I know that her
union, the Australian Manufacturing Workers Union,
was at the forefront of that campaign, along with other
unions whose workers were exposed to asbestos and
the union movement in general, and that together they
assisted in bringing about a total ban on the use,
manufacture and import of asbestos in 2001. That was
100 years after it was declared a dangerous substance in
the United Kingdom.
In the postwar period and the following decades in
particular we saw the reprehensible behaviour of
companies and organisations like James Hardie and the
State Electricity Commission of Victoria that
manufactured and used asbestos in Australia. They
knew the dangers they were exposing their workers to
and wilfully went on doing so. That is a dark part of
Australian history. We still have asbestos in situ.
Many people will be coming before the courts, seeking
compensation for their exposure to asbestos. I say to the
government that it needs to do more to address the issue
of asbestos in situ. Younger people and people who
have never had any work-related exposure to asbestos
are contracting asbestos-related diseases. This is a big
public health issue, and also a social justice issue, and it
needs to be addressed. I am pleased that we are able to
pass this bill today so that it can come into effect as
soon as possible.
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Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims)
Bill 2014. I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak
on this very important piece of legislation. As the
previous speaker mentioned, this is a particularly
important issue to me and has been for a very long
time, including when I worked for the vehicle division
of the Australian Manufacturing Workers Union and
we fought the campaign to eradicate asbestos from
brake pads in vehicles. Unfortunately I have also been,
over a long time, familiar with many workers who have
been affected by asbestos, and many of those people
have now departed. I will speak about someone in
particular a bit later in my contribution.
This bill gives effect to the Andrews government’s
pre-election commitment to move quickly to alleviate
an impediment to justice for Victorians who have
asbestos-related diseases and are terminally ill. I
acknowledge the coalition’s support for this bill. It is
my understanding that the previous government
intended passing this legislation, and I am happy to
acknowledge the work that those opposite did in this
area when they were in government.
As it stands, the Wrongs Act 1958 limits claims for
damages for pain and suffering to claimants who can
demonstrate through a several-step process that they
have suffered a significant injury. The several-step
process involves the claimant obtaining a certificate of
assessment from an approved medical practitioner. The
claimant must then serve the certificate on the
defendant. If the defendant then disputes the level of
injury, the defendant can refer the matter to Medical
Panels Victoria to make its determination. Whilst this
process is important in most cases to determine those
who should be awarded damages for pain and suffering,
clearly this is a very time-consuming and arduous
process for those suffering from a terminal illness such
as an asbestos-related condition.
The bill before us this afternoon amends the Wrongs
Act 1958 to clarify that all asbestos-related claims,
including those that pre-date the regulations, are exempt
from the significant injury assessment process, except
where a judgement has been delivered or a final
settlement agreed to prior to the commencement of the
bill. For people suffering from asbestos-related
conditions such as asbestosis, asbestosis-induced
carcinoma, asbestos-related pleural diseases and
mesothelioma, it is self-evident that the conditions they
are suffering from are significant. Therefore it is simply
not appropriate for sufferers of these conditions, which
in most cases are fatal, to be forced to go through a
significant injury process. It is a long process and one
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that takes up valuable time that sufferers of these
conditions, and their families, simply do not have.
This legislation will act retroactively so that any claims
that were already on foot before the legislation
commenced are also exempt from demonstrating
significant injury, except in the case I mentioned earlier
where a judgement has been delivered or a final
settlement agreed to prior to the commencement of this
bill.
Finally, I acknowledge those who are currently
suffering from asbestos-related conditions and their
families. In particular I pay tribute to Arthur Irving,
who is struggling with his insidious disease at this time.
He is a family friend in our local community, and he is
supported by his wonderful wife, Lynne, in what is a
real struggle that is quite gruelling at times. I pay tribute
to all people who are living through this very difficult
situation. Arthur and Lynne have given me a particular
insight into what it is like to live through this disease
and how it completely consumes your family life, your
social life and everything about you and around you,
24/7. Today is Arthur’s birthday, and we are really
pleased that that is the case. Many of us will be joining
him at the Ocean Grove Bowling Club this weekend. It
will be a very special celebration.
I hope this legislation will assist claimants and their
families to access as quickly as possible compensation
that they are rightly entitled to. As I said, these people
do not have the time, energy or emotional sustenance to
battle a court procedure on top of what they are dealing
with at home. This is a very important bill that we have
before us this afternoon. I understand that there are no
amendments and that it will be supported by all
members. I definitely commend this bill to the house.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I rise for the first
time to support a bill in this place, and it is with great
pride and humility that I make my contribution to the
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill
2014. In the first instance I join my colleagues from all
sides of the chamber who have given their unequivocal
support to this bill. I note at the outset that the work that
has gone into its carriage and drafting and the
consultation process which has preceded its
introduction has been swift, effective and motivated by
entirely the right reasons — namely, to give effect to
alleviating impediments to access to justice for
terminally ill Victorians who are suffering from
asbestos-related diseases.
I have had the great pleasure and privilege of learning
from the inspirational views and advocacy undertaken
by people such as Vicki Hamilton, people who have
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spearheaded change and been enormously progressive
in educating people from all over Victoria about the
dangers associated with asbestos exposure, whether that
be in the workplace, at home or incidentally. Her work
ought to be recognised as contributing to the
consultation that went into this bill, which delivers on a
very clear commitment by the Andrews Labor
government to build further on the work commenced
by the previous government to create prospective
legislation, which we are now pleased to extend to
become retrospective — for example, the significant
injury process will extend back to cover claims filed
after 30 October 2014 and to cover the small number of
claims that were still on foot and filed before that date,
which would not otherwise have been extended the
benefit of the changes to legislation and the regulations
effected under the previous government.
This bill covers all asbestos-related claims, including
those that were filed before the making of the
regulations. To that end the benefit and intent of the
policy that underpins it is absolutely clear for all to see.
In essence, the retrospective operation of this bill will
give significant comfort to those who were directly
affected by the 2014 decision in the Supreme Court in
Multari v. Amaca, which held that claimants with
asbestos-related conditions were not exempt from the
requirement to demonstrate that they had suffered a
significant injury. In this instance the importance of
making sure that significant injury is accepted as an
outcome in incidents of mesothelioma, asbestosis,
asbestos-induced carcinoma and asbestos-related
pleural disease cannot be underestimated.
As other speakers on this bill have indicated, asbestos
exposure can lead to these illnesses, which are often
fatal and very difficult for people to endure, and which
create an enormous amount of grief, anguish, time and
expense for the families of victims. They deserve to be
able to spend quality time with their loved ones while
they are battling these illnesses.
I am pleased to note that the discussions and
consultation around the bill involved the necessary
question of whether dust-related conditions ought to be
included and that the definition of asbestos-related
decision conditions may not be broad enough to cover
the suffering that is also being endured by people under
the grip of silicosis and other conditions. I very much
look forward to the consideration of the implications of
broader exposure and the way in which dust-related
claims may be considered within the realm of
part VBA.

Thursday, 26 February 2015

I am, however, very pleased to note that the four types
of conditions expressed in the bill as constituting
asbestos-related claims will very clearly and
unambiguously be retrospectively covered for the
purpose of exempting claimants from needing to
establish significant injury.
Asbestosis and asbestos-related claims are devastating;
they are life-threatening. They not only affect — almost
certainly fatally — people who are diagnosed, but they
also have an enormous effect on the families of victims.
I have seen this firsthand. I have heard accounts from
people who have assisted in resourcing and providing
care and support to people who are supporting their
own family members going through the stages of these
various diseases. These are conditions that you would
not wish on anyone. They are difficult, they are
extraordinarily exhausting, they deplete the resilience
and stamina of families and victims and they cause
nothing but trauma.
Therefore to remove one of the administrative imposts
associated with making claims for asbestos-related
conditions is an important step forward. It is part of a
recognition that this material — despite its widespread
use and ubiquity in domestic and commercial
buildings — has caused, does cause and will continue
to cause injury which ought to be covered properly
within the law. It is important we have a legal system
that acknowledges that time is of the essence; that for
people who are suffering from these conditions there is
no room to wait. It is all about, and must necessarily be
all about, making victims as comfortable as possible
and allowing them to realise the priorities of time spent
with loved ones and to fulfil their life objectives in the
time they have left.
I pay tribute to the people who have been so vocal in
pressing for, in the first instance, the previous
government’s initiatives in retroactively creating the act
that we are now amending, in addition to the people
who have bravely shared their stories and continued
with the community awareness and education that is an
important part of making sure that people can minimise
exposure going forward. It is with those words that I
commend the bill to the house. I do so with great pride
and with a sense of great hope that we have been able
to unite over this very important legal reform.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I wish to
make a small contribution. I do so because I had an
opportunity to meet one person impacted by an
asbestos-related disease. Sadly, it was one of the
737 people who has died from that disease. This person
came to my office in another role I held many years
ago, in which I was identifying some of the problems
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associated with seeking compensation for an
asbestos-related disease.
Many contributors have gone through the mechanics of
the bill; I do not intend to do that. My colleague Gordon
Rich-Phillips referred in some detail to the history in
relation to why we are here today all supporting this
important bill.
I take the opportunity to put on the record the
discussion I referred to with a person who will remain
unnamed. It happened about 15 years ago and
culminated in my lobbying efforts to look at ways that
we could improve legislation in relation to and him and
his ilk seeking compensation for a disease that is not
initially apparent; it takes many decades to see its
symptoms. By that time it is too late for many people to
seek some recourse in financial compensation for a
disease that was contracted in the workplace. It is
difficult to form an early diagnosis as some people do
not develop symptoms of these asbestos-related
conditions for many decades. Sadly, surgical
intervention is difficult given the long delays in the
symptoms becoming obvious.
The bill will amend the Wrongs Act 1958 and, if I can
use the pun, today we are righting a wrong in relation to
this act. I congratulate, as Mr Rich-Phillips did, the
previous Attorney-General, who introduced regulations
to remove the onerous restriction of those affected and
impacted by the significant injury assessment. I noted
in some of the background notes that that came off the
back of a Supreme Court ruling last year in the case of
Multari v. Amaca. It was great to see the then
Attorney-General move very quickly to develop
regulations to address the court rulings in the form of
the Wrongs (Part VBA) (Asbestos Related Claims)
Regulation 2014.
It is also commendable that at that time the coalition
committed to introducing new legislation to allow a
claimant to pursue a legal proceeding without the need
to obtain a significant injury certificate assessment.
There have been three Premiers since Steve Bracks
introduced the Wrongs and Limitation of Actions Acts
(Insurance Reform) Bill 2003. That bill introduced
section 28LE of the Wrongs Act 1958, which provides
a threshold for recovery of damages for non-economic
loss except in cases of significant injury. The trouble is
asbestos-related sufferers have delayed symptoms, and
when that section was applied to them, they were
unable to access the appropriate compensation related
to their illness.

455

I do not intend to go into detail. I just want to put on the
record my thanks to those people involved in
progressing this bill. Obviously there is some urgency,
with many sufferers still awaiting the opportunity to
access compensation without going through the
rigorous significant injury assessment test. It is also
great to see that the bill is retrospective. I commend the
government for bringing this bill to the house today and
commend the contributors who have made passionate
contributions, particularly those who, like me, have
personal experience of this. I also thank the former
government for moving very quickly after the Supreme
Court ruling in November to provide regulations, which
in essence gave this government the opportunity to
bring this bill to the house today.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING REFORM
AMENDMENT (FUNDING OF
NON-GOVERNMENT SCHOOLS)
BILL 2014
Committed.
Committee
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I ask Ms Symes to join me at the table.
Clauses 1 to 3 agreed to.
Clause 4
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I call on
Ms Pennicuik to move her amendment 1 to clause 4,
which seeks to omit proposed section 2.7.2 relating to
government school recurrent funding. I consider this to
be a test for Ms Pennicuik’s amendments 2 and 8.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
move:
1.

Clause 4, page 3, lines 1 to 34 and page 4, lines 1 to 12,
omit all words and expressions on these lines.

Amendment 2 is a substantial amendment that would
replace the funding calculation contained in new
section 2.7.4 ‘Minimum of amount of funding for
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non-Government schools’, which would insert a
formula whereby non-government schools would
automatically receive one-quarter of recurrent funding
allocated to government schools and to which I referred
in my contribution to the second-reading debate.
My amendment 2 also tests amendment 8, which
proposes to omit clause 5 of the bill. Clause 5 inserts a
schedule of schools into the principal act which would
not be required if my amendment 2 were successful.
My amendment 2, which I am putting forward for the
consideration of the committee and the Council, will
replace phrasing and provisions similar to those that
exist in the current New South Wales Education Act
1990 with regard to the funding of non-government
schools such that it would be calculated according to
the national education reform agreement or any
subsequent replacement agreement. Briefly, for the
benefit of the committee, the agreement holds states
and territories to the adoption of needs-based funding
arrangements. Provision 62 of the agreement states:
States and territories that are party to this agreement will
implement needs-based funding arrangements from 1 January
2014, as set out in schedule A, in line with the principles at
provisions 57–58.

Provisions 57 and 58 state:
57. The parties agree that needs-based funding arrangements
that take account of the specific circumstances of
students, individual schools and systems are an
important way to minimise disadvantage and to facilitate
a high-quality education for every student in every
school.
58. The parties will maximise educational outcomes by
ensuring funding arrangements are aligned with the
agreed needs-based arrangements for resourcing
schooling, consistent with the following principles:
a.

provision to schools of a per student amount
representing recurrent resources required to support
a student with minimal educational disadvantage to
achieve expected educational outcomes;

b.

for non-government schools, the per student
amount articulated at 59.a. will recognise the extent
of those schools’ capacity to contribute;

c.

provision of ‘loadings’ providing additional
funding to categories of educational need where
that additional funding is required to support
student achievement, including but not limited to:
i.

school location;

ii.

school size;

iii. low socio-economic status students;
iv.

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students;
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v.

students with limited English language
proficiency; and

vi.

students with disability;

d.

funding arrangements will take account of
efficiencies that can be realised while achieving
improved student outcomes; and

e.

publicly available and transparent funding
formulae for calculating the level of funding each
school receives.

The amendment seeks to ensure that funding for
non-government schools in Victoria follows the
principles of the national education reform agreement.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
State schools do receive funding based on need — for
example, the 2014 budget of the former coalition
government provided $42.5 million to replace the
education maintenance allowance. Obviously that was
intended to help those who are disadvantaged, with it
being distributed directly to schools with the highest
need and the greatest number of disadvantaged
students. There is a whole range of others. It is done in
accordance with a needs-based funding model and the
student family occupation index, which was introduced
by the former Labor government in 2005. It is based on
research undertaken by the University of Melbourne
and shows that student outcomes directly correlate with
disadvantage, and that is why both governments have
taken special initiatives to assist those who are in
greatest need. That is already factored in.
The model that Ms Pennicuik is proposing is a
top-down model rather than a bottom-up model, and we
do not necessarily want state or national control of
schools that have exercised and enjoyed a high degree
of autonomy that allows them to build a curriculum, an
ethos and a culture that is consistent with the attendance
and principles. I believe the amendments that
Ms Pennicuik is advocating would diminish that, and
opposition members believe it is something to protect,
so we will not be supporting that amendment.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I refer to clause 4 and to Ms Pennicuik’s
amendments 1, 2 and 8, which really all go together.
The government has made its position absolutely clear.
The Minister for Education in the Assembly was clear
when he said:
The bill respects and preserves existing administrative
arrangements between the government and non-government
sector regarding non-government school funding, so that
there will be no disruption or change for the sector in relation
to its implementation.
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Indeed in my contribution to the debate not that long
ago I made this point quite strongly. The formula
currently contained in new section 2.7.4 of the bill
reflects existing policy and administrative arrangements
in relation to funding of non-government schools in
Victoria.
New section 2.7.2, which the Greens propose to remove
by their amendment 1, contains definitions and other
information relevant to that section. The government
has provided the commitment to the non-government
school sector that in legislating recurrent funding
certainty nothing would change for that sector. The
government consulted fully and carefully with the
non-government school sector on the bill generally and
the formula in particular prior to its introduction in the
Parliament in December last year.
Accordingly it is the government’s position that the
amendments posed by the Greens in their
amendments 1, 2 and 8 would not enable the
government to meet its commitments. Accordingly we
will oppose those amendments.
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — For the record, I thank the Minister
for Training and Skills, Mr Herbert, for his earlier
contribution. I am pleased that my position was taken
into account, and I now support this bill and I support
the formula.
I have a few questions on clause 4. New section 2.7.3 is
headed ‘Minister may provide funding to
non-Government schools’, and new section 2.7.6
provides:
(1) The Minister may have regard to the needs of
non-Government schools and students attending
non-Government schools when providing funding under
this Part.

I wonder why the word ‘may’ and not ‘must’ is used. I
am thinking that this is a guaranteed level of funding
for the first clause, and in the second I think that the
minister must have regard to the needs of the students
in non-government schools.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am not 100 per cent sure on that particular
clause. The main point is that the status quo exists. I
know that from time to time governments provide
additional funding outside of the formula for specific
items for non-government schools, and that is usually
by request. Sometimes it is extra help with broadband
in schools; sometimes it is ICT or a range of other
factors. But it is clear that the status quo exists, and we
have no intention of those commitments being given
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outside of the current formula or of changing that
process. I think there is some security in that.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Are there any circumstances under which deductions
could be proposed by the state that would take the
allocation to below the formula for, say, a program that
the state may deem a priority but is not being delivered
by a non-government school?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I thank the member for her question. The
whole point is to have this formula encoded in
legislation. We have had funding of around 25 per
cent — I think last year it was about 25.8 per cent — to
non-government schools. I would have thought there
are such circumstances, but you would probably have
to change the legislation. That is the whole point of
putting this formula in the legislation.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
would like to respond briefly to what was raised by
Mrs Peulich and the minister with regard to my
amendment. Mrs Peulich read out something with
regard to funding that is provided to government
schools for disadvantage. Nobody is saying that no
funding is provided, but everybody knows not enough
funding is provided. Anybody who does not know that
or has not been following the evidence of the growing
gap between disadvantaged and advantaged schools in
this country is seriously not paying attention, because
that gap has been widening over the last decade,
particularly over the last five years and over the term of
the previous government in the state of Victoria.
Mrs Peulich is suggesting that I am putting forward
some particular funding, but this is actually a Council
of Australian Governments agreement on how school
funding should be calculated into the future based on
needs and equity.
The minister responded to my amendment by
suggesting that this bill was all fine and dandy because
it was putting in place an administrative
arrangement — which was actually put in place by the
previous Liberal government — for funding of
non-government schools which is completely unfair
and outdated. It is astonishing to take that unfair and
outdated arrangement and enshrine it in the Education
Act. That is why I am putting this amendment: the
status quo is unfair, and to put it in the act is
reprehensible.
Having said that, I will ask the minister a question
about a particular part of the bill, which is new
part 2.7.5, regarding the payment of funding. That part,
for the benefit of the committee, says:
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Any funding under this Part may be paid directly to the
non-Government school or to an organisation (such as the
Catholic Education Commission or ISV) for the benefit of the
non-Government school.

An equivalent provision in the New South Wales
legislation, the Education Amendment (Not-for-profit
Non-Government School Funding) Bill 2014, says:
Any financial assistance in respect of non-government school
children may be paid directly to the school that the children
attend or to a system of non-government schools for the
benefit of that school.

I sought legal advice as to whether these two
provisions, which are very similar, are the same in
effect. One person said they were, and one person said
they were not. But this is the crux of the issue, because
this clause looks as if it is saying if the money is going
to the non-government school, it will go to the
non-government school — that is, if it is paid to the
Catholic Education Commission or Independent
Schools Victoria, it then needs to be directed to that
non-government school and not anywhere else. I really
want to know from the minister whether that is what
this clause means — that it cannot go to another school
in that system or be used for anything except recurrent
funding for that non-government school.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — As the member would be aware, in terms of
her earlier comments, the funding the state government
provides is based primarily on need. The formula we
use has been used for some time now. Funding is
distributed according to need, and there will be no
change in that. With regard to how the funds are
distributed, there is also no change in that. Currently
there is a formula. The funds for the Catholic education
system go to the Catholic Education Office, which
distributes them according to need. The formula applies
to funds for individual schools, and individual schools
get the funding. The funding is clearly for those
individual schools outside of the Catholic education
sector. So, yes, it is intended that the funds go to that
school.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — For
clarity, because I am not sure the clause is entirely
clear, if an amount of funding — a pot of money, say
$500 million — was given to the Catholic Education
Commission, is it required to distribute that funding to
the schools that the education department has said
should get the money based on equity and need, or is it
up to the Catholic Education Commission to distribute
it how it wishes? If it is the latter, that is at odds with
that part of the bill.
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Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — It is my understanding that the Catholic
Education Office distributes the funding to its schools
based on a formula of need.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Who
decides that? Is it the department? Is it the state
government operating under its new part, or is it the
Catholic Education Commission of Victoria? Clearly it
is not distributing the funds equitably, because there is
no equity in the system.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I respect that we can all have points of view
on that, but I reject the member’s point. It is up to the
Catholic Education Office. We have had many
discussions, as I am sure any government has, in terms
of the intent of the legislation being to distribute the
money according to need. The Catholic Education
Office has a fully grown system. We respect the system
and the way it operates, and it distributes the funding
according to its formula of need and according to its
needs.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — It is
as clear as mud. There is nothing to ensure that the
schools in the Catholic and independent schools sectors
identified by the government as being in need will
receive the money. It is not clear that anything in the
bill is based on equity and need. The government has
created a problem by bringing in this legislation and
putting in place an arbitrary figure and not putting in
place the flexibility of the national education reform
agreement, which allows every school to receive what it
needs based on equity and need.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — We can all play games with this, but clearly
what I have said, and unlike what Ms Pennicuik has
just referred to, is that the Catholic Education Office
gets the funding and distributes it to its sector. For other
schools a needs-based formula applies. It has been
around for a long time; I am sure the member is
familiar with it. That funding goes to the school.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — What
does the minister mean by ‘other schools’? The
minister said that the Catholic education system
distributes the funding as it will, which is at odds with
what he said proposed section 2.7.5 means. Then he
said that other schools are distributed to by need.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Other independent schools.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — It is
not clear that proposed section 2.7.5 will operate that
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way. For state schools the money will be directed to
particular schools. The government can direct the
funding to particular schools.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — The government does direct funding to
non-government schools based on a needs-based
formula, except for Catholic schools as the Catholic
Education Office distributes the funding to its schools
according to the needs it determines.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I do
not want to labour the point anymore; I think we have
gone over it. I think we have a fundamental
disagreement with the reading and the intent of the bill.
I am glad the legislation is going to be reviewed.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Hartland, Ms

Patten, Ms (Teller)
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms (Teller)

Noes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr (Teller)
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
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.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! As a result
of the division Ms Pennicuik’s amendments 2 and 8
lapse. We will proceed with Ms Pennicuik’s
amendment 3, which I consider to be a test for
Ms Pennicuik’s amendment 4.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
presume I have been asked to move my amendment. I
could not hear what was said.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! We now
have the required level of silence for Ms Pennicuik.
Ms PENNICUIK — The Deputy President would
realise that it is a bit different in committee, and we
have to listen very carefully to what members are
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saying. If we cannot hear, we cannot follow the
proceedings.
I move:
3.

Clause 4, page 6, lines 27 to 31, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert —
“(1) A non-Government school or an organisation
referred to in section 2.7.5 to which funding has
been provided under this Part must —
(a) report annually to the Minister and the
Department as to the application of the
funding; and
(b) give the Minister any further information that
the Minister requires in relation to the
funding.”.

This amendment goes to accountability and reporting.
The bill says the minister may require a
non-government school or an organisation to which
funding has been provided to give the minister a report
as to the application of the funding.
As I outlined in my contribution during the
second-reading debate, I do not think that is enough
accountability. I feel if schools are receiving public
funds, they should at least be required to report
annually to the minister and the department as to the
application of that funding. In addition to that, my
amendment 3 adds another provision at paragraph (b)
which requires the school to give the minister any
further information that the minister requires in relation
to the funding. It is a simple accountability measure,
tightening up the provision that is currently in the bill,
which I do not believe requires non-government
schools to report every year on how they have acquitted
the funding they have received from the taxpayer. That
is simply what the amendment does.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The opposition will not be supporting this amendment
for similar reasons to those that were outlined for
Ms Pennicuik’s amendment 1, which she moved
earlier. In order to maintain arrangements as they have
been, the minister still has the opportunity to require a
report for accountability. In determining whether to
request a report the minister would take into account
any advice provided to him by the School Policy and
Funding Advisory Council. We do not want to see an
unnecessary burden on schools leading to an increase in
cost and regulations. Independent Schools Victoria has
indicated that reasonableness should be provided in this
provision.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — The Greens amendment basically proposes
that non-government schools or organisations must
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report annually to the minister on the application of the
funding, must report annually to the department on the
application of the funding and must give the minister
any further information he requires in relation to the
funding. Currently, with regard to accountability, the
Department of Education and Training requires a
non-government school, or where appropriate the
governing body of a non-government organisation, to
provide high-level financial reports to the department in
the form of a financial acquittal certificate by which it
certifies that all recurrent state grant funding received
from the Victorian government for the relevant calendar
year has been expended for the purpose for which it
was provided; they currently do this. Further, as we
have just heard, the minister has the capacity to require
or request an organisation to provide more information
relevant to the funding, should the minister require it.
There is clearly accountability in the existing
arrangements, which we support, and the further
amendments we are now considering would simply
increase the amount of regulation and regulatory
paperwork for little purpose.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I still
feel the amendment is valid because it is not an onerous
requirement to report annually on how the funds are
acquitted. Mrs Peulich talked about the current state of
affairs. The current state of affairs is that the public has
for decades been unaware of how public funding has
been acquitted in non-government schools. It is only
lately that that has come to pass. If we are going to put
a system of funding for non-government schools into
the act, then that should also go in the act.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Dunn, Ms
Hartland, Ms (Teller)

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I ask
Ms Pennicuik to move her amendment 5 to clause 4.
Her amendment 6, which seeks to insert additional
words into proposed section 2.7.11, is consequential on
this amendment.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
move:
5.

Clause 4, page 7, line 23, omit “Department.” and insert
“Department;”.

Amendment 5 is consequential to amendment 6.
Amendment 6 seeks to add another representative to the
School Policy and Funding Advisory Council, which is
quite a powerful body that the minister must consult
with regard to funding for non-government and
government schools. As is laid out in proposed
section 2.7.11, the membership of that advisory council
is the Secretary of the Department of Education and
Training, a representative of the Catholic Education
Commission, a representative of Independent Schools
Victoria and a representative of government schools
who is employed in the department. In my briefing on
this bill I queried the term ‘employed in the
department’, and I was told it could mean employed
inside the Department of Education and Training — a
bureaucrat — or a teacher or principal.
I will seek to add another paragraph to provide that a
representative of teachers and principals in government
schools who is external to the department should also
be a member of this advisory council to ensure that we
have a practising teacher or principal from a
government school on this advisory council which is
deliberating on matters about non-government and
government schools — and it would probably be useful
to have someone else from the department on that
committee anyway. I want to make it clear that this
person will be someone who is employed in a
government school.

Noes, 28
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Melhem, Mr

Amendment negatived.

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms (Teller)
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — From Minister Herbert’s earlier
contribution I understand that the government has
committed to developing terms of reference for the
advisory council. I would like to confirm a few things.
Will representatives on that council be nominated by
the Catholic Education Commission of Victoria and
Independent Schools Victoria?
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I will use the same words so that I am
consistent in what I am saying in my contribution. We
believe the composition we have put forward in this
legislation is appropriate. It is high-level representation.
When it comes to the advisory council and the
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representatives of the Catholic Education Commission
of Victoria and Independent Schools Victoria, those
organisations will be fully consulted on the terms of
reference. It is our expectation that the members from
those organisations will be nominated by those
organisations.
With regard to the broader issue of having a
compulsory teacher or principal representative on the
advisory council, we believe there are many people in
the department who have the sorts of expertise that will
enable them to put forward the government school
sector’s viewpoints just as the other organisations put
forward their own viewpoints.
In saying that, the minister does have the capacity
within the legislation to, from time to time, appoint
additional expertise. It could be a principal, or it could
be a teacher. In regard to the terms of reference that will
be developed, the minister has made it clear that we
would expect that the key representational groups that
make up the core of the council, as provided for in this
legislation, will be recognised as the primary source of
advice on funding, regulations and policy issues
affecting both government and non-government
schools. We do not see the need for the additional
position. We think the legislation covers the
composition pretty well. We will not be supporting the
Greens’ amendment.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The opposition will also not be supporting this
amendment. I believe that once they are available the
terms of reference should provide additional detail. At
the moment we have the three sectors nominating a
representative. The minister would be wise to seek a
representative who is a practitioner and an expert in the
relevant field.
Given the minister’s ability to, from time to time,
appoint any other person as a member of the council
and make further provisions in relation to that council, I
believe in relation to matters that are under
consideration membership should be temporary rather
than ongoing and permanent.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
wish to respond briefly to the minister. I hear what he
says: he is able to appoint another member to the
council from time to time. At the moment there is
nothing in this bill that requires government schools to
be represented by a practitioner in government schools.
That is what my amendment seeks to achieve, because
this council is going to be talking about funding
non-government schools and government schools.
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Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms (Teller)

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms

Noes, 29
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms

Morris, Mr
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr (Teller)
Shing, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
move:
7.

Clause 4, page 8, line 5, omit “in” and insert “before
30 June”.

This is a very small amendment. It seeks to inserts into
proposed section 2.7.13 a provision that the minister
must review the operation of this part which is being
inserted into the Education and Training Reform Act
2006. At the moment proposed section 2.7.13 says ‘in
2018’, and I would like to amend that to the effect that
the review must be conducted before 30 June 2018.
As I mentioned in my contribution, that would coincide
with some of the time lines in the national education
reform agreement, but it would also ensure that the
review of the operation of this part that the bill inserts
into the principal act would occur before 30 June 2018.
That is an election year, and the review would enable
members of the public to understand how well this part
has been working or not and help them to make up their
minds about it, because what we are inserting here is
quite a change to the Education and Training Reform
Act 2006. It is a big change and, as the committee
would be aware, one I am fundamentally questioning as
to its fairness. I think it is unfair, not only to
government schools that are disadvantaged but also to
non-government schools that are disadvantaged.
I do not think this bill will undo any of the disadvantage
across our school system but will in fact exacerbate it. It
will not allow this government, as we move forward in
years, to keep pace with the rest of Australia in terms of
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the funding of schools according to the national
education reform agreement, which either in its current
form or in a similar form is going to be the way forward
for funding. The government is making a mistake
putting this into the Education and Training Reform
Act. Therefore the review should be timely — by
30 June 2018.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The opposition will not be supporting this amendment.
We feel that what is proposed is adequate.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — The government will not be supporting the
amendment. Basically we believe that the review is
likely to take place before 30 June 2018 anyway. This
is not about commonwealth-state negotiations. It is not
about election cycles. It is simply the time frame that
goes in. It is likely to be done before 30 June anyway
due to the financial year cycle, and who would know
what the time frame is with the commonwealth-state
negotiations dragging on? We think it is not necessary,
and we will not be supporting the amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Dunn, Ms
Hartland, Ms

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Springle, Ms

Thursday, 26 February 2015

Third reading
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 29
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Lovell, Ms (Teller)
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Noes, 6
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms (Teller)

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

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 5 and 6 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms

Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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Noes, 29
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr (Teller)
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms

Morris, Mr
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms (Teller)
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for
Families and Children) on motion of Mr Jennings;
by leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children), 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 act’), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Cemeteries and
Crematoria Amendment (Veterans Reform) Bill 2015 (the
bill).
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Council, is compatible with the human rights protected by the
charter act. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview
The bill amends the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003 (the
act) to provide cemetery trusts with new powers to manage
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the cremated human remains of deceased veterans and their
family members. Specifically, where a veteran’s cremated
remains are interred at a cemetery pursuant to a limited
(25-year) tenure right of interment, the cemetery trust
responsible for managing that cemetery will be empowered,
upon the expiry of 25 years, to convert the right of interment
to a perpetual right and either leave the veteran’s cremated
remains undisturbed in perpetuity or reinter the remains at a
location suitable for perpetual interment. Where a veteran’s
cremated remains are interred together with or in the vicinity
of members of their family, the cemetery trust may also
reinter the remains of the veteran’s family members at a
location which is suitable for perpetual interment.
Human rights protected by the charter act that are
relevant to the bill
For the avoidance of doubt, the following rights are examined
for their relevance to the bill.
The right to privacy
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. The clauses of the bill which allow for the
removal and reinterment of cremated remains may be
considered relevant to this right. For the reasons that follow,
these clauses do not allow for any unlawful or arbitrary
interference with privacy.
Cemetery trusts may only remove and reinter cremated
remains in accordance with the act, an objective of which is to
ensure that human remains are treated with dignity and
respect. A cemetery trust will be required to take reasonable
steps to notify the holder of a limited tenure right of interment
that the right is due to expire before cremated remains can be
removed and reinterred. In the case of notifying the holder of
a perpetual right of interment, a cemetery trust will be
required to take reasonable steps to give written notification
to each holder of the right of interment affected and seek the
consent of each holder to the removal of remains.
Cremated remains will only be removed and reinterred if it is
appropriate in the circumstances to do so. The bill also allows
for interred cremated remains to be left undisturbed in
perpetuity.
Protection of families and children
Section 17(1) of the charter act provides that families are the
fundamental group unit of society and are entitled to be
protected by society and the state. The bill promotes and
enhances this right by allowing for the cremated remains of
deceased veterans to be reinterred with the remains of their
deceased family members.
Jenny Mikakos, MP
Minister for Families and Children
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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:
This bill will amend the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003
to ensure that due respect is accorded to the cremated remains
of veterans who have served in Australia’s armed forces and
are interred in Victorian public cemeteries. It will address a
current gap in the law by giving cemetery trusts a framework
that enables them to appropriately manage the cremated
remains of veterans that have limited tenure interment.
Under the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003, people who
wish to have cremated remains interred in a public cemetery
can purchase either perpetual tenure or limited (25-year)
tenure for these remains. If limited tenure is chosen, the act
requires cemetery trusts to make reasonable efforts to notify
the holder of the right of interment at least 12 months before
its expiry date. The notice must advise that the holder of the
right of interment can either purchase a further 25-year right
of interment for the remains, or convert the tenure to
perpetual tenure.
If a cemetery trust has given notice under the act, but no
action has been taken by the holder of the right of interment
within the time frame specified in the notice, the cemetery
trust may then remove the cremated remains from their place
of interment, together with their memorial, and dispose of the
remains within the cemetery grounds.
Concern has been raised in the community about the risk that
veterans’ cremated remains might be scattered by cemetery
trusts at the expiry of limited tenure interment if their families
cannot be contacted, or are unable to provide direction.
This bill will ensure that veterans’ service and sacrifice is
acknowledged in the way veterans’ cremated remains are
managed in Victorian cemeteries. It is intended to ensure
veterans’ cremated remains that have been interred for a
limited (25-year) period are not scattered by cemetery trusts
upon the expiry of their interment tenure.
The bill will give cemetery trusts options to appropriately
manage veterans’ cremated remains where family members
are not able to provide direction. For example, trusts will be
able to convert the interment tenure for the remains from
limited to permanent tenure, and leave the remains in place.
Where appropriate, trusts will be able to relocate the remains,
together with the remains of family members interred nearby,
to another location for permanent interment and provide a
memorial in accordance with the wishes of family members.
The Department of Health and Human Services will provide
guidance to cemetery trusts about how to implement the
provisions of this bill.
This bill has particular resonance at this time.
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On 25 April this year, Australia will commemorate the
centenary of the Gallipoli landing: the start of a campaign that
saw over 8700 Australians dead or missing and many more
wounded. While Gallipoli has special significance as a
formative event for a young nation, we must never forget that
Australians have served — and given their lives — in
conflicts from the 19th century through to the present day.
It is fitting, in this year of commemoration and reflection, to
ensure that veterans’ cremated remains are treated with due
respect, in accordance with community expectations.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 5 March.

INTERPRETATION OF 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 2006 (the ‘charter’), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Interpretation of
Legislation Amendment Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Interpretation of 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.
The bill amends the Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 to
permit the chief parliamentary counsel to authorise new
stylistic changes to existing legislation and statutory rules; to
insert new definitions in that act; and to insert three new
interpretive provisions in that act for use in the construction of
Victorian acts and subordinate instruments.
No charter rights are relevant to the technical amendments
made by the bill and no charter rights are limited by the bill.
Steve Herbert, MLC
Minister for Training and Skills
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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 Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 provides for the
interpretation of Victorian legislation and subordinate
instruments, and confers powers on the chief parliamentary
counsel to authorise alterations to the text of acts and statutory
rules to implement changes to drafting style.
The Interpretation of Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 will
amend the Interpretation of Legislation Act to:
include additional powers for the chief parliamentary
counsel to authorise limited stylistic changes to
legislation and statutory rules;
insert two new definitions for use in Victorian
legislation and subordinate instruments; and
include several new interpretive provisions.
These changes, although technical, are important to clarify
particular aspects of legislative interpretation and promote
consistency in definitions and drafting style across the
Victorian statute book.
The bill will add several new stylistic changes to those that
the chief parliamentary counsel may authorise under the
Interpretation of Legislation Act. These are the formatting of
part, schedule and court form headings in sentence case
(rather than all capitals), the italicisation of citations of acts by
title and the omission of lines at the end of legislative parts.
Permitting these stylistic amendments will ensure that
existing acts and statutory rules are kept up to date with recent
changes to drafting style.
The bill will also insert definitions of ‘police officer’ and
‘registered medical practitioner’ into the Interpretation of
Legislation Act, for use in all Victorian acts and subordinate
instruments (unless the contrary intention appears). These
definitions are already used widely in Victorian laws.
Inclusion of these definitions in the Interpretation of
Legislation Act will simplify the drafting of other acts and
subordinate instruments, as the definitions will not need to be
repeated in all acts and subordinate instruments that use them.
The bill will also include three new interpretive provisions in
the Interpretation of Legislation Act. The first will clarify that
if an act or provision related to an indemnity or immunity
ceases operation, such cessation does not affect the indemnity
or immunity, or any proceeding or remedy in respect of it.
This will ensure that outdated provisions or acts may be
repealed or expire or lapse without affecting rights and
protections. The Interpretation of Legislation Act already
deals with other types of provisions that cease operation; this
amendment will clarify the position in respect of indemnities
and immunities.
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The second new interpretive provision in the bill provides that
where an act is ordered by chapters and parts and the parts
have decimal numbers (for example, where part 3 of
chapter 2 is referred to as part 2.3 of the whole act), those
parts may be referred to by their decimal numbers in that act
and in other acts. At present, provisions that permit this must
be included in each act that uses decimal part numbers.
The third new interpretive provision in the bill provides that a
power to delegate in an act or subordinate instrument does not
include a power to delegate the power of delegation (that is, a
power of sub-delegation). At present, this constraint on
powers to delegate is included in individual delegation
provisions.
The Interpretation of Legislation Act provides that provisions
in it apply to acts and subordinate instruments unless a
contrary intention appears in the Interpretation of Legislation
Act or in the relevant act or subordinate instrument. This
means that it will still be possible for an act or subordinate
instrument to override the interpretive provisions introduced
by the bill if necessary.
The amendments made by the bill in relation to style,
definitions and interpretation will simplify the drafting of
legislation and subordinate instruments in Victoria and ensure
consistency in the appearance of existing and new laws.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 5 March.

PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES AND
INQUIRIES ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
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Overview
The bill amends the Parliamentary Committees Act 2003 to
reduce the number of joint investigatory committees from 12
to 9 by merging 6 existing committees into 3 new
committees. The new committees are the Economic,
Education, Jobs and Skills Committee; the Environment,
Natural Resources and Regional Development Committee;
and the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety
Committee.
The bill amends the Inquiries Act 2014 to facilitate the
continued operation of royal commissions, such as the
McClellan Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to
Child Sexual Abuse, and to make other technical
amendments.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill
No human rights protected by the charter are relevant to the
bill.
Is any limit on relevant rights by the bill reasonable and
justified under section 7(2)?
As no rights protected by the charter are relevant to the bill, it
is not necessary to consider section 7(2) of the charter.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter.
The Hon. Gavin Jennings, MLC
Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council

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

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 Parliamentary
Committees and Inquiries Acts Amendment Bill 2015 (the
bill).
In my opinion, 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.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Parliamentary Committees and Inquiries Acts
Amendment Bill 2015 will amend both the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003 and the Inquiries Act 2014.
With respect to the Parliamentary Committees Act, the bill
merges six existing joint investigatory committees to form
three new committees. The three new committees are:
the Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills Committee,
which will undertake the functions of the current
Economic Development, Infrastructure and Outer
Suburban/Interface Services Committee and the
Education and Training Committee;
the Environment, Natural Resources and Regional
Development Committee, which will undertake the
functions of the current Environment and Natural
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Resources Committee and the Rural and Regional
Committee; and
the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety
Committee, which will undertake the functions of the
current Law Reform, Drugs and Crime Prevention
Committee and the Road Safety Committee.

Consolidating the functions of six joint investigatory
committees into three will ensure that the committees operate
more efficiently, and that workloads between different
committees are better distributed. As the new committees will
have the same functions of the committees they replace, there
is no loss of coverage of the issues considered by committees.
The new committees will continue any inquiries currently
before the committees they replace. In addition, any members
who have already been appointed to committees affected by
the bill will continue as members of the relevant new
committee.
With respect to the Inquiries Act, the bill clarifies that the
government may amend the letters patent of royal
commissions and instruments of appointment of boards of
inquiry that were established before the Inquiries Act
commenced.
The bill also clarifies that witnesses who are requested to give
evidence to formal reviews are entitled to be reimbursed for
expenses when the formal review’s establishing instrument
authorises this. Finally, the bill updates definitions and
references to other legislation in the act.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 5 March.

SUMMARY OFFENCES AMENDMENT
(MOVE-ON LAWS) 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 Summary
Offences Amendment (Move-on Laws) Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Summary Offences Amendment
(Move-on Laws) Bill 2015, as introduced to the Legislative
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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 Summary Offences Amendment (Move-on Laws) Bill
2015 (the bill) repeals the amendments to move-on powers
made by the Summary Offences and Sentencing Amendment
Act 2014. Specifically, the bill will repeal:
the amendments expanding move-on powers under
section 6 of the Summary Offences Act 1966;
the specific arrest powers for contraventions of move-on
directions under section 6A of the Summary Offences
Act 1966;
the power under section 6B of the Summary Offences
Act 1966 of police officers and PSOs to require a person
to state their name and address where the officer intends
to direct the person to move-on; and
Division 1B of part I of the Summary Offences Act
1966, which provides for the making of exclusion orders
where a person has been repeatedly moved on from a
particular place.
Human rights issues
The bill is compatible with the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006 (the charter). The bill promotes the
charter rights of freedom of movement (section 12), privacy
(section 13), freedom of expression (section 15), peaceful
assembly and freedom of association (section 16), and taking
part in public life (section 18) by strengthening safeguards
and easing some limitations. Those rights were limited by the
changes to move-on powers made by the Summary Offences
and Sentencing Amendment Act 2014.
The bill winds back the expansion of the grounds on which
police and protective services officers (PSOs) may give
move-on directions under section 6 of the Summary Offences
Act 1966. Under the changes, the circumstances in which
police officers and PSOs may direct a person to move on
from a public place will be limited to where they suspect on
reasonable grounds that:
the person is breaching, or likely to breach, the peace;
the person is endangering, or likely to endanger, the
safety of any other person; or
the behaviour of the person is likely to cause injury to a
person or damage to property or is otherwise a risk to
public safety.
Restricting the use of move-on powers to these three
circumstances will minimise the impact of move-on powers
on the freedom of movement, the right to peaceful assembly
and the freedom of association.
The bill also provides that, once again, move-on powers will
not apply in relation to a person who is picketing a place of
employment, demonstrating or protesting about a particular
issue, or otherwise publicising their view about a particular
issue. This amendment provides an appropriate safeguard to
the freedom of expression, the right of peaceful assembly, the
freedom of association and the right to take part in public life.
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Privacy rights may also be strengthened by the repeal of
section 6B of the Summary Offences Act 1966. That section
gives police officers and PSOs the power to require a person
to state their name and address where they intend to give the
person a move-on direction.
Finally, the bill repeals division 1B of part I of the Summary
Offences Act 1966 which provides for the making of
exclusion orders where a person has been repeatedly moved
on from a particular place. These exclusion orders limited the
freedom of movement, the right to peaceful assembly and the
freedom of association. Their repeal will, therefore, support
those charter rights.
The amendments made by the bill provide a more appropriate
balance between the use of move-on powers to maintain
public order and safety, and the protection of the rights and
freedoms of all Victorians recognised under the charter.
The Hon. Steve Herbert, MP
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:
This bill delivers on the Labor government’s commitment to
repeal the amendments to move-on powers made by the
coalition last year under the Summary Offences and
Sentencing Amendment Act 2014.
The changes introduced by the coalition early in 2014 had the
potential to restrict legitimate protests in the state of Victoria.
The changes were draconian, antidemocratic and
unnecessary.
The Labor Party rightly criticised those changes for
expanding move-on powers by an absolutely unnecessary
degree. The amendments had the effect of enabling police and
PSOs to use move-on powers in relation to any protest. They
did not apply solely to violent or unlawful protests. Under the
expanded powers, a police officer or PSO could potentially
break up any protest, move someone on or arrest someone
merely because, for example, they have a reasonable
suspicion that a person is causing an unreasonable
obstruction, is likely to do so, or is impeding or attempting to
impede someone.
The coalition’s amendments to move-on powers also had the
potential to disproportionately harm some of the most
vulnerable groups in our society. Indeed, Geoff Bowyer,
former president of the Law Institute of Victoria, stated at the
time the laws could ‘have a significant and devastating impact
on the homeless who, by the nature of their situation, are
forced to gather in public places, often returning to a familiar
spot after being moved on’.

COUNCIL

467

It was also an attack on the rights of Victorian workers to
engage in lawful industrial action. The coalition made clear at
the time that the expanded move-on powers could be used
against legal picket lines at places of employment. Police
were given the discretion to decide for themselves whether a
picket was illegal and should be moved on. No-one needed to
have gone to court. No orders need to have been sought or
made against the picket. It was a heavily criticised,
heavy-handed, and unwarranted interference with the rights
of working people in this state.
The coalition’s legislation was criticised not just by the Labor
Party but by large swathes of the community. Indeed, the
Labor Party received many letters from the community
opposing the changes at the time, including letters from the
St Kilda Legal Service, the Federation of Community Legal
Centres Victoria, the Peninsula Community Legal Centre,
Youthlaw, Western Suburbs Legal Service, the Independent
Riders Group and the Law Institute of Victoria.
Fortunately, the Labor government will right the coalition’s
wrongs. The Summary Offences Amendment (Move-on
Laws) Bill 2015 will repeal those amendments and create a
more appropriate balance between the use of move-on powers
to maintain public order and the protection of the fundamental
right of all Victorians to move freely, express their views and
associate with whomever they choose.
The bill makes four main amendments to return move-on
powers to their original and appropriate form prior to the
coalition’s amendments last year. First, the bill winds back
the expansion of the grounds on which police and protective
services officers may give move-on directions under section 6
of the Summary Offences Act 1966. Under the changes,
move-on powers will no longer be able to be used merely
because, for example, a police officer suspects that a person is
likely to cause an obstruction to another person.
Rather, the circumstances in which police officers and PSOs
may direct a person to move on from a public place will be
scaled back to their original terms and limited to where
officers suspect on reasonable grounds that:
the person is breaching, or is likely to breach, the peace;
the person is endangering, or is likely to endanger, the
safety of any other person; or
the behaviour of the person is likely to cause injury to a
person or damage to property or is otherwise a risk to
public safety.
Second, the bill provides that, once again, move-on powers
will not apply in relation to a person who is picketing a place
of employment, demonstrating or protesting about a particular
issue, or otherwise publicising their view about a particular
issue. This important amendment recreates the safeguard
against the potential misuse of move-on powers to stifle the
public expression, debate and protest that was undermined by
the coalition.
Third, the bill repeals sections 6A and 6B of the Summary
Offences Act 1966. Those sections provide specific arrest
powers, and powers to require a person to state their name
and address in relation to move-on powers. These new
powers are unnecessary. Police officers and PSOs already
have broad arrest powers under section 458 of the Crimes Act
1958 that are perfectly sufficient, and the new power in
section 6A merely distinguished the offence of contravening a
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move-on direction from other summary offences. Under
section 458 of the Crimes Act 1958, police officers and PSOs
may arrest a person where they reasonably believe it is
necessary:
to ensure the attendance of the offender before a court of
competent jurisdiction;
to preserve public order;
to prevent the continuation or repetition of the offence or
the commission of a further offence; or
for the safety or welfare of members of the public or of
the offender.
Similarly, police officers and PSOs will need to rely on their
general powers to require a person to state their name and
address once this bill commences. For example, under
section 456AA of the Crimes Act 1958 a police officer may
request a person to state his or her name and address where
they reasonably believe the person:
has committed, or is about to commit, an offence; or
may be able to assist in the investigation of an indictable
offence.
Finally, the bill repeals division 1B of part I of the Summary
Offences Act 1966. That division provides for the making of
exclusion orders where a person has been repeatedly moved
on from a particular place. These exclusion orders can
prohibit a person from entering a public place for up to
12 months. The powers go too far given they can be made in
circumstances where a person has committed no crimes at all.
They impose limitations on the Victorian public’s freedom of
movement, the right to peaceful assembly and the freedom of
association.
That previous balance between the competing objectives of
personal liberties and the need for police and PSOs to protect
the public and maintain order was destroyed by the coalition’s
changes to move-on powers last year. This bill will return that
previous balance.

Thursday, 26 February 2015

ADJOURNMENT
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Family violence
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Following my question on Tuesday to the Minister for
Children and Families, Ms Mikakos, regarding clause 4
of the Crimes Amendment (Protection of Children) Act
2014, I was informed by the minister that my question
should in fact be directed to the Attorney-General.
Consequently I refer my question, through this
adjournment matter, to the Attorney-General, Martin
Pakula.
In the previous Parliament the then Labor opposition,
with the strong support of the Greens, took steps to
delete clause 4 of the Crimes Amendment (Protection
of Children) Bill 2014. This clause related to the
failure-to-protect laws, which criminalise the failure to
disclose a sexual offence committed against a child
under the age of 16 — by anyone, not just people with
authority within institutions. This could result in
women in abusive relationships who fail to report the
abuse of their child to police facing criminal charges.
At that time, Ms Mikakos stated that this clause failed
to recognise the complexity of family violence
situations and was not the best way to protect children
from abuse. My question for the Attorney-General is:
now that Labor is in government, will it legislate to
delete the failure-to-protect laws from the Crimes Act
1958, and if so, when?

I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned on motion of
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 5 March.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Written responses
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
President earlier today indicated that he would review
two matters, one from Mr Davis pertaining to public
holidays and the other from Mrs Peulich in relation to a
question to the Minister for Small Business, Innovation
and Trade. In both instances the President has
determined that there is no requirement for the minister
to answer in writing.

Austin Hospital paediatric surgical services
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the Minister for
Health. Last week I had the pleasure of meeting with
Ms Jennifer Wheatley and Dr Rob Miller, medical staff
at the Austin Hospital, and they raised with me their
concerns about the impending closure of the Austin’s
paediatric surgical services. They told me they were
informed prior to Christmas that the service would be
closing and that there would be a request for these
services to now be provided through Northern Health.
Every year at the Austin there are about 200 surgical
inpatient and emergency admissions — or just over
200 — about 120 operations, many hundreds of phone
calls and more than 400 outpatient attendances related
to paediatric surgical services. Given this volume, and
given the quality of the work that has been performed,
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it was news to them that the service was to be
concluded, and they were quite surprised.
Their concerns are at a number of levels. There will
obviously be a loss of services for the local community
and local families. Northern Hospital is at least
30 minutes drive from the Austin in good traffic, let
alone in bad. They believe there is a risk to children in
having to travel these distances to receive what can be
critical surgery for time-critical surgical conditions, and
they are concerned about the care of and outcomes for
children in the local area. Some emergency surgeries
they perform relate to appendicitis, torsion of the testes,
abscesses and even swallowing foreign bodies. These
are things those of us with children can relate to, and
we can all understand the urgency involved in
addressing them.
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which put a lot of stress on its services. This has had a
major impact on people’s ability to access training
courses in light of various company closures in the
west. Young people are also having difficulty accessing
the various options they would like to have access to for
learning.
The action I seek from the minister is that he advise me
on how the $320 million investment by the Andrews
Labor government to rebuild the TAFE system in
Victoria will help institutions like Victoria University in
delivering improved services and training courses for
students young and old in my electorate of Western
Metropolitan Region. Perhaps the minister would like
to come to a meeting with me at the university in
relation to this matter.

Country Fire Authority Wodonga station
They also believe that many families will make the
decision not to attend the Northern Hospital but to go to
the Royal Children’s Hospital instead, if they are
unable to access these services at the Austin. There is
also a concern that it will have flow-on ramifications
for the Austin’s workforce in that it will deskill medical
staff — emergency department, surgical, paediatric and
anaesthesia staff — and nursing staff providing
paediatric support and treatment. There is a petition on
change.org with approximately 1200 supporters,
including over 150 GPs, who have signed the petition
to keep the services at the Austin.
I call on the Minister for Health to meet with
Ms Wheatley, Dr Miller and any other senior medical
staff so that she can understand the reality of the
decision that has been made and its impact on the local
community, most importantly on children and families
in the north and east of Melbourne. They can put
forward persuasive arguments about the continuation of
this service but also hear from her about what she is
prepared to do to ensure that these services continue at
the Austin.

Victoria University
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Training and
Skills, the Honourable Steve Herbert, who is in the
chamber tonight. It is in relation to Victoria University,
which is a great university that mainly services
Melbourne’s northern and western suburbs.
Since the university was established it has provided
excellent service to students young and old in the
greater northern and western regions of Melbourne.
Unfortunately, under the previous government the
university lost around $29 million worth of funding,

Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — The matter I
raise today is for the Minister for Emergency Services,
and it concerns the need for a new integrated Country
Fire Authority (CFA) station in Wodonga. The new
station was prioritised by the coalition, and during the
election campaign the coalition promised $6 million for
the new station. Unfortunately for Wodonga the Labor
Party failed to make a single election commitment to
the lower house electorate of Benambra. The action I
seek is that the minister match the coalition’s
commitment to provide funding for the planned
$6 million integrated CFA station.
A new station is needed in Wodonga to replace a
building that is more than 35 years old and to ensure
that Wodonga’s 20 career and 60 volunteer firefighters
have access to the latest specialist equipment and
resources to increase protection for our region and
boost the firefighters’ own personal safety. The
Wodonga CFA responds to about 600 call-outs each
year for all manner of emergencies — bushfires,
structure fires, car accidents, chemical spills and so on.
The new facility would have provided an important
infrastructure asset to protect life and property now and
into the future for the growing regional city of
Wodonga.
During the 11 dark years of Labor under the Bracks and
Brumby governments, CFA firefighters in Wodonga
were given no certainty, apart from two false promises.
In direct contrast, in one term the coalition government
committed $6 million for the much-needed station
development, the funding for which would have
covered land acquisition and construction of the new
station for the integrated brigade.
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The Benambra electorate also benefited from increased
frontline emergency services under the previous
coalition government, with new trucks delivered for
Baranduda, Bonegilla, Kiewa, Leneva, Old Tallangatta,
Stanley, Sandy Creek, Tallangatta, Wodonga West and
Wodonga. Further, the coalition also provided
infrastructure upgrades for Beechworth, Berringama,
Biggara, Bullioh, Burrowye, Cornishtown, Dartmouth,
Eskdale, Gundowring, Kiewa, Leneva, Tallangatta and
Nariel Valley.
The Baillieu and Napthine coalition governments
provided more funding to the CFA than any previous
government, and Victoria’s emergency services were
strengthened by more than 200 extra CFA career
firefighters. The coalition commitment of $6 million for
a new integrated CFA station for Wodonga was fully
costed and submitted to Treasury prior to the election to
lock it into the coalition’s future budget estimates. The
money is there and ready to be spent on the Wodonga
CFA station. If Labor chooses not to deliver the station,
then the Andrews Labor government will be taking
funding from Wodonga to prioritise Labor electorates,
once again demonstrating to the people of Wodonga
that Labor does not care about their emergency services
needs.
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Recently and somewhat coincidentally — in fact
yesterday — I was visited by representatives of the City
of Casey Australia Day Study Tour. This is a different
program, focused on younger people, but one which
shows similar kinds of benefits for a community that
also falls within the region. There are obviously
benefits from community leadership programs at a
range of levels. The regional community leadership
programs are not for young people; they are for adults,
but they successfully bring together people from the
community, the not-for-profit sector and the business
sector.
By building linkages between business, the
not-for-profit sector and government we can build the
community but also improve the ways in which
government can achieve outcomes in areas like service
delivery, which is so difficult to achieve in regional
Victoria, and improving employment outcomes, which
was the subject of so much of the debate today. A
secretariat currently supports the leadership programs
and has undertaken a number of tasks, including
analysis, capacity building for different leadership
programs and profile raising.

Ms LOVELL — The action I seek is that the
minister match the coalition’s commitment and provide
funding for the planned $6 million integrated CFA fire
station.

I commend Labor’s commitment of $8 million for the
program, which will run over the following four years.
The program has had over 2500 graduates since its
inception and will hopefully have many more. I look
forward to working with the people who participate in
the program in Eastern Victoria Region and to
receiving advice from the minister as to which
components of the funding will be devoted to my
electorate.

Regional community leadership program

Arthurs Seat chair lift

Mr Herbert — I am not quite sure what action the
member requires.

Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — My matter is
for the Minister for Agriculture, who is also the
Minister for Regional Development. I ask the minister
to advise how much of the $8 million commitment to
the Victorian regional community leadership program
will be spent in my electorate of Eastern Victoria
Region.

Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water. I raise this issue on behalf
of Save Our Seat, an association of local residents who
object to the Arthurs Seat skylift proposal, an
$18 million redevelopment of the former Arthurs Seat
chairlift.

The leadership program builds and develops capacity
and leadership in key business and community sectors
across rural and regional Victoria. It is a program that
has demonstrated a capacity to help communities in a
number of ways. I compliment the minister and the
government on providing additional funding for this
program and committing to funding it over the
following four years. It is a program which builds
capacity in individuals, which is obviously important,
but more importantly seeks to build capacity in
communities.

The association wishes to protect Arthurs Seat State
Park and ensure that any development is respectful of
the acknowledged heritage, cultural and landscape
values of this special place. It is not opposed to
appropriately scaled and environmentally sensitive
commercial activities at Arthurs Seat. A planning
application for the redevelopment has been approved
by the Shire of Mornington Peninsula and confirmed by
a Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT)
decision made on 10 December 2014.
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The project relies on significant work — car parking,
toilets and defendable space clearing — being carried
out by Parks Victoria outside the skylift lease area,
which will have adverse impacts on native vegetation
and landscapes. VCAT decided that it did not have the
jurisdiction to look at these works. The tribunal was
therefore unable to carry out a full assessment of the
actual impacts of this proposal.
Apart from one short meeting with Save Our Seat,
Parks Victoria has not conducted any consultations,
discussions, information sessions or similar to respond
to concerns raised by the local community or the wider
Victorian community. The Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal confirmed that no feasibility
study, no market research and no benefit-cost analysis
or return-on-investment analysis has been conducted by
Parks Victoria.
There is a significant potential for a bushfire disaster to
occur as a result of this development. It was not in
dispute at VCAT that the location is fire prone and the
gondolas themselves cannot be made safe. Rather,
Skylift contended that it can ensure the safety of patrons
through the preparation of a bushfire emergency plan;
however, it is unclear from the VCAT decision whether
the bushfire emergency plan will need to be signed off
by the fire authorities before building commences or
before use commences. This document is critical and
should be finalised before any work begins.
Save Our Seat is seeking a smaller scale, more
sympathetic design developed and more reasonable
operating hours. On behalf of Save Our Seat, I ask the
minister not to sign the lease for the project without
further consideration of its merits and the extreme
bushfire risks, including issues of potential liability for
the government; that she meet with Save Our Seat
representatives at her earliest convenience; that she
consult with the Minister for Emergency Services, the
Essential Services Commission and the Country Fire
Authority about bushfire risks; and that she consult with
the local community about the amenity impacts of the
project and the risk to life from bushfire.

West Gate Bridge
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. As most people would be aware, I have
been very concerned for quite some time about
congestion on the West Gate Freeway and the West
Gate Bridge, so you can imagine my horror this
afternoon when I was directed to the website of a
newspaper that I do not usually read where a headline
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states ‘Lack of rail link to port tipped to create truck
“nightmare” on West Gate Bridge’. The article states:
A major expansion of Melbourne’s port due for completion
late next year is tipped to funnel more than 6000 extra trucks
a day onto the West Gate Freeway —

I almost had kittens at that point; more than 6000 —
prompting a truck industry warning that congestion on the
West Gate Bridge will become dramatically worse.

I do not know how it could possibly become
dramatically worse, but that is what they are talking
about. The article also states:
The West Gate and Monash freeways will provide virtually
the only link to and from Webb Dock, which is forecast to
generate more than 10 000 daily trips within 10 years, putting
further strain on a freeway that already struggles to move
more than 170 000 vehicles a day.

An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — We are talking about the Age, so we
cannot say it got its figures right.
Peter Anderson, the chief executive of the Victorian
Transport Association, warned that the lack of rail access to
Webb Dock will force thousands of heavy vehicles a day onto
the West Gate Bridge, many of them laden with heavy loads
that will limit them to speeds of just 25 km/h as they ascend
the bridge.
‘We’ll get the first truck out, but when we get a run [of
trucks], it’ll be a bottleneck, it’ll fair dinkum be a nightmare’,
Mr Anderson said.

I think Mr Anderson is absolutely spot on the
money. The government having decided that the
east–west link is departed, deceased and no longer
with us, is only going to make matters worse. We
are told the West Gate distributor is going to take
5000 trucks off the West Gate Bridge. Here we have
a situation where there are going to be another
6000 added — a net gain of over 1000 trucks a day.
Is that not just fine and dandy for the people of the
western suburbs!
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! There is no
need to yell, Mr Finn.
Mr FINN — If we could get members opposite to
quieten down a little, I will be very happy to be quiet.
We already have a situation where people are stuck.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — If you get that boofhead to pull his
head in, we will be in business. The people in the
western suburbs and the people on the West Gate
Bridge are sick of waiting. What they need, and what I
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am asking the minister to find, is a solution to the
congestion problem on the West Gate Bridge. Of
course we need a second river crossing, and I am asking
the minister to provide that for the people of the west.
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emergency services, to locate and identify individual
properties. Land Victoria is responsible for
implementing the system and works with local councils
to name unnamed roads, allocate rural road numbers
and number property entrances.

Sandringham East Primary School
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I
raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Education. The action I seek is for the minister to make
some time in his extraordinarily busy schedule to visit
Sandringham East Primary School with me to discuss
the school’s infrastructure needs and future planning. I
put on the record my thanks and appreciation to the
Minister for Education, who made numerous school
visits and commitments across Southern Metropolitan
Region.
The minister continues to show great leadership in this
area in his attempt to make Victoria the education state.
The school council at Sandringham East Primary
School has worked hard to develop the school’s master
plan, which aims to fix leaking roofs and rotting timber
and replace portables that are being stretched well into
their useful life. For some reason the school missed out
on the attention of the previous government, possibly
because it was in a safe Liberal-held seat and was taken
for granted. As a new member of Parliament and one
who holds education near and dear to his heart — as
demonstrated in my inaugural speech — I will continue
to advocate for all schools across the region, regardless
of who represents them in the lower house.
I reiterate that as a Labor member of Parliament
representing Southern Metropolitan Region I will work
on behalf of any and every school and all communities
to ensure that our children can have an education at a
local state primary or secondary school and we can be
comfortable and happy in the knowledge that the
children will be safe when using the infrastructure and
facilities. I look forward to working with the Minister
for Education in ensuring that Sandringham East
Primary School gets the attention it deserves.

Rural addresses and numbering system
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My matter is
for the Minister for Local Government, Natalie
Hutchins. The matter I raise was raised in this chamber
in 2005 by a former member for Western Victoria
Region, David Koch, and by Damian Drum in 2010.
Both raised the issue of non-compliance and
inconsistencies with Victoria’s rural addressing system.
The aim of the rural addressing system is to accurately
number all occupied properties in country Victoria with
unique addresses to make it easier, especially for

The Australian/New Zealand Standard provides
guidance for authorities when assigning addresses,
naming roads and localities, use of signage and
recording and mapping information. The standard also
requires that road numbers be of a certain size, be
placed at the entrance of a property and be of high
visibility. This includes specifics relating to the position
of rural addressing numbers, the height and angle of
placement and the colour of numerals. You would think
those standards would be quite easy to achieve for those
contracted to do the work. Although the national
standard recommends a maximum five-digit number,
for some strange reason Victoria adopted a policy of
allowing only a four-digit number, which destroys
consistency along roads longer than 99.99 kilometres,
thereby making it very confusing to find rural addresses
on most state highways and many other long roads.
The original initiative was well received and had wide
support from all sections of the community. It was also
seen as vitally important for emergency services,
whether through the use of GPS or visible sighting, to
improve emergency service response times in rural
areas. But alas, the wheels fell off in the
implementation stage, which had local councils
contracted by Land Victoria to implement the rural
addressing scheme to the Australian standard.
Regrettably, contracts were varied, and this led to
inconsistencies between roadways and between states,
and, worst of all, the numbering of roads was not
consistent with the direction of the name of the road.
Other issues also emerged, including the lack of
visibility of address numbers. Mr Leigh Heard, a farmer
and constituent in my region, has for years been
strongly campaigning for action in relation to the
contracts that local government had from Land Victoria
to meet the Australian standard.
The action I seek is for the minister to call an
immediate investigation and audit into the rural
addressing system — —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Dalidakis and Mrs Peulich!
Mr RAMSAY — It is required to improve its
credibility as a system, as it is a critical tool for those
living in rural Victoria who need and deserve timely
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and efficient response times in their hour of need. I urge
the minister to undertake a review of the rural
addressing system — —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.

Royal Commission into Family Violence
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — On
numerous occasions when speaking about the Royal
Commission into Family Violence the Premier has said
the royal commission will examine our system and
‘nothing will be off-limits’. Following the
announcement of the royal commission’s terms of
reference on 19 January the Premier said:
There are many people who have a story to tell, many people
who have a very powerful contribution to make to us better
understanding the challenge we face, and designing the
solutions for a better and safer future, that do not want to
appear in a court.
That do not want to ever again have to go through what has
been a most unsatisfactory, and often a very dangerous
process for them.

On the same day the terms of reference were released,
the Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence,
Fiona Richardson, said:
… they (the terms of reference) are broad enough to allow
those that want to tell their stories, those that feel that would
be the way in which to move policy forward, that they would
be given an opportunity to do so, and Marcia in particular is
very conscious of the need to listen to victims.

A number of media releases came out on the same day,
including one from the Victorian Council of Social
Service which states:
With the Premier also stating that the royal commission
would hear from survivors of family violence —

and it also talked about ‘the importance of supporting
these people’. I know from my experience of having
chaired the inquiry into child abuse that the committee
and the Parliament worked very closely with a number
of agencies and organisations such as Victorian Centres
Against Sexual Assault, as well as Victoria Police, to
enable the many victims and secondary victims who
wanted to tell their stories to that parliamentary inquiry
to do so. Parliament also made provision for the many
victims who wanted to give their evidence in private.
I have heard from many women who want to give
evidence to the royal commission and who want to be
able to tell their stories. I note there has been a notional
sum of around $4 million provided for support for the
many women and others who want to come before the
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royal commission. I also note that there is increasing
concern from a range of agencies and services
regarding an anticipated increase in demand for those
services once those women come forward. The action I
seek is that the Minister for the Prevention of Family
Violence ensure that support mechanisms are in place
to enable those victims who want to come forward to be
heard, to tell their stories to the royal commission and
to be supported during that process.

Mildura Base Hospital
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am very
pleased to rise tonight with a matter for the attention of
the Minister for Health. The matter concerns Mildura
Base Hospital, a very important hospital that services
not only Mildura but also the Sunraysia district, an area
of population growth and significant medical and health
activity. It is distant from Melbourne, and that means
the services need to have a high level of not only
sustainability but also self-sufficiency.
In the period between 2010 and 2014 the former
government worked very hard to support Mildura
hospital, not only providing a significant expansion of
the service — $15 million worth of expansion, part of it
in conjunction with the commonwealth government —
but particularly an expansion of mental health services,
emergency services and a number of other key services,
not least cancer services, at Mildura hospital.
Tomorrow is the formal opening of Mildura hospital. I
understand that this will be attended by councillors,
staff and others, and I know the member for Mildura,
who has been a very strong advocate for that hospital
and for greater services at the hospital, will also be
present. Tonight I wish Mildura hospital, and the
services that are provided at Mildura hospital, well. I
particularly note that the hospital follows an unusual
model for this state. It is a public hospital service that is
provided by a private group. As the former Minister for
Health, I worked hard to bring that hospital back into
public ownership so that there could be expansion of
the hospital.
Over Labor’s period in government between 1999 and
2010 there was no expansion of the hospital and there
was no focus on dealing with the population growth. In
that period between 2010 and 2014 we repurchased the
hospital — $40 million worth of expenditure by the
state government. The state government now owns the
building, and we expanded it through our program to
expand the emergency department, mental health
services and other key services at Mildura hospital. I
want to compliment the board headed by Vernon
Knight and the Ramsay Group that runs the hospital.
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Dane Huxley, the CEO, does a very good job of
running the hospital and providing great services.
During our period of government we expanded hospital
services. We provided additional funding, and I want to
see an expansion of services under the new government
and an increase in funding, unlike the previous period
of Labor government which starved the hospital of
funding.
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Ms Springle raised a matter for the Attorney-General.
She asked him to take action in terms of developing
legislation to remove the failure-to-protect laws from
the Crimes Act 1958 and associated matters. I will refer
those matters to the Attorney-General.
Ms Wooldridge asked the Minister for Health to meet
with medical staff and others at the Austin Hospital to
ensure that services at the Austin stay there, given its
relationship with the Northern Hospital.

Responses
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I will begin with the matter Mr Melhem
raised with me as the Minister for Training and Skills.
Mr Melhem asked me to advise him on how the
$320 million TAFE Rescue Fund will help people in
the west. I am happy to do that. He pointed out
accurately that Victoria University’s skills and training
area has suffered from cuts to the funding of the sector
by the previous government. That has placed an
enormous strain on its capacity to provide skills and
training to some of the most disadvantaged people in
Melbourne. Victoria University has many thousands of
students who left school early or are refugees or come
from difficult family backgrounds and who desperately
need some pretty basic skills in many cases to get back
on the road to success and back on the road to a job.
While we have not divided up that money at this point,
there is no doubt that Victoria University will benefit
from the $320 million TAFE Rescue Fund, in particular
the community service obligation funding that will be
provided to TAFEs so they can do basic things such as
helping with tutors for literacy and numeracy, and
providing a whole range of extra support for students,
those with a disability and those who need a little bit of
extra help over and above any competitive funding
model. I am happy to go out to Victoria University with
Mr Melhem to talk to staff there about the university’s
needs and how they would see funding for the
community service obligations supporting their
activities.
Ms Lovell raised an action for the Minister for
Emergency Services, which I will pass on. However, I
will comment that in her contribution Ms Lovell said
that Labor had made not one single election
commitment in the Assembly electorate of Benambra.
Clearly that is not correct, because I can assure her that
Wodonga TAFE will benefit greatly from Labor’s
$320 million TAFE Rescue Fund. I will pass the issue
of funding for the new $6 million integrated Country
Fire Authority station on to the Minister for Emergency
Services.

Mr Mulino raised an action for the Minister for
Regional Development about funding for community
leadership programs in his electorate from the Victorian
Regional Community Leadership program funding.
Ms Pennicuik raised a matter for the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water regarding the
Arthurs Seat redevelopment. She asked that the
minister consult more and take into account the impact,
particularly the bushfire risk, of the Arthurs Seat
development. She asked that the minister go out and
consult with the Save our Seat group and others about
that development before signing a lease.
Mr Finn raised an action for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety about finding a solution to congestion
problems on the West Gate Bridge. He is not happy
with the West Gate distributor.
Mr Dalidakis raised a matter for the Deputy Premier
and Minister for Education. He asked the minister to
visit Sandringham East Primary School, a great local
primary school. I will refer that request to the Minister
for Education, and I am sure he would be delighted to
visit that school.
Mr Ramsay raised an action for the Minister for Local
Government asking for an immediate investigation or
review of the rural road numbers system.
Ms Crozier raised a matter for the Minister for the
Prevention of Family Violence and asked the minister
to ensure that support mechanisms are put in place to
enable victims to come forward and be supported in
telling their stories as part of the family violence royal
commission.
Mr Davis raised an action for the Minister for Health
seeking an expansion of and extra funds for the Mildura
hospital. I will refer those actions to the relevant
ministers.
I have a written response to an adjournment debate
matter raised by Mr O’Donohue on 11 February.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I am very
pleased to say that the house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 7.18 p.m. until Tuesday,
17 March.
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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:

Mr Dalla-Riva
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
25 February 2015

RESPONSE:
We will continue to consult with all stakeholders as part of the Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) process for the
rollout of the Easter Sunday and Grand Final Friday public holidays, including with the Australian Hotels’
Association.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to delivering on its election promise to make Easter Sunday and
Grand Final Friday public holidays.
These public holidays will provide a much deserved chance for hard working Victorians to spend time with their
families during these significant religious and cultural celebrations.

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

Mr D. Davis
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
25 February 2015

RESPONSE:
I am informed that:
Any additional funding required to bring forward this election commitment will be dealt with as part of the Budget
process.

Ministerial responsibility
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ondarchie
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
25 February 2015

RESPONSE:
–

The Andrews Government’s plan to support the six industry sectors is being led by my colleague the Minister
for Industry, Lily D’Ambrosio. All Ministers in the Economic Development portfolio are working together to
achieve growth in the six sectors.

–

Whilst we are focussing on driving job growth in the six priority sectors we are continuing to implement
effective policy across the broader economy.

–

Elements of the six industry sectors fall across all my portfolios; Small Business, Innovation and Trade.

–

I have been meeting with a number of industry leaders over the past two months, to understand issues and
opportunities for businesses in these sectors.

–

The Victorian Government has and will continue to provide support for inbound and outbound trade
missions, which will have benefits for all of the growth sectors.
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–

Small Businesses cover 96 per cent of all Victorian business, therefore our Small Business plan is an integral
part of supporting the six key growth sectors.

–

Through our Innovation Plan we are supporting the six key growth sectors.

–

It is important to note that the Back to Work plan will establish a $200 million future industries fund which
will provide grants of up to $1 million for Victorian firms specialising in the six growth industries.

Local government review
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Purcell
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for Minister for Local
Government)
25 February 2015

RESPONSE:
In response to the Honourable Member for Western Victoria Region James Purcell MP’s question, I can advise the
following;
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to reviewing the Local Government Act. It is an election
commitment and the Government will deliver all of it’s election commitments.
The greatest threat to jobs in the local government sector is Tony Abbott’s $1 billion of cuts to Financial Assistance
Grants. These cuts are a direct assault on the bottom line of council budgets.
It is necessary for all Members of this place to ask Tony Abbott to reinstate this funding.

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

Ms Wooldridge
Small Business, Innovation and Trade
25 February 2015

RESPONSE:
I am informed that:
The impact on the Victorian economy of the recently gazetted public holiday on Easter Sunday, 5 April 2015, is
currently the subject of a Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) as required under the Subordinate Legislation Act
1996. The RIS process is a rigorous analysis of the proposal, including an assessment of the costs and benefits on
the Victorian economy, and includes a mandatory public consultation period.
The RIS will also include an analysis of the proposed Grand Final Friday public holiday as well as the
Government’s commitment to provide an ongoing Easter Sunday public holiday. I anticipate the RIS will provide
insightful and meaningful analysis (both qualitative and quantitative) of the benefits of the public holidays on
businesses and the broader Victorian community.
The RIS follows an explicit process set out in The Victorian Guide to Regulation. The draft RIS must be provided
to the Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission (VCEC) for assessment prior to being released for public
submissions. The public consultation period will run for a minimum of 28 days.
The RIS process should be concluded by mid 2015.
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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, 24 February 2015
Country racing
Raised with:

Minister for Racing

Raised by:

Mr O’Brien

Raised on:

12 February 2015

REPLY:
The Labor Government is committed to a strong Victorian racing industry. A recent industry study has shown that
country thoroughbred racing contributes around $850 million each year to the Victorian economy and is
responsible for around 8300 full time equivalent jobs.
Responsibility for the racing calendar rests with Racing Victoria, in consultation with Country Racing Victoria and
the clubs.
In its recently released Country Racing Infrastructure Plan, Racing Victoria has committed to retaining each of the
62 Victorian country racetracks.
The Racing Act 1958 specifically precludes the Minister from directing a controlling body about where, when and
on which racecourses race meetings should be held.
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appropriate ministers.

Thursday, 26 February 2015
Police numbers
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

11 February 2015

REPLY:
A well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe. Victoria Police has now completed the recruitment of 1700 police budgetted for by
Labor in 2010. Other additional recruitment provided for by the previous government is almost complete.
As part of our election commitments, the Government undertook to provide $148.6 million to transition the
management of police cells to new custody officers, releasing frontline police back into the community where they
can focus on tackling crime and keeping the community safe. Victoria Police is working to implement this
important initiative.
The actual deployment of police resources is a matter for the Chief Commissioner of Police in accordance with
legislation.
We will continue to work with the Acting Chief Commissioner to ensure that Victoria Police has appropriate
resources.
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Disability services, 322
East–west link contracts, 322
Family violence, 474
Geelong defence contract bid, 322
Goulburn Valley Health, 321
Keysborough South bus service, 321
Local government rates, 322
Mildura Base Hospital, 474
Monbulk Recreation Reserve, 322
Pipis, 322
Prahran electorate secondary school, 322
Regional community leadership program, 474
Renewable energy, 322
Royal Commission into Family Violence, 474
Rural addresses and numbering system, 474
Sandringham East Primary School, 474
Taylors–Kings roads, Delahey, 322
Victoria University, 474
West Gate Bridge, 474
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 311
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014, 447, 456, 457, 458, 459,
460, 462
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Members statements
University orientation week, 331
Ministers statements
International education, 287
Vocational education and training, 327
Points of order, 289, 318, 327, 375
Police resources, 370
Questions without notice
TAFE funding, 275, 277
Vocational education and training, 425, 426
JENNINGS, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan) (Special Minister of
State)
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 410,
411, 412, 414, 415, 416, 417, 418, 431, 432, 434, 449, 450
Cemeteries and Crematoria Amendment (Veterans Reform) Bill
2015, 462, 463
Interpretation of Legislation Amendment Bill 2015, 464
Parliamentary Committees and Inquiries Acts Amendment Bill
2015, 465
Summary Offences Amendment (Move-on Laws) Bill 2015, 466,
467
Condolences
Hon. Evan Herbert Walker, AO, 265
Ministers statements
Level crossings, 325
Points of order, 276, 278, 279, 281, 285, 286, 324, 327, 345, 346,
348, 351, 420, 422, 427
Procedure Committee
Membership, 325, 399
Questions without notice
Government transparency legislation, 353, 354
Police human source management report, 274, 275
LEANE, Mr (Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
East–west link contracts, 320
Constituency questions
Eastern Metropolitan Region, 283, 430
Members statements
Leukaemia Foundation, 296
Points of order, 323
Production of documents, 365
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LOVELL, Ms (Northern Victoria)
Adjournment
Country Fire Authority Wodonga station, 469
Echuca-Moama bridge, 391
Goulburn Valley Health, 314
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 385
Constituency questions
Northern Victoria Region, 429
Members statements
Kindergarten funding, 292
Steele Sidebottom, 292
Points of order, 278, 289
Questions without notice
Fruit fly, 277
Statements on reports and papers
Australian Children’s Education and Care Quality Authority:
report 2013–14, 379
MELHEM, Mr (Western Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Victoria University, 469
Constituency questions
Western Metropolitan Region, 284, 430
Members statements
Flinders Street station, 329
Points of order, 377
Production of documents, 331
Statements on reports and papers
Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for Families, 379
MIKAKOS, Ms (Northern Metropolitan) (Minister for Families and
Children and Minister for Youth Affairs)
Adjournment
Ambulance officers, 396
Bacchus Marsh traffic, 396
Echuca-Moama bridge, 396
Graffiti, 396
Kindergarten funding, 396
Kingswood Golf Club site, 396
Mental health support, 396
Mornington Peninsula planning scheme, 396
Port Campbell rifle range, 396
Princess Mary Club, 396
Puffing Billy, 396
Rail freight, 396
South West TAFE, 396
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Members statements
Community services sector, 296
Ministers statements
Foster carers, 326
Kindergarten funding, 288
SYN Media, 328
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Points of order, 376
Police resources, 367
Production of documents, 364
Questions without notice
Police human source management report, 274, 275
Statements on reports and papers
Partnerships Victoria: Ravenhall prison project, 380

Points of order, 289, 327, 377, 386, 387, 390
Questions without notice
Community services sector, 280, 282
Disability services, 352, 353
Family violence, 280
Public holidays, 421
MORRIS, Mr (Western Victoria)
Adjournment
Bacchus Marsh traffic, 395
Ballarat rail fares, 320
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 284, 430
Members statements

ONDARCHIE, Mr (Northern Metropolitan)
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 305, 408, 409, 410, 414, 415, 416, 417,
418
Constituency questions
Northern Metropolitan Region, 284
Members statements
Calabria Club, 400
Greg Mills, 330
Points of order, 352, 425
Questions without notice
Ministerial responsibility, 351
Public holidays, 425

Sungold Field Days, 329
Questions without notice
Public holidays, 424

PATTEN, Ms (Northern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Princess Mary Club, 391

MULINO, Mr (Eastern Victoria)
Adjournment
Clyde Road, Berwick, 319
Regional community leadership program, 470
Constituency questions
Eastern Victoria Region, 355

Bills
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014, 442
Questions without notice
Taxi and hire car industry, 282
Rulings, 303

Production of documents, 337, 360
PENNICUIK, Ms (Southern Metropolitan)
O’BRIEN, Mr (Eastern Victoria)
Adjournment
Pipis, 320
O’DONOHUE, Mr (Eastern Victoria)
Adjournment
Monbulk Recreation Reserve, 315
Puffing Billy, 392
Constituency questions
Eastern Victoria Region, 283, 430
Members statements
Officer Specialist School and Officer Secondary College, 294

Adjournment
Arthurs Seat chair lift, 470
Bills
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014, 438, 455, 457, 458, 459,
460, 461
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill 2014, 451
Constituency questions
Southern Metropolitan Region, 283
Members statements
Greyhound racing, 331
Police resources, 372
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Production of documents, 343, 358
Questions without notice
Vocational education and training, 425, 426
PEULICH, Mrs (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Kingswood Golf Club site, 390
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 307, 408, 409, 410, 416, 417
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014, 434, 456, 457, 459, 461,
462
Constituency questions
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, 283, 355, 429
Members statements
Coptic Christians, 293
Lunar New Year, 402
Points of order, 276, 281, 282, 286, 289, 324, 327, 346, 348, 350,
406, 423, 424, 427
Production of documents, 342
Questions without notice
Public holidays, 422, 423
PRESIDENT, The (Hon. B. N. Atkinson)
Condolences
Hon. Evan Herbert Walker, AO, 271
Distinguished visitors, 395
Questions without notice
Written responses, 354, 418
Resignation of member
Mr O’Brien, 378
Retirement of parliamentary officer
Yiannis Tremoulas, 448
Rulings, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280, 281, 282, 286, 289, 317, 318, 323,
324, 325, 327, 345, 346, 347, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 400, 419,
420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 428
Rulings by the Chair
Sessional orders, 272, 323
Suspension of members
Mr Leane, 324
PULFORD, Ms (Western Victoria) (Minister for Agriculture and
Minister for Regional Development)
Ministers statements
Greyhound racing, 287
Pipis, 399

Roads and bridges, 326
Points of order, 278, 399
Questions without notice
Fruit fly, 277, 278
Murray Basin rail project, 419
Regional and rural gas supply, 279
Roads and bridges, 275
Taxi and hire car industry, 282
Written responses to questions without notice
Fruit fly, 397
Taxi and hire car industry, 398
PURCELL, Mr (Western Victoria)
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 304
Members statements
Warrnambool cancer care centre, 403
Questions without notice
Local government review, 352
RAMSAY, Mr (Western Victoria)
Adjournment
Geelong defence contract bid, 316
Rail freight, 393
Rural addresses and numbering system, 472
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 309
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill 2014, 454
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 354, 428
Members statements
Murray Basin rail project, 329
Roads and bridges, 294
Production of documents, 340
Questions without notice
Roads and bridges, 275
RICH-PHILLIPS, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 298, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 410,
411, 412, 413, 430, 431, 432, 433, 450
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill 2014, 451
Constituency questions
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, 282
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Members statements
Australian International Airshow and Aerospace and Defence
Exposition, 402
Points of order, 419, 427, 428
Questions without notice
Public holidays, 349
Wi-fi access, 274

SYMES, Ms (Northern Victoria)
Adjournment
Ambulance officers, 394
Bills
Education and Training Reform Amendment (Funding of
Non-Government Schools) Bill 2014, 436
Constituency questions
Northern Victoria Region, 355, 429

SHING, Ms (Eastern Victoria)
Bills
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill 2014, 453

Members statements
Judy Goss, 400
Roads and bridges, 295

Constituency questions
Eastern Victoria Region, 283, 429
Points of order, 375
SOMYUREK, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan) (Minister for
Small Business, Innovation and Trade)
Ministers statements
Small business bus, 288
Points of order, 349
Production of documents, 367
Questions without notice
Hird Swamp game reserve, 426, 427
Local government review, 352
Ministerial responsibility, 351
Public holidays, 345, 346, 347, 348, 349, 350, 351, 420, 422, 424,
425
Wi-fi access, 274
Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy
Plan, 297
Written responses to questions without notice
Local government review, 477
Ministerial responsibility, 476
Public holidays, 476, 477
SPRINGLE, Ms (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Family violence, 468
Keysborough South bus service, 314
Constituency questions
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, 429
Questions without notice
Family violence, 280

TIERNEY, Ms (Western Victoria) (The Deputy President)
Adjournment
Renewable energy, 315
South West TAFE, 395
Bills
Back to Work Bill 2014, 302
Wrongs Amendment (Asbestos Related Claims) Bill 2014, 453
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 283, 354
Members statements
Pako Festa, 329
University deregulation, 329
Wendy Pearl, 293
Points of order, 376
Rulings by the Chair
Written responses, 468
Statements on reports and papers
Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for Families, 383
WOOLDRIDGE, Ms (Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Austin Hospital paediatric surgical services, 468
Business of the house
General business, 287
Condolences
Hon. Evan Herbert Walker, AO, 268
Members statements
Frankston Hospital, 401
Points of order, 278, 280, 326, 345, 346, 347, 348, 399, 420, 421,
424
Procedure Committee
Membership, 325
Production of documents, 343
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Questions without notice
Public holidays, 345, 346, 421
YOUNG, Mr (Northern Victoria)
Members statements
McGrath Foundation, 292
Questions without notice
Hird Swamp game reserve, 426, 427
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