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ROYAL ASSENT
Tuesday, 26 May 2015

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 26 May 2015
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 2.05 p.m. and read the prayer.

ROYAL ASSENT
Message read advising royal assent on 12 May to:
Domestic Animals Amendment Act 2015
Jury Directions Act 2015
Mental Health Amendment Act 2015
National Parks Amendment (Prohibiting Cattle
Grazing) Act 2015.

GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
The PRESIDENT — Order! I was accompanied by
members of the Legislative Council — Ms Symes and
Mr Dalidakis — and officers of the Council on a visit to
the Governor on 25 May and presented to him the
address of the Legislative Council adopted on 6 May
2015 in reply to the Governor’s speech at the opening
of Parliament. The Governor was pleased to make the
following reply:
President and honourable members of the Legislative
Council:
In the name and on behalf of Her Majesty the Queen I thank
you for your expressions of loyalty contained in the address
you have just presented to me.
I fully rely on your wisdom in deliberating upon the important
measures to be brought under your consideration, and I
earnestly hope that the results of your labours will be
conducive to the advancement and prosperity of this state.

NATIONAL SORRY DAY
The PRESIDENT — Order! I also take this
opportunity to note that today is an important day in
Australia’s history. It is National Sorry Day. It is a day
that is part of a broader period of thought and activity in
respect of National Reconciliation Week.
It is interesting to consider the word ‘sorry’, because it
is a word that is often used, and in itself it is important.
When the federal Parliament, on behalf of all
Australians, expressed its sorrow at what had happened
to the stolen generations and the dislocation of so many
Indigenous people in this country, it was certainly
something that was embraced by the Indigenous people
as a very important step on the road to reconciliation
between them and those people who have made

1393

Australia their home subsequent to the first European
Australians arriving on these shores.
But obviously the word ‘sorry’ in itself is not an end,
and it is not adequate in terms of addressing any of the
issues outstanding in terms of the relationship between
Australia and its Indigenous community, a community
that has a very rich heritage and that is amongst the
oldest communities in mankind’s history. It is
important for us, obviously, to continue the process of
reconciliation, to look at addressing many of the issues
that are still outstanding in the community with regard
to the Indigenous people and to make sure not just that
they are able to participate fully in the decisions and the
activities of our country but indeed that they are able to
take up leadership positions that are rightfully theirs
because of the experience and the perspective they can
bring to the table and the rich heritage they have as the
first people of this nation.
I commend to everybody that they consider carefully
some of the challenges and the possibilities of National
Reconciliation Week and the importance of National
Sorry Day.

MINISTRY
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
wish to inform the house that until advised otherwise
the Premier is the acting Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade, and under normal
circumstances — which will continue — I represent the
Premier in this chamber.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of clarification
regarding the changes that Minister Jennings has just
outlined, would he be able to clarify if
Minister Somyurek still holds his commission as a
minister?
Mr Leane — That is not a point of order. I am not
too sure the standing orders actually allow for someone
to make a point of clarification. In this term it seems to
have crept in quite a lot, especially when members are
questioning your rulings, President. I do not mind if
you do not want to give us a response now, but it may
be something for your consideration into the future.
Mr Rich-Phillips — On Mr Leane’s point,
President, the Leader of the Government has just
advised that until otherwise advised he is taking
responsibility for another minister without
providing — —
Mr Jennings — That’s not what I said. You should
have listened to what I was saying.
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Mr Rich-Phillips — You did say ‘until advised
otherwise’. Mr Jennings is representing another
minister in this place without any explanation as to the
absence of the minister or when he is going to return to
his formal status as a minister.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the point of order,
I take up Mr Leane’s point. I agree: points of
clarification are not really mentioned in our standing
orders at all; therefore it is an indulgence of the house
to accept points of clarification as such. However, I
think on this occasion Ms Wooldridge essentially raises
a point of order in the sense of a response to or seeking
further information from the Leader of the Government,
who has made a statement to the house.
Again, what the minister said was that the Premier was
actually taking up the responsibilities of the Minister
for Small Business, Innovation and Trade in the interim
period — not this minister, the Special Minister of
State — although the minister has indicated that, as the
representative of the Premier in this place, he is
prepared to take questions. That is the actual process
aspect of this. Ms Wooldridge’s point of order goes to
the actual status of the minister in respect of the current
circumstances, and I would invite the Leader of the
Government to make some comment on that.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Thank you, President, and I congratulate you on being a
better listener than some members of the opposition,
because in fact I did inform the house that the Premier
was the acting Minister for Small Business, Innovation
and Trade — the Premier — and that I represent the
Premier on all matters in this chamber, so that is the
direct linear connection behind what I advised the
house.
In relation to Mr Somyurek’s commission,
Mr Somyurek has been stood down as a minister
pending an investigation into relevant matters arising
from a complaint that was made the other day. I would
have anticipated being asked a question about this
matter if the opposition were interested in the matter. In
terms of the ministerial responsibilities, they are
clear — the Premier is the acting minister.
Ms Wooldridge — I am happy to couch this as a
point of order because it goes to the heart of how this
house operates and the minister’s functions within it. I
do not believe the point of order has been addressed
directly in relation to the fundamental question: what
status does Minister Somyurek hold as a minister? Does
he still hold his commission? It goes to the question:
when he returns to this house, will he be answering
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questions in his capacity as a minister if he still holds
the commission?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will allow the Leader
of the Government to answer that, but I would have
thought that the last part was self-evident at any rate.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
ministers who answer questions in the Parliament are
the ministers who in fact have the delegated
responsibility from the Premier, confirmed by the
Governor, and in accordance reported to the house.
Mr Dalla-Riva — I raise a point of order in relation
to standing orders 3.01 and 3.02. For the clarification of
members, 3.01 states:
Every member will attend the service of the Council, unless
given leave of absence by the Council on account of his or her
own illness, the illness or death of a near relation, urgent
business, or for other sufficient cause to be stated to the
Council.

Further, standing order 3.02, which is headed ‘Leave of
absence’, states:
(1) Notice will be given of a motion for giving leave of
absence to any member, stating the cause and period of
absence.

We have now had discussion about the role of the
minister, but the Council has not been provided with a
reason to satisfy it regarding Mr Somyurek’s failure to
attend a sitting of the Council. Merely failing to front
up because there are other issues is not, in my view, a
reason for his non-attendance. In accordance with the
standing orders he or the government must provide a
sufficient cause to be stated to the Council in the terms
within the standing orders, and if that is not provided,
then the Council has within its disposal means to deal
with that.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Dalla-Riva raises
an important matter. In pure terms he is absolutely
correct that that is a current standing order of this place,
and therefore it might be expected by the house that that
provision be complied with. However, this house has as
a matter of practice undertaken a position in the past
where members have not been formally required to
seek a leave of absence if it is related to, particularly,
illness. There have been a number of instances where
members on both sides of the house have been absent
from Parliament due to illness and they have not
triggered this particular point of order. Therefore to
accept that that is valid, provided that a member
essentially meets that criteria, it is a consistent approach
by the house.
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I have not had an opportunity to speak to
Mr Somyurek. I have read in the media that he has
taken leave on the basis of illness. I can only act upon
that information at this time because I have not been
provided with any information to the contrary. I would
hope that is the case, because I would not want to see a
situation going forward where a member who was
under some pressure for whatever reason simply did not
come to the house on the basis that they were not
prepared to be scrutinised by the house for whatever
reason. To me that would be a contempt of the
processes of the house and a contempt of the house
itself. On this occasion, as I understand it,
Mr Somyurek is ill. I accept that in good faith. I thank
Mr Dalla-Riva for the point of order, though, and it was
a valid point of order.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. When did
the minister first become aware of allegations of verbal
or physical abuse by the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade, Mr Somyurek, to his staff?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Ms Wooldridge for her question. Without
necessarily accepting the description of the complaints
that have been raised by the chief of staff of
Mr Somyurek, those complaints were raised with the
Premier’s office on Thursday afternoon. I became
aware of them on Thursday evening. I had discussions
with the Premier’s office that in fact late on Thursday
evening there was a request of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet to provide the Premier with advice
on these matters the following day. That led to advice,
on the basis of its inquiries, being provided by the
department to the Premier by close of business on
Friday, which then led to a conversation between the
Premier and the minister on Saturday morning. At all
steps through that process I was aware of how that was
being considered — that advice was being prepared and
the process was being undertaken.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the Leader of the Government. Can he clarify
when he first discussed these allegations with the
Premier?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think if the member was listening to my response, she
may have heard that it was on Thursday evening.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS — No, I think you may actually
discover when you read Hansard that I discussed it
with the Premier on Thursday evening as well.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is again to the Leader of the Government. This
question goes to the issue of what a minister being
stood down actually means. Can the minister advise
whether Minister Somyurek continues to be paid as a
minister?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I can
confirm that until further notice and until a further
determination, the minister standing aside and there
being acting arrangements in place mean that the
minister continues to be paid as, in office, a minister of
the Victorian government.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the Leader of the Government for his frank
response to my question. Can the Leader of the
Government also advise whether Minister Somyurek
still has access to his ministerial office at
121 Exhibition Street?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Without necessarily following Mr Somyurek in terms
of his travels in the last 48 hours, there is a level of
understanding from the minister and an expectation that
he will not be using his ministerial office or, for that
matter, his ministerial car during the investigation that
is currently being undertaken.

Ministerial code of conduct
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is also to the Leader of
the Government. Can the minister outline the
requirements in the ministerial code of conduct
regarding bullying and intimidatory behaviour?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
expectation of appropriate ministerial behaviour is that
ministers treat all citizens and all their obligations with
respect and regard. In fact that is a benchmark that has
been measured by the appropriate behaviour of not only
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ministers but all members of the government. We
would expect them to comply with any obligations in
relation to safe workplaces and the harmonious
relationships that they maintain in the course of their
duties and indeed treating with respect all those they
work with and come in contact with.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his response.
Can the minister advise whether Minister Somyurek
has signed the code of conduct acknowledging his
responsibility as outlined by the Leader of the
Government?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
member who has asked the question may know, as he
was previously a minister, that the existence of the code
of conduct is not dependent upon whether any
individual signs it.

Workplace bullying
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. I ask this
question as both an MP and the founding chairman of
Bully Zero Australia Foundation. I ask the Leader of
the Government: what procedures and training has the
government provided to ministers and ministerial staff
to identify, report and stop bullying in their offices?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
terms of the expectations I have outlined to the house in
my previous answers about the way in which any
minister or staff of a minister’s office may maintain
harmonious, respectful relationships with the Victorian
community, I believe all of those in the employ of the
government are well aware of our obligations under
Victorian law and what would be expected of us, either
through codes of conduct or appropriate workplace
behaviour. It has not been drawn to the government’s
attention that there needs to be any particular additional
remedial support provided across the Victorian
government, but we will reflect on that need, and if,
after reflection on that need, we need to embark upon
an elevated program of information and support, we
will do so.
Supplementary question
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
acknowledge the Leader of the Government’s
abhorrence of workplace bullying, as I have it as well.
Of the Leader of the Government I ask: how many
notifications of alleged workplace bullying or
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intimidation have been received by the Premier’s office
since coming to government?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Again, for the second time in this question time, I do
not necessarily accept the description of the behaviour
that has led to this investigation. I do not accept the
description — —
Ms Wooldridge interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — I do not accept any
inflammatory description of these matters. But I can
confirm that investigations were undertaken in relation
to behaviours, and if those behaviours are proved and
the investigation warrants further action to be taken,
then it will be taken. But at no stage until then am I in a
position to confirm the nature as described by the
member in his question.
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, President,
my supplementary question was very specific. It drew
no parallel to any other incident, and if the minister
chooses to draw that parallel, that is his business. I
asked very specifically: how many notifications had the
Premier’s office had about bullying or intimidation? It
just has to be a number.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will take
consideration of that.
Mr JENNINGS — I can answer that. The
description I reject. In relation to complaints in relation
to inappropriate behaviour, this is the first.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question again is to the Leader of the Government.
Media reports indicate that one of Minister Somyurek’s
staff was sacked last Wednesday night as a result of an
argument in the ministerial office. Is it not a fact that
Minister Somyurek sacked the staff member because
the staff member witnessed and tried to intervene in one
of the alleged bullying incidents?
Ms Shing — On a point of order, President,
Ms Wooldridge is asking for an answer to a statement
which she, firstly, asserts as being fact and which,
secondly, is the subject of an investigation. I would
have thought that in the interests of making sure that
procedural fairness is afforded to all parties to this
matter that it be allowed to be discharged within the
course of the investigation and the inquiry itself and
that it not form part of what is descending into a
completely inappropriate fracas, in my view.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I will come back to
the question.
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fact, and I can certainly confirm that I am not in a
position to confirm that it is a fact.

Shooting Sports Facilities program

Supplementary question

Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My question
is to the Special Minister of State, Mr Jennings,
representing the Minister for Sport. Recently there has
been some doubt cast about the future of the Shooting
Sports Facilities program. Can the minister inform the
house of the status of the Shooting Sports Facilities
program?

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the Leader of the Government. I ask: why has the
government not immediately reinstated the staff
member who was sacked for doing the right thing?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will let the minister
discharge it. There is an insinuation in the way that the
last part of the question reads that I am not sure is fair
in terms of the standing of this matter, but I will let the
minister respond to the supplementary question.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I feel
a little bit stunned by the nature of this question and
Mr Bourman’s hope I may be able to answer this
question. I am currently unable to because of a gap in
my knowledge base, and I will attempt to remedy that
and provide the answer to the member at the earliest
opportunity.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — For
the third occasion, what the member alleges as fact she
is not in a position to be able to assert as fact, and I am
not in a position to confirm that it is a fact either.

Supplementary question

East Gippsland timber industry

Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — In the
context I know that the minister will not be able to
answer this. Can the minister update the house on when
we can expect the next round of grants to be open for
that program?

Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Agriculture. I refer to media
reports regarding the prosecution of members of the
community group in East Gippsland which recently
exposed allegations of illegal harvesting of protected
native forests on the Errinundra Plateau. The dedicated
members of the Goongerah Environment Centre have
an established record of peacefully observing the
activities of VicForests employees and contractors and
of bringing to light potential breaches of Victorian laws
that protect high conservation value native forests.
These local community members are undertaking
duties which are clearly in the public interest. The
government’s investigation of the environment centre’s
recent allegations found that VicForests was culpable
for the unwarranted destruction of 22 rainforest canopy
trees. This would not have come to public attention
without the efforts of the Goongerah Environment
Centre. My question is: is the minister aware that the
members of this community group are being
investigated for merely observing and recording
VicForests destruction of protected trees, and will the
minister exercise a discretion to not prosecute in the
circumstances?

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
sorry that I have failed Mr Bourman on both his
substantive question and the supplementary. I will
endeavour to get that information to him at the earliest
opportunity.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
The PRESIDENT — Order! I return to
Ms Wooldridge’s question, and I thank her for the
courtesy of giving me the opportunity to read that
question. As members will assume from my hesitation,
I have some concerns in respect of the fact that there is
a process underway. Ms Shing has referred to that in
her point of order. There is a process underway, and I
do not think we ought to be pre-empting the outcome of
that process. In listening to and reading the question, I
am able to call the minister to answer the question, but I
must say I am not sure that it is even within his
knowledge to be able to answer that question in its own
way. It is certainly a matter that would be part of the
process that has been put in place by the Premier.
Nonetheless, I am prepared to call the minister.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — What
I can say is that the member is in no way able to form
the conclusion that the issue she has raised with me is a

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for her question. Ms Dunn makes a
number of assertions in posing her question that I am
inclined to disagree with, and for the benefit of the
house I can take members, including Ms Dunn, through
the events that have occurred and that she refers to.
There was an immediate investigation undertaken after
claims of illegal logging. The Department of

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
1398

COUNCIL

Environment, Land, Water and Planning found that
VicForests fully complied with the code for two of the
three allegations by protecting an identified area of
rainforest and ensuring no impact on waterways. In the
third matter, in relation to the allegation of harvesting
rainforest, investigators were unable to conclusively
determine whether VicForests was compliant with the
code due to the small size of the area and the level of
disturbance, but I have responded to similar questions
on this matter in the past. The department did consider
that the pushing over and felling of some trees in the
impacted area was unnecessary. In two instances
VicForests has been found to fully comply, and in a
third the investigation was inconclusive.
In response to the specific question about an
investigation underway, what I would say is that
permission from VicForests can be sought by members
of the public to enter timber harvesting safety zones.
This will be the case in the future, and VicForests will
consider such applications as they are presented to it.
But timber harvesting safety zones are an important
protection. This is heavy and dangerous work, and the
protection of people who work in the timber industry,
and indeed the protection of people who do not like the
timber industry, is important.
I can advise the house that the Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources forestry
compliance officers are currently investigating an
alleged breach of the timber harvesting safety zones,
and I believe that this is entirely appropriate.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — For the benefit
of members, that timber harvesting compliance unit
report stated:
VicForests retains a degree of culpability …
The unwarranted destruction of these trees is not
considered —

by the timber harvesting compliance unit —
to be consistent with ‘best practice’ …
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determine whether VicForests had or had not been
compliant with the code, so we have an investigation
that is inconclusive.
In response to the investigation into entering a timber
harvesting zone without authorisation, these rules exist
to protect people, to keep people safe, and when the
rules are not complied with it is entirely appropriate that
an investigation is undertaken. We have a responsibility
to ensure the safety of people who are in areas where
timber harvesting is being undertaken. I understand that
some members in this place would very much prefer
that we do not have a timber industry in the state, but
on that we will not agree.

VicForests logging coupes
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is to the Minister for Agriculture. I refer to the recent
investigation report of allegations of illegal harvesting
of rainforest in the Errinundra Plateau. The report is
dated 23 April 2015 and was prepared by officers of the
timber harvesting compliance unit of the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning. The report
found that 22 rainforest canopy trees had been
needlessly destroyed in early April 2015 and that
VicForests was culpable for their destruction. These
trees included southern sassafras, black oliveberry,
Gippsland waratah and banyalla trees. In fact the
investigation found that VicForests had no plans to use
the felled rainforest canopy trees for specialty timber
purposes. The investigation did not identify sufficient
evidence to prosecute VicForests, but this was mainly
because the offences require proof beyond reasonable
doubt that the pre-existing rainforest areas exceeded the
threshold. My question is: what follow-up action will
be taken to ensure that the needless destruction of
protected rainforest does not recur?
Mr Dalidakis — On a point of order, President, I
acknowledge that the member used the words ‘alleged
illegal activity’, and I ask that Hansard change the rest
of her questions to use the word ‘alleged’, because no
illegal activity has in fact been found.

for native timber harvesting operations. My
supplementary question is: how is the public interest in
pursuing this prosecution outweighed by the public
interest in exposing illegal activity by VicForests?

The PRESIDENT — Order! That is not a point of
order; it is a point of debate. I am sure the minister is
cognisant of the issue you have just raised and is more
than competent to address that matter. Certainly we do
not go around correcting each other’s questions and
answers, thankfully.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — As I
have indicated to the house on previous occasions, and
as Ms Dunn points out, VicForests was found to be
short of best practice and improvements are being
made, but the investigators were unable to conclusively

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — As I
indicated in my answers to earlier questions from
Ms Dunn, the investigation in relation to this matter
was inconclusive, so the member is asking for action in
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response to her assertion that the investigation was
conclusive when in fact it was not.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — It is fair to say
that the evidence was inconclusive because the
evidence was that the trees had been clear-felled. My
supplementary question is: will the minister ensure that
VicForests and its contractors are subject to spot checks
for compliance with the industry code, and what will be
the arrangements for this in terms of the qualifications
and independence of these spot checkers?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — The
timber industry in Victoria provides employment to
21 000 people in this state. It produces a wide range of
products, and the value of the timber industry to many
towns, particularly in the eastern part of state but also in
south-western Victoria to a smaller degree but not an
insignificant degree, cannot be overstated. I understand
the Greens are hell-bent on ending the timber industry
in Victoria, but this government is committed to a
sustainable timber industry in Victoria. It is my
expectation and the government’s expectation that
VicForests operates in a way that is consistent with
world’s best practice, and it is my belief that it does. I
know there are members in this place who would like to
see no timber industry in Victoria, but on that we will
not agree.

Broadmeadows railway station
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the minister representing the Minister for
Public Transport. The Broadmeadows train station has
required urgent works for some years. The previous
government cancelled the planned upgrade in what
many saw as a desperate attempt to satisfy former MP
Geoff Shaw by diverting the funds to Frankston
instead. At the time the now Premier described the
backflip as a slap in the face for families living in the
state’s key growth areas, and local MP Frank McGuire,
the member for Broadmeadows in the Assembly, called
it a ‘reverse Robin Hood’. Now in power, the budget
recently handed down does not allocate a single penny
for the Broadmeadows station redevelopment. My
question is: when will the government commit to the
much-needed redevelopment of the station by putting
back into the budget the $30 million that was
previously earmarked for this project?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Ms Patten for her question. As members are well
aware, the budget was delivered three weeks ago by the
Treasurer, Tim Pallas. The government’s focus in
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shaping its first budget was on delivering on each and
every one of its election commitments. My colleague
Ms Allan has a power of work to do on Melbourne’s
public transport system and indeed Victoria’s public
transport system, and she is tackling that work at a great
pace.
On the very specific nature of Ms Patten’s question, I
will take that on notice and seek a response from the
Minister for Public Transport.
Supplementary question
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
concerned that in that answer we are now looking at a
reverse Robin Hood backflip, but my question is: if the
government will not commit funding to the
Broadmeadows train station, why has the government
broken this promise to the electorate?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Ms Patten for her supplementary question. I will
take that on notice.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate that out of
today’s questions Ms Pulford will provide a response
on both Ms Patten’s substantive and supplementary
question.
I also indicate that Mr Bourman has written to me in
respect of a written response provided by the Minister
for Training and Skills in his capacity as representing
the Minister for Police in the Council. It was a response
to Mr Bourman’s question without notice and
supplementary question raised on 15 April.
Mr Bourman had three concerns: firstly, that parts of
the answer provided were incorrect; secondly, that his
question was recorded incorrectly; and thirdly, that no
answer was given to part of his question.
I have reviewed the answer provided by the minister. In
respect of the accuracy of the answer provided by the
minister, this is not a matter I can judge and in fact may
well be a matter of debate rather than of substance.
Under sessional order 5 I can only determine the
appropriateness of a written response in terms of its
relevance, not its accuracy.
In respect of the question being recorded incorrectly, I
have consulted Hansard’s final published version of the
question, and it matches the question as recorded by the
minister in his response.
Finally, in respect of Mr Bourman’s concern that part
of the question was not answered, specifically in
relation to the second part of the member’s
supplementary question, which asked:
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… how many actual crimes of violence for which the registry
has been used to solve these crimes?

I am of the view that this part of the supplementary
question was not answered at all in the minister’s
response; therefore I direct that the matter be returned
via the Minister for Training and Skills to the
responsible minister so that a further written response
might be provided specifically addressing the second
portion of that supplementary question.
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, President, I
refer to the point of order I raised at the end of question
time on Wednesday, 6 May. It was in relation to the
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade not
providing a fulsome written answer to my question
regarding the 2015 Easter Sunday public holiday.
President, your directive on 6 May indicated that you
were of a mind that it would be possible to provide a
fairly reliable estimate of what the cost had been, and
you directed the minister to provide an answer within
48 hours of that day. I am conscious of the fact that the
Premier is now assuming the role of the minister for
small business and that matters of administration are a
matter for government, but 20 days have gone past and
no written answer has been received.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I note that the member
is correct and that I have also not been furnished with
an answer to that question to satisfy that direction. I do
not know if the Leader of the Government at this point
has any comment on that position.
Mr Jennings — President, I am in the hands of the
house. If the house seeks that answer from me, I will
make sure that an answer is provided.
The PRESIDENT — Order! If Mr Jennings could
follow up the matter on behalf of the house, I would
appreciate that. Given that there has no doubt been
some work done on this already, if it were possible to
furnish it tomorrow, I would appreciate that. To
summarise, I hope Mr Jennings will be able to provide
the answer to the question from Mr Ondarchie within a
day and that Mr Herbert will be able to provide an
answer within 48 hours.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have written answers to the following questions on
notice: 471, 494–501, 511–15, 519, 521, 527–9, 531–6,
540, 553.
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CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Premier, and it is
regarding food procurement for Victorian government
departments. My constituents have raised the issue of
food procurement by Victorian government
departments — particularly the Department of Health
and Human Services — and the fact that there is no
preference given to Victorian-grown and
Victorian-produced food.
As the Premier knows, Victoria grows some of the
cleanest, greenest, highest quality food in the world.
The Victorian government, through the department of
health and other departments, has a large food
consumer base. Often government departments
purchase imported product that is not of the same
standard as Victorian-grown products. Victorian-grown
food might cost a little more, but the initial outlay
would also be offset by employment, payroll tax, GST
and other benefits. As a regional member with a strong
interest in the success and future of regional
communities and food production, I ask the Premier if
he is prepared to conduct a thorough cost-benefit
analysis and regulatory impact statement to establish
the benefit of implementing a policy stipulating the
procurement of Victorian-produced food by Victorian
government departments.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency matter responds to community concerns
about delays in construction of a crucial cycling link in
the east of Melbourne. The Heatherdale to Syndal bike
track is currently a muddy track that runs along a
9-kilometre linear reserve through Mitcham, Forest
Hill, Burwood East and Glen Waverley. It links a
number of railway stations, shopping centres, schools,
Monash University and community sporting facilities.
The construction of a proper shared track here would be
a great opportunity to invest in sensible, cost-effective
infrastructure. The project has the full support of the
City of Whitehorse and the City of Monash. The
construction of a sealed path along this route would be
a great incentive for people in the east of Melbourne to
take the healthy and sustainable option of travelling by
bike, which will ease pressure on public transport and
reduce road congestion. Will the government contribute
funding towards this terrific project?
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Eastern Victoria Region
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Local
Government. Four of the 10 interface councils are in
Eastern Victoria Region. Together they cover a
population base of well over half a million people.
They have all welcomed the commitment of
$50 million in the recent budget to the Interface
Councils Infrastructure Fund. I ask that the minister
clarify how the guidelines for the allocation of funds
from the interface fund will ensure that the projects
benefiting from the fund achieve optimal outcomes for
the community. Over recent weeks I have had the
benefit of visiting many interface councils in my
electorate with the minister and have been very
impressed with the potential projects that are already in
the advanced stages of planning.

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety. It concerns the part of the
Nepean Highway between Peninsula Link and Craigie
Road in Mount Martha. Regrettably there has been a
fatality in recent times at the intersection of Forest
Drive and the Nepean Highway. There have been
several casualties from crashes at the intersection of
Uralla Road and the Nepean Highway, as well as other
safety concerns on that strip of what can be a very busy
road.
Several constituents have raised concerns with me
about the safety of this part of the Nepean Highway. In
recent times VicRoads has dropped the speed limit in
part of that area from 100 kilometres per hour to
80 kilometres per hour in recognition of some of those
safety concerns. But clearly what is required are some
engineering solutions and improved road treatments for
that part of the road. I ask the minister to address that
issue.

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Health and
relates to the current negotiation between the
government and the City of Greater Geelong to find a
suitable site for the Barwon Health North facility.
Barwon Health North was a $28 million budget
commitment made by the then Victorian coalition
government in May last year. This healthcare service in
North Geelong was strongly pursued by my
parliamentary colleague David Koch, a former member
for Western Victoria Region, in the last term of the
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previous government, and the then Minister for Health,
David Davis. This fully funded healthcare service is at
the point of finding a suitable land site. I would like to
know if the government will be successful in having the
land gifted from the City of Greater Geelong so the
budget allocated to purchase land can be used to further
upgrade the facility to provide even better health
services for the community of North Geelong. I also
invite the Leader of the Opposition, the member for
Bulleen in the Legislative Assembly, to meet with the
mayor, Darryn Lyons, to discuss this matter when he is
next in Geelong.

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for
Agriculture, Ms Jaala Pulford, and I ask: why does the
RSPCA get $5 million for combatting illegal puppy
farms but there is no money for aerial baiting and no
money for the wild dog bounty to help deal with the
wild dog problem in Gippsland?

Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My question is
directed to the Minister for Education and relates to the
election commitment Labor made to build a new
technical school in Ballarat. I note in the budget that
there is a mere $8 million allocated to the technical
schools program over the next three financial years.
These inadequate funds have apparently been allocated
to realise the opening of 10 technical schools across the
state — a mere $800 000 per school. The minister was
quoted in the Ballarat Courier recently as saying:
We want to see construction start as soon as possible and
have our tech schools opening in 2017–18.

Can the minister confirm that the Ballarat technical
school will open in the 2017–18 financial year?

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Public
Transport. As the minister would be aware, there is a
long-running saga involving the removal of the Main
Road level crossing in St Albans. To my knowledge,
Labor first promised to remove this level crossing back
in 1982. That is 33 years and eight Premiers ago —
perhaps nine coming up. The coalition government
allocated funding for this project last year, and locals
assumed that this killer crossing would soon be gone.
Now we hear from within the government that works
on the St Albans crossing are on hold and the money is
being diverted to the other side of Melbourne. Will the
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minister confirm or deny that Labor has again shafted
the people of St Albans?

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is for the attention of the
Minister for Environment, Climate Change and Water.
Recently all of the water authority board members were
sacked. The argument given was that the government
wanted to increase the number of women and people
from culturally diverse backgrounds on these boards.
That seems quite ironic given that a number of very
good and capable women and people from multicultural
backgrounds were sacked. That is not to reflect on the
high calibre of board members across the state.
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four single-storey portables at Port Melbourne primary
with three double-storey relocatable classrooms.

ALCOA (PORTLAND ALUMINIUM
SMELTER) (AMENDMENT) ACT
AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) introduced a
bill for an act to amend the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act 1984 and
for other purposes.
Read first time.

SUPREME COURT OF VICTORIA
The other reason the government gave was that it
wanted to appoint board members who were more
sympathetic to climate change adaptation. In relation to
the appointment of board members to South East Water
and Melbourne Water, which service my constituency,
I ask the minister to outline what processes have been
put in place to source the new board members and what
key performance indicators are being used in order to
do so. I ask the minister to confirm whether former
Deputy Premier John Thwaites and Australian Workers
Union staffer and former Labor candidate Robyn
McLeod have been appointed to pick new board
members for all of the state’s water boards, including
South East Water.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is to the Minister for
Education and is with regard to portable classrooms at
Port Melbourne Primary School. The school has had a
big increase in enrolments. In 2006 it had 173 students,
today it has 720, and enrolments will keep growing by
at least 50 students a year. The school site is landlocked
and the children use a local park to increase their play
space. Last week the minister said he was unable to
provide a proposed opening date for a new primary
school in South Melbourne.

Report 2013–14
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills)
presented report by command of the Governor.
Laid on table.

VICTORIAN LAW REFORM COMMISSION
Photographing and filming tenants’ possessions
for advertising purposes
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills),
by leave, presented report.
Laid on table.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 5
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented Alert Digest No. 5 of 2015, including
appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.

The presence of asbestos in Port Melbourne Primary
School’s portables has alarmed parents. This included
asbestos in the damaged floor of the entrance to a
portable that children walked on every day. This was
removed last Friday but further work is urgently
needed. It makes sense to replace the single-storey
portables with double-storey ones as a short-term
response to the school’s space and health needs. I ask
the minister to commit to immediately replacing the

PAPERS
Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability Act 2003 —
Government response to the State of the Environment Report
2013.
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 —

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Tuesday, 26 May 2015
Minister’s Order of 23 March 2015 giving approval to
the granting of a license and a lease at Albert Park
Reserve.
Minister’s Order of 23 April 2015 giving approval to the
granting of a lease at National Rhododendron Gardens
Reserve.
Land Acquisition and Compensation Act 1986 — Minister’s
Certificate of 20 May 2015 pursuant to section 7(4) of the
Act.
Mount Baw Baw Alpine Resort Management Board —
Report for the year ended 31 October 2014.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Banyule Planning Scheme — Amendment C103.
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendments C205
and C211.
Brimbank Planning Scheme — Amendments C156 and
C171 (Part 1).
Buloke Planning Scheme — Amendment C18.
Darebin Planning Scheme — Amendments C122 and
C127.
Frankston Planning Scheme — Amendments C101 and
C107.
Glen Eira Planning Scheme — Amendment C138.
Greater Bendigo Planning Scheme — Amendment
C210.
Greater Dandenong Planning Scheme — Amendment
C185.
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme — Amendment
C297.
Hume Planning Scheme — Amendment C150.
Latrobe Planning Scheme — Amendment C83.
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Yarra Planning Scheme — Amendment C138.
Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — Amendment C136.

Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament —
County Court Act 1958 — Nos. 34 and 35.
Magistrates’ Court Act 1989 — No. 32.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — No. 33.
Supreme Court Act 1986 — No. 30.
Supreme Court Act 1986 — Civil Procedure Act
2010 — No. 29.
Transfer of Land Act 1958 — No. 36.
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal 1998 —
No. 37.
Wrongs Act 1958 — No. 31.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule
Nos. 31, 32, 34 to 37.
Legislative Instruments and related documents under
section 16B in respect of —
New taxi-cab licences: notification of annual
licence fees to apply from 1 January 2015, 24 April
2015, under the Transport (Compliance and
Miscellaneous) Act 1983.
Southern Metropolitan Cemetery Trust Scale of
Fees and Charges effective as of 30 April 2015
under the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003.
Southern Metropolitan Cemetery Trust Scale of
Fees and Charges effective as of 5 May 2015 under
the Cemeteries and Crematoria Act 2003.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
General business

Mildura Planning Scheme — Amendment C81.
Mitchell Planning Scheme — Amendment C91 (Part 1).
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme — Amendment C142.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme — Amendment
C151.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendment C94.
Stonnington Planning Scheme — Amendments C208
(Part 1) and C209.
Wangaratta Planning Scheme — Amendment C45.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move:
That precedence be given to the following general business
on Wednesday, 27 May 2015:
(1) order of the day standing in the name of Mr Barber to
move the second reading of the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) (Amendment) Act Amendment
Bill 2015;
(2) notice of motion given this day standing in the name of
Ms Wooldridge referring various matters to Legislative
Council standing committees;

Whitehorse Planning Scheme — Amendment C171.
Whittlesea Planning Scheme — Amendments C153,
C174, C189 and C190.
Wyndham Planning Scheme — Amendment C208.

(3) notice of motion given this day standing in the name of
Mr Barber referring a matter to the economy and
infrastructure standing committee;
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(4) notice of motion 101 standing in the name of
Mr Rich-Phillips in relation to the failure of the
government to produce various documents; and
(5) notice of motion 115 standing in the name of
Ms Wooldridge referring a matter to the Economic,
Education, Jobs and Skills Committee.

Motion agreed to.

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
National Sorry Day
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — Today is a day of national significance
and a day of national sorrow. National Sorry Day
publicly recognises the impact of past policies that
forcibly removed Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
children from their families. It is not widely known that
Victoria was impacted more significantly than other
states, with a higher percentage of children removed
than in other states and territories. It is a sad truth that
many of the children in the out-of-home care system
today are grandchildren of those people who were
removed.
That is one of the reasons we are supporting the work
of Andrew Jackomos, the commissioner for Aboriginal
children and young people, in Taskforce 1000, which
aims to review the status of the more than
1000 Aboriginal children in out-of-home care in
Victoria. We know that as well as being
over-represented in out-of-home care, Aboriginal
children are under-represented in early years services
such as three-year-old and four-year-old kindergarten.
This is why I have begun a program to encourage
Aboriginal parents to enrol their young children in
kindergarten. Even at this stage of the school year, it is
not too late. In addressing the over-representation of
Aboriginal children in out-of-home care, in March
when I announced $43 million for targeted care
packages to move children from residential to
home-based care I stressed that a priority is to focus on
moving Aboriginal children into home environments.
Further to this, the recent Victorian budget provided
$283 million for services for all vulnerable children and
families, and Aboriginal families will be beneficiaries
of this additional funding. The budget also allocated
$1.75 million to directly improve supports for
vulnerable Aboriginal families and children. This
funding will be used to create eight specialist positions
for 12 months to oversee the implementation of area
action plans being formed in response to issues
identified through Taskforce 1000. The funding will
also be used to review existing programs that assist
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vulnerable Aboriginal families, in close consultation
with Aboriginal families. It is important that we learn
from the mistakes of the past.
Today I am wearing this commemorative silk flower,
which was created as a national emblem of the stolen
generations. This flower was adopted because it is
found widely across Australia and is a survivor. Its
purple colour denotes compassion and spiritual healing,
and that is what we wish for all members of the stolen
generations.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Regional and rural health
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
rise to raise awareness about how the Labor
government has snubbed health in regional and rural
Victoria as part of this last budget. In fact less than
4 per cent of new hospital capital funding is for
facilities in rural and regional Victoria.
Of even greater concern is the cutting of two vital
capital infrastructure projects: the Rural Capital Support
Fund and the Bush Nursing Support Fund. These
projects provided vital funding for our public and
regional health services, our registered community
health services and our bush nursing centres and
hospitals to enable them to undertake some basic
infrastructure capital programs such as small
construction and remodelling projects; essential IT
upgrades, including wi-fi installation; and energy and
water efficiency projects. The Rural Capital Support
Fund provided $56 million over four years while the
Bush Nursing Support Fund comprised $2.2 million
over four years, and both of them have been cut by the
Andrews Labor government.
Having visited rural and regional health services many
times, including some significant visits over the last
week with my colleagues Ms Fitzherbert and the
member for Ripon in the Legislative Assembly, I know
that the health services are aghast at the prospect of not
having capital support funds to address the basic capital
infrastructure needs of rural health services. The
Andrews government is to be condemned for its failure
to support rural and regional health.

National Sorry Day
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
on National Sorry Day. This is the 17th National Sorry
Day, and I am sad that, although some progress has
been made on Indigenous issues since the first sorry
day, the story is still not good. Since 1998 there have
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been good symbols and important symbolic actions
taken, including Kevin Rudd’s apology to the stolen
generations, but that was over eight years ago, and
while symbols are important, real action is most
important. I am utterly appalled by the Abbott federal
government using $90 million to try to close
150 remote Indigenous communities in Western
Australia. This is totally unacceptable. The first nations
people have suffered not only from the overt wrongs of
dispossession, disease and undeclared warfare over the
last two centuries but also from meddling and quite
often wrongheaded attempts to right these wrongs.
The Bringing Them Home report was stark about the
intergenerational damage done to Indigenous people
and Indigenous culture. No matter how
well-intentioned some of these actions may have been,
they were wrong. We can look back today and say they
were racist, but whether they were wrong or racist, one
thing is for sure — that is, we did not involve
Indigenous Australians in the decision-making about
their welfare and their future. That is why we need to
start a conversation about self-determination. I hope
today’s National Sorry Day can be marked not just by
symbols but by serious intention to move towards
constitutional recognition and self-determination. After
two centuries of white settlement, it is certainly
overdue.

Gippsland infrastructure projects
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — Prior to
the 2010 election the coalition committed to two
significant infrastructure projects for the West
Gippsland and South Gippsland communities. The first
was the upgrade of the Warragul railway station,
including the construction of a new underpass, and I am
pleased to say that that project was completed and
opened in late March. It is a fantastic $26 million
infrastructure improvement for the Warragul
community. The station, which is at the heart of the
community, now has 200 additional commuter car
parking spaces to reflect the growing number of people
commuting from Warragul and district to the
metropolitan area.
The other recently opened significant piece of
infrastructure for that region is the $66 million Koo
Wee Rup bypass. The bypass was long sought after by
the Koo Wee Rup community. For 11 long years Labor
ignored their calls, but the then opposition leader, Ted
Baillieu, and the then opposition minister, Terry
Mulder, listened, and I am very pleased to say that that
project has now been completed and opened and will
take up to 1000 trucks a day out of the Koo Wee Rup
community. This will free up access, particularly on
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long weekends, Friday nights and during the summer
for people accessing the Monash corridor, travelling
along Healesville-Koo Wee Rup Road, moving through
Koo Wee Rup and going down to South Gippsland,
Phillip Island and the Bass Coast. These are two very
important pieces of infrastructure for the West
Gippsland and South Gippsland communities, and they
have been delivered by the coalition.

Madeleine Sobb
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
make this statement on behalf of the Youth Disability
Advocacy Service (YDAS), and it is a sad
announcement about youth and disability activist
Madeleine Sobb. On Friday, 22 May, we sadly lost our
beloved friend and colleague Madeleine after a short
illness. Madeleine joined the Youth Disability
Advocacy Service steering committee in 2011 and
headed up the first ever National Youth Disability
Conference in 2012 as the conference coordinator. This
was a massive endeavour, and it demonstrated her
impressive talents and passion for raising youth and
disability issues at a national level.
In 2014 Madeleine commenced her role as a YDAS
project officer at the Youth Affairs Council of Victoria
and completed her bachelor of applied science in
disability. In 2014 she headed up the protest against the
axing of ABC Ramp Up, which is where I first met her.
Ramp Up was a national platform for disability news
and opinion, which was edited by Madeleine’s close
personal friend, the late Stella Young. It was an
amazing program.
On behalf of the YDAS staff, the steering committee
and the Victorian staff and board, our heartfelt
condolences go out to her partner, Jarrod; her parents,
Tom and Margaret; her sisters; her soon-to-be
brother-in-law, Paul; and her many friends, who loved
her as we did. I would like to add my personal
condolences for an amazing woman.

National Sorry Day
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
in recognition of National Sorry Day. This day was first
marked in 1998, and it gives me great pleasure as both
a member of Parliament and a first-generation
Australian to have the opportunity to recognise
National Sorry Day, not because I am at all happy about
the plight of our Indigenous people in this day and age
but because, like many other first-generation
Australians, I think it is an issue we need to talk about
to ensure that Australians from any generation and
background are able to understand why we need to
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keep working to assist our Indigenous population in
looking after themselves, as other speakers have said, in
relation to self-determination and other issues.
It would be remiss of me not to recognise the efforts of
former Prime Minister Kevin Rudd on this issue,
particularly his apology to the stolen generations in
2008. I also recognise former Prime Minister Paul
Keating for his great work with our Indigenous
community. What we have done in the past is well and
good, but we need to keep working for the future. With
that in mind, I wish to pay my respects to our
Indigenous population.

Agnes Falls Scenic Reserve
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — Today I commend
the following people and place to this house. Hidden
away in the hills of South Gippsland, the Agnes River
reserve is a picturesque tourist attraction. It is situated
160 kilometres east of Melbourne and can be accessed
from the towns of Welshpool and Toora.
Mountain streams from the southern slopes of the
Strzelecki Ranges find their way into the Agnes River.
After heavy rain, the river falls over the rocks into a
spectacular cascade creating the Agnes Falls. At
59 metres, these are the highest single-span falls in
Victoria. The reserve is a little gem and protects a small
remnant of old forest that once covered the area. A
canopy of tall eucalypts supports many bird species.
Southern blue gums, silver wattles and blackwood
grow along the gorge, and the moist conditions support
the diversity of understorey, which in turn is a home for
the eastern yellow robin. From the car park, a short
track leads to a viewing area overlooking the falls.
A passionate group of people, led by Kathy Whelan
and Peter Lee, has driven the rejuvenation of the
reserve and formed Friends of Agnes Falls. These
dedicated people, together with Parks Victoria and the
local Landcare organisation, have renewed the picnic
area, provided seating along the walk and made the
reserve friendly for us to visit and enjoy. I commend
their efforts to the house.

Ray Stokie
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to all manner of community activities. He was a life
member of the Port Fairy Surf Life Saving Club,
playing a crucial role in restarting the club in the 1950s
and filling each and every role in the club’s executive at
one time or another during his more than 50 years of
service.
Ray was involved in many other activities as well. He
was a volunteer on the Moyneyana Festival committee
for more than 50 years, the RSL for more than 40 and
he donated his time to Probus, the Port Fairy Folk
Festival, the Country Fire Authority, the Lions club and
the town’s football-netball club.
Ray’s dedication to the community was so great that in
2006 he was recognised with a Medal of the Order of
Australia for service to the community. Hardworking
volunteers like Ray are few and far between, and there
is no doubt his contribution to the long list of
community groups has enriched the Port Fairy
community. I pass on our deepest sympathy to Ray’s
family.

Bridge Road Children’s and Community
Centre
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — On
Wednesday, 13 May, I attended the opening of the
Bridge Road Children’s and Community Centre with
the Minister for Families and Children, the
Honourable Jenny Mikakos; a member for Western
Victoria Region, Joshua Morris; the member for
Melton in the other place, Don Nardella; and the mayor
of Melton, Cr Sophie Ramsey.
The centre is located in the expanding area of Melton
South and is much needed by the growing number of
families residing in and around this booming suburb.
Learning starts from birth, and there is substantial
evidence showing the benefits that early learning
programs have for children under five years of age. The
centre will offer occasional care, maternal and child
health care, playgroups and immunisation services. I
have no doubt that the 198 kindergarten spaces for
four-year-olds and 123 spaces for three-year-olds will
be taken advantage of instantly, due to the rapid growth
in the number of local families.

Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — It is with
great honour that I rise to speak of one of Port Fairy’s
most active community volunteers, Ray Stokie. Ray
passed away last week after decades of tireless
dedication to the Port Fairy community.

The new centre is not just for children; it will also cater
for local families and provide quality health and
education services in the form of breastfeeding support,
parenting programs and a variety of community
activities.

Ray was the town postie for many years, and he worked
at the post office for 38 years. While raising six
children with his wife Lorna, he tirelessly gave his time

The Andrews Labor government has delivered and is
still delivering on its promise to invest in education and
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provide quality education and health programs closer to
home. Another $50 million is to be invested in the early
childhood sector. This will include infrastructure
projects to upgrade and restore children’s centres to
ensure that families in high-growth areas — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Time!

Food Allergy Week
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — Some may ask,
‘Why is it that you have one fingernail painted a
striking Liberal blue?’. I would answer, ‘Thank you for
asking. The reason is that last week was Food Allergy
Week, and as part of its awareness campaign, people
were encouraged to paint one fingernail to symbolise
that 1 in 10 children born today will develop a food
allergy’.
Food allergies can be life threatening, and it is
incredibly important that they be taken seriously. Food
allergies are not about liking a particular food, nor are
they about having just a little bit of food that you might
be allergic to. Anaphylactic reactions that can result
from food allergies are very serious episodes which can
result in death.
As the father of a child who recently had a late-night
trip from Ballarat to the Royal Children’s Hospital, I
can attest that allergies should be taken very seriously
and better understood. It is up to all of us to become
more allergy aware, to know how to minimise the risk
of an allergic reaction and to know what to do if a
reaction happens. A loved one’s life could depend on it.

Africa Day
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Africa Day is an annual celebration marking the
founding of the Organisation of African Unity — now
called the African Union — on 25 May 1963. This
symbolic date provides a platform for all Africans
across the globe, together with mainstream society, to
celebrate Africa’s rich cultural diversity and its benefits
to multiculturalism and social cohesion.
Many African-Australian community leaders,
businesspeople, artists and individuals are making
significant contributions to the spiritual, moral, cultural,
social and economic lives of their communities and the
community at large. This should be celebrated,
encouraged and acknowledged.
Over the past three years, Africa Day Melbourne
celebrations have steadily grown, with this year’s
celebrations spanning a week. I was very pleased to be
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invited to participate in these events, including the
African Day Australia Sports Festival held in
Keysborough, which included basketball and soccer
tournaments with diaspora teams from across the
African continent; Africa’s Got Talent in Dandenong,
showcasing the best of African-Australian performing
artists; and the Africa Day gala dinner at Docklands.
A big congratulations to Stephen Sibanda, John
Bellavance, the organising committee and countless
hardworking volunteers on an enormously successful
Africa Day festival.
As the mother of two children with African heritage
and as a former resident of Tanzania, I welcome the
growing bond between Australian and African
communities that is strengthened every year through
this celebration — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Time!

Hare Krishna temple
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Like you, Acting President, I love multicultural,
multifaith Victoria. On Thursday, 21 May, I had the
pleasure of joining fantastic local MP Margaret
Fitzherbert for a visit to the Hare Krishna ISKCON
temple in Albert Park. We were there to see the work
that has been undertaken as a result of the coalition
government’s grant of $500 000 to help with kitchen
renovations. That grant was announced on 22 October
by then Minister for Multicultural Affairs and
Citizenship and now Leader of the Opposition in the
Assembly, Matthew Guy, together with Georgie
Crozier. Ms Fitzherbert and I were hosted by the
wonderful team of Bhakta and Bhakti, who not only
showed us exactly what was going on with the kitchen
development but also introduced us to many of the
devotees who attend the Hare Krishna temple. We were
blessed to participate in the devotion that afternoon,
including the traditional Annakut.
The Hare Krishna community at the ISKCON temple is
a great example of a wonderful community. It is part of
the fabric of Melbourne and Victoria. The community
is involved in a number of things such as Crossways
Food for Life in Swanston Street and, of course,
Gopal’s restaurant, which has been there for many
years. The outreach service to many locals is something
to be acknowledged. I thank Ms Fitzherbert for her
great work. I acknowledge Ms Crozier and Mr Davis
for the work they do in representing the local area. It
was a pleasure to attend.
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Ulumbarra Theatre
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I was
delighted to attend the opening of the Ulumbarra
Theatre in Bendigo on the evening of 17 April. The
Honourable Damian Drum was there, as was the
Minister for Public Transport, Ms Allan, and the
member for Bendigo East in the Assembly,
Ms Edwards. The theatre replaces the old Bendigo jail
complex, and I cannot think of a better way to revitalise
the usage of that site. Three tiers of government,
together with private and philanthropic donations,
funded this magnificent arts and recreation facility,
which will give many years of joy to the local
community.

Anzac Day
Mr ELASMAR — On another matter, on
Wednesday, 22 April, I attended the Bundoora RSL for
the observance ceremony to commemorate Anzac Day.
I was proud to lay a wreath in memory of all our fallen
Anzac comrades.
I was also proudly present at the Anzac Day dawn
service held at All Nations Park in Northcote, together
with the Minister for Women, Ms Richardson. There
were many thousands of people in attendance, with a
large number of children present. It touched my heart to
see the great respect shown by the little ones for the
commemoration of their Anzac forefathers.

Bendigo autism walk
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — As I have
mentioned before to this house I am thoroughly
enjoying my role as shadow parliamentary secretary for
autism spectrum disorder. As I travel around the state I
meet some of the most inspirational human beings on
the planet. Parents, teachers, carers and people with
autism show extraordinary courage, compassion and
love on a daily basis. They face challenges that would
crush most people, but they continue with a strength
that is truly awesome, and I mean that in the true sense
of the word. Autism awareness is high on their agenda.
It is an area that is much needed as the great majority of
people have no or little idea of what autism is or what it
does.
Last weekend I attended an event in Bendigo, a 24-hour
walk for autism. It was very pleasant in Gateway Park
in the sunshine on Saturday afternoon, but I suspect it
might not have been quite so pleasant some hours later
when darkness set in, to say nothing of the temperature
at 2 o’clock or 3 o’clock in the morning. It can be a bit
chilly then, and I am sure Mr Drum will back me up on
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that. Nonetheless, the walk continued through the night
until 10 o’clock on Sunday morning. I offer my very
warmest congratulations to all involved. In particular I
congratulate the chief organiser, Daniel Giles, a young
man on the spectrum himself. His effort is one he can
be very proud of, and I believe he is owed all of our
congratulations.

Christine Cox Trailblazer Award
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — Last week I had
the great privilege of speaking at the Central Ranges
local learning and employment network (LLEN) annual
general meeting and presenting the Christine Cox
Trailblazer Award to Buffy Leadbeater, the coordinator
of youth services at the Mitchell Shire Council.
I thank my colleague the Minister for Training and
Skills, Mr Herbert, for saving the LLENs by providing
much-needed funding in the recent budget, fulfilling
our election commitment. This gives certainty to the
31 LLENs around the state that they may continue to
support young people by improving their participation
and engagement in education, training and employment
opportunities in their local areas.
The trailblazer award was created to recognise a person
who has performed outstanding work to increase
education and training opportunities for young people
across the Macedon Ranges, Mitchell and Murrindindi
shires. Christine Cox was a founding board member of
the Central Ranges LLEN who devoted her working
life to furthering educational opportunities for the local
youth in her community. Her dedication and
commitment was exceptional, and the region is poorer
for her passing in 2012. To honour her memory the
trailblazer award was renamed the Christine Cox
Trailblazer Award.
I was delighted to present the award to Buffy, a
trailblazer herself. Buffy has shown a great
commitment to innovation through establishing
Mitchell youth rooms, collaborating through her work
with a range of organisations and young people, and
going above and beyond the call of duty to make a
difference in the lives of local young people.

85 Spring Street
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My matter
today concerns the recent Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee hearing on 15 May at which the
Minister for Planning, Mr Wynne, appeared. At that
hearing a series of questions were asked about the
Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union
(CFMEU) and its influence on 85 Spring Street. I
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expressed my extreme concern at the closure of the
option for the minister to provide a full explanation, and
I sought the minutes of a meeting on 12 February when
the CFMEU was present with Minister Wynne’s chief
of staff and the deputy secretary of his department,
Christine Wyatt.
At that meeting clearly the matter of 85 Spring Street
was discussed. The minutes should be released in full to
the community. The matter of donations to Labor by
the CFMEU and its involvement in the election
campaign makes this smell to high heaven. A decision
was made, obviously by the minister, to close down
options for a particular site, and the reasons for that
decision are not clear and transparent to the community.
I know the minister has given a commitment to
improve transparency and accountability, and he did
that in the earlier part of his presentation at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee. I have to say
though that the involvement of the CFMEU in
influencing decision-making on that site is something
that should concern the community greatly.
Ms Mikakos — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member has made some very serious
allegations in this place in respect of a minister,
assertions that he can only make through a substantive
motion and not through a members statement. I draw
this matter to your attention, Acting President, and I ask
you to ask the member to withdraw the assertion he has
just made.
Mr DAVIS — On the point of order, Acting
President, the community has a right to have this made
very clear — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! That is not a point of order. The point of order
was that Mr Davis made an allegation, and that he
should withdraw it. There are other things he can do if
he wants to attack a minister, but if he has not attacked
him, then I would like some more clarification for the
house.
Mr DAVIS — To the extent that I have made an
allegation, I withdraw. The point is that I seek the
release of that information.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Thank you; it is dealt with. Is the member
finished? He has 3 seconds remaining.
Mr DAVIS — I seek the release of that information,
the notes of the meeting. I think it is pertinent that the
community sees it.
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Mr Melhem — On a point of order, Acting
President, asking the minister to take action is a matter
for the adjournment debate; it is not appropriate as a
members statement.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! There is no point of order.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT VICTORIA
AMENDMENT (JOBS AND
INFRASTRUCTURE) BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 May; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It is a great
privilege to speak on the Regional Development
Victoria Amendment (Jobs and Infrastructure) Bill
2015 because it gives those in the coalition a golden
opportunity to reflect on the Regional Growth Fund,
which the new Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund is
going to replace. It gives us all an opportunity to look
back at the amount of money that was put into the
Regional Growth Fund over an eight-year period. The
commitment was to spend $1 billion over eight years, a
phenomenal amount of money. But it was not just that,
it was the structure and the set-up surrounding the fund
that I think will be well remembered into the future.
I also think it is worth comparing governments. The
way the current Labor government is working through
its regional development portfolio at the moment, there
has effectively been an absolute freeze on any action
for six months. The Labor government has been in
power for six months and all that has happened in
relation to regional development is a review. The
government has brought in John Brumby, a former
Premier who is well credentialled in the regional
development field, having been a regional development
minister for many years, to do a review. But you cannot
just have a state on stand-by for six months and not
have anything happen. You just cannot keep making
announcements that, ‘We’re looking into this’ and,
‘We’re looking into that’, ‘We’re going to do this’ and,
‘We’re interested in this’. You need to start making
decisions, but this government is unable to make
decisions because it is still waiting for this review to
hand down some guidelines and regulation around how
this fund is going to be put in place and used.
When you compare this to the actions taken by the
former Deputy Premier, Peter Ryan, in relation to the
Regional Growth Fund, there is a stark contrast.
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Coming into the election in 2010 we had our fund ready
to go. We had the guidelines, the various categories and
the engagement process ready to go. We picked up the
previous government’s Regional Development
Australia (RDA) committees. Under Labor they were
nothing more than advisory committees. They had no
power, they had no resources and they had no funding
or power to prioritise any projects within their areas.

look at major projects of state significance and discuss
which of these projects were the highest priority not just
for their own patch but in terms of offering the best
bang for the Victorian taxpayers dollar across the state.
Again, that was a piece of work that had never been
done by the Labor Party — it had not been done by any
of our governments either — and bringing that group
together was a very important part of it.

We took those RDA committees, made up of all Labor
Party appointees, from the five regions of regional
Victoria and ran with what we had — fantastic people,
champions of their respective areas. The RDA
committees, complete with their chairs, were given
never before seen powers to have a real say in the
prioritisation of the projects that were being lobbied for
in their respective areas. There was no politics but an
effective doubling of the money. We looked at what
Labor had to offer at the 2010 election and we
effectively doubled the money. We ran towards the
election and were lucky enough to win that election and
we started work the next day — without the fanfare and
all the nice terms from this government about how it is
fast-tracking this and fast-tracking that. We started
work on the Regional Growth Fund straightaway and
were able to start helping and assisting regional
communities from our first day in government.

The other aspect I feel proud to have been a part of was
the fact that we were able to listen to local councils. We
sat down and communicated with each of the
48 councils in regional Victoria. Under Labor 19 rural
councils had joined together to form what they called
the Whelan group of councils. These councils were in
serious financial trouble and could not maintain their
assets. They had to undertake a range of actions such as
closing local swimming pools and grading bitumen
roads back to gravel simply because they were unable
to fund the maintenance programs necessary to give
their people the facilities and services they needed. We
listened to the councils and put in place programs to
help them.

We were able to do that by taking some of those
decisions out of government’s hands by giving the
Regional Development Australia committees the
opportunity to veto projects and the opportunity to
agree on what projects to put at the top of the list to
receive the funding they were applying for. This is
something that I believe took a lot of courage. To
actually take the politicians out of the process was a
very important step in making sure that the very best
projects for each of the communities around Victoria
were successful, not the ones that a particular politician
thought would be good for his or her electorate. We had
not seen that courage previously, and we certainly have
not seen it in the last six months. It seems as though this
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund is going to be
totally politicised, with ministers and politicians in the
Labor Party having total and extreme right of veto over
all the projects that come before them.
Apart from going with the RDAs and giving them this
power — this opportunity to have an impact on the
various projects — we also took the chairs out of those
Regional Development Australia committees and
brought them into what we called RPAC, our Regional
Policy Advisory Committee. We added some other
highly credentialled Victorians to form an advisory
committee to the minister. Through the Regional Policy
Advisory Committee these people could come together,

Another aspect of undertaking this huge body of work
before the election so that we were ready to go once the
election took place was working out how to get the best
bang for the taxpayers dollar. The value of projects can
be measured in an array of ways; it is not just about
how you get the best leverage. However, looking back
at the end of the four years of the coalition government
we were proud of the fact that the $500 million from
our Regional Growth Fund was able to leverage about
$3 of other money for every $1 in Victorian taxpayers
money. To be able to turn $500 million into $2 billion
worth of investment is something we are very proud of.
It was not just that. The most important thing in the
whole concept around our Regional Growth Fund was
jobs. Creating 23 000 jobs and consolidating even more
jobs because of investment in the regions is something
we are incredibly proud of. We created a range of direct
and indirect jobs, including construction jobs through
the construction stages of many of these projects.
In looking at how we would judge these projects to
determine whether they were going to be supported,
whether a grant was going to be successful, we
developed criteria such as the return in terms of jobs
and the ability to leverage other money, whether it was
from other governments — federal and/or local —
community groups or businesses that were able to
contribute so much of their own finance to many of
these capital expansions.
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Another aspect of it was working out how much
community engagement we could have in many of
these projects. Again with the Regional Growth Fund,
the ability of Regional Development Victoria officers
working in the regions to liaise and engage with various
community groups on behalf of the government gave us
real and practical outcomes. It seems that it was an
amazing concoction or mixture of bringing all of this
together and working through each of the processes to
achieve the outcomes we were after.
To address the first issue — the fact that we had
19 local councils from around Victoria that were on
their knees, practically financially unviable, when we
came to government — we needed to look at how to
assist them to do what they would be expected to do by
their constituents, their ratepayers, at the local
government level. The Local Government
Infrastructure Fund was the first way we were able to
address that. We were able to put $100 million into
local councils.
Again, we listened to the councils. More than anything
they were frustrated with the application process. Every
time they needed a grant they believed they might be
eligible for — it might have been for only $2000,
$3000 or $5000 — they would have to go through the
paperwork of applying for that small grant, and then
after a small amount of time they would have to justify
what happened with that project and conduct a project
analysis. The red tape drove these councils spare to the
extent that in many instances they did not apply for
grants because the work that had to go on behind the
scenes to get the money was sometimes so arduous and
time prohibitive that they simply could not be bothered.
Our government listened to the councils and said to
them, ‘What we are going to do is give you $500 000
each year for four years. You will pick the projects that
are most important to you. You will tell us and let us
know what those projects are. They are simply local
government projects that we can help you build for
your people. We are going to get the jobs moving’. We
got the employment sector up and running because all
these toilet blocks, parklands and halls were getting
redeveloped. They all involved tradies and workers, and
many of them required services to assist councils in
delivering for their people in the way that they are
expected to.
Until we came to government and introduced the Local
Government Infrastructure Fund, they were simply not
able to provide for their communities because they did
not have the money. Not only did they not have the
money but they never had the assurance and security
that that money would flow to the tune of $500 000 for
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each of the four years. Then all of a sudden local
councils had an income stream over and above their
rate base. They knew the quantum of support the
government was going to provide them with. They
knew that it was coming through. They knew they did
not have to apply or justify what they had done with
their money. They simply told the government what
projects were going to be funded, and the government
got out of their road and let them do their work.
That was incredibly popular. It enabled councils to
achieve better outcomes because they were able to plan
in advance. They could get better tendering results,
simply because they knew that everything was set.
They did not have to face the risk when they were
halfway through a project of getting a phone call saying
that funding for a particular grant had been pulled. As a
result of the structure the former government set up
through the Local Government Infrastructure Fund, that
simply was not going to happen.
That was available to all 48 councils throughout
regional Victoria, and it was very well received. In the
six months the Labor Party has been in government —
to this day — it has not spoken one word about what it
will do to assist local councils with a fund. Government
members can give it a different name if they wish,
because they would never dare to use the same name
that we used for any of our programs. If they want to
give it a different name, that is fine, but first they
should tell us how they will support local councils so
they can do what is expected of them.
The next aspect of the assistance the former
government was able to give communities was the
Putting Locals First program. Another $100 million out
of the Regional Growth Fund was allocated to that
program. The Putting Locals First program was for
projects that had an aspect of regionality about them —
projects that were able to draw people in from outside
local government and that were slightly larger, and in
some cases significantly larger, and had that regional
focus.
The Putting Locals First program was an
application-style arrangement. Councils were given an
informal acknowledgement that, hopefully, over the
journey of four years the contribution going to each of
the councils would be an amount similar to what they
received under the Local Government Infrastructure
Fund. The former government also hoped that most of
the councils would turn up with an amount somewhere
in the vicinity of $2 million.
This fund started off being a little bit uneven. Many of
the larger councils were able to account for their Putting
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Locals First applications in a much easier fashion than
could some of the smaller councils, because there was a
need for matching funds and some smaller councils
were struggling to find the matching funds. Some of the
criteria associated with Putting Locals First needed to
be flexible because some smaller councils were
struggling to find projects that had that regionality
about them.
The reason I want to go into this detail is that under the
leadership of former Minister for Regional and Rural
Development and Deputy Premier Peter Ryan the then
government, in the middle of its term, was able to listen
and create that flexibility. Mr Ryan was able to
manoeuvre that fund to make sure that the smaller
councils were getting their share. Some of the
guidelines around the fund were slightly altered to
enable smaller councils to use money from other funds
to act as their leverage. This had the result of all the
councils being able to get onboard and even more funds
being accessed from the Regional Growth Fund to give
people the projects they were looking for.
There was $100 million for the Local Government
Infrastructure Fund and another $100 million for the
Putting Locals First program. The next $100 million I
need to talk about was for Energy for the Regions.
Going to the election we knew that the Labor Party in
government would walk away from regional Victoria in
relation to energy and natural gas extensions to
communities. Former Premier John Brumby’s famous
words were that ‘any towns that have not got natural
gas extensions now will never have it because it is too
hard and too difficult’.
Again, former Deputy Premier Peter Ryan took advice
from Regional Development Victoria, and the then
government made the pledge that 13 additional towns
throughout Victoria would be put onto a priority list,
and it set about getting natural gas connections to the
communities of those 13 priority towns. We were able
to deliver seven of those communities natural gas
through the conventional method. The remaining six
were bundled in with a range of communities from
along the Murray River, who were to also receive some
money from Simon Crean when he was a federal
government regional development minister.
Those collective moneys will see another group of
towns along the Murray River receive natural gas for
the first time ever. The Brumby government believed
that it was simply too hard or impossible to deliver
natural gas to places like Robinvale, Swan Hill, Kerang
and Nathalia. However, because of the tenacity and the
persistence of Peter Ryan and The Nationals-Liberal
coalition government, those communities will now be
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able to access natural gas. We made sure that the
communities were able to access energy — natural gas,
in this instance — at a cost comparable to the cost for
people living in Melbourne. We should all accept that if
that could be achieved, it would be a fantastic outcome.
The money remaining was used for business
engagement, developing stronger regions and projects
of state significance. The former government was able
to get around the state, look at the opportunities and
offer assistance to those people out there with some
get-up-and-go about them — people who really had
great ideas for great projects and who just needed some
government assistance to get them on the way with
capital expansion and a range of other projects that
were going to deliver the outcomes they were looking
for.
The rollout of the fund was obviously closely
monitored. Looking back it can be seen that it provided
smooth sailing for the rollout of the fund. Members
who have been in this place long enough would realise
that when Labor started the whole idea of a regional
infrastructure development fund, it got to the stage
where it could not actually spend the money that was
sitting in its account. The coalition had to run a
campaign to get it to spend the money in time. In the
end, that Labor government simply could not spend it.
It did not have the connection to the regions. With
about four months to go before the election, Jacinta
Allan, who was then the Minister for Regional and
Rural Development, bundled up a whole bunch of
money and just gave it to the councils, I think to spend
on local roads. It was a program that was cobbled
together in about two weeks so the government at the
time could save itself the embarrassment of not being
able to spend the money it had on the books in the fund.
Even with the money invested in that program Labor
called Local Roads to Markets, or something like that,
it still had huge amounts of money left over at the end
that it simply had not allocated, again because it did not
quite understand how to have those connections and
how to make itself available to partner up with business
and with communities. Under the coalition that constant
travelling through the regions ensured that all of the
communities and businesses knew that they were
connected to the government of the day.
In government it is fair to suggest that not everything
goes smoothly, but the other aspect which was
important was the ability to at some stage go back and
review the process and make sure that these grant
applications that came in through the Putting Locals
First Fund and the developing stronger regions program
could happen in a more timely manner. That is
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something that again we were able to react to and
something we were able to change.
I suppose when you look back at the work that was
done you realise that regional development is not just
one issue here or one issue there. It is not just about
looking after the councils. It is not just about being
close to the community. It is not just about having an
understanding of commerce and industry and business.
It is not just about jobs. It is not just about the
prosperity of a region or the amenity of a region. You
need to make sure that you understand that it is not just
about building better facilities. It is a combination of all
those things, and it is about building partnerships.
Many other groups out there in the community can be
incredibly helpful, and one that comes to mind is
Bendigo Bank. The number of projects that were out
there around regional Victoria was amazing. We were
announcing or opening projects and there was the
Bendigo Bank standing next to us because it also had
skin in the game. It was assisting communities.
Sometimes these grants from some of these funds
require matching dollars. It might not be dollar for
dollar; it might be one for two, or it might be one for
three depending on their rurality. However, sometimes
even these amounts of money are difficult for a small
community to raise, and this is where partnerships with
organisations like the Bendigo Bank can become
incredibly important, and they are incredibly important.
The bank should be acknowledged for the work it does
in that area.
We were able to invest in something in the order of
1700 or 1800 different projects from around Victoria.
We were able to build an amazing number of
community groups and community hubs, sometimes
tacked onto a sports facility or onto the town hall,
depending on the dynamic of the respective
community. That is what we were able to do because
each of these communities had that ability to make their
own decisions on their own projects. We are very proud
of the fact that we were able to work in that space in a
manner that best suited each of those towns. The jobs
that were created were absolutely amazing. To be able
to look at that now and say, ‘Just with this one fund we
were able to generate 23 000 new jobs’ is great.
In a project close to Bendigo, at Hazeldenes, we had the
family chicken farm and chicken processors who were
investing to the tune of $38 million. Our investment
was around $2.5 million — a small investment
compared to Hazeldenes’ capital expenditure.
However, if you talk to the Hazeldene family now, it
was a crucial component of the whole project. Without
the government coming in and filling that gap, all of a
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sudden the proprietors of these businesses go forward
with these capital expansions and there is a hole in their
business case and it does not quite add up. That is the
fantastic role that state government can play if you have
a good business engagement sector working with you
in Regional Development Victoria and if you have
ministers and staff in a minister’s office who truly
understand business and truly understand how you have
to work hand in glove with these businesses.
Hazeldenes was a great example when it spent its
money on upgrades to ramp up its production by about
threefold — it had a great opportunity. However, in that
instance it was mainly about the consolidation of the
jobs Hazeldenes had grown over the previous two
years. That is also an incredibly important aspect of
how government can assist. You would love to be able
to think that every time you assist a business in its
ability to grow you are going to be able to put more
people on; you are going to be able to have more
Victorians working. However, with the mechanisation
of many of these industries many of these jobs are in
fact staying stagnant. Businesses spending many
millions of dollars to become more economically viable
and to make themselves more efficient and more
competitive on the world markets is one thing, but it
does not necessarily flow that there are going to be
more jobs.
We need to look at the long-term viability of many of
our businesses in regional Victoria, and we need to
understand that many times we as a government have to
assist a partner and co-invest with these businesses just
so they can consolidate the jobs they have at the minute
and make themselves truly competitive entities in the
world markets. That is something that, again, we need
to fully understand, and we need to work in that space.
In relation to Cotton On in Geelong, we had only been
in government for about three months when I received
a phone call from a friend asking me if I could meet
with the proprietors of Cotton On because of a planning
issue that they had not been able to get through the
previous Labor government with Justin Madden as the
Minister for Planning and John Brumby as the Premier.
Cotton On was still operating in an area that was legally
not able to be classified as a commercial area.
I remember the meeting when former Minister for
Planning Matthew Guy, who is now the Leader of the
Opposition in the Assembly, was able to fix Cotton
On’s problems inside a month, with the assistance of
the Greater Geelong City Council. The work that had
been done was just sitting there — not progressing or
moving forward. That relationship with Cotton On led
to a whole range of other projects. In the ensuing three
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and a half to four years, Cotton On built an amazing
head office at North Geelong, and it invested in about
another 400 stores around the world. For every two
stores Cotton On opens around the world, it employs an
extra person at North Geelong. Cotton On put
500 employees on its payroll, 80 per cent of whom
were women, with an average wage of over $80 000.
This was a fantastic developing business for North
Geelong.
It was fantastic that we were able to partner with Cotton
On when it was being wooed by some of the biggest
development, industry and commerce arms in the
world. Silicon Valley was trying to convince Cotton On
to make its headquarters there. Singapore was trying to
bring Cotton On into its jurisdiction and have its head
office located there. Cotton On was offered in the
vicinity of $40 million to $50 million to base itself in
one of these overseas jurisdictions. It was great to play
a part in securing the head office of Cotton On for
Geelong, especially in a period when so many other
jobs in Geelong were under threat at Shell, Ford and
Alcoa. Those jobs were very important.
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now grown that staff from around 130 to well over 170,
and it is going incredibly well. We were able to visit
only two months ago when we had our regional shadow
cabinet meeting in Maryborough.
Basing True Foods in Maryborough has been an
outstanding success. It was one of the first successes we
had with the Regional Growth Fund, but it was only
possible because we were ready to go when we won the
election. We had the funds there, ready to assist, and
therefore we were able to act. In the first three months
of our government we were able to have that business
liaison and engagement, and we were able to make the
co-investment with True Foods to bring about this
amazing result for Maryborough.
It is great today to be able to explain what went on
behind the scenes to make the Regional Growth Fund
the success it was: the relationships and liaisons that
occurred with the various councils, the relationships we
built with various industry bodies around the regions
and the community consultations that took place.

One of the great opportunities we had to do something
was in the town of Shepparton, where I was brought up.
That town was under a real cloud, and the $22.5 million
package we were able to provide was an incredibly
important project that we will never forget. The federal
government had turned its back on SPC, and former
Deputy Premier Peter Ryan and former Premier Denis
Napthine had to decide whether to save SPC or not.
There was nowhere else for SPC to go. About 400 to
500 direct jobs and in the vicinity of 3000 other very
closely related jobs were reliant on us having the
flexibility within our funding arrangements to come to
the party and do the deal with Coca-Cola Amatil to
ensure that an extra line was built, which gave
Coca-Cola Amatil the commercial competitiveness it
needed. It was great to be able to go there with Peter
Ryan to make that announcement and know we had the
money to do it. It really was fantastic.

What is worrying about the present situation is that all
the traffic seems to be one way. Every bit of
government assistance is flying out of the regions and
into Melbourne. We have a government now that is not
showing one skerrick of support for regional Victoria
other than to talk. The Local Government Infrastructure
Fund has effectively been ripped out. The Putting
Locals First Fund has been abolished, as has the Energy
to the Regions program. Irrespective of whether gas
will be the energy source for the future, we still need to
look after people living in the regions, who do not have
access to comparably priced energy sources. We need a
government that can think outside the square, not to
help deliver a comparative advantage but simply to help
deliver equality for people living outside of the
metropolitan region. Energy to the Regions is another
$100 million program that has gone. The country roads
and bridges program has also gone, which is another
$160 million.

I could go on about these projects, but another
Victorian community that has a low socio-economic
rating is the town of Maryborough. It has very poor
educational outcomes and very poor indicators right
across the socio-economic scale. Maryborough needs a
fair bit of assistance. We put together a deal with True
Foods, which was based in metropolitan Melbourne.
True Foods brought in the vicinity of 30 staff from
Melbourne, locating its executives and leading hands in
Maryborough, which provided an amazing impetus for
that community. It then hired in the vicinity of
100 local people to work on its lines: making wraps and
a whole range of other bread products. True Foods has

We see a lot of glossy documents being put out by the
government which talk about how the government is
going to be building better roads, but I do not know
how the government is going to be able to build better
roads for country Victoria if it cuts the country roads
and bridges program and keeps talking about this
$1 billion program that is out there in the ether — a
billion-dollar country roads program that is in
never-never land. There is simply nothing concrete or
tangible about what the Labor Party is talking about
when it comes to country roads and bridges. It is quite
phenomenal that government members simply up and
abandon regional Victoria.
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Another aspect is also very worrying, and I have
already asked a question of the Minister for Regional
Development, Ms Pulford, on this. It is the inability or
lack of desire of government members to continue with
the Regional Victoria Living Expo. Again, a very small
amount of money is needed to assist with the expo into
the future. Opposition members understand that the
government is conducting a review of the expo based
on whatever sorts of indicators are being looking at and
based on data from the expo that was held only a month
ago, but the government made its decision not to fund
the expo in the budget even before the expo was held.
Again, the rhetoric just does not match.
Government members say they are going to have a look
at the indicators, and they are going to analyse the fund
to see whether or not they are going to fund the expo,
yet they have already made the decision to scrap the
funding. If anyone wants an ongoing analysis of the
continuation of a funding stream, then they put the
money in so that if nothing happens the status quo
continues. The government has a ridiculous argument,
which is that even though it has scrapped the money
from the budget, it is going to have a look at the expo,
see if it has any benefits and then decide if it should
continue. The vast majority of councils believe the expo
is a stunning success because it gives councils an
opportunity to get together for an amazing weekend of
networking and to promote their areas to people from
Melbourne who are seriously thinking about making
the move to regional Victoria.
The government is going to look at all the benefits,
whether they are based around schools, recreational
pursuits, job advantages or simply enabling people to
cut down on travelling time. People who live out to the
east of the city get sick of being stuck on Melbourne
freeways, and this government does not like building
roads. It just likes paying money not to do stuff. Many
people want to move to country Victoria because they
are sick of traffic, sick of congestion and are looking for
a fresh start.
Another aspect came to light when I was looking at
how the new minister was acquitting herself in her new
portfolio of regional development. I came across a press
release from 14 April, just over a month ago. The
minister decided to have a crack at the former coalition
government and the fact that in the coalition’s last
budget regional Victoria, despite being home to 25 per
cent of the state’s population, received only 4 per cent
of the budget for major projects funding. She claimed
that out of all the major projects funded in the last
coalition budget, regional Victoria only received 4 per
cent of that funding. Minister Pulford would like to get
down and give members of the former coalition
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government a kick in the head because of that process
and because of those amounts.
Opposition members now only have to go through the
very simple process of adding up what Ms Pulford’s
government has delivered for regional Victoria. In the
budget, which was handed down just two weeks after
she put out her 14 April press release, the funding for
major projects in regional Victoria equates to 2.9 per
cent of the state’s major projects budget. The minister
has said that she is not happy with the coalition’s 4 per
cent of major projects funding and claims that under the
coalition regional Victoria went backwards and that the
only thing that grew was the unemployment queue. It is
a cheap shot based on the fact that we were spending
4 per cent of the major projects budget in regional
Victoria. In Minister Pulford’s own sneaky way, at the
same time this press release was going out, she was
framing her own budget that will see 2.9 per cent of
major projects funding going into regional Victoria. It
is a consistent and deceitful way — —
Ms Crozier — Disingenuous.
Mr DRUM — Thank you, it is a disingenuous way
of standing up for and working through the issues in the
regions and looking at projects that are going to be
delivered for regional Victoria.
It is also worth looking at some of the commitments
given to regional Victoria in the lead-up to the
Victorian election in late 2014. Most importantly the
former coalition government made a $75 million
election commitment to fund the Goulburn Valley
hospital project in Shepparton. This had been fought for
over many years by the Honourable Jeanette Powell,
the former member for Shepparton in the Assembly,
and by The Nationals generally. Finally, on the eve of
the election the coalition was able to make a fully
funded commitment to the community of Shepparton,
so it was very disappointing that when this budget came
out there was a paltry $1 million for planning the
hospital project. I suppose it will take another couple of
years for this process to play out. It is extremely
disappointing that that project is effectively going
nowhere.
Another disappointment surrounded the funding of
$178 million for regional rail services, an election
commitment by the former coalition government. That
funding was announced prior to the election, but seems
to have gone nowhere with the new Minister for Public
Transport, the Honourable Jacinta Allan. These services
were going to see an additional Saturday evening
service to Shepparton, a Sunday evening service to
Shepparton and additional weekday services to
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Shepparton along with a whole range of other projects
and other timetable improvements and additional
services right around regional Victoria. It is very
disappointing to see that that money has evaporated due
to a lack of interest in regional Victoria by a
government that is so political about where it invests its
money and contributes to regional Victoria.
One of the things that broke my heart when I was sports
minister was to do with funding for my old footy club
at Werribee. The club wants a couple of million dollars
for an $11 million project, but on the quiet its members
say they will never get help from the Labor Party
because it just takes them for granted at Werribee. They
believe the only way they will ever get help is if the
money comes to them from the coalition. The coalition
was unable to find the money at that time, but it is
interesting to see the purely political views taken by
members of the Labor Party when it comes to where
they direct their money. Marginal seats seem to be the
order of the day, and everyone else can fend for
themselves.
It is a shame that six months on nothing has happened.
We are waiting for the review to be presented. We have
only heard announcements so far, but there is a real
worry that the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund is
simply a substitution fund as opposed to a regional
development on-top-of fund.
We only have to look at projects that have usually been
funded through other portfolios, such as the Stawell
Gift. The Stawell Gift is a monte. Yes, it should receive
government support — of course it should; it is an
iconic event for regional Victoria — but it has always
been funded by the coalition through the sports
portfolio. However, the government is leaving that
money in the sports budget and will fund the race out of
the jobs and training portfolio. I cannot understand how
on earth the sponsorship of a foot race coming out of a
jobs and training bucket of money works.
This is all about the pea and thimble. It is about how we
are going to take money out of this fund and leave
money back here in Melbourne. This Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund is now shaping up to fund
environmental, horticultural, health and sporting
projects. And that is before these funds have got started.
God knows where they will end when they do get
started. The government is starting to take money from
this fund to fund all these other portfolios. Having been
a minister, I understand the pressure when you have
other ministers coming to you asking for money out of
your fund to fund one of their projects. I understand that
pressure, but this is about when you need to be strong
and when you need a minister who understands that this
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fund is critical for the improvement and development of
regional Victoria.
The other ministries can look after themselves. If they
cannot find enough money for a dental prosthetics lab
in the Latrobe Valley in the health budget, then that is
the problem of the Department of Health and Human
Services. It is not the problem of the department of state
development. We need to look at the projects that do
not fit into other portfolios and do not fit into the
budgets of other funding streams and which need this
money to create more jobs, more productivity and
greater prosperity for the regions.
This substitution issue has been exposed quite readily
over the last two months, and it looks as though the
government has no intention of changing its direction
on this. I am hoping that when the John Brumby review
of Regional Development Victoria comes down we will
see some guidelines and regulations about what projects
will be able to be funded under this fund. My worry is
that the government has already set the precedent by
saying it will fund other projects. I do not know how it
will be possible to marry up consistent guidelines and
criteria to form what we all understand a regional
development fund to be. We will have to wait and see,
but my fear is that the guidelines will come back to suit
the decisions that have already been made, because it is
going to be very embarrassing if some projects have to
be defunded because they have been moved to other
portfolios. The next thing we will be doing is building
schools and roads out of the regional development fund
as well!
That is a worry for those of us who live in regional
Victoria and know what we were able to achieve in the
previous four years. We understand how much work
went into building all the relationships and how
complex the whole arrangement is for it to work and
come together at the end. Here we are, six months into
the government’s term, and we have had no action, no
movement and no announcements about projects
getting started. Everything is on hold, waiting for an
inquiry to be completed. That to me is an incredible
pity.
We will not be opposing this bill. We wish it to get
through the house quickly. We hope the John Brumby
review is finished quickly so that this government can
start getting some projects on the books in the regions,
turning over some dirt and getting something built.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — In the
first part of Mr Drum’s presentation I was thinking he
was going to devote himself solely to the mechanics of
this particular bill and the governance arrangements
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that come with it and not canvass the entire universe of
possibilities as to what might be the correct policies for
Regional Development Victoria. I thought it was going
to be a fairly tight contribution, and I was going to
follow suit in the same format.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr BARBER — Let us just wait and see. The bill,
as members would be aware, is to create a new
version — perhaps a rebadged version — of a regional
growth fund that the previous government had that was
itself an evolution on the previous version created in
about 2005 under the Bracks government, which was
then titled the Provincial Victoria Growth Fund.
Apparently we are not allowed to use the term
‘provincial’ anymore. We now have to refer to rural
and regional Victoria. We have a new format for this
fund, we have an allocation of funds to it, we have an
already pretty long list of projects that have been
promised from it and at the same time we have a review
of the fund being undertaken by former
Premier Brumby.
If I were to talk solely about the arrangements for the
governance of the fund, I might go to the
Auditor-General’s review of the previous version that
was the Provincial Victoria Growth Fund (PVGF). In
about 2012 the Auditor-General reviewed the PVGF,
which he noted operated from 2005 through to the end
of the Brumby government. Here is what the
Auditor-General said about it:
Regional Development Victoria (RDV) undertook a wide
range of planning activities to develop and plan for
implementing the Provincial Victoria Growth Fund (PVGF).
However, some deficiencies meant that RDV could not
demonstrate that the fund was soundly based. While there
were criteria for prioritising initiatives to be funded,
assessment decisions were not adequately documented and
criteria were not applied consistently to all funding decisions.
Also, there was no business case underpinning it.

That is why I find it a little bit ironic that John Brumby
has been asked to come in to review the operation of a
regional growth fund when its immediate predecessor
was given a somewhat patchy report card by the
Auditor-General.
As I noted, a long list of projects have already been
pre-approved for funding from the fund. They include
everything from the Ballarat railway station
redevelopment, the Harcourt mountain bike trail, the
Euroa saleyards, the Wangaratta saleyards, the Geelong
Performing Arts Centre and the Gippsland logistics
precinct, and I am only halfway down the first column.
Many of these projects could themselves be
meritorious. I am not necessarily speaking against any
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individual project here; in fact I spoke in favour of
some of them during the election. My point is simply
that since there is a long list of projects that have been
pre-approved, one wonders how the paperwork and the
assessment — let alone the evaluation or the business
case — will be presented by the new fund with the new
agency over time. If we are here a few years from now,
it could be that many of these projects have received
their funding but we are not necessarily any the wiser as
to what the original business case was and therefore
how the anticipated benefits of the project have been
delivered.
I am 100 per cent sure that anybody in any rural or
regional community will be very grateful to receive
funds for the projects the government has
foreshadowed. There is no doubt that they would rather
have any of those projects funded for their communities
than a kick in the teeth. However, the bill, the
second-reading speech and the debate — at least the
part we have had so far — have been about the
governance, the processes and the rigour of getting
maximum bang for your buck from the scarce amount
of public dollars that are made available.
I do believe that some of the arrangements being put in
place in this bill are an improvement. I am not
suggesting for one minute that this fund is a slush fund;
I would not go that far. I think, however, the little
history lesson we had from Mr Drum would suggest
that it is not always easy to keep track of what has been
promised to whom, why and with what intended result.
As I said, I do not have any intention of giving a
complete treatise on what I think the needs of regional
Victoria are at this given time, unless by interjection
members start inviting me to do so. The 34 initiatives
put forward by Labor during the election will, we all
hope, be delivered and delivered in a timely fashion.
However, when you sum them all up they do not
necessarily represent a plan or a vision for regional
Victoria. There are a number of challenges in regional
Victoria at the moment that need to be addressed, and
they will be addressed by the government getting the
basics right. We have a youth unemployment problem
in regional Victoria. We need programs to keep those
youths engaged, and we need to remove some of the
barriers to them finding employment in their
communities. The chainsawing of the TAFE system
that commenced under the Brumby government and
was continued under the last government is a major part
of that problem that needs to be addressed.
We seem to be on the verge of another impending
drought. These droughts are going to become more
frequent and more severe.
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Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr BARBER — It was 100 per cent predictable: a
member by interjection has invited me to address the
issue of climate change. Let us just cover that off by
saying that in regional Victoria there is currently a great
opportunity to address climate change through the
development of renewables. Just a few weeks back it
was announced that the coalmine and power station at
Anglesea is to close. Alcoa spent 14 months trying to
unload it onto some other player in the electricity
industry. It failed, and it recently announced that it was
closing down the facility.
Mr Ramsay — And 80 jobs will be gone.
Mr BARBER — Mr Ramsay is correct. The closure
of Anglesea and other coal-fired power stations was
absolutely 100 per cent predictable as a result of other
policies that have been put in place in state and federal
parliaments over many years. We have been working
very hard to decarbonise our economy over that time.
We had a renewable energy target which was to bring
into the grid a certain amount of solar, wind and other
renewables. We had a Victorian energy efficiency
target that was to reduce millions of tons of CO2, in the
process avoiding millions of megawatt hours of energy
consumption. It was a predictable outcome of all those
policies that we would end up with surplus power in the
grid, but at the moment there is no clear plan to address
the adjustment.
Everybody in this chamber understands that the
automotive industry, as a result of certain policy
decisions made 10 and more years ago, is on a path to
shut itself down. We have programs in place to deal
with that transition. There is still political
blame-shifting about it, but everybody understands the
transition that is occurring.
The members of this government appear to have been
absolutely blindsided by the same transition that is
occurring in coal-fired power, which is the inevitable
result of those programs I mentioned and others that
have been at play for a very long time. And so it was
that during the budget estimates hearings when the
Minister for Regional Development was asked what she
would do about the workers who have lost their jobs
and need assistance to move into another part of the
energy industry, she did not have an answer in relation
to her portfolio, the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund or any other lever of policy. In fact her response
to the committee was to talk about how the government
is spending money at the Geelong Performing Arts
Centre. I do not see the connection between someone
who is working at a coal-fired power station and the
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operation of an expanded, upgraded and improved arts
centre in central Geelong.
Surely the government has a plan for this transition. In
fact I am wrong about that, because with regard to
renewable energy Labor’s promise whilst in opposition
was to develop a plan for renewable energy. Its promise
was, ‘Elect us, and then we will develop a plan’. That is
like saying, ‘Elect us, and we’ll develop a plan for
hospitals. Elect us, and we’ll develop a plan for
education. Elect us, and we’ll develop a plan for public
transport’. Apparently the government thought it could
get away with it in the area of renewables, so we have
no plan in Victoria for renewables. We also have an
unrelenting and unremittingly hostile attitude from the
federal government towards renewables, so when that
coal-fired power station closed down there was no
transition plan, no funds were made available and there
was no acceptance from the government that it should
have been on the spot with a plan to move those people
into the growth sector of renewables.
The skills of coal-fired power operators, being
mechanical and electrical engineers, are highly
adaptable to operating in the large-scale renewable
sector. It is just that there is no pipeline of projects
ready to go because the federal government has been
doing everything it can to destroy the industry and the
incoming Andrews government simply said, ‘We’ll get
in there, and when we have ourselves in the big chairs
and have our business cards then we’ll turn our minds
to the renewable energy industry and come up with a
plan’.
There is very little to show with regard to public
transport for rural and regional Victoria, as members
know from scrutinising the budget papers. There is
some purchase of rolling stock for the new Geelong rail
link, which V/Line said five years ago would be
standing room only on day one. There are continued
problems on other lines, like Bairnsdale and to the
north-east, and there is nothing to keep up with the level
of patronage growth. V/Line coach services, which cost
us only $32 million a year now, could easily have been
expanded and upgraded to provide more connectivity to
existing rail lines, but there is not a sausage there.
It is becoming harder and harder to access the
opportunities of regional Victoria, whether it be
employment, education or basic services. For that
matter, if members have ever tried it, it is not too easy
to travel as a tourist to spend some money in regional
Victoria for a day, a weekend or a week. West of
Apollo Bay there are three coaches a week along the
Great Ocean Road. It is not particularly easy to tour
through the Grampians, down to Port Fairy and along
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the coast from there, with an irregular and poorly
publicised bus service. You can head off for the
weekend for a great cycle tour, but bad luck if the train
gets cancelled and is replaced by a bus, because you
cannot take your bike on the bus. On something as core
to our everyday lives as transport — getting from A to
B — there is no vision.
The government will have its high-profile projects,
ribbon cuttings and photo opportunities, but these
projects and in many cases these communities will be
let down by the lack of a basic vision for getting the
basics right in regional Victoria. The Greens will
support the bill and follow with interest the progress of
the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund and how
projects funded from it deliver for regional Victoria.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — It is a real and
substantive pleasure to speak on the Regional
Development Victoria Amendment (Jobs and
Infrastructure) Bill 2015. I do not propose to even
attempt to go into the voluminous detail that Mr Drum
did when he made his contribution, and I note with
approval and gratitude that Mr Barber did not increase
Mr Drum’s carbon footprint by going on longer than he
needed to in relation to the preparatory work,
development and strategy that are necessary in coming
up with a regional plan that delivers substantive policy
outcomes, benefits and investments for Victorians in
the medium to long term as we look towards periods of
increased growth, population spikes and further
demand for services and programs that require
infrastructure and employment support as well as
investment in the sorts of things that make our regional
communities great.
It is a personal thing for me to speak on this bill,
because I live in regional Victoria. I am proud to be of
Warragul and proud to be of Gippsland. I spend a lot of
time between the western part of Gippsland, right up to
the edge of Pakenham where the housing estates
continue to spread, and Mallacoota, which is on the
border with New South Wales. It is a huge and diverse
area, and it is an area that in the past, under the previous
government and given the incumbency of people
occupying seats in the other place, has been neglected. I
say that without any risk of contradiction in terms of the
dollars that have failed to be invested in this area. It is
an area that can benefit hugely from the attention, the
resources, the assistance and, most specifically, the
engagement it will get under what this bill seeks to
achieve.
The changes to the way regional development is funded
and policy initiatives are implemented will come about
as a consequence of the $500 million Regional Jobs and
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Infrastructure Fund, which is the centrepiece in this
government’s commitment to giving better, substantive
attention to, spending smart money on, and having
good-faith engagement with people from, regional
communities. The first step is to establish this fund and
deliver the investment that is needed in all parts of
regional Victoria, but most meaningfully and
specifically for me, as a local member in Gippsland, in
that part of the world, which encompasses many
diverse areas and sectors from the Latrobe Valley to
East Gippsland, the high country, Phillip Island and
South Gippsland in particular.
The legislative framework we need in order to invest
that $500 million will enable the government to deliver
jobs and infrastructure and to strengthen communities
in regional Victoria. The administrative provisions are
necessary in order to consolidate the framework to
create the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund,
comprising a $250 million Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund to invest in the projects that
regional cities and towns need; a $200 million Regional
Jobs Fund to help communities to grow their
workforces, expand their markets and create the jobs of
the future; and the Stronger Regional Communities
plan to strengthen regional communities and help our
towns attract families and young people to live and
work in rural and regional settings. This is crucial.
We have seen time after time the unemployment
figures and the problems associated with isolation, the
tyranny of distance and a lack of access to equivalent
services and programs that people in metropolitan and
peri-urban areas enjoy. The further we get away from
Melbourne, the more difficult it is to find a doctor, a
childcare place or a job; the more difficult it is to find
access to the same quality of recreational services and
facilities that people in the more densely built-up areas
enjoy; and the more difficult it is to access help and
assistance when you need it. Our emergency services
workers do the very best they can, but they need all the
assistance they can get. Those who deliver our
programs and services in regional Victoria often
operate on a shoestring; they often operate with an
increased reliance upon the stamina and resilience that
is inherent in regional communities in order to deliver,
often on not much at all.
The bill makes important changes in order to deliver on
the election commitment to establish this regional fund.
It means that the focus of regional investment will be
renewed on infrastructure, jobs and strengthening
communities. These are things that are not going to
happen with the stroke of a pen; they require
persistence and hard work. It is not comfortable work,
and it is not easy work, but it is work that is absolutely
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warranted and absolutely deserved. Regional
communities often deliver significant funds to our state
economy, and they also deliver significant returns.
Regional communities are boons for tourism
destinations. They have their own personalities and
their own histories — the stories from regional Victoria
are extraordinary, and I encourage everyone to make
sure that they are well acquainted with the areas beyond
the city or the centre in which they live and may not
otherwise go beyond unless required.
The bill continues a sensible, time-tested model for
government investment. The model is based on
dedicated investment funds for regional Victoria and on
an advisory committee to give regional communities a
voice in regional policymaking alongside Regional
Development Victoria. This means that regional
Victoria will remain a focus in the Andrews Labor
government’s policy agenda. It will retain provisions
that establish Regional Development Victoria as the
lead agency for economic and community development
in regional and rural areas, it will incorporate provisions
for regional development funding that were previously
provided by the Regional Growth Fund Act 2011, and
it will also establish a new advisory body to replace the
Regional Policy Advisory Committee.
It is unfortunate that in Mr Drum’s contribution he
repeatedly indicated that not much had been done and
that regional Victoria had not received any significant
or substantive benefit from the Andrews Labor
government since it was elected at the end of
November last year. Nothing could be further from the
truth. This government has worked assiduously not just
through the profile and ministerial offices of regional
development and of agriculture but also through several
other ministerial portfolios and the Premier’s own
office to make sure that regional development is
considered and our regional and rural communities are
listened to, are engaged with and are part of the
conversation about the need for continuous
improvement.
The Regional Growth Fund is being abolished and
consolidated into the Regional Development Victoria
Act 2002. That fund was established by the coalition
government and, as Mr Drum indicated, it was
established to support regional communities and grow
the economy. In the estimation of the Andrews Labor
government and of many communities that were
supposed to be the beneficiaries of that fund it failed
abysmally. Regional Victoria in fact went backwards.
Engagement went backwards. Dialogue went
backwards. Consultation went backwards. Meaningful
planning to ensure that Victoria could and would have
significant prospects in the medium and long term went
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backwards. Unemployment grew, and TAFE was
gutted. What we saw were regional centres, the hearts
of communities, lose their opportunities for jobs and
education. We saw the infrastructure spend suffer.
This bill paves the way to deliver major projects that
extend right through regional Victoria. Those opposite
will be very hesitant to acknowledge that these actually
constitute the investment of real money as opposed to
last-minute election commitments that were never part
of any budget or forward estimates period. These
investments will grow jobs by investing in the Latrobe
Valley — in my area — by investing in training and
education and by making sure that research and
development is part of our agenda for the future of the
regional areas beyond our metropolitan suburban
borders. It will make sure that community leadership is
at the forefront of investment by investing in the
regional community leadership program now and in the
future.
The bill means that we have initiatives such as the
Gippsland logistics precinct, with a spend of
$10 million, to facilitate the development of a major
freight hub to transport goods from and across the
Gippsland region. It will be located in Morwell and will
target businesses which would use rail to transport their
products. We will also see initiatives like the Geelong
Performing Arts Centre, which is receiving a
$30 million investment. The project will enhance the
Ryrie Street entrance, turn the steeple church into a
cabaret theatre, add two more dance studios and
improve disability access. We will see the Latrobe
Valley university training clinic allocated $1 million to
put towards a project that will include a purpose-built
health training centre with associated primary
healthcare services and a dental prosthetics
manufacturing facility at Federation University’s
Churchill campus. We will see these initiatives
operating alongside the biggest ever education spend in
Victoria’s history. We will see these historic
investments go towards making sure that our
communities are better resourced, better equipped and
have access to better information.
These resources, investments and conversations will
continue in a good-faith way, one that means that
regional views will be sought as part of the
development of policy. Regional views will also form a
significant component of decisions taken by
government around what is needed now and into the
future. This is how good government operates. It does
not tell regional Victorians what it is that they want; it
asks them what they need and what their priorities are.
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This strategy has been developed as part of an extensive
consultation process. Regional Victorian communities
and local governments have been brought along as part
of this journey. They will see better investment and
employment opportunities, better investment in
education, better investment in arts and culture and
better investment in the very things that make our
various communities so special. We will see a Regional
Jobs Fund that makes sure that those sectors identified
by the Future Industries Fund are given absolute, real
and meaningful priority. They will see investment that
means that we plan projects now to realise gains into
the future. It is about having a better set of priorities,
one that has been developed with regional
communities.
I am very proud to be part of the government that has
brought this bill to the house. The bill will maintain the
definition of ‘rural and regional Victoria’ as provided
by current regional development legislation. Support
available to local government and small towns under
the fund can be used to provide better infrastructure,
services and facilities, strengthening the economic and
social or environmental basis of communities, creating
jobs and improving career opportunities for regional
Victorians, supporting local project development or
indeed any other project to support economic and
community development in rural and regional Victoria,
as determined by the Minister for Regional
Development.
There is also a country crossings program, which the
Premier, along with the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety, Mr Luke Donnellan, came down to Gippsland
to announce. It will boost 52 priority roads and level
crossings as well as provide a guaranteed minimum
$1 billion in funding to upgrade and repair regional
roads. We saw massive swathes of cuts to the repair,
maintenance and upgrade program which was run
under the former government. We saw funding
magically appear and then only in hypothetical terms
when the caretaker period before the election was all
but ready to begin. This is real money; these are real
conversations. This bill will give effect to those
conversations to make those changes that deliver on our
election commission commitments.
With minimal legislative change we will establish this
fund and renew the focus of regional investment in the
way that we said we would. We are delivering on our
promises. This is a government that has brought those
promises to book. It has delivered on what it said it
would do. This year’s budget puts real money into the
hands of regional communities to enable them to realise
their full potential and determine how it is that they
would like their futures to evolve.
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The bill makes sure that regional and rural Victoria is
front and centre of the Andrews Labor government’s
policy agenda. I am proud to be part of it. I commend
the bill to the house.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I rise to
contribute to the debate on the Regional Development
Victoria Amendment (Jobs and Infrastructure) Bill
2015, and I do so as a proud Liberal regional member
of Parliament who has always strived to provide better
living and working conditions for those who choose to
reside in regional Victoria and to encourage those who
are considering a lifestyle in regional Victoria.
I want to acknowledge my parliamentary colleague
Damian Drum for his expansive contribution in relation
to this bill. You could see his passion for this in the way
he related the many achievements of the Regional
Growth Fund for regional communities across Victoria.
That is why I am and have always been so supportive
of the $1 billion Regional Growth Fund, including the
way it was structured to allow both macro priority
investments as well as micro priority investments
driven by local communities. I congratulate the
architect of the fund, Mr Clay Manners, who was well
schooled as policy director at the Victorian Farmers
Federation. He played a significant role in the success
of the Regional Growth Fund.
Within the Regional Growth Fund was the Putting
Locals First Fund, which helped local communities add
value to current local community assets. There was also
the Local Government Infrastructure Fund, supporting
local government initiatives, and the Energy for the
Regions program that provided natural gas to a number
of towns in my electorate of Western Victoria Region,
including Winchelsea, Bannockburn and Terang. Only
yesterday I was travelling down the beautiful Princes
Highway west, Mr Dalidakis, and could see the
Napthine and Abbott government’s contribution of
$500 million to duplicate the Princes Highway west, as
well as the planning process now underway for the road
between Winchelsea and Colac, which is another
initiative of the federal government and the previous
state coalition government.
The Regional Growth Fund had 1426 targeted funding
outcomes and gave $500 million to regional Victoria
through 1800 projects. It is worthwhile just going back
a little bit in history to see what the Regional Growth
Fund produced because we need to question why the
Andrews Labor government would see fit to rebadge,
rename and reintroduce it as yet another fund to replace
one that had a proven track record in relation to
outcomes.
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The fact is that the Regional Growth Fund created a $3
return for every $1 invested, which in turn created
23 000 new regional jobs, 6000 direct full-time jobs
and 12 000 indirect jobs, including 5000 construction
jobs. In my home town of Geelong, the Regional
Growth Fund provided $28 million to 40 projects that
leveraged $373 million in total investment.

Fund. It is pleasing to now see that there has been a
commitment to upgrade the goods shed and other areas
around that precinct to make it into a real historical
centre. Again, my parliamentary colleague Joshua
Morris will expand on the good work that went on and
continues around that precinct thanks to the Regional
Growth Fund.

Some of the projects in the Geelong region, as outlined
in previous contributions, included $15 million for the
Geelong Library and Heritage Centre. I invite Ms Shing
to come down and see this beautiful egg-shaped,
architecturally designed project that is rising up —
unfortunately not higher than the floodlights at Simonds
Stadium, but which nevertheless is a wonderful piece of
architecture in the CBD. I congratulate the City of
Greater Geelong for its contribution of $10 million to
that project. Then there was $3 million for the
$25 million St Mary’s Hall redevelopment given as part
of the Regional Growth Fund. There was $500 000 for
the revitalisation of laneways in Geelong, and we have
already seen some of that work done. There was also
$2.4 million for the Austin Park redevelopment. That is
just to name a few examples.

I could talk about small infrastructure projects in
communities like Stawell, Smythesdale, Avoca and
even my home town of Birregurra, where the rail trail
feasibility study was financed by the Regional Growth
Fund. I could talk about the Ocean Grove community
hub — which was the old neighbourhood house — the
opening of which I attended only last week. Peter Ryan
contributed $500 000 to that project through the
Regional Growth Fund to enable that facility to expand.
It was pleasing to see the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water, Ms Neville, who is the
member for Bellarine in the Assembly, acknowledge
Peter Ryan’s work in providing the financial
contribution from the Regional Growth Fund to that
centre.

Ms Shing interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — In total in the Geelong region,
Ms Shing, $44.8 million was delivered to 15 major
projects across the region, which leveraged
$460 million in total investment.
In western Victoria it was the investments for
community use in the smaller towns that were so much
appreciated. In fact I was with Hugh Delahunty, who
was the minister for sport at the time, when we turned
the first sod at Alexandra Oval community and
recreation centre in Ararat using a mix of sport and
regional development funding of $1.2 million. I was at
the opening of that facility last year. I congratulate Joe
Helper, the former member for Ripon in the Assembly,
who contributed to the success of that multipurpose
facility being built.
I was also with Hugh Delahunty, the minister for sport
at the time, when we turned a sod for the new soccer
complex at Morshead Park, Ballarat, after a $2 million
investment from the Regional Growth Fund. I am sure
my colleague Joshua Morris will talk more about that
shortly when he makes his contribution to the debate.
The Ballarat railway station upgrade is something I was
very passionate about when I was located in Ballarat,
following the work done in the feasibility study to see
how we could maximise the use of that whole precinct.
That funding also came through the Regional Growth

I refer to some of the bigger projects that the Regional
Growth Fund supported in Western Victoria. I know
my colleague Damian Drum mentioned Cotton On in
Geelong. The company grows and grows every day,
and has been a real success story employing over
500 people. It has also been a huge philanthropic
benefactor to many activities around Geelong. I
congratulate the Austin family on their work. I also
congratulate those involved in providing Regional
Growth Fund money to expand the business. Midfield
Meats in Warrnambool, the Australian Lamb Company
in Colac and True Foods in Maryborough are all large
employers that benefited from the Regional Growth
Fund, which helped to expand those businesses and
employ many people in jobs that would not otherwise
be available in smaller towns. We had a successful
funding mechanism specifically for regional Victoria. It
worked, and it was acclaimed by all who were
connected to it.
With this bill the Andrews government rebadges the
growth fund as a mixed bag of funds. We have the
$200 million Regional Jobs Fund, the $250 million
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund and the
$50 million Stronger Regional Communities plan. But
will this pack of sweeteners actually deliver to regional
communities other than the large regional cities of
Geelong, Ballarat and Bendigo, or will the money flow
to non-regional infrastructure like Labor’s old regional
infrastructure fund that found funds being diverted into
the pockets of interface councils?
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In its election promises the government has already
committed $60 million in Geelong. New section 17(1)
of the Regional Development Victoria Act 2002 gives
the minister discretionary power to put more dollars
into large regional cities or even into interface
metropolitan regions at the expense of regional
communities. We have already seen the Andrews
government’s form in using ministerial discretion for
regional infrastructure funding to finance sporting
events like the Victorian open and the Stawell Gift and
to upgrade sporting stadiums like Eureka Stadium,
which should have come out of the budgets of tourism
and sport.
Although the coalition does not oppose the bill, it is
hard to trust a government that has cut funding in
agriculture, cut funding for regional development, cut
funding for tourism and scrapped the $160 million
country roads and bridges program as well as
foreshadowing an increase of 7.2 per cent to the fire
services levy, which will impact regional ratepayers
right across Victoria.
Why would we trust a government that says, ‘Trust us’,
as it has been cutting funding programs to regional
Victoria? As the Assembly member for Wendouree,
Sharon Knight, proudly claimed in the Ballarat
Courier, ‘We are here to govern for all’. Did she mean
her union constituency at Trades Hall or did she mean
that the bill, a pale imitation of the Regional Growth
Fund, will be a mechanism to provide infrastructure and
jobs to regional Victoria. In racing parlance, Labor’s
track record does not give us confidence that we are
backing a winner.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — There
is an old Yiddish definition of ‘chutzpah’, which is that
a boy kills his parents and then claims the defence of
being an orphan. It is galling to stand here and listen to
a lecture from both Mr Ramsay and Mr Drum about a
program that did not deliver for regional Victoria. I can
only suggest to the Acting President that he find
somebody else to replace him in the chair so he has an
opportunity to interject, because I remind him that it
was the natural gas extension program under the Bracks
and Brumby governments that delivered natural gas to a
whole suite of country Victorian towns that would
never otherwise have got it.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Mr Davis is being unruly by
interjecting from somewhere other than his seat. I point
out that Bairnsdale is one such town. Bairnsdale
received natural gas under the Bracks and Brumby
government programs, and as a result Patties Foods
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managed to put on more people. How do I know that?
It is because I was the energy adviser to the energy
minister at the time. We delivered natural gas right
across Victoria. Mr Davis should hang his head in
shame. He should walk out of the chamber embarrassed
at the efforts of the previous government in relation to
regional Victoria and at its decision to pork-barrel and
not to deliver outcomes for regional Victorians.
Mr Drum spent 60 minutes on goodness knows what
other than suggesting that it is about jobs. I will give
Mr Drum a job. He can apply for the coaching position
at Carlton. There is a possible job for him, because
unfortunately it has now become available. Thankfully
the Victorian government now treats rural and regional
Victorians with far greater importance than the
opposition did in government, because its fund — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — We have heard about Cotton
On. Each member of the opposition has spoken about
Cotton On. Let me tell members that there are far more
industries, far more employers, far more families today
receiving natural gas throughout Victoria as a direct
result of the initiatives of the Bracks and Brumby
governments under the natural gas extension program,
and Mr Davis would do well to remember history. If he
has forgotten it, I am happy to find some time to teach
him about the history of the Bracks and Brumby
governments delivering for rural and regional Victoria.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I was the chief executive of a
major rural and regional industry, the Victorian
Association of Forest Industries, the peak employer
representative body. It gave me great pleasure to
represent it in rural and regional industries across
Victoria during my three and a half years with the
association. It is something that Mr Davis has never
done. He has never looked after rural and regional
constituents — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I ask Mr Dalidakis to speak through the Chair,
and I ask Mr Davis to make any contributions from his
place.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Thank you, Acting President,
for bringing me back to speaking through the Chair. I
remind Mr Davis that if he needs a lesson in how Labor
governments deliver for rural and regional Victoria, I
am very happy to tell him what we did in that time and
about my experience working on behalf of rural and
regional members, their employees, the families of their
employees and the communities they worked in. It
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might be an inconvenient truth for Mr Davis and the
coalition, but it is nonetheless the truth that under the
natural gas extension program, amongst myriad other
programs that were rolled out under the previous
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund under the
then Minister for Regional and Rural Development,
John Brumby, we made it a priority to look after rural
and regional Victoria. Given my background, it gives
me great pleasure to note that the Andrews government
is going to deliver for rural and regional Victorians
once again. It gives me great pleasure to note that we
will continue to look after those that a true coalition
government should look after but unfortunately did not
look after in the previous Parliament.
This is a $500 million Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund. The Andrews Labor government went to the
election last year with it as one of its commitments. As
we have shown already in our brief five or six-month
period in office, we keep our election commitments.
Some may be popular, some may be unpopular. This
one should be very popular, because we are delivering
$500 million in a Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund, which is made up of $250 million for the
Regional Infrastructure Development Fund to invest in
projects for regional cities and towns that need it. We
will have a $200 million Regional Jobs Fund to help
companies grow their workforces, expand their markets
and obviously create jobs for the future. There will also
be a $50 million Stronger Regional Communities plan
to strengthen regional communities and help our towns
attract families and young people to live in rural and
regional settings.
I might add a couple more issues. The first issue is that
if the opposition is not opposing this bill, it should just
be supportive of the bill, not have the lead speaker
spend 60 minutes and every subsequent speaker
15 minutes arguing against the benefit for rural and
regional Victoria and then saying at the end, ‘Ah, but
we’re going to support the bill’. Come out and have a
unity ticket and say, ‘A strong and vibrant rural and
regional Victoria is actually good for the state’, because
we on this side of the chamber believe it. We will work
tirelessly. As the Premier has said, every waking
minute of every waking hour of every day we will
continue to contribute and work hard so that all
Victorians can share in everything that we do and
prosper.
I might reflect that if Mr Drum is so opposed to cuts in
rural and regional Victoria, I would welcome a
contribution or an interjection from him to say how
many times he has written to the current Prime Minister
and the current federal Treasurer, who have stolen
billions of dollars from all Victorians’ services, from
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health services in the rural and regional areas of
Victoria to recreational grants to sporting and
community grants to education funding. Where is the
outcry from those opposite, now in opposition, who cry
crocodile tears about rural and regional Victoria?
Where are the mountains of correspondence from all of
them to the current Prime Minister and Treasurer,
pleading for them to reinstate the billions of dollars of
funding taken from our health and education sectors,
money which has been cruelly stolen from the families,
the children and the communities the opposition claims
to represent?
Here we have a $500 million fund for rural and regional
Victoria, and all opposition members can do is have a
bit of a whinge and say, ‘Oh, but we’ll support the bill’.
Those opposite should support the bill and support what
the bill is trying to achieve because, as we all know, if
we can develop communities in rural and regional
Victoria, we develop jobs. Every employer losing jobs
in a community affects the State Emergency Service,
the local football teams, the local netball teams and the
ability of schools to have children attending — you lose
that scale for the school to be viable — and as a result
the community is diminished. We are trying to ensure
that communities are not diminished. We are trying to
ensure that communities grow and prosper.
I would welcome those in the opposition, instead of
them having a bit of a whingefest over there and trying
to find some kind of relevance in the chamber,
genuinely joining with us in bipartisan work to help
grow regional and rural Victoria, because rural and
regional Victoria have dwindled over the last four
years. While Ryan fiddled, country Victoria burned as a
result of the previous government.
Here we have a positive plan for rural and regional
Victoria. We have a number of plans and funds — a
$250 million Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund, a $200 million Regional Jobs Fund and a
$50 million Stronger Regional Communities plan —
and this is about growing all of Victoria. It has rural and
regional Victoria at its heart. The plan in this bill is all
about country Victoria. It is something we should all
get onboard with, because we all want a vibrant rural
and regional Victoria.
I commend this bill to the house. Instead of using their
time to try to rewrite their history in government, I
strongly support and encourage those opposite to use
the time to say — should this fund be successful in
communities in Ballarat for Mr Morris or for
Mr Drum’s electorate in country Victoria — ‘This will
be good for my communities and we look forward to
working with the government to ensure that our
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employers can employ more people, we can attract
more residents to our towns, we can get a bigger
football club, a bigger netball club and a bigger State
Emergency Service unit, we can attract more services to
the region and to the communities, and that way we can
actually grow every part of Victoria so that we have a
wonderful story to sell across the country and
internationally’.
Victoria is a fantastic place. It is a great place to live, it
is a great place to work and it is still a great place to
raise a family, and country Victoria needs to be at the
forefront of that. I love this legislation. As a former
chief executive of a rural and regional industry body, I
am empowered by this kind of legislation and the
funding we are putting into it. I believe this legislation
and the $500 million that goes with it is a positive step
for rural and regional Victoria. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, I was in my room doing some work when I
distinctly heard the member on his feet call Tony
Abbott by name and say that he had stolen money from
Victorians. He did not use the common nouns
‘government’, ‘federal government’ or anything like
that. He called him by name, and that is against
standing orders because it is a reflection on a member
of Parliament in another chamber in another
Parliament, and I ask that you ask him to withdraw that
comment.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Thank you, Mrs Peulich. I will get it verified by
Hansard. I am going to uphold the point of order
because I heard Mr Dalidakis refer to the Prime
Minister by name and I also heard the word ‘stolen’. I
will give him the option of withdrawing those remarks
now, or I will ask for a search of Hansard and refer the
matter to the President. Is Mr Dalidakis happy to
withdraw the remark?
Mr DALIDAKIS — I am happy to withdraw the
remark and refer to Tony Abbott as Prime Minister.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
And the word ‘stolen’.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I believe the budget papers
prove that, but I am happy to withdraw again.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) — It is
an unqualified withdrawal. Thank you, Mr Dalidakis.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — First of all I
acknowledge my colleague Mr Drum for his passionate
and expansive commentary today and the contribution
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that he makes. I understand he has long experience and
history with and a full knowledge of this area.
It is with pleasure that I speak on the Regional
Development Victoria Amendment (Jobs and
Infrastructure) Bill 2015. I note that the bill repeals the
Regional Growth Fund Act 2011 and makes minor
changes and amendments to the Regional Development
Victoria Act 2002 to achieve what I suppose you could
call a rebranded version of the coalition’s highly
successful Regional Growth Fund.
As some of my colleagues in the other house have
pointed out, the city-centric Labor government’s
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund, in contrast,
really seems to take the ‘growth’ out of the coalition’s
Regional Growth Fund. After years of the coalition
government slowly clawing back from Labor’s neglect
of the regions through its successful fund, I am
concerned that the Labor government’s new spin on
this fund is just that — spin — and that the smaller
regional communities that desperately need funding to
improve their infrastructure and create jobs may miss
out. Labor’s understanding of geography is a concern.
Regional and rural communities are not just in Geelong
and Ballarat. They are in Mallacoota, Dumbalk and
Pyramid Hill; they are out in the country. Sometimes
Labor’s definition of ‘rural and regional’ is not my
definition.
The reason our Regional Growth Fund worked so well
was that decisions were made by local people on local
projects. They were community-driven projects
undertaken by community organisations with the
assistance of local councils in many cases. Under the
Regional Growth Fund delivered by the then Deputy
Premier and Minister for Regional and Rural
Development, Peter Ryan, $500 million was sensibly
and usefully divided amongst many major schemes.
Mr Drum in his contribution gave a great and
interesting brief of many of those, but I will highlight
again some of the important schemes. For example,
$100 million was provided through the Local
Government Infrastructure Fund. With 48 regional
councils, this equated to approximately $2 million per
council for them to undertake small and medium
projects. Importantly, there was community
consultation. The coalition government also delivered
$100 million through the Putting Locals First Fund and
$100 million for the Energy for the Regions program.
On the other hand, Labor’s imitation fund seems to
have missed the point, with large sums of money
already committed out of it. It makes me wonder
whether these funding allocations are really what are
wanted and needed by the regions or whether the
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decisions have come down from Labor’s Melbourne
hierarchy with little industry, council or community
consultation. If you look at the budget delivered a
couple of weeks ago, you see that only 2.9 per cent of
funding is allocated for major projects in what I would
class as rural and regional Victoria.
The coalition’s Regional Growth Fund invested
$500 million, leveraged to $2 billion. It secured $3 for
every $1 spent by government. It created 23 000 jobs
right across regional and rural Victoria, including
6000 full-time jobs, over 11 000 indirect jobs and
nearly 5000 construction jobs.
The fund invested in more than 1800 projects, and I
want to discuss a couple of them. In my electorate of
Eastern Victoria Region, two major expansion projects
occurred in the dairy industry: Burra Foods and Murray
Goulburn in Leongatha. In East Gippsland over
$15 million was invested in projects including but not
limited to the Bairnsdale all-abilities playground, the
Bairnsdale library precinct and CBD project, and
upgrades to East Gippsland visitor information centres.
In South Gippsland funding was provided for
expansion projects at Viplus Dairy, Maffra Cheese
Company and Australian Sustainable Hardwoods,
along with the Yarram district hub project. In the
Morwell electorate the Regional Growth Fund invested
$17.2 million to deliver 67 local projects, leveraging
$61.3 million in total. This included the development of
the Gippsland Plains rail trail, an upgrade to the
Yallourn North town hall, along with funds for Stirloch
Constructions to develop and construct a precast
concrete fabrication facility.
Another important initiative was seen as highly
successful and was implemented in Morwell, in my
electorate, and that was the $15 million Latrobe Valley
Industry and Infrastructure Fund. My counterpart in the
lower house, Russell Northe, the member for Morwell,
cannot sing highly enough the praises for this
undertaking. Through this important program the
coalition supported local businesses to grow and
expand, and most importantly it created new jobs. More
than 40 businesses were successful in securing funding
through the program, and around 1100 jobs were
created, but what was truly impressive was that the
company’s own investment in those projects leveraged
around $93 million worth of additional investment into
the region.
Labor is yet to announce a fund such as the Regional
Growth Fund that would be as beneficial for people and
businesses in the Latrobe Valley. It would be a shame if
under the Labor government this type of program were
not taken up, embraced and used in a similar way.
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Sometimes it is the smaller projects that can make a
difference in rural and regional Victoria — for
example, hall upgrades, improvements to playgrounds,
parks and gardens, and funding for community hubs,
bridges and footpaths. All these projects are important
to rural Victorians, and I hope they are not forgotten. I
have before me a massive document listing all the local
government and industry funding that the coalition
government provided through the Regional Growth
Fund. The benefits the program would bring to my
electorate are enormous. I really hope that with the bill
before the house, which I endorse, and the amendments
the government is proposing our small country towns,
our regional areas, are not forgotten and that they can
grow and prosper.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the Regional Development Victoria Amendment
(Jobs and Infrastructure) Bill 2015 and state from the
outset that the bill before us today fulfils an election
commitment. It always gives me great pleasure to speak
in this place on election commitments, as they are
promises made to the people of Victoria — promises
that the Andrews Labor government is, and will
continue, delivering. These election commitments arise
from the need to get rural and regional Victoria back on
track.
Labor’s plan for regional and rural Victoria is
desperately needed. We have taken office with
unemployment on the up. It was 5.3 per cent when we
left office, and now it is 6.8 per cent. Youth
unemployment is around 20 per cent and even higher in
certain communities in western Victoria. It is a
well-known fact that Labor is committed to jobs. That
is why we made these election promises and why we
will deliver on them. The former government not only
sat on its hands while jobs disappeared from rural and
regional Victoria but actively facilitated skills
destruction by taking the axe to TAFE funding. Its
members facilitated jobs destruction with their callous
attitude towards regional and rural Victoria, and we
could see them sitting by during the demise of
manufacturing here in Victoria. That is not the way to
drive growth. It is not the way to drive an economy. It
is not the way to create jobs. And it is certainly not the
way to keep young people in our communities in
regional Victoria.
Rural and regional Victoria accounts for 25 per cent of
the state’s population and yet receives 4 per cent of the
funds for major projects. That is simply not good
enough. Regional Victoria deserves better, and that is
what is bill all about — giving the support that families,
communities and companies in regional Victoria
deserve from a state government.
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I have read some of the contributions made to the
debate on this bill in the other place. It seems there is
some sort of misapprehension by colleagues of those
opposite that this bill is just a rebranding exercise. It is
simply not a rebranding exercise. This bill is about
making government work more efficiently for people in
rural and regional Victoria. It is aimed at supporting
major projects, creating jobs and industries of the
future, and building stronger communities. This bill
does that by restoring the key economic functions of
Regional Development Victoria — creating jobs and
investment — and not hiding it away as a sub-function
of planning, which was the case under the previous
government.
Jobs and growth are front and centre of our promise to
regional Victoria, and we intend to keep them there and
to keep them alive. The path to access funds is
simplified by one unified bill for rural and regional
Victoria. This simplified pathway gives access to three
separate funds: the $250 million Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund, the $200 million Regional Jobs
Fund and the $50 million Stronger Regional
Communities plan. I will take a minute to outline these
machinery changes.
First, the failed Regional Growth Fund is being
repealed to enable a transition to new funding
arrangements that will allow the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund to operate flexibly under the
Regional Development Victoria Act 2002. The
Regional Development Victoria (RDV) act is being
amended to incorporate provisions for regional
development funding previously covered under the
Regional Growth Fund Act 2011. The RDV act is being
amended to ensure that the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund can be used for better infrastructure,
facilities or services, strengthening the economic, social
or environmental base of communities, creating jobs
and career opportunities for regional Victorians, and
supporting the development of local projects or any
other project to support the economic or community
development that is so sorely needed in regional
Victoria. These changes make it easier for RDV to
restore its core function of creating jobs and investment
in rural and regional Victoria.
Some other minor changes are worth noting not so
much for what they do but for the intent of what they
deliver. The bill amends the RDV act to replace the
Regional Policy Advisory Committee with a Regional
Development Advisory Committee. The broad
functions are outlined in the bill. Current provisions for
membership and meeting arrangements are retained.
However, I note the insertion of the word
‘development’ in place of ‘policy’. It was pretty clear
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from the last government that regional policy consisted
of, I would argue, really nothing, except to slash jobs in
TAFE and stand idly by whilst unemployment rates
soared right across the state. This bill is setting about
changing that.
Whilst I am outlining some of the more minor changes
in the bill that go to the intent of Labor’s Back on Track
plan for rural and regional Victoria, it is probably
important to note that ‘rural and regional Victoria’ will
be substituted for ‘regional Victoria’. It may be a name
change but it is backed up by actions. An amount of
$70 million from the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund is reserved for the state’s 38 rural
councils. Another $100 million is reserved for the
state’s 10 biggest regional cities. All of that is the big
picture. But let us look at some of the specifics for my
electorate of Western Victoria Region.
From the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund
there will be a $31.5 million contribution to redevelop
not just Eureka Stadium but the Ballarat sports precinct.
On top of funding a new grandstand, AFL-standard
lights and a video scoreboard for Eureka Stadium, this
money will upgrade the Wendouree Sports and Events
Centre, relocate and upgrade the Ballarat showgrounds
and provide upgrades to CE Brown Reserve.
Country Victorians deserve first-class facilities, and
Labor will deliver them. This fund makes an $8 million
contribution to the $12.5 million Blood on the Southern
Cross sound and light show at Sovereign Hill. If
members opposite want to visit Ballarat and see the
wonderful progress being made in regional and rural
Victoria under this bill, they need only go and visit the
Ballarat railway station, where they will be greeted with
a $25 million redevelopment of that station. They can
use it as a step off to visit the Grampians and see the
completed Grampians peaks trail, which I understand
the Minister for Regional Development, Ms Jaala
Pulford, will officially open on Friday.
The Regional Infrastructure Development Fund will
create jobs and make lasting infrastructure
improvements that will bring tourist dollars into
regional Victoria. There will be new trail infrastructure
and hike camps to the value of $19 million. The
Geelong Performing Arts Centre will receive
$30 million, which will create a cabaret theatre, add
two more dance studios and improve disability access.
Close to my home, the Leopold Community Hub will
receive $3 million for a library, community meeting
rooms, multipurpose spaces and a soundproof room for
musicians to use.
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I refer now to the Regional Jobs Fund. Members
opposite make plenty of noise about jobs but they tend
to focus on the jobs they like. The former Premier, the
member for South-West Coast in the Assembly, gave
the nod to the tinfoil hat brigade and destroyed the
Victorian wind farm industry. Keppel Prince, in the
former Premier’s own electorate, had to let many
workers go as he backed former Premier Baillieu’s
absurd wind farm policies.
Science is not a strong suit for those opposite, but
Labor believes in science. Labor believes in science to
the point where it has supported the development of the
Stawell particle physics laboratory to the tune of
$1.75 million to do groundbreaking research into dark
matter. It will be the only site of its kind in the Southern
Hemisphere, and it will create an estimated 41 jobs and
put over $40 million into the local economy.
Support for Stawell does not stop there. There is
$500 000 for the Frewstal lamb and sheep processing
facility, which will create a further 30 jobs. This bill is
about getting our regions back to work. The wine
industry receives $1 million for the Wine Victoria
strategy. In Geelong, where the closing of the car
industry looms, the Andrews government is taking
action. Where the previous government said it was all
too hard, Labor recognises that action has to be taken
now. Manufacturing is still worth 42 per cent of
Geelong’s economic output, or $10 billion.
The Regional Jobs Fund has an extra $7.5 million for
the Geelong Regional Innovation and Investment Fund,
taking the state’s contribution to $12 million. This
money is for projects focused on bringing new jobs to
Geelong. There is $5 million for a Victorian defence
procurement office in Geelong as well, and this office
will be dedicated to marketing the skill and capability
of Geelong and Victorian manufacturers to national and
international defence contractors.
Once again on the theme of science, the Andrews
Labor government will partner with Deakin University,
and the Regional Jobs Fund will contribute $3 million
towards a $30 million manufacturing hub in Geelong.
This is just some of what can be achieved when
Regional Development Victoria has jobs and growth as
its core function. With all the jobs and investment the
Andrews government will put into regional Victoria,
life will return to country Victoria. The Stronger
Regional Communities plan has $50 million for
attracting young people and families. Already we have
announced $3.5 million to support Rural Councils
Victoria, and $600 000 has been allocated to sponsor
the Stawell Gift to secure its future.
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In conclusion, this bill simplifies the funding for rural
and regional Victoria. It simplifies the bureaucratic
path. It also puts jobs and growth at the centre of RDV
functions. It involves families. It involves students,
companies and communities in their future. It
remembers, recognises and responds to the vital
contribution that regional and rural Victoria make to
this state. It is not just one-off grants; it is a series of
investments and it is seed capital for sustainable
growth. Rural and regional Victorians deserve better
than the constant cuts and shrugs of ‘all too hard’ that
came their way over the last four years. This bill is a
first step to getting rural and regional Victoria back on
track. This bill is an election promise to the people who
live outside of Melbourne. This bill is a promise kept,
and I commend this bill to the house.
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the Regional Development Victoria Amendment
(Jobs and Infrastructure) Bill 2015. This bill amends the
Regional Development Victoria Act 2002 to establish
the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund and a
Regional Development Advisory Committee. The bill
repeals the act that was created by the former
government to establish the Regional Growth Fund in
2011, but this bill very much copies the Regional
Growth Fund and just calls it another name.
Under the Regional Growth Fund we had an advisory
committee that was called the Regional Policy
Advisory Committee. That committee will be
disbanded, and we will have a Regional Development
Advisory Committee. As you can see, it really is just a
copy of the previous legislation — rebadged, renamed
and putting in place a different advisory committee that
still has the same structure for advising government on
the distribution of those funds.
We have a number of concerns with this bill. The major
concern I have with this bill is that Labor appears to be
using this $500 million to substitute funding for
regional projects out of this fund for mainstream
funding. This should not be about replacement funding;
the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund is meant
to be additional funding available to regional
communities, not substitute funding that is used instead
of funding from mainstream sources.
The best example is the Stawell Gift. That was funded
by the previous coalition government out of the sports
budget — $600 000 for a race in Stawell. It is a very
important race that has become a feature of our Easter
weekends over many decades. As I said, that was
funded out of sport. The Labor Party has now said that
that will be funded out of the Regional Infrastructure
Development Fund. Labor is not taking the $600 000
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from sport and putting it in in addition to the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund; it is funding it out of
the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund instead
of funding it out of sport. The $600 000 stays in sport,
to be spent in metropolitan areas, and $600 000 will
come out of the Regional Infrastructure Development
Fund to pay for the sponsorship of that race. It is a very
worthwhile sponsorship, but it should still be paid for
out of the sports budget. As I said, the Regional
Infrastructure Development Fund should be additional
funding available to regional Victoria. It should be
money that is in addition to the mainstream funding,
not money that exists instead of mainstream funding.
A number of other projects are listed that could have
been funded out of health but which Labor will instead
fund out of this fund. There is $1 million for the dental
laboratory in the Latrobe Valley, $19 million to build
the Grampians peaks trail that could have been funded
out of the environment fund and $30 million for a
sporting precinct in Ballarat that could have been
funded out of sport, and that funding will come out of
the Regional Infrastructure Development Fund and not
out of mainstream funding.
This Friday, 29 May, marks six months since the
election. That means the Andrews Labor government
has been in power for six months, yet it has only just
introduced this legislation in the Parliament. In contrast
to this, the coalition government brought the Regional
Growth Fund bill before this house in its first 100 days
in government, and it did that because it understood the
needs of regional Victoria. It also understood how
regional Victoria had been ignored for 11 years under
the Bracks and Brumby governments, and it understood
the need for urgent investment in regional communities.
Under the former government the Regional Growth
Fund funded around 1800 projects. Five hundred
million dollars was allocated to those projects, and that
leveraged a further $2 billion worth of investment into
rural and regional Victoria. These projects also created
around 23 000 jobs across rural and regional Victoria.
Our Regional Growth Fund is something we are very
proud of. Those 23 000 jobs were made up of
6000 direct full-time jobs, around 12 000 indirect jobs
and around 5000 construction jobs. There was
economic activity happening right throughout country
Victoria.
One of the features that made the former government’s
Regional Growth Fund so successful was the Local
Government Infrastructure Fund. The fund provided
money to local government, and local government
decided how the money would be spent. This was
particularly important for smaller municipalities, which
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quite often struggle to have funds available for
contributive payments towards grant applications.
In my portfolio of early childhood development many
of the children’s facilities that are being built now are a
result of funding that we provided during the four years
we were in government with grants from the Children’s
Facilities Capital Fund. Under that fund there was an
essential matching component, and much of the money
for that came from things like the Local Government
Infrastructure Fund. That fund assisted smaller
communities to get that matching money, and it
allowed local governments to increase their
contributions so they could apply for bigger grants.
We are seeing magnificent children’s centres being
built right throughout Victoria because our government
invested in children’s infrastructure not only through
the $135 million available for early childhood
development but also through the additional money that
was provided through the Regional Growth Fund. I am
particularly proud of two of the centres. One in Donald
has already opened; the other, in Tallangatta, is being
built. These are two of our more cash-strapped shires,
yet they have built magnificent children’s centres
because of money that was made available to regional
Victoria through those funds. They are providing great
opportunities for families in those areas.
The former government’s Regional Growth Fund
provided many great opportunities across my electorate,
whether it be in Bendigo, Mildura, Wangaratta,
Wodonga, Shepparton or some of the many other areas
that make up the almost half of Victoria that comprises
Northern Victoria Region. The art gallery expansion in
Bendigo is one project that comes to mind. That is a
project that is really driving economic growth and
tourism in Bendigo. It has allowed for some fantastic
exhibitions to come to the city. The one that comes to
my mind, because it was displayed in part of the new
area of the gallery last year, is the Body Beautiful in
Ancient Greece exhibition and the ancient Greek
sculptures that were included in it. That was a fantastic
exhibition, a fantastic outcome and a fantastic cultural
experience for people in regional Victoria, but it also
brought tourism from Melbourne and interstate to our
regional city of Bendigo.
Pactum Dairy Group in Shepparton is another great
example of what investment can do to drive an industry
in regional Victoria. Pactum is now growing
exponentially. It produces ultra-high temperature milk
for export into the Chinese market. Pactum is providing
greater opportunities for employment in Shepparton but
also opportunities for our farmers to increase milk
production and drive that additional trade into China.
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One of the investments that makes me most proud is the
$22 million the former government provided to SPC.
As we know, SPC, or the Shepparton Preserving
Company, is an iconic brand in Victoria. It is a very
important business for Shepparton. There was a real
chance that Coca-Cola Amatil was about to exit from
Shepparton and close down SPC. This would have
meant the loss of about 500 direct jobs at SPC and
almost 3000 jobs in the broader community in
Shepparton. Our community was desperate to save
SPC.
My colleagues Jeanette Powell, the former member for
Shepparton in the Assembly, and Sharman Stone, the
federal member for Murray, and I worked extremely
hard to ensure that SPC and its future in Shepparton
were secured. I would like to thank the former Premier,
Denis Napthine, the member for South-West Coast in
the Assembly, because he listened. He came to
Shepparton and he listened to the local government, he
listened to the workers of SPC, he listened to
Coca-Cola Amatil and he listened to our growers, and
he came up with a package that saved that company
and enabled it to go on to bigger and better things. I
have never been as proud as a member of Parliament as
I was to stand beside our Premier, Denis Napthine, the
day we made that announcement. If you have seen the
photos, you will see that the grin could not be wiped off
my face.
The new line opened last week, and the new Premier,
Daniel Andrews, came to town to open it. He did not
pay tribute to the former government in doing that. He
tried to claim credit for the current government, but
what he should do is go online and read some of the
social media comment around that. It is a pity he has
not been in town to hear what people are saying about
his performance, because he did not do himself any
favours. People are saying, ‘How dare he try to claim
the credit’.
My concerns about this government are that it will use
this fund to finance many other projects that should be
funded through departments like health and sport and
education. I spoke about this earlier, and there is a real
concern that this fund will contain only $500 million
for country Victoria with the rest of the money being
available to metropolitan Melbourne.
I am also concerned that once again Labor will use
government funds to pork-barrel its own electorates and
marginal seats and that Liberal and Nationals seats will
once again miss out. This is a real concern, and the
concern is valid given what happened during the
election.
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Labor did not make one election commitment to 5 of
the 11 districts in northern Victoria. I am talking about
the seats of Mildura, Murray Plains, Shepparton,
Benambra and Eildon, and guess what! Prior to the
election those seats were all held by Liberal or
Nationals representatives. The seat of Shepparton has
gone to an Independent, not to Labor — Labor’s vote
actually fell in Shepparton. The attitude of Labor,
which is to ignore these seats, has been entrenched in its
latest budget. Labor’s rural and regional budget
information paper has a map on page 2 and 3 which
shows that Labor has not one project in this budget
going to any of the five electorates I have named. I am
also concerned that Labor’s entrenched position is not
to fund these electorates.
When we look at the budget papers we also see that
almost half of the $500 million in the Regional Jobs
and Infrastructure Fund has already been committed, so
there is not a lot left to be committed over the next three
and a half years. I call on the Premier to put more
money into this regional development fund and to
govern for all Victorians, as he promised to do at the
election. The Premier also needs to instruct his
ministers to govern for all Victorians and to fund
projects across all electorates. Regardless of whether
those electorates are marginal or held by the Liberals or
The Nationals, the government must invest in country
Victoria, because country Victorians deserve better than
they got under the Bracks and Brumby governments.
This government will go the same way of losing
country Victorians’ confidence if it does not fund
additional projects in regional Victoria.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise, as others have done, to speak to the Regional
Development Victoria Amendment (Jobs and
Infrastructure) Bill 2015. As Ms Lovell and others have
said, this bill is about a change of name — perhaps
without the grunt — of the former Regional Growth
Fund that the coalition government so very well
established during its term and, as others have said,
both in this house and the other place, that was a great
model for a regional development program. The
Regional Growth Fund assisted country communities
right across Victoria by providing funding through the
Local Government Infrastructure Fund and the Putting
Locals First Fund, which helped develop very strong
communities across rural and regional Victoria.
The former coalition government made 1426 targeted
funding decisions over the four-year period, which was
a total investment of nearly $500 million into
1800 projects that leveraged another $2 billion worth of
investment. When talking about investment, we can
focus on the things which are important, like return on
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investment. For every dollar invested by the Napthine
coalition government, another $3 of investment was
secured. That is a very good rate of return in anyone’s
language. The coalition created over 2300 jobs across
regional and country Victoria, of which 6000 were
direct full-time jobs, nearly 1200 were indirect jobs and
about 5000 were construction jobs, which particularly
helped the funding.
About a week and a half ago I spent the day with
Ms Lovell in Shepparton, which is a beautiful regional
city. I learnt a lot in my time there, but I was reminded
of the $22 million that, under Ms Lovell’s stewardship
and with the support of then Premier Napthine and
Deputy Premier Ryan, helped to put together a package
to keep SPC Ardmona in Shepparton and make sure
that all those jobs were secured. As a creative model, it
was a great initiative and innovation to help SPC. As
Ms Lovell pointed out, SPC celebrated the opening of a
new line only last week. Ms Lovell is to be
congratulated for her stewardship of and support for the
regional city of Shepparton.
Ms Lovell and I also visited the Pactum Dairy Group
plant in Shepparton, a new packaging plant that was
built principally to produce and package UHT milk. It
is a great development, and things are going very well
there in terms of export opportunities. Victorian product
is being exported through the great work of the
Regional Growth Fund, developed by the Napthine
coalition government.
We also met with people at Bega Cheese, which is
doing some amazing things in China and is another
example of things that were supported by the previous
Napthine coalition government.
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29 November — Victoria has lost over 8000 jobs.
Labor is already going backwards in its jobs target, but
there is no plan. That is the thing that is absent — six
months in this job, and there is no plan.
We are looking for something more to celebrate than a
review of Regional Development Victoria, to be
chaired by former Premier John Brumby — a jobs for
their mates inquiry. The only jobs I think Daniel
Andrews and his team are worried about are their own.
There is no greater example of that than this week itself,
which I will not go into, because we all know what I am
talking about. It seems that the whole focus of the
Victorian government is not new jobs or job security
for the people of Victoria, but on its own members’
jobs. That is where the government’s focus is, and that
in itself is a shame. We want less talk and more action
from this government, because quite frankly Victorians
are sick of its rhetoric.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the Regional Development Victoria Amendment
(Jobs and Infrastructure) Bill 2015. Investment in
regional Victoria is always very welcome; however, I
am quite concerned about some of the aspects of this
bill. I have had discussions with some of my colleagues
in lower house seats in western Victoria — in Lowan,
Polwarth, South-West Coast, Ripon and South
Barwon — where we have very hardworking local
members. These discussions about what came through
the budget and indeed through the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund were quite short discussions,
because there is very little in the budget for these
members and for the constituents in these seats.

A striking message came out of our time in
Shepparton — that is, that in the budget there is nothing
for Shepparton. There is no support for Shepparton —
not a dollar of new money for the people of Shepparton,
an area with a youth unemployment rate of 23.1 per
cent and where one in every five families is jobless.
While the people are crying out for opportunity, there is
nothing in the state budget for Shepparton. I say this bill
could be a bit of a furphy. It could be another example
of the Labor government of Premier Daniel Andrews
being seen to be doing something but not actually
delivering on doing anything.

What concerns me greatly is that not only is there very
little funding but also that the funding that is there is not
enough for the particular projects. My attention is
drawn especially to the Ballarat basketball project,
which is the indoor sports and events centre that has
been spoken about for a long time in Ballarat and is
critically needed. However, unfortunately what we see
is a $7 million black hole in this project from this Labor
government. This project requires $21 million of
funding. The Ballarat City Council has committed
$5 million worth of funding; however, the Labor
government has committed only $9 million, leaving a
gaping black hole in what is a critically important
project for Ballarat.

Today we are debating the Regional Development
Victoria Amendment (Jobs and Infrastructure) Bill.
What is interesting is that in the title of this bill is the
word ‘jobs’, but we are yet to see from Daniel Andrews
and his friends in the Labor Party any significant jobs
plan for Victoria. In their time in office — since

I note also that this is a bill that speaks about jobs in
regional Victoria. I know Mr Ondarchie is very well
aware of the VicRoads relocation to Ballarat that was
committed to by the coalition government. This bill
talks about jobs in regional Victoria, and yet we see,
sitting on a table gathering dust, a proposal which
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would deliver 600 regional jobs and $60 million of
annual economic activity to the Ballarat CBD. That
proposal is being ignored by this Labor government. I
imagine the Minister for Regional Development, who
lives in Ballarat, is very aware of this opportunity and
its importance to a city like Ballarat.
I will go back to the Ballarat basketball project. This is
a project that should deliver six courts and a show court
with seating for 2000 to 3000 people. However, as a
result of this funding shortfall, we are likely to see just
three courts. That is not even going to meet the current
demand for indoor sports in Ballarat and is quite
disappointing for the people of Ballarat. The Ballarat
Miners, Ballarat Rush and the new Ballarat netball
team, the Ballarat Sovereigns, deserve better. They
deserve more from this Labor government than they are
currently getting.
I was reminded of the coalition government’s Regional
Growth Fund and of the great work done through that
fund. Whilst I was listening to the contributions to the
debate from my fellow members, I reminisced about
some of the project funding announcements I was
fortunate enough to go to and about other events that
were important particularly for Ballarat. I know that
Mr Ondarchie has been to Morshead Park, where we
witnessed Melbourne City playing Sydney Football
Club in a Football Federation Australia Cup game.
Unfortunately Melbourne City was unsuccessful on that
occasion. This great project received $425 000 from the
Regional Growth Fund and was also able to attract the
Bahraini football team to Ballarat to train prior to the
Asian Football Confederation’s Asian Cup, at which
Australia was very successful.
I am also reminded of the wonderful inclusive
playground project in Ballarat, which is to be built in
Victoria Park. This fantastic project received $500 000
from the Regional Growth Fund. The project would
deliver a play space not only for those who are
able-bodied and those who are disabled but for
everybody to have an opportunity to play together.
People with disabilities are going to be able to play with
their brothers, sisters and friends who are able-bodied.
I also attended the opening of the Mars Chocolate
Australia’s Project Stegosaurus, which was a fabulous
project.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MORRIS — No, it was not about dragons; it
was a stegosaurus project. It was a solar panel project
by the Mars confectionery makers in Ballarat for which
there was $1.5 million of funding. I am told this
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stegosaurus project is so named because it was big and
it was green. I was of the understanding that this
particular project had enough solar panels to power
90 homes, but the important part of this investment was
that it secured jobs for Ballarat. This $1.5 million
investment from the Regional Growth Fund would
ensure the future prosperity of Mars in Ballarat and
demonstrated the importance of those jobs to Ballarat.
There was also the railway redevelopment that
Mr Ramsay spoke about earlier today, which provided
for the commercialisation of some space at the railway
precinct that was under-utilised and is now going to
have the capacity to support some commercial activity
within the railway precinct. There was also the
$500 000 investment in the Ballarat Technology Park
which would bring 120 jobs to the Ballarat tech park,
which is situated just 100 metres or so from my
electorate office in Ballarat. It is a great investment to
ensure the future of jobs in Ballarat.
I am concerned about whether or not this government is
serious about jobs in regional Victoria. There is talk —
there is even the naming of bills — to show that the
government is serious about jobs in regional Victoria.
However, I am very concerned about whether this
government really cares about jobs in regional Victoria.
Talk is cheap; what we need to see now is action. We
need to see action from this government in terms of
what is going to be delivered for regional Victoria. I
note that Mr Drum spoke very passionately earlier
today about what needs to be delivered for regional
Victoria. Members opposite should take note of what
Mr Drum has said, because regional Victoria has been
ignored too long by Labor. It is important that all
Victorians get what they should expect from
government, and that is to be respected, supported and
invested in as we progress.
Ms Shing interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! Ms Shing is not in her place and she is
continually interrupting and interjecting.
Ms Shing — My earnest apology, Acting President.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! I ask the chamber to allow Mr Morris to finish
his contribution in silence.
Mr MORRIS — Thank you very much, Acting
President, I was having trouble hearing myself think
there for a moment so I do appreciate that. Thank you
for the opportunity to make a contribution to the debate
on this bill. I hope the Labor government takes regional
Victoria seriously, because we certainly deserve it.

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT VICTORIA AMENDMENT (JOBS AND INFRASTRUCTURE) BILL 2015
Tuesday, 26 May 2015

COUNCIL

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank all members for their
contributions to this debate this afternoon. This is an
important debate. The government is very committed to
rebuilding confidence and restoring regional Victoria as
the engine room of our state’s economy. The
government has done and is doing a number of things
to that end. The Regional Economic Development and
Services Review will be finalised soon, and I look
forward to releasing the guidelines for the Regional
Jobs and Infrastructure Fund in a few weeks. The
passage of this legislation is very important because it
establishes the legislative framework that will govern
that fund.
I take the opportunity to briefly respond to a couple of
items that have been mentioned in the debate. In
response to some of his comments, I indicate to
Mr Drum that the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund is not all that this government is doing for
regional Victoria, far from it. In our new approach to
industry policy and to supporting industries in Victoria
a number of other initiatives will be of great value to
businesses in Victoria. In addition to the $200 million
Regional Jobs Fund and as part of the Regional Jobs
and Infrastructure Fund there is $200 million for the
Future Industries Fund, which is dedicated to building
the capacity of six key parts of the Victorian economy.
New energy technology and food and fibre are two of
those six parts that have a natural home in regional
Victoria. That observation is also in part a response to
Mr Barber’s comments during the debate around the
need to support renewable energy investments. This is
of great benefit to the state, particularly our regional
communities.
There is also the $508 million Premier’s Jobs and
Investment Panel. The acquitting of that funding will be
informed by significant contributions from some of the
industry and community leaders in the Premier’s
advisory group. The very first piece of legislation the
government introduced into this Parliament was the
Back to Work Bill 2014, which includes a $100 million
commitment that is all about providing payroll tax relief
to employers who are providing job opportunities to
those at risk of long-term unemployment. These funds
and this new approach to industry policy will also be
complementary to the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund.
I note Mr Drum’s comments about SPC and his
observation that the former government saved SPC.
An honourable member interjected.
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Ms PULFORD — They were dragged, and I want
to say in response to Mr Drum that SPC was being
saved from the federal Liberal-Nationals government,
as it happened.
Mr Drum talked about the critically important role that
Regional Development Victoria (RDV) plays in
business engagement. What I can assure the house is
that, unlike the former government, we will not be
outsourcing business engagement. We think it is an
essential part of the work of RDV. I want RDV to
continue to be a first port of call for businesses in
regional Victoria, including those with bright ideas,
those that want to expand and those that are suffering
from some hardship or that need to make some difficult
decisions. In those instances RDV will be responsive to
their needs.
Mr Drum made some comments about the Regional
Victoria Living Expo, and we have talked about that in
this place in question time and debated it in other
forums. Mr Drum said the expo costs just a small
amount of money. I make the point that the cost of the
regional expo has been $10 million in total, and it has
been topped up with funds each year. I am interested in
evaluating the effectiveness of that, and we will do this
properly. The former government did not ever fully
fund the regional expo, as indeed it did not fully fund a
number of other things I have learnt about since coming
into this role.
The way we intend to use the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund was outlined before the election and
has been since, and I look forward to the passage of this
legislation and the role it will play in establishing the
framework within which the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund will operate. This is an important
day for regional Victoria. It heralds the beginning of a
new era, one that I am confident will be more
responsive to regional communities and more effective
in creating jobs across regional Victoria.
Earlier in the debate Mr Drum talked about the previous
government’s Energy for the Regions program, and I
know the opposition is keen to do a little
scaremongering about this. I believe it will take the rest
of this term of government for us to properly fix that
program, and I assure Mr Drum that we are committed
to doing that.
There has been some cherrypicking in the debate about
the kinds of projects that are or are not funded by either
the Regional Growth Fund or the Regional Jobs and
Infrastructure Fund, but I assure the house that we will
use this fund to build stronger regional communities, to
create jobs and to develop the infrastructure that
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regional communities need. We will work with regional
communities to develop a pipeline of projects that will
enable us to continue to grow regional economies. We
will work hard to grow jobs in agriculture and food
production, and we will work hard to grow jobs in
tourism in regional Victoria, which are two of the most
significant sources of employment.
Around one-sixth of people who have a job in regional
Victoria work in food and food production, and around
one-sixth work in tourism. They are quite remarkable
numbers that indicate to us the importance of
supporting farmers and food processing industries to
access new and growing overseas markets and also the
importance of diversifying Victoria’s tourism offering,
investing in nature-based tourism and working with
local tourism industries to ensure that new jobs — the
jobs for future generations of young people in regional
Victoria — are great, meaningful and sustainable jobs. I
could go on forever, but I will not. I gather Mr Drum
will have a question or two for me during the
committee stage.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Ordered to be committed later this day.
Sitting suspended 6.28 p.m. until 8.03 p.m.
Committed.
Committee
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! It is my
understanding that there are no proposed amendments
in relation to any of the clauses but that there are
questions, particularly around clause 1.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Yes, and maybe
one question around part 3 — particularly clause 12.
Clause 1
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — In the notes and
some of the press releases we have been given in
relation to the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund
we have been able to derive what the fund is going to
look like. We have this concept where there will be a
separate fund within the fund for the 10 regional cities.
That is my first question. Will there be a fund within
the fund specifically for 10 regional cities?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Drum for his question.
The $500 million fund is allocated across three streams.
The Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund is the
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overarching structure, and within that is $250 million
for the Regional Infrastructure Fund, $200 million for
the Regional Jobs Fund and $50 million for the
Stronger Regional Communities plan. Running
alongside that is a commitment to provide at least
$100 million from that fund to be assigned to initiatives
or projects for the 10 member groups of Regional Cities
Victoria, and there is a parallel commitment to a
minimum of $70 million from the fund being
committed to projects or initiatives in rural councils.
This ensures an appropriate balance for all of the
communities that would seek to benefit from the fund.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — This fund is for
regional Victoria. The minister has accounted for
$170 million in the cities and in rural Victoria. Where is
the other $330 million going to be spent?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Those commitments for $100 million
and $70 million to be assigned from the fund are
minimums from the infrastructure stream. They are to
ensure that regional cities can be confident that they are
getting their share of the fund and that our smaller rural
communities can be confident that they will get their
share of the fund.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — If either of those
two figures is the minimum, neither of them is fair.
How does the minister justify those figures? If the cities
only receive $100 million out of $500 million, or if the
rural councils receive only $70 million out of
$500 million, neither of those figures is anywhere near
fair.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I am curious to know what
Mr Drum’s question is. Out of the $250 million
infrastructure fund component of the $500 million, at
least $100 million will be assigned to projects in our
regional cities and at least $70 million will be assigned
to rural communities, most commonly through rural
councils. They are not caps; they are statements that
reflect our desire to strike an appropriate balance. As
Mr Drum has rightly pointed out, there is then a great
deal of flexibility to respond to other proposals that
arise.
As Mr Drum would know, before the election the
Labor Party made a number of commitments against
the fund, but it is absolutely our intention that the fund
retain the flexibility that its predecessor funds had. We
need to be able to respond to great opportunities that
arise, opportunities that we might not yet be aware of,
and we need to be able to respond to difficult
challenges that we might also not be aware of.
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In his contribution to the second-reading debate
Mr Drum talked about the experience of the former
government in relation to SPC Ardmona. I suggest that
is the kind of circumstance where we would want to
have flexibility in the same way the former government
wanted flexibility in some aspects of its fund. Indeed
the Labor government before it sought to have a degree
of flexibility in its fund. I am very keen to ensure that
these funds will be appropriately shared around the
many communities of regional Victoria. That is what
the $100 million and $70 million commitment
represent.
I am not sure how this will be recorded in Hansard, but
I like to think of it as $250 million, $200 million and
$50 million layers through the $500 million and then to
splice through those commitments of $100 million and
$70 million. It is about ensuring balance. But I assure
the house that we are very committed to ensuring that
our regional communities, no matter their size, are able
to access the benefits that will come from this fund.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I am a little bit
confused because initially when the minister mentioned
the first — —
Ms Pulford — The infrastructure fund?
Mr DRUM — No. Firstly, the minister mentioned
that the $100 million and the $70 million would be
coming out of the $500 million. Then she said the
$100 million and the $70 million are out of the
$200 million — —
Ms Pulford — The $250 million.
Mr DRUM — They are just out of that. So do those
limits — the $100 million and the $70 million — only
apply out of the $250 million bracket and not out of the
$500 million bracket?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Those commitments are around the
share of infrastructure funds, but it would absolutely be
my expectation that the Stronger Communities
component of the fund is predominantly about meeting
the needs of our smaller communities, although not
exclusively. It is about supporting increased and
retained population and the kind of lifestyle that our
rural communities enjoy. Some of our larger regional
cities in particular are in a position to ensure that those
types of smaller projects are managed from within their
own means, so the $50 million Stronger Communities
Fund will be of particular benefit to our smaller
communities. The jobs fund component will be
available to our larger populations and our smaller
populations. The allocation of that fund will be based
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on the greatest opportunities to create jobs across our
regional and rural Victorian communities. I am very
keen for this fund to reflect a balance across the
different regions, as has been every minister who has
held this role before me.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I am still totally
confused about what the $100 million applies to and
what the $70 million applies to. Are we talking about
$100 million out of the $500 million? Are we talking
about $100 million out of the $250 million? Are we
talking about $100 million out of the $200 million? Or
if you spend all of the $50 million on the rural councils,
that means you really only have to spend $20 million
out of $450 million in the rural sector. You can spend
$430 million in the 10 cities; is that what the minister is
saying?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — No. The minimum of $100 million
in the regional cities and the minimum of $70 million
in the rural councils is from the infrastructure fund
part — —
Mr Drum — The $250 million?
Ms PULFORD — The $250 million; that is right.
The $250 million will have at least $100 million spent
in the cities and $70 million in the smaller rural
communities. As Mr Drum will appreciate, that
$170 million does not add up to $250 million. Those
commitments are a reflection of our desire to strike the
right balance. But I think it is important for this fund to
retain flexibility. Mr Drum will appreciate that the
government made a commitment against this fund of
$19 million for the Grampians peaks trail.
If what Mr Drum is getting at is that he is wanting to
make the claim that we are putting all of the
commitment — that $70 million threshold for rural
communities — into one or two things and leave
everybody else out, let me assure Mr Drum that that is
absolutely not the case. That is a significant project. It
runs across five municipalities, possibly six. It is a
significant project, but my expectation is that the funds
will be able to support the needs and aspirations of
regional cities and the need aspirations of our rural
councils simultaneously.
The regional cities group, as members may well be
aware, is comprised of the municipalities that represent
our 10 largest cities in Victoria. They have done some
policy and advocacy work together and over a number
of years now have demonstrated the benefits of renewal
and development activity in their CBDs. It is my
expectation that the focus of our work in supporting
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infrastructure projects in the regional cities would be
complementary to their aspirations in this regard.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — What is the
minister’s expectation that these grants that are
attributed to the regional cities and the rural councils
will be leveraged? What is the expectation of the
leveraging or the matching dollars?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Drum for his further
question. The guidelines for the fund will be released
before the fund’s operation commences on 1 July, but I
am keen for these funds to be used to maximum effect.
Over a number of years a very successful model has
been used in Victoria of seeking partnership funding
with industry and with other tiers of government, and I
would certainly want that to continue.
I can give Mr Drum an example from his own
electorate, which is the Aspire Foundation project in
Bendigo, with which Mr Drum is no doubt familiar.
Our commitment to that project was for $5 million. The
project components of the Aspire Foundation are also
seeking matching funding from the commonwealth
government. The project was the subject of an
application against round 1 of the federal government’s
National Stronger Regions program. It was
unsuccessful, but the foundation is very keen to press
on.
Indeed Regional Development Victoria is working with
the commonwealth government in support of a number
of projects that the federal government chose not to
fund last week. It is our hope that any deficiencies in
those applications, or perhaps just a position further up
in the queue, can occur and that those projects will be
submitted as part of round 2 of Stronger Regions. A
project like the Aspire project has a local funding
component, a federal government funding component
and state government funding. This is an important way
for us to get the best possible value out of our regional
grants programs.
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department and I, and our people at Regional
Development Victoria, are consulting and working very
closely with our local councils so that we can strike the
right balance to ensure that the needs of these
communities are met.
As Mr Drum would appreciate, the capacity of rural
councils is a greatly varied thing. We are talking about
38 different organisations. Some are rapidly growing,
and some are remotely located and have significant
challenges around asset renewal and a small and — in
some parts of this state — declining population to
support what they do. It would be a very crude thing to
design a program that assumed that Greater Geelong
City Council, the largest, and perhaps Pyrenees Shire
Council, one of the smaller rural shires, have the same
needs and need the same kind of support for their
projects. But the programs will be sympathetic to those
considerations.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
minister. As the guidelines are yet to be handed down,
what will happen to some of the projects that have
already been announced if the guidelines come out and
prohibit the government from spending money in other
core portfolios?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Can Mr Drum repeat that?
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — For instance, if
the guidelines that are handed down by the Brumby
review prohibit this fund being used in a way that
simply replaces spending in core portfolios that have
their own budgets — such as for building schools or
roads, when there are already transport, school and
health budgets — but such projects have already been
announced, how will those projects be funded?

Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
minister. But without the guidelines the minister is
unable to tell us whether or not some of our rural
councils will need matching funding for their grants,
whether they may be gifted 100 per cent of these grants
or whether the regional cities will have dollar for dollar.
The minister is unable to tell us that until the guidelines
are handed down; is that right?

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — The Regional Economic
Development and Services Review, for which John
Brumby is the chair of the external advisory board, is
not the group writing the guidelines; I will be approving
the guidelines, and they are being developed with the
assistance of our wonderful team at Regional
Development Victoria. The review is separate. The
significant policy thinking and widespread consultation
that has gone into the review and the thinking that is
evolving through that process will absolutely inform
our thinking going through. But John Brumby is not
writing the guidelines.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Yes. The guidelines are being
finalised and will be released prior to 1 July. Both the

In response to the other part of Mr Drum’s question, the
fund will not be used for core services that would
traditionally be funded through other portfolios. As he
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would be aware, significant projects are appropriate
things to fund through regional funds. At the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing I presented
a list of a number of sporting projects and a number of
arts projects that have been funded under the Regional
Growth Fund — some small and some large. They are
many and varied projects that it could perhaps be
asserted ought to have come out of the sport and
recreation or arts funding pools, and so on. But the
projects we will support through the allocation of the
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund will be the types
of projects that are important for regional communities,
important for developing their economies and reflective
of the needs and aspirations of those communities.
For example, the Geelong Performing Arts Centre is a
project that we have committed to against the fund.
This project drives significant visitor numbers to
Geelong. It is also consistent with that city’s aspirations
around the transformation of its CBD. It is very much
in keeping with both the economic needs of Geelong
and the desires of the community. But I will assure
Mr Drum that we will be delivering on each and every
one of the election commitments that were made
against the fund. There are 34 commitments and
20 projects, and work is already well underway on
many, if not all, of them.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — An amount of
$25 million is allocated to A New Future in Regional
Victoria Fund, focused on creating more training
opportunities closer to home. Is this going to involve an
investment in TAFE courses or registered training
organisations (RTOs)?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — No, the TAFE Rescue Fund, which is
the responsibility of my colleague the Minister for
Training and Skills, Steve Herbert, is the government’s
fund for repairing TAFE.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — How does the
minister, with the $25 million fund for training closer to
home, intend to achieve the goals of creating more
training opportunities closer to home if she is not going
to be investing in our RTOs or in TAFE courses?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — As Mr Drum would appreciate, the
devastating cuts of the former government to TAFE
had a more profound impact in regional and rural
communities than they did in Melbourne. That is not to
diminish the impact of the TAFE cuts in Melbourne;
they were dramatic, they were severe and they had a
profound effect as well. But when kids cannot get to the
next suburb on the next train to do their course, then
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they have substantially fewer options. It was the
country campuses of our regional TAFEs that closed,
and I would challenge anyone to refute the claim that
this had a more dramatic effect in the country than it did
in Melbourne.
We are very keen to develop partnerships between
industry and training organisations. We are very keen to
work with industry to ensure that it is providing training
opportunities to young people in regional Victoria. The
educational outcomes in regional Victoria are
consistently poorer than educational outcomes for
people in larger cities. This is particularly the case in
some parts of the state. Mr Drum talked about
Maryborough in his contribution to the second-reading
debate. I know Mr Purcell has a longstanding concern
about the very low year 12 attainment rates in the
south-west.
We are committed to providing further training
opportunities and doing that in partnership with
industry, but I assure Mr Drum that this is not the
money the government committed to rebuilding
Victoria’s TAFE system after the devastating cuts of
the former government. That is Mr Herbert’s TAFE
Rescue Fund.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — In relation to the
$200 million Regional Jobs Fund, will the government
be able to support capital projects that create
effectiveness, efficiencies and competitiveness yet due
to mechanisation do not create new jobs?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — The purpose of the Regional Jobs
Fund stream of the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund is to create jobs, so I imagine that there will be
circumstances where the best possible use of that fund
will be to retain jobs that might be about to go
otherwise. Again I refer to the member’s SPC Ardmona
example from earlier in the evening. The purpose of
this part of the fund is to create jobs, and that would be
my expectation of where those funds will go.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — But the minister
is effectively opening the door for many of the
co-investments that we now make in regional Victoria
where an industry is committing large aspects of its
funds — and we as a government will be in there with
it — but many of these investments are based around
effectiveness and efficiencies, not necessarily around
new jobs because of the mechanisation and the robots
that are now coming into our manufacturing processes.
I hope the minister is leaving the door open for
co-investment with industry where jobs may not be the
end result.
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Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Our focus will be on creating jobs for
people, not robots.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Again, in
relation to the $200 million Regional Jobs Fund, the
government is going to establish eight business centres
in regional Victoria. Can the minister tell me where
they will be located?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — This is one aspect of the application
of the funds that will be informed by the work of the
regional review. We had not determined before the
election where those centres will be, but we will ensure
that they are in the places where they are most needed.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — The government
has not done much, has it? In all honesty, it has not
done much. If the minister cannot tell me where the
business centres are going to be located, can she tell me
if it is her expectation that they will have business
engagement key performance indicators applied to
them in the same way that the current business
engagement sector of Regional Development Victoria
(RDV) has KPIs about how many businesses it meets
per annum?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Key performance indicators for RDV
staff are a management tool that is predominantly a
matter for the chief executive of Regional Development
Victoria. On the question of business engagement,
though, I expect Regional Development Victoria to be
very actively engaged with our business community, to
be available and to be responsive. One thing that I can
assure Mr Drum is that, unlike the former government,
we will not be outsourcing business engagement. I
think this is a core function of Regional Development
Victoria, and I can assure the member that, unlike the
former government, we will not be outsourcing it.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Can the minister
outline what she would expect the core activity of these
business centres to be?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I think there is a great opportunity for
us to increasingly provide a single point of entry to
government for the business community, so our
business engagement centres ought to be access points
for information about regional funds, how to access
regional jobs funds and grants to grow jobs in regional
Victoria. I think it would be a very valuable thing if
over time people could increasingly have a one-stop
shop experience of government services. I am in no
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doubt that that is easier said than done, but when I talk
to members of the business community they do not
want to have 50 business cards on their desks for
different people they can talk to in government. They
want one person to go to who can help fix the many and
varied problems they may have or for interactions they
may require with government.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Thank you very
much for that answer. Can the minister explain how
anything she has said in the last 2 minutes differs from
the work that is currently done by the business
engagement sector within all of our Regional
Development Victoria offices right now — just one
thing that is different?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Just one thing? We will not be
outsourcing business engagement like Mr Drum’s lot
did.
Mr Ramsay — On a point of order, Deputy
President, I just need guidance — not clarification as I
understand I am not allowed to use that word. I would
like to ask a question in relation to clause 12 of the bill.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — We are still on
clause 1.
Mr Ramsay — We are still on clause 1? I was a bit
confused, because there were a lot of questions.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Yes, there were a
lot of questions from Mr Drum, but we are on clause 1.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Is the minister
able to give me one difference between the work that is
being carried out currently by our business engagement
offices and the work that she has just explained she
expects will be done by the new regional centres? Can
she tell me where she is going to make a difference,
because she has just explained the work that has been
going on for the last seven years?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I gather I am not allowed to get
involved in debating here, am I?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Correct.
Ms PULFORD — The former government’s
approach to business engagement was hands off
compared to what I expect.
Mr Drum — Who told you that?
Ms PULFORD — Everybody, over four years —
that is who told me that. We will be much more active
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in our engagement with the business community. Our
regional business centres will be places that industry
can go to to engage with people who are able to fix
problems, point them in the direction of opportunities to
engage with government, to access grants under the
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund and also the
many other aspects of our industry policy — the other
funds I referred to in the second-reading debate earlier
this evening, which members are familiar with so I
probably do not need to go into them again.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — How many staff
does the minister anticipate being placed in each
region?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — We will not be reducing the staffing
numbers that provide Victorian government services to
the communities in regional Victoria, unlike the former
government, which with its sustainable government
initiative stripped all manner of staffing resources from
regional communities.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — With all respect,
Deputy President, the minister did not answer the
question: how many staff will each of the regions have?
How many staff will each of the centres have in each of
the regions?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Mr Drum asked how many staff
would each of the regions have without
specifying — —
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suggest she has no idea what these offices will cost the
state. The minister has not given us any indication
whether we will have one or two people, with business
engagement, or whether there will be a team of 10 or
15. Can the minister give us a better idea of what these
business centres are likely to look like?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I understand that Mr Drum does not
like the answer to the question, but asking it again is
unlikely to change it. The locations of the business
centres will be informed by the regional review, which
I might add has received over 100 written submissions
and has conducted over 70 face-to-face interviews with
stakeholders who are involved or engaged in regional
development. This is a substantial piece of policy work
that I think will prove to be valuable in supporting our
regional communities in the coming years. Because I
cannot get ahead of the review and indicate where the
offices will be, and also because I am the minister and
not the person directly responsible for the allocation of
staff within Regional Development Victoria — that is,
the chief executive of Regional Development
Victoria — it is a little difficult for me to answer these
questions. However, as I indicated earlier, if the answer
to that question exists, I will take it on notice.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Did the minister
just say there were 70 submissions to the inquiry?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — No, there were more than
70 face-to-face interviews.

Mr Drum — Sorry, there are going to be eight
business centres around regional Victoria, and the
minister does not know where they are going to be.
How many staff will be in each of those regional
centres?

Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — And how many
submissions?

Ms PULFORD — Operational matters like the
allocation of regional development staff are something
that I would be inclined to leave to the chief executive
of Regional Development Victoria. If that question can
be answered, I will provide an answer on notice to the
member. He was talking about staffing numbers in
entities that have not yet been established, so I would
not want to guess and mislead the house.

Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Is it the same
inquiry the minister originally gave four days to run its
course?

Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Again, I am
sorry, but there is this concept in the wings here waiting
to take flight and there will be business centres set up
around the state. The minister cannot differentiate the
core activities of these new business centres from the
work that has been going on for the last six or seven
years — not just the last four years. She has no idea
how many staff will be in these offices. Therefore, I

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — More than 100.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I announced the inquiry in February
and I expect to receive a report from the external
advisory board in early to mid-June — I think
12 June — so no, that is a fair bit more than four days.
There has been an extensive engagement — more than
70 face-to-face interviews, more than 100 submissions.
A number of the submissions are group submissions,
and a number represent multiple organisations. I would
encourage Mr Drum to take the time to read those.
They have been published on the internet.
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Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Again I thank
the minister, but I did not ask that question. The
question I asked was: is this the same inquiry for which
submissions closed on the Monday following its
announcement? Is this the same inquiry for which the
minister then extended the time period of the
submission process?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — Mr Drum was a bit slow in noticing
the commencement of this review. I wrote to a very
large number of organisations. I announced the review
in the Parliament. We put out a media release about it.
A number of organisations then sought an extension of
time, and that was granted. I cannot recall now how
many weeks it was, but there were many weeks during
which organisations were able to make a submission.
The review period was extended because of the
extraordinary level of interest in doing things
differently in regional development in Victoria.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
minister. Given the fact that local government and the
business sector are linked so very closely in the regions,
do you see any of the staff at the business centres being
directed solely to this sector?
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Committee is to exercise these functions only as
directed by the minister or with the minister’s approval.
Could the minister also advise me how the
representation of that advisory committee will be made
up and who might be its chair, as distinct from the chair
of the previous committee?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Ramsay for his question.
Prior to 2010 the regional development minister’s
advisory body was called the Regional Development
Advisory Committee. Peter Ryan, when he was the
minister, through the Regional Growth Fund Act 2011
changed the name to Regional Policy Advisory
Committee. This bill changes the name back to the
Regional Development Advisory Committee. This
legislation is less prescriptive than the Regional Growth
Fund legislation was in relation to the establishment of
the advisory committee, but the purpose is similar. It is
to provide a direct line of advice to me from a group
that represents regional Victorian leadership. I have
sought to have the legislation not be absolutely
prescriptive in terms of the representation.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — This question is a little hypothetical,
but no, it would not be my expectation that there would
be people working in these business centres whose sole
role would be to work for local government. There is a
very clear and important correlation. I would expect
that the work of people in the business centres would
often involve a close level of engagement with local
councils, but no, I do not imagine that there would be
people who would be solely working on core local
government work, if that is what Mr Drum is getting at.

The former government’s committee was comprised of
the chairs of the five regional development advisory
committees, and that would be an excellent place to
start. The federal minister, Warren Truss, and I have
commenced the process for the appointment of the new
Regional Development Advisory Committee members,
and that will certainly inform the composition of this
group, but I want to have the capacity to have
additional participants as well. What I certainly assure
Mr Ramsay is that there will be representation from
each of the regions, and I will be very keen to engage
regularly and in a meaningful way with a group of
esteemed regional community leaders. That is the
purpose of the committee.

Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 11 agreed to.

Clause agreed to; clause 13 agreed to.

Clause 12

Clause 14

Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
to the minister is in relation to both clauses 12 and 13.
Clause 12(2) talks about section 11 of the Regional
Development Victoria Act being amended to refer to
the new Regional Development Advisory Committee
rather than the Regional Policy Advisory Committee,
which is to be abolished if this bill passes this evening.
My question to the minister is: I need to have an
understanding of the difference between the old policy
advisory committee and the work it did as against the
new advisory committee and the work it is to do, given
that clause 13 substitutes new section 12(2), which
specifies that the Regional Development Advisory

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Drum
indicated that he had some questions in relation to this
clause.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Mr Ramsay has
asked my questions — in regard to clause 12.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — The regional development
advisory — —
Mr Drum — Australia committees.
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Ms PULFORD — Yes, the Regional Development
Australia Committees (RDAs) — if I referred to them
as advisory committees, I am sorry; I misspoke — are
the committees that are currently going through an
application and appointment process, which is a joint
process that is undertaken between myself and Warren
Truss. The Victorian Regional Development Advisory
Committee will be separate to that. But as the
predecessor committee, the policy committee that
existed with the Regional Growth Fund, took its
membership from the five RDAs, it is important that
there be some commonality, some link, to that group
with the RDAs, although it is not my intention to be
overly prescriptive in the legislation around the
numbers and the composition. Again there is some
work to do in ensuring that we have a good
representative group that can challenge and test the
government’s thinking about regional development
policy. There is an enormous number of people I have
encountered over the years who would have an
enormous amount to contribute to a committee like this.
I do not want to restrict its numbers to five, but I do
think there should be some relationship between that
group and the RDA committees, which are those that
are the subject of joint appointment with the
commonwealth government.
If there are no other questions, I thank Mr Ramsay and
Mr Drum for their questions and interest in this bill.
Clause agreed to; clause 15 agreed to.
Clause 16
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I have a
question for the minister in relation to new
section 17(2). I referred to that new section in my
contribution to the second-reading debate on this bill
this afternoon. It talks about payments from the
Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund and says that
amounts of less than $5 million must be authorised by
the minister and amounts in excess of $5 million must
be authorised by both the minister and the Treasurer.
As I understand it, under new section 17(2), which
deviates from responsibilities under the old Regional
Growth Fund, the minister can pick and choose certain
projects for funding, which could be seen as
pork-barrelling, particularly as we get close to elections.
I am wondering what mechanisms might be in place to
safeguard against any sort of perception that the
government might be investing significantly in cities —
particularly larger cities — in those more marginal seats
when the minister and Treasurer have absolute control
of financing.
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Mr Herbert — Peter Ryan won’t be in charge of it.
That’s about good faith.
Mr RAMSAY — Mr Herbert, I don’t think you’re
the minister at the table.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — My colleagues behind me may have
been offended by the assertion that anybody might be
pork-barrelling. What I can indicate for Mr Ramsay’s
benefit is that the arrangements that govern the
decisions around the approval of grants and the
allocation of funds will be the same as they have been
for many years — since prior to the Regional Growth
Fund. There are a number of elements to that. In
addition to program guidelines that are very rigorous in
the usual course of events, where projects need to align
with the objectives of the fund, and then when projects
are progressing — for example, the Wedderburn
streetscaping project — as a project like this is done in
partnership with a local council, which would be
responsible for delivery of the project, there are then
contracts entered into which include milestone
payments for various points along the way.
In terms of the decision-making that precedes it, as has
been the case now for many years, there is an
interdepartmental committee that oversees
recommendations. This includes the Department of
Premier and Cabinet, the Department of Treasury and
Finance, and the Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources, as well
as any other department that may have an interest in a
particular project. That process precedes a
recommendation coming to me as the minister.
The governance around these funds also includes a
six-monthly report to the expenditure review committee
of cabinet. Again, this is something that has been
consistently the case now for many years in Victoria.
The Victorian Auditor-General is currently undertaking
an audit of the Regional Growth Fund and in doing so
is very engaged in the development of the guidelines
for the new fund. The Auditor-General also conducted
audits of regional grants funds that existed prior to the
Regional Growth Fund. The continual learning that
occurs through work undertaken by the Ombudsman,
by the Auditor-General and by governments of all
persuasions leads to ongoing and continual
improvement in the governance of these funds. I would
certainly assure Mr Ramsay that the checks and
balances for this money will be robust, as they have
been for many years over the life of many funds that
have preceded this one.
Clause agreed to; clauses 17 to 20 agreed to.
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Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
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industry, including the role of industry and
government, particularly in relation to rigorous
monitoring and enforcement, and the effectiveness
of impact mitigation responses; and
(b) performance standards for managing
environmental and health risks, including water
quality, air quality, chemical use, waste disposal,
land contamination and geotechnical stability;

Read third time.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
Reference
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That pursuant to sessional order 6 this house requires the
environment and planning committee to inquire into and
consider matters relating to the exploration, extraction,
production and rehabilitation for onshore unconventional gas
and present an interim report no later than 1 September 2015
and a final report no later than 1 December 2015 and, in
particular, the inquiry should include, but not be limited to,
the following —
(1) the prospectivity of Victoria’s geology for commercial
sources of onshore unconventional gas;
(2) the environmental, land productivity and public health
risks, risk mitigations and residual risks of onshore
unconventional gas activities;
(3) the coexistence of onshore unconventional gas activities
with existing land and water uses, including —
(a) agricultural production and domestic and export
market requirements;
(b) the legal rights of property owners and the impact
on property values; and
(c) any implications for local and regional
development, investment and jobs;
(4) the ability of potential onshore unconventional gas
resources contributing to the state’s overall energy
sources including —
(a) an ability to provide a competitive source of energy
and non-energy inputs for Victorian industries;
(b) an affordable energy source for domestic
consumers; and
(c) carbon dioxide emissions from these sources;
(5) the resource knowledge requirements and policy and
regulatory safeguards that would be necessary to enable
exploration and development of onshore unconventional
gas resources, including —
(a) further scientific work to inform the effective
regulation of an onshore unconventional gas

(6) relevant domestic and international reviews and
inquiries covering the management of risks for similar
industries including, but not limited to, the Victorian
Auditor-General Office’s report Unconventional Gas —
Managing Risks and Impacts (contingent upon this
report being presented to Parliament) and other reports
generated by the Victorian community and stakeholder
engagement programs.

I have had this motion on the notice paper for the last
fortnight, as it was clearly the intention of the
government to give these terms of reference to the
environment and planning committee of this chamber
for it to address the breadth of concerns that may exist
within the Victorian community about the appropriate
safeguards and public policy outcomes that need to be
protected in terms of the exploration of gas resources in
the state of Victoria. Most members of the Victorian
community who have an interest in either the resource
needs or the energy needs of this state and, importantly,
land use management and planning, the effect on
communities and on water systems in Victoria, will
note that the range of issues covered within the scope of
the inquiry as outlined in the motion I have just moved
has been replicated in a number of places not only
throughout Australia but around the world.
In many jurisdictions concerns have been expressed by
communities about the potential adverse impacts of the
extraction of gas resources onshore that may, by the
nature of that extraction, cause downstream
consequences to water quality and other undesirable
outcomes to not only aquifers but also the integral
stability of land. This has been a vexed issue in many
jurisdictions across the globe and has led to a great
degree of community concern in many places around
the world. It has led to a lot of scientific analysis of the
nature of both the exploration and the extraction of gas
in this form. Whilst there has been extensive
examination of those issues, with a lot of scientific
evidence gathered, a lot of economic analysis and a lot
of analysis of other impacts on the quality of the social
life and fabric of agricultural communities, these are
very vexed issues which warrant full examination
before binding decisions are made about the
framework, planning and regulatory regime for gas
exploration now and into the future.
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As I have indicated, this matter has a history not only in
other jurisdictions but in this jurisdiction. While the
previous government initially wanted to drive a
pro-development exploration and extraction agenda, it
listened to a range of stakeholders, including the
opposition at the time, who said that we need to have
additional scrutiny brought to bear on the public policy
framework, assessments and community engagement
appropriate to assist in the confidence that governments
would have about managing the industry, managing
Victoria’s resources and dealing with a multiplicity of
community expectations in the years to come.
The previous government ultimately succumbed to the
proliferation of those issues and decided to stall the
exploration of unconventional gas sources in Victoria, a
measure that was supported by many members of the
Victorian community, particularly in regional
communities, including agricultural producers and
other people who are interested in protecting the
Victorian landscape and protecting their farms. They
mobilised in pursuing this course.
Whilst this was temporarily halted through what was in
effect a moratorium, there are many unresolved matters,
including a dearth of information that had been
provided to enable the community to have greater
confidence about decision-making. That is why Labor
in opposition committed to instigate a parliamentary
inquiry on these wide-ranging matters and it has
ultimately led to the path whereby I have moved this
motion. We encourage the support of the Legislative
Council to implement this reference today to enable
that work to be completed, in the terms of the motion
that I have moved, by the end of this year.
That is certainly what I have moved and what I would
be supportive of, but I am also mindful of discussions
that have taken place in the lead-up to this debate
tonight, and I am mindful of understandings that may
have been reached by my colleague the Minister for
Energy and Resources in this regard. I believe some
amendments that were subject to being moved in
debate on this matter may be acceptable to the
government. I will wait for those amendments to be
moved by others in this place, but I give notice that the
government is prepared to consider reasonable
amendments to the motion and the reference that would
go to committee. On behalf of the government I
indicate that I am happy to participate in the settlement
of those amendments if they are so moved.
Those who are extremely observant of the notice paper
may have already noticed that the motion that I have
moved this evening incorporates an appreciation that
there is a foreshadowed report of the Auditor-General
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on this subject and that I have moved the motion in a
form to take account of any report that may be
subsequently delivered by the Auditor-General during
the committee’s deliberations and consideration. The
government does not want to pre-empt the prerogative
of the Auditor-General, but if the Auditor-General does
provide us with that report during the running of this
inquiry, then we think it is appropriate that the
committee take into account those considerations.
Government members are alive to the best advice that
may be available to us, and certainly the best scientific
rigour, the best economic analysis and the best
assessment of not only the geological but, very
importantly, the sociological and economic
consequences of the platform that we need to develop
to provide the Victorian community with greater
confidence about gas exploration and extraction into the
future.
Given that in many ways the motion could have stood
on its own merits and probably in some instances did
not require great explanation, I thought it was worthy
for the consideration of the Council to be reminded of
the community concern about these issues, the need for
us to have greater confidence as the Victorian
community going forward and to provide the greatest
certainty through the framework that will be established
and hopefully will lead to findings from the committee
that has been asked to prepare that report so that the
Victorian government and the Victorian community
can make wise decisions about this industry and
impacts upon our community and our wellbeing into
the future. With those supportive words I encourage
other members of the Council to send this reference to
the environment and planning committee.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It gives me great
pleasure to have the opportunity to rise to talk on
Mr Jennings’s motion, which proposes sending this
issue off to the Standing Committee on the
Environment and Planning to inquire into and consider
matters relating to — and on it goes. Along with the
Greens, with whom I have just been talking, I have an
amendment, which I now move:
Excepting the reference to the Auditor-General’s report in the
final paragraph of the motion, for ‘unconventional gas’
(wherever occurring) substitute ‘conventional and
unconventional gas’.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Members should note that from here on, both the
motion and the amendment will be part of the debate.
Mr DRUM — Our position on onshore gas has
been a very stable one for a long period of time. We are
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looking for this issue to be dealt with. In government
we put a moratorium in place to ensure that a whole
range of scientific research was conducted and that a
whole range of issues were tried and tested. We then
put in place a whole range of consultation processes to
ensure that the western Victorians and the Gippslanders
who live and have their own agricultural industries in
the areas that are attractive as potential host properties
for onshore gas exploration were properly consulted
and vigorously sought out for their views.

vicinity of 910 submissions. We are very clear on the
fact that we would much rather have had this issue go
to a joint house committee that was better resourced,
that had more than just one staffer and that had the
capacity to travel into the respective regions both here
and interstate to look at other jurisdictions to see how
they have worked with this industry. It would have
been a perfect inquiry for the Rural and Regional
Committee had the Labor Party not abolished it.
However, what is done is done.

That work was commenced while the coalition was in
government last year, and a very extensive process took
place, with literally hundreds of meetings in which
thousands and thousands of people were talked to. A
whole raft of statistics are now available to members of
Parliament, enabling them to look at the results of that
consultation process and obtain the views of the people
who live in these regions — their current opinions on
onshore gas.

We will not be opposing this motion; however, we
want to stress the point that we want to amend the
motion put forward by Mr Jennings so that it talks
about all onshore gas. It is a reasonably confusing issue.
We hear people talking about shale gas, tight gas,
conventional and unconventional gas and coal seam
gas, and a lot of people are effectively not quite sure
what is what, what the process of fracking entails and
what processes involve BTEX chemicals — even
though we have banned them from Victoria.

What is quite stark is that a very high percentage of the
people spoken to are still undecided on this issue. In the
vicinity of 44 per cent of all those people are still
undecided on this issue. Around 29 per cent of people
are in favour of an industry, and about 27 per cent are
against. A large proportion of people still want to know
more about the issue and the industry. In this situation
we are very glad we put the moratorium in place. We
stopped this industry from progressing further.
We made it very clear that when the community was
onboard, and only when the community was onboard,
would we look at doing anything other than
maintaining the moratorium. In government we
understood that we would need the people coming to
government with overwhelming support for this
industry and we would need the science to be
absolutely conclusive that there was no risk to the
groundwater and no risk to the aquifers in the
watertable.
We understand that the area of interest to the gas
companies — certainly in Gippsland — is highly
valuable agricultural land. We are making sure that
those farmers have a right of veto over these processes
going forward. We have not heard anything to the
contrary or seen any reason for Victorians to change
their minds. Now that the consultation report from the
primary agency is back and available for us all to look
at, you can see that there is still a range of questions that
need to be answered. Mr Jennings is now sending this
off to a committee, and we will not be opposing that
motion. We do, however, want to stress that this is a
very serious issue. We understand that a similar inquiry
in New South Wales received somewhere in the

Again, there are a whole raft of sayings and
terminology around this issue. Our amendment is
simply based around simplifying the inquiry. As we
send it off to the committee, we want to make sure that
all onshore gas is the focus of the inquiry. We want to
make sure that nothing gets left out simply because we
have not used the correct terminology. By making this
change and by referring to both conventional and
unconventional gas, we believe we have taken the
necessary steps.
Again, we would like to say that this is a very important
issue. The land that is the centre of attention for this
potential industry is highly profitable and highly
valuable agricultural land. We will need to ensure that
we take every precaution if we are going to progress
this industry. If the science continues to come through
with any doubts at all, then we would expect the
parliamentary inquiry to come back with a very strong
negative recommendation about progressing this
industry. That is the seriousness we place on this
inquiry going forward. With so many people
undecided, we think now is the opportune time for the
parliamentary committee to inquire into this issue, but it
is critical that the committee get into the regions, talk to
the locals and have the opportunity to look at other
jurisdictions where this industry is operating.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will support this motion. However, we have
some proposed amendments, and I am happy to move
them now. I move:
1.

For “present an interim report no later than 1 September
2015 and a final report no later than 1 December 2015”
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substitute “present an interim report no later than
1 December 2015 and a final report no later than
1 March 2016”.
2.

After paragraph (3) insert —
“(4) the environmental, public health, community, land
and public safety benefits of a perpetual ban on
onshore unconventional gas in Victoria;”.

3.

In paragraph (4) omit “(4)” and insert “(5)”.

4.

In paragraph (5) omit “(5)” and insert “(6)”.

5.

In paragraph (5) insert “best practice” after “(b)”.

6.

In subparagraph (5)(a) for “responses; and” substitute
“responses;”

7.

After subparagraph (5)(b) insert —
“(c) the capacity of existing regulators to undertake
regular, intensive monitoring and risk management
of unconventional gas projects;”.

8.

After paragraph (5) insert —
“(7) the potential economic and social costs, in the short
and long term, of environmental disaster response,
pollution management, compensation to affected
landholders, environmental impacts and site
rehabilitation;”.

9.

In paragraph (6) omit “(6)” and insert “(8)”.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
It should be pointed out to members that not only will
Mr Drum’s amendment be part of this debate but
Mr Barber’s amendments will be as well.
Mr BARBER — I gather that these amendments
have been the subject of some discussion between other
members of my party and the minister from the lower
house. I hope they prove acceptable to the government
in the form in which they have been drafted.
The Greens are very clear about their position on the
issue of unconventional gas. Victoria does not need this
industry, and Victoria does not want this industry.
There are too many risks during the production phase,
including potential damage to soil, water and air and
loss of rural amenity. However, even if those risks were
to be wished away, at the end of the day what we are
proposing here is to open up a massive new fossil
fuel-driven industry at a time when we must be moving
to zero emissions as fast as possible.
We have seen some rapid evolution in the coalition’s
position on this issue. During its time in government it
was well and truly on the move. It had a former federal
Liberal politician, Peter Reith, out there talking to
industry and reluctantly talking to the community, but
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that process and that particular piece of consultation
had to be put on hold and replaced with another round
of consultations. I believe the statistics Mr Drum was
quoting earlier may have been statistics from his
walk-in public consultation groups that were conducted
in various parts of the state. More groups had to be
added as community demand rose.
However, the fact is that there is another set of statistics
that The Nationals have been poring over lately and
those are the electoral statistics from New South Wales
and Victoria. One of Mr Drum’s Nationals candidates
who had his hand up for the seat of Ballina is a statistic,
with the seat having been turned over to the Greens.
Elsewhere in Victoria, whether it was in the recent
South Gippsland by-election or in the main election
itself, it is absolutely clear that this issue has so many
people concerned that they have switched their votes, in
some cases directly from The Nationals to the Greens.
They have good reason to be concerned. Until now all
we have had is a series of assurances from the industry
and various governments at various levels that
everything is going to be okay. They have not met their
burden of proof by any means.
While The Nationals are in rapid retreat on this issue,
we know what Labor’s position is. Its position is that it
does not know, and therefore it is going to have an
inquiry. When we first read the terms of reference for
this inquiry we were very concerned that it appears to
be implicit that the industry will be going ahead. A
whole series of inquiries into how to regulate the
industry were outlined, but nowhere was it explicitly
stated that a threshold question for the committee
would be: do we or do we not want this industry? That
has been the Greens position. There has been a little bit
of outflanking by The Nationals, and Labor is leaving it
with us to have an inquiry. That inquiry better be a
doozy, because Labor is under pressure from all over
the place to hurry up and get on with developing
unconventional gas across the land area of Victoria.
First of all Labor has its federal shadow resources
minister, that notorious climate change denier Mr Gary
Gray, who has now recanted and said that his previous
views were all youthful indiscretion. When he was not
bashing up the Greens he said:
Community concerns about coal seam gas activities have led
to bipartisan CSG moratoria in Victoria, New South Wales
and Tasmania.
This is a trend I understand, but the scientific evidence argues
that the technical challenges and risks can be managed
through a well-designed environmental regulatory regime,
underpinned by effective monitoring and enforcement of
compliance.
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Mr Gray has made up his mind. He says we should
have an industry. He says we can regulate all those
problems and that it will be fine.
Hard on his heels of course is Mr Martin Ferguson, a
former federal resources minister and now a bit of a
free agent who chose to stick his nose in during the
New South Wales state election on behalf of his clients,
leading to a headline in the Sydney Morning Herald of
25 March that said ‘NSW state election 2015: Martin
Ferguson steps up attack on Luke Foley over CSG’.
Luke Foley is the New South Wales opposition
leader — Mr Ferguson’s state Labor mate — and was
trying to become Premier. The article says:
Martin Ferguson, a former trade union chief and resources
minister in the Rudd-Gillard Labor governments, says he has
no plans to exit Labor despite attacking his party’s coal seam
gas policies in NSW.

In the middle of the New South Wales election
Mr Ferguson helpfully used a speech at a gas
conference to make this suggestion, quoted in the
article:
I have no intention of leaving the Labor Party …

The article goes on to say:
‘Luke Foley’s campaign has been tarnished by rank
opportunism and blatant scaremongering’, Mr Ferguson told
the Australian Domestic Gas Outlook conference.
By threatening to kill the Santos Pilliga project, Luke Foley is
sending a very clear message that he doesn’t care about jobs
or energy security for NSW …
…
‘If Luke Foley actually loses on Saturday, then I think he
should revisit his opposition to the sell-off —

of the power assets up there.
It was quite a deliberate attack and intervention in the
election by Mr Ferguson.
If that were not enough, I have just read an article in the
Sydney Morning Herald that went online at 7.36 p.m.
tonight that another ex-Labor figure has decided to join
the debate on the pro gas side. The article is entitled
‘Daniel Andrews, Treasurer Tim Pallas refuse to rule
out gas talks with Theo Theophanous’, and it states:
Premier Daniel Andrews’s former cabinet colleague Theo
Theophanous is working as a ‘political adviser’ to an energy
company that is a vocal advocate for Victoria to abolish its
onshore gas moratorium, and the former energy minister
remains in communication with the highest levels of the
Victorian government.
Lakes Oil executive chairman Rob Annells confirmed that
Mr Theophanous, who served as energy minister between
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December 2002 and December 2006, had recently joined the
company as a political adviser on energy.

Members will be gratified to know that
Mr Theophanous is back and ready to exert his
influence on Victorian politics yet again. In a cursory
glance I could not locate him on the lobbyist register —
which is not that easy to search, by the way.
The article goes on to state:
Mr Theophanous has spoken to both Mr Andrews and
Treasurer Tim Pallas at separate events within the past
fortnight, but Mr Theophanous declined to comment on his
role or those talks when contacted on Tuesday.

It just has a familiarity about it. The article further
states:
Mr Andrews and Mr Theophanous are believed to have
spoken at the A-League grand final on Sunday, May 17, but
the Premier’s office declined to clarify whether the two men
had discussed oil and gas or geothermal energy policy since
Mr Andrews came to power …
Mr Theophanous spoke to Mr Pallas one day later, on
May 18, at a major gas conference in Melbourne, shortly after
Mr Pallas had given a speech about Victoria’s plans to hold
an inquiry into onshore oil and gas.

Maybe I should just stop there and allow members to
read the article for themselves if they are interested.
On behalf of major shareholder Gina Rinehart, Lakes
Oil had previously had Alexander Downer on its board.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Mr Barber, at this point I have to pull you up, because
whilst there is a good degree of latitude in this debate, I
think you may be stretching it beyond breaking point.
The subject material you are currently debating is not
exactly related to the amendments or the motion before
the chamber. I just wonder if you would be kind
enough to return to the motion about referring this
particular subject to a committee instead of debating the
subject material itself.
Mr BARBER — I absolutely think we should have
an inquiry into unconventional gas in Victoria, and
along the way we may very well learn about a certain
cast of characters if this motion of Mr Jennings is
successful. These people may not necessarily turn up
and give submissions to parliamentary inquiries, but
nevertheless their influence is felt, and of course with a
change of government in Victoria and Labor’s position,
the thesis I am putting forward is that Labor’s position
is very much up for grabs. Even the motion in front of
us makes that very clear. As long as Labor’s position is
up for grabs, it is certainly better to have a lobbyist on
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your side who speaks Labor than one who is as closely
aligned with the Liberal Party as Mr Downer was.
That is why we ought to have the broadest possible
terms of reference here, and it is very important to the
Greens that we inquire into the environmental, public
health, community, land and public safety benefits of a
perpetual ban on onshore unconventional gas in
Victoria and not merely have a discussion about how it
might best be regulated. It is important that all factors
and indeed the threshold issue of a permanent ban be
brought into it.
I will briefly address the amendment moved by
Mr Drum. I think the aim of Mr Drum’s amendment is
to ensure — if there is any grey area in the questions of
conventional gas and unconventional gas, of what
drilling is occurring onshore and offshore, inside
Victoria’s waters and in commonwealth waters, or
whatever it might be — that the committee — —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
If Mr Dalidakis would restrain himself from talking
about tofu burgers and assorted other things, it would
be much appreciated by me and by the house.
Mr BARBER — I think the aim is, if there is any
particular grey area as to exactly what sort of
exploration or development activity we are referring to,
that this inquiry be in a position to sort all that out.
Labor may be of the view that there is no confusion
about the line between conventional gas and
unconventional gas and therefore may oppose
Mr Drum’s amendment, but when I moved a motion
about unconventional gas in the previous Parliament the
then Leader of the Opposition in the Council,
Mr Lenders, lined up to explain to me that the term
‘unconventional gas’ is very unclear. I will quote
briefly from Hansard to illustrate what Mr Lenders
informed me. He said:
Mr Barber says three things in his motion which I am
uncomfortable with. Firstly, his motion says ‘unconventional
gas’. In his introductory remarks he sought to define
‘unconventional gas’. If you are doing an inquiry into
unconventional gas, I accept that there will be grey areas, but
the difference between conventional gas and unconventional
gas has no science behind it.

If the Labor Party now argues there is a clear dividing
line between conventional and unconventional gas and
that neither this committee nor anybody who submits to
it nor any other stakeholder in fossil fuel development
in Victoria could possibly be confused by these terms,
then we will all feel a bit more relaxed, but I am just
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going back to the view the Labor Party previously put
forward in this chamber, which was that there is
potentially a grey area around unconventional gas,
conventional gas, tight gas, shale gas, coal seam gas
and all the other types of gas that are being looked for,
talked about and explored at the moment.
On that particular question I will wait to see whether
another speaker, perhaps one even more informed than
the rest of us on these matters, can explain the
difference between conventional and unconventional
gas to everybody’s satisfaction. Perhaps Mr Jennings in
his reply will state his position, and then the Greens can
decide how to vote on Mr Drum’s amendment.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — It has been an
edifying exercise to hear the comments of those from
across the chamber and of Mr Barber to my right in
relation to this motion, which refers the matter of
unconventional gas to the Standing Committee on the
Environment and Planning to inquire into and consider
matters relating to the factors set out in the motion.
At the outset I indicate that I have direct involvement in
this issue, having sought to understand it and to
understand the intricacies of the issue as it applies to
areas such as Gippsland. The issue of tight, shale and
coal seam — that is, unconventional — gas, including
but not limited to horizontal drills, has been the subject
of enormous angst, consternation and distress amongst
communities throughout Gippsland. In the majority
they occupy rich and fertile land that has for an
extensive period of time — for many generations as the
prime asset for many families in the area — been the
food bowl of Victoria.
Gippsland produces in excess of 23 per cent of the
nation’s beef and 26 per cent of its dairy. We have
agricultural and horticultural products that are cutting
edge. We have goods to market that are absolutely
world class. We are developing boutique markets in the
way we provide dairy, whether fresh or powdered, to
domestic and international markets. We occupy prime
real estate in the domestic economy so far as generating
returns for the state and making sure that our
communities are contributing to delivering a better
product for the state and for the nation.
These issues all amount to a very significant risk. There
is an awful lot at stake when contemplating the issue of
unconventional gas and departing from the moratorium,
which has been in place after Labor called for it three
times and was eventually no longer ignored by the now
opposition.
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Labor made it clear that a proper scientific, evidentiary
foundation was crucial to determine whether or not
there would be any go-ahead when the stakes were so
high. This is an issue from which we cannot come back
if a decision is taken to allow licences, whether
exploratory or for other purposes, to be granted or to
otherwise go ahead. I have visited the wells and the
sites. I am aware of the history and the science. It is
unfortunate that in his contribution Mr Barber referred
to the amendments and to Labor’s position on the need
for an inquiry as being something which was subject to
some ambiguity or opacity, and he quoted Mr Lenders
in relation to that issue.
I draw the attention of the house to comments made by
the Legislative Assembly member for Melbourne,
when she indicated concern with motion 110 as
expressed on the notice paper. She indicated:
The inquiry only talks about how best to regulate coal seam
gas, rather than asking whether Victoria should allow
dangerous unconventional gas at all …
We don’t need unconventional gas. The risks to our
community, to health, to agriculture, to water supply, and to
our environment are all far too great.
We need a permanent ban on coal seam gas … This option
isn’t even canvassed in Labor’s inquiry terms of reference,
which frame CSG in Victoria as a done deal, despite the huge
risks. Labour is letting down rural and regional communities
if they do not introduce a permanent ban on unconventional
gas …

That is a direct quote from the member for Melbourne
in the Assembly, and unfortunately it establishes the
fact that the Greens are not remotely concerned with the
need to have an inquiry which uniformly puts on the
table the evidence and takes communities through a
transparent process, beyond the Reith gas market task
force report, which was conducted in secret. It was a
body which nobody actually knew existed, and the
names of its members were unknown until a freedom of
information request was issued.
Mr Jennings’s motion makes sure that this issue is
placed squarely before a committee to contemplate how
it affects agriculture, land, aquifers, watertables and
prospects for communities who are dependent upon the
primary resource of land to make their living, who are
tied to their communities through landownership,
whose very core identity relates to this incredibly
important issue. The Greens member for Melbourne
has indicated that we should just go ahead and ban
unconventional gas. She has in essence publicly
indicated that there is no need for an inquiry at all,
which to my mind is a very roughshod way of dealing
with an extraordinarily complex issue. We need to
make sure that the evidence is put on the table in a way
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that makes it clear and acceptable to everyone as to
where we go from here.
I do not propose to oppose the substance of the
amendments before the house, but I indicate that the
government stands by the motion as amended by the
Greens but does not accept the amendment proposed by
Mr Drum to substitute conventional and
unconventional gas in the terms of the motion.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
terms of rebuilding some harmony in the chamber, the
government will be accepting the Greens
amendments — —
Ms Shing — I said that.
Mr JENNINGS — Ms Shing did say that. The tone
of her contribution may have indicated that a
one-dimensional view needs to be more sophisticated,
and that is the spirit in which I reinforce Ms Shing’s
contribution.
Mr Barber has laid down a challenge for me in relation
to the position adopted by my then leader in this
chamber, Mr Lenders, in relation to a discussion about
these matters some years ago. This was some years
before the Victorian parliamentary library provided a
very useful piece of advice for the Victorian
community clarifying what might be seen to be
unconventional gas resources in Victoria. Specifically it
referred to coal seam gas sources — tight sources and
shale sources — and it was definitive in relation to that.
That will be the defining line the Victorian government
adopts and recognises, and that is the basis upon which
we think the line should be drawn in relation to the
terms of this committee reference. On that basis, while
we are supporting the Greens amendments, we are not
supporting Mr Drum’s amendment.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I would like to get an indication from members of the
house if there is anyone or any group of members who
are preparing to vote against the Greens amendments.
Mr Drum — We are.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Fair enough. There are currently three questions before
the house, those being the amendments proposed by
Mr Drum and Mr Barber in respect of the motion as
well as the question of the substantive motion itself.
The house will deal with the amendments to the motion
first. As Mr Drum’s proposed amendment will have an
impact on changes to the substantive motion resulting
from Mr Barber’s amendments, should they succeed, I
will put the questions first in respect of Mr Barber’s
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amendments and then proceed to Mr Drum’s
amendment. I will break Mr Barber’s amendment up so
what appears to be a singular amendment will be
broken into nine separate questions. Five of them are
substantive, so we will have votes on five of them.
House divided on Mr Barber’s amendment 1:
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms (Teller)
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr

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

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Carling-Jenkins, Dr (Teller)
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms

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

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

Amendment negatived.
The PRESIDENT — Order! We move to
amendment 5, which is a stand-alone amendment, and I
will put that to the test.
House divided on Mr Barber’s amendment 5:
Ayes, 19

Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
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Barber, Mr (Teller)
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr (Teller)
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Shing, Ms
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms

Noes, 19

Amendment negatived.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Can I have an
indication, for the sake of the rest of the proceedings,
whether or not Mr Drum intends to oppose the further
amendments?
Mr Drum — The coalition will be voting against all
the Greens amendments.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Drum for
his advice. We proceed then to Mr Barber’s
amendment 2 to the environment and planning
committee reference motion. I understand debate is
concluded and there is no further debate in respect of
that matter.

Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms (Teller)

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

Amendment negatived.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I take the opportunity
to put to the house Mr Barber’s amendment 6, which in
my view also tests his amendment 7.
House divided on Mr Barber’s amendment 6:

House divided on Mr Barber’s amendment 2:
Ayes, 19
Ayes, 19
Barber, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr (Teller)
Hartland, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr

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

Barber, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr (Teller)
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Shing, Ms
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
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Noes, 19
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Fitzherbert, Ms

Lovell, Ms
Morris, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Patten, Ms (Teller)
Peulich, Mrs
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr
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(regulatory framework) for restricted breed dogs in Victoria,
including the benefits and challenges of the regulatory
framework and, in particular, the committee should —
(1) review the current regulatory framework in Victoria,
including the Domestic Animals Act 1994 (DAA),
concerning restricted breed dogs and its effectiveness in
achieving the purposes of the DAA, in particular —
(a) responsible dog ownership;
(b) protection of the environment; and

Amendment negatived.

(c) protection of the community;

The PRESIDENT — Order! We now move to
amendment 8, which also tests amendment 9.

(2) the review under (1) should —
(a) holistically consider the entire current regulatory
framework in the management of dogs;

Amendment negatived.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

(b) include a review of —
(i)

Sitting extended pursuant to standing orders.
House divided on Mr Drum’s amendment:
Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms

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

Noes, 20
Barber, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr

Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Springle, Ms (Teller)
Symes, Ms (Teller)
Tierney, Ms

Amendment negatived.

data on dog attacks, including attacks
involving humans, attacks involving other
animals, breeds of dogs involved in attacks,
and the nature of the injuries sustained;

(ii) statistics on compliance with the regulatory
framework;
(iii) the science and current methods used to
identify restricted breed dogs; and
(iv) the responsible dog ownership program;
(c) take into account any limitations in the data;
(3) review and compare the effectiveness of historical
(regulation by deed) and current (regulation by breed)
legislative frameworks in Victoria for the management
of restricted breed dogs and promotion of community
safety;
(4) review and compare the effectiveness of other current
regulatory frameworks in other Australian and overseas
jurisdictions and where relevant, the costs and funding
models required to support these frameworks;
(5) take submissions from interested persons that have had
interaction with the current and previous regulatory
frameworks, including —
(a) local councils;

Motion agreed to.

(b) veterinarians;

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE

(c) dog breed experts;
(d) animal welfare organisations;

Reference
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
move:
That pursuant to sessional order 6 this house requires the
economy and infrastructure committee to inquire into,
consider and report, no later than 31 March 2016, on the
current legislative and administrative arrangements

(e) Victorian schools and kindergartens, antenatal
hospitals and maternal child health centres, that
have access to the free government education
program;
(f)

victims of dog attacks;

(g) dog owners; and
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(h) the medical profession;
(6) review outcomes of other relevant reviews, coronial
investigations and inquests in relation to deaths from
dog attacks in Victoria under both the previous and
current regulatory regimes, in particular, the inquest into
the death of four-year-old Ayen Chol;
(7) review civil and criminal case law in Victoria in relation
to the current and previous regulatory frameworks for
restricted breed dogs;
(8) make recommendations in relation to potential
improvements or alternatives to the current regulatory
framework for restricted breed dogs to better achieve the
purpose and outcomes of the DAA, in particular,
responsible dog ownership and protection of the
environment and the community. These should include
both responsive and preventive measures, such as
improvements to controls and education programs;
(9) any recommendations should have regard to the costs of
implementation of any proposed changes to the public,
government and businesses.

I will speak to this very briefly. This is the referral to
the Standing Committee on the Economy and
Infrastructure that was referred to in the debate in this
place in the last sitting week on the Domestic Animals
Act 1994 amendments.
The amendments we debated in the Parliament recently
were to establish a moratorium that would take effect
for a limited period of time, during which a
parliamentary committee could inquire into the
effectiveness of the legislative and administrative
arrangements for specific breeds of dogs in Victoria.
This motion is simply the second part of that
endeavour. The legislation has now passed, and I thank
all members for their support for the passage of that
very narrow piece of legislation.
That legislation is without purpose without this
committee referral. This motion simply seeks to
establish the committee inquiry. The substantive
questions were aired reasonably comprehensively in the
second-reading debate when the legislation was
debated, so I will not canvass those issues again. I
would urge all members to support this motion and its
speedy passage so that that review can get underway
sooner rather than later.
Motion agreed to.
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ADJOURNMENT
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Elyptol
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health, and it
is regarding access for a Bendigo-based company,
Elyptol, to have its Victorian-made hand sanitiser
included on the hospital purchasing list through Health
Purchasing Victoria (HPV). Elyptol is a Bendigo-based
company that has developed a natural hand sanitiser
that has been certified by the Therapeutic Goods
Administration for the healthcare market.
Currently Elyptol’s product is on the New South Wales
healthcare tender contract list. However, it is finding it
difficult to access procurement lists in Victoria. New
South Wales Ambulance promoted Elyptol onto the
New South Wales healthcare tender list in 2012 after it
conducted an extensive evaluation that found the
product to be beneficial to those with hand sensitivities.
Elyptol is an Australian-based company that is locally
owned and located in regional Victoria, in fact in the
city of Bendigo. Its product is manufactured in Victoria,
and yet it cannot access the hospital market in Victoria
because it is shut out of the purchasing process.
The company is frustrated by the lack of response in
dealing with relevant healthcare agencies such as the
Health Innovation and Reform Council. The company
wrote to the health minister in April, and it has not yet
received a response or even an acknowledgement that
its correspondence has been received. It has also written
to the chair of HPV, Dr Pintado, expressing its concerns
and copied that letter to the health minister. In addition,
Elyptol has written to the members for Bendigo East
and Bendigo West in the Assembly, but it has not yet
had a response from those local members.
My request of the minister is that she work with the
Bendigo-based company Elyptol to establish if access
to Victorian hospitals for its hand sanitiser product can
be provided through Health Purchasing Victoria.

East Beach, Port Fairy
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — The matter I
raise tonight is for the Minister for Environment,
Climate Change and Water. My home town of Port
Fairy is a picturesque area and prime tourism
destination, recognised throughout the world for its
fantastic attributes. In 2012 it was voted the world’s
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most livable community of towns with a population
under 20 000 by the UN-recognised LivCom Awards.
It has regularly been awarded in the category and
acknowledged as one of Australia’s top five tourist
destinations.
The beautiful East Beach is a crucial part of Port
Fairy’s appeal. It is now under threat, with erosion
revealing an old tip and rubbish spillage from the sand
dunes. The Moyne Shire Council has undertaken a
temporary fix by erecting a 280-metre rock wall to stop
the rubbish spreading further, but large swells and daily
erosion mean this short-term solution is not effective.
The latest discussions have revealed that removing the
tip site and waste will cost about $30 million —
obviously an impossible figure for a small rural council.
While acknowledging that the council needs to take
control and actively work to rectify the issue, it is
apparent that this is a critical and massive situation that
will need help from all levels of government. If this
situation is not resolved, the future of Port Fairy as a
tourism destination, its economic security and the
happiness of residents are hugely under threat. This
situation needs to be resolved as soon as possible, and
state government support is needed for this to happen.
I urge the Minister for Environment, Climate Change
and Water to meet with the Moyne Shire Council and
provide assistance to resolve this situation satisfactorily
and as soon as possible.

Ballarat sports and events centre
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Regional
Development, and it relates to the proposed Ballarat
sports and events centre. The centre is a critically
needed investment into indoor courts for netball,
basketball and volleyball, amongst others. Much of the
work has already been done for the planning phase of
this project by Ballarat Basketball, which on behalf of
the Ballarat Indoor Sports Group has funded $150 000
for planning and design work and provided $20 000
worth of other in-kind work. I congratulate Ballarat
Basketball president Nick Grylewicz and CEO Peter
Eddy for their commitment to this project. Indeed the
Leader of the Opposition, Mr Matthew Guy, and I met
with Mr Eddy last week to discuss the importance of
this project.
I note that there are three priorities to be addressed by
this project: extra courts for local community use for
indoor sports; training court facilities for the Ballarat
Sovereigns, Ballarat Rush and Ballarat Miners; and a
show court for events requiring stadium-type seating.
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With the funding being provided by the Labor
government, we will have a half-done project which
will not deliver what Ballarat deserves. Ballarat
deserves a fully funded project with six additional
courts, including a show court with stadium seating for
2000 to 3000 people. This project is about not just
delivering sporting infrastructure for Ballarat but also
having the opportunity to capitalise on economic
opportunities. The current annual economic benefit
returned to the City of Ballarat from Ballarat Basketball
events alone is $4.7 million. The sky is the limit in
terms of the potential economic returns of this project if
fully funded. However, this is a $21 million project.
Ballarat City Council has committed $5 million and the
coalition committed $15 million prior to the election;
however, Labor has only committed $9 million, just
enough to complete half of the project.
I call upon the Minister for Regional Development to
properly fund this critical project for Ballarat and
deliver not only the sporting opportunities but also the
economic opportunities this project will bring to
Ballarat.

Port of Geelong
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Ports, and it
is in relation to the future sustainability of the port of
Geelong. Geelong is Victoria’s largest regional port and
one of the largest multi-cargo facilities in the country.
Over 12 million tonnes of cargo a year are handled at
the port. It is responsible for roughly 5000 jobs in the
region. Importantly for a region that has faced several
large industry closures, and with the closure of the Ford
plant looming, the port of Geelong has significantly
increased its gross tonnage and total visits are up by
200 ships a year in the last decade to over 660 a year.
This trade is worth billions of dollars. It is primarily in
gas and petroleum, with grain, woodchips and fertiliser
also being important trade commodities. Geelong
handles about 25 per cent of Victoria’s bulk cargoes.
This is a success story for a regional port which plays a
vital role in the economic health of my electorate.
However, as always, the world continues to change,
and it is important that Geelong maintains its place at
the forefront of regional shipping. In light of the
government’s intention to lease the port of Melbourne, I
ask the minister to detail how the interests of the
Geelong community will be accommodated in the
process and how the future sustainability of the port of
Geelong will be maintained and grown.
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Government tendering system
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My adjournment matter is for the
Treasurer, the Honourable Tim Pallas, and it concerns
the matter of government tendering processes and the
Victorian building industry.
As the Treasurer would know, in December 2014 the
Senate referred to the economics committee an inquiry
into insolvency in the Australian construction industry.
This was in response to the impact that phoenix
companies have had on the loss of money and jobs by
contractors, suppliers and employees in the building
industry. This reference is something that we applaud.
It would come as no surprise to the Treasurer — and
we share areas in Western Metropolitan Region — that
many representatives of Victorian construction
businesses have been suffering badly as a result of
being unable to compete under the current government
tendering system. Many of them have come to see me
in my office, and I am sure that they have been
knocking on the Treasurer’s door as well. They have
been advising me that many well-known companies
that have been around for generations have been driven
to the wall. There has been a huge economic and social
cost. The imminent closure, or in fact the closure, of
many of these businesses has come for two reasons:
firstly, the activities of unscrupulous operators who
have no respect for the entitlements of Victorian
workers, and this is a matter of corporate responsibility;
and secondly, the use of out-of-date tendering systems
which allow companies to game the tendering
processes, and this is an area of government
responsibility.
Value for money should mean, and used to mean, the
price that will benefit the taxpayers of Victoria. This
enables businesses to compete on a level playing field,
to make adequate profit, to employ locals and
apprentices on a long-term basis and to pay their
workers the correct entitlements. However, it seems
that value for money has deteriorated to mean ‘whoever
tenders with the lowest price’. This is exactly the
opposite of competing on a level playing field, making
profits, employing apprentices and paying correct
entitlements.
Victoria has a great opportunity for leading in this state
in the area of jobs, families and communities. Local
companies should be enabled to compete and to thrive,
not just survive. I ask the Treasurer to examine the
current tendering system and determine whether it can
be enhanced to ensure that Victoria’s construction
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companies and contractors are given a fair chance at
winning a contract on a level playing field.

Ice rehabilitation facilities
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Mental Health, Martin Foley, and it relates both to the
recommendations that came out of the joint
parliamentary committee investigation into the supply
and use of methamphetamines in Victoria in the last
Parliament and more currently to the work that the
Geelong Advertiser has been doing in its ‘Breaking ice’
feature stories. The newspaper has been calling for
more rehabilitation beds to be made available in
Geelong and also raising the issue of mandatory
rehabilitation for those addicted to the drug ice.
I particularly want to focus on rehabilitation facilities
and beds for the Geelong region. We are at a crisis
point in relation to treating those who are addicted to
the use of crystal methamphetamines. Detoxification
and rehabilitation take a significantly longer time for
those addicted to ice than is required to treat addiction
to traditional drugs, whether they be speed, the
powdered form of methamphetamine, or heroin, which
take two to three months of rehabilitation; ice takes
about nine months and requires significant
rehabilitation facilities.
As has been outlined in the recommendations sitting
before the government for nearly nine months now, the
issue is the need for a greater investment in regional
Victoria in rehabilitation beds for addicted users of the
drug ice.
I support the Geelong Advertiser in its endeavour to get
a response from government in relation to providing
extra infrastructure in Geelong to provide that
rehabilitation for drug users who are addicted to ice, but
not only in Geelong. In Bacchus Marsh the Bluebird
House has indicated it is looking for funding to be able
to accommodate those drug addicts in their community
who are addicted to ice. It is a recommendation of the
joint parliamentary committee — one of 54, which the
government is yet to respond to. I also refer to the use
of drug courts in regional areas, where a system is put
in place whereby those offenders can rehabilitate
themselves and not go through the prison system.
My matter is a serious one. To its credit, the Geelong
Advertiser has raised this as a significant issue in the
Geelong community, where there is high youth
unemployment. It desperately needs more rehabilitation
beds. I call for the minister to talk to the agencies
involved in the Geelong community and the greater
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western Victoria region to discuss the needs of the
community for rehabilitation beds for those addicts.

Care With Me
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Families
and Children. On 20 August 2014 the Labor member
for Thomastown in the Assembly, Ms Halfpenny,
asked the then Minister for Community Services, Mary
Wooldridge, to provide funding for the organisation
Care With Me Inc. to meet the recommendations of the
Report of the Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children
Inquiry. At the time the member quoted the findings of
an out-of-home care scoping study conducted by the
Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare,
stating:
At least 13 per cent of children in out-of-home care are from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, yet there are
no programs or supports to recognise their cultural and
religious differences or to assist foster carers to become aware
of those cultural and religious needs and the importance of
identity.

Recommendation 68 of the inquiry report states:
The Department of Human Services should improve the
cultural competence of integrated family services and
statutory child protection services, including through:
…
requiring cultural competence to be a component of all
training;
providing culturally appropriate training, assistance and
support to carers of children and young people …

Care With Me is an extremely small volunteer-run
not-for-profit organisation which has been providing
valuable services to the child and family welfare sector
for five years without any government funding. In
particular, Care With Me is, as far as I am aware, the
only organisation providing these services to the
Islamic community. When it began there were fewer
than five Muslim families registered to provide
out-of-home care, whereas there were two Muslim
children and young people going into out-of-home care
every week in Victoria.
Prior to entering Parliament I was engaged by the
organisation as an independent contractor to conduct a
small piece of research. During this time I learnt that
the organisation was essentially funded by a range of
multicultural communities, with work being conducted
almost exclusively by volunteers. However, the time
has come when it appears this situation is no longer
tenable. The recent budget failed to allocate any
funding to Care With Me, or indeed to any service
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aimed at improving cultural competence among
out-of-home care programs and intensive family
support services, despite the support from some Labor
members. I consider this extremely unfortunate, as
small organisations cannot be run on goodwill alone
forever, and Victoria may soon lose this excellent
service.
I therefore ask the Minister for Families and Children to
meet with the board of Care With Me and with foster
carers who have benefited from their services so that
she can hear firsthand why the future of this service is
important to Victoria.

Colac police station
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
matter this evening for the attention of the Minister for
Police. It relates to the state of the Colac police station.
Prior to the last election the then Minister for Police and
Emergency Services, Mr Wells, who is now the
member for Rowville in the Assembly, and the then
Minister for Public Transport and member for Polwarth
in the Assembly, Terry Mulder, made a commitment to
the people of Colac that if re-elected the coalition
would rebuild the Colac police station. The Colac
police station is outdated and in need of replacing.
The Police Association has said that Colac’s ageing
police station is among the worst in the state. The
secretary of the Police Association, Ron Iddles, was
quoted in the Colac Herald as having said:
The previous government had committed to rebuild Colac
police station before the last election; it was number one on
the buildings’ works maintenance list.

He went on to say:
It’s an old station, it’s small, overcrowded to some extent, it’s
out of date and there are issues around security and we totally
support Terry Mulder’s call for a new station.

Prior to the government handing down its first budget I
visited the Colac police station with Mr Mulder and met
with the hardworking members of Victoria Police
stationed there. There was hope that the government
would match the commitment made by the coalition
and fund a new station for Colac. Regrettably there is
no money for a new station, and as a result of the
changed operating environment I understand that at
times the Colac station is now operating 16 hours a day,
not 24 hours a day. This reinforces the need for a new,
modern station to be built for the people of Colac.
The action I seek from the minister is, given that his
government has failed to provide the capital required to
rebuild the station in this budget, that he outline what
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action he will take to undertake preliminary design
works and to engage with the local community so that a
clear pathway forward that will see the delivery of a
new police station for the Colac community is
understood.

Werribee Mercy Hospital
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health, the
Honourable Jill Hennessy. Last sitting week’s budget
announcement was a very proud day for the Andrews
Labor government. Unlike the previous government,
we made it our commitment to make access to health
and education our top priority, because every child and
every Victorian should have access to the education and
health care they so rightfully deserve.
I was personally pleased, after speaking with the CEO
of Werribee Mercy Hospital, that the government
committed to invest $85 million to expand Werribee
Mercy Hospital. In addition to this, $15 million has
been committed to the Mercy hospital mental health
expansion to help those in the west suffering mental
illness. This expansion is something the hospital had
been hoping for for quite some time, but its pleas had
fallen on deaf ears until now.
The commitment by the Labor government will provide
families in Melbourne’s west with access to surgical
and critical care services closer to home. We are all
aware that the hospital has confronted significant
capacity concerns in recent years, as it is located in one
of the fastest growing regions in Australia. This
redevelopment of the current hospital will ensure that it
can meet the continuing demands on its services.
Currently the hospital offers 260 beds, including 37
across Mercy mental health, and in 2014 Werribee
Mercy Hospital recorded 33 571 attendances at its
emergency department and a staggering 3014 births.
This figure will continue to grow in the future.
Too often people living within this growth corridor are
being turned away due to the demand placed on the
hospital’s services and are being forced to travel to
Sunshine or Footscray hospitals to access care. These
two hospitals are also struggling to keep up with the
growing demand in their local areas. This is why the
Andrews Labor government is providing an additional
$2.1 billion to the health system, of which $970 million
has been allocated for hospitals to meet increases in
demand. Also, the government is investing
$560 million to build new hospitals, expand and
redevelop health and ambulance facilities, and purchase
and upgrade vital equipment.
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The expansion of Werribee Mercy Hospital will deliver
64 additional inpatient beds, an 8-bed high dependency
unit and 6 new operating theatres. With funding being
committed to the expansion and redevelopment of
Werribee Mercy Hospital to ensure that health care is
available to people in the west, I ask the minister when
construction will begin on this new development and
when that development will be open to make accessing
health care at Werribee Mercy Hospital easier.

Avondale Heights development
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Planning,
and it concerns the old TAFE site in Military Road,
Avondale Heights. This has been an ongoing issue for
some years. My involvement goes back prior to the
2010 election when local residents came to me deeply
concerned about the development that had been
promoted by their local member at the time, Rob Hulls,
the former member for Niddrie in the Assembly. This
particular development, or I should say
overdevelopment, was quite extraordinary. It was a bit
like Tiananmen Square at lunchtime — there would
have been people in this particular development in
numbers that under normal circumstances we would not
consider.
As a result of hearing what the good people of
Avondale Heights had to say, I agreed that this was an
overdevelopment and spoke to Matthew Guy, the new
member for Bulleen in the Assembly, who was then
shadow planning minister and who subsequently
became the Minister for Planning. I put into action our
concerns about this particular site.
I have to inform the house that tonight the Moonee
Valley City Council has approved an Australand
development application despite the residents
screaming blue murder that they have not been
consulted. It seems to me that the residents of Moonee
Valley have been done in by the council on this
particular matter. Councillors have been saying that
they had a consultation session in February. The
residents tell me quite the opposite. It was not a
consultation session. It was very much one way and
very much an opportunity for council to sell this
development to the residents. In effect the residents
have had no opportunity to express their concerns in a
consultation process because no consultation process
actually existed.
I believe this to be wrong. I believe this to be grossly
unfair. I believe this to be a gross abuse of the powers
of local government in the planning area, and I ask the
current minister to intervene in this planning application
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and put a stop to this until proper processes have been
followed. I believe transparency and honesty are
important in any planning process. It would appear that
that is not the case on this occasion, and I ask the
minister to put a stop to this application until such time
as proper processes can be followed and the people of
Moonee Valley can be heard.

Tuesday, 26 May 2015

I make the broad point to Ms Springle in relation to the
matter she raised that it is correct that the Cummins
inquiry had some specific recommendations in relation
to children and young people from culturally and
linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds, and it was
a matter of disappointment to me that the previous
government did not move to take any action in respect
of these particular recommendations.

Responses
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — There were a number of adjournment
matters this evening.
Ms Lovell raised a matter for the Minister for Health.
Mr Purcell raised a matter for the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water.
Mr Morris raised a matter for the Minister for Regional
Development.
Ms Tierney raised a matter for the Minister for Ports.
Dr Carling-Jenkins raised a matter for the Treasurer.
Mr Ramsay raised a matter for the Minister for Mental
Health.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for the Minister for
Police.
Mr Eideh raised a matter for the Minister for Health.
Mr Finn raised a matter for the Minister for Planning.
I will refer all those matters to the appropriate ministers
for response.
Further, Ms Springle raised a matter for me, which I
propose to respond to now and therefore discharge this
matter. Ms Springle referred to a local organisation
called Care With Me, and I am familiar with the work
of this particular organisation. If I recall correctly, I met
with this organisation last year, and I am familiar with
Ms Halfpenny also having had discussions with this
organisation. I am not aware of a meeting request the
organisation has made to me in my capacity as the
Minister for Families and Children, but I am always
happy to have meetings and discussions with relevant
stakeholders. In fact I have made it a point of
distinction with the previous minister in that
stakeholders have frequently said how accessible I have
been and how willing I have been to meet with them
and have discussions. I am certainly happy for the
organisation to contact me directly for a meeting.

I am aware that the Commission for Children and
Young People has established a reference group in
relation to issues specifically relating to children and
young people from CALD backgrounds. As part of that
reference group the commission holds consultations
and regular discussions with organisations, including
amongst others the Ethnic Communities Council of
Victoria. I have indicated to the commission and to the
reference group that I am happy to take onboard
feedback around the particular needs of children and
young people from CALD backgrounds as it relates to
children in our out-of-home care system.
I have asked my department to do some further work
on these matters because no strategy was developed by
the previous government. I make the point that there is
significant investment in this year’s budget in our child
protection and out-of-home care system. In fact it
represents a 17 per cent increase compared to last
year’s budget. There is also a significant boost in
funding not only in relation to the out-of-home care
system broadly but also in relation to the additional
funding, with $31.3 million over four years for carer
payments.
I have previously indicated to the house that my
department is currently working on a foster care
recruitment and retention strategy. As part of that
strategy, I am very keen to see the diversity of our
carers addressed. It is important that we have foster
carers from Islamic and other communities to reflect
the broader composition of the community. We have
children from different backgrounds going into
out-of-home care, and it is therefore important that we
have foster carers who also represent the different
cultural and faith groups within our community. This is
an issue that I am very much alive to, and there will be
further work done in relation to the development of this
particular foster carer recruitment strategy with a view
to increasing our diversity.
I certainly encourage members to raise these issues as
they have discussions with different cultural groups.
There are great opportunities and great personal
rewards for foster carers who provide that much-needed
support to vulnerable children in our community. In my
experience, when I have raised this issue with different
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community groups, they have not been aware that
members of their community could go through an
accreditation and screening process and actually
become foster carers. We certainly have a lot of work to
do to raise awareness in the community about those
particular opportunities.
The member did not refer to a particular budget line
item in relation to funding for Care With Me. I make
the point that that is not how budgets work. Budget
funding relates to particular programs and initiatives.
No specific organisation is mentioned in my portfolio
outputs. There may well be opportunities for different
organisations to put in a proposal or an expression of
interest to my department or to tender through the
different funding initiatives in order to access the
additional funding that we have outlaid in this year’s
state budget.
I look forward to hearing from the organisation directly.
I will keep the member and the house informed about
the different work we will be doing for children and
young people from culturally and linguistically diverse
backgrounds in relation to our out-of-home care system
and our child protection system more broadly.
I have written responses to adjournment debate matters
raised by Ms Lovell on 18 March; Dr Carling-Jenkins,
Ms Crozier and Mr Mulino on 14 April; Mr Davis,
Ms Dunn, Mr Finn, Ms Lovell, Mr Ramsay,
Ms Springle and Ms Wooldridge on 15 April;
Mr O’Donohue on 16 April; Mr Finn and Ms Tierney
on 5 May; and Mr Mulino on 7 May.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On that basis, the
house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 11.00 p.m.
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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 Ondarchie
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
5 May 2015

RESPONSE:
The recurrent budgets for Victorian Government departments and agencies are set based on the estimated cost of
delivering individual outputs to those organisations. Because the Government’s funding is driven by a set level of
service delivery, it is always necessary to make adjustments to accommodate changes in input costs over the course
of the financial year.
The majority of these adjustments are made as part of the annual budget process, and take into account all material
cost pressures that affect the delivery of outputs, including the price of materials, population growth, inflation and
wages. Changes to input costs arising from the Gazettal of Easter Sunday as a public holiday are incorporated into
these figures.
As part of the 2015-16 budget process, aggregated adjustments to output costs were made and are reflected in the
revised output costs for 2014-15 and over the forward estimates.

Abbotsford Convent
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Patten
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
5 May 2015

RESPONSE:
Revenue from the Congestion Levy in 2015-16 is estimated to be $120.2 million per the budget.
The Congestion Levy is used to price congestion and used to improve alternative transport options. As stated on the
Abbottsford Convents website, these transport alternatives near the Convent include:
• The Victoria Park Train Station,
• The 200 and 207 Bus lines,
• The 12, 48 and 109 Tram routes, and
• The Capital City cycling and walking path that passes through the site.
The Abbotsford Convent website advocates using these alternative modes of transport too, stating:
‘avoid the ever-increasing traffic on the roads, it’s (bike and public transport) the most sustainable way to get
around and, to be honest, street parking is limited and on busy days the car park fills quickly’
The Andrews Labor Government recognises the important place the Abbotsford Convent has in the community,
and is proud to acknowledge that the previous Labor Government gifted the site to the public, in addition to the
land to provide car parking. Further, $4 million was provided by the previous Labor Government for restoration
works, in addition to revenue generated by the car park.
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Renewable energy
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Purcell
Minister for Agriculture
6 May 2015

RESPONSE:
Renewable energy creates jobs, drives growth and helps us maintain our lifestyle and protect our environment.
The Andrews Government wants investors to come to Victoria and back renewable energy, including in Western
Victoria.
The Victorian Government has publically expressed disappointment that the Federal Government plans to cut the
Renewable Energy Target (RET) back to 33,000 gigawatt hours by 2020. Such a cut to the RET puts investment
and job creation opportunities that are already before us, at risk.
The Government has called on the Commonwealth to change the renewable energy laws so Victoria can have its
own top-up scheme. Removal of Section 7c of the Renewable Energy Act (Cth) would allow Victoria more policy
options in supporting renewable energy development.
If that section is removed, the Victorian Government will reinstate the Victorian Renewable Energy Target (VRET)
to top-up the national scheme.
In addition to support for a VRET, the Premier, the Hon Daniel Andrews MP, recently announced changes to wind
farm planning laws. The changes reduce the household veto for a proposed wind turbine development from two
kilometres to one kilometre from a dwelling.
These measures will help support businesses such as Keppel Prince in Portland.
The Andrews Labor Government made a commitment to reform wind farm planning laws and open Victoria to
renewable energy. These plans strike the right balance between protecting property and supporting jobs in
emerging industries.
The Government has also announced the development of a Victorian Renewable Energy Action Plan, which will
outline a comprehensive set of measures to attract Victoria’s share of the $36 billion of investment in renewable
energy forecast to occur in Australia by 2020.
The Government’s $200 million Future Industries Fund and $20 million New Energy Jobs Fund will also offer
support to businesses and community groups developing renewable energy projects in Western Victoria.

Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr O’Donohue
Special Minister of State
7 May 2015

RESPONSE:
The Government has provided $150 million to attack problem gambling-$148 million (over 4 years) to the
Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation (the VRGF), and $2 million (over 2 years) to the Office of Liquor,
Gaming and Racing.
The Office of Liquor, Gaming and Racing will complement the work of the VGRF and support the introduction of
pre-commitment technology by implementing an information package to minimise the harm of gambling and
protect consumers from the problems associated with gambling.
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Multicultural affairs grants
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mrs Peulich
Special Minister of State
7 May 2015

RESPONSE:
In May 2014, the Victorian Auditor-Generals Office (VAGO) released its report on Service Access for Migrants,
Refugees and Asylum Seekers.
The report identified a need for greater clarity, efficiency and coordination in relation to the roles and
responsibilities of the Victorian Multicultural Commission and the Office of Multicultural Affairs and Citizenship.
The Government is currently considering the recommendations of the VAGO report. Improving the administration
of all programs within the Multicultural Affairs portfolio is part of the Government’s considerations.
The Victorian Multicultural Commission will still have a significant role in determining approvals for grants. The
Commission will not be sidelined in making determinations on grants.

Firearms
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Young
Minister for Training and Skills
7 May 2015

RESPONSE:
The Firearms Regulations 2008 prescribes the fee for a Permit to Acquire for handguns and longarms in Victoria.
I am advised by Victoria Police that as at 31 March 2015, the number of handgun licence holders was 5,467 and the
number of Category A, B, C, D and E longarm licence holders totalled 198,772.
The significant difference in the number of handgun and longarm licensees is best explained by the reasons for
which these firearms are used. In the absence of being employed as a prison or security guard or carrying on a
private security business providing armed guard or cash-in-transit activities, individuals can only be licensed to
possess, carry and use a handgun for the purposes of target shooting at an approved shooting range.
Unlike handguns, individuals can be licensed to possess, carry and use longarms for the following reasons which
include
• sport or target shooting
• hunting
• professional hunting, that is where a person relies on hunting as their primary source of income;
• clay target shooting
• occupation as a prison or security guard
Given the significant difference in the number of handgun and longarm licensees and the fact that handguns are
required for a very limited number of activities, it was determined that fees for a Permit to Acquire a handgun and a
longarm were set at different rates. Fees are set on a cost-recovery basis and any minor reduction in
handgun-related fees would result in an increase in longarm fees, affecting a larger number of people.
Following the shootings at Monash University in 2002, involving a concealable handgun, and the consequent 2002
National Handgun Control Agreement designed to further restrict the availability and use of handguns, the
Government is mindful of the risks and dangers that handguns can present in the community.
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The relative fee levels under the Firearms Regulations is also a function of historical practice in the setting of
firearms fees in Victoria. There is cross subsidisation between fee levels, as between longarm and handgun fees, as
well as between licensees and dealer fees.
The fees will again be subject to review prior to the remaking of the Firearms Regulations in 2018.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.36 a.m. and read the prayer.

ENVIRONMENT, NATURAL RESOURCES
AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Membership
The PRESIDENT — Order! I advise the
Legislative Council that I am in receipt of
correspondence from Brad Battin, the member for
Gembrook in the other place, which states:
I wish to inform you of my resignation from the environment
and natural resources committee.
This is effective immediately.
I will discuss with the chairperson the resignation and trust
they will continue their work to investigate matters in terms
of the reference for CFA and Fiskville.

We assume that the Legislative Assembly will appoint
a new person to Mr Battin’s position on that committee.

PETITIONS
Following petition presented to house:

Police numbers
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council that Premier Daniel
Andrews has failed to commit to providing additional police
numbers and subsequently, as Victoria’s population grows,
the number of police per capita goes backwards under Labor
every day.
The petitioners therefore respectfully request that the
Legislative Council of Victoria calls on the Andrews Labor
Government to commit to providing additional frontline
police numbers as a matter of priority.

By Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria)
(21 signatures).
Laid on table.
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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS AND ESTIMATES
COMMITTEE
Budget estimates 2015–16
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) presented hearings
alert report, together with appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ms Shingle.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Can I explain? The
member asked me to do that, and it was on the top of
my mind and that is why I got caught.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I appreciate the
President’s indulgence in our cementing forevermore
what I hope will be a friendly nickname. I move:
That the Council take note of the report.

To that end, I state that the report contains details of the
55 hours of hearings which were conducted by the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee for the
period to 22 May inclusive, and which involved an
extensive discussion with various ministers and
departmental representatives about the budget and the
forward estimates period. I am grateful for the
President’s attention in this matter, and also for giving
me my new name.
Motion agreed to.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Reports on —
Early Intervention Services for Vulnerable Children and
Families, May 2015 (Ordered to be published).
Universities: 2014 Audit Snapshot, May 2015 (Ordered
to be published).
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendment C215.
Brimbank, Maribyrnong, Melbourne, Melton and
Wyndham Planning Schemes — Amendment GC26.
Casey Planning Scheme — Amendment C193 (Part 2).
Corangamite Planning Scheme — Amendment C40.
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Greater Geelong Planning Scheme —
Amendments C266 (Part 2) and C309.
Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme —
Amendment C171.
Hindmarsh Planning Scheme — Amendment C15.
Hobsons Bay Planning Scheme — Amendment C93.
Maribyrnong Planning Scheme — Amendment C136.
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme — Amendment C139.
Mornington Peninsula Planning Scheme —
Amendment C184 (Part 1).
Mount Alexander Planning Scheme —
Amendment C72.
Nillumbik Planning Scheme — Amendment C105.
Stonnington Planning Scheme — Amendment C204.
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The AGMIN forum also endorsed a strategy to boost
agricultural export opportunities, with a focus on
driving positive outcomes and promoting Australia as a
professional, organised and reliable trading partner.

Government advertising
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — My
ministers statement today is about a commitment made
by the Andrews government at the last election to
reduce advertising, which is reflected in budget paper 3,
page 105, which indicates that our government is
reducing expenditure on TV advertising by $38 million.
Part of my responsibility will be to try to ensure that we
deliver that budget saving. Also part of my
responsibility is to make sure that there is a streamlined
process for the way in which decisions are made about
the way advertising campaigns are undertaken. There
will be a degree of responsibility — —

Warrnambool Planning Scheme — Amendment C199.
Whitehorse Planning Scheme — Amendments C159
and C173.
Yarra Ranges Planning Scheme — Amendment C133.

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Agricultural exports
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I rise
to inform the house of a new initiative that the
government is taking. It follows the recent meeting of
the agriculture ministers forum, AGMIN, in Sydney on
Friday. The Andrews government will lead a pilot
program to improve market access for temperate fruit
exports to China and Thailand. Such fruits include
apples, pears, stone fruits, grapes and cherries. At this
meeting the pilot program was agreed to by my
colleagues, including the federal Minister for
Agriculture, Barnaby Joyce, and other state and
territory agriculture ministers. This follows calls from
industry for more to be done to support Victorian
horticulture producers, improve access to new markets
and overcome barriers to trade. These can be complex
matters that can have a detrimental effect on growers,
most notably those who are part of our table grape
industry in the northern part of the state.
Victoria’s $2.4 billion horticulture industry employs
more than 9000 people and accounts for more than half
of Australia’s horticulture exports, which are worth
$894 million. This program is in addition to the
$5.2 million provided in the state budget to establish a
specialised trade unit to support trade negotiation and
remove trade barriers.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr JENNINGS — Very importantly I make a
commitment to the community that we will not waste
taxpayers money. We will not embark upon political
advertising where spin is a feature of the day. If
members are concerned about the way a proper
evaluation of advertising should be undertaken, I
encourage them to have a look at a document entitled
Moving Victoria Campaign Evaluation, which was
prepared by Hall & Partners for the previous
government and is now available to this government. I
seek leave to table this document, and if I do not get
leave to make it available, I will volunteer to make it
available.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Ministers statements
have a very brief time frame. I am of the view that these
statements involve new initiatives by the government
and that the house ought to be interested in those
matters that are brought by ministers to the house.
Incessant interjections are not helpful to a situation
where the house is being informed, and it has gone over
the odds during this particular contribution. The
minister is trying to help the house and is making
available a document for members who might be
further interested in this matter, and we need to ensure
that the contribution is heard in silence.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, is it a
new initiative for a minister to talk about what a
previous government did with its respective
documents?
Mr JENNINGS — I am explaining how it is used.
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Mr Drum — No, the minister is talking about
tabling something about what the previous government
did. It has nothing to do with a new ministerial
initiative.
The PRESIDENT — Order! It is quite in order for
the minister to make available a document for members
to understand the context of this initiative. I do not
believe the minister commented per se on what the
previous government did or did not do. The minister is
providing an evaluation paper, and that is in order.
Mr JENNINGS — Thank you, President, for your
support, because it is appropriate that governments
evaluate the effectiveness of advertising and the effects
it has and place limits around the political nature of
advertising. The document I am prepared to make
available to all members of this chamber clearly
demonstrates the ineffective nature of a $15 million
program instigated by the previous government. It will
not be replicated by this government, because we will
not allow this type of advertising to take place in the
future.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister is
making available that document to members, so they
might approach him if they wish to have a copy.

Maternal and child health
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I rise to inform the house of the
government’s recent initiatives regarding the maternal
and child health sector. The Andrews Labor
government is committed to delivering services that
ensure that all Victorians, especially our most
vulnerable and disadvantaged families and children, are
supported to participate fully and succeed in life.
Maternal and child health services are the first
community-based services that most families access
post-birth. They are a vital first stage in the continuum
of services.
The Andrews Labor government knows that innovation
drives long-term, sustainable improvement in
productivity and quality in service delivery. For this
reason the government has established the Victorian
Maternal and Child Health Service Innovation Fund to
foster innovation in the sector, with a particular focus
on innovation that will support vulnerable children and
families.
We also want to establish a more collaborative
partnership between government and the sector to build
our vision for the maternal and child health service of
the future. For this reason we have established a new
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Victorian maternal and child health service advisory
group and a new Victorian principal maternal and child
health nurse position within the Department of
Education and Training. The advice and input of these
experts from the sector will be invaluable in years to
come.
Finally, we want to encourage our maternal and child
health staff to enhance their professional qualifications.
This is why last week I announced the establishment of
the Carol Friday Scholarship for Maternal and Child
Health Nursing Excellence to honour the legacy of
Carol Friday. Carol Friday was a great advocate and
champion of the maternal and child health profession.
Her colleagues remember her for her high level of
commitment and dedication to supporting the most
vulnerable in the community. Her work was an
example of the individual excellence and high personal
performance that makes our Victorian maternal and
child health service so great.
The maternal and child health service is at the leading
edge of our efforts as a state to intervene early to
address disadvantage at its source, and I am committed
to ensuring that Victoria stays at the forefront of
practice in maternal and child health.

TAFE Back to Work Fund
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I am pleased to advise the house on further
developments regarding the Andrews government’s
$50 million TAFE Back to Work Fund, a fund that will
support the government’s Back to Work plan to create
100 000 jobs and get people back to work. The plan is
also part of our agenda to strengthen TAFEs right
across Victoria in order to improve their capacity to
meet industry needs. The plan for the $50 million fund
is to support TAFEs in building capability and
partnerships with businesses and industry, including
those in the six growth sectors of the economy
identified in the Back to Work plan, which are medical
technology and pharmaceuticals; new energy
technology; food and fibre; transport, defence,
construction technology; international education; and
professional services.
The call for applications began on 24 March 2015, and
I am pleased to inform the house that we have received
41 applications from TAFE and dual sector institutes
totalling around $107 million. There is great
enthusiasm for this fund and some great programs have
been put forward. Those programs are being assessed
by the department right now in terms of the benefits
they can bring to local economies and communities
right across Victoria and how they can partner with
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local industries that need to strengthen their skill bases
to develop their capacity to strengthen the Victorian
economy. I am pleased that I will shortly be
announcing the successful projects. They will make
quite a difference to both our TAFEs and the capacity
of our industries to compete to service the Victorian
economy in the future.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I would like to
inform the chamber of the activities I was involved in
last week as a representative of Western Victoria
Region. On Monday I attended the Botanica Springs
Children’s and Community Centre opening in
Brookfield. The coalition government provided
$1.5 million towards this $6.2 million project. It was
great to be there with the mayor of the City of Melton,
Sophie Ramsay, whose council provided $4.7 million
for the centre, and Don Nardella, the member for
Melton in the Assembly, who graciously acknowledged
the investment by the Napthine government in that
project.
I also attended the opening of the Norlane Child and
Family Centre, which received $1.5 million from the
coalition government and $3.7 million from the City of
Greater Geelong. I congratulate Sue Down on her work
in preparing the documentation for the application for
that assistance. I also congratulate the then minister,
Wendy Lovell, and her department, which helped to
fund many of the centres I am talking about.
Unfortunately the Minister for Tourism and Major
Events and Assembly member for Lara, John Eren, was
not so gracious as to acknowledge the coalition’s
contribution. In fact, he said it was an Andrews
government contribution, which is typical.
Epworth Geelong was another recipient of investment
from the coalition government when $2.85 million was
provided through the $1 billion Regional Growth Fund
for stage 1 of that hospital. It was great to be with
federal Minister for Health, Sussan Ley, and the former
state Minister for Health, David Davis, in Geelong last
week to see the topping out. I also thank project
manager Tanya Moscicki, who was there providing
advice.
I was also at the launch of the Geelong Tertiary Futures
Program, as was the Minister for Training and Skills,
Steve Herbert. The coalition invested $11 million in
Skilling the Bay. We are seeing some great outcomes
from that investment — —
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The PRESIDENT — Order! The member’s time
has expired.

Banyule Volunteer Awards
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — In
celebration of National Volunteer Week I had the great
pleasure of attending the Banyule Volunteer Awards
night on 14 May in Ivanhoe, along with my colleagues
Ms Dunn and Mr Dalla-Riva. It was a gala dinner
dance. National Volunteer Week celebrates the millions
of hardworking Australians who selflessly dedicate
their time to furthering the work of an enormous range
of organisations. I would like to acknowledge everyone
who volunteers in Banyule, but I would like to
particularly celebrate those winners who were
announced on the night. Citizen of the Year is the
wonderful Maria Welsh, who seems to volunteer for
absolutely everything, from palliative care to
bereavement and helping the young and disadvantaged.
The Individual Volunteer Award went to Joan
Vandenberg in a tight competition between her and her
husband, Tony, who won the highly commended
award. The Young Volunteer Award winner was Amy
Bryans. The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Volunteer Award went to Gayle Charlton. The
Multicultural Community Volunteer winner was
Dr Hussein Haraco. The Community Group Volunteer
Award went to: Banksia Palliative Care Service,
Heidelcare and the Olympic Village Exodus
Community drop-in team. Good neighbour awards
went to Graham Lawson and Jen Nieuwenhuzen.
I would like to congratulate them all, particularly Beryl
from the Children’s Protection Society Op Shop. She
was not only great but she was also my dance partner
for the evening.

Australian Construction Achievement Award
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to make a
members statement in relation to the 2015 Australian
Construction Achievement Award. Last week I was
fortunate to be in attendance at the presentation of that
award. The winning project was the regional rail link.
All Victorians should be proud of the fact that Victoria
has won 7 of the last 10 Australian construction awards,
which is an amazing achievement for a single state out
of eight jurisdictions. This continues a long winning run
for the state.
The regional rail link project involves the removal of a
number of level crossings, a significant increase in rail
capacity heading into the city and a significant
improvement in access to the city for people from
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regional Victoria, particularly those from Geelong. The
project was up against a number of other impressive
projects in other states, including major infrastructure
projects such as the largest ever publicly funded
hospital in Western Australia and a major pipeline
project in Queensland. It was very gratifying to be able
to hand that award to people who constructed a project
in our state.
I might say again that this win follows six other
Victorian wins over the past decade. I congratulate the
winners of that award, and I hope we continue to
perform strongly in the infrastructure and construction
space over the coming decade.

Citizenship ceremonies
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to draw
members’ attention to citizenship ceremonies and the
important role of local government in those ceremonies.
I have had the pleasure of participating in many
citizenship ceremonies over the past nine years as a
councillor in the Shire of Yarra Ranges and in the last
six months as a member of Parliament. I have
witnessed the joy and inspiration of hundreds of new
Australian citizens and their families celebrating a
milestone moment for the new citizens, their families
and the local community. The vibrancy of multicultural
Australia that we are proud of is on full display.
These events can be quite moving when you understand
the stories of hardship, isolation and struggle that
accompany many new citizens, and the unbridled
excitement and joy of becoming a fully legal citizen
and truly belonging to your local community in
Victoria.
These events are organised by local councils, which
receive no funding from state or federal governments to
deliver such special events. The events are part of a
range of services provided by local government across
Victoria for which it receives little public recognition.
Indeed local government is more often under attack. It
is too often blamed for increasing council rates and
charges when it is, in most cases, struggling to respond
to community needs that are not being met by state and
federal governments.
I thank local government for being at the front line of
providing increasing levels of essential services to the
community. There are many local government services
at risk. I hope that members here understand the
important role that local government plays.
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Citizenship ceremonies
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
wish to endorse some of Ms Dunn’s comments,
especially the ones about citizenship. I must say this is
one responsibility that I take very seriously,
remembering my own taking of Australian citizenship
when I was 17 years of age.
However, it is my understanding that local government
does receive some commonwealth funding in order to
conduct those ceremonies. I just want to place that on
the record. What is good about those events is that all
levels of government participate and that those
ceremonies are intended to be conducted in an impartial
and secular way. They are certainly a celebration of a
major milestone.

National Sorry Day
Mrs PEULICH — Yesterday was National Sorry
Day, a significant day, and the start of a special week
for Indigenous people throughout Australia. Across the
country many community events mark National Sorry
Day. It is followed by National Reconciliation Week,
which is celebrated from 27 May to 3 June. This is an
important time in the lives of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander people and provides the community with
an opportunity to not only reflect on the impacts of their
history but also celebrate the enormous contribution of
Indigenous people to the fabric of this country. It is a
time to reflect and focus on how Australians can better
recognise each other and the contributions, culture and
histories of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
people.
I congratulate the many organisations, including the
National Sorry Day Committee, and the many
individuals who organise events which play a vital role
in bringing communities together for this very special
occasion.

Victorian certificate of applied learning awards
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to
congratulate Ms Lyn Maniz, a Victorian certificate of
applied learning (VCAL) teacher at Ballarat Secondary
College, on winning the VCAL Teacher of the Year
award. Ms Maniz was humble in receiving her award,
thanking her colleagues at the college. She did,
however, say that it was a huge honour and the
highlight of her career.
Over 23 000 Victorian students take part in the VCAL
every year, and it is teachers like Ms Maniz who make
VCAL such a successful program. It has been a tough
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couple of years, with the Baillieu government ripping
$48 million out of the program in 2012. The teachers
and schools that support the VCAL program rose to this
unneeded challenge admirably. A school in my
electorate, Bellarine Secondary College, even went into
deficit rather than disadvantage its students. When
asked about her teaching style, Ms Maniz said it was all
about the relationship built with the students.
I would also like to congratulate Mr Liam Price of
Hopetoun P–12 College on winning the integrated
program teacher award. The integrated program brings
together the many strands of VCAL, including literacy
and numeracy, work-related skills, personal
development skills and industry-specific skills. This
reflects the integration of skills that often occurs outside
the school curriculum, in everyday life and the
workplace. Teachers like Mr Price who go the extra
yard make a difference and will be the driving force
behind making Victoria the education state.

National Sorry Day
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to join with many of my parliamentary
colleagues this week in marking National
Reconciliation Week and National Sorry Day
yesterday, an important day to remember the past
policies of forced child removal that resulted in the
stolen generations. The Bringing Them Home report
was tabled in the federal Parliament on 26 May 1997
and revealed a painful chapter in Australia’s history. It
contained a variety of recommendations, including that
National Sorry Day be commemorated each year, and
since then National Sorry Day commemorations have
acted to raise awareness about the significance of the
forcible removal policies and have contributed to an
important process of healing.
I was sorry yesterday to have missed the annual
luncheon that is held by the Port Phillip Citizens for
Reconciliation, which I usually attend, and I pay tribute
to the work the group has done in this area over the
years.
On National Sorry Day we should recommit to
increasing our efforts to ensure that governments fully
deliver on the recommendations of the Bringing Them
Home report. There is a lot of unfinished business and
much work to do to make sure that gaps in health,
education, employment and life expectancy are closed.
There is still no compensation or reparation scheme in
place, and we continue to call for such a scheme.
The Greens are concerned about the increasing and
disproportionate number of Aboriginal children going
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into out-of-home care and have initiated a Senate
inquiry into the issue, which Greens Senator Rachel
Siewert is chairing. This inquiry should help to
establish how best to reduce the number of children in
out-of-home care and how we should work to prevent
it.
Constitutional recognition of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander people, which the great majority of the
Australian people support, is also of great importance
both symbolically and practically for all of us, and I
hope to see this achieved by 2017.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate that we have
some badges for Reconciliation Week on Natalie
Tyler’s desk just at the rear of the chamber. Members
are encouraged to wear a badge if they feel they wish to
mark this important week.

SPC Ardmona
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — The Premier,
Daniel Andrews, last week opened the new SPC
Ardmona snack pack line, which was made possible
through the coalition government’s $22 million
investment in saving SPC. I would like to congratulate
and thank former Premier Denis Napthine, the member
for South-West Coast in the Assembly, for the funding
that allowed SPC to begin its modernisation and
renewal, which was championed by me, the federal
member for Murray, Sharman Stone, and the former
member for Shepparton in the Assembly, Jeanette
Powell.

Millicent McNeill
Ms LOVELL — I congratulate a constituent,
Shepparton’s Millicent McNeill, on her recent Red
Cross honorary life membership award. Mrs McNeill is
the current chair of the Shepparton Red Cross branch
and of Hume zone 9, and has devoted 27 years of her
life to the organisation in a variety of roles.
Mrs McNeill is a remarkable person, and I am proud to
have people like her in my electorate.

Haven Home Safe
Ms LOVELL — Last Friday evening I had the
pleasure of attending Haven Home Safe’s
10th anniversary celebrations in Bendigo. Haven was
Victoria’s first registered affordable housing
association, and I am thrilled to have had a close
working relationship with it both as a local member and
when I was the Minister for Housing. I look forward to
continuing to work with Haven on its mission and
congratulate it on this milestone.
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Furlong Road, St Albans, level crossing
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on an important issue affecting many of my
constituents, the Furlong Road level crossing in
St Albans. I was delighted to join the member for
St Albans in the Assembly, Natalie Suleyman, and
some of my constituents at Ginifer railway station last
Tuesday to confirm the removal of the Furlong Road
level crossing. My constituents and I were pleased to
hear that this crossing is part of the commitment to
remove 17 of our state’s most dangerous level crossings
by 2018.
This is not the first time I have spoken about this level
crossing, and for some time it seemed that this
particular crossing was being ignored. My constituents
have been campaigning for the removal of this level
crossing for many years, and I am pleased to be able to
say that it is now closer than ever. This project, like the
nearby Main Road level crossing removal project, will
deliver many benefits to the St Albans community,
including improved safety for vehicles and pedestrians,
as well as reduced congestion and more timely train
services.
These two rail crossings were listed as being among the
five worst rail crossings in our state. Over the years we
have witnessed many innocent lives lost at these
crossings. The removal of these crossings is absolutely
crucial to the proper functioning of our community, and
I commend the Andrews Labor government on its
investment of $2.4 billion in the 2015–16 budget,
which includes the removal by 2018 of not just these
two dangerous level crossings in my electorate but
1 level crossings across Melbourne.

The Nappy Collective
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
Last week I had the opportunity to meet the founder of
an organisation I have admired from afar for some time.
Sandra Jacobs is the founder and one of the five
Melbourne board members of The Nappy Collective. It
is a great organisation based on a simple and practical
idea. As many of us in this place know, a baby will
grow out of its nappies seemingly overnight, leaving
you with a half-empty packet of nappies that cannot be
used. Sandra Jacobs had the brilliant idea to collect
these leftover nappies and give them to women in need,
in particular those who are homeless and who in many
cases have become so because they were escaping
domestic violence.
Since starting in 2013, The Nappy Collective has
collected more than 226 000 nappies. It is in 16 towns
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and cities across Australia and helps a variety of
women at the time when they need it most. It collects
nappies twice a year, in May and October. The figure of
226 000 I just gave does not include those nappies that
have been collected in recent weeks. I commend The
Nappy Collective’s work and look forward to
supporting its good work in the future.

Croydon Community School
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I was very
fortunate to attend an event organised by Croydon
Community School — a school I am sure you know of
as well, President — which does great work. At this
event senior students signed a pledge that at the end of
the year they will be in school, in training or in a
full-time job. This is a big commitment because these
are students who do it quite tough. They have found
their way to this school after leaving or being expelled
from a number of other schools across the east, a vast
geographical area. This is a great commitment by these
young people. Croydon Community School does a
fantastic job. The staff’s patience is amazing to the
point where if it takes a young person three years to get
through year 10, it takes three years, and they get them
through it and make sure that these young people are
employable when they exit Croydon Community
School. I am convinced that this type of school has
saved young people’s lives, and I think it deserves all
the credit and support we can direct to it.

Centre Road, Bentleigh, level crossing
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — While
the announcement by the Premier Daniel Andrews to
remove the Centre Road, Bentleigh, level crossing is
welcomed, it will be a hollow promise until proper
funding has been allocated. While the Premier may
have promised to remove the Centre Road crossing, the
$2.5 billion allocated to crossing removals does not
exist, as it is dependent upon the sale of the port of
Melbourne.
This morning we heard the government making more
announcements about the removal of level crossings on
the Cranbourne-Pakenham line, with vague dates and
what appears to be a rushed and panicked process so
that it can meet its election promise of removing
50 level crossings. But questions remain about how this
will be paid for and how the disruption it will cause will
be managed. In Bentleigh the public is still unaware of
when construction on the Centre Road level crossing
will begin, how long construction will take and what
impact the construction work will have.
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The success of the traders on Centre Road is contingent
on traffic flows and the availability of parking, yet there
have been no community forums to discuss these
issues. Premier Daniel Andrews has not released a
credible plan to minimise interruptions caused by the
crossing removal. Questions such as whether the car
park adjacent to the station will be closed during the
construction phase and what transport arrangements
will be in place once the line is closed need to be
answered. The people of Bentleigh deserve better than
this, and all Victorians need to understand how these
level crossings will be paid for. The budget papers
clearly state that all capital funding for level crossing
removals beyond 1 July 2015 is to be confirmed and
highlight that the only level crossings which have been
actually funded are those that were funded by the
coalition.

Western Chances
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — On
Wednesday, 22 April, I had the pleasure of attending,
along with various other government MPs, the Western
Chances scholarship award night. Founding chair Terry
Bracks awarded scholarships to 92 recipients that night.
Western Chances is an organisation based in the
western suburbs that assists young people in getting
through their schooling. Since 2004 Western Chances
has invested $3.4 million in supporting young people,
with 2100 young people assisted and 4000 scholarships
awarded. The scholarships support motivated young
people who have an obvious talent and who might not
otherwise have an opportunity to pursue the education
of their dreams. They do a wonderful job.
On selection criteria, principals, teachers, student
welfare coordinators and career guidance counsellors
identify these kids and nominate them for awards. In a
testimonial from one of them, Thanh, a year 12 student,
said:
Western Chances is up there with my family. I wanted to get
into medicine and I didn’t think I could make it. My family is
completely stoked!

There are many other testimonials from various
students. I commend the founding chair of Western
Chances, Terry Bracks, and her board on the wonderful
work they do in the western suburbs of Melbourne.
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ALCOA (PORTLAND ALUMINIUM
SMELTER) (AMENDMENT) ACT
AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Statement of compatibility
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Alcoa (Portland
Aluminium Smelter) Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter) Bill
2015 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 of bill
The purpose of the bill is to repeal section 14 of the Alcoa
(Portland Aluminium Smelter) Amendment Act 1984, which
would have the effect of removing special exemptions to
Freedom of Information law for matters affecting or relating
to the Alcoa smelters at Portland and Port Henry.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to the
bill
Freedom of expression
Section 15(2) of the charter act provides that every person has
the right to freedom of expression, which includes the
freedom to seek, receive and impart information and ideas of
all kinds. The right to receive and impart information and
ideas under section 15(2) of the charter act has been held to
create a positive obligation on government to give access to
government-held documents (freedom of information)
(XYZ v. Victoria Police (General) [2010] VCAT 255).
The freedom to seek, receive and impart information and
ideas is enhanced by the bill, as it removes barriers to
accessing information.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006.
Greg Barber, MP

Second reading
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

This is a very straightforward bill. It removes from our
freedom of information laws an exemption which, to
the extent that it was ever necessary, no longer has any
legitimate purpose.
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Section 14 of the Alcoa (Portland Aluminium Smelter)
(Amendment) Act 1984 exempts from the operation of
the Freedom of Information Act 1982 any document
relating to the ‘operation or carrying-on of the smelter
site or anything done or to be done on or in relation to
the smelter site’.

In August 2014, the Alcoa aluminium smelter at Point
Henry, Geelong, ceased operations. In May 2015, the
company announced it would soon cease operations at
the Anglesea mine and power station. In October this
year, the historical electricity subsidy paid to the
Portland smelter will expire.

The exemption arose out of the agreements between the
Victorian government and Alcoa to continue
construction of the Portland aluminium smelter in 1984.

The public interest is now in the plans for
decommissioning and rehabilitation of the Anglesea
and Point Henry sites. There can be no further
justification for a special exemption for this particular
set of facilities.

The Premier of Victoria at the time, Mr Cain, was
concerned about trade secrets of Alcoa and other
parties, which, he said during the debate:
could not be made public without commercial disadvantages
to the bodies involved. 1

The exemption was aimed squarely at commercially
sensitive documents.
It was created, he said, so that:
companies that signed heads of agreement and other
prospective participants in the joint venture will accordingly
be reassured that information about trade secrets and
documents of a sensitive commercial nature will be declared
to have clear exempt status for freedom of information
purposes.

Mr Cain went on to describe the amount of information
that had already been made public by the government
with the support of Alcoa, pursuant to:
commitment to open and frank disclosure within sensible
commercial limits.

Removal of section 14 will not harm Alcoa’s
commercial interests.
Any of the documents under the original 1984
agreements, or any new documents containing
commercially sensitive information, would be covered
by the exemption under section 34 of the Freedom of
Information Act 1982, which states:
34

Documents relating to trade secrets etc.
(1) A document is an exempt document if its
disclosure under this Act would disclose
information acquired by an agency or a Minister
from a business, commercial or financial
undertaking and the information relates to — 2
(a) trade secrets; or
(b) other matters of a business, commercial or
financial nature and the disclosure of the
information would be likely to expose the
undertaking unreasonably to disadvantage.

1
2

Hansard, Legislative Assembly, 6 September 1984 (p.172)
S. 34(1) substituted by No. 57/1999 s. 7(1).

This provision is unnecessary today and should be
removed, to bring Alcoa’s operations and interactions
with government under the same freedom of
information regime as every other commercial
enterprise in Victoria.
I commend the bill to the house.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr MELHEM
(Western Metropolitan).
Debate adjourned until Wednesday, 10 June.

STANDING COMMITTEES
References
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am very pleased to move:
That pursuant to sessional order 6 this house requires the
following matters to be referred to the Council standing
committee specified —
(1) to the economy and infrastructure committee to inquire
into, consider and report, at least once every six months,
on public sector infrastructure and public works projects,
including current and past infrastructure projects and
proposals and, in particular —
(a) projects relating to the removal of railway level
crossings;
(b) the western distributor;
(c) the Melbourne Metro rail project;
(d) the sale/lease of port of Melbourne; and
(e) Melbourne Airport rail link;
and any other public sector infrastructure or public
works projects the committee determines appropriate;
(2) to the environment and planning committee as part of its
oversight of local government Victoria, to inquire into
and report every six months on the outcome of the state
government policy of local government rate capping on
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councils’ viability, service impacts on local communities
and impacts on the provision of local infrastructure; and

(3) to the legal and social issues committee, to inquire into,
consider and provide an interim report no later than
30 November 2015 and a final report no later than
1 May 2016, on the process, cost and effectiveness of
the Victorian government departmental restructure
(machinery of government changes) following the
November 2014 election.

The motion refers a number of matters to various
Council standing committees. I take the opportunity to
go through each of those references to briefly outline
some of the logic and the approach we are taking. There
is no doubt that the upper house committees are poised
to do very important work for this chamber and for the
Parliament and the people of Victoria. We have had
debates both yesterday and in previous weeks on some
of the references for those committees. It is good to see
there are references coming from the government, the
opposition, the crossbenches and the Greens party, so
each may be able to pursue matters that are important
for both the scrutiny and transparency of the
government and for progress on important social and
policy issues for the Victorian community.
The first reference says:
to the economy and infrastructure committee to inquire into,
consider and report at least once every six months, on public
sector infrastructure and public works projects, including
current and past infrastructure projects and proposals.

It goes on to list a number of projects in detail, such as:
projects relating to the removal of railway level crossings, the
western distributor, the Melbourne Metro rail project, the
sale/lease of the port of Melbourne, the Melbourne Airport
rail link and any other projects the committee determines
appropriate.

The coalition believes Victoria needs new roads, new
rail and a new port to cope with and deal with the
pressure on our infrastructure, to address the growth of
Melbourne and Victoria as a community and to make
sure that the infrastructure meets the needs of all
Victorians, both now and into the future.
The motion outlines projects that are slated in relation
to each of those areas. We think it is would be valuable
for the committee to have the capacity to look in detail
at these infrastructure projects. A number of questions
have already been raised about these projects, which
will enable the committee to go into a bit more detail
and to have the capacity to question the public service
and seek input from the broader Victorian community.
That can happen in a very engaged way.

Wednesday, 27 May 2015

As I have said, some questions have already been raised
about some of these issues, such as the capacity to
achieve the railway level crossings commitment that
has been made by the government and the process by
which that will be determined, such as which level
crossings are done and the rollout of how that occurs. In
relation to the western distributor, at the moment the
proposal is that the state government will not contribute
a cent to that initiative, and of course there are some
substantial questions about the route and whether the
project actually addresses the volume of traffic that
needs to be addressed not only now but also 5, 10, 20
and 30 years in the future.
Of course there are questions in relation to the port of
Melbourne, and I know we will see some legislation in
relation to that from the government. That has been
committed to and outlined, but there are questions
about the details of what level of funding will be
achieved, and then of course there is the linkage of that
back into the railway level crossings. Funding has been
committed to deliver that project, but will that funding
cover the very significant cost of the railway level
crossings removal plan?
It is a very significant and important reference for this
valuable upper house committee to be able to look at
the progress of the infrastructure agenda of the
government and report back to the Parliament on an
ongoing basis about how those initiatives are
progressing. If concerns are raised or if there are
funding issues, this enables both the Parliament and the
Victorian public to have transparency in relation to
those infrastructure commitments, which form a very
significant part of the Victorian budget, although there
is less from the current Victorian government than was
committed to by the coalition government.
The second reference requires the environment and
planning committee:
as part of its oversight of Local Government Victoria, to
inquire into and report every six months on the outcome of
the state government policy of local government rate capping
on councils’ viability, service impacts on local communities
and impacts on the provision of local infrastructure …

Once again we acknowledge that this was an election
commitment of the government, but serious and
significant concerns are already being raised about the
impact of rate capping on municipalities right across the
state. In rural and regional Victoria, where many of us
have been in recent times, there have been some very
significant concerns, especially from some of the
smaller councils, about the rate-capping policy and the
capacity of local councils to deliver the services and
local infrastructure that they have in the past been able
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to deliver. We are talking about things such as maternal
and child health, weed removal, small business grants
and of course very significant infrastructure.
I was pleased just recently to be in the Assembly
electorate of Ivanhoe, where the mayor of Banyule was
opening a new swimming complex. Six million dollars
had been contributed by the council to redevelop the
Ivanhoe aquatic centre. While celebrating the opening
of the new centre the mayor said that he had a very
significant concern about whether his council and
councils across the state would have the capacity to
invest in such vital community infrastructure in the
future because of the impact of the rate-capping policies
of the Labor government.
Once again, we think that the six-month rolling
reporting mechanism would allow the Parliament and
the people of Victoria to have ongoing information,
advice and understanding of the decisions being made
as a result of the rate-capping policy, including an
understanding of potentially how exemptions are being
determined, how that flows down to councils, what
funding they have available and therefore what services
and infrastructure are being delivered into local
communities. This is a very valuable reference, which
allows important work to be done.
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feedback I get is about the capacity of the community
to access, communicate and consult with public
servants when a lot of positions are changing or
unfilled, and many of those relationships have changed.
I will outline some of the changes in the Victorian
public sector. Overall, the big picture is that from
1 January this year it went from nine departments back
to seven. Concerns have been raised that these
departments can sometimes become megadepartments.
Is the span of control or policy responsibility too big?
Has the vision been realised? One change is the
prevention of family violence unit moving from the
former Department of Human Services to the
Department of Premier and Cabinet. Once again, this
was a physical move. Is that translating to a
whole-of-government perspective, given that the
department itself has very little funding and is very
small when the funding and influence sits primarily
back with health and human services but across other
departments as well?
The new Infrastructure Victoria and Projects Victoria
come under the Department of Premier and Cabinet.
There has been some funding for the establishment of
these new bodies, but have they been established, and
when underway, will these bodies fulfil the objectives
they were set up to fulfil?

The third reference is:
to the Legal and Social Issues Committee, to inquire into,
consider and provide an interim report no later than
30 November 2015 and a final report no later than 1 May
2016, on the process, cost and effectiveness of the Victorian
government departmental restructure (machinery of
government changes) …

as a result of the November 2014 election outcome.
Very significant changes have been made. Any
government has a right to make a determination about
the structure of the public sector that supports it, but it
is also an appropriate role for the upper house Legal
and Social Issues Committee to be able to scrutinise
what is being achieved. Have the aspirations of the
machinery of government changes been translated into
an effective transition merger and restructuring of the
public sector? Is it delivering improved outcomes in
terms of the effectiveness of those departments? What
has been the cost of the restructure?
There have been some comments that there has been no
cost for the restructure. We know that is absolutely not
the case, even it is a matter of new logos or new
letterhead. There are always costs involved in moving
government departments or areas to other buildings and
facilities. There are always costs associated with these
changes. But the costs are not only financial; the costs
can also be time, focus and collaboration. A lot of the

There is the new super Department of Economic
Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources. One of
the biggest challenges for both parliamentarians and
public servants with these changes is to get the new
acronyms and the lingo right. Not only is its title quite a
mouthful but it covers public transport; agriculture;
creative industries; employment; energy and resources;
industry; ports; regional development; roads and road
safety; small business, innovation and trade; and
tourism and major events. That is quite a lot sitting in
the one area.
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning splits up what had been a very significant
piece of work — the merging of the environment and
agriculture portfolios. It would be good to have the
capacity to look at whether that has led to better or
more challenging decision-making.
The one that is directly relevant to my portfolio area is
the remerging of the departments of health and human
services. It is interesting that it was the current Premier,
Daniel Andrews, who as Minister for Health led the
split of the Department of Human Services into the
Department of Health and the Department of Human
Services back in 2008.
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As minister responsible, I have to say that those
departments spent the first couple of years under the
former Labor government justifying and talking about
the time before the split. The cultural change took some
time, and interestingly the feedback that I had had is
that the collaboration across two departments was
significantly improved when there was just one
department, because that collaboration had not been
occurring to the extent that it needed to. Now that the
departments are back together once again, have the
benefits and changes been realised?
At a very practical level, one of the things that we
found interesting as a result of that megadepartment
was that it hid a lot of the costs. We undertook base
reviews for things like child protection, which
identified some of the genuine costs that had previously
been hidden by the fact that there was a very large
megadepartment that could transfer costs within the
department to cover gaps here or holes there. There are
benefits from having a genuine understanding of the
cost of running these services, and today we have got
some further advice from the Auditor-General on the
early intervention services for families. Can those
benefits of genuinely understanding the costs of
running those services be maintained with the
departments being merged again?
Three references to our three upper house committees
are proposed by this motion. We think these would be
valuable discussions that would lead to important
information that could be prosecuted by the
committees, once again fulfilling the role of the
committee as having a genuine capacity to engage,
scrutinise, enhance transparency and improve
decision-making in relation to the policies and
programs of the Labor government. I commend this
motion to the house, and I hope we have the
opportunity to progress these vital matters.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — From the outset
I make it clear that the government will be opposing
this motion and opposing each of the individual
components of the motion, and I will take some time to
work through each of the individual components to
make it clear why the government is opposing it.
At the outset I stress that government members are not
opposing this motion because we are trying to avoid
transparency or because we are trying to reduce
accountability. We are opposing this motion because
we think it is an inappropriate mechanism for
transparency and accountability. We believe that there
are already existing and better mechanisms for
transparency and accountability. To be honest, if we are
talking about transparency, we think this is a pretty
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transparent and inefficient fishing expedition that will
result in a reduction in the effectiveness of the standing
committees involved.
The first point I will make about the first two references
is that they are both open-ended and unlimited in scope
and time, which is not a good precedent to set. I would
argue that it is very poor governance for standing
committees to be given references that set up an
open-ended process that allows the committees to go
off on fishing expeditions with vague terms of
reference. Let us look at the wording of the first
reference. It is ‘to inquire into, consider and report’ on
major infrastructure projects. That is very vague
wording. What does it mean to ‘consider’ a major
infrastructure project? I understand what ‘consider’
means, but ‘consider’ provides no guidance to the
standing committee on what it is that the committee
should be looking into.
In Victoria the processes for examining major
infrastructure projects has been too ad hoc and too
vague for too long. That is why my party went to the
last election promising that it would establish
Infrastructure Victoria, a proposal that was widely
supported by stakeholders throughout the infrastructure
community and throughout the public policy
community, and I believe it is supported by the
opposition. One of the major reasons we need a body
such as Infrastructure Victoria is to bring together
expertise for the evaluation of major infrastructure
projects according to a process that is publicly
transparent, agreed and set out in advance.
Mr Barber — I can’t wait.
Mr MULINO — It will be there very soon. This
organisation has taken a few months to coalesce, and
the legislation to establish this body will be here not too
far into the future. It is not the kind of thing you want to
rush; it is an important organisation and the process will
be clarified very soon.
We have to ask ourselves how we want to evaluate
major infrastructure projects. Is it through a body like
that, with clear terms of reference and with established
internal expertise, or is it through a standing committee
which is given instructions to consider projects,
whatever considering them means? It is an
inappropriate and inefficient way in which to evaluate
those projects. To say to a committee that it is to
consider projects is basically telling it to go off on a
fishing expedition with no guidance. It is really the
wrong direction to go in.
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We should be heading towards more structure, more
established process and more expertise being devoted to
the kinds of analysis that we need for these kinds of
projects, such as rigorous cost-benefit analysis and
rigorous analysis of the financeability of projects, such
as the evaluation of projects in the context of the state’s
overall infrastructure requirements. This is the kind of
analysis we need for major infrastructure projects such
as the level crossings project and Melbourne Metro. We
do not need standing committees to be given
instructions to just consider these projects every few
months, whatever that means. What we need is to put
these projects through the wringer before they are
agreed to.
When Infrastructure Victoria is established, it will have
that forward-looking responsibility so that when
projects come onto the agenda they will be looked at
rigorously. The point I would start with is that the
motion’s first two references are, firstly, open-ended in
a way that is inappropriate and sets a bad precedent
and, secondly, far too vague. I will go through each of
these three references in turn. I will start with the first
one, which is the reference requiring the economy and
infrastructure committee to look at five major
infrastructure projects and to then examine any other
public infrastructure or public works that it deems
appropriate.
As I said, rather than having this kind of ad hoc process,
what we want to do is to set up a process whereby
through Infrastructure Victoria we have a process
where projects are evaluated by a series of experts
according to a set of pre-existing processes, and then
Projects Victoria will come in, examine them and
provide guidance in the way the projects are delivered.
That is the appropriate mechanism, not to replicate that
whole process and to replicate it without the necessary
expertise or funding.
Let me quickly run through each of the five projects
which are specifically mentioned in the motion. I think
it is worth running through the existing accountability
and transparency mechanisms. To provide a bit of
context, I think it is worth noting that we have a very
ambitious level crossings program.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MULINO — We will remove 50 level
crossings in eight years. I hear those opposite
suggesting that they may not consider it to be
ambitious.
Mr Finn — I think it is overly ambitious!
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Mr MULINO — But I think that when compared to
what they achieved, it will be seen as a considerable
achievement. It is not just ambitious, it is something we
are making significant headway on. We established the
Level Crossing Removal Authority very rapidly and we
fast-tracked funding to that authority. In addition, we
have already awarded contracts for the removal of the
first four level crossings, with construction to
commence in coming weeks. A $524 million contract
was awarded to John Holland and Kellogg
Brown & Root to remove level crossings in Bentleigh,
Ormond, McKinnon and Gardiner. That will involve
the lines there being lowered and the roads being
continued without disruption across those rail lines.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MULINO — Those opposite are making a lot
of noise and squawking; I suspect they are probably
frustrated that so much progress is being made. Their
being in opposition is only just now dawning on them,
and their frustration at not having seen such projects go
through in their four years in government is leading
them to lash out a little bit. They are going to have
plenty of time over the next three and a half years to
witness the removal of even more level crossings. My
point is that what we are seeing through the Level
Crossing Removal Authority is a process whereby we
are laying out a plan. The removal of these four level
crossings was discussed some weeks ago. We are now
seeing a process where we have announced the
contracts for the removal of those first four crossings,
and we have laid out a program by which it will be
delivered. We have already laid out the process for
public engagement with the community, and this will
be carried out over coming months, with the removal of
those four level crossings to be started later this year.
The consultation will start with information booths at
Bentleigh and McKinnon railway stations during this
month.
We have already seen a transparent process where the
minister responsible has announced the awarding of
contracts, we have an authority which is going to
deliver this project and we have a community
engagement process which will involve key
stakeholders, including public transport experts,
members of Parliament and members of the
community. That is a key step.
Another key achievement which will be delivered in
this term is the removal of nine more level crossings
between Caulfield and Dandenong on the Pakenham
line. A call for expressions of interest for that package
of level crossings removal was released yesterday. This
is Melbourne’s busiest line. There was an
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announcement some weeks ago of a significant
investment by the government in this line. Over
$2 billion will fund the removal of nine level crossings,
which is all the level crossings between Caulfield and
Dandenong. In addition, there will also be improvement
of four stations and a significant investment in rolling
stock.
The removal of these level crossings on this particular
line is absolutely critical. Some boom gates on this line
are down for up to 87 minutes across the 2-hour peak
period. Removing every single level crossing in that
Caulfield to Dandenong stretch is critical for residents
right throughout the east. Indeed, people out where I
have my electorate office in Pakenham have been
communicating to me that it is going to significantly
improve their commute. We have a very transparent
process where we announced some weeks ago that we
were going to undertake a significant investment in the
Pakenham and Cranbourne lines. We announced that
that was going to comprise the removal of level
crossings, station upgrades and a significant investment
in rolling stock. We are now going through the process
of transparently undertaking an expression of interest,
and then, as with the four level crossings I just
mentioned, we will work with the community through
the delivery process when we get to that stage.
The Level Crossing Removal Authority is responsible
for transparently delivering the level crossings program.
There will be reporting mechanisms, and members will
find that the process will be reported through the annual
reports of the department. They will find that the
budgeting process will provide updates on delivery, and
they will find that the minister and the Level Crossing
Removal Authority will provide public commentary on
each stage of the process.
It is important that I spell out the processes that are
already in place for that particular suite of infrastructure
projects so that it is clear that we are not rejecting this
motion because we are trying to avoid transparency.
There are already transparency and accountability
mechanisms in place, and it would serve no purpose to
then have a standing committee consider — whatever
that means — the level crossings program.
The next item mentioned in the motion is the western
distributor. Before commenting specifically on the
western distributor, I refer to the five-stage process that
guides the assessment of market-led proposals under
this government. At the moment this government is
dealing with a market-led proposal in relation to a
major potential infrastructure investment on the western
side of the city. Stage 1 of that process is the filtering of
proposals. A private party might submit a market-led
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proposal to government for consideration, and then the
Department of Treasury and Finance will determine
whether it complies with information requirements and
is appropriate for consideration under the market-led
proposal guidelines.
Stage 2 involves strategic assessment and
recommendation. Under this filtering element of the
five-stage process the government undertakes a
strategic assessment of the merits of the proposal to
determine whether it should proceed to stage 3. Stage 3
involves procurement and preparing an investment
case. This is a stage of the process where the
government agrees with the proponent on either the
terms of exclusive negotiations or the approach to a
competitive tendering process. Stage 4 involves
negotiation, development and assessment of the final
offer, and stage 5 is the awarding of the contract.
I wanted to spell out those five stages because it is
critical to point out when looking at the second element
of the first reference that we, as part of a new
government, have put in place a strong market-led
proposal regime, so there are already transparent
mechanisms in place for the evaluation of this particular
project.
The proposal put forward by Transurban broadly
comprises three components: an upgrade and widening
of the West Gate Freeway from the M80 Ring Road
through to the West Gate Bridge, a new connection
from the West Gate Freeway to CityLink and improved
access to Webb Dock. This project is going to generate
a significant number of benefits. It is going to halve the
travel time for people heading into the city from the
M80-M1 interchange. It is going to create thousands of
new jobs, including 3500 construction jobs. It will take
up to 50 per cent of trucks off certain roads, and it will
generate significantly increased access to the port.
The point is that we have received a market-led
proposal from Transurban in relation to an area where
there is clearly a significant need for infrastructure
investment. The previous government, as has oft been
debated in this place, put all its eggs into a project on
the eastern side of the city with a very low cost-benefit
ratio. We are now faced with a market-led proposal for
a project on the western side of the city, where public
policy experts all agree there is a greater need for
investment.
Mr Finn — The world’s most expensive
T-intersection.
Mr MULINO — I am surprised that the member
opposite is so opposed to strengthening infrastructure in
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his own area. I am surprised by that altogether, given
that the cost-benefit ratio of this project is 1.6. He is
demeaning it by saying it is an expensive
T-intersection. I hope those comments will come back
to haunt the person so blithely throwing them around.
This project has a very strong cost-benefit ratio. It is a
good starting point, a starting point that those on the
other side did not bother with. The one project they put
up had a cost-benefit ratio of 0.45. If they had had a
six-monthly reporting regime, it would have stated that
the cost-benefit ratio was 0.45. Six months later it
would be 0.45 and a further six months later it would
still be 0.45. Another six months later it would state that
after some agglomeration economics were applied, it
was now up to about 0.78, but it would still be under 1.
They might consider the project a bunch of times, but
that would not fix the cost-benefit ratio.
We are suggesting that we not have the standing
committee go through a six-month review process. We
have an existing rigorous arrangement in place to
examine market-led proposals. What are we going to do
in stage 3? We are going to bring in external experts.
We are going to set up an independent panel consisting
of Dr Kerry Schott and Tony Canavan. Dr Schott is
somebody who I would imagine is above criticism,
even when people are undertaking highly politicised
motions such as the one we are debating. She is widely
respected in the infrastructure space at state and federal
levels. She has worked with both sides of politics, and
she has worked on major federal infrastructure projects.
Dr Schott being brought in to examine this project
under a transparent set of processes is highly
appropriate, highly transparent and the right way to do
it. What is the point of the Standing Committee on the
Economy and Infrastructure further considering this
project when Tony Canavan and Dr Schott are about to
undertake a rigorous consideration process? In fact this
rigorous process is already underway.
The Melbourne Metro rail project is the next project
identified as being in need of consideration by the
standing committee every six months, and again we
need to look at the process that is underway. In our first
budget we have dedicated significant funds over the
forward estimates to start this project and get it to a
point where construction will commence this term.
With a project of this complexity that is no mean feat.
People have been talking about this project for decades.
For many years it has been identified as being of critical
need, and now finally it has funds explicitly dedicated
to it in the budget. It has its own delivery authority and
is making real progress.
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The Melbourne Metro Rail Authority was one of the
projects fast-tracked in the first few months of this
government, and it was critical that the government did
that. The authority has already started a number of
critical pieces of work, one of which is geotechnical
investigations. These investigations are extremely
complex and costly and are being undertaken in a series
of stages that will inform some of the specifics of how
the project is delivered. There are a number of areas
that have been identified in a transparent way. This is
all publicly available information. These investigations
are being undertaken on a time line that is set out in
public. They have been examined by public policy
experts and discussed in the media, and they have
received funding in the budget and are already
underway.
The first stage of investigations, which will occur
between the middle of this year and August, requires
boreholes in a number of areas — for example, the
Arden and Lloyd streets area, the CBD, the Swanston
Street area, the Domain parklands and the Domain
interchange. This is necessary preparatory work. It is
being done according to a timetable that is laid out
publicly and according to a process during which the
public are consulted at each step of the way. There are
further stages to the geotechnical investigations that are
also laid out in public. The methodology is laid out in
public, as are the community impacts. That is one of the
key pieces of work that will be undertaken over the
coming 12 to 24 months.
There are also a number of traffic studies being
undertaken to manage traffic in the lead-up to and
during delivery. These traffic studies are being
undertaken at a number of intersections in the Parkville
area, at over 10 intersections in the Melbourne CBD
and at a range of intersections in the Domain area.
We set up a delivery authority. That delivery authority
is regularly placing updates on its website. It has set out
the major tranches of work it will undertake over the
next 12 to 24 months. It is now undertaking that work
and will engage in community consultation along the
way. Again, it does not seem at all useful to have a
standing committee devote its precious resources,
without any guidance, to ‘consider’ this, whatever that
means.
The fourth item of paragraph (1) of this reference is in
regard to the lease of the port of Melbourne. It is fair to
say this transaction has the support of both the
government and the opposition. It certainly had the
support of the opposition when it was in government. In
broad terms the process commenced by the opposition
when it was in government is being followed through,
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so one would hope there is bipartisan support for this
particular transaction.

Airport rail link was a series of advertisements. That is
all it had.

The lease of the port of Melbourne is very much in the
interests of Victoria. It will see assets that are currently
not being optimally utilised diverted from where they
are on the balance sheet to where they can be invested
in a much-needed level crossings program. I imagine
the removal of the state’s 50 busiest and most
dangerous level crossings gets support right across the
political spectrum. In order to do this responsibly, in the
context of the budgetary settings in which we find
ourselves, we need to undertake the lease of the port.
We very much look forward to the opposition’s support
of this process.

If we want to report every six months on the former
government’s advertising campaigns, it might be
useful, but let us look at the Melbourne Airport rail link
and how far members opposite got with that. The
Napthine government ran an advertising campaign
from November 2013 to October 2014. It was recently
reported that this advertising campaign has been
evaluated. It was not evaluated every six months by the
economy and infrastructure committee, but it was
evaluated nonetheless. It might be relevant to look at
the evaluation.

The lease of the port is a process in which there has
been extensive consultation with stakeholders, and we
will map out a transaction process. Very soon we will
introduce legislation, and that legislation will go
through the Parliament and receive the kinds of scrutiny
legislation should receive. It will, as members would
expect in a lease process, set out the terms of the lease.
It will also set out any post-lease regulatory
arrangements, including economic regulatory
arrangements. Any arrangements arising from the
transaction that are contained in the legislation will be
fully reviewed by both the Assembly and the Council.
That will occur over the coming months, and it is
entirely appropriate.
We will then undertake a lease transaction process that
is clearly mapped out. It is not useful and is a waste of
valuable committee resources for the committee to
provide six-monthly updates on that process when there
are already mechanisms in place, reporting
arrangements in place and potentially other
arrangements for the evaluation of the transaction.
The fifth element is the Melbourne Airport rail link. I
think this is a rather amusing — —
Mr Finn — You think it is funny, do you?
Mr MULINO — I think the inclusion of it is
amusing.
Mr Finn — You think the sabotage of our airport is
funny, do you?
Mr MULINO — I think the word ‘sabotage’
implies that something existed or that a process was
underway. What we have with Melbourne Metro is a
delivery authority that has money in the budget over the
forward estimates and that is actually delivering a
project. What the coalition had with the Melbourne

There was $2.2 million spent on advertising from
November 2013 to January 2014, $1.8 million spent
from February to March 2014, $1.5 million from March
to April 2014, $2.8 million from May to June 2014 —
in just a six-week period — and then there was an
absolute glut of ads worth $5 million between July and
October 2014 in the lead-up to the election. That takes
us right up to the caretaker period. It was a glut of ads.
There were all these fancy, computer-generated images
of trains going to the airport, but there were no actual
trains or actual boring equipment. We had people from
the government handing out fake tickets. These
Monopoly tickets are all the coalition delivered. It was
all fake. It was all computer-generated imagery.
We need a report on the coalition’s advertising
campaigns, and now one has been written. The Moving
Victoria Campaign Evaluation report was written by
Hall and Partners Open Mind, who found that the
former government’s ads were quickly forgotten. But
no-one is going to forget the waste of money —
Victorians did not forget the waste of money, and they
voted accordingly. If you go out to people in the
community and ask them if the economy and
infrastructure committee should look into the
Melbourne Airport rail link, I think they will say that
we should look at whether governments should waste
$5 million on advertising a non-existent project in the
lead-up to an election. That is what they would like us
to report on, not on the imaginary Melbourne Airport
rail link project of the previous government.
From this project came only one thing that did not have
a schedule, one thing that came so frequently you did
not need to look at a timetable, but it was the ads, not
the trains. I think it is ironic that those opposite have the
audacity to come into this place and put forward a
motion suggesting that the economy and infrastructure
committee report every six months on progress on the
Melbourne Airport rail link.
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The motion also refers to ‘any other public sector
infrastructure or public works projects’, and this is the
real problem with the motion. The problem with this
motion is that it is not genuine; it is a fishing
expedition. It is basically demanding that this standing
committee put forward reports every six months on
whatever it feels like without guidance or content. It
wants this committee to make random, ad hoc
statements about any kind of infrastructure projects that
come to mind. That is wasting the time of a committee
that may well find itself needing to deal with critically
important issues.
The committees of the Council do not have unlimited
resources, and we cannot have them withstanding
references of such little value and reporting without
guidance on matters that are extremely complicated.
When it comes to infrastructure, we are setting up
processes that will rigorously evaluate major projects of
this complexity. We are setting up Infrastructure
Victoria and Projects Victoria, and even before those
two bodies are established, as I set out in some detail in
relation to the projects identified in this motion, there
are processes in place to make announcements at each
stage. Further steps in the process are being laid out,
authorities are being established and there are solid,
rigorous governance arrangements. These are the right
mechanisms by which these project should be
evaluated, not, I reiterate, by the ad hoc process being
suggested by this motion.
The second part of the motion requires the environment
and planning committee to report every six months on
the outcome of the state government’s policy on local
government rate capping. Rate capping is a very
important policy for many people in our community.
As somebody from Eastern Victoria Region and also, I
might add, as an ex-councillor, I believe that I have at
least some understanding of the complexities of this
issue. Eastern Victoria Region has many suburban
areas, it has 4 of our state’s 10 interface councils and it
has a number of regional councils.
Local governments provide incredibly important
services to our communities. Councils provide between
50 and 120 different types of service depending on the
community. We have 79 councils, which have an
annual revenue of approximately $7.6 billion and are
responsible for over $70 billion of community
infrastructure and assets and the employment of
42 500 people across the state. Clearly in aggregate it is
an incredibly important sector, but I think it is
important — in addition to looking at these aggregate
numbers — to reflect also on the heterogeneity of the
sector, which is very important and reflects the
heterogeneity of our communities.
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Councils have some commonality in the services they
provide, but in a sense each of the 79 councils is
unique. They differ in terms of the demographic
profiles of the communities they serve. They differ in
terms of the geography they serve. Obviously many
suburban councils have very dense populations. Many
rural councils face the challenge of service provision to
dispersed populations. They face very different
financial circumstances, both in terms of their rate bases
but also the condition of their inherited assets. They
also face different circumstances in terms of policy
settings, some of which are self-imposed. Some of the
policies that councils set will have an impact on the
constraints they face in delivering services.
I think it is worth observing that rates presently
constitute a bit over 50 per cent of councils’ revenue. It
has been hovering at about 50 per cent for some years.
In the 2013–14 year it was around 56 per cent. Clearly
it is a significant proportion, so what we do with rates is
going to have a significant impact on the capacity of
councils to deliver infrastructure and services.
It is also fair to say that there are broader issues around
cost shifting. This is not just an issue with councils; this
is an issue with all three levels of government. At
present cost shifting is an issue between the federal
government and state governments, as we know, where
the federal government in the forward estimates is
trying to clamp down severely on the payments it
makes in relation to education and health services. I
think it is worth acknowledging that cost shifting can
also be an issue between state and federal governments.
Rates are important. In addition to noting that last year
56 per cent of council revenue came from rates — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, whilst I certainly find Mr Mulino’s
contribution interesting, it is actually not about the
motion. The motion goes to the referral of matters to
upper house committees, not the substance of the
motion, into which Mr Mulino is going into great deal.
I ask that you bring the member back to the actual
motion.
Ms Mikakos — On the point of order, Acting
President, this is a wideranging motion. It is
multifaceted in its content. It is important that members
have the opportunity to canvass the substance of the
issue, because it goes to the heart of whether there is
actually a justification for these particular matters being
referred to the relevant parliamentary committees. It is
very much on point to have members able to canvass
the discussion about the substance of the issues at hand,
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because it goes to the heart of whether there is in fact a
justification for the referrals in the first place.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Eideh) —
Order! I ask the member to concentrate on the issues
and tell us why they should or should not be referred to
the committees.
Mr MULINO — In making these observations I
will emphasise for the benefit of the members of the
house that I am stressing some of this context because
the complexity of these matters is such that it is not
appropriate for there to be a review every six months.
In particular what I was going to get onto, and will get
onto in a moment, is that the Essential Services
Commission is currently reviewing in a very thorough
way these very complicated issues, so we do not need a
standing committee to provide a six-monthly update
based on almost no guidance.
This motion is based on the notion that the standing
committee will ‘consider’ this matter. It is extremely
complicated, and it is much better left to the Essential
Services Commission to undertake a full process. I am
certainly not casting aspersions on anybody in this
chamber or querying their knowledge of local
government, but what I am saying is that these matters,
their complexity and the interrelationship between any
kind of potential rate cap and economic regulation
principles means that the Essential Services
Commission and the review that it is undertaking
should be left to run its course rather than undertaking
some kind of ad hoc process which reports every six
months.
I was going to make an additional background
comment in order to add to the notion that this is not
appropriate for this committee because over the last
seven years we have found that rates and charges per
assessment have increased significantly more than both
the CPI and the local government cost index. The local
government cost index is relevant here, because it
reflects what it actually costs local government to
deliver services — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member is defying your ruling to come
back to the substance of the motion, which is the
referral of matters to the upper house committees and
not the deep detail of specific matters which are to be
referred, which is obviously the one area the member
may perhaps have some knowledge of. Apart from that
he is obviously flying by the seat of his pants.
Ms Shing — On the point of order, Acting
President, I am concerned that the member raising the
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point of order may be suffering from some
hard-of-hearing issues this morning, because after she
raised the issue previously, Mr Mulino returned
squarely to the issues, not that I think there was any
issue of relevance raised properly in the first instance.
Mr Mulino was in fact talking through these issues
through by referring to the suitability of the Essential
Services Commission to conduct this review and
looking at the detail and substance of the issues now
being proposed by the motion. On that basis I suggest
that if Mrs Peulich wants to raise a specific issue, she
should wait her turn to do so. This should not simply be
an opportunity to debate the substance of Mr Mulino’s
contribution.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Eideh) —
Order! I think the member was being relevant to the
motion. I ask the member to continue.
Mr MULINO — I hope to comply with the Acting
President’s ruling. I am trying to look at a couple of the
specific issues that the Essential Services Commission
is already looking at — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms Hartland — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am trying to listen to the debate so I can
make a contribution. I ask you, Acting President, to
bring the chamber back to order so that I can hear the
debate.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
It would be wonderful if, in my transition to Acting
President, I could bring the chamber back to some
order. I ask the member to focus on the matter at hand.
Mr MULINO — The specific matter at hand is the
question: should the environment and planning
committee undertake an ongoing, rolling six-month
report on the rate-capping issue? The answer is no,
given there is a very detailed review currently being
undertaken by an expert body on economic regulation
issues, which will come back to this place and which
we can then discuss. After we have seen that report, let
us have a discussion about whether we need to
undertake a further inquiry. But it seems to be
particularly pointless to undertake a review entirely in
parallel with that.
The point I was trying to make about what the Essential
Services Commission is currently doing is that firstly, it
has just issued a 50-page discussion paper; secondly, it
is undertaking extensive consultation with stakeholders;
and thirdly, some of the issues it is grappling with are
very complicated. That is not to say that people on
Legislative Council committees cannot grapple with
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complicated issues, but the point is that it just reinforces
the notion that we do not want to replicate processes
that are already going through extensive consultation
and dealing with extremely complicated matters.
I note that one of the key issues underpinning the issue
of rate capping is that it is true that councils have
revenue requirements that grow, and I acknowledge
that, but it is also true that households have limited
budgets. What we need is sustainability on both fronts.
You cannot have council rates per assessment growing
ad infinitum and growing faster than household
budgets. As a community we need to find a solution
where we have sustainable revenue for councils which
recognises the heterogeneity of councils and one that
also recognises that ultimately rates come from
household budgets.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr MULINO — I would have thought that those
opposite would not find those core statements to be
contentious, but from the barrage of noise opposite
clearly the sustainability of council budgets within
household budgets is something they cannot agree with.
The point I was going to make about the complexity of
this is that there is the local government cost index,
which is a relevant key concept, but it is a complicated
index to pin down. It includes wages, equipment, parts
and raw material, but it also includes — —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, the member continues to defy the rulings of
the Chair and continues to debate specific matters
which are to be the subject of the referrals rather than
discussing the process and the merit of referring these
cases to standing committees of the upper house.
Ms Shing — On the point of order, Acting
President, Mrs Peulich, in bringing this point of order,
is raising what is an interesting bet each way. On the
one hand she is saying that the process should be the
focus of this motion and the member’s contribution. On
the other hand the motion itself is drafted in such an
expansive fashion that it requires consideration of the
detail, which Mr Mulino is turning his mind to. I note
that the most recent view expressed from the Chair, and
this was by your predecessor as Acting President some
5 minutes ago, was that Mr Mulino was indeed
contributing in a very relevant fashion. I encourage you,
Acting President, to allow the member to continue
without persistent interjection simply because
Mrs Peulich is discontent with what he has to say.
Mr MULINO — On the point of order, Acting
President, what I am trying to do, which I think is
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relevant, is explain that there is a process underway
which would cover off on everything that this inquiry
would want to cover off on, so it would be redundant.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I ask Mr Mulino to keep his comments to why these
matters should or should not be referred to a committee.
That would be staying within the remit of the motion at
hand, and hopefully we can move on. I ask the member
to continue.
Mr MULINO — The ‘why not’ is because there is
a process of the Essential Services Commission (ESC)
underway to examine this issue. I believe it is entirely
inappropriate to waste the limited resources of a
committee by running an inquiry in parallel. To
reiterate the ‘why not’, when one looks at the breadth of
issues that the Essential Services Commission is
looking at, the stakeholder consultation process that it is
undertaking and the way it is undertaking the review, it
covers off on all of the bases that one would want to
cover off on at this stage. It just does not make sense to
replicate that process.
If those opposite have issues with the range of matters
being covered, I would argue that we should discuss
that. Let us put issues in front of the Essential Services
Commission. But in the commission’s issues paper, on
pages 7 to 13, it raises just about every issue one might
imagine needs to be raised — and not just that, but it
also raises initial responses, its approach, the eight
principles which will govern its work and a detailed
work program with all the consultation that it will
undertake. If those opposite have an issue with this
detailed process, my argument is: why do they not
come into this place and suggest some additions to that?
Why do they not write a submission to the ESC? Why
would they want to set up a very unusual and
unorthodox process where a review gives a report every
six months?
Directly on the process issue, I would suggest that those
opposite may not be entirely motivated by wanting to
dig into the public policy aspects of local government. I
suspect they might want to set up some kind of
amorphous, open-ended, never-ending, vague fishing
expedition, and I believe that is not the appropriate way
to use our committee resources. I will not go through all
the detail of the report, but it is a fascinating options
paper. I believe it is well worth a read. I suspect part of
the problem is that those opposite probably have not
read it in enough detail. If they have a read, they will
find that — because it covers off on such a detailed
process and explicitly deals with so many key issues in
a thorough way — it would be very negligent of this
house to waste the resources of the environment and
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planning committee on yet another parallel, redundant
review.
The last of the three references in this motion is in
regard to the machinery of government review. Again
this is really a disingenuous reference that is not aimed
at actually improving policy outcomes and a sensible
evaluation of the way that public sector delivery is
tracking in the first part of this government’s term.
There have been machinery of government changes,
and it is worth noting that in broad terms those changes
were to elevate some community portfolios to the
Department of Premier and Cabinet. I think the
rationale for that is very clear to everybody — in
particular raising the prevention of family violence to
the Department of Premier and Cabinet so that the royal
commission has the whole-of-government backing that
it needs. That overarching change in terms of
machinery of government is well understood. The new
portfolio of Special Minister of State was established to
oversee government transparency, integrity and
accountability, and the number of departments has
changed from nine to seven to better align policy and
service delivery options.
The motion before us asks for an interim report by
30 November — and again the wording of the motion
is ‘to inquire into, consider and provide’ a report. It is
so vague and lacking in guidance that one has to almost
guess at the motivation of this motion. Is this an attempt
by those opposite to try to find a few additional
stationery costs? Is that what they are coming at? Are
they wanting to have a kind of ongoing Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee investigation, or is
this a serious attempt to look at whether or not
government is delivering services in a better way
through the new government arrangements? If it is the
latter, then this is not the right inquiry.
Obviously there are different ways one can look at
machinery of government changes. It is often an issue
that is examined from a very superficial perspective. As
I alluded to earlier, quite often people look at
machinery of government changes and say the only
winners are the printers — the people changing the
logos and the business cards. It is fair to say that pretty
much every government undertakes some kind of
machinery of government changes when it starts and
sometimes also additional machinery of government
changes during its term.
Without wanting to cast aspersions on past
governments of either stripe, I would say that most
governments undertake machinery of government
changes in part at least because they want to achieve
better policy outcomes. Part of achieving better policy
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outcomes is the organisational structure of the
government itself. If one is to really get to the heart of
machinery of government changes and ask whether
those changes better align the structure of departments
with service delivery, that is not something which is
going to be answered by this inquiry. If that is really the
question, we have to think much harder about it and
how best to answer it. I would argue that one would
want to have terms of reference that specifically address
longer term service delivery changes and that allow for
the committee to report after a sufficient time for the
machinery of government changes to have actually
played out. The reference in paragraph (3) of the
motion seems to be an entirely open-ended one that
wants to do nothing more than give the committee an
excuse to raise machinery of government as an issue.
Again, when I see terms of reference this vague and this
broad I worry that this is an attempt to sensationalise
the issue. It is potentially an important issue, one that
goes to the heart of how well government delivers
services, but it will not be addressed if there are very
short reporting time frames and if no guidance
whatsoever is provided as to what is being examined.
With such a short reporting time — the interim report is
due by 30 June this year — and no guidance as to the
issues to be looked at, I do not think it is possible for
this to be anything other than a superficial examination
of the machinery of government changes. I think that
might be what is driving this, rather than the need to
look at the more important aspects of the issue.
In concluding my comments on this third reference,
machinery of government presents an important set of
issues, which is why every government looks at it in an
attempt to improve services and deliver policy
outcomes. When this incoming government moved
prevention of family violence into the Department of
Premier and Cabinet it was an attempt to raise the
profile of that issue — to give it more of a
whole-of-government focus. Let us evaluate that, but let
us not do it through this kind of reference and by the
end of November this year. That would be an
ineffective and inappropriate way to evaluate the
matter. I think the right way to evaluate it would be to
look at the recommendations of the Royal Commission
into Family Violence and how well the government has
implemented them. That is something we need more
time to look at, and it would require far more specific
terms of reference — that is, how well did the
government deal with the recommendations of the royal
commission?
One needs to look at what the specific machinery of
government changes this government brought in were
trying to achieve and when it will be possible to
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evaluate whether they have achieved those outcomes.
This inquiry would not achieve that purpose, and I
believe it would almost by definition end up looking at
machinery of government changes from a superficial
vantage point. I do not believe that is in anybody’s
interests because, as I said, every government
undertakes machinery of government changes when it
comes in. By and large these changes are well
motivated. We should not sensationalise this issue.
In conclusion, the issues of transparency, accountability
and evaluation are important. When it comes to the
major infrastructure projects, firstly, I do not believe it
is appropriate to have rolling six-month reports with
almost no guidance in the terms of reference. It is just
an inappropriate way for committees to function.
Secondly, we are setting up well-resourced authorities
full of experts that are best placed to undertake the
initial evaluation, and then we can have parliamentary
scrutiny of what they come up with. There is no point
running parallel processes.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr MULINO — I look forward to joining you in
that. When it comes to the second reference, the
Essential Services Commission is undertaking a
detailed process with extensive stakeholder and
community engagement. Let us allow that process to
run through without trying to duplicate it, and then let
us review what it comes up with. I look forward to
joining others in this place in that process.
Finally, instead of looking at machinery of government
changes from a superficial perspective — trying to get a
headline, looking at stationery costs — let us ask why
they were instituted. We can go through each of the
main changes one by one; for example, why was
prevention of family violence brought under the
Department of Premier and Cabinet? If we want to
evaluate whether that was successful or not, let us do
that at the appropriate time, not in November this year
when the government will still be working through the
recommendations of the royal commission. Let us
allow these things to occur at the right time and with
appropriate terms of reference. For those reasons, I
oppose each of the elements of this motion.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I will
not be taking an hour to go through my contribution.
The Greens will support this motion. I want to go
through each part of it to explain why but also to talk
about some of our concerns with it. In terms of part 1, it
was interesting to listen to the government’s concerns
about this motion, because I also have concerns about
transparency regarding these major projects.
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Living in Footscray, the western distributor is the one
that will be coming up quite soon. This is a market-led
project. I do not believe Transurban is capable of
engaging with the community. I do not believe that at
this stage we have enough detail about what is going to
happen with this project. We have a squiggly line on a
pretend map. We do not know which houses are going
to be affected, we do not know where the vent stacks
are going to be, and we do not know whether any of
Yarraville Gardens will be lost.
We are told that 50 per cent of the current truck traffic
on the roads of Yarraville and the inner west — and we
have 21 000 truck movements a day — will be taken
off the road, but if they have to pay tolls, will that
actually happen? Unless there is an actual truck ban in
the area, those container trucks will continue to travel
through the area. At this stage we do not have any proof
that these things will actually happen. It would be
appropriate for this project to go to a parliamentary
committee to look at how it would work.
I hark back to a previous project that was spoken about
this morning — that is, regional rail. This is a project
that the Greens supported, but I have to say that local
residents were incredibly badly treated during the
construction of this project over two governments.
Some scrutiny of the way residents are treated during
major projects would be also very appropriate.
On the second part of the motion, the Greens have huge
concerns about the issue of rate capping. I was a
councillor at the City of Maribyrnong. My colleague
Ms Sam Dunn was at the Shire of Yarra Ranges and
Mr Barber was at the City of Yarra. We know how
difficult it is to run a budget in a council. I think one of
the problems is that the government has not thought
through what rate capping is going to affect. With that
loss of income, what will councils have to cancel? Will
it be Meals on Wheels? Will it be home help? Will it be
respite care? Will it be maternal health services? Will it
be roads?
For councils in the outer suburbs which have to spend
huge amounts of money on road infrastructure, does
this mean projects will not be able to go ahead? Some
areas have large numbers of swimming pools. This
morning Ms Dunn conveyed to me that there are seven
swimming pools in the Yarra Ranges shire. How will
the council maintain those swimming pools if there is a
rate cap? A very important issue that will come up later
this year is the enterprise bargaining agreement (EBA)
negotiations. If there is a rate cap, how will councils
fund EBA pay rises without cutting staff? There is
merit in all those issues going to a parliamentary
committee so it can look at what the effects will be.
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I also have some concerns about paragraph (3) of the
motion. I would agree with the government that it does
appear to be very wide and broad. I do not think it is
unnecessary, but I certainly do not want it to be used as
a witch-hunt. I think the parliamentary committees
should do proper work and should not be used for
political pointscoring. I remind opposition members
that when they were in government they refused some
50 committee references over a term of Parliament. The
Leader of the Government at that time would simply
not allow references that had any merit. He allowed
only references that he thought were suitable and would
keep committees busy. In fact at one stage one of the
committees I sat on was inquiring into organ transplants
and discovered there was a problem at one of the major
hospitals, and the minister closed the committee down.
I certainly do not want that kind of behaviour to
happen.
Parliamentary committees can do good work, and they
should be allowed to do that work and not be used by
any party in the upper house to score political points
over other parties. We can do good work, and it is our
responsibility to do so. With those few words, the
Greens will be supporting the motion.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — It was
fascinating to hear Mr Mulino’s contribution —
‘fascinating’ is probably a bit strong, it has to be said.
‘Fascinating’ might not be the appropriate word, but
give me enough time and I might come up with the
appropriate word. What we heard from Mr Mulino was
an audition. He is a man who sees an opportunity, and
he got up in this house today and he went for it. Let me
say to Mr Mulino that if he wishes to be a minister, it
takes more than the ability to bloviate. It takes a lot
more than standing up in this house and bloviating for
an hour about the first thing that comes into your head.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FINN — I can understand why Mr Herbert is
interested in this, because he wants to know who will
be sitting beside him, and I would agree with
Mr Herbert if he were to say to Mr Mulino after the
audition, ‘Don’t call us, we’ll call you’! I can fully
understand that because, fair dinkum, it was quite
extraordinary. I have to say to Mr Mulino — with
respect and not referring to you of course, Madam
Acting President — that the sort of bloviating we heard
here this morning is the sort of thing we would
normally expect from certain members of the Greens.
Perhaps it is because of where he sits — it may have
rubbed off on Mr Mulino. I do not know. I will give
him the benefit of the doubt, but we would normally
expect this sort of thing from over there.
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When you melt down all the nonsense that Mr Mulino
brought into the house today, it comes down to just one
thing: his view is that the Parliament is not a proper
place to examine the government. If the Parliament is
not an appropriate place to examine the government,
where do you examine the government? Who examines
the government? What examines the government? If
the government is not held responsible by this
Parliament, then our system is finished. It is over.
However, that is the argument Mr Mulino, on behalf of
the government, came in here with today. That is the
argument he put to us for over an hour, in words that
went around and around in circles, repeating himself
incessantly. But when you get down to the crux of it,
what he was saying was that the government should not
be responsible to the Parliament. That is what
Mr Mulino was saying. That is a very sad attitude but
one, I have to say, we have come to expect from a
government that, after a very short period of time, is
showing the sort of arrogance that normally long-term
governments display.
Today we had it here. Mr Mulino wandered in here and
laid it on the table. He said, ‘We are the government.
We don’t need the Parliament. We don’t want the
Parliament — we are the government!’. Well hail
Caesar!
Mrs Peulich — He thinks he’s a frontbencher!
Mr FINN — He does. As I said, it was an hour-long
audition. We will just see where it goes. He may well
have a bachelor of bloviation bestowed upon him as a
result of his contribution today. In fact I am rather
tempted to put up a motion to have his speech referred
to a committee for examination, because I reckon it
would keep us going for quite some time.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr FINN — Mrs Shingle over there is very upset
about my comments about Mr Mulino. She is dirty
because she reckons she should be in the ministry.
Good on her. A bit of competition, despite what the
ALP may think, is a damn good thing.
Ms Hartland — On a point of order, Acting
President, during this debate there have been a number
of points of order about relevance, and I wonder
whether Mr Finn’s comments have any relevance to
this current debate.
Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, I was responding to the contribution by
Mr Mulino, so in fact it was very relevant to the debate.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
I will remind Mr Finn, as I reminded Mr Mulino, to
stick to the matter of why these matters should or
should not be referred to the committees.
Mr Melhem — On a point of order, Acting
President, the Chair should be asking Mr Finn to stop
reflecting on Ms Shing and to call her by her proper
name.
Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, I am not exactly sure how I reflected upon
her. I said she wanted to be a minister; I do not see that
as a reflection. There would be a number of members
of this house — in fact a number of members in both
houses — who would want to be ministers at some
stage. I do not see that as a reflection. In fact some
might actually say it is a good thing. It may be a
compliment.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
If we could have some order, that would be lovely. I
refer Mr Finn back to the motion and to speaking to the
motion. I ask members to refer to each other by their
names.
Mr FINN — It was in fact just meant as a jest, of
course, referring to the comment by the President
earlier in the day. If certain members have no sense of
humour, that is hardly my fault. That is just the way it
goes.
This motion is important because it allows for what I
would describe as an extremely appropriate
examination by the Parliament of what this government
is doing or not doing. I am one who believes in the
supremacy of Parliament in a parliamentary democracy.
I am staggered that there are members of this house
who do not believe in that, but here we have a situation
where a member has got up in this house and declared
just that. I believe this motion is extremely important,
and as a member of the Standing Committee on the
Economy and Infrastructure I warmly welcome the
opportunity to examine — —
Mr Herbert — On a point of order, Acting
President, Mr Finn, in referring to a previous speaker,
made an allegation that that speaker did not believe that
the Parliament was the highest decision-maker in the
state. That is simply not correct. You can stretch a point
when you are talking about the relevance of a particular
motion, but really that is just totally inappropriate, and
it should be withdrawn.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, Acting
President, the minister in raising his point of order is
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actually engaging in debating. If he wants to contribute
to the debate, he should be putting his name on the list.
Ms Shing — On the point of order, Acting
President, I encourage you to reflect on the fact that if
Mrs Peulich wishes to raise points of order of this
nature, she should first start by walking the walk, as it
were.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — Order!
Ms Shing, that is not a point of order. There is no point
of order.
Mr FINN — As I was saying, as a member of the
Standing Committee on the Economy and
Infrastructure I warmly welcome this reference because
it encompasses a number of matters and a number of
questions I believe should be examined. In particular
paragraph (1)(a) of the motion reads:
projects relating to the removal of railway level crossings;

There is one question I would like to know the answer
to at the moment as a member for Western
Metropolitan Region and as shadow parliamentary
secretary for Melbourne’s west. I would like to know if
the government has pulled the funding for the St Albans
level crossing removal on Main Road. I would like to
know if the government has put a halt to that project. I
would like to know if it has pulled the $220 million
allocated by the coalition government last year, and I
would like to know if the government has reallocated
that money over to the other side of town. That is what
I would like to know, and this committee can examine
those things.
The committee could find out if the money for
St Albans is now going to be spent in marginal seats.
That is what this committee can find out. I can
understand why the government would have a very low
opinion of the member for St Albans and why it would
want to send the money elsewhere, but the fact of the
matter is that this was first promised by the Labor Party
back in 1982 — that is, to my memory. There are
people in St Albans who can go back even further, and
some of them tell me that this was first promised by
Labor back in the 1960s. I was in short pants back in
the 1960s and do not quite remember. The fact of the
matter is that Labor did promise the St Albans level
crossing would be removed in 1982. It was elected in
1982. It had 10 years to remove the level crossing, but it
did not happen.
In 1999 the Labor Party promised it again, and Labor
was elected at that election. It had 11 years to remove
the level crossing but did not do it. Here we have a
government which may have actually shafted the
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people of St Albans yet again. If this has happened, let
me assure the government that all hell will break loose.
These are matters that this committee can and should
look at, and these are matters that should be referred to
the committee, because it comes down to the basic
integrity of a system. If the money has been ripped out
of St Albans and put into Bentleigh or some other such
place, then — —
Ms Crozier — And Oakleigh.
Mr FINN — And Oakleigh, indeed. This comes to
the integrity of the decision-making process of this
government. It comes to the integrity of a process. That
is something that should be — indeed must be —
examined by this Parliament. If the Parliament is in no
position to examine the integrity of the government,
then there is something desperately wrong. But
Mr Mulino told us that the parliamentary examination
of that would be inappropriate. That is just total
nonsense.
This reference also refers to the examination of the
western distributor proposal. There are more questions
on the western distributor than you can poke a stick at.
I, for one, would like the committee to examine what
happened to the West Gate distributor. You might recall
prior to the election that the then Leader of the
Opposition, the current Premier, Mr Andrews, said the
West Gate distributor was ‘shovel ready’ — that was
the term he used. He said it was shovel ready; it was
ready to go.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — Yes, we know what he was shovelling
too.
Nobody knew anything about the West Gate
distributor — where it would go or what it would do.
Just because nobody knew, that did not seem to worry
the then Leader of the Opposition, because he said it
was shovel ready. I would have thought if it was shovel
ready, the government would have started by now. But
not only has the government not started it, it has canned
it — it is gone! Where have the plans gone for this
wonderful West Gate distributor that Mr Andrews was
banging on — —
Ms Crozier — Another thought bubble?
Mr FINN — Another thought bubble. Word has it
that Mr Andrews does have thought bubbles from time
to time — usually not for very long and not very often.
Ms Crozier — On holidays?
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Mr FINN — He might have been on holidays — he
should go on holidays permanently. Do not get me
started on public holidays.
What we have here is a situation where an opposition
has gone to the people of Victoria saying, ‘We have got
this great new plan. We are going to start on this
wonderful new project immediately after the election if
you vote for us. This is shovel ready’. Of course the
people said, ‘Yes, we’ll vote for you’. The Labor Party
was elected, but there is no shovel-ready project. In fact
I do not even think there is a shovel, much less a
project. This is something that needs to be examined.
Why are we now talking about the so-called western
distributor when it should be called the ‘western
T-intersection’ — because that is what it is, a dirty great
T-intersection. This may go down in the Guinness book
of records.
Mr Herbert interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Herbert does not get out to the
west very often, but if he wants to come out, I will
show him around. In fact I am happy to show any
members opposite around the western suburbs and give
them an idea of what we have to deal with out in the
west.
Here we have the government making a proposal — we
think it is proposing, but we are not sure. That is
another reason that this should be referred to the
committee, because we need answers on this. We need
to know why Transurban seems to be the only one that
is really enthusiastic about this. I think we might have a
situation here where Transurban saw Daniel Andrews
coming. Transurban said to itself, ‘We can take this
bloke to the cleaners’. Apparently Transurban has
said — this is what we can examine — ‘We can extend
almost forever the toll situation that we have on other
roads so that even if you are not using the western
T-intersection, you will still have to pay tolls to pay for
it’. That seems to me to be a very strange set-up, but as
we know, the government apparently has not agreed to
it — or has it?
The government has put up as some sort of proposal
that it might or might not examine this matter at some
stage, but a committee of this nature would be able to
have a good, hard look at this. A committee of this
nature would be able to say to the federal government,
for example, ‘Yes, this proposal is worthwhile, and you
should kick in a couple of billion dollars’, or whatever,
or it could say to the federal government that this
proposal is not real flash — keep the money for another
time when we have something worthwhile.
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Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Government tendering system
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My question is to the minister
representing the Treasurer, Mr Jennings. Every year
commercial building contractors across Victoria tender
for hundreds of government contracts worth billions of
dollars. Most of these contractors employ
subcontractors, apprentices and labourers, and they
purchase goods and supplies from other businesses
around the state. Recently more and more of these
Victorian construction businesses are going to the wall,
because they are unable to compete against
opportunistic companies that are prepared to game the
tendering system by bidding an often ridiculously low
price. With many Victorian companies facing such a
bleak future, can the minister advise what the
government is or will be doing to ensure that every
company can compete in a fair, open and transparent
tendering system and that those employed who work on
these projects will receive their correct award
entitlements?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Dr Carling-Jenkins for her question. Not for the
first time has she raised in the Parliament since her
arrival here her concern to make sure that there is not
only a level playing field but some protection that is
provided to Victorian employers and Victorian
businesses.
On previous occasions we have talked about the way in
which the procurement policies and the tendering
arrangements of the Victorian government, as they
currently exist, are able to provide for that greater
certainty, or how they may be enhanced in the future to
be able to provide for that certainty. The member will
recall that on previous occasions I have indicated that
the Victorian Industry Participation Policy program has
been adopted by the incoming Andrews government to
add to our procurement knowledge and capability and
sharing with businesses across Victoria. It is the
intention within the economic development portfolio of
our government to drive better outcomes and to support
a greater knowledge base in terms of the capability not
only of employers to know what tenders are coming in
a reliable and consistent fashion but to make sure that
they are well armed to put in those appropriate tenders
and to secure them.
That relies on good advice being provided to them
about the nature of the procurement, the expectations of
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capability that would be inherent within that enterprise
and the way in which government can assist them in
building that capability. Certainly that is a feature of the
programs that the government has already embarked
upon introducing. We recognise that there is a need to
marry the objectives of our industry policies and our
support for Victorian enterprise in terms of being job
ready and skill ready to develop the workforce and to
integrate and align the TAFE sector, taking into account
how it works. We need to make sure that we have the
skill development that supports those enterprises in
their ability to be able to satisfy those tendering
arrangements.
What we see is a proliferation of programs that are
designed to have a pipeline of opportunities and to
make sure that through that pipeline of opportunities
Victorian businesses are well advised in advance of
what will be expected of them. It is about supporting
them in developing their internal capability to make
sure that they are market ready and assisting them in
developing the skills of their workforce to secure those
outcomes.
This government is very determined to support exactly
the policy intention that the member is seeking from us,
and we are designing a range of programs to give effect
to that during this term.
Supplementary question
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer,
particularly regarding procurement processes. We find
this commitment very encouraging. I point the minister
to the Australian Senate Economics References
Committee inquiry into the scale and incidence of
insolvency in the Australian construction industry, and I
ask: is the Victorian government prepared to hold an
open and public inquiry into the government tendering
processes, focusing on how they are used within the
Victorian construction industry and what obligations
are placed on tendering companies to ensure that
employee entitlements are not traded off for profits?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
terms of going the full distance in relation to the public
engagement on this issue, I am going to fall short of
that, except for giving the member an undertaking that,
with my colleagues across government who are
responsible for the various elements of not only these
transactions but this scrutiny, I will encourage them to
make sure that as a whole-of-government approach we
are alive to the best protections that should be in place.
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I will also encourage them to actively engage with
relevant stakeholders, which may involve a public
undertaking. That certainly should be an active
consideration with employers, with employer
representatives, with workers and with worker
representatives to make sure that there is a
well-engaged responsive policy setting to provide for
the protections that the member quite rightly wants to
protect. It is in the interests of this government to
protect those outcomes. We will embark upon that, and
I will encourage my ministerial colleagues to embrace
the concept of a public engagement on them.

Melbourne–Warrnambool rail services
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Regional Development in her
capacity of representing the Minister for Public
Transport. In my six months as a member of Parliament
I have become a regular user of the Melbourne to
Warrnambool train. The service is relatively
comfortable, but definitely antiquated, an issue that has
been raised and documented prior to today. While work
obviously needs to be done to lift the standard of the
service, my biggest issue is the overcrowding and
subsequent safety issues. All types of travellers — the
elderly, parents, families, pregnant women and
children — are required to stand for hours or sit on the
floor for more than 3 or 4 hours on this service. All that
is required to immediately fix this issue is a
commitment of $1.5 million to extend the rail platform
and allow for additional carriages on the services.
Considering the government has committed to spending
$30 million, when will the minister — —
The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Purcell, can you
get to the question? You are already over time.
Mr PURCELL — When will the minister care for
the safety of train travellers between Warrnambool and
Melbourne and allocate the $1.5 million?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Purcell for his question.
The Andrews Labor government is getting on with
delivering for regional Victorians. Rather than waiting,
our first state budget included regional funding
commitments in public transport of at least
$554 million. This includes $257 million in new
regional rail carriages and infrastructure for
21 V/Locity carriages and a maintenance and stabling
yard at Waurn Ponds. These carriages will mean more
services on more lines.
I note that Mr Purcell has specifically raised his concern
about the Warrnambool line, and I know his view is
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shared by others in the south-west. The Minister for
Public Transport recently met with the Warrnambool
council, as have I, and these issues were canvassed on
that occasion. By the end of the year a regional network
development plan will represent Public Transport
Victoria’s assessment of how regional train and coach
services must evolve to meet the needs of passengers in
the short, medium and long term. Community
consultation will play an integral role in the
development of this plan, and in coming months the
government and Public Transport Victoria will liaise
with local communities, councils and passengers to
explore opportunities for adding and improving public
transport services and infrastructure in rural and
regional Victoria.
Supplementary question
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — I thank the
minister for that and acknowledge her response with
regard to the regional network development plan, which
the government is putting together and which will focus
on the rail gaps in regional areas. I ask the minister
when this plan will be completed.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Purcell for his further
question. I indicate to Mr Purcell that the regional
network development plan will have a strong focus on
the gaps in rail and other public transport in regional
areas. It will set out priorities in the short term and
medium term and indeed signpost areas for investment
and infrastructure over the next 20 to 30 years.
There has been a network development plan for
metropolitan rail in the past, but this will be the first
time that there will be something equivalent for
regional Victoria. This will enable us to move away
from ad hoc service improvements towards a more
coordinated approach and better integration between
our public transport services in regional Victoria. The
plan will consider infrastructure upgrades, network
extensions and rolling stock. In response to
Mr Purcell’s question about timing, a regional transport
advisory group with representatives from all regions
will advise the government during the consultation
process and drive engagement with communities and
councils. That will begin next month.

Western distributor
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Special Minister of State regarding
the western distributor project. The Age has this week
highlighted that a similar length of road tunnel is being
built by Transurban in western Sydney at half the price
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of the western distributor proposal. My concern with
this unsolicited road proposal is that it has not gone
through and will not go through a competitive process
with other companies, and it could very well be
gold-plated to secure high-profit returns for Transurban.
My question to the minister is: without a competitive
process in place, how can we be convinced that the
western distributor proposal is value for money for
Victorian motorists and taxpayers, and what measures
will the government introduce to ensure the integrity
and accountability of the process?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Ms Hartland for her question. It is a good
question. The government wholeheartedly
acknowledges the validity of the concerns about and the
scrutiny that should be brought to bear with regard to
any proposal that comes forward to government. In this
case it was a market-led proposal that Transurban
brought to the incoming government to assess whether
it was a unique project and whether the proponent was
able to deliver an outcome which satisfied the very tests
that the member outlined.
Some months ago the Treasurer outlined the Andrews
government’s interim arrangements in relation to
market-led proposals. That process outlined that there
would be scrutiny and value-for-money assessment that
is made within the process. That is exactly what has
happened. What has happened with this project and
what has been announced by the government is that the
proposal has satisfied the test of moving from
assessment stage 2 to stage 3. That decision to allow it
to proceed to stage 3 was supported by independent
scrutiny that the government sought. It was not only the
consideration of Treasury. The government asked
Kerry Schott and Tony Canavan to have a look at
whether the proposal stacked up and whether it had
merit to proceed to stage 3. That is exactly where the
government’s consideration of that matter is now.
In terms of the cost structures, the way in which it is
funded, the way in which it satisfies the public sector
comparator and the way in which it could, if selected,
enter a competitive environment in relation to its
proceeding through the process, that is exactly what is
occurring in stage 3. Exactly the tests that are outlined
in the market-led framework that was announced by the
Treasurer are being conducted. Have a look at those
public documents released by the government some
months ago. The government is undertaking that
assessment currently.
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Supplementary question
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — The
minister spoke about stage 1 and stage 2 and this
project going on to stage 3. Have the documents been
released, or when will the documents be released, for
stage 1 and stage 2 for public scrutiny?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I do
not have the guidelines in front of me, but my memory
tells me that by the stage that this goes to market or by
the stage in which a public sector comparator is
assessed by the government, there will be some
consideration of the release of information that justifies
its business case, it going to market, it being either
accepted or rejected by the government and contractual
arrangements being entered into. The member can go
back to the guidelines and have a look at that clear
process that is outlined in the framework that was
released by my colleague the Treasurer. My estimate
would be in March, but somewhere within that time
frame.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Ms HARTLAND (Western
Metropolitan).

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. By what
date has the Secretary of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet, Chris Eccles, been asked to report back to the
Premier in relation to his inquiry into alleged bullying
by Minister Somyurek?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
time frame for the conclusion of the investigation, to
my knowledge, has not absolutely been confirmed by
the secretary of the department, who is to make that
determination on the basis of advice from those who are
charged with undertaking various elements of that
investigation. As the Premier indicated on Saturday, it
will be weeks rather than months. It still is weeks. I
would anticipate the resolution of this matter in June,
but in fact this is a matter for the secretary to provide
advice to the Premier on. That advice will also be
shared with me. The instant I am able to share it with
the community, I will be totally happy to.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Given the potentially short, albeit undefined, time
frames for the inquiry, has Minister Somyurek already
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provided either written or verbal advice and evidence to
the inquiry?
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will allow the
minister to answer, but I am a little concerned that,
frankly, the supplementary question is outside the
substantive question by, in my view, probably a fair
margin. I think it is quite separate to the substantive
question; however, I will let the minister comment on
that question. He might be mindful of what I have said
if he wishes.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Thank you for your caution in relation to this,
President. What I am mindful of is that it is outside of
my responsibility, because in fact I am not undertaking
the investigation. I am neither seeking nor obtaining
evidence. That investigation is being undertaken
independently by the secretary, and the secretary is the
only person at this point in time who would be able to
answer that question. It is not part of my
responsibilities, nor would I seek it to be.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate that I may
not be so lenient on supplementary questions in future
if members do not take this one as a caution. As I said, I
believe that supplementary question went to new
matters which had very little to connect them with the
substantive question on that occasion.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is also to the Leader of the Government.
Yesterday during question time the minister outlined
that he had discussed the reported allegations
concerning Minister Somyurek with the Premier on
Thursday evening. Between when the minister was first
notified on Thursday evening and Saturday lunchtime,
which other cabinet ministers did he discuss the
allegations with?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
None.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I thank
the minister for that very succinct answer. Who initially
informed the minister of the allegations on Thursday
evening?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
answer to that question is the Premier’s chief of staff.
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Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My question is also to the Leader of the Government.
Can the minister outline who first informed Minister
Somyurek of the allegations of bullying made against
him?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
the line of questioning put to me yesterday and again
today I do not necessarily accept the description of
what allegations were raised in the original complaint
or discussed with Minister Somyurek. My clear
understanding of the sequence of these issues being
raised with him occurred on Saturday morning.
Supplementary question
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
Were details of the allegations provided in detail at that
time?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think all of us should assume that, given the relevant
matters in relation to this investigation and the
circumstances behind a minister being stood down to
allow the investigation, the answer is obviously yes.

Workplace bullying
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is also to the Leader of the Government.
Could the minister, as Leader of the Government, detail
the full process that occurs when a verbal grievance
about workplace bullying in a ministerial office is
received by the Premier’s office?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
process involves being respectful of Victorian law, of
obligations under WorkCover legislation, of
occupational health and safety matters, in terms of the
codes of conduct that apply to ministers’ offices and to
the way public service activity is undertaken. People
need to be sure that they are mindful of the
opportunities and the rights afforded to them under
those various interlocking procedures, and they are
encouraged to pursue them appropriately.
Supplementary question
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
would not exactly call that a clear explanation of the
process, so perhaps I will ask further questions. In
addition to the legislation that the minister mentioned,
being mindful of this legislation, there a number of
government procedures that address bullying in the
workplace, including the public sector standards
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commissioner’s Tackling Bullying policy, the Victorian
Public Sector Commission’s Managing Poor
Behaviour in the Workplace policy and the ministerial
code of conduct. Which, if any, of these procedures
were used when the verbal complaint was made on
Thursday afternoon regarding Minister Somyurek’s
behaviour?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Whole ranges of assumptions have been made about
what relevant frameworks should or should not apply to
this investigation. I am indicating to members that the
relevant and appropriate ones were. I am not
confirming the application of any of the frameworks
that the member has outlined.

SPC Ardmona
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We have the Premier’s Jobs and Investment Fund with
$508 million, the Future Industries Fund with
$200 million and the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund with $500 million, which has a $200 million
Regional Jobs Fund component, which we talked about
at length in the house last night. We would be very
keen to work with SPC, as we would with all regional
Victorian employers who are interested in having a
discussion with us about expansion.
Supplementary question
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — It appears the
Premier’s words may have misled our community. On
Monday the Shepparton News reported that the
Premier’s statement was a statement of purpose, not a
‘We’ll see’, ‘We’ll review it’, or ‘We’ll think about it’.
Now the minister is saying, ‘We’ll work with them;
we’ll consider things’. I ask the minister: exactly what
will the process be for bids by SPC for further funding?

Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
without notice is to the Minister for Regional
Development. Last Friday the Premier opened the new
snack pack line at SPC, which was made possible by
the Napthine government’s $22 million co-investment
with SPC. During the press conference at this event
Premier Andrews was asked about future co-investment
opportunities with SPC. The Premier’s answer was an
unequivocal, ‘Absolutely; count us in’. Given the
Premier’s answer, will the minister guarantee that funds
from the regional development fund will automatically
be allocated to SPC for future requests?

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I take the opportunity to inform
Ms Lovell that the Regional Jobs and Infrastructure
Fund will commence on 1 July, which means it has not
commenced yet. The guidelines for the application of
those funds will be released in coming weeks in
advance of 1 July. If the member had been here for the
debate last night on the legislation that provides the
framework for the fund, she would have heard that.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — It is so lovely to have a question from
the Liberal Party on this portfolio. I do not think it has
happened since February.

Ms Lovell — On a point of order, President, the
minister may have just misled the house by saying, ‘If
the member had been here’. I was here for the debate. I
contributed to the debate.

Honourable members interjecting.
Ms PULFORD — I will resist the temptation to
take up all the interjections. As Ms Lovell may have
noticed, there is a new approach to industry policy in
this state. We have a new department that brings
together all of the economic levers — transport, roads,
freight, agriculture, regional development and others —
to reboot the Victorian economy after the last four
years. There are a number of funds that will support
investment in industry and growing Victorian industry.
The government has identified six key industry sectors
in which it believes Victoria is ready to lead the world,
with the right support, and the food and fibre industry is
one of those. With all the bias everyone would expect
of an agriculture minister and a regional development
minister, I would say that is the most important of the
six, though some of my colleagues might prefer to pick
one of the other five.

Ms PULFORD — On the point of order, President,
I take the opportunity to correct my statement. The part
of the debate I was referring to was the detailed
consideration during the committee stage on the
legislation last night. That is when we discussed this at
some length.
The PRESIDENT — Order! They are not points of
order, but I hope everyone is satisfied.

Election commitments
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I direct a
question without notice to the Leader of the
Government. The Premier was reported in the Age the
day after the election as saying:
Work will begin tomorrow because I will not waste even a
single day delivering on each of the commitments we made.
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I ask the minister: does the government still stand by
this promise to deliver on each and every commitment
made to the communities of Victoria?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have no option. I am committed to an answer of yes,
and I look forward with some anticipation to the
supplementary question.
Supplementary question
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I welcome
the opportunity to put a supplementary question to the
Leader of the Government. The Labor candidate for the
Assembly seat of Bass, Mr Sanjay Nathan, was quoted
in the South Gippsland Sentinel-Times on 25 November
2014 matching the $21 million commitment made by
the coalition to rebuild the Wonthaggi Secondary
College, stating:
Out of the $510 million, Wonthaggi will be built and so will
Koo Wee Rup.

The Wonthaggi and Koo Wee Rup communities feel
incredibly let down that this promise has not been
honoured. Will the minister put the minds of these
communities at rest and confirm that the promises made
by Mr Nathan will be honoured?
Ms Shing — On a point of order, President — it is
predictable, but it is relevant — the statement made by
Mr O’Donohue that communities feel incredibly let
down about this promise not being fulfilled is not
factually correct. It is just not correct. He is misleading
the house.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! There is no point of
order. It was a nice little debate, but no point of order.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Whilst in theory I was the beneficiary of time in
relation to gathering my thoughts to answer this
question, my answer will be exactly the same. Labor
stands by the commitments it made at the election. The
foundation of the commitments we will deliver during
this term is Labor’s Financial Statement. If there is a
commitment that is within Labor’s Financial Statement
for the project as the member has described, then it will
be fully acquitted. If it is not within Labor’s Financial
Statement, then it may be a matter we may consider
during the life of this Parliament to see whether it is
worthy of consideration at a future point in time.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria).
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Mr Ondarchie — President, I raise a point of order
in relation to a matter I raised yesterday with the Leader
of the Government about a question I have asked on
many occasions, as you are aware, about the 2015
Easter Sunday public holiday and the costs associated
with it. Following my request yesterday you directed
that the government provide a full answer by 11.45 this
morning. I thank Mr Jennings, the Leader of the
Government, who provided that answer yesterday
afternoon, not right on the death knock of 11.45 a.m.
However, within the answer we have gone back to
before Mr Somyurek’s last generalist answer, when you
directed him to give a more fulsome answer in writing.
Now I have a response from the Leader of the
Government that takes us back, because it is even more
general than the one before. It leads us to one of two
conclusions about the costs to Victoria of the 2015
Easter Sunday public holiday. Either the government is
incompetent and does not know the answer, or it is
refusing to tell the people of Victoria what the true cost
was. President, I ask you to direct the government to
provide a full answer in writing by 11.45 tomorrow
morning.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will rule on that
shortly.
First of all I indicate that I have also received a request
from Mr Young for a further response from the
Minister for Training and Skills, Mr Herbert, on behalf
of a minister in another place, in respect of the costs
associated with gun licences. Mr Young has received
quite a comprehensive response in respect of a
substantive question he asked on 7 May.
Mr Young has requested that I seek a further response
from the minister in respect of the supplementary
question to that substantive question, which also dealt
with licensing matters. I have perused the record, and it
is my view that on that occasion I did not direct the
minister to give a further response to the supplementary
question. In fact I thought the answer he gave to that
supplementary question on the day discharged the
matter. I did not provide a direction at the time and will
therefore not reinstate the question or seek a further
answer from the minister on this occasion.
I have also received a request from Ms Patten to
consider a question she put to the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade, acting on behalf of the
Minister for Planning, in respect of the Abbotsford
Convent receiving relief from the congestion tax
applied to its car park. I note that the minister has
provided a fairly comprehensive answer to Ms Patten.
The answer outlines a number of initiatives that are

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Wednesday, 27 May 2015

COUNCIL

supportive of the Abbotsford Convent, but I concur
with Ms Patten’s view that a direct response as to
whether the convent may be excused or may receive
some other support directly in respect of the congestion
tax has not been addressed. To that extent I will
reinstate that substantive question. The supplementary
question was adequately answered, but I hope the
substantive question asked by Ms Patten on 5 May and
pertaining to the congestion tax might be dealt with by
the Minister for Planning. I give 48 hours for his
response.
Mr Jennings — President, I ask for clarification on
the matter you have just concluded. I am seeking
clarification because it sounded to me from the way you
described this unresolved matter that it is an
adjournment item in that the nature of it was to ask for
some action to be taken as distinct from asking for an
explanation of something that has happened. That is the
issue I want made crystal clear, that you are not
supporting any member obtaining a particular outcome
of their preference through a question as distinct from
obtaining clarification on something that has occurred.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is true. The
question was:
… will the government provide Abbotsford Convent with an
exemption from the congestion levy?

From my point of view the minister ought to be able to
say yes or no. I understand the context for that yes or no
is that the minister has outlined for Ms Patten a number
of other initiatives supporting the Abbotsford Convent,
but I would have thought that question specifically
could have been reasonably answered.
In regard to the question from Mr Ondarchie, I am
having some difficulty dealing with his point of order. I
had requested an answer in the first instance from the
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade, and
then, as Mr Ondarchie correctly said, yesterday I
followed up on the matter because an answer had not
been lodged. We now have an answer courtesy of the
Special Minister of State. I understand that
Mr Ondarchie does not believe his question has been
addressed in an apposite way in so much as the
question asked for a sum of money or a cost associated
with Easter Sunday trading. Though a range of
explanations on budgetary processes have been
provided, that cost has not been highlighted and
therefore the answer is not satisfactory.
However, I am really in the hands of the house in terms
of this answer. The power I have does not enable me to
require a further answer to this matter in respect of its
responsiveness to the question. Mr Ondarchie has
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drawn some conclusions from the answer he has
received, and he is entitled to draw those conclusions in
the absence of a figure being provided. It would have
been my belief that a figure or an estimate could have
been arrived at to satisfy Mr Ondarchie’s question —
indeed I read from time to time in news reports a
number of estimates associated with various activities.
That obviously would have been helpful to
Mr Ondarchie and no doubt to the house, but I am not
in a position to request a further response from the
minister in that respect. To some extent, with
Mr Somyurek not being available at this time, I am not
able to pursue that matter with him as the primary
source of that information. On this occasion the Special
Minister of State has provided an answer as a courtesy
to the house after the matter was followed up.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
The PRESIDENT — I will deal with two questions
on notice from Ms Patten. One of them is question 507,
which asked the Special Minister of State representing
the Premier, about some media training details. I must
say that the answer is far from comprehensive. It is a
neat paragraph, but I do not think it goes to the
questions that Ms Patten legitimately asked. Therefore I
will reinstate question 507.
I also have a request from Ms Patten to consider
question 526, which was also to the Special Minister of
State in his role representing the Premier, and that was
in regard to the employment of advisers on lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, intersex and questioning
Victorians and appointment dates. Again I have sought
some advice from the clerks as to their thinking on this
question, and on balance we have decided that this
question also ought to be reinstated for a further
response.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have answers to the following questions on notice: 493,
508–10.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Victoria Region
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — My question is
for the Minister for Agriculture. We have a history of
commercial fishing problems in Corio and Port Phillip
Bay. In 1997 scallop fishing in Port Phillip Bay was
shut down after dredging methods depleted populations
and stock. Recently a licence has been issued to
establish a niche hand-harvested commercial scallop
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fishery with strict rules. One of those restrictions is a
12-tonne quota per year, and there are further
restrictions on locations of the harvest and harvest
methods. Sustainable methods of harvest and quota
capping have ensured a consistent harvest since 1997.
What view does the government take on maintaining a
sustainable scallop catch, and what methods are in
place to ensure this?

Western Victoria Region
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for
Environment, Climate Change and Water and relates to
the stakeholder consultation process arising out of the
government’s release of the report entitled Review of
Performance Targets for Bushfire Management on
Public Land by the inspector-general for emergency
management. The review recommended that Victoria
move from a hectare-based fuel reduction target to a
risk-based fuel reduction target. I would like the
minister to advise me about the consultation process
generally and also as it relates more specifically to my
electorate of Western Victoria Region.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is for the Minister for Local Government.
In January the City of Greater Dandenong voted to
propose to sell part of Glendale Reserve in Springvale.
The City of Greater Dandenong has previously sold off
public open space without replacing it with an
equivalent purchase in the same area.
A large part of Ericksen Gardens was sold in the
mid-2000s to build the new Springvale police station,
and the City of Greater Dandenong never fulfilled its
promise to purchase replacement land. This is despite
the council’s open space strategy identifying that
Springvale has one-third of the open space it needs. My
question to the minister is: why is the Andrews
government allowing the City of Greater Dandenong to
sell open space in areas like Springvale without
requiring it to purchase replacement open space in the
immediate area?

Northern Metropolitan Region
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Attorney-General. There are few
things more distressing for a parent than watching their
child suffer. Parents will go to any lengths to assist their
children in accessing the best and most effective
medical treatment. This makes it all the more disturbing
that there is potential for parents to be prosecuted for
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administering to their children what is in many cases a
lifesaving treatment in the form of medicinal cannabis.
I commend the government on referring the issue of
medicinal cannabis to the Victorian Law Reform
Commission, with the expectation of positive law
reform on this issue by the end of this year. Until this
time, parents in my region, whom I have met, and the
100 or so families around Victoria who administer this
treatment to their children are vulnerable to very serious
prosecution. My question is: will the minister issue a
legal amnesty for the parents of very sick children who
are currently using medicinal cannabis as part of their
medical treatment?

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question relates to the absence of a budget
allocation for the extension of Melbourne’s tram
network. Of particular interest to the people of Eastern
Metropolitan Region is the absence of funding for the
6.8-kilometre extension of the no. 75 tram line to the
busy shopping hub of Knox City. This particular route
currently ends on Burwood Highway in Vermont
South.
The extension of this tram line to the major activity hub
of Knox City would connect the Docklands tram
service to no less than 12 bus routes servicing Knox
City and the local community. This is but one example
of a cost-effective tram route extension, which along
with many others, will encourage public transport
patronage, thereby easing road congestion while
capitalising on public transport connections at Knox
City to deliver much better public transport solutions
for the outer east.
Will the Minister for Public Transport consider
extending the no. 75 tram route to Knox City to
improve connectivity for people in the east?

Northern Metropolitan Region
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Emergency
Services, and it relates to Broadmeadows State
Emergency Service (SES), where controller Shane
Lapworth and his more than 70 volunteers do a
fantastic job in supporting Victorians in Melbourne’s
north.
The issue is that the SES has been in its building off
Mahoneys Road for 24 years. It is right next door to a
brand-new IKEA development. The front of the
property is owned by a developer who intends to
develop it within the next two years. What is likely to
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happen is that the SES facility will be landlocked, and
officers will not be able to get in and out of the building
because of the development around them.
The Broadmeadows SES has been advised that there is
no money in the SES budget for development, so I
request that the minister quickly visit the
Broadmeadows SES — which gets over 1200 requests
for assistance each year — and find a financial and
physical solution to help it with its urgent relocation
needs.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Could Mr Ondarchie
rephrase the last part of his question, if indeed he did
call for an action?
Mr ONDARCHIE — Yes, I did, President. My
constituency question for the minister was: could she
present to me a solution for a physical and financial
relocation for the Broadmeadows SES.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Roads and Road Safety
on behalf of the residents of Eltham, and I ask: could
the minister detail a plan for the upgrade of Bolton
Street? This has been a longstanding matter of concern
to the residents of Eltham, who have raised a number of
questions with me. What will the $10.6 million which
has been committed actually build or change for the
road? What process will occur in the planning phase?
What consultation will occur with councils, local
residents, relevant businesses and stakeholders? What is
the timetable for both full funding — only $300 000
has been provided — and completion of the changes
the delivery of which has been committed to? I would
appreciate it if the Minister for Roads and Road Safety,
in detailing the plan for the upgrade of Bolton Street,
could address my constituents’ concerns in his answer.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate again that
constituency questions must be phrased as a question
and not as the seeking of an action. The point the
member has made is ‘could the minister consider’. I
may be being pedantic, but that is not quite a question;
it is more the seeking of an action. I was distracted at
the time, but I think Mr Ondarchie also called for an
action rather than posing a question.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — My question was: could
the minister detail the plan for the upgrade of Bolton
Street? That is what I asked him to do. I then outlined
some questions that residents would like answered in
that detail.
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Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Regional
Development, and it is regarding the revitalisation of
the Shepparton central business district. Constituents in
Greater Shepparton have raised concerns with me that
the revitalisation of the CBD, which is a major priority
for Shepparton, has now stalled due to the lack of a
funding commitment from the Andrews Labor
government.
The revitalisation project commenced under the
coalition government. It supported stage 1 works and
made an election commitment of $2.5 million to
support ongoing improvements. However, Labor failed
to make a single election commitment for Shepparton
or recognise the CBD revitalisation in this year’s
budget.
For regional towns like Shepparton to grow and prosper
we need our city centres to be attractive for residents
and visitors, and I ask: will the minister commit to
funding the remainder of the important Shepparton
CBD revitalisation?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
question for the Minister for Police, and it concerns the
Somerville police station in my electorate. By way of
background, at a Public Accounts and Estimates
Committee budget estimates hearing the minister
described how he became personally involved in
community safety issues in Geelong. Also at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearing, the Acting
Chief Commissioner of Police said that no final
decision about the opening of the Somerville police
station had yet been made.
My question to the Minister for Police is: will he
engage with the Western Port and Somerville
communities to understand their community safety
concerns and work with the Acting Chief
Commissioner of Police to ensure that the $16.3 million
brand-new, coalition-procured, ready-to-open
Somerville police station will open for public access, so
the community can access it, rather than just being
office space for members of Victoria Police?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Public Transport. I refer to an
announcement made by the Premier in Waurn Ponds on
1 May that the government would build a new train
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maintenance and stabling yard at Waurn Ponds. The
Napthine government invested $26 million in a new,
ultra-modern railway station at Waurn Ponds last year
that provides 100 return rail services a week. It is a
credit to the then Minister for Public Transport, Terry
Mulder, the member for Polwarth in the Assembly, and
the member for South Barwon in the Assembly,
Andrew Katos, that the Napthine government delivered
that station on time and on budget. My question is on
behalf of a constituent who owns land west of the
station, near the quarry, who is seeking confirmation
from the government about what land will be required
to accommodate the new stabling yard.

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Premier in his capacity
as the acting Minister for Small Business, Innovation
and Trade. The federal opposition has recently
announced that if elected next year, it will reintroduce a
carbon tax. The western suburbs are the home of many
small businesses, particularly small manufacturers, that
would be dramatically and deleteriously impacted by
any carbon tax. Will the Premier ensure that the
Victorian government compensates small businesses in
Melbourne’s west in the event of such a tax being
reimposed?
The PRESIDENT — Order! That exhausts the
allowed number of constituency questions for today.
On that basis, we will resume at 2 o’clock.
Sitting suspended 12.54 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.
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Debate resumed.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — Before
question time and the lunch break I was talking about
the need to give this reference to the economy and
infrastructure committee so it can establish a number of
facts surrounding the western T-intersection,
particularly as it pertains to its impact on the western
suburbs. It seems to me that one of the great traffic
hassles of our city is the Hoddle Street–Eastern
Freeway T-intersection. The western T-intersection
would replicate that on the western side of Melbourne,
so maybe the committee could examine this.
Why any government would want to do that, I do not
know. If you have a total, unmitigated traffic disaster on
one side of Melbourne, why would you want to
replicate it on the other side? Is that what Labor calls
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balance? You have to wonder about the intelligence of
anybody who would put that proposal forward. This
committee will have the opportunity to examine, in a
meaningful manner, the realities of this proposal.
You have to remember that Transurban sees this as
quite a win. In fact I was listening to the radio on
Monday as I drove around my electorate when I heard
an advertisement from Transurban telling me of the
joys of the western T-intersection. I thought to myself,
‘They must think they’ve died and gone to heaven.
They must think they’ll make an absolute killing on this
thing’, and the reality is that Transurban will make a
killing. The tragedy is that Transurban will make a
killing on this thing but it will not actually make life
better for anybody.
Mr Barber — Don’t pre-empt the inquiry!
Mr FINN — I am not pre-empting the inquiry.
These are matters the committee can have a look at.
Mr Barber — It can examine the size of the killing!
Mr FINN — It can examine the size of the killing,
because size does matter, as I am sure Mr Barber is
only too aware. This is something the committee can
examine, and it is very important that we examine it. If
we have a situation where the government allows this
inferior road to be built — and even cons the federal
government into contributing to it — and we do not get
any positive results and find ourselves in a situation
where the motorists of Melbourne, and indeed Victoria,
are paying tolls for an extra 20 years as a result of the
construction of this road, then it is fair and reasonable
that the Parliament examines that. It is a reasonable
thing for a parliamentary committee to be able to call
witnesses and examine in great detail the impact this
will have on not just the people of the western suburbs
but also people right around Victoria. I am not opposed
to toll roads if they do the job. I have some severe
reservations about people paying tolls on roads they do
not use. That seems to me to be a very strange way of
going about business.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — That could be the Labor way — to get
people in the east to pay for a road on the other side of
Melbourne that they will in all likelihood never use.
That may well be the Labor way, but the tragedy is that
I suspect this road and I believe this committee — —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Dalidakis is getting very excited,
and I can understand why, because I have heard that he

STANDING COMMITTEES
Wednesday, 27 May 2015

COUNCIL

may have Transurban shares. I do not know. Perhaps
that is something that the committee could examine as
well. Is it on the register? I have not had a look at the
register; I will have to have a look. But that is
something that the committee could look at as well.
The fact of the matter is that the western T-intersection
will resolve nothing as far as the traffic problems of the
western suburbs are concerned.
Mr Barber — Tell us more.
Mr FINN — I will tell you more, Mr Barber, if we
are able to get this to the committee. I am very happy to
tell you more and to examine this at much greater
length. As a member of the economy and infrastructure
committee, I can assure Mr Barber that we will have a
close look to see the benefits.
In his audition for the ministerial vacancy earlier,
Mr Mulino pulled out all sorts of facts and figures on
cost-benefit analyses, ratios and all sorts of things. Let
me tell members that the people in the western suburbs
do not care about cost-benefit analyses, ratios and what
have you, they just want to get home. They just want to
see their families. They just want to get to work. They
do not want to continue to be faced with the traffic
bedlam that they face on a daily basis.
Mr Herbert interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Herbert should come out to the
western suburbs to have a look at what the people in the
western suburbs have to put up. He would not even
consider this proposal. In fact I would welcome
Mr Herbert coming along to the committee as a witness
and giving his personal endorsement of this project,
even though he clearly has not the first idea about it.
Perhaps that is the biggest thing that this committee can
examine — why is the government even entertaining
this project when it clearly is going to do nothing
positive for anybody except Transurban? That is a big
question that needs to be answered by this committee if
this motion is passed.
I am hopeful that Mr Dalidakis and Mr Herbert will
vote for this motion, because I think they will be very
interested to get some answers on this as well. Clearly
they have as many questions about this project as I do
and as the rest of Victoria does. I invite them to support
the motion moved by Ms Wooldridge to refer this
matter for inquiry by the economy and infrastructure
committee.
The western distributor in itself is one of the great
mysteries of our time. A committee examination might
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be able to come to some reality as to where we stand on
this matter.
We then turn to the western metro rail project. This is a
project that the government has really hung its hat on. It
has not hung its money on it, but it has hung its hat on
it. I suppose that is a start. I would be interested to
know the exact economic impact of this project on
business in the city, and an examination or an inquiry
by the committee could look at that. I know that
members opposite do not give a stuff about small
business. That is a fact. Labor has never cared about
small business and it never will care about small
business.
The government is saying that it is going to dig up the
centre of the city of Melbourne and that it does not care
what happens to the small businesses that will be
impacted by this project. That is a slap in the face to
those family businesses who employ people. They
make up the engine room of our economy. Without
small business the country would collapse, but Labor
does not care about that. It is particularly important that
this committee examines the impact that this project
will have on those businesses in the city of Melbourne.
The Melbourne Metro rail project was adopted by the
Labor Party because it was different from the one that
the coalition put forward. That is the bottom line. One
of the main reasons the coalition did not go ahead with
the proposal that the Labor Party is advancing is for the
very reason that I have raised today. It would
deleteriously affect small business and other businesses
right through the city of Melbourne.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr FINN — But that is not something that will ever
concern the Labor Party. The jobs that will be lost and
the small businesses that will go under are not
something that will ever concern the Labor Party,
because it does not care about small business.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am finding it really hard to hear anything
over the incessant interjections of Mr Philidakis, and I
am on the same side of the house as Mr Finn. I ask you
to ask him to give members a go and consider
modifying his behaviour. This chamber welcomes an
occasional interjection that is intelligent. But his
ongoing harassment does not add to the democratic
workings of this chamber.
Mr Herbert — On the point of order, Acting
President, in his contribution Mr Finn made the point
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that size does matter. When it comes to volume, anyone
would know that no-one can outspeak Mr Finn. I could
hear him very well.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! There were interjections, but at the same time
Mr Finn was inviting interjections from the other side.
Mr Finn is entitled to be heard in silence. Mr Finn
should address his remarks through the Chair.
Mr Dalidakis — On a separate point of order,
Acting President, given Mrs Peulich represents herself
as the shadow Minister for Multicultural Affairs, I
suggest to her that ‘Dalidakis’ is not a difficult name
and she should pay more respect to people with an
ethnic background.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! We all know we should address members with a
title, such as ‘Mr ’, and a surname. I thank
Mr Dalidakis. Mr Finn to continue.
Mr FINN — There are ratbags everywhere.
Mrs Peulich — What are you today? What cultural
background are you today?
Mr FINN — Let us not start that, because this could
get very nasty. This bloke over here, he could be
anything he wants to be. The comedian of Spring
Street. It is a marvellous thing. I wish I could do it; it
would be very handy.
I am very concerned about the economic impact this
project will have on small businesses and on jobs in the
city of Melbourne in particular. The centre of our
capital city faces devastation as a result of this project,
and a parliamentary inquiry conducted by the economy
and infrastructure committee would go some way
towards unearthing — if you will pardon the pun — the
effects of this project.
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relation to anything else listed in this motion, it is
extremely important that the economy and
infrastructure committee be in a position to keep an eye
on the sale or lease of the port of Melbourne. Already
there is a great deal of scepticism about the ability of
this government to get it right.
Anybody who has seen the Labor Party in action over
an extended period of time knows that Labor cannot
handle money, and with this project we are talking
about a particularly large sum of money. I am almost
tempted to amend this motion to seek to provide the
economy and infrastructure committee with the ability
to provide oversight of the sale or lease of the port of
Melbourne, because quite frankly this government does
not have the ability to get it right. Already, after just six
months, and at a time when most governments are still
in their honeymoon period, the people in the streets, in
the suburbs, in the regions and in the country areas are
saying, ‘Dear God, what have we done? What have we
got here?’. You fear to think what will happen by the
time the Labor Party has finished with the port of
Melbourne.
I think it particularly important that we allow the
economy and infrastructure committee to examine this
area, and I can see that Mr Barber would be particularly
keen to have a look at this proposal. He would be very
interested indeed, as would I. As members of
Parliament we have a responsibility to protect the
interests of the people of this state, and sometimes we
have to protect the people of this state from their own
government, and this motion is about doing just that.

I move on to the sale or lease — or both — of the port
of Melbourne. The Labor Party likes to say there is
bipartisan support for this project, and it has to be said
that to a degree there is bipartisan support. However,
we know that any major sale of this nature will be
stuffed up by the Labor Party. Labor members have the
form and the runs on the board when it comes to this
sort of matter.

I move on to the Melbourne Airport rail link. I
remember that back in 1999 I was the member for
Tullamarine in the other place. We went to an
election — and I have to say it probably was not the
best election campaign we have ever run. I remember
only too well that Steve Bracks, the then Leader of the
Opposition, made the big statement, the big promise.
‘Under a Bracks government’, he said, ‘there will be a
rail link to Melbourne Airport. We will build the rail
link to Melbourne Airport.’. That was 16 years ago. I
remember shortly after that election he went the Ernie
Sigley and said, ‘Only joking!’. Just months, perhaps
even weeks, after the election he said, ‘You know that
rail link we were going to build to the airport? Only
joking!’.

When you are talking about large sums of money,
whether it be for the sale or the lease of something the
size of the port of Melbourne, you will have a fair idea
that they will mess it up. It is important that we have
somebody keeping an eye on this particular sale or
lease. In relation to this probably more so than in

We should remember that. It was a historic moment,
because of all the broken promises and of all the lies of
the Labor Party in that period, the very first one was on
the airport rail link. Before the election Labor Party
members had promised, swearing dutifully with their
hands on their breasts, that they would build the airport
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rail link, and immediately after the election they
changed their minds and said it was not going to
happen. Here we are, 16 years down the track, and
Melbourne is the only major airport in Australia
without a rail link. That is quite extraordinary.
As some members would be aware — you might even
be aware of this, Acting President — I do not live far
from the airport, and every day I see the increasing
length of the queues of people wanting to get into the
airport. We have seen the queues extend down
Mickleham Road and beyond because there is no other
way to get there.
A few weeks ago the SkyBus broke down on the
Tullamarine Freeway. It is basically the only ‘public
transport’ that allows people to get to the airport and it
broke down, creating absolute havoc. We have a
situation where we have an airport with increasing
patronage that is proving to be a very attractive
alternative to both Sydney and Brisbane airports and
people cannot get there with any sort of efficiency.
The coalition government said last year that if it was
re-elected, a rail link would be built. Sadly that
re-election did not occur. The new Labor government
has thrown the people who use the Tullamarine
Freeway to get to Melbourne Airport to the wolves. To
the people who use the Tullamarine Freeway to get to
the airport, many on a daily basis, the Labor Party has
said, ‘We don’t particularly care. You’re not a priority’.
I raised this matter with the Minister for Public
Transport just recently, and her response was, ‘This is
not a priority’. I reckon the first thing the economy and
infrastructure committee should examine is why a rail
link to the airport is not a priority for this government,
because it should be. This city is trying to sell itself as a
gateway to Australia and is setting itself up as an
alternative to Sydney — with very good reason because
I think we have a far better airport than Sydney — but it
is impossible to be successful in that sale without a rail
link.
I speak to people from interstate and some from
overseas and they are just staggered that Melbourne
does not have a rail link to the airport. In 1999 Labor
said it would build the rail link and then stopped it.
Now Labor has stopped it for the second time. For the
second time Labor has scuttled the airport rail link. That
is a disgrace. However, you could not expect much
more from these people. It is woolly thinking, to say the
very least. Perhaps that is another thing the committee
could examine. Where are these people’s heads? What
are they thinking? To quote Dr Phil, ‘What were you
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thinking?’. What were they thinking when they decided
that an airport rail link was not a priority?
I do not think there are too many things the state needs
more than an airport rail link. It is needed desperately.
Since the privatisation of Melbourne Airport we have
seen a doubling, even a tripling, of the number of
people who work there, and that in itself has put a huge
strain on the freeway. A number of people have to drive
to work there because they have no other option. If we
had a rail link, not only could commuters going
interstate and overseas visitors benefit from it but the
people who work at the airport would be able to take
advantage of it as well.
The fact that we need this rail link seems to me to be a
no-brainer. I think the economy and infrastructure
committee should have the ability to ask, firstly, why
we do not have one, and, secondly, why will we not be
getting one? From my perspective as a member for
Western Metropolitan Region there is deep disgust
throughout much of the western suburbs that Labor
cancelled this project. To disgust some of Labor’s
strongest supporters takes a fair bit, but in my view this
is that fair bit we are talking about.
I move on to the second part of Ms Wooldridge’s
motion, which reads:
(2) to the environment and planning committee as part of its
oversight of Local Government Victoria, to inquire into
and report every six months on the outcome of the state
government policy of local government rate capping on
councils’ viability, service impacts on local communities
and impacts on the provision of local infrastructure …

If you speak to any number of people in local
government in this state, they will tell you that this
government is round the twist. It thinks that rate
capping is going to work, but members might recall that
the coalition tried it some years ago and it did not work
then. What makes this government think it is going to
work now? It makes no sense at all to try something
that you know is not going to work. Maybe the Labor
way is to go with your eyes open into another disaster.
Maybe that is the Labor way.
We are talking about councils’ viability. We heard from
Mr Mulino in his audition earlier today that councils are
providing numerous — dozens, almost hundreds — of
services. It may well be that as a result of this rate
capping those services will have to be significantly
curtailed. I have to say that that might not be such a bad
thing in certain instances. I see some of my local
councils out in the west doing certain things, and I look
at them, shake my head and think, ‘What the hell are
they doing that for? I would not have thought that was
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the job of council’. From that point of view it may have
a positive impact.

view right across the political spectrum of local
government.

What we need to do, via the environment and planning
committee, is have an opportunity to examine how this
is going and the impact it is having on the lives of
Victorians. It is something that will impact on many
Victorians. For example, it may impact you if you have
a dog or cat. I have two cats and a dog; I may have
mentioned that to the house before. This rate capping
may well impact on pet owners, because you have
ranger services and you have registration services. It is
not just rate capping.

If this motion were passed today, we would see a queue
of councillors and council officers lining up to give
evidence to the environment and planning committee
on this matter, because it will impact on councils in
particular and it will impact on people’s lives in so
many different ways. I could list them all, but I will not
do that. If I were auditioning for a vacant ministerial
job, I might do that, but given that Mr Mulino has
beaten me to it, I will leave it alone.

Ms Shing — What? You just want to talk about
animals!
Mr FINN — I do not mind talking about animals. I
love Bobbidog, and I have a great photo taken today of
my cats, Kentucky and Yoda, sleeping cuddled up
together to warm themselves because of the cold. But I
digress.
Mr Drum — Not Bobo and Boo?
Mr FINN — No, not Bobo and Boo. They buggered
off.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Through the Chair, Mr Finn. This is not the time
to have a conversation.
Mr FINN — Thank you, Acting President. These
are areas that will be impacted by this rate capping,
because what we are going to see is councils finding
other ways to raise money. If there is one thing that
councils can do well, it is raise money, and they will
put up cat and dog registrations. They will put fees for
any number of services up to cover the shortfall,
because one thing they will not do is cut their empires;
they do not want to do that. Although clearly, as I said
earlier, some services will have to go. We will need
some degree of checks and balances on how this
process continues.
This section of the motion would have huge support in
the local government community. Of the councillors I
have met with whom I have discussed this matter —
whether they be Independent, Labor, Greens or
whatever they might be — I have not met a single one
who supports Labor’s policy. Each of the councillors I
have spoken to — to a man and a woman — has said to
me that they think Labor’s policy is insane. They think
Labor’s policy is cheap vote chasing and is
unsustainable for local government. That is what local
councillors have told me, and I have to say I would take
that as gospel given the wide breadth of support for that

Let me say that I think it is very important — —
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr FINN — Ms Shing should consider this. She
should learn a little bit about local government.
Ms Shing — I am always learning, Mr Finn.
Mr FINN — I think learning is a very good thing.
Despite what you might hear about the sides being
settled, these things are never settled because learning is
an ongoing experience.
We could learn a great deal from this committee and
the examinations undertaken by it, because once the
rate capping is implemented and this policy is applied
to councils in this state, we are going to see a lot of
trouble from one end of Victoria to the other. Whether
it be in country councils or metropolitan ones, wherever
they may be, we are going to see some big trouble, and
we are going to need a committee to keep an eye on it.
This motion is necessary to keep a check on the damage
I believe this policy will do to local government and to
services in Victoria.
I move on to paragraph (3) of the motion, which seeks
that the legal and social issues committee inquire into,
consider and provide an interim report no later than
30 November 2015, and a final report no later than
1 May 2016, on the process, cost and effectiveness of
the Victorian government departmental restructure —
the machinery of government changes — following the
November 2014 election.
I am surprised the government is opposing this section
of the motion. I would have thought that more than
anybody the people who would benefit from it would
be members of the government, because clearly they
have no idea how this worked or how it works now.
They are sitting over there in cloud-cuckoo-land. I
could make a comment about an artificially
inseminated cow, where you know that something
wonderful has happened but you are not quite sure what
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or how. That is just like government members. They
know that something wonderful has happened but they
are not sure what or how. That is why the legal and
social issues committee would help them enormously in
understanding what happened under the leadership of
the Premier immediately following the 2014 election.

things, so this part of the motion is for him. It is almost
as if the motion was written for Mr Herbert, Ms Shing
and Mr Dalidakis, who seems to have nodded off over
there, and a number of other government members who
really do not have the first idea what has happened over
the last few months.

This motion requires that an interim report be provided
no later than 30 November this year. I think that is a fair
and reasonable thing given that that would be almost
12 months to the day since the government took office.
Following that, a final report is to be provided no later
than 1 May 2016, which would allow for a much more
comprehensive report to be put together.

The people of Victoria are looking at 1 Treasury Place
and looking at what is happening in Parliament House,
and they too are saying, ‘What is this government
doing?’. It is not just the government that does not have
a clue what it is doing, the people do not know what the
government is doing. This reference will be helpful. I
like to be helpful whenever I can. This motion adds to
my reputation for being helpful, and that has to be a
good thing. If we can get the terms of reference to the
committees in order for them to examine these matters
properly and with fulsome consideration, then we can
come up with some answers that will — —

There is no doubt that the government has made huge
and significant changes to the culture of government in
this state and those changes are somewhat of a mystery
to a good number of people in the bureaucracy and
indeed in the Parliament, and I am not talking about
people on this side of the house. As I say, I believe it
would be very helpful for the government, it would be
very helpful for the bureaucracy and it would be very
helpful for academics, who study these sorts of things,
God help them, to understand exactly what has
occurred and have a look at what benefits or otherwise
have resulted from these changes.
Ms Shing — Tell us.
Mr FINN — This will shock Ms Shing, but I am not
the repository of all wisdom. I can see the stunned look
on her face, but it is true that I do not know everything,
and that is why we need this reference to the legal and
social issues committee so we can have a good hard
look at what has basically been a revolutionary change
made by this government.
Ms Shing — Revolution!
Mr FINN — I mentioned ‘revolution’ and her ears
pricked up. She will be out on the streets in her hobnail
boots any minute now. Significant changes have
occurred over recent months in this state, and I think it
is extremely important that we have an avenue to look
at these things.
Mr Herbert — What are they?
Mr FINN — Mr Herbert is in the ministry. He
might want to know how he got his portfolio. Some
things will remain a mystery to him, like how he came
to be there at all, but he will want to know about his
department. He will want to know about his
departmental chiefs and the bureaucrats who tell him
what to do every day. They do run the show, it is true.
Mr Herbert will want to know all about those sorts of

Ms Shing interjected.
Mr FINN — No, we are talking about what
Ms Shing’s government has done. If she does not think
that is of substance, that is her problem. I am trying to
help Ms Shing and Mr Dalidakis because, as I said a
moment ago, I am a helpful person. I am trying to help
them understand what has happened within the
machinations of government over the six months since
Labor came to office. As I said, there are a lot of people
who would like to know what has happened up this end
of town.
Mr Dalidakis — Please tell them.
Mr FINN — That is what this committee is about.
Mr Dalidakis has to start listening. If you want to learn
things, you have to listen, and it would be helpful if
Ms Shing could listen occasionally. This motion is an
important one. It will root out a number of important
issues with information surrounding — —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mr FINN — If Mr Dalidakis had been listening for
the past hour, he would know exactly the substance of
my argument. Would he like me to start again? Did he
miss it? I am being distracted; I should never respond to
interjections. This motion is one that will provide no
end of enormously helpful information to this
Parliament, perhaps to the government and certainly to
the people of Victoria, and that is who we should be
here to serve at all times. Our no. 1 priority should be
the people who put us here.
Mr Morris — Not the unions.
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Mr FINN — Not the unions. Members on the other
side will tell us at length that their priority is their union
bosses, but we on this side of the house know that the
people of Victoria put their faith and trust in us when
we come into this Parliament. The only way those on
the other side can get into Parliament is with the trust
and support of union hacks in a backroom somewhere.
That is the truth, and nobody from the other side could
justifiably deny it.
I commend this motion to the house. It is worthy of the
support of every member of this house. If the motion is
passed, I wish the economy and infrastructure
committee, the environment and planning committee
and the legal and social issues committee well in their
deliberations. Today we have gone a long way towards
shining a light on a government that over a period of
months has got itself into a dark place. If we can
illuminate the lack of good governance in this state by a
government that has no idea what it is doing, then we
have done a good job and a great service to the people
of Victoria. I urge members to support the motion.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Goodness me, what a rant that was. I think I
lost a year of my life listening to that contribution, so I
will try to be a little more succinct. I sat and listened to
what Mr Finn pretended was a contribution to the
debate but which basically seemed to be a lecture. I had
no idea Mr Finn was a university professor. He
certainly likes to lecture, there is no doubt about that.
This was a lecture from a member of a government that
plunged this state and our manufacturing industry into
crisis, that lost our car industry, that drove our finance
sector to Sydney, that raised debt to astronomical
levels, that left the legacy of a 6.8 per cent
unemployment rate and that totally lost the faith of
business and industry in this state. Yet 190 or so days
later he has the gall to lecture us about economic
management and the running of the state. Let us not
forget the chaos of the Baillieu and Napthine years.
What a disgrace. What gall the member opposite has
standing there in his first year out of government
lecturing anybody about good government. It is
unbelievable.
My opposition to the motion relates particularly to
paragraphs 1 and 2, and that is what I want to talk
about — the first two references. Mr Finn highlighted
in his contribution exactly what is wrong with this
motion. I lost count of all the projects on his wish list
that he thought should be referred to this committee. I
got up to about 50 projects that he wants this committee
to investigate; every whim, every wish he has ever had
in his wildest dreams. Imagine, for every single
member here, any wish we have being sent off to this
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committee with no times, no limits and no constraints.
Off goes the list, with every single nutty idea that every
member of Parliament has. That is a great use of a
committee system. I do not think the committees should
be a smorgasbord of wish lists. They should do some
real work for real outcomes.
I do not have a lot of experience, it is fair to say, with
the Council’s committee system, but I do with the
parliamentary committee systems. I was chair of the
inaugural Education and Training Committee from
2003 to 2006. Before I go any further, I notice that
Mr Elasmar is in the house and I want to congratulate
him because he was a member of that committee when
I was on it. I acknowledge the great contribution he
made, and what a great choice he is as chair of the new
committee, the Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills
Committee, which incorporates a lot of the features of
the former Education and Training Committee.
Working with Mr Elasmar on that committee, hearing
him when he speaks in Arabic or French and observing
the statesmanlike manner with which he commands any
audience was a revelation. I think he is an excellent
choice as chair, and I look forward to reading some of
the proper references that come out of the new
committee and the proper work that comes from it.
The work of that committee highlights exactly what is
wrong with these suggestions. A good committee
should have proper terms of reference and it should
have a time frame for delivering on them. There are a
lot of members in this chamber whose major
contribution to Victoria, to the operation of our state
and to the improvement of our state will come through
the committee system. It is a travesty when we try to
distort that system for shallow political pointscoring,
for a shallow witch-hunt, such as in the way we have
seen this motion moved.
It is not just a reflection on the opposition as it puts its
view of the committee system but also an insult to
every hardworking member of this chamber who wants
to make a difference, who wants to have a look at a
proper reference, who wants to do some detailed
research and some detailed work to get an outcome and
make recommendations that government will accept,
recommendations that will make a difference to
people’s lives. This is a witch-hunt that we have before
us, shallow little pointscoring references without any
end date, without any real guidance as to how to go
about them, and a wish list designed to try to tie up the
government through a committee system.
The other point about this is that there is no way you
will ever get bipartisan support on these types of
references. In my time on committees the members had

STANDING COMMITTEES
Wednesday, 27 May 2015

COUNCIL

good references and we all sought to get an outcome
regardless of our political party, whether it be the
inquiry into the impact of unmet demand in higher
education, the inquiry into the effects of television and
multimedia on education in Victoria, the inquiry into
the promotion of maths and science education, the
inquiry into the suitability of pre-service teacher
training courses, the inquiry into skill shortages in the
rail industry or the inquiry into geographical differences
in the rate in which Victorian students participate in
education.
These were inquiries on which we generally got
bipartisan support, because we sat down with the
former Minister for Higher Education and Skills, Peter
Hall. When Nick Kotsiras, the former Minister for
Multicultural Affairs and Citizenship, was deputy chair
and I was chair, we sat down and took the committee
system seriously and we would work through the
recommendations and produce a report that was
actually meaningful and had proper outcomes, where
we could get bipartisan support and get some really
decent results coming out of it from government. That
is what a committee system should be. The Hansard
workers all understand that; I cannot understand why
the Leader of the Opposition cannot understand that.
If you denigrate the committee system, you diminish a
major arm of this institution and its capacity to look at
major issues besetting our society. We need committees
to come up with proper recommendations that
governments can look at and can enact legislation on to
get results for people. That is what committees should
do, and that is what every member in this chamber who
serves on a committee should be focusing on doing. It
is also something that gives enormous personal
satisfaction to the members on the committee, not these
rubbish references that we have before us, this
witch-hunt with no times, no details, just trying to use
the committee system to get to the government.
I worked in the Senate for six years for a senator, and I
did an awful lot of research on Senate inquiries, not just
the budget inquiries, the budget estimates, additional
budgets and supplementary budgets but in the standing
committees and their references. I was there in the
halcyon days of people such as Bronwyn Bishop, who
used to love baiting public servants at hearings. She
made her reputation on that. I can tell members that
no-one in the Senate would put up with these types of
references, no matter how feisty it got. Throughout the
years when the Australian Democrats or the Greens had
the balance of power, back in the time of Chamarette,
Dee Margetts and Harradine, they would not have these
sorts of shabby references. They would do references
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that had outcomes about real issues, not the sort of party
political rubbish that we see today.
In saying that, this is a landmark motion. People who
vote for it will vote for a complete change to the way
the committee system operates in this Parliament. Let
us lift the game, not lower it. Let us lift the references,
not lower them. Let us lift the participation levels of
members here, not lower them. Let us lift the outcomes
from our committee system, not lower them. These are
the things we should all aspire to. These are things that
are important in our lives and the reason people vote for
us, and this motion will simply not do that.
Motions such as these are just about a long-term
witch-hunt. To go there is time consuming, so they can
be used as avenues to attack the government on every
major project it undertakes. We have just heard from
Mr Finn about an extraordinarily long list of projects
which he will not raise in the adjournment debate, he
will not raise in his 90-second members statements and
he will not raise in debates in this house. He wants to
see the whole committee system based around his wish
list of projects for the western suburbs. That is really
not good enough.
Let me go to the details of the first reference and unpick
some of what this motion is about. We see listed for
reference the projects related to the removal of railway
level crossings. The removal of 50 of the worst
congested level crossings in our state is a major
infrastructure effort. In the past if we have been lucky
we have removed one and a half or two level crossings
in a year. That is why their removal has been so slow.
The projects linked with the lease of the port of
Melbourne will generate 5000 jobs. That too is a
massive infrastructure effort, which is just beginning. I
have no problem with people looking at that in a few
years to see how it is rolled out. It is ludicrous to ask a
standing committee to consider that project when there
are no details on how the committee members will
consider it and on what terms — whether they will look
at a contract, a rollout or the efficiency or business case.
Having it rammed into a motion such as this is shabby
at very best.
The motion is shabby too for all those people who want
and hope to get their level crossings fixed and see
business improve. I can tell members that this project is
something that people in the business community are
talking about. They want those level crossings
removed, they want them done quickly and they want
them done efficiently. That is the government’s view as
well.
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Then we have the western distributor. We have just
heard a rant and rave about the west. The western
distributor is an incredibly important project and it is
nothing new. These are all projects that we went to the
election on. Members opposite did not like them, and
that is okay. It is okay also that they have different
views. But talk about sooky sooky la-la. Members
opposite should get on with it and realise the mandate
the government has and give the government a go to
carry it out, rather than saying, ‘We think the people of
Victoria are wrong, wrong, wrong, so we’re going to
punish, punish, punish. We’re going to be childish
about this’. The western distributor is an important
project and everyone knows it.
The Melbourne Metro rail project is part of the list. If
there was a project that shows the difference between
the previous government and our government, it is the
Melbourne Metro rail project. Let us be clear, unlike
the plethora of misinformation that was put just before.
The Melbourne Metro rail project came from one of the
most exhaustive studies of infrastructure needs that
Victoria has ever had. Sir Rod Eddington was in charge
of it. He spent an inordinate amount of time, he had
expert advice, he consulted, he got every piece of the
jigsaw together and he put forward a plan for
Melbourne. Melbourne needs a transport plan, and it
needs a rail and public sector plan. In the last eight
years the population has grown by 1 million in this city,
and in the next eight years there will be another million
people. This is not the time to be banging on and
saying, ‘Sorry. We lost the election; we’re going to be
spoilsports’.
We need this rail project, which came out of exhaustive
research. The former government did not like it. Let us
be truthful about this. Those opposite had a view, and
when they came to government they said they were not
going to do anything the former government had
proposed. They did not care that the research was done
independently by experts and that it was the best option.
They said they were not going to do that. When the
political pressure built up about our rail system they
had to do something, so what did they do? You can ask
any public servant in the transport division what they
did. The answer is that they quickly cobbled together a
plan. They told their senior bureaucrats that they
needed an alternative and asked them to pull something
together quickly.
It was not the Eddington process, the independent view.
They pulled together their shabby little plan for cutting
the major part of growth in Melbourne out of the
underground Melbourne Metro rail project. They pulled
together a plan that put a major station in an area where
there are no people. They could not even identify where
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the station was to be. They had it in the wrong place on
some maps. The Premier could not tell people where it
was going to be, and neither could the planning
minister. It was an absolute debacle. It was a hugely
expensive made-up project that would never have
swung. It would never have come together and it was
never viable.
Now those opposite say they do not like the
government’s well-thought-out plan. They do not think
there should be a station in the hospital and Melbourne
University precinct. They do not care that Melbourne
University is waiting to build a $400 million building
above the station at the Bayford site. They do not care
about expanding in that direction to look after the
infrastructure needs of our population. They do not care
that there is no decent station next to that massive
hospital area. None of that is of interest to them. Their
interest was a shabby little deal because they did not
like the plan Labor had.
Members of the government have a different view. Will
the Melbourne Metro rail project cause disruption? Of
course it will. Every major infrastructure project that
this city ever undertakes causes disruption. Will we
manage it? Of course we will. Will we have a plan to
make sure that the Elizabeth Street component is done
in an efficient manner that minimises disruption to
business there? Of course we will.
The fanciful allegations made by members opposite are
astronomical. We have just seen an entire subway built
in New York, right down the middle of Fifth Avenue,
from East Harlem down to Wall Street. New York can
do it. It was a massive project. Every single crossroad
had to be kept going during that underground dig and
shunt. Those opposite are saying that we cannot do that.
What a load of rubbish. Of course we can. There is any
number of ways it can be done. The point is that
governments can undertake infrastructure projects and
minimise disruption. I would have thought that,
regardless of this motion, the Greens would have been
supporting this project, because it is an important
project for all of Melbourne. I could go on more about
it, because it is a fantastic project.
The list includes the sale and lease of the port of
Melbourne. If anyone has been transparent about that,
we have been. What we are doing is absolutely
diametrically opposite to what happened with the
opposition’s plans for the sale of the port. Talk about a
shabby little deal. There was no detail. It was stuck in a
line in the budget because the figures were absolutely
wrong. Freight was losing money left, right and centre,
but members of the then government did not want to
expose the public to the knowledge of the debt levels
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they were chalking up. They did not want to come
clean on the actual state of the budget that we inherited.
Their plan for leasing the port was not about using the
money to get rid of the blight of level crossings that
clog up this city and cause death on our roads and rail,
that clog up not only the roads but also the rail, that are
a major impediment to getting more trains on our
network and getting a more efficient service and that
are intrinsically linked with the Melbourne Metro rail
project in the biggest upgrade to our transport system
that we have seen since the original city loop was built.
Those opposite did not want any of that. They just
wanted a little line in their budget so that people were
not aware of the disastrous state they drove the
Victorian economy into.
Members of the government have a different view. Our
plan is transparent. I lose track of the number of times
that the Treasurer — who is doing an awesome job on
this project, as he is with rebuilding Victoria’s finances
and the basic infrastructure that people rely on —
comes out and provides clarity on our plans around the
port. There are no secrets here. This is a transparent
process.
Then we have the Melbourne Airport rail link.
Listening to those opposite you would think they had
actually intended to build it. You would think they were
fair dinkum. They were not, of course. They were about
as fair dinkum about that as they were about the
Doncaster rail project that they talked about during an
earlier election campaign. They had no intention of
building it. They did not have the route it was going to
go along. They would not give the options because they
knew how many houses would be destroyed doing it.
There were no costings. It was never ever going to be
built. What was said? It was said that at best it was
going to be built in 50 years. That was if they could
find the money, if they could work out the route, if they
could get through the politics of it all and if it stacked
up against a very cheap, efficient SkyBus service. It
absolutely astounds me.
What listening to the debate has taught me is that so
many of those opposite never actually catch a train and
they never get the SkyBus from the airport. I do, and I
know that it is a damned good service. It takes
20 minutes.
Mr Drum interjected.
Mr HERBERT — It is a generalisation. I should
say that I am talking about those whose contributions I
have heard in the chamber today. We are talking about
a service which, if it happened — if there were funding
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behind the rhetoric and the gobbledegook — would be
at best 5 minutes faster than SkyBus. Going from my
former seat in the other house, Eltham, on the
Hurstbridge line on the train is half the distance to the
airport, but on the projections the trip was going to take
nearly twice as long. But there was no funding for the
extra stabling facilities, for the two new projects that we
were promised. The previous government said, ‘We’re
going to build this fanciful rail link’, but it had no
intention of doing that, and everybody knows it, just
like it had no intention of building the Doncaster rail
link. It was about trying to stick a few markers in the
ground.
I paraphrase Bob Marley, who sang that you have to
know your history to know where you are going. We
need to reflect on that history when we look at this
motion. The Baillieu government was roundly criticised
both inside and outside the Liberal-Nationals coalition
for doing nothing and driving this state into a
never-never land. That does not come from me;
virtually every economic commentator and news
reporter said so. That led to the change of leadership.
Former Premier Denis Napthine came in, and he had to
try to give the perception that something had changed
in the flawed approach of the government, so he made
wild announcements, behind which there was never any
funding, detail or thought. The airport rail link was one
of those projects.
This part of the motion is not just about the witch-hunt
around major government projects or the wish list of
matters those opposite would like to see directed to a
committee, based on whatever the fad of the week is.
This is about undermining some very legitimate
processes that have been put in place by this
government in terms of infrastructure investment and
spend. We know that one of the problems in politics
and for the community is the chopping and changing of
governments. We believe there needs to be greater
oversight and certainty. We believe we need to
establish Infrastructure Victoria to take over the process
of building this state’s vital infrastructure, both for the
people who live here now and for the further million
who will join us in the next eight years. For our growth,
prosperity and economic security we need to put this in
the hands of experts for long-term planning.
Infrastructure Victoria is the mob that should do that,
underpinned by Projects Victoria, to bring some
gravitas to how these projects roll out. That is the way a
good modern state should do things.
This has nothing to do with parliamentary oversight. Of
course there should be parliamentary oversight of those
bodies, just as there are a range of oversights, including
parliamentary oversights, over the Public Accounts and
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Estimates Committee, the Victorian Auditor-General’s
Office and the Ombudsman. To compare this motion,
which wants to have them overseen by a never-ending
committee process — this witch-hunt picking up
minutiae — to what should be the proper planning of
this state’s major infrastructure needs for generations to
come through Infrastructure Victoria and Projects
Victoria is frankly an insult to the Victorian people.
I will go on to the second part of the motion, which is
also very simple: it is called a mandate, and it is called
common sense. We went out and said, ‘We have
difficulty with the level of rate rises and the lack of
scrutiny and oversight of rate rises coming out of local
government’. In Nillumbik over one three-year period,
rates went up about 34 per cent. In Banyule they went
up about the same amount in a few years. No-one is
saying that was inappropriate. What we are saying is
that there was no oversight and no explanation for it.
There was no reliability in it.
Mr Barber — They publish it and put it on
exhibition.
Mr HERBERT — I will tell you what they do not
do. When local governments go to elections they do not
advertise all their election commitments on a website,
and there is absolutely no scrutiny of those election
commitments. I get on pretty well with most of the
Greens, but if we are talking about promises and local
government, there is an issue. I would have thought
they would be more than happy to list their election
commitments and be accountable to them when elected,
as we are in government.
People are clearly sick to death of massive rate rises
that have little accountability and are contrary to the
promises made when councillors or prospective
councillors go to an election. We think that is not right.
We think there needs to be accountability, and we put
that at the election. We put a target figure and said, ‘If
you want to go beyond CPI, then you have to make a
case for it. You have to go the Essential Services
Commission, just like power or water companies do
when they try to put up their rates. There has to be
some measure of accountability’. I cannot understand
why anyone in this place would think that is wrong and
that there should not be at least some scrutiny of and
accountability for the massive rises we have had.
Perhaps some do believe that, and that is okay; we are
all different. But we made this election commitment as
part of our core mandate, just like rebuilding our
TAFEs and fixing up our schools, and before it can
even be implemented those opposite want it to face a
committee stacked with people who do not like the
policy.
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That is what this is about. The coalition does not like
the policy, and that is why it has brought this motion. It
is really shabby. It is contempt for an election process
and absolute contempt for the Victorian people. One
would have thought from the Menzies era that the
Liberal Party would have had some concerns about
rampant rises in local government rates impacting upon
people’s lives, but it seems that that is of absolutely no
interest to those on the other side whatsoever.
I will not say much more. I wanted to keep my
comments to those first two points. In essence, I do not
think this is the way that parliamentary committees
should operate. I do not think it is in the interests of this
chamber or this Parliament. I do not think it is in the
interest of the members of Parliament here who actually
want to get an outcome, have proper referrals, do the
work and research that is needed and make
recommendations to the Parliament and the
government. It undermines the efforts of all those
people who genuinely want to make a difference to
make Victoria a better place through the committee
system. This motion is shabby; it is nothing more than a
political witch-hunt, and it is really quite sad that we are
even here debating it.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, Acting President, for the opportunity to say
a few words in support of the motion moved by Mary
Wooldridge and supported by what I hope will be a
majority to allow this motion to be agreed to.
I have been listening to the filibuster, and now we have
had several hours of debate. I cannot recall whether
Mr Mulino was the first cab off the rank, but we
certainly listened to in excess of 70 minutes of
contributions that were absolute rubbish — filibuster
and intellectually contorted arguments as to why the
workings of democracy should cease, why we should
hold the government’s processes in awe and allow it to
continue, and why we should forfeit our values and be
submissive to the Labor government and its policies
and initiatives. It was said, for example, that somehow
the Essential Services Commission is a higher authority
than the Parliament of Victoria. I am sorry, but I do not
share that view.
Also I do not share the view that no chamber should
exercise its democratic rights as it sees fit. If this
motion to refer matters to the various committees is
passed here because the majority of members of
Parliament believe, then that will happen. That is the
will of the people, and members here are their elected
representatives. To suggest that somehow this process
is undemocratic and that these committees are stacked
with Liberals, when clearly we do not have a majority
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in this chamber and we do not have a majority in
individual committees, is absolutely intellectually
dishonest. To suggest that somehow this is all a big
Liberal conspiracy is ridiculous.
The process of referral of matters to parliamentary
committees is a course of action that is available to this
chamber. It is a process that is commonplace in
parliaments, where you may have committees that work
to complement, in conjunction with or parallel to, other
processes that are established by government. Just
because the government of the day establishes a process
does not mean that it is foolproof or that it is perfect.
Otherwise there would be no elections — ever —
because each government would be perfect, and there
would be no cause for changes of government.
Unfortunately that does not happen. In a democracy, as
we have come to know, governments are changed
because governments do, unfortunately, stuff things up.
We have seen, for example, this government reopen the
Fiskville inquiry. Why did it do that? Because it felt
there were shortcomings. Whether or not that proves to
be the case is yet to be seen.
I am on the record as having concerns about the remit
of the current Royal Commission into Family Violence,
because the minister is on the record in the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee (PAEC) as saying
she has not included in the terms of reference the
requirement to examine causes of domestic violence.
How one can actually look at service delivery and
recommendations as to how to improve our services
and programs without being informed about causes is
beyond my comprehension. Often when a government
sets up a particular process or structure or authority,
unfortunately it is complicated by other motives and
agendas, and sometimes this is not necessarily in the
best interests of democracy.
It is naive or dishonest to believe that a government’s
own processes are more important than those of the
house of review of its Parliament. It is a negative
reflection on the Parliament, and anyone who got up
and argued to the contrary has a few lessons to learn
about democratic processes. This is a house of review;
referrals to committees are commonplace. This house
has a remit to scrutinise government and its operations
and to hold it to account. That is entirely appropriate.
In terms of the merit of these referrals, one is to the
Economy and Infrastructure Committee. Mr Herbert
mentioned what he claimed were issues of mandate. If
the Labor government had ended up getting a 12-seat,
15-seat or 20-seat majority, with 5 to 10 per cent
swings, then we could actually talk about mandates, but
when you are involved in winning a handful of seats on
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slender margins, which may total — if you are lucky —
2000 votes in the state in an election campaign where
the unions were quite coercive and deceptive, and
ran — —
Ms Shing — I’m sorry; coercive and deceptive?
Mrs PEULICH — Ms Shing, you have either had
your turn or you can have your turn — —
Ms Shing — Coercive and deceptive?
Mrs PEULICH — Yes, they were. Let me give one
example. A former councillor from the City of Casey,
whom Mr Mulino would know well, Kevin Bradford,
was wearing a firefighters uniform. Kevin Bradford had
never been a firefighter. The member for Narre Warren
North, Luke Donnellan, on being quizzed about
whether — —
Ms Shing — On a point of order, Acting President,
Mrs Peulich in a point of order earlier today was at
great pains to point out the need to remain relevant to
the motion and the wording as it appears on the notice
paper. The Acting President at the time then indicated
that the questions to be focused upon in members’
contributions were why should nor should not these
matters be referred to the relevant committees.
Mrs Peulich then, as far as my recollection goes,
indicated that the point of order had been upheld and
then referred to it on a number of occasions in the
course of other interjections. I now find it somewhat
ironic that Mrs Peulich has strayed into talking about
specific issues that have nothing to do with the
motion — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! Ms Shing should come to her point of order.
Ms Shing — The point of order is one of relevance
in exactly the same form as raised by Mrs Peulich
earlier in the day.
Mrs PEULICH — On the point of order, Acting
President, clearly there is no point of order and those
comments ought to be ruled out as such. I was directly
responding to Ms Shing’s interjection, which was on
the question of mandate and the right of any Parliament
to make references to a committee, so I was addressing
the why and the when. Ms Shing made a farce, a circus,
out of the PAEC process. She should stop doing that in
this chamber.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — Ms Shing, learn a few things.
Pipe down and let other members of Parliament who
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have been democratically elected have their say. You
are ridiculing yourself.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! I thank Mrs Peulich and Ms Shing. I do not
uphold Ms Shing’s point of order, but I encourage
Mrs Peulich to speak relevantly to the motion.
Mrs PEULICH — I was responding directly to an
interjection on the question of mandate and whether
there were coercive — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs PEULICH — I am standing on my feet, and
therefore it is not unruly, Mr Dalidakis.
Mr Dalidakis — Taking up the interjection isn’t
unruly?
Mrs PEULICH — No. I am standing on my feet; I
am speaking.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! I ask that members allow Mrs Peulich to
continue without interruption.
Mrs PEULICH — I was making a point about
winning a handful of seats by slender margins which
probably do not even total up to 2000 votes, especially
in the context where some quite coercive and deceptive
practices occurred during that election campaign, where
people wearing union attire pretended to be members of
unions when in actual fact they never had been. The
absolute proof was a former councillor, Kevin
Bradford, claiming that he was a firefighter. When the
Narre Warren North MP said, ‘Well, he is a firefighter
for today’, it quite clearly showed that deception had
been involved. Therefore the claim to some mandate is
a nefarious one, especially when the three major points
on which the government was elected were
shovel-ready projects, fully funded promises and the
50 level crossings.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — Ms Shing, put a sock in it!
Those three matters are yet to be seen. We have not yet
seen any shovel-ready projects. We understand the
funding of those projects and promises, which were
said to be fully funded, is dependent on the sale of the
port of Melbourne. And the 50 level crossings are — —
Ms Shing interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — Ms Shing, I think you have got
diarrhoea. Will you give it a miss?
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! I remind members that we have a member
making a contribution at the moment. If that member is
on her feet, I advise the other members to remain silent
while she makes her contribution to the house.
Ms Shing — On a point of order, Acting President, I
just seek your guidance as to whether that courtesy will
also be extended to speakers who will make
contributions later in this debate.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! That is not a point of order. I encourage
Mrs Peulich to continue with her contribution.
Mrs PEULICH — Thank you, Acting President.
The claim that somehow this house does not have the
remit to do what it is doing, that these references were
somehow politically stacked and the claim to a mandate
are all fabricated, contorted, intellectual arguments to
not only filibuster on this motion — possibly to prevent
the house moving onto the next one — but also clearly
suppress the voice of the community, where there is
significant unrest in relation to many of these issues.
I missed out on hearing Mr Barber’s contribution to the
debate, but I imagine he probably spoke at length about
the concerns about rate capping. I am on the record as
supporting lower rates; there is no doubt about that.
This is about whether that is best achieved through rate
capping using the CPI, which is not an index that
reflects the cost of doing business in local government,
with the threats being, if a punitive approach is taken,
that local government could be cutting infrastructure,
cutting services or lifting its fees and charges. That
would be and is of significant concern to many
councils, which are trying to understand how the
Essential Services Commission may work, and dare I
say every exception to the mandated CPI cap in my
view, except in extraordinary circumstances, is an F for
failure for the Andrews government in terms of this
policy.
These are the concerns that need to be nutted out. We
do not want to have the genie let out of the bottle or the
horse bolt without us. We are democratically elected
representatives involved in our own communities and
have the opportunity to shape the way policy may be
constructed or implemented or perhaps changed or
evolved in order to make it workable. I do want lower
rates, but I also want it to be done in a way that is
sustainable for each of those communities.
I do not intend to filibuster, but I wish to say that we are
completely within our remit to make these referrals. I
do not wish to engage in the direct debate of the details
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of this motion. That will be done when the reports come
back to the Parliament. Any committee member of
Parliament who does not agree with the conclusions of
a report that is to be tabled in this Parliament has the
freedom to submit a minority report. That is how
democracy works. I see this as a very important part of
the workings of this chamber, and in this instance I
commend the Greens for supporting the motion.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I am pleased to make a contribution to this
debate. I say at the outset that it has been a quite
wideranging debate in which members have been able
to canvass a number of issues. This wideranging
motion addresses a number of issues, including several
significant infrastructure projects in our state as well as
issues relating to machinery of government changes,
municipal rates and the government’s rate-capping
policy.
I do not propose to canvass each one of these issues,
because a lot of them have already been canvassed at
some length by other members, in particular by the
government’s lead speaker, Mr Mulino. I congratulate
him on what was a very comprehensive contribution at
the outset of this debate, in which he canvassed the
government’s position in relation to a number of
significant infrastructure projects, particularly relating
to the removal of railway level crossings.
I add how pleased I am that the Labor Party went to the
last state election committed to removing 50 level
crossings across our city and state and that this was
done on the basis of identifying the level crossings that
were experiencing the most congestion rather than the
approach of the previous government which selected,
for example, the Brighton level crossing for removal
even though it was, if I recall correctly, no. 223 — I
could be wrong, but it was in that order — on the black
spot priority list. The government is looking at ways of
addressing congestion as well as improving the public
transport system. The removal of level crossings will
enable road traffic to flow more freely as vehicles will
not be stuck at boom gates, and our train system will
also operate more efficiently once a number of these
level crossings have been removed.
I am pleased that the Andrews Labor government’s first
budget allocated funding to enable these level crossings
to be removed, and the delivery of the project is very
closely linked to the sale or long-term lease of the port
of Melbourne. This is an important project and one that
the Andrews government has made significant progress
on, with a number of steps having been taken already to
progress the removal of the level crossings and take
them to market. This will be of enormous benefit in the
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short term but particularly in the longer term, once
those removals are completed.
As Mr Mulino has indicated to the house, the
government already has processes underway in relation
to the level crossings, the port of Melbourne, the
western distributor project and the Melbourne Metro
rail project that mean it is not necessary for these
matters to be considered by the economy and
infrastructure committee of the house.
As a member, I remarked on a number of occasions in
the last Parliament how the Council committee system
was not being utilised effectively under the previous
government. For example, the committee I happened to
be a member of received very few legislative
references. If I recall correctly, only one bill came
before the Legal and Social Issues Legislation
Committee, and that happened to be a bill that was not
at all contentious. In relation to the Legal and Social
Issues References Committee, we received a reference
relating to a federally regulated body, the Australian
Health Practitioner Regulation Authority, which in no
way caused the then minister and the government of the
day any particular exposure. The parliamentary
committees were not being utilised for their intended
purposes.
In relation to these references, the reference to the
economy and infrastructure committee really relates to
matters that, as I have indicated, are already being
appropriately canvassed through other processes of
government. No justification has yet been given as to
why the committee would need to examine these
projects on a six-monthly basis, other than one of
grandstanding by the opposition, because it is very clear
that it is not committed to these groundbreaking
projects that will transform our city and our state.
We know the previous government signed up to a
disastrous east–west link tunnel project, and it was
prepared to expose the state to potentially enormous
damages through signing an agreement on the eve of
the last election. The thing that was even more
shocking about this was the side letter that was signed
by the then Treasurer, the member for Malvern in the
Assembly, potentially exposing the state to
considerable financial damages, essentially as a
punishment for the community having the gall to
change governments. It is a great relief that we have
such a talented Treasurer in Tim Pallas, who has
managed to negotiate a very good outcome for Victoria
in terms of that side letter, the implications of that side
letter and the implications of that east–west link
contract and has ensured that the Andrews government
has incurred costs of just $1.
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Ms Fitzherbert — That’s not true.
Ms MIKAKOS — Ms Fitzherbert, the payments
that were made to the consortium were drawn down
before the election, during the time of the previous
government. Of course members of the opposition now
wish to rewrite history and ignore facts inconvenient to
them, because we know the east–west link project
would have been a disaster for Victoria. The previous
government was prepared to lie to the Victorian people
about the business case. What has come to light since
then is the reality that this project did not stack up in
terms of the business case, and it would have been an
absolute disaster for our state.
That is why it is inexplicable that the Prime Minister
continues to campaign on this issue of the east–west
link, basically defying the wishes of the Victorian
people. He conceded late last year that the state election
would be a referendum on the east–west link. It was,
and the Victorian people made their position crystal
clear. It is time the Prime Minister abided by the wishes
of the people of this state, who have made it clear that
they do not want the dud east–west tunnel. Rather, they
want an improved public transport system.
We are putting our energies into removing these level
crossings and constructing the Melbourne Metro rail
project and making other improvements to our public
transport system, because that is what is going to be of
benefit to our state. It is about time the Prime Minister
realised he needs to make a financial contribution from
the funds Victorians pay every day through the taxation
system, both income tax and the GST. We have an
expectation that we will receive an appropriate share of
federal infrastructure funding and that we will receive a
significant contribution at least of the magnitude that
the federal government was prepared to commit to the
failed tunnel project.
Another aspect of the motion relates to the issue of rate
capping. I will speak briefly on this issue. The Andrews
government handed down a budget that was very much
focused on the needs of Victorian families. We also
made a number of commitments during the election
campaign to assist families with cost-of-living
pressures. One of those commitments was to cap
municipal rate rises to the CPI, beginning in 2016–17.
It is rather odd that this motion seeks to have a
parliamentary committee begin a six-month inquiry into
a rate-capping policy that has not yet commenced. The
motion does not seek to look at this in terms of the
impact of rate capping in 2016–17. The inquiry is to
commence immediately even though the rate-capping
policy has not yet come into effect. It has been
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interesting to hear the position taken by opposition
members on this issue. They are trying to be too clever
by half. They do not want to come out and say they are
opposed to rate capping, but they like to ask questions
that consistently suggest they are opposed to rate
capping. If they think it is appropriate for ratepayers to
fund the policies of local councils, such as paying a
CEO a salary of $420 000 per annum or engaging in
policies without giving appropriate justification to the
ratepayers who paid for them, they should come out
and say so. If this motion gets up and this process
begins, the views of coalition members on this issue are
going to be well exposed.
We would expect the Greens party to oppose a policy
on rate capping. It does not surprise me at all, because
we know the Greens party never clearly articulates how
its policies will be costed and paid for, whether it is at
the council, state or federal level. We are a party that
puts forward the cost of our policies. We subject
ourselves to the scrutiny of the Victorian people, and
we have always been transparent in that way. It is
surprising that the coalition would join the Greens to
oppose a policy that is essentially one of political
accountability and transparency in relation to
individuals standing for public office at the local
government level. It is particularly surprising that the
coalition is supportive of policies that would essentially
continue to put pressure on the ability of families to pay
their rates.
I am very aware of a lot of people in my electorate who
struggle to make ends meet — senior citizens on age
pensions as well as families who are on concession
cards. They struggle to pay their bills, and that includes
municipal rates. That is why we have responded to
those cost-of-living pressures by moving to cap
municipal rates. This is a responsible policy which we
took to the election. The coalition needs to carefully
rethink its position on this, because we will be
reminding the Victorian people of the coalition’s views
on rate capping every time residents receive their rate
notices. Coalition members need to come clean about
their position. They cannot continue to say one thing
and suggest another. If they are in fact opposed to this
particular issue, as it appears so far, then they need to
come clean.
In respect of the last part of the motion, which relates to
machinery of government changes, it is rather
surprising that the committee is being asked to report
on machinery of government changes that have been in
effect for a relatively short time. The machinery of
government changes, which of course happen regularly
when there is a change of government, took effect on
1 January. The key change was the reduction in the
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number of departments from nine to seven. In my
portfolio area we have established the Department of
Health and Human Services, which brings together
teams from departments across government that cover
health, human services, sport and recreation, and
medical research functions.
We know there are individuals who face particular
problems, whether it be mental health issues or contact
with the child protection system or having a disability.
Being able to take a holistic view across the Health and
Human Services portfolio will provide a greater
integration of service delivery for those individuals. It is
signalling new ways of developing social policy and
delivering services that are focused on improving the
wellbeing of all Victorians.
Of course many Victorians will come into contact with
health and social services at some point in their lives. It
is important that we have a health system that provides
universal health care for all whilst also having social
services that provide targeted assistance to
disadvantaged or vulnerable Victorians. This could
include children who are at risk of abuse or people who
are homeless. The bringing together of these
departments means we are able to build a more
cohesive and supportive community to offer
opportunities to disadvantaged or vulnerable
Victorians.
This merger will drive a change in outcomes for
Victorians, particularly those with multiple and
complex needs that span a range of issues, whether they
be mental health issues, housing, drugs and alcohol,
chronic health conditions or disability. The new
department recognises the connections between
wellbeing, vulnerability and social inclusion, and will
build stronger, functional policy and service delivery
connections. The new department will ensure that its
governance, structure, performance monitoring and
service delivery arrangements continue to ensure the
provision of high-quality services.
The previous government also made machinery of
government changes. I make the point that in respect of
our machinery of government changes there have been
no public sector jobs lost. We are determined to ensure
that we provide better services to the Victorian
community, and that means ensuring that we have
departments that are appropriately staffed. That is why I
am pleased we saw a significant boost in my portfolio
area in the recent state budget, with recruitment of more
than 110 new child protection workers to assist in that
service delivery and to ensure that we can provide a
child protection system that is focused on keeping
children safe and on supporting vulnerable families.
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By contrast, the previous government made a number
of machinery of government changes in late 2010 and
early 2011. It reconfigured the Department of Planning
and Community Development so that Regional
Development Victoria moved from the former
Department of Industry, Innovation and Regional
Development (DIIRD); the integrated transport
planning and development function moved to the
Department of Transport; and many human services
functions moved to the Department of Human Services.
DIIRD was renamed the Department of Business and
Innovation (DBI), and a number of other changes were
made as well.
In 2013 the previous government renamed DBI the
Department of State Development, Business and
Innovation and moved the red tape commissioner and
energy resources functions into this department. It
created the Department of Transport, Planning and
Local Infrastructure, which brought together the
transport, planning, local government and sport and
recreation functions into the one department. It also
created the Department of Environment and Primary
Industries, which brought together the land
management and primary industries functions, and
moved Aboriginal affairs and veterans affairs into the
Department of Premier and Cabinet.
We have seen a number of machinery of government
changes in previous governments. I do not recall the
previous government indicating any willingness to take
its machinery of government changes off to a
parliamentary committee, nor do I recall it having any
great focus on explaining those changes to the house or
to the Parliament. By contrast, I am very happy to
explain the rationale behind the merging of the
Department of Health and the Department of Human
Services in the context of the changes we are making
that are focused around our better servicing vulnerable
children and families.
Another point I make is that while we have made our
changes without public sector jobs being lost, the
previous government made a lot of changes to
departments in restructuring them and used that as the
basis for sacking thousands of public servants. This had
a huge impact on the human services portfolio.
Ms Crozier was at a briefing earlier today when the
implications of that were explained to her by the
Auditor-General’s office in relation to the child
protection system. It is important that members are
aware that different governments have made machinery
of government changes from time to time. We have
been very transparent with ours, explaining what they
are and the implications for the community. I contrast
that with the approach the previous government took on
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the pretext of sacking thousands of public servants
during the last term of government. That had a
significant impact on the delivery of services across
Victoria.
With those words, I make the point that there has not
been a coherent argument put to the house as to why
these references should be sent to the various
parliamentary committees. We are supportive of a
parliamentary committee system that adds to the work
of the Parliament and adds to transparency in
government. We have been transparent in the processes
we have established in relation to each of the issues
canvassed by this motion, and therefore these
references are not necessary because that work is
already occurring.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak against this motion for a number of reasons. The
first is that this motion reeks of hypocrisy. The second
is that this motion is flawed, and the third is the
ramifications of this motion being passed. There would
be serious ramifications for the abuse of the upper
house committees should this motion succeed. And we
should not be surprised at the hypocrisy of those
opposite, because in the last term of Parliament, when
these upper house committees were established, the
government of the day used the 21-19 rule — that is, it
was in the majority with 21 members, with the
non-government parties in this house having a
collective total of 19 members. That meant that if any
non-government MP brought in a motion similar to the
one before us, which suggested that a certain issue or
issues be investigated by an upper house committee, the
government used its majority to vote against every
motion.
One might have got up; I apologise if one did. I am not
sure if a bill was sent to one of the upper house
committees.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr LEANE — I am happy to stand corrected.
Mr Barber’s bill on car dooring was referred to a
committee. I appreciate his correcting me. I think there
was one other reference that made it to an upper house
committee, but that was the extent to which the
government, with a majority in this house, accepted any
discussion or any reference to an upper house
committee.
The government made sure that it loaded up the upper
house committees with references which did not mean
a lot to the people of Victoria. Most of them did not
mean much at all. They were references that kept the
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upper house committees busy. The house would
collapse on a Wednesday evening so a committee could
meet.
What would usually happen was that of three upper
house committees, only one would have a reference. It
seemed to be that the committees would take a turn in
having a reference, meaning the members of the
committee with a reference would stay here after the
house would adjourn and look into that reference —
one which would mean not much at all to the people of
Victoria — while the members of the other two
committees would knock off, and all the ministers
would knock off and get on with other — —
Ms Crozier — Ours was a good committee.
Mr LEANE — Ms Crozier says, ‘Ours was a
good committee’. Ours was probably a good
committee because there was some good socialising,
and people got along. I said at the time that I was a bit
nervous — —
Ms Crozier — We had excellent references.
Mr LEANE — I do not know if it had excellent
references. I am happy to disagree with Ms Crozier on
that.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr LEANE — I was not on your committee at that
time, but towards the end of the term — —
Ms Crozier — The functions of pharmacies
reference.
Mr LEANE — I think it was debatable whether or
not the functions of pharmacies reference was such a
good one or not. I also wonder why the other two
committees could not have been sitting at the same time
and looking at other important references. It was never,
however, about actually examining issues that would be
important to the people of Victoria. It was about
keeping one committee busy while the house collapsed
on a Wednesday evening. That was what it was all
about.
Now, all of a sudden, coalition members have a new
enthusiasm for these committees and what they should
do to the point that they want these committees to have
running references requiring the committees to report
every six months on everything. Coalition members
want to examine everything now, when in the last term
the desire of the coalition in government was for these
committees to look into nothing. Coalition members
have gone from being keen to use these committees to
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look into nothing to wanting a rolling committee
inquiry that looks into everything.
That brings me to Ms Wooldridge’s motion and some
of the flaws in it. The motion refers to the removal of
level crossings; I will come back to that one. Let us talk
about paragraph (1)(b), which refers to the western
distributor. The western distributor has not been
confirmed as a project, and it might not be confirmed as
a project. As the Special Minister of State explained
today, the project has gone to another level of
independent investigation as to whether or not it is a
project the government should embrace and believe
will be good and beneficial for the metropolitan area.
We have gone to another process, and it might result in
the answer being no. This motion calls for a committee
to inquire into, consider and report every six months on
a project that may not even come into existence. That is
a glaring flaw in this motion.
Mr Barber interjected.
Mr LEANE — We will wait and see, Mr Barber,
whether it is accepted or not. Mr Barber might be happy
to make presumptions about this, but the government is
not. We are going through a process, and we are
committed to it.
Paragraph (1)(c) of the motion, regarding the
Melbourne Metro rail project, I will come back to. I
turn now to subparagraph (d), in relation to the sale and
lease of the port. Here is another item where there is a
political process to be gone through. I understand that
in the other chamber the Treasurer introduced
legislation and first read a bill to enable that in recent
days. There is a big process to go through. In this
debate Mr Finn was banging the desk as he talked about
the government making a mockery of a political
process, while an attempt to make a mockery of a
political process — one that has not even started — has
been glaringly inserted into this motion. There are no
guarantees in this process. There are no guarantees that
the legislation will go through this house, and we
respect that. We accept that there is some work to be
done in order for that to happen and that it is not
guaranteed. We accept that, because we respect the
political process. The bill has been brought to this
house because we respect the political process.
Paragraph (1)(d) is flawed.
In paragraph (1)(e), relating to the rail link to
Melbourne Airport, the motion calls for an update on a
project that the coalition government announced it
would build without there having been any substance to
its announcement. All government members ever did
was go out and say they would build that rail link. So
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every six months this committee is supposed to report
on something that a previous government’s members
merely said they would build, even though they did not
mean it at all.
Ms Mikakos — They just ran ads.
Mr LEANE — Exactly. Ms Mikakos said, ‘They
just ran ads’. They did worse than that. They were
actually standing on stations handing out fake tickets,
paid for by the taxpayer, which said, ‘Catch the next
train to the airport’. Victorians were not fooled. When
we talk about the $15 million that the Napthine
government spent on advertising that agenda, which
included the airport rail link, something the government
was never serious about, we should remember that it
has recently been reported that Victorians paid no
attention to those ads and that they meant nothing to
people watching them on their television or listening to
them on the radio. Victorians knew the Napthine
government was not fair dinkum. It was fair enough for
people to have got to that point after four years of
appalling inaction and of the Napthine government
breaking promises its members made during the 2010
election campaign.
During the election campaign in 2010, Ms Wooldridge,
the current Leader of the Opposition and mover of this
motion, went out to Doncaster with Ted Baillieu, the
then member for Hawthorn and Leader of the
Opposition. They said they were going to build a rail
line to Doncaster. They were going to get the money,
do a feasibility study and build it.
I have the documentation in my office, and I cherish it.
I cherish the documentation Ms Wooldridge put out to
the electorate in 2010 as an amazing relic of the time
when Ted Baillieu and Mary Wooldridge went out to
the people of Doncaster and said they were going to
build a rail line to Doncaster, which was just not true. It
was exactly the same when those same people came out
and said they were going to build a rail link to
Melbourne Airport. There was no substance, no work
done on it, no research. They just said they were going
to build it. People had already fallen for that one and
they were not going to fall for it again. They proved
that at the ballot box.
To do a six-monthly report on something that the
coalition government promised but never intended to
do is ridiculous, and it is embarrassing that it is
included in this motion. That is why I wonder whether
members of the opposition are even fair dinkum about
this motion. If they were fair dinkum, they would not
have put a couple of these line items into the motion.
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Paragraph 1(a) of the motion refers to ‘projects relating
to the removal of railway level crossings’. A committee
looking into that issue is not going to make any
difference to the agenda this government has set. We
have committed to removing 50 level crossings over the
next two terms of government, and I know that it kills
the opposition to know that there have already been
contracts awarded for four of those crossings.
Expressions of interest have already been received to
upgrade nine level crossings on the Dandenong line,
which means they will move ahead.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr LEANE — It was transparent, and there is more
good news around the corner. I am more than happy to
engage in this debate and respond to Mr Finn. Mr Finn
intimated that the funding for the level crossing
removal at Main Road, St Albans, has been reallocated
by this government. He posed that question, and I can
tell him that the answer is that the funding for Main
Road, St Albans, is still there. If Mr Finn waits for what
will only be a matter of weeks, he will be pleasantly
surprised at what we announce about Main Road,
St Albans. I will go to the extent of saying that I am
sure that wild horses will not keep Mr Finn away from
the photo opportunities when that project is finished in
coming years. He will be there. There will be photos,
and he will polish up his hair and make sure he is ready
to go. Trust me, he will be there.
It is only good news for Mr Finn, who says he has
advocated for the project. Advocating is good, and that
is what we do here, but actually delivering results is the
most important part. Advocating is very good, but
delivering is a lot better than good. Delivering is the
most important part, so I am quite excited about this
government’s level crossing removal program. There is
one in Mr Dalidakis’s region, and I know he is very
interested in — —
Mr Dalidakis — Four.
Mr LEANE — I know there are four in the
electorate he represents. We like to spoil Mr Dalidakis.
There is one in Burke Road that we had a conversation
about recently and which Mr Dalidakis knows a lot
about. He has family members who engage in activities
right near that intersection, and they know it very well.
We are looking forward to Mr Dalidakis, on behalf of
the government, making sure that project goes as
smoothly as possible. I know he will do a great job in
advocating for the people in that area and in assisting
Mr Staikos, the member for Bentleigh in the Assembly,
on taking an interest in the crossings at North Road,
Centre Road and McKinnon Road for which the
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contracts were, as we know, signed a couple of weeks
ago.
The good news for the whole chamber, and I am sure
members are all excited, is that there is going to be lots
of activity. I do not think the economy and
infrastructure committee will need to sit and talk about
these projects, because they will see them as they drive
past them. They will be seeing them in real time. The
level of activity will be enormous, and we accept that.
We accept that we have set a huge agenda, and we
accept that there will sometimes be criticism as the
projects are rolled out. However, it is better to be
criticised when you are in the process of doing
something than be criticised for doing nothing, which is
what happened to the former government.
We are excited about that project. We are looking
forward to it. We are also looking forward to the
Melbourne Metro project. There is a lot of activity
around there. People on the other side can be cynical
about the Melbourne Metro project, but it will start this
term. It is going to be fantastic.
Major projects cannot be just a quick fix. In the last
term the previous government ran a competition for a
redesign of the Flinders Street railway station. The
competition was initiated by the then Minister for
Major Projects, now the member for Croydon in the
Assembly. The design competition was won by an
overseas architectural company. That company took the
money — good luck to it, it won and it deserved the
money — and then nothing happened. I thank the
former government for that competition. I hope I do not
hurt the feelings of coalition members, but I like the
look of Flinders Street station. I like the fact that the
current government is prepared to put money into
restoring Flinders Street station to its former glory.
This motion represents what is going to be a regular
fishing trip for the opposition. The opposition wants the
committees of the Parliament to do its shadow portfolio
work for it. The opposition will aim to get reports on
the main pillars of the new government’s agenda in the
hope it will find problems it can highlight and then run
around saying that the sky is falling and it is all terrible
out there. The opposition will be on a constant fishing
trip over this term, and it expects our parliamentary
committees to facilitate that fishing trip.
This motion represents an abuse of the Parliament by
the opposition. It is rank hypocrisy when you consider
the way committees were abused by the previous
government. We should not be surprised. Members
need to see this motion for what it is: it is hypocritical,
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it is flawed and it is a dangerous abuse of the
Parliament’s time.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 21
Atkinson, Mr
Barber, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Drum, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Hartland, Ms
Lovell, Ms

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

Noes, 16
Bourman, Mr (Teller)
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr

Pairs
Davis, Mr

Melhem, Mr

Motion agreed to.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Reference
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That pursuant to sessional order 6 this house requires the
economy and infrastructure committee to inquire into,
consider and report, no later than 24 November 2015, on
options for a Victorian renewable energy target that is not
invalidated or limited by section 7C of the Renewable Energy
(Electricity) Act 2000 (Cth) and that creates renewable energy
additional to the federal renewable energy target.

Just the other day the Labor and Liberal parties at the
federal level got together to tear apart the federal
renewable energy target. Some 41 000 gigawatt hours
of green power that was to be created under that target
is now to be reduced down to the low 30s, and the
direct result of that decision by the Labor and Liberal
parties is many more millions of tonnes of greenhouse
gas emissions in our atmosphere. That is a matter for
the federal parties, but down here in Victoria the Labor
Party purports to have an interest in a Victorian
renewable energy target. In fact at the same time as it
was doing that dirty, polluting deed with Tony Abbott,
it was launching some sort of hokey online campaign
that lasted about 5 minutes, asking people to join Labor
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in lobbying Tony Abbott for a Victorian renewable
energy target. It is that fraudulent piece of political spin
that needs to be addressed, and it is for that reason that
the Greens are calling for this inquiry.
The government’s excuse down here in Victoria is that
section 7C of the Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act
2000 — the commonwealth act — prevents it from
having a light target here in Victoria. I have not got the
time to go into the constitutional niceties of that. I am
not even, for today’s purposes, arguing about that. I am
simply saying that if the Victorian government is
committed to adding extra renewables into the grid —
having just stripped them out of the federal target, and
the legislation hit the federal Parliament today — then it
ought to have a look at all the other options that would
not in any way, under any stretch of the imagination,
compete with the federal provisions.
The Greens-Labor government of the ACT has already
worked out a way to do it. It is requiring that a certain
amount of its electricity supply is to come from
renewable sources. It ran an auction to obtain that
power, and who is the beneficiary of that renewable
energy target in the ACT? The Ararat Wind Farm is
now going to get the nod. In Mr Ramsay’s electorate, in
the Ararat area, there will be more jobs. Believe it or
not, the state Minister for Energy and Resources put out
a press release congratulating that wind farm on getting
the green light, which it got only because the ACT
Greens-Labor government decided to get off its
backside and introduce its own renewable energy
target.
Mr Ramsay interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order!
Mr BARBER — Mr Ramsay is champing at the bit,
Acting President, to discuss the subject of the
renewable energy target, although I have a funny
feeling that Mr Drum is in line first — I do not know if
it is due to seniority or some negotiation.
Amazingly enough, the Andrews Labor government
went to the election with no position and no plan on
renewable energy. Its position was that, if elected, it
would develop a plan for renewable energy — a classic
example of, ‘Trust me now, and I will tell you what my
promise is after you have elected me’, which seems to
be some sort of postmodern method of governing. The
government got away with doing a bit of a soft-shoe
shuffle — a look over there and ‘Isn’t that
interesting?’ — but its promise added up to nothing.
Along the way, and even recently, the government has
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mouthed the right words about a Victorian renewable
energy target, but it will not come good.
Not to pre-empt the outcome of any inquiry, but there
are a half-a-dozen ways that a Victorian government
could immediately boost the amount of renewables
produced and used in Victoria. The government itself
could start purchasing a higher proportion of its
electricity from green sources. It could put a
requirement on generator licences. It could put a
requirement on retail licences under the Electricity
Industry Act 2000. It could use funds it currently
collects and pays over to subsidise a couple of
aluminium smelters to subsidise the construction of
more green power in the grid. It could certainly get out
of the road of those who are trying to do it themselves,
and it could stop power companies from blocking
renewable development at the household farm or
business level. That would be for the inquiry itself to
consider.
Unfortunately we have also seen a move to burn native
forests in furnaces to produce electricity and label it
green. The deal the Prime Minister, Tony Abbott, has
put into the federal Parliament today, now that he has
had the green light from the federal Leader of the
Opposition, Bill Shorten, is certainly going to provide
for that. What could be less green than taking Victorian
forests — which are some of the most carbon-dense
ecosystems on earth, that are ready to grow older and
older into their old growth state, absorbing carbon all
the while — and actually burning them? It is pure
desperation on behalf of VicForests, which is trying to
create a reason for its existence now that it cannot sell
its product anymore.
It is an absolutely shocking irony that Japanese
woodchip companies now have a much stronger
environmental consciousness than the Labor and
Liberal parties in the Australian Parliament. They are
turning up their noses at Australian woodchips and
growing their own in plantations, so what is left for
VicForests to do but try to find someone who will burn
up forests and put emissions into the atmosphere to sell
electricity. In fact under the deal that Bill Shorten has
just facilitated, it could be that all the increase in
renewables from here on in falls into this category of
burning up forests, which should in fact be developed
into carbon banks.
The Victorian Labor government is flip-flopping all
over the joint when it should be lobbying Bill Shorten
to refuse the deal, to reject burning woodchips from
native forests and to start talking about setting a
post-2020 target for renewables. Even if it fails in all
that, it has the power in its hands within Victorian
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legislation to start boosting renewables. It is for that
reason that we have asked the Labor government, if it is
sincere, to support this reference so that some of these
issues which have been bounced around in the political
sphere can be addressed with the engagement of the
renewable energy sector and farmers, householders and
businesses — all those who will benefit when they
become electricity producers.
We need to get all that information out on the table and
deal with it in a parliamentary committee process
which, despite what members might have heard here
today, is often much less political than the debates we
have in this chamber. In committees the facts, the
evidence and the experts have to be tested, and
politicians have to sit and listen while the community
talks. Why is it that Labor wants to keep shuffling
around on this issue when it has the chance to have a
parliamentary inquiry into it?
We know the coalition is unrelentingly hostile to
renewable energy. It has all but destroyed the industry
for large-scale renewables in Australia, firstly, just by
campaigning relentlessly in public and, secondly, by
setting up a review by a notorious climate change
denier with a clearly predetermined outcome. By the
way, though, even that inquiry had to acknowledge that
the effect of keeping the renewable energy target would
be that power prices would in fact fall in the future,
because we would avoid having to use very expensive
gas to meet our future energy needs, but nonetheless, it
was a predetermined outcome designed to get rid of the
target, and now there is this macabre dance between
Labor and Liberal in Canberra until finally Labor caves
and slashes the target. I am not confident that the
coalition is willing to support the sorts of measures that
the community is crying out for.
We know the vast majority of people want
development in renewable energy ahead of any new
coal or fossil fuels, but they just seem to find
themselves on the wrong side of the debate every time,
and opposition members should be willing to support
an inquiry into the issue, unless their minds are
completely and utterly closed for all time. We have just
voted to support a reference motion that the opposition
moved for some of these committees to look at a whole
range of important public projects in the area of
infrastructure. On the same rationale, why would it not
be willing to support an inquiry? Why would it be
scared of an inquiry into renewable energy when
energy is so clearly an important part of our public
infrastructure?
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I thank the chamber for the time that has been made
available to debate this motion. I look forward to
hearing the contributions of other members.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — It gives me great
pleasure to take this opportunity to rise and make a
contribution to the debate on the motion moved by
Mr Barber in which he asks that the Standing
Committee on the Economy and Infrastructure inquire
into, consider and report no later than 24 November
2015 on the options for a renewable energy target for
Victoria that is not invalidated or intimidated by
section 7C of the Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act
2000, and that creates renewable energy additional to
the federal renewable energy target.
That is the motion moved by Mr Barber, and I think he
has read the mind of the coalition in that it will be
opposing this motion. That has little to do with politics
and everything to do with harm minimisation by The
Nationals and the desire of the coalition for us to have a
national scheme.
Mr Barber said that — I cannot quite remember his
language — we are hostile opponents to renewable
energy, but during the last four years we have a couple
of years led by former Premier Baillieu and then a
couple of years led by former Premier Napthine, the
member for South-West Coast in the Assembly, who
openly came out and said that he loves wind turbines
and loves the concept of renewable energy. When we
have had a Premier who has openly shown his affection
for an industry, knowing how important that industry is
to his electorate, saying openly that he was pro-wind
farms, it is difficult to see the reasoning behind the
comment that somehow or the other the coalition is
hostile towards this issue.
The real problem that coalition members have is that
agreeing to an inquiry effectively means that we see
some merit in Victoria having its own renewable
energy target. Quite simply, we do not. In 2009 the
Labor government in this state ceded this state’s powers
in a Victorian renewable energy target to the federal
government so that we could work towards establishing
a harmonised national scheme. That work has been
ongoing through the Labor Party and also the coalition
in Canberra.
We understand that this issue is primarily and largely
about electricity prices or energy costs. During our term
in government we more than anybody understood the
cost-of-living pressures on mums and dads. We
understood that many Victorian families were having
an extremely difficult time finding a way to deal with
those pressures. The work that the former Minister for
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Water, Peter Walsh, the member for Murray Plains in
the Assembly, did in lowering water prices had a big
influence on cost-of-living pressures. Keeping our
electricity prices as low as we possibly can has a big
impact on those pressures.
There are only some things state governments can do.
They are very limited in how they can influence
cost-of-living pressures. The state government has an
opportunity to influence some of the utility accounts
that come to mums and dads, to everyday Victorians.
We consider it to be our responsibility to do the
absolute utmost we can to keep cost-of-living pressures
down. Our opinion, which I know is different from
Mr Barber’s, is that if Victoria went out on its own and
set up its own plan separate from a national plan or
from those in other states, it would create a ridiculous
situation. There would be a different pricing structure in
one state from those in others.
Many of our communities, specifically those in
northern Victoria and southern New South Wales, are
effectively one community divided by the Murray
River. We would have Albury and Wodonga on
different pricing structures, and there would be different
pricing structures in all the Murray River communities.
There would also be different commercial
arrangements for people who wanted to invest in the
renewable energy industry. A deal that would work one
way in Wodonga would work a different way in
Albury, as would a deal work one way in Mulwala and
a different way in Yarrawonga, one way in Echuca and
a different way in Moama and so on with all the river
communities. Those communities see themselves as
one.
In our time in this Parliament we need to be doing
much more to harmonise current cross-border
anomalies. When we talk to people in our electorates,
they just shake their heads in bewilderment when they
hear that we continue to make our own laws which fly
in the face of federal schemes or those in other states.
This is another example of that. The Greens are in
effect asking us to introduce a separate scheme that
would influence the cost of electricity and the
commercial arrangement that would exist within the
renewable energy industry within each state, with
different arrangements in Victoria from those over the
Murray River or over the border with South Australia.
It is the yearning for harmonisation and the desire to
have a national scheme that form the cornerstone of our
decision to oppose this motion.
We understand that for many years we have been the
beneficiaries of cheap power or energy due to our
extremely rich reserves of brown coal. We understand
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also that they do in fact burn dirty and that we have to
do much more than we have done historically to clean
up our brown coal emissions. If we are given the
opportunity of returning to government, we will do
what we can to transform our brown coal reserves into
black coal that would burn considerably cleaner than
the black coal reserves that are bringing so much wealth
to New South Wales and Queensland at the minute. We
in this state should not overlook that.
I know that the Greens do not want to know anything
about clean coal technology. That is their prerogative.
The Greens also do not really want to know about gas,
even though it would have a significant impact on our
coal emissions. Again, that is their prerogative. It is a
free world, a free country, and they have every right to
have their own opinion. However, members of the
coalition have a different view. As I said, that is based
on a deep desire to look after the cost-of-living
pressures on everyday families and to have a
harmonised national scheme. We want to make sure
that we do not end up with a state scheme and a
national scheme that will lead to considerable
duplication, that we do not have a huge increase in red
tape in the regulatory guidelines around what is likely
to be put in place and that there is not an added cost on
Victorian taxpayers and a truckload of confusion about
how the two systems would operate in parallel.
Coalition members have looked at this very carefully. It
is worth noting also that we understand there has in fact
been a downturn in the demand for energy. There has
been a reduction in the amount of energy being used
due to the downturn in manufacturing. Some of the
heavy energy-using industries are no longer doing the
amount of work they were doing. There are energy
efficiency technologies that are saving considerable
amounts of energy as well. Those two main factors are
leading to a decrease in the demand for electricity in
this state. The quid pro quo in that situation is that we
have an oversupply of electricity in Victoria at the
minute.
I understand where Mr Barber is coming from and the
whole raft of political undertones in his contribution to
this debate. However, the truth of the coalition stance
on this has more to do with the very basics of trying to
look after everyday Victorian taxpayers — that is,
mums and dads who have cost-of-living pressures,
including electricity costs. We want to make sure that
we have a harmonised national scheme, as opposed to
having a range of different schemes that would involve
duplication and create confusion about how they would
work. Hopefully the coalition has made it very clear
that the federal government, which has had these
powers ceded to it, is currently trying to organise a
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scheme. The amount of renewable energy has been set.
However, the federal government is still trying to get its
renewable energy target through the Parliament in a
manner that will let it come to the fore.
The coalition will not be supporting this motion. We
believe that a nationalised scheme is the way to go.
These powers have already been given to the federal
government once, and we believe they should stay with
the federal government in the interests of developing a
national scheme that can be understood by all
Australians. This way people wishing to invest in the
scheme will have a clear picture of what is available,
what the return is likely to be, current demand and
likely trends of demand in the future. It establishes an
opportunity for people to invest in this industry should
they wish to do so. It also gives Victorians a certain
amount of comfort and security in the direction of
energy costs for their households and their industries.
Unfortunately for the Greens, the coalition will not be
supporting this motion. We hope the federal
government’s scheme is up and running as soon as
possible.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to speak
on Mr Barber’s motion relating to options for a
Victorian renewable energy target (VRET). It is
important that we have these conversations, both in the
Parliament and in the community. Many Australians
are concerned about the environment. I am conscious
that the choices I make and the way I live my life have
consequences for the world around me and for the
world I will leave to my children. I think I represent the
average Victorian in that I am a diligent recycler and I
use reusable shopping bags. I have a water tank, and I
am building a new house that is going to have solar
panels. I attempt to teach my children to be aware of
environmental and sustainability issues. It is made that
bit easier when there is positive messaging presented in
child-friendly ways. For example, there is a Peppa Pig
episode called ‘Recycling’. It follows George and
Peppa — I see Mr Morris is familiar with it.
Mr Morris — Very familiar.
Ms SYMES — I have got the jingle in my head; it
has been in my head all day.
Mr Morris — I like George better than Peppa.
Ms SYMES — We have this debate in my
household as well. This episode is quite good because it
follows George and Peppa learning to recycle bottles
and newspapers, and they visit Miss Rabbit’s recycling
plant. I encourage anyone who has not seen it to watch
it on YouTube; it is only 4 minutes long.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Wednesday, 27 May 2015

COUNCIL

My family are Zoos Victoria members. It is fantastic
that Melbourne Zoo is certified by Low Carbon
Australia Limited. It is the first zoo in the world to
achieve carbon neutral certification and is on a journey
to become an international leader in sustainability.
Zooperman is the Zoos Victoria superhero and, along
with his 20 Extinction Fighters, he strives to make a
difference to wildlife and to fight extinction. There is
also the ZooperMarket at the Melbourne Zoo orangutan
enclosure — I imagine Mr Morris is familiar with that
as well — where kids can learn about the many
products on our supermarket shelves that contain
unsustainable palm oil, the harvesting of which is
destroying the native habitat of the orangutan. I think it
is great that in our homes and in our leisure time we are
reminded of small things we can do in our everyday
lives to lessen our negative impact on our environment.
I also think it is important that we talk as a Parliament
about these issues on behalf of our communities. For
that reason, I welcome the motion today.
Climate change is one of the most critical issues facing
Victoria, and we believe that it is a responsibility of the
state government to help mitigate the risks and adopt
adaptation strategies to respond to the threat. It was a
Labor government that first introduced Victoria’s
renewable energy target in 2006. The scheme
unleashed billions of dollars of investment in Victoria
and made us a national leader in renewable energy.
Under Labor, Victoria was also the first state to have a
mandatory energy efficiency target and a 5-star
standard for new homes. Labor governments have a
strong and proud record of bringing greenhouse
emissions down. In fact Victoria used to be a national
leader in renewable energy, but this title was
relinquished under state and federal coalition
governments.
The former state Liberal-Nationals government
effectively walked away from the environment and the
thousands of jobs that could and should have been
created over the past four years, particularly in my
electorate of Northern Victoria Region. Environment
Victoria CEO Mark Wakeham said that under the
previous government we had:
… seen nothing but a series of attacks on Victoria’s
renewable energy industry, with investments in wind and
solar being discouraged, and energy efficiency programs
scrapped.

A report by the Climate Council released last year
found that:
Victoria and NSW have moved from leaders to laggards in
Australia’s renewable energy race.
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That report found that under the previous government
the state missed out on $4 billion in investment and
3000 jobs. It is mind-boggling to think that the former
government would walk away from such an investment
at the time of a jobs crisis in this state. The election of
the Andrews Labor government has seen a return to a
much-needed focus on tackling climate change and
preserving our environment, while at the same time
boosting job opportunities.
We have restarted the wind farm industry by removing
the worst parts of the Baillieu and Napthine
governments’ anti-wind laws. We have supported
thousands of jobs by reducing the dwelling buffer zone
for wind projects from 2 kilometres to 1 kilometre,
opening the door to community wind farms in the
Macedon Ranges. This Labor government has done
more to boost employment in this area in six months
than the former government did in four years. These are
the actions of a government that wants to be a leader on
these issues, to protect the environment and to create
new industries and new jobs. The commitment to a new
VRET and a renewable energy action plan will build on
this leadership.
Renewable energy is energy obtained from natural
resources that can be constantly replenished. I find that
in this space we throw around acronyms and it can
sound quite complex; we could try harder to speak
about sustainability and renewable energy in simple
terms. Giving examples of technologies that use or
enable the use of renewable energy sources is, I think,
more tangible and easier for people to understand.
These include wind energy, solar energy, hydropower
and ocean power, and there are several more.
A renewable energy target is known as a RET. I do not
think this concept is well understood by many people,
and we should do more to explain it. The scheme is
designed to ensure that a certain amount of Australia’s
electricity is sourced from renewable sources. The RET
ultimately aims to introduce cleaner and more diverse
sources of electricity and to support growth and
employment in the renewable energy sector.
Victoria agreed to remove its renewables target in 2009
as part of a deal for a 41 000 gigawatt-hour national
target. Section 7C of part 1 was included in the
commonwealth Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act
2000 as part of the national RET rollout. Section 7C
gives immunity from state laws and provides that a
constitutional corporation need not comply with any
law of a state that substantially corresponds to this act.
In effect, the commonwealth act prevents state
governments from having their own schemes similar to
the renewable energy target.
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The Labor government is deeply disappointed with the
Abbott federal government’s announcement that the
RET will be scaled back to 33 000 gigawatt hours by
2020. The scaling back of the RET will reduce the
number of major renewable energy projects built in
Victoria, costing us jobs and growth. In my electorate
of Northern Victoria Region there are thousands of
people, particularly young people, who are looking for
work. There are plenty of job opportunities in new
industries if we support the environment and renewable
options, the new renewable energy employment
sources.
It is our view that the federal government should either
deliver on the deal it signed up to or remove the
restrictions on state-based schemes. The RET scheme
has worked. It is a proven, effective model for driving
renewable energy investment. Further, we already have
the legal architecture in place to recommence the
VRET. Let us not reinvent the wheel. Let us implement
a scheme with demonstrated results for Victoria.
A single national RET is the most efficient policy for
supporting large-scale renewables. A state top-up RET
is the best policy, because it can be integrated easily
into a national RET when it is expanded again in the
future. This is what happened in 2009. Other policy
options will not be able to be combined into a national
RET, so a VRET should be the preferred policy. This
motion that proposes a reference to the economy and
infrastructure committee in an effort to avoid 7C may in
fact hamper our ability to advocate for the removal of
7C. It may in fact provide excuses and escape hatches
for the Abbott government.
The VRET is only one part of the Labor government’s
renewable energy plan. We are acting to change our
energy mix through a jobs-focused agenda. We have
saved the Victorian energy efficiency target scheme, an
energy saving scheme which cuts bills and supports
2000 jobs. The $20 million New Energy Jobs Fund has
been established to encourage investment in the
renewables sector and focus on the development of
technology for the generation and storage of clean
energy.
We have also started work developing a renewable
energy action plan. This plan will outline a
comprehensive set of measures to drive investment in
renewable energy in this state. A consultation paper on
the renewable energy action plan will be released in the
coming months. Through the consultation process the
Victorian community will be invited to provide its own
views and ideas on driving renewable energy in
Victoria. Therefore, an additional parliamentary inquiry
could potentially unnecessarily duplicate this
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consultation process. However, I encourage all
interested members to provide a submission to the
Andrews government, and perhaps Mr Barber might
like to forward his speech from Hansard. We
encourage others to participate in the consultation on
the renewable energy action plan.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — It gives me
pleasure to speak to Mr Barber’s motion this afternoon.
Like my parliamentary colleague Damian Drum, a
member for Northern Victoria Region, I do not support
this motion that requires the Standing Committee on the
Economy and Infrastructure to inquire into, consider
and report, no later than 24 November 2015, on options
for a Victorian renewable energy target.
I concur with Mr Drum’s contribution. We already
have a federal renewable energy target, and despite
what the previous speaker said in relation to
requirements, in fact when the federal renewable target
was put in place the legislation specified that a review
process was to take place this year, and that was in
respect of things that the federal government has been
doing over the last few months. That is to examine the
current demand for coal-fired energy.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Auditor-General: Palliative Care
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Victorian Auditor-General’s report titled
Palliative Care, which was tabled in this Parliament in
April 2015. I read with great concern the report
prepared by the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office
regarding palliative care for patients with chronic
illnesses, especially given this house’s highly charged
and emotional debate during the last sitting week
concerning dying with dignity.
Palliative care is essential for end-of-life management,
particularly for those afflicted with heart disease,
cancer, stroke or neurological illness. Its purpose is to
ease pain and diminish stress for the patient and their
family. I was interested to read that the programs and
structures currently in place to assist those people who
are suffering terminal illnesses or who are at the end of
their life cycle are being provided with a quality of care
that was unheard of 20 or 30 years ago. According to
the report, approximately 36 000 people die in Victoria
each year, and this figure is projected to double in the
next 25 years.
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I deeply admire the men and women who dedicate their
professional lives to ensuring that the frightened and the
frail who face their last weeks or months in sometimes
strange and unfamiliar surroundings are given comfort,
solace and most importantly dignity during their final
journey. These are wonderfully compassionate health
professionals. It is vitally critical that financial
resources are adequately increased to meet the growing
demand for these services. Victoria has set the standard
for all of the other states to follow. However, as a
relatively new area of health provision there is still
considerable room for improvement.
The 2011 ongoing strategic directions policy was
developed in 2004, and the Department of Health and
Human Services has carriage of further developing and
delivering it.
Victoria upholds the World Health Organisation’s
definition of palliative care — that it intends neither to
hasten nor postpone death. Palliative care should not be
a frightening experience, so the focus has been to
provide services, wherever possible, in a home setting.
While this option is more economical in financial
terms, just as important is the fact that it is considered
to make patients less fearful. I am sure that we would
all prefer to be with our family and loved ones at this
critical stage in our lives, but this is not always possible.
Consultation and collaboration with carers and family
members is recognised as the preferred way of
managing palliative care, with continuous and ongoing
support. Emerging challenges to palliative care services
are the increased demands of patients needing
professionally delivered care services, together with a
need to rigorously upskill our health professionals in
the area of palliative care. This means appropriate
funding of these essential services and practical logistic
choices by patients about where they receive care: in
their own home or in a community facility.
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be part of the response to violence in public health
workplaces. Often this becomes an occupational health
and safety issue, an industrial issue, or both, because
our hospitals, health centres, community health centres,
ambulances and so on are also workplaces. Those who
work in them are entitled, as is everyone else, to have a
workplace that is a safe place to be and to work.
Sometimes — in fact far too often — this does not
happen.
There are many ways that injuries can occur in the
health sector, but regrettably in many instances the
injuries result from violence. When people think of
injuries in the health sector, many people will
immediately understand the risk that comes from
dealing with patients who are drunk or affected by
drugs. They think of emergency department injuries. It
reminds me of the ambulance worker who told me his
least favourite shift was Saturday night in Melbourne’s
CBD — and it is easy to understand the reasons why.
Many of the injuries he responded to during that shift
were, as he put it, self-inflicted and came at least in part
because of the choices and behaviour of the person who
became the patient.
Later on, when I was working with the Royal Women’s
Hospital, I saw more than once the surprise of those
who learnt that violence and injury often arise in
maternity services. I see that on page 2 the report
contains a list of the high-risk settings. It states:
National and international research has identified certain
settings where occupational violence is more likely to occur.
These include:
emergency departments —

as we have discussed —
mental health settings
drug and alcohol clinics

I fully support the recommendations contained in the
report.

paramedic call-outs

Auditor-General: Occupational Violence against
Healthcare Workers

maternity wards

Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
am very pleased to rise to speak on the
Auditor-General’s report on Occupational Violence
against Healthcare Workers. I am pleased that this
report gives this important issue the focus it very much
needs.

other areas where high stress incidents occur or where
there are few staff and limited support.

I have had a longstanding interest in this issue from a
number of vantages points. On occasion I have had to

aged-care settings

intensive care units

It is not something I have ever seen in a maternity ward,
but I know it is a not uncommon problem, and I find it
horrifying that a midwife or other staff member in the
midst of delivering a baby might be a victim of
violence. We need to tell these stories and find better
ways to stop them happening.
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One of the problems in health care is balancing the
need for safety, particularly that of staff, with the issue
of privacy. I saw a great example of this in action last
week. Along with Ms Wooldridge and the member for
Ripon in the other place I had the pleasure of visiting
healthcare providers in Ararat, Maryborough, Beaufort
and Stawell. Our last visit for the day was to
Maryborough District Health Service. I commend the
excellent work it does for locals of all ages. The
Maryborough campus has a 24-hour urgent care centre
staffed by experienced nursing staff trained in specialist
triage care. The urgent care centre is in a building that is
many decades old and that over the years has been
repurposed. But it was clear to us that it needs to
change so that it can function better for patients and
those who care for them.
We were shown the small waiting area where locals
wait to speak with a triage nurse through a perspex
screen. The room was an obvious compromise between
privacy and safety, and privacy was losing. Patients
needed to give potentially intimate or very personal
details, with other patients waiting very close by, and at
the same time medical staff who were literally on the
front line in delivering medical services need protection
from patients who are, on occasion, highly emotional or
dangerous, or both.
There are many other issues at the Maryborough health
service that need attention, and I am confident that the
member for Ripon will continue to raise these in her
own unique, persistent, vocal and uncompromising
way.
I now want to take the house to some of the
contributing factors that are listed in the report as being
behind these issues. Members will find them on pages 2
and 3. They are listed as the characteristics of some
medical conditions, the characteristics of some
individuals, the characteristics of some relationships,
the organisational environmental factors and societal
factors, such as attitudes towards authority.
Another thing I want to draw out — and I turn to
page 30 — are the types of incidents that are classified
as mild or near miss. These include being punched in
the face, attempted strangulation and, I note, a pregnant
staff member being kicked in the stomach. I find it
quite horrifying that these incidents are classified as
mild.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
I am afraid Ms Fitzherbert’s time has expired.
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Auditor-General: Occupational Violence against
Healthcare Workers
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I may actually
continue, to some degree at least, on the themes that
were just being discussed, because I also rise to speak
on the Auditor-General’s report on Occupational
Violence against Healthcare Workers. Our healthcare
workers operate in an often dangerous environment,
particularly where drug use or mental illness is
involved. Unfortunately danger for many healthcare
workers is often seen as just part of the job.
I have some experience of this, albeit indirectly,
through my father’s chosen career. He migrated to
Australia in his late 20s and, after having completed
year 12 equivalency and then working in a whole series
of jobs, he became a psychiatric nurse and worked in
that role for several decades. He became a psychiatric
nurse at a time when very few men were entering that
profession. Through a combination of things, such as
often being one of very few males on the ward and that
he was confident in physical conflicts — in part
because he was a martial arts expert, although I should
hazard to say he never actually hurt anybody, but it
gave him a certain confidence — he was often relied on
in extremely difficult situations.
Even though to some degree my father became
accustomed to that environment and somewhat numb to
it, I believe it is not something that you ever totally
become used to. Hearing about the kinds of things that
he would have to put up with at work was always
sobering for the rest of us in the family. It was an
extremely difficult environment. For many healthcare
workers it remains an extremely difficult environment.
The previous speaker talked about privacy concerns,
but there are also concerns around the trade-offs one
faces in emergency situations where one might have to
restrain a person yet also have to play that caring role. It
is often very difficult to get that balance right.
I will not go through all the findings of the report in
detail, but I want to focus in part on some of the
findings around our understanding of occupational
violence, in particular how we do not have a sufficient
understanding — we do not really know how much
occupational violence there is in the healthcare sector.
We know there is a lot, but we do not know how much
exactly. One of the issues is under-reporting, another
issue is data quality and, as the previous speaker
alluded, a third issue is categorisation.
Clearly it is unsatisfactory when a range of incidents
that common sense tells one are serious, such as a
pregnant woman being kicked in the stomach, sexually

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Wednesday, 27 May 2015

COUNCIL

inappropriate conduct or people being kicked and
punched, is being categorised as mild, near miss or no
harm. One has to question the categorisation protocols.
This set of issues is very technical and in a sense
transcends partisan politics. It is an issue that we all
need to work towards in terms of just getting the
measurements right. They are not there yet, and it is a
good thing that the government is putting money
towards initiatives that will hopefully improve that.
There is a series of issues around management practices
in the various bodies responsible for many of our
healthcare workers in these situations. Training is
another area that clearly needs to be strengthened.
There is also a series of issues around post-incident
support, although that is one of the areas the report says
is strongest. I note the government’s response to this
report, which involves $20 million being put into health
service violence prevention, as well as capital works for
occupational safety.
This is a very important report. The series of complex
issues here are going to require a longstanding effort by
governments over some period of time to get right. We
are talking about workers in some of the most complex
environments imaginable making a whole series of
trade-offs around care but also worker safety and
restraint. It is a very difficult set of balances to get right.
I recommend the report and the government’s response
to it.

Auditor-General: Occupational Violence against
Healthcare Workers
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I also rise to
make comment on the Victorian Auditor-General’s
report entitled Occupational Violence against
Healthcare Workers. Being the third person to stand up
and make comment on this report, much of what I was
going to say has already been said. I will not repeat
what has been said, but there is a particular quote in the
conclusion that typifies what this report aims to provide
to the community:
There have been systemic failures across all audited agencies
in relation to collecting, analysing, and reporting quality data
for the purposes of continuous improvement.

That speaks volumes about where we are at the moment
and where we need to move forward to, in terms of
ensuring that our healthcare workers are appropriately
protected in their workplaces. The government’s
response needs to address this and ensure, as we are
moving forward, that much of what has been identified
in this report is addressed.
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We all recognise that those working in the health sphere
are in a space in which they can find themselves in very
vulnerable places. It is important that these health
service workers have the appropriate support from all
the relevant agencies. All front-line healthcare workers
need to ensure that they have the appropriate
protections. Having young children myself and having
frequented emergency departments many times late at
night for the myriad things my children tend to get up
to, we find that there are those in our community who
unfortunately are drug affected, particularly those using
the drug ice. They present a particular issue for workers
within the health system. Patients who are suffering the
effects of ice do at times have superhuman strength and
pose a significant risk to health workers, so it is very
important that health workers are appropriately
equipped to ensure that they can remain safe in these
circumstances.
This is something that a variety of health services have
raised with me as I have travelled across the electorate
of Western Victoria Region, and Mr Ramsay travels
across western Victoria as well. When meeting with
health services, this is something that is certainly
raised — that is, that we must protect those front-line
health service workers to ensure that into the future they
remain safe and that theirs is a workplace they are
going to remain safe in and that is going to attract the
very best and brightest. Thank you, Acting President,
for the opportunity.

Deakin University: report 2014
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
a contribution on the Deakin University annual report
for 2014. Deakin celebrated its 40th anniversary in this
reporting year. It has grown from a small regional
university into a world leader during that time. It is in
the top 3 per cent of the world’s universities, and it is at
the cutting edge of bringing industry and research
together. I do not think anyone could contest that in any
way.
The Australian Future Fibres Research and Innovation
Centre is an extremely fine example of this, especially
its Carbon Nexus research facility that has established
research contracts with automotive supplier Multimac
and Korean fibre producer Kolon. The report goes on to
outline a collaboration between two Geelong-based
companies, Cytomatrix and AustEng, which led to a
scalable machine to produce nanofibre. The success of
this collaboration has led to a joint venture between
Swiss textiles manufacturer HeiQ Materials AG and
Cytomatrix to form HeiQ Australia, which is to be
located at the Waurn Ponds campus. This fantastic
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result was funded through the Skilling the Bay
program.
A $65 million partnership between Deakin and the Rail
Manufacturing Cooperative Research Centre will trial
new magnetic technology at the Waurn Ponds campus,
and the Cotton Rural Development Corporation has
funded research into novel spinning technologies for
high-quality Australian cotton yarn. Deakin is proving
that bringing researchers and industry together can
create jobs for the future. Geelong can stay at the
forefront of manufacturing by bringing science together
with a highly skilled workforce. Geelong has both of
those things.
Regrettably, the report does not contain only good
news. Page 16 of the report highlights an $8.7 million
decrease in state government financial assistance. Not
content with ripping $1.2 billion out of the TAFE
system, the Liberal-Nationals coalition continued its
war on education by attacking one of Victoria’s finest
higher education success stories, all of this in a city
facing the closure of the automotive industry and which
has already seen the closure of the Alcoa plant in Point
Henry.
The state’s second-biggest city faces unprecedented
challenges with its manufacturing industry under siege.
Deakin University has stood up to this challenge and set
about creating the jobs of the future for the highly
skilled workers of Geelong. It set about marrying
research with industry to create much-needed jobs
while the Liberal-Nationals coalition government cut
funding. As if this was not bad enough, the latest
federal budget has cut $263 million from the
Sustainable Research Excellence program. Deakin
vice-chancellor Professor Jane den Hollander was
quoted in the Geelong Advertiser as recently as 15 May
as saying that the result was ‘disappointing’ and that it
‘would harm Australia’s ability to compete as a skilled
nation in the future’.
If the budget is passed, it will mean a $50 million a year
cut to Deakin’s budget. It seems that Liberal Party
members do not get science and that they hate job
creation. The 2014 Deakin report is a story of success
in blending research and industry to create jobs. But the
failed Napthine government wanted nothing to do with
it, and the Abbott government is attacking it outright.
To quote the vice-chancellor, again in the Advertiser,
‘Hopefully sanity prevails’. I hope so too, and so does
the Andrews Labor government, because this
government believes in science. We believe in high-end
skilled jobs, and we also believe that there is a place for
manufacturing in Geelong. Geelong is perfectly — —
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
The member’s time has expired.

Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for
Families
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
contribution to the statements on reports and papers
debate relates to the Auditor-General’s report entitled
Additional School Costs for Families, tabled in
February 2015. This is another useful report from our
Auditor-General. It raises a series of significant
questions, and one that particularly comes to the fore
today is the decision by the Andrews government to
cancel the secondary college in Prahran. This is an
extraordinary decision and one that will be regretted by
many residents in the Stonnington area and right across
the Prahran electorate.
You have to ask why the Andrews government has
taken such a vicious, burnt-prairie approach to Prahran.
Why has it targeted Prahran in the way it has? It is
cutting the no. 8 tram. It has decided there will be no
South Yarra station, which is in sharp contrast to the
decision of the previous government, which was to put
a connection between the new tunnel and South Yarra
station to enable people to change trains and to access
the full system.
The secondary college was to be located on the site
formerly occupied by the Victorian College for the
Deaf, which is a fantastic site. The site had been
endorsed by parents, stakeholders and the whole
community. The government already had $20 million
in the bank from last year’s budget because of the
decision made by the previous government, but the
Minister for Education and Mr Dalidakis, who is clearly
up to his neck in this, decided to cancel that school.
Mr Ondarchie — It is outrageous.
Mr DAVIS — It is outrageous. The truth of the
matter is that between 1999 and 2010 the contribution
of the then Labor government to a school in Prahran
was zero. It did nothing during all of that time.
By contrast, in the period between 2010 and 2014, our
government commenced the search, found the preferred
site, set about doing the work and began an
expression-of-interest process. We took the right steps
as far as the land was concerned. But now, the minister,
James Merlino, and his supporter, Philip Dalidakis,
have decided there will be no such school at the
location. They are going back to the drawing board.
They have undone the steps that had been taken by the
previous government. I have to say I am deeply
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disappointed by this decision, and I think everyone in
the Prahran area will be deeply disappointed.

and bringing this serious issue to the attention of the
Parliament.

It is clear that the scorched-earth approach that has been
applied to Prahran is twofold. It is about a government
that does not care about Prahran or Stonnington, those
significant areas of our metropolitan area, but it also
reflects a failure by the Greens member for Prahran. He
has not been able to advocate strongly, and he has not
been taken seriously by the current government. The
scorched-earth policy implemented by Daniel Andrews
with respect to Prahran is now being seen in the
decision, as I said, to cancel the secondary school in
Prahran.

The principles of free, secular and compulsory
education were established under the Education
Act 1872 to ensure that all students under the age of 20
had access to education regardless of their
socio-economic background. However, this does not
mean that attending a government school is or should
be free. In fact the act permits schools to charge parents
fees to cover costs such as goods and services provided
to a student which are not directly related to the
provision of free instruction. But this has proved to be
quite problematic for schools and the Department of
Education and Training (DET).

I pay tribute to the work that was done by parents and
families across the Prahran electorate in the period of
the last government. I pay tribute to their commitment,
their passion and their enthusiasm for having a
secondary college in that area. There will be absolute
fury across the Prahran electorate if it turns out that this
land is gifted or finds its way to another group that is
not a public secondary college. That land is the right
land for a public secondary college in Prahran. Prahran
needs a public secondary college — —
Mr Ondarchie — Not according to Labor.
Mr DAVIS — No, not according to Labor. But if
that land goes to a private group or to a private school,
there will be outright fury. Not that I have anything
against private schools; they make a significant
contribution across my electorate of Southern
Metropolitan Region and more broadly in the state. But
this is an area of this state where there is a crying need
for a public secondary college. The work had been
done. The money had been allocated. The community
support had been gained and the decision had been
made. This tawdry decision by James Merlino and the
scorched-earth approach that Daniel Andrews is now
adopting with respect to Prahran will be seen by
everyone, and everyone will be angry about — —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Finn) — Order!
Mr Davis’s time has expired!

Auditor-General: Additional School Costs for
Families
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Auditor-General’s report entitled
Additional School Costs for Families, which raises
some serious and valid issues facing government
schools and Victorian families. I thank the
Auditor-General and his office for preparing this report

The Auditor-General identified the following issues in
his report: parent payments no longer just support free
instruction, they have become essential to its provision;
parts of the department’s parent payment policy are
vague and not sufficiently prescriptive; in the absence
of a clear definition of free instruction and sufficient
guidance and oversight from the department, free
instruction now appears to have been watered down
and is limited in its application; and parents are
increasingly being asked to pay for items that should be
provided free of charge.
DET does not know what the actual cost of free
instruction is. It distributes available funds to schools
on the basis of an assessment of the needs of each
school, predominantly the school’s student population.
Schools are not funded on the basis of what it costs to
deliver free instruction or to run efficiently. The
Auditor-General found that each and every year parents
are being expected to pay more to educate their children
at government schools. In 2013 parents paid
$310 million to schools — $558 per student — an
increase of $70 million since 2009. This just adds
further financial strain to Victorian families’ hip
pockets as schools expect parents to purchase uniforms,
gym clothes and shoes, and other essential items such
as books and stationery, which all contribute to the final
cost of their children’s education.
Besides the ever-increasing costs facing families, the
Auditor-General highlighted in this report another
serious concern facing government schools and DET,
and that is that each school’s individual payment
expectation from parents is largely autonomous and
varies significantly with minimal oversight from the
department. As the report states:
Although DET has developed a parent payment policy and
supporting guidance for schools, it takes no responsibility for
monitoring and enforcing school compliance with these. This
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means there are no consequences for schools that charge
parents for items that should be provided for free.

Not only does this pose a significant transparency issue
for both the department and government schools across
the state but it also makes it virtually impossible for the
government to ensure that all schools across the state
are receiving adequate funding to ensure delivery of the
correct curriculum.
This report makes a series of seven recommendations,
all of which the Department of Education and Training
has accepted. The Auditor-General notes that work has
already taken place to resolve some of the issues
identified in this audit report. I commend this report to
the house.

Auditor-General: Palliative Care
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the Victorian Auditor-General’s recent report
on the palliative care system. In doing so I note the
legislative restrictions to the Auditor-General’s remit
enshrined in the Audit Act 1994, which unfortunately
largely limited the audit to government community
palliative care at a time when so much palliative care is
being delivered in the private sector. The publication of
this report is timely because this house spent time in the
last sitting week talking about palliative care and
end-of-life choices and gave a reference to a
parliamentary committee to inquire into these matters.
It is definitely an issue that is close to everyone’s heart.
We all want to make sure that the state provides
excellent palliative care to our older population.
The report concludes that Victoria is a leader in the
provision of palliative care in Australia and that the
Department of Health and Human Services has set a
clear and ambitious agenda for the palliative care
sector. It is good news that Victoria is leading the way,
but there is a lot of work ahead of us. It is important that
we continue to improve our palliative care provision in
this state, in both the public and private sectors.
The Auditor-General found that demand for
home-based care is increasing, which is both personally
preferable and more cost-effective than hospital
palliative care. However, supply is struggling to catch
up to that demand, producing longer waiting lists. The
big takeaway from this audit is that while significant
systemic improvements have been made in the past few
years, the people being left behind are often the carers,
usually families. Caring for anyone, especially a
relative, with a terminal illness is an enormous
emotional and physical challenge. Too often carers
have little access to respite services and psychosocial
support. Investing in these support services for carers is
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a smart move fiscally as well as socially. Carers who
lack support can be at risk of burnout, leading to other
fiscal and socio-economic costs in the event they
themselves suffer from poor mental or physical health
as a result of the emotional and physical costs of
providing care without support or respite.
Besides improving support services for carers, there is a
need to enshrine advance care plans — or a patient’s
documented end-of-life preferences — across the health
system, to streamline and improve bureaucratic support
systems in advance. That is one of the key elements of
the Labor Party’s platform. This government will be
doing a fair bit of work in this term on how it can
advance and improve palliative care provision in this
state. The parliamentary inquiry will add to that, given
that it will adopt a bipartisan approach to the issue. It
will be something that we can all agree on to provide
the best possible palliative care in the state. With those
words, I commend the report to the house.

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

Goulburn Ovens Institute of TAFE
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Training and Skills, and it relates to Goulburn
Ovens Institute of TAFE’s application for funding from
the TAFE Back to Work Fund. GOTAFE has applied
for $4 million to $6 million in funding through the
$50 million TAFE Back to Work Fund to create
interventions for the Hume region to address the youth
disengagement problem which contributes to a range of
social issues beyond unemployment. I am sure if any
members saw the Insight program last night on SBS
television, they would have seen that Shepparton in
particular has a number of issues we need to address.
My request of the minister is that he allocate to
GOTAFE the $4 million to $6 million in funding it has
applied for.
The Hume region is an area of significant disadvantage,
and we must do all we can to break this cycle. As at
July 2014 Shepparton had a youth unemployment rate
of 25.3 per cent, the highest in Victoria and the third
highest in Australia, behind outback South Australia
and southern Tasmania. GOTAFE receiving funding
through this program would mean that interventions
would be able to be carried out in a relevant way, which
would have an impact for the benefit of members of the
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community and the Hume region more widely. It would
also work towards breaking the cycle of disadvantage
that is so prevalent in our region. GOTAFE would use
the funding from this program to implement early
intervention initiatives in secondary schools across the
region as well as to deliver enhanced student welfare
support services to re-engage with and support youth
throughout the education and job search process.
GOTAFE’s submission is based on three premises. The
first is that many students abandon school before
finding a career focus, which leaves them without the
skills or the ambition to avoid lifelong
underemployment. The second premise is that in the
absence of access to suitable local labour, Victorian
jobs go to workers from overseas instead. The third
premise is that the cycle of local skill shortages is
stifling the growth and prosperity of local business and
industry. GOTAFE’s strategic focus is therefore to
capture, understand and meet the needs of at-risk early
and middle years secondary students before academic
disengagement; to redesign entry-level courses to
attract youth back into training as well as to meet
industry’s expectations and needs for employability;
and to establish industry sector networks for student
placements as interns or employees.
This issue is serious in Shepparton and in the broader
Hume region. As I said, the Insight program last night
outlined many of the concerns of people in our region
about what is happening there at the moment. We need
interventions to assist us to change that and to give our
young people in the region greater hope for the future.
This goes beyond political partisanship. This is
something that Parliament as a whole should be
working on to address youth disadvantage. My request
of the minister is that the minister allocate to GOTAFE
the $4 million to $6 million in funding it has applied
for.

Furlong Road, St Albans, level crossing
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter today is for the Minister for Public
Transport, the Honourable Jacinta Allan, and relates to
my concerns over the removal of the Furlong Road,
St Albans, level crossing. Recently I raised my
concerns over the commencement date of construction
in relation to the St Albans level crossing, which has
been addressed by the minister. In fact construction has
begun at that crossing, which is very pleasing to see.
Today I wish to raise the Furlong Road level crossing,
because I feel that it is equally as important as the Main
Road, St Albans, crossing to the people in my
electorate. However, no further information about this
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crossing’s removal has been made available since the
removal commitment was made last year.
Like the Main Road, St Albans, crossing, the Furlong
Road level crossing has savagely taken innocent lives. I
share in the frustration of my constituents, who
confront attempting to cross the level crossing during
peak times; I have sat waiting for over 30 minutes in
some instances. In 2008 the crossing was ranked as one
of the most dangerous in the state, with three people
having been killed there in a single accident in 2004
and at least one other fatality 10 years earlier. In
October 2011, 15-year-old Teresa Ho was struck and
killed by a V/Line train whilst crossing the tracks.
Unlike the previous government, which refused to
commit to the removal of this crossing and instead
redirected funds to a crossing ranked much lower by the
transport department, the Andrews Labor government
has made a commitment to ensure that dangerous level
crossings will no longer pose an unnecessary threat to
the lives of Victorians by removing 50 of Victoria’s
worst level crossings. It has committed to Furlong Road
among these 50. Instead of wiping out infrastructure
development for the next 10 years in Victoria by
building the east–west tunnel, this government
understands that Victorians want to see dangerous level
crossings as things of the past and that it is this
government which can deliver that.
In addition to the Furlong Road and Main Road,
St Albans, level crossings, the Andrews Labor
government has committed to the removal of the
Melton Highway level crossing, which has also caused
unnecessary deaths and traffic congestion issues. I am
very proud to be part of this government, which has put
the safety of Victorians high on the agenda — and that
is why I raise the Furlong Road level crossing today. I
ask the Minister for Public Transport: when will
construction begin on the removal of the Furlong Road
level crossing, and when does the government expect
the removal to be completed?

Challenge Family Violence
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Police. It
relates to the very important Challenge Family
Violence prevention project, which is one of
12 community-based, community-focused programs to
reduce violence against women and children across
Victoria. The Challenge Family Violence prevention
project is a partnership between the justice department,
the Shire of Cardinia, the City of Casey and the City of
Greater Dandenong. Regrettably, it would appear that
this project has received no new funding in the recent
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Andrews government budget, and its funding will
expire in November this year. I have some personal
experience of this project, having met with a group of
mentors at the City of Casey council offices and having
participated in a breakfast and other projects run by the
Shire of Cardinia.
We all understand the challenge of reducing violence
against women and children. Part of that is driving
behavioural change, principally among men, and part of
that is encouraging community leaders to stand up and
speak out when they see inappropriate behaviour and
hear inappropriate comments. This project is all about
working with community leaders to tackle that issue.
In an article in the Pakenham Gazette state government
spokesperson Kosta Pandos is reported as saying that
future funding would be considered as part of the Royal
Commission into Family Violence early next year. The
article goes on to quote Mr Pandos as saying:
The Andrews Labor government has embarked on Australia’s
first Royal Commission into Family Violence that will
determine the best ways to prevent and address this harm.

I bring to Mr Pandos’s attention the fact that the
Australian Institute of Criminology has reviewed
progress and produced an interim evaluation report on
reducing violence against women and their children. In
relation to the Challenge Family Violence prevention
project — and I quote from page 7 of the report:
… the evaluators found that the project had generated positive
changes in mentors, meeting its first key performance
indicator.

The report goes on to say that the second and third
performance indicators had also been met. It states:
Finally, the evaluators found the training had achieved the
project’s third key performance indicator by developing
participants’ skills and confidence in discerning and
countering attitudes and behaviours supportive of violence
against women.

I would therefore say to the government that this
project has already been evaluated and found to be
having a positive impact in the community. Funding
will run out in November prior to the royal commission
delivering its findings and prior to the government
having an opportunity to fund the recommendations of
the royal commission. I ask Minister Noonan, as the
minister responsible for these projects, to again fund
this project and give it some certainty.

Victorian Racing Industry Fund
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
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for Racing, and it relates to the bolstered Victorian
Racing Industry Fund (VRIF). Members in this place
know that racing is an important economic driver in
Victoria, generating $2.8 billion of economic activity
and supporting more than 26 000 full-time jobs, many
of which are in regional and rural Victoria. In fact as I
understand it close to 80 per cent of trainers and
breeders call regional Victoria home. Country racing
contributes nearly $1 billion a year to economic output.
In the 2015–16 budget $72 million in new funding was
directed to the Victorian Racing Industry Fund and over
$14 million left unspent since the commencement of
the fund was carried over. The Victorian Racing
Industry Fund is funded by returning unclaimed
wagering dividends and on-course wagering taxes to
industry. The three racing codes, racing clubs and other
key stakeholders have a say in the growing Victorian
racing industry.
This $86 million will enable the government to focus
on integrity and governance programs, upgrades to
infrastructure and facilities, particularly in regional
areas, and race day attraction programs. The chief
executive of Racing Victoria, Bernard Saundry, who
represents 70 000 participants and 14 member groups,
welcomed the VRIF announcement. He said that this
fund:
… helps deliver our strategic plan to grow and develop
Victorian thoroughbred racing, whilst ensuring that Victoria
can continue racing at 62 country racetracks, which are vital
for the local community.

The chairman of Harness Racing Victoria, Ken Latta,
also commented positively on what the Andrews
government’s budget has produced in terms of the
industry. I note that the budget was handed down on the
opening day, Brierly Day, of the Warrnambool carnival
this year. This carnival is a shining example of the
economic benefit of racing to Victoria.
The action I seek of the minister is that he advise me on
how the government intends to use the $86 million
from the Victorian Racing Industry Fund to strengthen
regional racing and ensure a continued economic
benefit to country communities.

Commercial netting fishing licences
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — The matter I
raise tonight is directed to the Minister for Agriculture.
I have previously stated on many occasions my
recognition and support of the government’s fishing
policy, in particular its commitment to remove the
operators of the 42 commercial fishing licences from
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our bay. I do, however, raise concerns about the length
of time it will take to implement this commitment.
Every night several boats are reported to be operating in
Corio Bay, with very little scrutiny or inspection by
officers. It is believed that a ‘take what we can get
while we can’ attitude has been adopted. This increase
in activity will have devastating effects, and I fear that
more instances will occur, similar to last August when
in a Department of Environment and Primary Industries
investigation 25 penguins were found to have been
killed by a commercial fishing net.
I ask that the minister increase inspections and
compliance activities in relation to commercial netters
while this process is undertaken.

Retirement housing sector
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation.
The Greens welcome the government’s announcement
of a consumer awareness campaign to help Victorians
make informed decisions about retirement villages.
This is a step forward in recognising that many retirees
are being ripped off in their purchase of retirement
housing. However, a consumer campaign really does
not go far enough. Quality, affordable retirement
housing is incredibly important to ensure that older
people feel comfortable and confident in their housing
as they age. Unfortunately many people have had the
opposite experience. They have been burdened with
unfair costs and bad treatment.
Currently the various retirement housing types, such as
caravan parks, independent living units, residential
parks and retirement villages, are governed by complex
and inadequate regulation and can be mismanaged.
Contracts can be complicated and include technicalities
and unspecified costs. They can be almost impossible
for a lay person to decipher. This has meant that some
older people have lost their life savings, got locked into
contracts or ended up homeless. Further, there is a lack
of clear and accessible dispute resolution avenues,
which leaves older people feeling bullied with nowhere
to go. The sector suffers from under-regulation and
insufficient consumer protections.
We need legislative reform so that retirement housing
contracts are standardised and simplified and there can
be no hidden or unspecified costs. It is all very well for
a retiree to be aware of the risks, as will happen with
the campaign, if indeed the consumer awareness
campaign actually reaches that person, but it is another
thing to properly understand a legal contract and

1529

foresee technicalities that can lead to massive hidden
costs. The people entering into these contracts are not
businesspeople or legal experts, and many cannot
afford proper legal advice. This is a dark corner of the
housing market that desperately needs some light shed
on it.
The action I seek from the government is that it initiate
a parliamentary committee inquiry into the retirement
housing sector, including residential villages, caravan
parks, residential parks and independent living units,
and the Retirement Villages Act 1986. The inquiry
should report on and make recommendations for reform
of retirement housing legislation to ensure that it
reflects the diversity of retirement housing types —
currently it does not — and includes proper consumer
protections, dispute resolution procedures, fair pricing
and consistent and simplified management standards
and regulations across the sector.

Geelong planning authority
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Planning, Richard Wynne, and it relates to bold
statements made by Daniel Andrews in November
2013, when he was the Leader of the Opposition in the
Assembly, at Skilled Stadium in Geelong that Labor
would create a Geelong planning authority to
coordinate the Vision 2 revitalisation of the Geelong
CBD with the City of Greater Geelong and other
stakeholders.
At the time Mr Andrews made a host of promises as
part of a jobs plan that included constructing an
extension of the Geelong Ring Road to the Bellarine
Peninsula and creating Victoria’s next container port
between Geelong and Werribee. Not surprisingly, today
the port idea has been blown out of the water by the
government’s proposal of a 50-year lease for the port of
Melbourne. This proposal has all sorts of strings
attached, one being that there be no competition for the
port of Melbourne. Not a cent of the proceeds of these
leasing arrangements will be provided to regional
Victoria, and there is the prospect of higher user
charges for the biggest users of the port, Victorian
farmers. In its latest budget the government has made
no commitment to an extension of the Geelong Ring
Road to the Bellarine Peninsula or to the creation of a
Geelong planning authority.
The City of Greater Geelong could not wait for the
minister to formulate a model. It is currently making
decisions to revitalise the CBD under the leadership of
the mayor, Darryn Lyons. A CBD task force is already
overseeing the Vision 2 proposals to revitalise the city
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despite the fact that Labor promised to create an
authority that would have vested in it the powers
required to coordinate the implementation of Vision 2.
Much of Vision 2 was initiated by stakeholders in the
Geelong community and supported by the then Minister
for Planning, Matthew Guy, now the Leader of the
Opposition in the Assembly. When the Leader of the
Opposition is next in Geelong, I invite him to look at
the good work that is already happening without the
assistance of the proposed planning authority.
The City of Greater Geelong has not been advised of
the progress of the proposed Geelong planning
authority model or the timing of its introduction
through an act of Parliament. Further, the government
has not made any statement about the authority. I ask
the minister to inform me and the Geelong community
of the current status of the proposed model, the process
of consultation with local partners on its design and the
current discussions with the City of Greater Geelong,
given the public support for a convention centre, a pier
to accommodate cruise ships, an international airport
terminal at Avalon and a potential new manufacturing
hub to accommodate new businesses.
A planning authority is required now for these larger
scale projects, and given Labor made its commitment in
2013 when in opposition, we can only assume it is
going to honour that commitment now it is in
government.

Emerald Secondary College
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the attention of the Minister
for Education. I ask that he visit Emerald Secondary
College. This visit would follow up on Emerald
Secondary College receiving $1.5 million in the budget
in order to replace school portables with purpose-built
facilities for special needs students.
During his visit the minister would receive an update on
the investment in new infrastructure, and we would
undertake consultation with school leaders. Students in
Gembrook were big winners in the Andrews
government’s first education state budget, and Emerald
Secondary College will receive $1.5 million for new,
purpose-built infrastructure.
As everybody in this chamber is no doubt aware,
special needs students often have more complex
requirements and require particular teaching
techniques. This means they often also require
particular infrastructure. This is one school out of many
in the state that had been calling out for purpose-built
facilities for its special needs students. Many other

Wednesday, 27 May 2015

schools within Eastern Victoria Region benefited as a
result of the most recent budget, including, for example,
Sale Specialist School, which had been crying out for
funding. Ms Shing and I were both very happy to see
that school receive funding.
Emerald Secondary College is one school that did get
extra funding in the budget for special needs students.
This is part of a broader $730 million school
infrastructure funding program, which is only one part
of a multibillion-dollar education and training program.
Over $3 billion went into education, part of which was
for infrastructure and part of which was for broader
funding support.
I have been advised that the funding that will go to
Emerald Secondary College will be provided in
2015–16 and that members of the school leadership
team have already attended training that will enable
them to begin work on the first phase of the asset
management plan. It is expected that the asset
management plan will be completed this calendar
year, and it is hoped that the school will be ready to
progress to tender later in the year. I look forward to
the minister visiting Emerald Secondary College and
receiving an update on this important piece of
infrastructure and undertaking consultation with
school leaders.

Autism services
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Education.
This matter has arisen following comments made
yesterday in the other place by the member for Yan
Yean. She referred to the plight of many families in the
outer northern suburbs of Melbourne who have to travel
3 hours or more to get a child with autism to school.
It has come to my attention that there is a dearth of
autism educational services in the outer northern
suburbs. I must commend my colleague Mr Ondarchie
for the work he has been putting into this area for quite
some time. I have visited the outer north twice in the
last month or so, and I am very concerned about the
needs of families in that area who have children with
autism.
The impact autism can have on families is quite
extraordinary. There are various pressures for those
who have a child with autism, or, as is usually the case,
children with autism. These pressures may be faced by
not only mothers and fathers but also siblings, and they
can quite often lead to family break-ups. Unfortunately
that is one of the tragic side effects of being in this
particular situation.
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The last thing these families need is to be worried about
where they are going to take their kids to school, and
the last thing they need is to be concerned that their
child might not be able to get a proper education. This
is not just a problem for people in the outer north. I hear
from people right around the state that this is a major
issue, and I am very hopeful that it will be addressed
very soon.
In this particular instance I am asking the minister for a
total review of educational services for children with
autism in Melbourne’s north. I hope the minister will
agree to this. I certainly believe that it is needed. I do
not believe this is a partisan matter. Both sides of the
house can be as one on this issue. However, I certainly
believe Victoria is way behind when it comes to autism
services, particularly in the instance of the outer
northern suburbs of Melbourne. As I say, I ask the
minister for a review of autism services in Melbourne’s
north, followed by action to right the wrongs of the
current situation and to provide the services necessary
to give these children a chance.
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facilities — for example, toilets — will be included in
the project.
When the new station at Southland opens, it is forecast
to become one of the busiest stations on the Frankston
line. The new station will provide direct and safe access
to Southland for shoppers and staff, as well as
improving public transport access for the local
community. The term ‘destination station’ has been
used in consultations to help explain that the majority
of people using the station will be travelling to and
from the shopping centre. Some members of the local
community have questioned whether the station will be
open beyond Southland’s normal operating hours if the
main role of the station is to facilitate access to the
shopping centre. Other members of the community
have expressed concerns that the nearby Sir William
Fry Reserve might be used for car parking. As such, my
adjournment matter for the minister is to ask whether
she can provide an assurance that the reserve will not be
used for commuter car parking and a commitment that
the station will remain open outside shopping centre
hours for use by the local community.

Southland railway station
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport, the Honourable Jacinta Allan. The issue of
Southland railway station has been on the political
landscape for a number of decades, under many
different governments of both political persuasions. In
the lead-up to the 2010 election the then Brumby
government committed a significant amount of money
to the construction of the station and the then
opposition committed a small amount of money to it.
Subsequently Mr Baillieu was elected as Premier — —
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, I am
just drawing the member’s attention to the fact that he
has made a statement which I know to be incorrect.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is a matter of
debate. Mr Davis has the chance in other forums of the
house to correct the member if he thinks he is wrong. I
ask the member to continue, without assistance.
Mr DALIDAKIS — A minor amount was
committed by the then Premier, Mr Baillieu, but after
four years that station was not built. In the lead-up to
the last election, the Andrews-led opposition again
committed to building that station, and for the
community’s sake it finally looks like it is going to be
delivered, as I said, after a number of decades. The
Minister for Public Transport should be congratulated
on undertaking a degree of community consultation in
relation to Southland station to ensure that basic

Sports funding
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My adjournment
matter is for the Treasurer. At the recent Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearings there was
an incredibly embarrassing situation where the Minister
for Sport claimed that the country football netball
program was funded in the budget, but laughably, he
was unable to point out where this $2 million line item
existed. Just yesterday the same minister also stated that
the Shooting Sports Facilities program, a $9.8 million
fund left in the budget by the previous government, is
also continuing. Yet the minister is unable to point to
anywhere in the budget where that money exists. There
is also the matter of the Significant Sporting
Infrastructure program that had $18 million
re-prioritised in Labor’s Financial Statement 2014,
which was released two days before the election. All
the moneys in the Significant Sporting Infrastructure
program have been allocated to local councils for
specific projects, and funding agreements have been put
in place, with contracts allocated and the like.
I am hoping the Treasurer may be able to give me the
information I have not been able to receive via the
Minister for Sport. My adjournment action is quite
simply that the Treasurer inform me as to where the
funds are going to come from for these three
programs — $2 million for the country football netball
program, $9.8 million for the Shooting Sports Facilities
program and $18 million that was reprioritised out of
the Significant Sporting Infrastructure program — as
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they have already been allocated to projects around the
state.

Box Hill Institute
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is directed to the Minister
for Training and Skills, and it relates to a number of
applications that Box Hill Institute of TAFE has
forwarded to the $50 million TAFE Back to Work
Fund. This is a fund that is on top of the $320 million
TAFE Rescue Fund — it is quite an exciting fund.
Mr Drum interjected.
Mr LEANE — I am pleased that Mr Drum is happy
to share my enthusiasm for this particular rescue fund
and for the TAFE Back to Work Fund. I am seeking
that Minister Herbert seriously takes into account the
applications made by Box Hill Institute of TAFE to this
fund.

City of Stonnington public transport
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport, and it concerns South
Yarra railway station and transport in the Prahran
electorate and the city of Stonnington. I am in receipt of
a note from the minister in response to an adjournment
matter raised on 15 April this year specifically in
relation to South Yarra railway station. As background
to this adjournment matter, it is worth quoting from the
note:
A new station at South Yarra is not part of the Melbourne
Metro project, however that does not mean that
improvements to South Yarra station will not occur in the
future.

I accept that improvements will occur in the future, and
I would expect them to occur in the future as stations
are upgraded in a routine way. What is important is that
people in the Stonnington area, in South Yarra in
particular, understand the importance of connecting that
major station — one of the busiest in the metropolitan
area — to the new Melbourne Metro system that the
government is proposing. The importance of this is that
the line going out towards Cranbourne and so forth will
pass underneath South Yarra station — about 40 metres
deep, as I understand it. The previous government had a
proposal to build a station there and connect its
Melbourne Metro rail project to South Yarra to enable
people to change to different lines and access them
more easily.
The minister’s response also mentions the route 8 tram,
as we have known it since 1927, which I think is the
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original date it began. It is clear that the route 8 tram
will be abolished. The minister seems to dispute that,
but all the maps I have seen — and I certainly reference
the Age in this respect — and the leak to Fairfax media
make it clear that some of the most overcrowded tram
routes in Melbourne have been targeted for change. In
the case of the route 8 tram between Moreland and
Toorak, it will be a permanent discontinuation —
abolition. The detailed map attached to the leak to
Fairfax media made it clear that the route 8 tram is to be
abolished. You will not be able to move down Toorak
Road, up St Kilda Road, through Swanston Street past
Flinders Street and up to Melbourne University without
a series of changes.
The minister seems to dispute that the route 8 tram is to
be abolished, saying that it is not being cancelled and
that any future changes to the tram route will be
undertaken in consultation with the community. I
would argue that it is being cancelled, and for that
reason I seek that the minister review the public
transport options in Prahran and around South Yarra to
make sure that a connection to South Yarra occurs.

Responses
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — There
were 13 matters raised by members in the adjournment
debate tonight. Ms Lovell raised a matter for the
attention of Minister for Training and Skills,
Mr Herbert, in relation to GOTAFE and the TAFE
Rescue Fund.
A further matter for the attention of Mr Herbert was
raised by Mr Leane in relation to Box Hill TAFE.
A number of members raised matters for the attention
of the Minister for Public Transport, Jacinta Allan.
Mr Davis raised a matter in relation to the South Yarra
railway station.
Mr Eideh raised a matter in relation to the Furlong
Road, St Albans, level crossing.
Mr Dalidakis raised a matter in relation to the
Southland railway station.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Police regarding a project in relation to
family violence and funding for that project.
Ms Tierney raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Racing in relation to the Regional Racing
Infrastructure Fund and the role it can play in
supporting racing in regional Victoria.
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Mr Drum had a matter for the attention of the Treasurer
in relation to sporting funds and the place and manner
in which they can be identified in the budget papers.
Ms Hartland had a matter for the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation in
relation to retirement housing contracts and is seeking
an inquiry into that matter.
Mr Ramsay had a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Planning, Mr Wynne, in relation to a
Geelong planning authority.
Mr Mulino raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Education in relation to Emerald
Secondary College.
Mr Finn also raised his matter for the attention of the
Minister for Education. In that matter Mr Finn was
seeking a review of the availability of services for
people with autism spectrum disorder, particularly in
Melbourne’s outer northern suburbs.
Mr Young raised a matter for my attention. He is
seeking a commitment from the government that it will
increase inspections and compliance monitoring in the
lead-up to the work that is underway to cease netting in
Port Phillip Bay. There are 43 affected licence-holders
for whom this will be a period of considerable
transition. Mr Young expressed a view that recreational
fishers in particular want us to continue to deliver on
this election commitment at as quick a pace as possible.
I am certainly pleased to provide Mr Young with the
assurance that the government will be delivering on this
election commitment. We will be doing so as quickly as
possible. We are in a position to increase inspections
and compliance in the period of transition. Our policy
includes a sliding cap measure which will provide
benefits sooner rather than later to recreational fishers
as the buyout commences. This is a complex reform.
I am also now in a position to inform the house that I
have recently appointed a former Independent MP in
the Assembly, a former member for Gippsland East,
Craig Ingram, who is known to many, although not
everybody, in this place, to serve in an important role in
the delivery of this Target One Million election
commitment, as a special adviser to support the
industry transition. This will be a challenging time for
those 43 licence-holders, but we want to do this in the
most reasonable and measured way we possibly can,
cognisant of the change and the significant challenge
that this policy will present to those existing
licence-holders. I can assure Mr Young that we will be
delivering on this election commitment, we will be
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delivering on it in full and we will be doing it as
quickly as possible.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Are there any written
responses?
Ms PULFORD — No, there are no written
responses this evening.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The house stands
adjourned.
House adjourned 6.15 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.36 a.m. and read the prayer.
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material rather than about the substance of the motion,
which is about what the government is or is not doing.
Ms TIERNEY having given notice of motion:
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I desire to move,
by leave:
That we debate this motion forthwith.

Leave refused.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I advise members that
I have received a letter from Joshua Morris in his
capacity as chair of the Standing Committee on the
Economy and Infrastructure. He writes:
I am writing to advise the Legislative Council that, pursuant
to sessional order 6, at its meeting on 27 May 2015 the
economy and infrastructure standing committee adopted the
following terms of reference as a self-referenced inquiry:
That the economy and infrastructure standing committee
undertake an inquiry into the State Taxation Acts
Amendment Bill 2015, and that the committee reports
its findings and recommendations to the Legislative
Council by 23 June 2015 and that the inquiry in
particular examines the likely effect of the bill on
housing supply and housing affordability.

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC ADVOCATE

Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I desire to move,
by leave:
That debate on this motion be taken later this day.

This is so that the government has time to get
organised.
Leave refused.
Further notices of motion given.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:

Community visitors report 2013–14
For Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children), Ms Pulford (Minister for Agriculture),
by leave, presented government response.

That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until 2.00 p.m.,
Tuesday, 9 June 2015.

Motion agreed to.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS

Laid on table.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Acting Clerk:
Auditor-General
Technical and Further Education Institutes: 2014 Audit
Snapshot, May 2015 — (Ordered to be published).
Victoria’s Consumer Protection Framework for Building
Construction, May 2015 — (Ordered to be published).
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act
1978 — Summary of Primary Return — May 2015 and
Summary of Variations notified between 18 February
2015 and 22 May 2015 — (Ordered to be published).

NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr O’DONOHUE having given notice of motion:
The PRESIDENT — Order! I will let the motion
stand, but I am not sure that paragraph (5) is consistent
with the rest of it. It is more editorial and debate

Kingston waste management
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
The leaking of methane gas from an old tip that had
been closed in the 1980s and was owned by the then
Brighton council and located in the city of Kingston
was cause for concern for the community, which
necessitated the testing of homes for methane gas levels
to ensure the safety of residents. Fortunately the trigger
levels for evacuation were not reached. However, this
again highlights the problem of having housing and
residents in close proximity to waste facilities,
including tips.
That is the reason Kingston City Council has
unanimously adopted planning scheme
amendment C143 to the Kingston planning scheme,
which enshrines the transitioning of waste-related
activities out of the green wedge. This is in direct
conflict with a government policy that has identified the
Kingston green wedge as a waste hub. Kingston City
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Council has written to local members of Parliament
urging the government to resolve this conflict in favour
of the residents and in favour of the position taken by
the council in relation to its adoption of planning
scheme amendment C143 forthwith. I urge the minister
to respond to this correspondence and put in place a
vision for a better use of the Kingston green wedge
rather than the waste facilities and landfill which have
caused enormous amenity problems for the local
community. Of course these problems will continue for
many decades into the future. Being 25 kilometres out
of the CBD, this land deserves to be used for better
purposes.

Peninsula North Men’s Shed
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — Recently I was
fortunate to attend the opening of the Peninsula North
Men’s Shed at Baxter. It has taken eight years of hard
work to get this men’s shed to the point where it is able
to be open. This has been a journey, and a number of
local leaders of the men’s shed movement have been
pushing it the entire way along. I would like to
acknowledge that this is particularly due to the efforts
of Mr Russ Davidson and Mr John Drysdale, who have
led this project across a number of state and local
government administrations and have worked tirelessly
along with a number of other locals and council
officers.
During the course of the eight years it has taken to get
this men’s shed to the point where it is today, the
number of men’s sheds across Victoria has grown from
around 30 to around 300. This is an important
movement across the state and indeed the nation. Men’s
sheds across Victoria offer an opportunity for their
members to not only contribute to society but also
provide each other with important social networks and
support. Their members are often people who do not
have many other avenues of support. Many of the men I
spoke to at this opening said this particular men’s shed
has become like another family to them. I welcome the
$750 000 for more men’s sheds in the recent budget
and congratulate those involved with the Peninsula
North Men’s Shed.

Internet pornography
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I rise today to speak about an event I
recently attended and spoke at. Organised by Pastor
Peter Stevens from FamilyVoice Australia, the theme
was ‘Keep our kids porn free!’. I learnt more about the
harmful effects unchecked internet access is having on
our children, our families and our society. I am
absolutely staggered by the fact that the massive
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volume of sexually explicit material accessible at just
the click of a button within our own homes is being
readily accessed by adolescents. I am equally staggered
by the appalling statistics and facts on the increasing
incidence of crime and antisocial behaviour linked to
pornography addiction.
Consistent findings have emerged linking adolescent
use of pornography that depicts violence with an
increased degree of sexually aggressive behaviour. This
is a threat to healthy relationships and to stable families.
I listened to advocates from the UK, Miranda Suit and
Pippa Smith from Safermedia, who have made great
progress there in making internet service providers and
mobile phone operators provide customers with the
choice of an internet service that excludes pornographic
content. We need to realise that the problem here is a
serious one. I hope that meaningful deliberation and
strong leadership will ensure a reduction in the harmful
effects that unchecked access to internet pornography
has on our children, our families and our society.

Port of Melbourne
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — One
hundred years ago Labor members would have come
into this place and railed against some of the ugly
private monopolies that then existed in the Victorian
economy; now Labor members have put forward a bill
to create a new one through the lease for 50 years of the
port of Melbourne. This proposal is an absolute stinker.
For the Victorian public it means that one of our last
remaining publicly held strategic economic assets is to
be handed over to an operator with only profit in mind.
Anyone who is a user of the port for export purposes
can expect to see their prices rising. That is, after all,
the whole point of a private operator leasing the port —
to squeeze more juice out of the orange.
At the moment it seems that the coalition is sitting on
the fence. As this bill makes its way through the
Parliament over the next few weeks the coalition should
give serious consideration to where it stands. The
Nationals are already losing votes by the bucketload to
the Greens over the issue of coal seam gas, and this
issue is likely to be of equal concern to farmers across
the landscape, never mind the manufacturers, given the
increasingly important role manufactured food exports
play in our economy.

Shooting Sports Facilities program
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — I am using this
member’s statement this morning to respond to a press
release that was put out by the Labor government
yesterday or the day before to the effect that I have been
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misleading Victorians and that the Labor government
has safeguarded the sports shooting fund. I do not know
how the Labor government has worked out that it has
safeguarded the sports shooting fund when it has
simply eradicated the fund’s $9.8 million out of the
budget, yet it is now saying that it is safeguarding the
fund.

highlighted and given the attention and resourcing they
deserve.

It is very similar to its eradicating the $8 million for the
country football netball program and then trying to tell
the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee that the
money is in the budget. When the Minister for Sport,
Mr Eren, was there, the committee members and
everyone in the room were laughing at him because he
could not point to a line item. He kept saying the
money is in the budget; he just did not know where.

Sporting Shooters Association of Australia

Now the government is saying it has safeguarded the
sports shooting fund and it is back on the books. It
sacked the chair because he happens to be a former
Liberal politician; instead, it has put in place a former
Labor politician. It does not matter that David Hawker
has a whole lifetime membership of the field and game
association. It has replaced him with Joe Helper.
The matter is that it is now up to the Treasurer to show
Victoria where the $9.8 million is in the budget. He can
also show us where the $8 million is for the country
football netball program.

John Parker
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I rise this morning
to pay tribute to a Gippsland local hero and treasure
who has made an enormous contribution to the area and
the workers and families of the region for many years.
Mr John Parker, formerly secretary of the Gippsland
Trades and Labour Council, has worked tirelessly with
enormous stamina, enthusiasm and goodwill to make
sure that issues of local importance for workers,
families and people who live in Gippsland and call it
their own are brought to the fore as regularly as
possible.
John was secretary of the council from 2002 until 2014
and has fought enormously hard for the rights of
workers across the area for apprenticeship opportunities
as well as in joining the fight to save the Coal Creek
community park, Wonthaggi state coalmine and the
Pakenham golf course. He has also played an
enormously important role in the fight against asbestos,
in assisting the Gippsland Asbestos Related Diseases
Support group to design and produce the domestic
asbestos home removal kit and has been one of the
drivers of the council’s Just Transition strategy since
2005 to make sure that workers’ needs and priorities are

John is an absolutely suitable and deserving recipient of
a meritorious service award. I congratulate him for all
his efforts, and also his wife, Alison, who is the rock
who has enabled him to do everything he has done.

Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I rise today to
congratulate the Sporting Shooters Association of
Australia (SSAA) on a wonderful event held last
weekend, the 2015 SSAA SHOT Expo. We had a
fantastic turnout, with numbers for Saturday alone
expected to be more than the entire weekend last year.
That is an indication of how the shooting sports have
grown and are encompassing various disciplines, such
as big bore and small bore target, pistol shooting,
shotgun clay target shooting, hunting of all kinds and
archery and paintball, which is growing in popularity.
A most encouraging factor of the weekend was the
demographics of all the visitors. This event does not
just attract rednecks such as myself — the typical
shooter; we spoke to families, including women and
children of many ages, people of various ethnic
backgrounds and many people with disabilities. It was a
perfect example of social cohesion and inclusiveness,
with people coming together to enjoy and share in a
common interest.
If anyone from the government would like a briefing
from me on the economic value of the weekend and the
benefits the event provides, I am happy to have a chat
with them about the $2000 that I seem to have
misplaced over the weekend. It was an amazing event,
and I congratulate all the organisers on their hard work.

Melbourne Victory Football Club
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Sport is an important part of people’s lives,
for none more so than the proud soccer fans of Victoria.
It gives me great pleasure to congratulate Melbourne
Victory Football Club on its outstanding win in the
A-League grand final. Its 3-0 defeat of Sydney Football
Club was comprehensive, and it would only have been
sweeter had the Victorian flag been flown on the
Sydney Harbour Bridge, as has been the case with the
AFL in the past. I congratulate the Melbourne Victory
players on their performance on the day and during the
course of the entire season. I would also like to make
mention of the club as a whole for building enormous
support in Victoria.
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The rousing renditions of the great John Lennon song
Stand by Me by the crowd at the beginning of the game
and Victory The Brave at the end set the scene for an
emotion-packed game enjoyed by all. These great
theme songs — a couple of the best across all codes —
highlight the importance of music in our lives and at
events like these. The crowd was enamoured by both
these songs. They helped lift spirits and create a war cry
and call to action, and to hear them echoed across the
great new stadium was truly an experience that gave
everyone goosebumps. At last week’s Victory medal
presentation, where I was joined by the President of this
place, Bruce Atkinson, we again had the opportunity to
sing Stand by Me as the entire team stood in front of us
on the stage.
I also congratulate Bluestar Global Logistics — a
company founded by one of our members — on its
sponsorship of a great Victory night. As proud,
passionate Victory supporters, these are very special
memories.

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I would like to
continue my members statement from yesterday when I
was informing the chamber of my representation in
western Victoria last week. It was a pleasure to be at the
opening of the Grovedale community hub, in which the
coalition government invested $2 million in, and the
City of Greater Geelong contributed $4.7 million.
Ms Mikakos also attended the hub opening, one of the
only openings she attended during the week.
I also attended the Ocean Grove community hub
opening, which was again supported with a
$500 000 grant by the Napthine government, with the
City of Greater Geelong contributing $960 000. I
congratulate Nicki Dunn for her strong advocacy for
the Ocean Grove community. I inspected the $6 million
Barwon Heads kindergarten facility, which was again a
shared funding project between the coalition
government and the City of Greater Geelong. I truly
believe it is a magnificent building and a fully
integrated community facility that represents world’s
best practice. I thank the staff for inviting me to tour the
building.
All in all, over the week I visited $8 million worth of
coalition government-funded community hubs in
western Victoria. These were funded from a very
successful $135 million fund overseen by former
minister Wendy Lovell’s department. Sadly,
Ms Mikakos has cut $55 million out of the community
hub budget, which will mean a significant loss for
western Victoria in the future.
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Thomas Carr College
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — On
11 May I had the honour to attend a Malaya and
Borneo veterans remembrance service at Thomas Carr
College in Tarneit, along with Mr Finn and
Mr Languiller, the Speaker of the Legislative
Assembly. It was quite a moving occasion. I would like
to start by commending the college for taking on that
service. It has become part of its annual program to
remember our veterans who fought on behalf of this
country in the Malaya and Borneo region, where these
soldiers — men and women — sacrificed their lives.
They were not only from Australia but also from
Britain, New Zealand, South Africa, Singapore,
Malaysia and Nepal.
The service brought out the true comradeship of those
who served in the Malaya and Borneo region in the
war. The college wanted to maintain a commitment to
the memory of these soldiers and their service and
sacrifice. I was quite moved by an address by Mr Alan
Day, a 93-year-old veteran. As we know, veteran
numbers from the Second World War are dwindling, so
this service encourages young kids to continue to
remember them. I acknowledge the captains of the
school, Emily O’Connor, Jacqueline O’Brien and Julius
Torres, for doing a wonderful job. I also congratulate
the college on holding the event.

CRIMES AMENDMENT (REPEAL OF
SECTION 19A) BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 May; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise this morning to
speak to the Crimes Amendment (Repeal of
Section 19A) Bill 2015. The coalition will be
supporting this legislation. The bill is quite simple
legislation which, as the title suggests, repeals what is
currently section 19A of the Crimes Act 1958.
Section 19A of the Crimes Act says:
(1) A person who, without lawful excuse, intentionally
causes another person to be infected with a very serious
disease is guilty of an indictable offence.

The act further goes on to define ‘very serious disease’
as meaning HIV, as defined within the Public Health
and Wellbeing Act 2008, so the offence is the offence
of intentionally infecting someone with HIV.
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The reason this legislation is before the Parliament
today and the reason its passage is being supported by
the coalition is that it was a commitment made by the
coalition in July 2014, on the occasion of the
International AIDS Conference in Melbourne. To his
credit the then Minister for Health, the Honourable
David Davis, made a commitment that a coalition
government would repeal this section of the Crimes Act
in recognition that intentional infection by HIV should
be treated no differently to intentional infection by any
other disease. It has been unique under Victorian statute
to have this provision in the Crimes Act relating
exclusively to HIV when no other medical disease is
called out in this way under the Crimes Act.
Section 19A was inserted into the Crimes Act in 1993
at a time when some of the current treatments for HIV
were not available. It was in response to then
community concerns about the potential for or the
threat of syringes filled with HIV-infected blood being
used in crimes — used to hold up people or in
robberies — or for HIV to be transmitted through
sexual behaviour without the knowledge or consent of
the other party. In the early 1990s there was concern
within the Victorian community that HIV, which at that
stage was a relatively new disease — it had only been
known about for a decade or 15 years — could be used
in that way to harm members of the community.
Section 19A was put in place, which made it an explicit
offence for HIV to be transmitted in that way, as called
out in section 19A.
Importantly, since section 19A was put in the Crimes
Act it has not been used in prosecutions. This provision
has never been used to prosecute people who
intentionally and deliberately spread HIV, either
through syringes in the case of committing crime or
through sexual behaviour. What we have seen is that
other provisions of the Crimes Act, such as those with
respect to causing serious injury, which will continue in
place following the passage of this legislation, are
equally applicable to offences such as the deliberate
transmission of HIV. Those provisions have been
available where cases have been brought forward where
this type of behaviour has occurred, and that will
continue to be the case following the passage of this
legislation.
It is the view of members of the coalition who first
proposed this at the International AIDS Conference last
year that treating HIV infection on a level playing field
with other potential communicable diseases is the
appropriate way to go. There is no reason to stigmatise
people who have the HIV virus by calling for a separate
offence for the transmission of that virus.
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This bill is a simple bill. It removes that specific
provision relating to HIV. It preserves the general
provisions with respect to causing serious injury, which
is an appropriate mechanism by which any deliberate
infection by HIV can be dealt with as a criminal matter,
as indeed the deliberate infection by any other
communicable disease can be dealt with as a criminal
matter. That is appropriate, and the coalition strongly
supports the passage of this bill.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — It is a great
privilege to rise to speak in relation to this bill, and it is
a great pleasure to hear that the bill enjoys support from
around the house. This is an important day to mark in
relation to the removal of a provision from the Crimes
Act 1958 that has long enforced stigma and long
entrenched a basis for discrimination in relation to HIV
and the way it was first brought into popular focus and
then treated in the law. This provision has had
enormous consequences for individuals, it has had
enormous consequences for the idea of HIV as a
treatable and manageable condition, and it has created
enormous upset and distress in the course of its
operation.
As Mr Rich-Phillips indicated in his contribution, the
bill is a relatively straightforward one. It repeals
section 19A of the Crimes Act, which created a
disproportionately high and serious penalty for the
intentional causing of a very serious disease, namely
HIV. The genesis of this offence as it was introduced
into the Crimes Act by way of amendment is
chequered. It relates to a period in our history and
understanding of communicable disease which was
fraught with fear, mythology, concern and hysteria.
People were not only scared, they were outright
aggressive. They condemned people for the very notion
of risk. We saw people concerned about the Grim
Reaper. We saw advertisements which depicted the
bowling over of women and children. We saw the way
people with HIV were turned into pariahs. The law then
created a particular offence with a penalty of a
maximum of 25 years imprisonment for intentionally
causing another person to be infected with a human
immunodeficiency virus, or HIV, when comparable
offences in the Crimes Act attracted maximum
penalties of 20 years imprisonment.
At the time this provision was introduced into the
principal act it was thought that anyone infected with
HIV would invariably die. This view was well
entrenched and it encouraged enormous amounts of
fear, suspicion and mythology, as I have indicated. It
did not, however, achieve the ends or the initial
objectives it set out to achieve. There has been only one
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successful case involving a conviction for the offence
set out in section 19A, which is based on the intentional
transmission of HIV during sexual intercourse.
We have moved on since 1993. We have moved on
medically. We have moved on in relation to research
and development around the way HIV is managed,
around the way associated attacks on the immune
system are managed, around the way people are not
only in a position to lead normal, healthy and
productive lives whilst living HIV-positive but are also
in a position to manage side effects and vulnerabilities
in relation to other communicable diseases. We have
moved on in relation to stigma, I would hope. We have
moved on as a consequence of the important work of
grassroots organisations, of public figures and of people
who stood up and were not afraid to say that we got it
wrong in relation to concerns about HIV being a death
sentence. Medical science has caught up and has helped
to prolong the lives of and the quality of life for people
living positive.
The law has an obligation to adequately reflect the
concerns, priorities and policy objectives of the day. It
is no longer a particular concern, priority or objective of
the law or of good government to isolate this offence to
create a greater and disproportionate penalty. We now
have options which mean that the Crimes Act 1958
already encompasses offences which could very well,
very easily and very appropriately cover any sort of
intentional transmission far beyond the disproportionate
and unreasonable way in which section 19A operates.
This is an important symbolic change as well. It says
that there is no need to unreasonably discriminate
against people who are living positive and that there is
no need to perpetuate the mythology in relation to HIV
that was allowed to bloom and blossom in the 1980s.
The fruit of that mythology, the fear tactics and all the
other things that came across our television screens and
our airwaves, was used to scare people. The presence of
HIV in popular plots of movies and miniseries enabled
us to alienate and isolate people, apparently with good
reason.
The risks simply are not what we thought they were
because of the leaps and bounds that have occurred in
medical science. We have an improved understanding
of what transmission means and of what living positive
means. They are not what we thought they were.
Education information has been allowed to stamp out
the myths and, hopefully to an increasingly larger
degree, stamp out the stigma associated with people
who are living positive.
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I have spoken with many people in my electorate of
Eastern Victoria Region for whom this is a very real
and practical problem and a very real and practical
source of stigma. In the aggregate, provisions such as
these amount to what would seem to be a declaration
that people living positive are somehow second-class
citizens who are able to be freely discriminated against
or subjected to harsher penalties in the way in which the
law operates as they live their lives.
This government recognises, as it must be said the
former government recognised, that intentional
transmission of any infectious disease is a serious
concern that poses a public health issue. It is important
that we make sure that any intentional transmission of
infectious disease is not allowed to occur without
penalty. However, there are offences in the Crimes Act,
as it will stand without section 19A, that can be used to
capture exactly the conduct that was isolated and
specified in section 19A. This will mean that we will
have a level playing field involving a maximum penalty
of 20 years imprisonment as opposed to the
disproportionate level of 25 years that operated under
section 19A.
However, the law itself is only one element of making
sure that we properly manage public health concerns.
We need to properly educate and provide information
to the community about the actual risks, the preventive
mechanisms that should be applied and how to reduce
the risk of exposure and transmission. The Public
Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 provides the chief
health officer with disease-control powers, including
the ability to place restrictions on certain behaviours
and movements, and in really extreme
circumstances — should they occur — to detain or
isolate a person. The government has also put in place
nationally consistent guidelines for the management of
people living with HIV who put others at risk. The
guidelines detail the increasingly coercive responses
available to the chief health officer to manage incidents
of people placing others at risk.
Importantly this bill removes the basis for negative
stereotypes for people who are living positive. I work
with people who live positive, I know people who live
positive and I know people who are positive in Living
Positive Victoria. Through the organisations that have
supported people and through organisations that
support law reform, we are now beginning to
understand the incredibly negative effect that such
stereotyping and stigma can perpetuate.
Finally, we are now understanding the need for the law
to properly reflect community standards in relation to
the protection of public health. We are entitled to be
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protected from risk, but people are also entitled to the
best extent possible not to be exposed to the sort of
discrimination and stigma that section 19A perpetuated.
I will never forget as a young law student being taught
about the application of section 19A in the Crimes Act
and being completely aghast because it seemed to me to
be so counterintuitive. The Crimes Act itself sets out a
range of offences which can be applied in
circumstances where there has been intentional
transmission of an infectious disease. That HIV was
singled out struck me as being utterly counterintuitive,
as a duplication, as unfair and as discriminatory. I
remain of that view now, and to that end I am
extraordinarily proud to be part of a Parliament that has
recognised the need to strike a better balance in relation
to public health outcomes and the minimisation of risk
on the one hand — with penalties applying for
intentional transmission where it occurs — and on the
other hand has repealed a law on the statute book to
remove an unnecessary source of extraordinary stigma.
People living positive already have it tough. They have
it tough despite all the advances in medicine and in
research and development, and despite all the gains we
have made in terms of accepting that this is no longer a
death sentence and that we have come an awfully long
way. Removal of this section will mean there is one less
thing on our books — one less part of the law — which
constitutes an unnecessary basis for discrimination. It
will mean that there is one less reason for people living
positive to feel like they are other. I am proud to
support the way people live positive and to support
positive health outcomes for people with infectious and
communicable diseases and blood-borne diseases living
in our communities. I am proud to support research and
development. I am proud to support education and
communication to make sure that to the best extent
possible we are not allowing witch-hunts, lynch mobs
or stigma to get in the way of thinking clearly.
This is a rational bill. This is a proper bill. This is a bill
which is ready to be passed. It should have been passed
a long time ago. I am proud to be speaking on it today. I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — This
bill repeals section 19A of the Crimes Act 1958, which
created an indictable offence for intentionally causing
another person to be infected with a very serious
disease. In the case of this section ‘very serious disease’
solely means HIV. The Greens strongly support this
bill. Deleting this provision will assist in the struggle to
end the stigmatisation of and discrimination against
people living with HIV. This is the only HIV-specific
criminal offence in Australia. It was introduced by the
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then Liberal government in 1993 in response to
escalating community concern about the use of
hypodermic syringes filled with blood as weapons in
robberies and assaults. I am old enough to remember
this period, and it was filled with fear and loathing,
mainly because people are often afraid of what is
unknown.
There are a number of problems with this law, and they
have been highlighted by Living Positive Victoria and
the Victorian AIDS Council. They include that it treats
intentional infection with HIV as inherently more
serious and repugnant than any other form of violence,
thus reinforcing the stigma around HIV. It ignores the
significant medical advances which have been made in
HIV treatment since its enactment. And it enforces
stereotypes suggesting that people living with HIV are
dangerous to the community.
Further reasons section 19A should be repealed include
that it has never been used in the circumstances for
which it was originally enacted — the deliberate
transmission of HIV by a blood-filled syringe. And
very importantly, it is not necessary since offences of
general application exist that could be applied in the
case of intentional HIV transmission. For example, the
Victorian Crimes Act already makes it an offence to
intentionally cause serious injury. The definition of
injury in the Crimes Act specifically includes infection
with a disease and is not limited to any specific disease.
The political motivation for introducing section l9A to
the Crimes Act seems to me to have been highly
problematic given there were already laws covering
intentional infection with disease. HIV-specific
criminal laws are expressly condemned by international
agencies. The Global Commission on HIV and the Law
and the Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS
argue that laws such as section l9A are
counterproductive to HIV prevention and the interests
of justice.
There is no justification for legislating for different
maximum penalties for identical conduct based only on
specific diseases involved, yet section 19A applies the
harsher penalty of 25 years maximum for the
transmission of HIV. Other offences involving
intentionally causing injury or intentional infection with
a disease attract a 20-year maximum penalty.
Our own Equal Opportunity Act 2010 and Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 provide
that there should be equal treatment and protection by
the law of people living with HIV. A 25-year penalty
for HIV intentional infection versus 20 years for
intentional infection with other diseases is not
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consistent with the charter or the Equal Opportunity
Act.

discrimination. I look forward to our success in making
Victoria a more humane and respectful society.

Further, our efforts to increase HIV testing, which is
part of the Victorian government’s health policy, are
undermined by HIV criminalisation such as that which
exists under section l9A. This law discourages people
with HIV from disclosing sexual behaviour to medical
practitioners. The Greens believe this bill strikes the
right balance between appropriate criminal law,
achieving public health goals and promoting human
rights, and we are extremely proud to vote for it. I am in
my 50s, and I remember when the epidemic started
30 years ago. I remember what it was like for my
friends who were HIV-positive or AIDS-positive. They
had a terrible time during that period. It is very pleasing
to see that sense has finally prevailed on this particular
section.

Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
contribution to the debate on the Crimes Amendment
(Repeal of Section 19A) Bill 2015 will be short, but I
am always pleased to rise and speak when I agree with
the sentiments being expressed by members on all sides
of the chamber. I acknowledge that the repeal of
section 19A removes outdated discrimination from the
Crimes Act 1958. This provision was introduced in
1993 but is no longer relevant. We have equivalent
offences, such as intentionally causing serious injury,
that appropriately cover this behaviour without
discriminating against members of our community.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
would like to distil the very essence of what I think is
taking place today. The Crimes Act 1958 in Victoria
should be for crimes. Matters dealt with by the Crimes
Act should be clearly defined and understood to be
crimes. Let us be very clear about it: being
HIV-positive is never a crime. It is never a crime in its
own right, and it is never a crime when it is added to or
associated with another crime.
In my view an injustice was done in the name of fear
when section 19A was added to the Crimes Act. Today
we are removing that injustice from Victorian law.
Removing that injustice from Victorian law does not
necessarily mean we are removing discrimination.
Discrimination that has been perpetuated by this
provision within the law may continue beyond the
removal of this injustice from the law.
I want to make sure that this injustice is removed from
our legal framework and that we are committed to
working collaboratively as a community to make sure
that discrimination is removed and that shame, guilt and
despair are acknowledged and responded to with
compassion, regard and respect. That continues to be
our overriding responsibility to the Victorian
community.
I sincerely thank all of those who have worked so hard
to make Victoria a more just, civilised and respectful
society by being consistent and passionate advocates
for the removal of this injustice. I reiterate that we in
government will work very closely with all those
committed citizens in Victoria to make our community
more respectful and mindful of providing appropriate
support to members of our community who have
suffered at the hands of this injustice and

I congratulate the former Minister for Health, David
Davis, who at the 20th International AIDS Conference
held in Melbourne last year announced that the
coalition intended to repeal section 19A, and I am
pleased the government has seen fit to continue that
great work and remove this section from the Crimes
Act. When this provision was introduced AIDS was
seen by the community as a death sentence, but with the
advent of advanced antiretroviral drugs and the like it is
great that members of our community who are
HIV-positive and suffering from AIDS have the
opportunity to live long and fulsome lives. That is
welcome and should be recognised.
Thank you, President, for the opportunity to make a
contribution to the debate, and I join with other
members of the house in supporting the bill.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — It is an honour
to follow previous speakers in the debate on the Crimes
Amendment (Repeal of Section 19A) Bill 2015. I am
proud there is unity against discrimination and for the
promotion of equality. As we have heard, this bill
repeals a discriminatory and outdated section of
legislation that has no place in a community such as
ours as we strive towards inclusiveness and acceptance.
The bill finally addresses the reactionary political
response to an episode of public hysteria two decades
or so ago when the Grim Reaper became the poster boy
for the impending doom of mass HIV infection and
bowling alleys became the setting for sweat-inducing
nightmares. I am pleased that with the passage of time
we have evolved to a point where we see and accept
just how wrongly, unfairly and unjustly targeted the
sufferers of HIV were.
Section 19A applies a maximum penalty of 25 years
imprisonment for the transmission of HIV, which is a
harsher sentence than for the crime of manslaughter.
Whilst the offence was introduced following a number
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of armed robberies during which victims were
threatened with syringes containing blood, there was no
evidence those committing the crimes had HIV or were
wielding weapons containing the virus. Yet such was
the lack of understanding of this illness at the time that
the government of the day saw fit to establish a crime
that further alienated and stigmatised those suffering
with HIV, the implication being that they would be
inclined to use their illness as a weapon to threaten and
wreak harm on the general population, and as such the
most serious of consequences was applied to them.
Twenty-two years on, the number of so-called episodes
of syringe-wielding bandits infecting unsuspecting
members of the public with HIV is exactly zero.
The medical treatment available to those with HIV has
progressed with such pace that a diagnosis of HIV is no
longer a death sentence, and a long, fulfilling life is a
viable prospect for those infected. Whilst the removal
of discrimination, alienation and stigma has not kept
pace with the advances in health care, it gives me great
pleasure that a Labor government is bringing this
forward and addressing this wrong, long overdue
though it may be.
Having reflected on and reviewed the introduction of
this section of the Crimes Act all those years ago, I am
proud Labor opposed it then and honoured to be part of
the Labor government that is repealing it now. I am
proud that through our actions we continue to
demonstrate our genuine commitment to and passion
for ending discrimination and engendering a more
tolerant, just and fair community in which equality of
rights and opportunity exists regardless of gender,
sexuality or health status.
The repeal of this section does not in any way endanger
or place at risk any member of the community.
Appropriate laws and powers already exist in our state
to ensure that anyone deemed a risk to public health can
be detained. These protections are far reaching and
effective, not limiting, narrow and specific to one
particular illness, as is the case with section 19A. By
repealing this section we honour and respect the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010 and the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006, which enshrine that
there should be equal treatment and protection of the
law for people living with HIV. By repealing
section 19A we reduce the stigma and discrimination
faced by people living with HIV and promote the equal
protection of all Victorians under the law and their
rights to equal opportunity. By repealing section 19A
we remove outdated negative stereotypes associated
with HIV infection. I commend the bill to the house.
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Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to add my voice in support of this
amendment to the Crimes Act 1958. As previous
speakers have mentioned, section 19A is a hangover
from earlier times and a climate of fear. The
community has moved on over the intervening years,
and it is appropriate that our legislation reflects that.
The Crimes Amendment (Repeal of Section 19A) Bill
2015 removes a section that prescribes a penalty of up
to 25 years imprisonment for the deliberate
transmission of HIV.
This amendment to the Crimes Act is supported by
Living Positive Victoria and the Victorian AIDS
Council, which have put forward good reasons this law
should be changed, which I believe are broadly
supported within this chamber.
The points have been made that a criminal law is an
ineffective way to prevent HIV infection. HIV should
be a public health issue and not a legal one. The
legislation as it stands reinforces stigma around HIV,
and it has been argued that it discourages HIV testing. I
note that the clause in question has never been used in
the circumstance for which it was originally enacted,
which was the deliberate transmission of HIV through a
blood-filled syringe. I also put on the record that I think
there is no good reason to single out one disease or
infection from others that could have similarly
devastating effects if deliberately used against another
individual.
There are many good reasons to change this legislation.
The offence was created in 1993 because of the belief
that the previous law was defective. It was thought that
you could have a situation in which an HIV infection
was deliberately transmitted. Despite the possibility that
the victim could eventually die from it, the offender
could not be prosecuted until many years later. The
passage of time has provided a bit more clarity to the
circumstances that were so alarming at the time.
I place on the record Mr Davis’s role in this change we
are discussing today. As the former Minister for Health
he announced the amendment of section 19A on the
first day of the 20th International AIDS Conference,
which was held in Melbourne last year. I commend him
for his leadership, and I acknowledge the support from
both sides of the house for this important change. I
commend the amendment to the house.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
make a brief contribution to the debate on the Crimes
Amendment (Repeal of Section 19A) Bill 2015. Like
many others in the chamber, I remember the Grim
Reaper advertising campaign of the late 1980s. It was
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extremely effective in raising awareness for the issue of
HIV, commonly known as AIDS. Thankfully medical
research has advanced in leaps and bounds to where we
are today — on the cusp of a cure for sufferers. There
was widespread panic and enormous ignorance within
the community in the 1990s, when it was commonplace
to see stories on the nightly news about traders being
held-up and threatened with syringes possibly loaded
with HIV-contaminated blood. Fear was rife, so the
government in 1993 took legislative action in an effort
to protect the wider community. Section 19A was
introduced to ensure that harsh penalties were put in
place to deter such terrifying behaviour.
Treatment for AIDS sufferers is now far more
advanced, and we no longer need to have this
legislation in place. I understand that to date only one
person has been convicted of the offence. That person
was convicted of three counts of attempting to commit
the offence of the transmission of HIV. This indicates
that the offence has not been committed widely and that
this bill does not serve the purpose of capturing the
criminal conduct it was intended to address.
In Australia there are more than 25 000 people who are
living with AIDS or who are HIV-positive. It is safe to
say that the vast majority of those people are not
criminals. The Grim Reaper campaign was remarkably
successful in curbing the spread of HIV in Australia. It
was considered necessary at the time, as was the
introduction of section 19A of the Crimes Act 1958.
However, I am pleased that its repeal has the support of
all members, which shows our compassion and
understanding of the terrible disease that shocked the
whole world.
HIV sufferers comprise all sectors of the community.
HIV is no longer the dreaded bogeyman of medical
diseases, and there is a clearer and more compassionate
view of how to deal with it. We believe that the many
should not be punished for the actions of the few. In
2007 New South Wales repealed its offence of ‘causing
a grievous bodily disease’. Victoria is the only state to
still have criminal sanctions levied against offenders
who are diagnosed with this now treatable illness. It is
with pleasure that I commend the bill to the house.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to speak on the Crimes Amendment (Repeal of
Section 19A) Bill 2015. As I mentioned in my
inaugural speech, I have been involved in the HIV and
AIDS sector for well over 20 years, so I am extremely
pleased to see what I consider a very outdated piece of
legislation removed from our books. In fact one of our
party’s election policies was to fight for this repeal, so I
am extremely happy about this.
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I am showing my age by saying so, but I remember
when this amendment was inserted into the Crimes Act
1958. I was a board member of the Australian
Federation of AIDS Organisations at the time, and we
condemned its introduction. While I am pleased to see
it go today, it has been 21 long years. I remember the
response of the Attorney-General, Jan Wade. Not a lot
of love was lost between the two of us over the years.
On this matter she was replying to the tabloids, as many
other speakers have mentioned, which ran stories about
blood-filled syringes being wielded by robbers at petrol
stations.
She responded to that fear, and there was fear in those
days, because 21 years ago treatments for HIV were
very different. There was an expectation that if
someone was jabbed with one of those blood-filled
syringes, it would be a death sentence and that
effectively it was murder. The Attorney-General was
responding to this fear, and I recognise that, but she was
not listening to the experts. She was not listening to
what the community was saying, and she did not
recognise the effect that legislation had on the
community.
We were just getting around to doing proper testing.
We were encouraging people to be tested so they knew
their status and we could get them onto some of the first
antiretroviral drugs that were available at that time. The
legislation deterred people from being tested and
knowing their status for fear that knowing it would
criminalise them. We were already facing enormous
discrimination for people with HIV, and this legislation
only added to that and to the fear in the HIV-positive
community about disclosing their status. In many cases
the fear led to their not being tested at all.
Victoria was the only state that introduced such
legislation. No other state felt a need to do it. Far from
improving the health of the community it went the
opposite way. This was at a time when people were
scared of sharing a teacup with someone who had HIV.
Kids were being denied the ability to go to kindergarten
because they had contracted HIV through blood
transfusions or the like. It was a terrible time of
discrimination, and section 19A made matters worse.
The Attorney-General at the time spoke in absolute
ignorance around HIV. I had friends who had been
sacked from their jobs because they were HIV-positive.
Their families had disowned them, and they had lost
their children. That kind of discrimination had a terrible
effect on their mental and physical health, and laws like
section 19A only added to that. I saw people die very
early then.

CRIMES AMENDMENT (REPEAL OF SECTION 19A) BILL 2015
Thursday, 28 May 2015

COUNCIL

Other speakers have noted that the legislation was
never used for what it was intended. Ms Wade intended
it to be used for blood-syringe-wielding robbers. It was
in fact used only once, and that was against a man who
had sex recklessly while he was HIV-positive. It was
never used in an HIV-infection scare. No-one has ever
contracted HIV from a syringe robbery. I remember
that at the time we accused the Attorney-General of
fearmongering, and that is what it was.
In Victoria criminal law is not a public health tool. It
should never be used as a public health tool because it
does not work. In part that is the reason why we
changed our prostitution laws in Victoria in the 1980s.
We recognised that criminalising people was not a way
to ensure their health and safety. It is also the reason
why we did not outlaw syringes; in fact we made them
available through syringe exchange programs. It is the
reason why Australia was recognised as a leader in
fighting HIV at the time. Section 19A was condemned
by not just organisations like the Australian Federation
of AIDS Organisations but also the United Nations and
a whole range of people. The Global Commission on
HIV and the Law, and the Joint United Nations
Programme on HIV/AIDS, have argued that laws such
as section 19A are actually counterproductive to HIV
prevention. It does not lead to positive outcomes for the
community, and it adversely affects people living with
AIDS and HIV.
In the 21 years since the legislation was introduced we
have seen enormous changes in the community’s
understanding of HIV and in the treatments available
for it. HIV is far from a death sentence, as Ms Wade
called it in those days — far from it. In fact not only are
people not dying of HIV; they are dying with HIV. By
that I mean that they are living long, productive and
fruitful lives with HIV and dying of old age. Viral
loadings of HIV are almost impossible to measure with
the new treatments, and that is only improving.
In finishing, I look forward to us improving the
treatments we provide. One aspect of this, and it is
something I hope to see more of, is something like PEP,
which is post-exposure prophylaxis. It is available in
some parts of Victoria, but it should be far more
available throughout the state and particularly in
regional areas.
I commend former health minister David Davis for his
commitment last year to removing section 19A. He
made that announcement at the 2014 International
AIDS Conference. He said it would be done within a
year, and — well done — we have done it within the
year. That is great. He was also one of the health
ministers who signed the AIDS 2014 Legacy Statement
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to end HIV transmission by 2020. I hope that occurs,
but more importantly I hope the repeal of section 19A
and other work continues to reduce the stigma that
people with HIV suffer to this day and the
discrimination they still face in their day-to-day lives. I
have pleasure in commending the bill to the house.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise to make a contribution to the Crimes
Amendment (Repeal of Section 19A) Bill 2015, and I
rise with pride that the Victorian public, the Victorian
Parliament and the Victorian community more broadly
is taking this step. As a number of people have pointed
out, I was particularly proud last year, in the precursor
sessions to the AIDS 2014 conference in Melbourne, to
make the announcement that the coalition government
would move within a year to put a non-discriminatory
arrangement in place in the law — a clear recognition
that section 19A was discriminatory and needed to
change.
I made that announcement at the preconference to
AIDS 2014. Michael Kirby had spoken at that
conference, and I pay tribute to the thoughtful
contribution he made in the lead-up to that conference. I
think his points were perhaps the neatest encapsulation
of the arguments against having criminal sanctions of
this type in place specifically to target a particular
condition. As he pointed out, there is no question that
there are occasions when people act inappropriately and
there need to be genuine criminal arrangements in place
to deal with that, but the specific targeting of one
condition is clearly discriminatory and inappropriate. I
was proud to be able to make that announcement with
the support of the cabinet at the time, and I note that the
new government has followed through with this set of
steps. As I have said, I am very pleased this has been a
bipartisan set of steps, and I thank the crossbenchers for
their support, in particular Ms Patten.
The point here is that managing infectious diseases of
this type requires a public health approach, not a
criminal law-based approach, as the primary way
forward. That means looking at how we can detect, and
treat where possible, to prevent the spread of diseases
and to take the steps in a way that works with
communities, works with individuals and recognises
the challenges that people face. The government at the
time was very proud and pleased to take a number of
first steps in Australia. The first PrEP, or pre-exposure
prophylaxis, trial; funding PRONTO!, a
community-based, peer-controlled rapid testing service
that would see higher detection rates and higher
availability of testing; and the announcement of
section 19A’s repeal ahead of the AIDS 2014
conference were part of that sweep of activity.
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I think Victoria’s enlightened approach across
administrations of all political colours over several
decades came to the fore as people could see that this
state was a remarkable and generous host for the AIDS
2014 conference. I know that many were proud to be
part of that. I think the learnings that came out of the
conference will be valuable not just here in Australia
but internationally.
In speaking to this bill I also want to put on the record
my thanks to the Victorian AIDS Council and all of
those groups — and Paul Kidd in the audience,
particularly — which contributed to the work that was
done behind the scenes to understand the legal matters
and to put these issues on the public agenda in the
lead-up to AIDS 2014. I pay tribute to the work done
by a significant group of people to achieve those
steps — community people, people of all political
colours and backgrounds — who contributed in a
non-partisan way to those steps. I put on the record my
personal thanks, and thanks on behalf of the
community, for their advocacy and for the work they
have done.
The task going forward is also significant. The removal
of section 19A — a section that was discriminatory,
that clearly targeted one disease and clearly targeted
one group of people rather than others — is a
significant beacon in our region. We can make a
statement that is important across our region and, more
broadly, the world. It is not the case that governments
in every country around the world are moving in the
same direction in this area as Australian governments.
However, our announcement actually helped trigger
New South Wales to take the same steps we had in
terms of expungement of previous homosexual
convictions last year; again, a recognition of wrongs
done in the past and of the need to right our steps into
the future. Leadership from Victoria has been
significant, and I look forward to seeing more of that
under governments of all political colours as we go
forward.
The task for putting in place better public health
management of HIV and HIV/AIDS is a significant
one. It will require resources. It will require a focus on
more testing and early detection, and that was the
importance of PRONTO!, but more work is required
there, and I encourage the federal government to take
further steps in that regard to make broader testing
regimes available. I also think it is very important that
there is in place sufficient financial support to make
sure that the drug treatments that can be provided are
available in a timely, effective way. There is more to be
done. The Sex Party member made direct reference to
this in terms of post-exposure prophylaxis. I agree that
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there is more to be done in terms of availability of
treatments in country Victoria, and that applies
elsewhere around Australia as well.
I pay tribute to the last federal health minister and to the
health ministers council for the preparedness to put in
place a series of national steps on infectious
blood-borne viruses. That was important, and I think
these national strategies that were put in place last year
will see a significant series of steps taken over the next
few years. We might always quibble about one detail or
another, but it is also important to have a national plan
of that type in place.
In making my comments today, I pay particular tribute
to my ministerial colleagues through the last
government, who were very supportive of a number of
the steps we took. Those steps may not have always
met with agreement in every corner of the community,
but they were important. I am proud to have been
involved in taking that series of steps. I wish the new
government well in taking an ongoing set of steps in
this area to liberalise legal arrangements and put in
place a proper public health approach to the epidemic.
Ms Patten made useful mention of the AIDS 2014
Legacy Statement, which committed health ministers to
work towards ending the epidemic by 2020. That is
possible in Australia, but we need application and a
close focus on what steps to take next. This is an
important one of those steps, but there are many more.
Mr EIDEH (Western Metropolitan) — I am
delighted to make a brief contribution to the debate on
the Crimes Amendment (Repeal of Section 19A) Bill
2015. The bill represents the Andrews government’s
commitment to put a stop to discrimination in Victoria.
I commend my parliamentary colleagues, in particular
the Minister for Equality, who have made a significant
contribution to this bill. I am proud to support the bill as
the fundamentals of section 19A of the Crimes Act
1958 are based on discrimination against people in
Victoria living with HIV. This repeal was a
commitment made to the Victorian people prior to the
election, and this is just another example of the
government getting on with the job and delivering.
Section 19A of the Crimes Act 1958 created the
offence of intentionally causing another person to be
infected with a ‘very serious disease’, which is defined
solely as the human immunodeficiency virus, or HIV.
The penalty for the offence is a maximum of 25 years
imprisonment. Section 19A was introduced in 1993
following a number of armed robberies where victims
were threatened with syringes containing blood. It is the
only offence of its kind in Australia. Only one person
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has ever been convicted under section 19A. That person
was convicted of three counts of attempting to transmit
HIV through sexual intercourse. That highlights how
unnecessary this section is. However, this bill by no
means eliminates laws to prosecute people who
intentionally infect a person with HIV in Victoria.
People who do this will be captured by existing
causing-injury offences within the Crimes Act 1958.
However, these offences apply generally and do not
single out any particular group of people.
Repealing this offence, which isolates those suffering
from HIV, will reduce the stigma and the
discrimination that is far too often faced by people
living with HIV. The repeal ensures that all Victorians,
regardless of their health status, will be treated equally
under the law. It is something all of us in Parliament
should be proud of. Currently section 19A unfairly
characterises persons living with HIV as a danger to the
community. As proved by the history of what has
happened since the law was passed, they are not.
I am sure we can all remember the infamous AIDS
commercial that depicted the Grim Reaper playing
bowls with people’s lives. It was shocking and scary,
and it sent a pretty clear message that HIV infection
was a death sentence. However, we now know this is
not the case. The Andrews government believes every
person within our society should be treated equally
under the law. This belief is reinforced by the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010, which prohibits discrimination
on the basis of disability, which is defined to include
the presence in the body of organisms that may cause
disease. The Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities also states that every person has the
right to the equal protection of the law. Currently
section 19A explicitly refers to HIV and does not refer
to any other similar diseases.
Repeals like this highlight the government’s priority to
end discrimination in Victoria and decrease unfair
stigmas towards any Victorian community member. I
commend the bill to the house.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I am pleased
to make a contribution to the debate on the Crimes
Amendment (Repeal of Section 19A) Bill 2015. The
bill is the result of an election commitment made by
Labor prior to the International AIDS Conference last
year. I am particularly pleased to speak about an
election commitment being fulfilled. To be frank, it also
pleases me that, as I understand it, the bill has bipartisan
support, albeit over 20 years too late.
When HIV and AIDS burst upon the international
consciousness in the early 1980s, Australia stood out
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for its sensible approach. Members should remember
this was a time when it was still illegal to be gay in
some Australian states. I believe Neal Blewett and Peter
Baume are to be commended on the leadership roles
they played at a national level to treat the crisis as a
health issue and not as a so-called moral issue.
Regrettably, this leadership did not filter into the entire
body politic. Hysteria and knee-jerk reactions were still
acceptable political reactions to a health issue in some
quarters. In 1993 there were a series of robberies where
victims were threatened with syringes containing blood.
The Kennett government felt the need to be seen to be
doing something and, ignoring public health experts, it
introduced the law.
The law was solely targeted at HIV sufferers. It created
the offence of intentionally causing another person to
be infected with a ‘very serious disease’, which is
defined solely as the human immunodeficiency virus —
HIV. The penalty for the offence is a maximum of
25 years imprisonment. This law applies a harsher
penalty for transmission of HIV than for any other
diseases or for causing any other serious injury.
This law characterises people living with HIV as a
danger to the community. In particular it discriminates
against the lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and
intersex communities. In short it reinforces uninformed
prejudice in the community with an act of Parliament.
At the time of its introduction Labor stood against its
introduction. It was widely predicted to be a failure —
and it was. As a matter of fact, the law in section 19A
has only ever been used once, and that was not even for
its original purpose. The one conviction has been for
‘attempting’ to commit the offence during sexual
intercourse.
After more than two decades it is important that we fix
this mistake and remove the discrimination against the
sufferers of one disease. Section 19A goes against the
Equal Opportunity Act 2010 in that it discriminates
against people because of a disease. It goes against the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities 2006,
which states that every person has the right to the equal
protection of the law.
This bill sets about righting those wrongs. I am glad
that public health experts have now been listened to
and, importantly, that we are removing this appalling
piece of public policy from Victoria’s statute books.
I turn to what the bill does, but it is important to note
what the bill does not do. It does not give people carte
blanche to run around infecting other people with
diseases. There are two points to note. The definition of
‘injury’ in the Crimes Act 1958 now specifically
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includes reference to ‘infection with a disease’, and it is
not limited to any specific disease. This offence carries
a maximum penalty of 20 years imprisonment.
The government recognises that community safety is
always paramount. The chief health officer has disease
control powers under the Public Health and Wellbeing
Act 2008. These powers allow the chief health officer
to place restrictions on certain movements and
behaviours. Further to this, in extreme circumstances a
person can be detained or isolated. Despite all this, it
must be remembered that living with HIV is a public
health matter. There is absolutely no evidence that
criminalising HIV transmission discourages unsafe
sexual behaviour. Minimising community risk is best
achieved by those living with HIV or at risk of
contracting HIV to act in ways that protect themselves
and others by adopting safer behaviours — not by their
being criminalised.
The repeal of section 19A removes the aspect of
criminality from what is a public health issue. It treats
HIV exactly the way former federal health ministers
Neal Blewett and Peter Baume envisaged over 30 years
ago — as a public health matter. There is still a way to
go until the stigma caused by people passing moral
judgements on HIV sufferers passes from society.
Stigma affects both mental and physical health. The
Parliament of Victoria should never be party to
stigmatising citizens.
Today in this place we can show leadership and take a
step towards making Victoria a safer, healthier and
fairer place to live. We can say we do not accept
discrimination in any form. We have the opportunity to
work together to overturn a two decade-old kneejerk
reaction and recognise in law that all Victorians are
indeed equal before the law.
This bill strikes the balance between protecting our
community and public health, and it fulfils an election
commitment aimed at righting a wrong and building a
fairer Victoria. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — It is a real
honour to be able to contribute to the debate on this
amending piece of legislation. It is a great honour to be
a member of the Legislative Council. Some days we
underestimate how fortunate we are, but today is a day
when we can remind ourselves how fortunate we are to
be here to pass this piece of legislation that has been
such a long time coming.
It is amazing how we humans find special ways to
discriminate against certain individuals. It amazes me to
think that we had in our legislation a provision that
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stated that if an individual had a certain type of disease
they would be treated differently under the law. It is bad
enough for someone to contract a serious disease, but
for a stigma to be added to one type of serious disease
is just appalling. It is amazing when you think about it.
As I said from the start, for me it really zones in on how
human beings find particular ways to discriminate
against other human beings.
I congratulate everyone who has been involved with
this amendment. I congratulate the Attorney-General,
Mr Pakula, and his staff on the work they have done; I
congratulate the active support from all parties,
including the current Acting President, Ms Patten, who
has made endeavours for a long time. I also
congratulate Mr Davis on his actions and what he has
done in this area in recent times. Again I say I feel
privileged to be here when this amendment is about to
be passed.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I am
proud to be a member of a government that has moved
so swiftly to repeal section 19A of the Crimes Act 1958
and proud to be a member of a Parliament where this
has such widespread support. I would like to commend
my colleagues the Minister for Housing, Disability and
Ageing, Martin Foley, and the Attorney-General,
Martin Pakula, for the work they have done on this in
the brief period we have been in government, and I
would like to commend David Davis for the work he
did on this issue prior to the election.
Ian Muchmore, the president of Living Positive
Victoria, and Paul Kidd, who has been a strong and
effective advocate for the Victorian Aids Council, both
advocated for this reform. They are with us in the
Parliament today and they and their organisations are to
be thanked for their work on this issue. No legislation
ever comes before the Parliament without a lot of
blood, sweat and tears being put into it by the
proponents of whatever matter it is we are considering,
and a great deal of energy and focus has gone into
fighting this discriminatory law that has existed on our
statute books since 1993.
Section 19A was introduced into the Parliament at a
different time and in a different context. It is a reflection
of the fear that existed in the community at the time. As
a child of the 1980s I can well remember the Grim
Reaper ads that were so effective and so terrifying on
our TV screens. But society has moved on and
medicine has moved on. This law was discriminatory
then, it is discriminatory now, and I think we are all
very pleased to be removing it on this occasion.
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This government is committed to equality for all
Victorians, and we will work hard to ensure this. When
we say we are committed to equality, it takes many
forms. It is equality of access to services, equality of
access to health care, safety in the workplace, safety in
the home environment and protection against
discrimination in our laws, and we will work hard on
removing discrimination each and every day that we are
in government in Victoria.
I note that this issue has had particular significance for
members of the LGBTI community in Victoria. Whilst
a great deal of work has been done by the state and
federal Parliaments over many years now, our work in
providing for equal rights of members of the LGBTI
community is a work in progress for the Victorian
government, for the federal Parliament and for service
providers to ensure that all members of our community
are afforded equal rights.
As previous members have indicated during the debate,
this is a health issue. It never had any place in the
Crimes Act, and today it is coming out of the Crimes
Act.
It is incumbent upon all of us to provide support to
those members of the community who are living with
HIV. We need to do this in a number of ways.
Removing this discriminatory legislative provision is an
important step in that ongoing work and on that
journey. To those who have worked hard to get us to
this point today, congratulations. Your efforts have
been realised on this occasion. This law will be
removed. Well done and congratulations.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Patten) —
Order! I thank Ms Pulford. I totally agree that this is a
wonderful day. It is great to be in Parliament on this
day, and to be sitting in this chair on this day is a huge
surprise for me.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Third reading
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — By
leave, I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank all members for their contributions to this
debate.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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SENTENCING AMENDMENT
(CORRECTION OF SENTENCING ERROR)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 May; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise this morning to
make a few remarks on Sentencing Amendment
(Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill 2015. Sentencing
is one of the very complex tasks that the judiciary is
required to undertake in the criminal jurisdiction. It is
an activity that requires the judiciary to weigh the
circumstances of the offence, the gravity of the offence
and the circumstances of the offender as well as an
extremely complex set of rules and precedents
surrounding the offence, and in the case of multiple
offences the way those interact, so the sentencing task
is a very complex one.
What we currently have in statute law is where an error
of law is made in sentencing — that is, where the
judiciary incorrectly applies the law in respect of
sentencing — the mechanism to correct it is very
limited. There has been the recent case of DPP v.
Edwards, where the offence related to recklessly
causing serious injury. In that case the sentencing judge
imposed a suspended sentence. At the time that matter
was before the court the capacity for a suspended
sentence to be imposed for the offence of recklessly
causing serious injury had been abolished, so in that
particular case the sentencing judge had imposed a
sentence which was no longer available because the law
had changed. That reflects the ongoing complexity of
the law surrounding sentencing.
As a consequence of that judge having incorrectly
imposed that sentence, consideration was been given to
how that could be corrected. The matter was considered
by the Court of Appeal, which found that the
sentencing judge, having imposed a sentence which had
been recognised as incorrect at law, did not have any
capacity to correct that sentence because the sentencing
judge had disposed of the matter. There was no
capacity for the sentencing judge to then go back and
recognise that a mistake had been made and impose a
sentence that was correct at law.
As a consequence of that decision by the Court of
Appeal and in recognition of this problem, we have
before the house the Sentencing Amendment
(Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill, which does two

SENTENCING AMENDMENT (CORRECTION OF SENTENCING ERROR) BILL 2015
1550

COUNCIL

Thursday, 28 May 2015

substantial things. The first is with respect to
section 104A of the Sentencing Act 1991, which
enables the correction of minor clerical errors,
miscalculations and omissions in sentencing. This
provision allows errors of that nature to be corrected.
However, such a correction must be made within
14 days of the original sentence, and the reality is that,
with the complexity of sentencing, identification of
errors of that nature is not something that is necessarily
going to be achieved within 14 days. The bill seeks to
remove that 14-day time limit so that section 104A,
which allows for minor corrections, can be used at any
time when those minor errors are recognised.

with sentences. It is appropriate that there be a simple
mechanism to correct those. Currently if an error at law
is identified, the matter needs to be prosecuted in a
higher court, and that is a complex, drawn-out,
expensive process. This bill will alleviate the need for
matters to be taken to a higher court. It is a sensible
provision for all parties to a proceeding that where a
mistake is made that is just an error at law and does not
hang on the facts of the case, it can be corrected simply
in the same court and in the same jurisdiction that the
original sentence was handed down. That is a sensible
move, and accordingly the coalition will not oppose this
legislation.

The second provision in the bill, which is the more
substantive part of the bill, introduces a new correction
power to the Sentencing Act 1991 to allow the
sentencing judge who has sat on a particular matter, or
indeed any other judge of that same court, to reopen
proceedings where a penalty has been imposed that is
contrary to law or where the penalty that was required
to have been imposed by law has not been imposed.
This addresses the matter that occurred in DPP v.
Edwards, where the Court of Appeal held that the same
judge in the same court could not reopen a matter.

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I rise to make a
brief contribution to the debate on the Sentencing
Amendment (Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill
2015. This bill is reasonably straightforward. It actually
reflects the title quite well: it will provide for
corrections of sentencing errors.

The scope of this amendment is quite narrow; it relates
only to matters where the penalty is contrary to law or
the penalty required to have been imposed by law has
not been imposed. It does not extend to reconsidering
the facts of the case or the circumstances of the case;
the avenue open there will continue to be the current
appeals process. This provision does not in any way
supersede or replace the current appeals process, and it
is not in itself an appeals process. It does not open up
the opportunity for the convicted party to use this
mechanism to appeal a decision or judgement; it is
purely where an error at law in sentencing has been
identified, and the opportunity will now be there for
that same judge or the same court to correct an error at
law.
This provision is based on a provision in the Crimes
(Sentencing Procedure) Act 1999 of the New South
Wales Parliament, which has already been subject to
High Court determination that such a mechanism to
correct an error at law in a sentence is valid. Basing this
provision on the New South Wales provision gives a
measure of comfort that this will not be subject to
successful challenge in the High Court.
The coalition believes that these are sensible
amendments. We recognise that the rules, precedents
and legislation around sentencing are complex. Judges
sitting on complex matters or sitting on matters of
multiple offences run the risk of making errors at law

The bill expands the current powers relating to
corrections. Specifically it will remove the current
14-day time limit for correcting clerical errors or
omissions, and it will introduce new powers that enable
a sentencing court to reopen proceedings to correct a
sentence that is contrary to law or to impose a sentence
required by law to be imposed.
Errors made in sentencing can be broadly divided into
three groups: minor clerical errors, for example,
miscounting the number of days the offender has
already served pursuant to the sentence; errors in how
the sentencing discretion is exercised, such as imposing
a sentence that is manifestly excessive or inadequate;
and jurisdictional errors, such as imposing a sentence
for which there was no power to impose, as
Mr Rich-Phillips described with the imposing of a
suspended sentence after the abolition of those
sentences.
These amendments do not deal with sentences that are
manifestly excessive or inadequate. They will continue
to be dealt with by appeal courts. Experience has shown
that errors are often not discovered until outside the
current 14-day time limit period. Section 104A of the
Sentencing Act 1991 provides that this time limit only
applies to errors arising from accidental slips, clerical
mistakes, omissions or miscalculations. It is often the
case that these errors are not detected at the time. They
can often be discovered by counsel reviewing the court
decision and assessing whether there are any grounds
for appeal.
Occasionally errors in sentencing are not discovered
until the matter has reached appeal status and the appeal
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is going through the courts. It is convenient for the
Court of Appeal to be able to fix the error, even if it
refuses leave to appeal or dismisses the appeal.
Otherwise the matter would have to go back to the
sentencing court to be corrected. Currently, however,
because of the provisions of section 104A, corrections
can only be exercised by a judge of the court that
imposed the sentence. As section 104A currently allows
the correction of relatively minor errors, it is not
expected that removing this power will cause any
difficulties or affect the finality of court proceedings.
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The contrary to law provision is similar to a provision
that currently exists in New South Wales, which is
contained in section 43 of the Crimes (Sentencing
Procedure) Act 1999. The High Court considered this
provision last year in the case of Achurch v. The
Queen [2014] HCA 10. That judgement has given us
comfort that there will be no High Court challenge to
the introduction of this provision in Victoria, because it
held that the question posed by the section was whether
the penalty itself was contrary to law. It added that the
provision did not concern penalties that are within the
power of the sentencing court but rather those that are
reached by an erroneous reasoning process. The High
Court’s interpretation is clear, and it provides comfort
for this amendment that we are discussing today.

The other substantive change is that the bill introduces a
new provision to enable the correction of penalties that
are contrary to law by providing the sentencing court
with a reopening power, which will be available in
proceedings for which the court has imposed a penalty
that is contrary to law or failed to impose a penalty
required to be imposed by law. If the court decides to
reopen the proceedings, it may impose a penalty that is
in accordance with the law and if necessary, amend any
conviction or order. This will ensure that if a court
makes an error, it can be corrected at the level of the
sentencing court without the need for either party to
appeal or bring judicial review proceedings.

They are two good common-sense amendments
introduced by this bill. As I said, the amendments will
provide effectiveness and efficiency for the courts.
There has been extensive consultation with the courts
and Victoria Police was also invited to put forward its
view, as were the Office of Public Prosecutions and
Victoria Legal Aid. No concern has been raised by
those key stakeholders, and I commend the bill to the
house.

Just to be clear, penalties that are contrary to law are
penalties that the court lacked the power to impose. A
penalty is not contrary to law merely because the
decision to impose it was reached by a process of
erroneous reasoning or factual error. The new provision
will enable the court to correct such errors as the
imposition of a suspended sentence, as discussed
earlier, the imposition of a penalty in excess of the
maximum penalty for the offence or the imposition of a
penalty where a legislative prerequisite for imposing
the penalty does not exist.

Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I rise to make a
contribution to the debate on the Sentencing
Amendment (Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill
2015. My contribution will be brief, as previous
speakers have covered the main intent of this bill. I
acknowledge that the changes made with this bill are in
line with the intentions of the previous government.
The sentencing of offenders is a difficult and complex
area of law, and it is appropriate that it is done
correctly. From time to time errors may be made in
sentences imposed upon offenders.

Very occasionally judges make mistakes by imposing
penalties they have no power to impose. At the moment
the only option to correct that error is for the parties to
appeal, so the new approach will be more effective and
efficient and will save time and money for our court
system. The reason the same court cannot currently
correct its own decision is because of the legal doctrine
of functus officio. That means that after imposing a
sentence, the judge’s role in the matter is finished and
they have no further role, even if it is discovered that an
invalid sentence has been imposed. Not only does this
cause significant delays and costs for the court, creating
an appeal or further judicial review creates significant
cost burdens and inconvenience for the Office of Public
Prosecutions and Victoria Legal Aid. As we know,
these bodies are stretched to the limit as it is, so this law
is welcomed by them.

This bill has two parts. The first, which removes the
time limit for appeals set out in section 104A of the
Sentencing Act 1991, will allow errors to be corrected,
which was previously not possible. The second part of
the bill covers a correction to the powers of courts, also
prescribed by the Sentencing Act 1991, which will
allow proceedings to be reopened in the court that
imposed the original sentence. Ms Symes stated in her
contribution to the debate on this bill that up until now
that had not been able to occur. This bill corrects those
anomalies within the act. I am pleased to see the good
work of the coalition government continuing.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will be supporting the Sentencing Amendment
(Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill 2015. The bill
addresses the problem of judges imposing penalties
outside their jurisdiction. It allows the same sentencing
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court to reopen proceedings to correct an error in a
penalty — that is, a penalty contrary to law — or to
impose a sentence required to be imposed by law rather
than the case having to proceed to appeal, with all the
costs and delays involved in correcting the sentence, all
the way to the Court of Appeal. The bill effectively
expands the power of a sentencing court to correct
errors in a sentence it has imposed.
The bill also removes the current 14-day time limit on
the application of section 104A(2) of the Sentencing
Act 1991, which allows for the correction of clerical
errors or omissions in sentences. It is modelled on a
similar New South Wales provision, section 43 of the
Crimes (Sentencing Procedure) Act 1999.
In his second-reading speech the Attorney-General
states, and we agree:
Sentencing is a complex and difficult exercise …
From time to time judges and magistrates make mistakes by
imposing a penalty that is contrary to law and at other times a
judge may fail to impose a penalty which the law requires to
be imposed. Some such errors can be corrected on appeal, and
some are corrected following judicial review proceedings.
Either way, this has the potential to cause delay in finalising
criminal matters and add significantly to the costs borne by
the offender and the prosecution.

In the second-reading speech the Attorney-General also
referred to the case of DPP v. Edwards [2012]
VSCA 293 to highlight these issues, saying:
There, the sentencing judge had imposed a suspended
sentence on a charge of recklessly causing serious injury.
However, the power to suspend a sentence of imprisonment
for that offence had previously been abolished.

That brings me to the context of this bill. The Greens
opposed the abolition of suspended sentences and home
detention when they were brought forward by the
previous government. The abolition of those sentencing
options has left courts with less discretion to apply in
the cases before them.
Another option that has been added to sentencing
options is that of mandatory detention. It has always
been the Greens position that sentencing laws should
provide for judicial discretion to ensure that courts can
address all the circumstances of the cases that come
before them, including the gravity of the offence, the
circumstances of the offender and victims, deterrence
and rehabilitation. This is all outlined in the principles
of the Sentencing Act 1991.
The introduction of a mandatory sentence for certain
offences and the removal of suspended sentences and
home detention by the previous government have
reduced judicial discretion and have resulted in persons
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receiving sentences which are probably not the
appropriate sentence in all the circumstances of the
case. Reducing sentencing options for courts and
restricting judicial discretion is not in the public
interest. Sentencing is often a complex process, and in
order for the courts to ensure that justice is done, a
comprehensive range of sentencing options is needed,
from fines, bonds, community correction orders,
suspended sentences, home detention as well as
imprisonment where warranted.
Changes which were made to the parole system and
aimed at serious violent offenders now apply to all
offenders who may be released on parole. Those
changes are impacting upon all parolees and leading to
a growing number of parolees being incarcerated for
minor breaches of parole. In fact in the last year of the
previous government I asked a question on notice of the
Minister for Corrections about what proportion of the
increase in the prison population were prisoners who
had been imprisoned as a result of breaches of parole,
and the number was 47 per cent. Some 47 per cent of
the increase in the number of male and female prisoners
in the 12 months prior to my question being asked was
due to breaches of parole — committed not by serious
violent offenders but by non-violent offenders on
parole.
This has led to an artificial demand for more prison
beds and a worrying increase in the number of prisoners
being held in police custody in circumstances that are
not appropriate. Research shows that one in three
prisoners who go to jail will reoffend. There is not only
the financial cost of imprisonment to consider, as well
as the issue of recidivism, but also the social cost,
including homelessness, the cycle of poverty, the
separation of families, chronic unemployment, the
damage of institutionalisation, drug abuse and the
exacerbation of mental illness.
While the Greens are very supportive of this bill and the
fact that having sentencing corrections dealt with by the
same sentencing judge or a judge of the same court will
alleviate the delays and costs of taking corrections of
sentences to the appeal court — obviously that is a very
practical measure and we welcome it — we need to
also raise the issue of the cumulative changes to the
sentencing regime by the previous government. I raise
that issue with the members of this government because
they really need to turn their attention to the impact that
is having on the prison and the court systems in terms
of inappropriate sentences being imposed and other
problems that are being caused in the courts with regard
to pleas et cetera. The government needs to look at
what these impacts have been and turn its mind to
repealing some of the unnecessary provisions and

SENTENCING AMENDMENT (CORRECTION OF SENTENCING ERROR) BILL 2015
Thursday, 28 May 2015

COUNCIL

changes to the sentencing regime that were made by the
previous government in its law and order agenda,
because they are not making the community any safer.
During the week before last several of us, including the
President, the Acting Clerk, Ms Patten, who is in the
chair, Ms Shing, Mr Bourman and me — and members
of the Legislative Assembly — attended the Supreme
Court at the invitation of the Chief Justice of Victoria.
The chief justice extends this invitation to members of
Parliament at the opening of every new Parliament, and
I have taken up every one of those invitations. Other
judges of the Supreme Court, the Magistrates Court and
the Court of Appeal also attend. Ms Shing, who is in
the chamber, and the Acting President were present and
found the whole exercise very interesting. In fact it
would be good if it went on for a bit longer, as it was
quite a short visit.
One of the issues that was raised by some of the judges
in our discussions was the issue of the complexity of
sentencing. There was quite a wideranging discussion
about the complexity of sentencing and the sentencing
regime. We were also presented with a CD which drew
our attention to five cases for us to look at and read to
give us an idea about the complexities of sentencing. I
had a look at a couple of them, which I will talk about
briefly. One was DPP v. Russell [2014] VSC 292 and
another was a related case, DPP v. Closter [2014] VSC
484, which occurred later that year. Those cases were in
regard to affray, as it was described by Justice
Hollingworth, who sat on both cases. They were cases
about young men involved in a fight between two
groups of young men in which, unfortunately, one of
those young men was killed as a result of being hit, and
several others were injured. The judgement by Justice
Hollingworth outlines how she came to her sentencing
decisions in the cases of Mr Russell and Mr Closter and
the complexities and the difficult decisions that face
judges of the Supreme Court and judges in the Court of
Appeal and Magistrates Court every day in dealing with
these situations in the cases they have before them.
I urge people to read these cases and to become familiar
with them if they are not sure about or not familiar with
sentencing processes in the court. The cases point out
how difficult and complex it can be to weigh up all the
principles that need to be weighed up in sentencing. As
I mentioned, the Sentencing Act 1991 outlines very
clearly what the aims of sentencing are.
I conclude with those remarks, and I put them into the
context that I have presented here with regard to the
law, sentencing options available to the courts and how
these options were severely reduced by the actions of
the previous government, including the introduction of
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mandatory sentencing, which does not allow courts to
take into account the types of things that were taken
into account by Justice Hollingworth and other judges
in the sorts of cases that come before them. People can
read those cases for themselves. I think the government
needs to turn its attention to the impact that this is
having on the courts.
Debate interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Patten) —
Order! I would like to acknowledge Mr Paul Jenkins, a
former member for Ballarat West in the Assembly. I
hear he was the friendliest member we have ever had. I
was not here during that time, but I am very pleased to
acknowledge him.

SENTENCING AMENDMENT
(CORRECTION OF SENTENCING ERROR)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to contribute to the debate on the Sentencing
Amendment (Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill
2015. While this bill is mainly housekeeping, it is
nevertheless an important bill for the efficient
administration of our justice system in Victoria. As we
know, the legal system, which includes the courts, legal
aid and community legal centres, is under enormous
stress and financial pressure due no doubt to the severe
and heavy case loads being experienced by our
judiciary. This bill seeks to make our justice system
more efficient and thereby more effective for our
community. This bill deals with the court’s power to
correct legal and factual errors in sentencing. It amends
the Sentencing Act 1991 to expand and clarify the
powers of sentencing courts to correct errors in
sentencing orders.
The bill deletes the 14-day time limit rule in
section 104A of the act, which currently is the time
limit within which judges can correct clerical errors,
omissions and other things of that nature. Fourteen days
is a very onerous and impractical time limit. It does not
allow for the pressure of extreme workloads that face
our judges, and in all cases once a time limit has
expired the jurisdiction expires also. Another appeal
mechanism is brought into play, further lengthening the
complex matter of correction. It must be said that the
bill in no way limits a person’s right to a bona fide
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appeal. The justice system is predicated on a person’s
right to a fair trial, together with a transparent process.
The second thing the bill does is to introduce a new
power to enable the trial court to reopen proceedings to
correct a sentence that is considered contrary to law or
to impose a sentence required to be imposed by the law.
For instance, where a suspended sentence has been
applied to a case that prohibits the use of suspended
sentences, this may be corrected. This is a good bill. Its
main aim is to institute common sense and practicality.
It strikes the balance between efficiency in correcting
sentencing errors and finality in the criminal justice
system. This bill deals primarily with the court’s power
to correct legal and factual errors in sentencing. It
amends the Sentencing Act 1991 to expand and clarify
the powers of sentencing courts to correct errors in
sentencing orders.
We are all capable of making mistakes in the
workplace, but when a law court makes a mistake, it
may lead to costly and time-consuming appeal
mechanisms being utilised to amend what are in some
cases small clerical errors. The provisions contained in
the bill are a valid attempt to complement and make
more effective the day-to-day running and application
of the Victorian criminal justice system by ensuring a
fairer and more responsive legal system for all
Victorians. I commend the bill to the house.
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
rise to speak in support of the Sentencing Amendment
(Correction of Sentencing Error) Bill 2015. Sentencing
by our courts is one of the most contentious issues in
our community. It is an enormously serious issue for
those who are the subject of sentences and for the
community as a whole. There is enormous community
interest and comment on sentencing, and rightly so.
From time to time, however, errors occur. This is
regrettable, but they need to be dealt with. They fall
into a couple of categories. On occasion judges and
magistrates make errors by imposing penalties that are
contrary to law. At other times a judge may fail to
impose a penalty that the law requires to be imposed.
Either way these kinds of errors can be corrected on
appeal, and some are corrected following judicial
review proceedings. This is time consuming, however,
and it costs money. It is a needless delay. This bill gives
us a capacity to address these sorts of errors in a
practical and more timely way.
The bill clarifies and expands a sentencing court’s
power to correct errors in sentences that it has imposed.
It does this in two ways. As previous speakers have
mentioned, it removes the current 14-day time limit on
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the application of section 104A of the Sentencing Act
1991, which enables the correction of minor clerical
errors, omissions, miscalculations et cetera. The limit
has proved quite unworkable in some cases because
errors have been discovered well outside this period of
time.
Secondly, the bill gives a new correction power to the
Sentencing Act 1991 which allows a sentencing judge
or another member of the same court to reopen
proceedings in which a penalty that is contrary to law
has been imposed or in which a penalty that should
have been imposed has not been. The new correction
power is modelled on section 43 of the New South
Wales Crimes (Sentencing Procedure) Act 1999, which
has been the subject of the High Court’s consideration.
I note that this bill preserves the proper role of appeal in
criminal justice cases; it does not attempt to go outside
that. I support the bill, and I wish it a speedy passage.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the Sentencing Amendment (Correction of
Sentencing Error) Bill 2015. This bill is aimed at
simplifying and speeding up our criminal justice system
in cases of sentencing errors made by judges and
magistrates. Fortunately errors are not common, but
when they do occur they need to be rectified quickly.
Sentencing is complex and difficult and has significant
consequences for the community and those subject to
sentencing. Errors in sentencing can be divided into
three broad categories: minor clerical errors, such as
miscounting the number of days an offender has
already served pursuant to the sentence; errors in how
sentencing discretion is exercised, such as imposing a
sentence that is manifestly excessive or inadequate; and
jurisdictional errors, such as imposing a sentence where
there was no power to do so, for example, imposing a
suspended sentence after the abolition of such
sentences. This bill deals with the first and third of
these categories. Arguments about sentencing being
manifestly excessive or inadequate will quite rightly
remain the province of the appeal court.
The bill extends a judge’s power to correct sentencing
errors in two parts. Firstly, in clause 6 it removes the
14-day time limit on the exercise of section 104A of the
Sentencing Act 1991, which enables corrections of
minor slips and omissions — clerical errors, if you will.
This amendment is required because errors are
sometimes not discovered until the 14-day limit has
expired. This discovery usually happens in one of two
ways: counsel reviews a sentence to determine if there
are reasonable prospects of appeal or the error is not
discovered until the matter is considered on appeal. In
the first instance the sentencing court can correct the
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sentence. In the second instance the removal of the
section 104A time limit allows the Court of Appeal to
fix the error even if it refuses leave to appeal.

around the issue; I am directly answering the question. I
do not know why Mr Somyurek is not here today. That
is a matter between him and the Parliament.

The removal of the time limit from section 104A has
the added benefit of recognising the ‘slip-up rule’,
which is the inherent power of the courts to correct
clerical errors that are not subject to an express time
limit, and it brings the court’s powers into line with
section 412 of the Criminal Procedures Act 2009. To
sum up, clause 6 removes an impediment to the
efficient operation of the courts in the form of an
arbitrary time limit and saves on costly appeals to
correct what are essentially clerical errors.

Supplementary question

This brings me to the second amendment, which is
made by clause 7. Clause 7 introduces a new power to
enable the sentencing court to undertake the correction
of penalties that are considered to be contrary to law or
to reopen a proceeding where a penalty required to be
imposed by law has not been imposed. In granting any
new power it is important that we understand why this
power is required and what the limits are. On the rare
occasion that judges make mistakes in imposing
penalties, they have no power to correct the sentence.
The only option of correction is via appeal or bringing
judicial review proceedings. This is because of the legal
doctrine of functus officio, which in essence means that
after imposing a sentence, the judge’s role is a matter
that is finished and finalised.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question without notice is to the Leader of the
Government. Can the Leader of the Government advise
the house if Minister Somyurek is absent from the
Parliament because he is ill?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I can
understand why the member might ask me that
question. Under normal circumstances I would be
reporting on the nature of ministerial representation in
the chamber and would, under normal circumstances,
be able to answer that question. At the moment, with
the minister being stood down, Minister Somyurek in
this situation, for all intents and purposes in relation to
parliamentary sittings, is here or not here on the basis of
his own obligations to the Parliament, and on that basis
I am not certain why Mr Somyurek is not in the
chamber. That is the full answer. I am not running

Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan) — In
the absence of the Leader of the Government’s direct
understanding, I ask: was Minister Somyurek instructed
to stay away from Parliament this week, which is in
clear breach of his responsibilities to attend the
Parliament?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I can
definitely say from my knowledge that the answer to
that question is no.
Mr Dalla-Riva — On a point of order, President,
which follows a point of order I raised earlier this week
in respect of standing orders 3.01 and in particular 3.02,
‘Leave of absence’. It has now been three days; we
have been in this chamber now for three days. It is a
responsibility under the standing orders to attend the
Parliament, and I ask that you give due consideration to
standing order 3.02(3), which says:
Members without leave of absence who, when ordered, do
not attend sittings of the Council may be dealt with as the
Council sees fit.

President, I ask that you determine — not now — what
the Council may see and determine as being fit for the
minister to comply with his obligations as a member of
this chamber.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I indicate that the
terminology at the end of that point of order was wrong
in that the minister is not regarded as a minister at the
moment. He has been stood down as a minister. Mind
you, I am not sure that there has been any advice to the
Governor that changes his status in that sense. I accept
the point of order. It is a matter that Mr Dalla-Riva
pursued earlier this week, and he brings it to the house
again today. I do not have a particular power to issue
instructions or requirements to a member with regard to
their attendance. As I have indicated, this house often
extends support to members who are ill and has done so
without enacting this particular provision to which
Mr Dalla-Riva refers. With decency it is recognised that
if members are ill or have issues of bereavement or
suchlike, the house ought to support those members,
and it does.
In Mr Somyurek’s case, I am not aware of the
circumstances as to why he is not attending Parliament.
I have had no contact with Mr Somyurek. I do not
know why he is not here. When I was listening to the
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Legislative Assembly question time today I noted
mention was made that he is not ill but on leave. I note
that from the other house. I indicate though that I have
no ability, as I said, to require a member to attend.
Standing order 3.02(3), in respect of leave of absence,
says:
Members without leave of absence who, when ordered, do
not attend sittings of the Council may be dealt with as the
Council sees fit.

I am not sure, as I said, that I have a power to order the
member to come, but the house has an opportunity to
deal with a member who is not in attendance as it sees
fit. I believe it is the appropriate course of action that
the house can assume that responsibility in
circumstances under that standing order.
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, President, I
want to clarify one issue you raised in the course of
your comments to the chamber. There should be no
doubt that when I informed the Parliament on Tuesday
that the Premier was the acting Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade, that was because the
appropriate notification had been provided to the
Governor to allow for that change to ministerial
arrangements.
The PRESIDENT — Order! That is the position as
I understand it.
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, President,
regarding the lack of a fulsome answer by the Leader of
the Government vis-a-vis the question asked by
Mr Dalla-Riva, I remind the Leader of the Government
that Mr Somyurek is still a minister of the Crown with a
commission from the Governor and that the Leader of
the Government was asked a direct question as to why
Mr Somyurek is absent. I put to you that he has not
provided a fulsome answer and ask you to direct him to
reply to us either now or in writing on the next business
day.
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The PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Drum, that is
unhelpful as a point of order, frankly, because you are
not in a position to know that and assert that as a fact.
That is speculation, and therefore it is not helpful to
these proceedings.
In terms of the point of order raised by Mr Ondarchie,
the minister has provided an answer. I cannot direct the
minister as to how he should answer a question. From
my point of view he has at least given an answer that is
apposite to the questions asked by Mr Dalla-Riva, and I
cannot know whether or not Mr Jennings has had any
contact with Mr Somyurek or in fact knows anything
about why Mr Somyurek is absent from the Parliament.
I am not in a position to say that the minister’s answer
was not a fulsome answer on this occasion.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. On the
evening of 20 May 2015, a Wednesday, did Minister
Somyurek inform one of his ministerial advisers that
his services were no longer required, effectively
sacking the staff member?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Regardless of what the member believes may be a fact
and may present to the chamber as a fact, not for the
first time a number of presentations about facts bandied
about in the course of the last few days have been, in
the fullness of time, shown not to be facts. I was asked
a question about whether there had been somebody
sacked from the minister’s office and whether they had
left the employ of the government. I answered that that
was an incorrect assumption, and I can confirm that it is
an incorrect assumption.
Supplementary question

Mr Leane — On the point of order, President, I
know firsthand, especially as a result of the role I
fulfilled in the last Parliament, that members of this
chamber have been absent for prolonged periods on
many occasions. It is not at all unique for members of
this chamber to be absent for various reasons, which I
was approached about last year, and they were not
necessarily always about illness.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
seek further clarification from the minister, and I ask: is
it actually not a fact that last Thursday afternoon
Minister Somyurek’s chief of staff detailed to the
Premier’s chief of staff and the human resources
manager the unfair dismissal by Minister Somyurek of
one of his ministerial advisers and that that was the first
time the Premier’s office was made aware of the
sacking?

Mr Drum — On the point of order, President, the
difference with this case is that it is our belief, whether
that belief be right or wrong, that the member actually
wants to be here. Our belief is that he has been told by
his party not to turn up to Parliament.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Again, in relation to the answer I have given, there has
been no termination of an employee of the ministerial
offices that has occurred in the circumstances the
member has described.
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Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. Were any
of Minister Somyurek’s staff notified that they should
not attend work on Friday, 22 May 2015?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Not
to my knowledge. I would be surprised if that was the
case, but not to my knowledge.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Is it not a
fact that the Premier’s office notified staff on Thursday
evening not to attend Minister Somyurek’s ministerial
office on Friday, 22 May?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have already answered, President. Not to my
knowledge, and I do not believe that would necessarily
be a direction that was given by anybody in those
circumstances, but certainly not to my knowledge.

Minister for Small Business, Innovation and
Trade
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is also to the Leader of
the Government. Did the minister attend the Saturday
morning meeting between the Premier and Minister
Somyurek, and if so, who else was present?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think I have already volunteered this information. I
volunteered that in fact I was at that meeting. Yes, in
fact I was at that meeting. The Premier, the chief of
staff and Minister Somyurek were at that meeting. I
have confirmed that already.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — Given the minister has now confirmed
to the house that he was present at that meeting — —
Mr Jennings — I already had. Go back and read
Hansard.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I assure the minister we
have read Hansard many times. Can the minister advise
the house whether prior to the meeting with
Mr Somyurek on Saturday morning he and the Premier
met and discussed the outcome they wanted from that
meeting?
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Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
answer to the member’s question is that the Premier and
I — and his chief of staff, for that matter — shared the
view that we had two overriding interests. One interest
was to make sure that there was a safe workplace
established and maintained within the minister’s office
as a first order issue. The second issue — —
Ms Wooldridge — That is why you told them not to
turn up on Friday.
Mr JENNINGS — Don’t trot off on a frolic. What I
am indicating is that we had two issues of substance
that were discussed. One was to make sure that a safe
workplace was provided for, and the second was to
ensure that there was a proper examination of any
matters that had been raised. That is in fact exactly what
was driving our intention on Saturday morning and
continues to be the intention of the government by
instigating an appropriate investigation into these
matters.

Early childhood educators enterprise
bargaining
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Families and Children.
Can the minister provide to the house the status of the
enterprise bargaining agreements for early childhood
educators?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I welcome the member’s question; in fact
it is the first question from the coalition to me since the
budget was handed down.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS — I welcome the question, because
we are very fortunate in this state to have a quality and
committed early childhood workforce. It is an integral
part of delivering quality outcomes for children. The
existing 2009 enterprise bargaining agreement for early
childhood teachers working in community and local
government operated services has nominally expired,
with existing terms set to apply until they are replaced
by a new agreement. The enterprise bargaining for new
agreements for early childhood teachers and educators
in community-based kindergartens commenced in early
2013 and is still unresolved. That is a dispute that
occurred under the previous government, and it was not
able to be resolved for some time.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS — It is disappointing to me that
negotiations have dragged on for so long. While the
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Victorian government is not an employer of
kindergarten teachers, it has an interest in a
satisfactory and timely resolution of the negotiations.
In contrast to the approach of the previous
government — —
Ms Lovell — What have you done? You have not
done anything.
Ms MIKAKOS — If Ms Lovell settles down, she
might learn something. In contrast to the previous
minister’s approach and the approach of the previous
government, I have requested the Department of
Education and Training to assist the parties to resolve
this dispute as quickly as possible.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I take
note of the minister’s answer, which did not answer the
question, so my supplementary is: in the presence of
my colleague Wendy Lovell at the Early Learning
Association Australia annual general meeting last year,
the minister said that the government would sit at the
negotiation table to resolve this issue. Why has the
minister not been able to resolve this issue in this term
of government? And the minister should not blame the
previous government; she is part of this government.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — Clearly the member was not listening to
my substantive answer. I made it clear that in terms of
the status the dispute is ongoing and the matter is
unresolved. I made it clear that we are not a party to this
dispute because the Victorian government is not an
employer of early childhood educators. I made it clear
that we have in fact delivered on what I said, and that is
that we are assisting the parties through the department
with advice — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, President, I
wonder whether you might ask Ms Mikakos to speak at
a lower volume; I am struggling to hear the most
important person in this room — Ms Shing.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I think Mr Ondarchie
is correct. That was very dangerous. It was a vexatious
point of order, and I do not tolerate them.
Mrs Peulich — Do I have an opportunity to
rephrase it, President?
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The PRESIDENT — Order! I think Mrs Peulich
would be best to reflect on it.
Ms MIKAKOS — This is an important issue, and I
think members should take an interest in it. We are
disappointed that the dispute is continuing. We are not a
party to the dispute. As I indicated in my substantive
answer, I have directed the department to assist the
parties in reaching a resolution to this dispute by
providing advice to the parties in this matter. We are,
however, not a party to the dispute, because we are not
the employer.
Ordered that answer be considered next day on
motion of Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan).

Foster carers
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Minister for
Families and Children, Ms Mikakos. The Australian
Institute of Health and Welfare’s Child Protection
Australia 2013–14 report was released on 8 May. In
the 2013–14 financial year 400 foster carers were
accredited and 610 resigned or retired — a net loss
of 210 carers in one year. That is the worst
performance by far of any state or territory. My
question to the minister is: how many additional
carers does she project will enter the system in the
first year of her recently announced $1.5 million
commitment?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank Ms Springle for her question and
for her continued interest in the issue of foster carers. I
have indicated to the house now on a number of
occasions that we are very supportive of our foster
carers. I regard them as unsung heroes in the
community, and I hope over time we will raise the
profile of foster carers and the important work they do
in supporting vulnerable children in our community.
This is why in the first 100 days of the Andrews Labor
government I announced a $1.5 million foster care
recruitment and retention strategy, and as part of that I
have also moved to establish a ministerial advisory
committee for children in out-of-home care. I have
tasked that ministerial advisory committee with the
priority task of advising me on how we can go about
recruiting and retaining more foster carers, because
Ms Springle is right; we have had a very large number
of foster carers, particularly in recent years and under
the previous government, leave the system rather than
come into the system, and this is an issue I am very
concerned about. We are still in the development stage
of this recruitment and retention strategy. It is one that I
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am very keen to develop in close consultation with
community sector leaders who sit on my ministerial
advisory committee and also in close consultation with
foster carers themselves.
In the budget the member would be aware that I
announced $31.3 million over four years for carer
payments, and this represents the first significant
increase in a decade for foster care allowances. As part
of that I have also asked my department to look at
streamlining and simplifying the overly complex
allowance system to make it more child centred and
more readily understood by carers, as well as agencies
and even departmental staff. As part of this we are
going to consult with carers and with the community
sector about how we can simplify the carer allowance
system with a view to having those increases in
allowances flow from 1 January 2016.
There is still a lot of work that needs to happen in the
coming months. I will be holding a number of round
tables with foster carers in the coming months so I can
hear directly from the carers about their experiences
and what their needs and issues are. I have heard in
opposition and now as minister other concerns raised
that do not directly relate just to the allowance system
but relate to whether foster carers feel valued by the
department and by the system — if I can refer to it as a
system. I have also tasked the department with giving
me advice around those issues.
There is considerable work that needs to happen before
we are able to make definite projections around
increased numbers, but I am certainly hopeful with our
recruitment and retention strategy, with our increases in
the allowance and with making changes to the system
to value our foster carers more that we will have more
foster carers coming into the system and staying with us
for the long term.
Supplementary question
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for her response. In the absence of a
projected number, does the minister have a figure for
how many new carers will be needed to meet demand,
and has the figure guided the recruitment strategy?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — Again, I thank the member for her
question. We absolutely need more foster carers
coming into the out-of-home care system. We have a
situation where unfortunately children have been placed
in residential care because that has been the only
placement option that has been available. In my view
residential care should be the placement of last resort,
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not the placement when there is no other alternative.
This means that we need to have more options available
in terms of home-based care — that is, recruiting more
foster carers and also supporting our kinship carers and
our permanent carers so that we can provide
alternatives to residential care. Our policies are
predicated on the basis of increasing our number of
foster carers over time.

Springboard
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My question is again to the Minister for Families and
Children. The Springboard program assists young
people aged between 16 and 21 to transition from
out-of-home care to independent living. Without the
Springboard program too many of our young people
who have endured the trials of out-of-home care would
just fall through the cracks. People do not get to the age
of 16 or 18 and suddenly acquire a whole new set of
independent living skills without ongoing support. Nor
do those skills suddenly appear at the age of 21. The
Victorian Council of Social Service has been calling for
some time for the Springboard program to be extended,
where required, to people up to the age of 25.
Supporting young people is expensive and resource
intensive, but it is nowhere near as expensive as not
supporting them at all. Can the minister explain why
the opportunity to extend the Springboard program to
people up to the age of 25 was not taken up by the
Andrews government during its first budget?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. She
is in fact incorrect in that assertion. There is funding in
the budget for the Springboard program. I am happy to
provide the member with a detailed briefing on the
budget outcomes. We have provided funding for every
part of the service continuum in the families and
children portfolio, whether it is early intervention,
recruiting more child protection workers or funding for
our out-of-home care system and also for young people
leaving care. We have in fact continued funding for the
Springboard program because we recognise that it is
important that we provide funding to young people
leaving care.
The Springboard program is a valuable program that
links young people leaving care to education and
training pathways, because we recognise that that is the
best way to assist them to transition to independent
living when they leave the out-of-home care system and
go into — —
Ms Springle — On a point of order, President, I
realise the funding has continued. I am asking
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specifically why it has not been extended from 21 to 25
for young people.
Ms MIKAKOS — That’s not what the question
was.
Ms Springle — That was absolutely the question.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister still has
quite some time to go in her answer, so I am sure she
will respond to the question as put.
Ms MIKAKOS — I thank the member for that
clarification. We have extended funding for the
Springboard program on the same basis that has existed
in the past. It is an important program that supports
young people leaving care. I am very pleased with the
fact that the funding was there in the Andrews Labor
government’s first budget to continue to provide
support for young people leaving care.
Supplementary question
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
thank the minister for her response. How does the
minister’s commitment to real prevention and early
intervention with respect to supporting young people
who have been in out-of-home care align with the
Andrews government’s decision to stop supporting
young people when they reach the age of 21?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — The budget has funding for the
Springboard program. It is $21 million over four years,
if my recollection serves me correctly. That is a
responsibility that we take very seriously in terms of
meeting our responsibilities to young people leaving
care. In fact I am aware of some advocacy around this
issue that came very late in the budget process — it
may have been even the week before the budget was
handed down — and I am always mindful of sector
views around these issues and always happy to have
further discussions with the sector around these issues.
But we have continued the Springboard program,
which is an important program that supports young
people leaving care, as well as providing other supports
in the budget for vulnerable young people, both through
the youth affairs portfolio and through the investment
that the Minister for Training and Skills, Mr Herbert,
provides in terms of our higher education system for
young people entering our TAFE system. There is a
range of investment in this area.

Recreational fishing special coordinator
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — My question is
to the Minister for Agriculture. I refer to her
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announcement last week that former Independent
member for Gippsland East in the Assembly, Craig
Ingram, has been appointed by the Andrews
government as a special coordinator for recreational
fishing and her announcement that one of Mr Ingram’s
most immediate tasks will be to work with Fisheries
Victoria to deliver on the Labor government’s
commitment to halt commercial netting in Port Phillip
and Corio bays. I ask: has there been any conflict of
interest raised during his appointment, such as his share
in a commercial abalone licence?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank the member for his question. The Labor
government is getting on with its significant
commitments to grow recreational fishing in Victoria.
We have many components to our Target One Million
policy, including the very significant challenge of
ending commercial netting in Port Phillip and Corio
bays. There are currently 43 licence-holders affected by
this reform, and I am determined that our government
will deal with this industry transition and with the
significant impact on these 43 businesses in a respectful
and absolutely transparent manner. That is why we
have appointed Craig Ingram as a special coordinator to
work on the delivery of a number of the Target One
Million commitments but with a particular focus on
supporting the industry transition as we halt
commercial netting in Port Phillip Bay.
Craig Ingram, as members may well be aware, is a
former member of this Parliament. He also has
extensive experience working in both the commercial
and recreational fishing sectors, so he brings
considerable expertise to this role. His appointment is
entirely appropriate. It will, I think, assist us greatly in
the acquitting of our election promises.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, the
question was very specific: was any conflict of interest
raised during his appointment? It was totally
unanswered.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I invite Mr Drum to
ask a supplementary question at this stage.
Supplementary question
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — Certainly, thank
you, President. As minister, were you aware of the
views of your new special coordinator for recreational
fishing — that trout in Victorian streams should be
poisoned — when you made this appointment?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) —
Mr Drum asked a question about a conflict of interest in
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his point of order. Is his supplementary question the
same or different, because the answer — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms PULFORD — He has asked three questions, so
I am just wondering which two he would like
answered?
The PRESIDENT — Order! The conflict of interest
was the first question. The minister may wish to
address that in her supplementary answer, but that was
a point of order and not the supplementary question.
The supplementary question is: ‘As minister, are you
aware of the views of your new special coordinator for
recreational fishing — that trout should be poisoned?’ I
ask the clerks to reset the clock.
Ms PULFORD — That is a bit of a leap from the
substantive question to the supplementary question, but
I have not had a discussion with Craig Ingram about his
views on trout poisoning, no.

Twelve Apostles Marine National Park
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Leader of the Government in his capacity
representing the Minister for Tourism and Major
Events. The iconic Twelve Apostles on the Great
Ocean Road are a prime tourism attraction. They are
recognised around the world and visited by millions of
domestic and international visitors each year. Currently
there is no admission charge to this prime tourism icon.
In south-western Victoria our roads are in a state of
disrepair, and according to VicRoads own estimates,
about $220 million is needed to upgrade them. Will the
government consider implementing a $10 admission
charge for the Twelve Apostles, which would generate
many millions of dollars to invest in funding for
western Victorian roads?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Purcell for his question. I am not in a position
to be able to accept or reject his specific proposal. It is
unlikely in the first instance that that would be the
option adopted by the government, but I will allow my
colleagues to work their way through this issue. What is
totally accepted by the government is that there is a
need to provide some support to economic activity in
the south-west and the opportunities that may be
available to us in the future to support a high traffic
trade of tourists who come to the Twelve Apostles,
recognising consistently that there is not a significant
yield to the local economy from the sheer weight of
numbers of people who visit the Twelve Apostles.
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In fact recently I had a conversation with somebody
who is well versed in the tourism industry who
reminded me that the economic yield to local
businesses from the hundreds of thousands of tourists
who come to the south-west to see the Twelve Apostles
is extremely low. They spend the best part of 3 hours
on a bus to get there; they spend on average about half
an hour there; and they turn around and come back,
spending virtually nothing for the local economy. That
is an outcome that is totally unsustainable in terms of
the economic viability of the region and the ability to
reinvest in roads or other infrastructure or community
life.
This government recognises that there are some things
that it must do to support economic activity and the
tourism industry of the south-west. I am certain that
even if my colleagues do not agree with the specific
proposal Mr Purcell has put to the house today, they
certainly agree that there is a need to try to ensure a
greater return to the local community and economy
through taking a concerted approach to drive a greater
yield by making sure that tourists stay and spend in the
precinct and that there is a benefit to the local economy.
That is something I am confident the government will
work on from a number of different vantage points. I
imagine that my colleagues responsible for regional
development, tourism and economic activity, and very
importantly my colleague who is responsible for the
environment, will be very interested in finding a plan to
give those outcomes.
Supplementary question
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — I thank the
minister for his reply. Considering the reply, I ask the
minister: will the government consider that model for
looking at other tourism attractions so long as the
money is left in the regions where it is taken?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
accepted in my answer to the substantive question that
there is a need to do this. I think that is a reasonable
approach. We are interested in having a diversified and
viable economic structure across the regions in
Victoria. The south-west is extremely important, but it
is not the only region that is important. The same logic
should apply to our infrastructure and support programs
for tourism and economic activity right across the state.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
1562

COUNCIL

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have answers to the following questions on notice:
554–6.
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MINISTER FOR SMALL BUSINESS,
INNOVATION AND TRADE
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I desire to
move, by leave:
That this house provides an opportunity for Mr Somyurek, at
1 hour’s notice, to address the Legislative Council and
explain to the house the matters and circumstances
surrounding his non-attendance at Parliament this week and
the Premier’s decision to suspend his activities as a minister.

Leave refused.
The PRESIDENT — Order! With respect to
today’s questions, I note Mr Drum’s question about
conflict of interest, and I think that that was quite a
specific question. I ask that the minister provide a
written response to that.
Ms Pulford — I can answer that now.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Okay, With the
house’s indulgence, I will accept that in terms of getting
the matter resolved quickly. The question was: has
there been any conflict of interest raised during
Mr Ingram’s appointment, such as his share in a
commercial abalone licence he has held?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — The
appointment process for Craig Ingram was a cabinet
process. As is the case for this type of appointment, the
normal declarations are made, and there was no conflict
of interest declared. I might also add that the process for
the appointment of Mr Ingram was precisely the same
as the process of appointment that my predecessor in
this portfolio used to appoint Graeme Samuel to a water
review last year.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, the
minister wants to create a parallel between Graeme
Samuel and Craig Ingram. I do not think Graeme
Samuel ever held an abalone licence, and he has not
been appointed to a role that will see him effectively
bring about the downturn of 43 fishing licences.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Does Mr Drum have a
copy of the standing orders? If not, I will furnish them
to him. He is debating. That is not a point of order. I
concur with the minister that the supplementary
question posed by Mr Drum was a long way distant
from the substantive question.

MOTIONS TO TAKE NOTE OF ANSWERS
Recreational fishing special coordinator
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — President, I did
not get the opportunity earlier to move:
That the Council take note of the Minister for Agriculture’s
answer on the next day of meeting.

Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DRUM — I was not given the opportunity
earlier, prior to the President getting to his feet. I am
moving it now because it is the first chance I have had
since the President resumed his seat.
The PRESIDENT — Order! Given that I allowed
some latitude to the minister to dispense with the matter
today rather than by subsequent response in writing, I
will allow the member to put that motion. The question
is that the house take note of the minister’s answer.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I heard a government
member say the word ‘forthwith’. Does the government
wish to change or amend that take-note motion and
bring on a debate forthwith?
Ms Pulford — If Mr Drum would like to debate it
now, that is okay with me. It would be my pleasure.
The PRESIDENT — Order! At the moment the
motion is to take note of the answer on the next day of
meeting; does Mr Drum wish it to be taken note of
now?
Mr DRUM — Absolutely. By leave, I move:
That the Council take note of the Minister for Agriculture’s
answer forthwith.

The words of the minister were that there was no point
of conflict of interest raised when Mr Ingram put
forward his application. Effectively, using the words of
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the minister, this has gone before the cabinet, but
nobody has even mentioned the fact or raised the issue
that Mr Ingram was previously — or still is; we do not
know — the owner of an abalone licence covering
Victorian waters. It is amazing that the fact that
Mr Ingram has for a long time been a commercial
fisher, had a commercial abalone licence and been a
strong advocate for commercial fishing in these waters
was not mentioned in any of the cabinet discussions —
by the 20-odd ministers who were sitting around the
table — and that the Minister for Agriculture was not
even aware of this man’s views in relation to a whole
range of issues in relation to recreational fishing. It
beggars belief that this particular appointment could
have been made without one skerrick of concern — not
one of the 20-odd ministers actually raised a point —
that Mr Ingram may have a conflict of interest in
relation to fulfilling his duties within his role as a
special coordinator for recreational fishing in this state.
The main reason this causes some concern is that it will
be Mr Ingram’s role to oversee the exit of some
43 other professional fishers from Victorian waters. His
role is to oversee these people exiting the industry so
we can get the preferred outcome — which is an
outcome we are searching for, by the way — which is,
to increase the recreational fishing pool, the fish
available for recreational fishers in this state.
This is something that goes to the heart of the cabinet’s
ability to make a considered judgement. It goes to the
heart of how the cabinet operates. An appointment at
cabinet is something that goes to the Premier’s office
and is normally thought through by not only the chief
of staff but the entire staff. They would normally do
some checks and balances on any potential conflict of
interest. In this case, given this person is a former
member of Parliament and considering the role he will
have to perform when he commences his
appointment — —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DRUM — Can you shut up.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I agree with
Mr Dalidakis that it is unnecessary commentary in this
matter. I would hope we might discharge of this fairly
soon because members want to proceed to constituency
questions, which they regard as being important in
terms of their representation of electorates. Mr Drum,
without assistance.
Mr DRUM — Thank you, President. It seems as
though there is at least an issue of conflict of interest.
We do not know whether it has been discharged and
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put forward on the table. It would be a fine outcome if it
had been clearly stated that the licence has since been
sold and that he has no holdings in a commercial
abalone licence as of today. Everyone could then just
move on and let the man do what he has been given a
role to do. But the fact that it was not even put before
the Council just seems too hard to believe. The fact that
we have a man with the view that trout should be
poisoned is irrelevant to the conflict of interest.
However, what has been shown here is that we have an
incredibly important policy that is going to affect
43 families directly and a whole range of businesses
indirectly. The appointment of the person who is going
to oversee this process has effectively just been swept
through the cabinet without anyone having the
wherewithal to put their hand up and say, ‘This man
used to run a commercial fishing licence here in
Victoria. Surely someone has done a background check
on any conflict of interest’. It seems as though that has
not happened. It beggars belief. I would like to hear the
minister’s response as to the cabinet process that led to
this approval and how the issue of conflict of interest
was not even raised.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — Thank
you for the opportunity. Apologies are probably due to
the house for indulging this argument that Mr Drum
and I are going to have about the appropriateness of
Craig Ingram to perform this very important task for the
government.
Craig Ingram has extensive experience working in both
the commercial and recreational fishing sectors. He has
been in the Northern Territory in recent times as
executive officer of the Amateur Fishermen’s
Association of the Northern Territory. He has a great
breadth of experience. He has worked with industries in
transition and communities dealing with challenging
issues in his work as a member of Parliament, and he is
eminently qualified to perform this role.
There is no conflict of interest that I am aware of. If
Mr Drum believes an opinion about trout fishing
expressed in 2005 constitutes a contemporary conflict
of interest, then I think Mr Drum should acquaint
himself with the notion of what a conflict of interest is.
Craig Ingram’s appointment occurred in precisely the
same manner as Peter Walsh’s appointment of Graham
Samuel to conduct the water review. It is a cabinet
appointment.
We are very excited that Craig Ingram is available to
perform this important work. I note Mr Drum in his
interjections seemed to be stepping away from the
coalition’s commitment, what we believed to be a
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bipartisan commitment, to remove commercial netting
from the bay when he said this appointment is about
helping to put 43 families out of business, or words to
that effect. I would hope the Liberals and The Nationals
continue to support the cessation of netting in Port
Phillip Bay.
This is an important issue for our recreational fishing
community. We are delivering on our commitment.
Our commitment is better than the opposition’s
commitment in a whole bunch of different ways. We
have a sliding cap on the netting, and there are many
other components of our plan for recreational fishing.
I welcome the opportunity to debate this issue with
Mr Drum. I thank the President for making the
observation about the extraordinary leap from
Mr Drum’s substantive question to his supplementary
question, when he talked about finding an interview
from 10 years ago in which Mr Ingram expressed some
concerns about trout in a particular location, one that
was obviously not Port Phillip Bay.
I am very pleased on any occasion to answer questions
in this place about the important work that Mr Ingram
will be doing to support the government’s delivery of
Target One Million. There is $20 million in the budget
to deliver on this commitment. We are working hard on
all the aspects of Target One Million, restoring water
levels to Lake Toolondo and increasing fish stocking
from 3 million to 5 million. It is an extensive list. We
are working hard on delivering on each and every one
of those election commitments.
Craig Ingram has a very important role to play in
supporting the industry transition — a difficult
transition — and we would welcome the support of the
Liberals and The Nationals in removing commercial
netting from the bays and in so doing growing the
number of recreational fishers in Victoria to 1 million.
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — It is
unfortunate that the allegation of a conflict of interest
against a private citizen — someone who is a former
member but is currently, as far as I am aware, a private
citizen — is being debated in such a precipitous
fashion. In this instance we have both the government
and the opposition to blame for baiting each other into
the debate in which we now find ourselves. With the
information we have been given so far, I think the
matter deserves better scrutiny so that it is not left
hanging in the air. If I understand correctly, Mr Drum
suggests that Mr Ingram holds an abalone licence and
therefore has a conflict of interest in being involved in
the buyout of other commercial operators elsewhere in
Victoria.
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Ms Pulford — and of course her department would
know — did not really address that issue. She did not
say whether Mr Ingram does or does not currently hold
an abalone licence. As I said, Ms Pulford’s department
not only has that data at its fingertips, but one might
expect that in a conflict of interest declaration, which
Ms Pulford confirms has been lodged and considered
by her and the cabinet, that that information might have
been made available to the house.
If we could have some more light rather than heat shed
on this issue, we could move on to the next question.
Assuming Mr Ingram does have an abalone licence, we
could all debate whether we think that is a conflict of
interest. Is there some kind of substitutability between
purchasers of abalone and purchasers of King George
whiting, flathead or snapper from the bay? They are all
marine products. There is no doubt that this program
that both the Labor and Liberal parties are endorsing to
remove — —
Mr Drum — And The Nationals.
Mr BARBER — And The Nationals; do not forget
the other one. This program the parties are endorsing
will make fish from the bay more expensive and
difficult to obtain for ordinary consumers. It could be
that as a result of this program — which is to phase out
all commercial netting in the bay — when I go down to
my local fish market or seafood restaurant, I will now
be getting fish that could have been flown in from
another part of the world.
The commercial netting fishery in the bays is said to be
a sustainable fishery. Ms Pulford’s own department
says it is sustainable. Even Greenpeace says it is
sustainable and a preferred choice compared to other
species of fish from other countries that may not even
be labelled correctly.
Since both speakers raise the broader policy question of
the merits and political support or otherwise of the
buyout program, I say we need more scientific evidence
before this process proceeds. I hope Mr Ingram is going
to examine all the relevant scientific evidence. Some of
that evidence is still forthcoming. In fact I believe
Ms Pulford’s own department’s is funding or delivering
some of the scientific research. It could be that
Mr Ingram, with a completely open mind and free of
any conflict of interest, is willing to look at some of that
research and give some advice back to the minister that
perhaps the buyout of all the licences is not necessary
and will not necessarily deliver the kinds of benefits
that Labor, Liberal and The Nationals all think it will,
which is — in short — more fish.
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If the fishery is sustainable now and if evidence shows
that the catch-per-unit effort for recreational fishermen
and fisherwomen is not in decline, then it may be that
the measures proposed would not necessarily achieve
the desired effect. While there may be one or two
licensees who may be eager to be bought out, it could
be that with some more scientific evidence coming
down the line and with some more time available this
program could be reconsidered.
As it is, we have heard a lot about it lately. We ask a
minister for the detail of or rationale for their particular
policy, and what we get is, ‘It’s an election promise,
therefore we’re doing it’. First of all, it is the job of the
Parliament to still scrutinise those promises, and
secondly, citizens deserve better explanations from
their governments than simply, ‘We’re doing it because
we promised to do it’.
If we see Mr Ingram around the place here, we might
stop him in the corridor and ask him for his opinion. He
always has strong opinions on these matters. Of course
The Nationals have an in-built and tribal animus against
him; basically there is not a single thing Mr Ingram
could do that would get the support of The Nationals.
Unfortunately, the nub of the issue that was raised here
today has not been satisfactorily dealt with. In my
opinion it would have been better if Mr Drum had
bowled up another question where he sought the facts I
am seeking, which are: does Mr Ingram hold an
abalone licence? Was it disclosed in his conflict of
interest declaration, and if so, has the minister formed
the view that that is not a conflict of interest? In that
case, we could debate those matters with a few facts.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I thank Mr Barber for
his contribution in the sense that I remind the house that
the question before the house is still to take note of the
minister’s answer. It is not to explore further the
conflict of interest issue; it is to take note of the
minister’s answer. If indeed, as Mr Barber rightly says,
there were any other matters to be considered, there
would need to be a subsequent motion, because this is
simply to take note of the minister’s answer on an
immediate debate.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, President, for those words of guidance. I
join in making a few remarks on this motion to take
note of the minister’s answer because it goes to the
heart of process. If the processes are right and if people
actually observe those processes, then many of the
issues and conflicts that are flushed out through the
dynamics of politics, through the dynamics of factions
and through the dynamics of opposition and
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government interplay in these types of environments
are mitigated.
I understand that the current appointment process was
put into place by Steve Bracks in 2002. That was done
as a result of a growing awareness in the public sector
and in government that these matters of interest,
including conflicts of interest, need to be managed and
that we need to have an open and transparent system.
That is what concerns me about Ms Pulford’s response.
There does not appear to be an open and transparent
system of appointment to statutory authorities, to public
office, to advisory committees and so forth, which is
really what is under scrutiny here.
Ms Pulford’s response that there were no declarations
of a conflict of interest is perturbing to me. As a former
Cabinet Secretary, I am fully aware of the different
stages of scrutiny of applicants to positions. One stage
would obviously be in the department first of all and
then in the minister’s office — scrutinising that before
it is escalated to the next level. When it goes to the
Cabinet Secretary for listing on the agenda at cabinet,
there are other processes that take place. As a former
Cabinet Secretary I can say that most appointments
were then scrutinised further to make sure that there
was not something that was overlooked in terms of the
documentation. Sometimes there was further
investigation. Sometimes in discussions with the
Premier of the day the head of the department and often
also the deputy secretaries will add further information
to the discussion of cabinet agenda items. A range of
steps take place before an item actually appears before
cabinet. If eventually all is right, it goes on to the
cabinet agenda and is discussed.
I cannot believe that through that process the issue of
conflict of interest that is under discussion here was not
raised. It is just not possible for those issues of conflict
or even Mr Ingram’s commercial licence to not be
raised. That does not mean that the appointment does
not proceed, but the additional information should be
taken into consideration before a decision is made. It is
really important for members to understand what that
very long process is. There are so many hurdles, and it
is just implausible that conflicts of interest would
remain unearthed or unknown by the minister. It is
absolutely critical because people’s lives can be
destroyed through not observing proper processes.
We are currently looking at, for example, what is at
play with the Premier and the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade and his staff. We know,
for example — —
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The PRESIDENT — Order! This is a very narrow
debate. The minister made no reference to those matters
in her answer, and they are totally out of context for this
debate. Do not proceed with that line of argument.
Mrs PEULICH — I was not going to dwell on it in
detail, President.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I do not want it
mentioned at all.
Mrs PEULICH — I was going to make a number
of observations, which are that there have been a string
of people who have been appointed to positions where
there is a lack of clarity, a lack of openness and a lack
of accountability for those appointments. That goes to
the heart of open and accountable government. Perhaps
in addition to this take-note motion members could be
invited to think about what further motions could be
brought to this chamber for us to have the opportunity
of scrutinising areas where there are significant
concerns in relation to those appointments. For Labor,
being in government is an opportunity to appoint mates,
be they union mates, factional mates, personal mates or
otherwise.
There are public service standards that the Premier
himself has invoked in the referral of the recent
investigation to the Secretary of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet. He has said that he expects those
public service standards to be observed. We should
expect nothing less, and therefore I think the minister’s
lack of awareness of the appointments process and the
different levels of scrutiny is a critical issue. This
malaise and lack of awareness appears to be
symptomatic of the way this government is operating. I
take pleasure in speaking briefly on this take-note
motion, but I also shine a light on what appears to be a
significant vulnerability of this government in terms of
appointing Labor mates, factional mates and friends to
various government appointments.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
President, even though you gave a direction to the
chamber that this debate is not an opportunity to extend
the information that the minister had provided but
rather to comment on it, I think it would be useful for
the sake of the house, in terms of reaching a conclusion,
to say that there was a due process in terms of the
theory of process that Mrs Peulich has just outlined —
that is, in terms of identifying the interests of a person
who is the subject of a cabinet appointment.
It was identified that Mr Ingram has an interest in an
abalone licence as part of a family trust but only in the
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context of a family trust and not as an individual
licence-holder.
Mr Drum — This is totally different to what we
have just been told.
Mr JENNINGS — I am clarifying the issue for
you.
Mr Drum — This is exactly opposite to what the
minister has just said.
Mr JENNINGS — Let me conclude my comments,
and I will come back to what the minister said.
Following that the analysis went further and an
assessment was made about whether there was a
conflict of interest in relation to the scope of
responsibilities that would be undertaken by Mr Ingram
in this instance. Given that the focus of this work is
primarily in relation to activities within Port Phillip Bay
and abalone licences are not affected within the domain
of the Port Phillip Bay fishery, there is no conflict of
interest. The minister’s response was that in her view,
on the basis of the information that was available to her,
she was not aware of a conflict of interest, and that loop
has now been closed. That was part of the consideration
of the appointment process. As you are setting a
standard for the appointment process, that was satisfied.
Mr Drum — We are in uncharted waters here. I am
clearly in your hands with this, President, but what we
have just heard is a totally opposite remembrance of
what happened at cabinet to that recalled by the
minister. From the minister we heard one thing — —
Mr JENNINGS — Just for clarification — if
members do not understand this — what happens at
cabinet is subject to confidentiality. What I have just
described to the house is the material that is prepared
and presented to cabinet for its consideration.
Opposition members do not have any evidence relating
to their ongoing speculation about what happened or
did not happen in cabinet. What I am saying to
members is that I am confirming that the minister and
her department have acquitted — —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — Regardless of what the member
would like, this is what I have been reporting to the
house on the basis of my information, which is
confirmed by the minister — that is, that material was
prepared, was considered and was not subject to
additional concerns at cabinet.
Mr Drum — On a point of order, President, I
understand exactly what the Leader of the Government
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is saying. It does not change the fact that that it is totally
180 degrees from what the Minister for Agriculture just
said when answering the question, ‘Was the issue of
conflict of interest raised at cabinet?’. The answer was,
‘No’ — very clearly no. A reading of Hansard will
show exactly what she said. The Special Minister of
State has just come in and said exactly the opposite.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The minister did not
say no. I did not hear her say that at all. I heard her talk
about processes of cabinet. I am not going to judge, but
my view is that what I heard was consistent with what
Mr Jennings has said. He has simply elaborated and
gone further. At any rate, at this point, Mr Drum has a
right of reply.
Mr DRUM (Northern Victoria) — President, I think
we have heard enough on this matter. We will be
checking Hansard to find out whether your recall of the
minister’s answer is correct, and if it is not, we will be
taking the issue further.
Motion agreed to.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, President, relating
to interjections during question time in particular. The
section of the government benches over there sends an
incessant and barrage-like set of interjections. I hasten
to add that I, for one, in this chamber am not opposed to
interjections; they can be helpful to the process, and
robust debate is important. But if they become incessant
or inane or a barrage, that becomes problematic. At
12.37 p.m. Ms Shing said, ‘Abalone are people too’.
We have headed to new ground here. The constant
nature of the interjections that comes from that section
is concerning, and we need to deal with it.
Ms Shing — On the point of order, President, the
interjections go from one side of the chamber to the
other irrespective of which direction you are facing.
Yesterday the interjections that were directed toward
me included from Mrs Peulich that I had diarrhoea and
today that I require counselling. On that basis, if we are
going to apply a standard around minimum levels of
intellect or contribution when interjecting across the
chamber, I would welcome an opportunity for that to
apply uniformly and not just in one direction.
Mrs Peulich — On the point of order, President, I
think the house would know that I am not a shrinking
violet and that I am quite well versed in interjections.
However, the level of interjection from our newly
elected members of Parliament, Ms Shing and
Mr Dalidakis, goes beyond all acceptable levels. It is
haranguing and highly personal, and it is not difficult to
understand that sometimes people may respond in a
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way that they should not to some of the provocation
that is incessant, ongoing and beyond comparison to
anything that we have experienced before in this
chamber. I ask you, President, to address the problem
of the level of interjection, harassment and haranguing
that occurs in this chamber as a routine every day.
The PRESIDENT — Order! I say at the outset that
interjections are unparliamentary, and I would prefer
that there were none. I acknowledge that for the most
part the Greens do not make interjections, nor do
members on the crossbench. It seems that they are able
to fulfil their responsibilities in this place without
needing to challenge and comment on every matter that
comes before the house, and I welcome that approach
to their performance in the house.
To me, to single out any member in this house is totally
inappropriate, because those members who might have
been singled out today in this matter could quite
legitimately stand up and name four people on the
opposition side who I would have to concur are equally
vigorous in their interjections. I try to maintain a pretty
fair house. There was an occasion today when
Ms Mikakos started out with a fairly provocative point
at the start of her answer in respect of the previous
government, and that drew some interjection. I did not
intervene because I thought she was provocative, and I
take that attitude from time to time. If a member is
provocative, then they have to cop what comes their
way, but still within reason.
As I said, to single out any member is inappropriate. I
do my best, and I believe the acting chairs all do their
best to maintain order in this place. Whilst
Mrs Peulich’s knowledge of this place might go back a
number of years, mine goes back 23 years, and I can
assure members that this house is far more constructive
and has far fewer interjections today than at many times
in the 23 years of my service in this place. Mr Davis
raises a point of order that we might all reflect on, but is
not one that I will rule on.
Sitting suspended 1.21 p.m. until 2.27 p.m.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Eastern Victoria Region
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — My question is for
the Minister for Regional Development, and it is in
regard to the redevelopment of the Traralgon
swimming pool. Traralgon has a population of
approximately 28 000 residents but it does not have its
own public indoor heated pool complex. The 50-metre
outdoor pool Traralgon has currently, which opened in
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1959, is outdated and under-utilised. The former
government made a $9 million pre-election
commitment to assist in the construction of a Gippsland
regional aquatic centre in Traralgon. The centre would
be the only competition-standard 50-metre indoor
facility in eastern Victoria, and it would provide many
benefits for the people of Gippsland. My question is:
will the minister provide any financial assistance to the
Gippsland regional aquatic centre project, and if so,
when?

Western Metropolitan Region
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question today is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. A few weeks ago the
government announced its proposal for a $5.5 billion
western distributor. The government is also planning
for, budgeting for and continuing to make
announcements about moving ahead on the
$600 million West Gate distributor. This is quite
confusing in my community. We do not know the
details of these projects, and we do not know which
project will go ahead or whether both will. My question
for the minister is: when will the government release a
business case for the western distributor proposal in
order to make transparent what the government’s plans
are, and when will the government indicate the value
for money this project is estimated to provide and the
wider impact it will have as compared to the West Gate
distributor project?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! Mrs Peulich.

South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Thank you, Acting President. If I were Mr Dalidakis, I
would correct you on the pronunciation of my name,
but I am not, so I am more than happy to move on.
My constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Multicultural Affairs. It relates to a matter that is of
great interest to my region. Given the agenda for the
Indian Cultural Precinct Advisory Panel meeting held
on 1 May 2015, chaired by friend of Labor George
Lekakis, lists discussions alternate sites for the Indian
cultural precinct, I ask: does this mean the government
is not committed to building the Indian cultural
precinct, or Indian cultural hub, in Dandenong, where it
could leverage off the existing infrastructure in the
Indian community in the area, which includes the Little
India precinct, Museum India and the offices of the
Federation of Indian Associations of Victoria?
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Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is for the Minister for Public Transport, Jacinta Allan. It
is in regard to the need for improved rail services on the
Shepparton line. In question time in the lower house
today the minister was asked a question about
Shepparton rail services, and in her response she
referred to a visit she made to Shepparton in August
2013 with the then Leader of the Opposition, Daniel
Andrews. During that visit the now Premier indicated
that Labor would support a Sprinter rail service
between Shepparton and Seymour. He said he was
happy to concede that there needs to be more done
around the Shepparton rail issue. He further stated that
there was a good argument for a faster, more frequent
Sprinter service between Shepparton and Seymour. I
ask: when will work on a Sprinter service between
Shepparton and Seymour commence, as promised by
Labor when it was in opposition?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Tourism and Major Events, John Eren. It was recently
announced that the Brae restaurant at Birregurra had
made the world’s best restaurant list. It placed 87th in
the world. I congratulate the chef, Dan Hunter, for this
accolade. As far as I am aware, Brae is the only
regional restaurant in Victoria to achieve this. What a
coup for Birregurra, and an acknowledgement of the
staff at Brae and the work George Biron and Dianne
Garrett did in building the business of the iconic
Sunnybrae, located on 12 hectares just outside
Birregurra, which is on the way to another iconic
beachside resort, Lorne, in the beautiful Otway Ranges.
I ask the minister: how might the Victorian government
acknowledge such an honour, and how might the state
capitalise on the tourism attributes, now world
acknowledged, that the beautiful township of Birregurra
offers to international visitors?

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Education.
As I am sure the minister is aware, schools in
Melbourne’s western suburbs cater for children from
the most economically disadvantaged families in the
state. These schools struggle for extra funds that come
from parents, money which schools in most other parts
of the state take for granted. The reintroduction of a
carbon tax would be a significant impost on western
suburbs schools. It would make life very difficult. I ask
the minister: will the Victorian government guarantee
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compensation for these schools in the event of the
reimposition of a carbon tax?

Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Police. The latest crime figures from the Crime
Statistics Agency Victoria show that Ballarat has
recorded the highest number of reported offences in
regional Victoria, with 31 626 offences having been
reported in the Ballarat postcode of 3350. Again, that is
the highest number of reported offences in regional
Victoria. Of late there has been a spate of thefts in
Ballarat, particularly targeting tradesmen’s vehicles and
the like. These crimes affect hardworking men and
women who are just trying to make a living.
Mr O’Donohue and Ms Crozier recently came to
Ballarat to meet with Superintendent Andrew Allen and
his fellow officers to discuss the issue of crime in
Ballarat. I commend the work that Ballarat police do in
serving the community. My question to the minister is:
what will he do to keep the good people of Ballarat
safe?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
constituency question for the Minister for Education,
and it relates to the question of whether the government
is going to honour its promise to the people of
Wonthaggi and Koo Wee Rup. This question was put to
Mr Jennings yesterday during question time and to
Mr Merlino during the budget estimates hearings of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee. In
answering this question, both ministers referred
opposition members to Labor’s Financial Statement
2014. This document indicates a capital amount that
will be allocated for new schools and upgraded schools,
but it does not list a single school. The question I have
for the Deputy Premier, Mr Merlino, is: will the
government honour its commitment to the people of
Wonthaggi and Koo Wee Rup, and how can the
community have any confidence about the government
honouring its promises in relation to schools when, by
its own definition, not a single school is listed in
Labor’s Financial Statement?
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SENTENCING AMENDMENT
(CORRECTION OF SENTENCING ERROR)
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria) — When I spoke
on this bill just prior to question time I was dealing with
the legal doctrine of functus officio, which in essence
means after imposing a sentence the judge’s role in the
matter is finished. Judicial reviews and appeals are
expensive, time consuming and costly. The Office of
Public Prosecutions and Victoria Legal Aid are just two
bodies which can end up bearing the expense of these
proceedings.
This was demonstrated in the Court of Appeal case
DPP v. Edwards [2012] VSCA 293, where a County
Court judge was found to have imposed a suspended
sentence after these were abolished for the offence. The
judge in this case tried to re-sentence the offender under
section 412 of the Criminal Procedure Act 2009, of
which I spoke earlier. The Court of Appeal found that
regardless of the invalidity of the original sentence, the
judge’s role in the matter was finished at common law,
and there was no statute to give him power to recall and
correct the invalid sentence.
Now that we have seen there is a need for this
amendment, the next question is: what are the limits of
this power? This new Victorian power is based closely
on section 43 of the Crimes (Sentencing Procedure) Act
1999 of New South Wales, which also uses the phrase
‘contrary to law’. This section was recently tested in the
High Court in the case of Achurch v. The Queen [2014]
306 ALR 566. The court interpreted the provision
narrowly on the basis that it was not intended to
displace the role of appeal as the primary means of
correcting mistakes in sentencing errors. It found that ‘a
penalty is not contrary to law’ only because it is
reached by a process of erroneous reasoning or factual
error. This bill expressly adopts the same language —
at new section 104B(6) inserted by clause 7 — to assist
Victorian courts in interpreting the provision in a
narrow manner and to ensure that appeal remains the
primary means of correcting error.
The final two points I would like to note are the bill’s
requirement that when recalling an offender,
compliance with the original ‘contrary to law’ penalty
is to be noted when the ‘contrary to law’ penalty is
replaced by a penalty that is in accordance with the law.
This is to avoid offenders receiving a double
punishment for the same offence. Just the same, the bill
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takes into account finality in the criminal justice
system. Victims of crime deserve certainty. In new
section 104B(3), inserted in the principal act by
clause 7 of the bill, a judge in deciding whether to
reopen a proceeding must have regard to the time
elapsed for the imposition or non-imposition of the
original penalty. In this way errors can be corrected
after a significant period of time but due regard is paid
to the importance of finality.
In conclusion, this bill removes obstacles to the
efficient dispensation of justice in Victoria. It allows for
clerical errors to be rectified in a practicable manner,
reducing the burden on our judiciary and users of the
legal system. It brings our laws into line with nearly all
other states and territories in Australia and our statutes
into line with legal doctrine. In short, this bill is an
enhancement to the Victorian legal system, and I
commend it to the house.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — In summing up, we have had some good
debate on the bill. As members know, basically the bill
has two parts. In the first part, section 104A of the
Sentencing Act 1991 is amended so that a judge’s
power to correct minor slips or omissions is not subject
to a time limit. The section provides that a judge may
amend a sentence where there are issues of a clerical
mistake or an error arising from an accidental slip or
omission. Currently they can do that within 14 days of
the sentence. Often errors are picked up after 14 days,
and they cannot be changed, so this amendment will fix
that up by removing the 14-day time frame.
The second thing this bill does is introduce a new
provision to allow a sentencing judge to correct
penalties that are ‘contrary to law’ or to reopen
proceedings to impose a mandatory penalty which was
not imposed at the first instance. As has been noted, the
reform is partly in response to a recent Court of Appeal
decision, DPP v. Edwards [2012] VSCA 293, where
the sentencing judge had purported to impose a
suspended sentence for an offence committed after the
abolition of those sentences for the offence. The court
ruled that once a judge has imposed a sentence and that
sentence has been entered into the court’s records, the
judge is functus officio. This means the judge has no
further role even if an invalid sentence has been
imposed, and they cannot amend the sentence.
Currently the only options are to institute an appeal or
seek a judicial review, and this is the case even if it is
accepted by all parties that the sentencing judge has
imposed an invalid sentence. Most people would
recognise that is not an appropriate thing to do.
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We live in a world that is rapidly changing. Sometimes
we bring in laws fairly quickly to respond to areas of
grave concern in our community.
Those laws are often brought through, as I said, fairly
quickly. We live in the days of terrorism and different
community expectations. Of course in that context
sometimes judges, like everyone else, will make a
mistake, and that mistake should be rectified quickly.
The bill makes sense, it is an improvement on the
existing arrangements and it is fairer. I commend the
bill to the house.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time; by leave, proceeded to third
reading.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2015
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 May; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise this afternoon to
make some comments on the Justice Legislation
Amendment Bill 2015. At the outset I advise that the
coalition is not opposing this bill. This bill is similar to
other justice bills the house has dealt with this year in
the sense that it is largely an omnibus bill tidying up a
number of separate matters in the Victorian statute. I
will refer to the main provisions in the bill.
The first is with respect to the Confiscation Act 1997,
improving the operation of the asset seizure and
confiscation regime here in Victoria. The amendment
provides for a court to order certain prescribed persons
within the Department of Justice and Regulation to take
control of property that is the subject of an unexplained
wealth restraining order.
In relation to the amendments to the Confiscation Act,
the bill makes it easier for the Director of Public
Prosecutions to register interstate forfeiture or seizure
restraining orders to allow for or to limit the capacity
for people who are the subject of forfeiture orders to
conceal property in other state jurisdictions. The bill
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assists in facilitating the Director of Public Prosecutions
to ensure that forfeiture orders which are made here in
Victoria can also be enforced in other jurisdictions,
which is appropriate. The regime is not in place to
allow assets to be shifted between state jurisdictions to
avoid the effect of the Confiscation Act. That is a
sensible amendment to the Confiscation Act, which the
coalition will not oppose.
The second set of amendments relate to the Control of
Weapons Act 1990, and there are two key amendments
that will apply to the act. The first relates to, quite
ironically, the sale to children of disposable knives
designed for the purposes of eating. This is a welcome
change to the Control of Weapons Act. A provision
was inserted in the act in 2010 which made it an
offence to sell a plastic cutlery knife to a child — a
person aged under 18. At the time it was introduced
concerns were expressed as to the unworkable nature,
the onerous nature, of such a provision that would
require retailers of plastic knives and forks to ban the
sale of those plastic knives to people under the age
of 18.
This is a sensible provision in that it lifts the restriction
on the sale to people under the age of 18 of plastic
knives that are designed for eating. In large part it is a
red tape reduction measure to remove that constraint on
retailers, which required them to keep plastic knives
separate so that the knives could not be accessed by
children. The bill recognises that plastic knives for the
purposes of eating are not intended as a weapon and
were never intended as a weapon, and it restores them
to a more appropriate footing such as existed prior to
the introduction of that ban in 2010.
The second amendment with respect to the Control of
Weapons Act relates to the powers of the Chief
Commissioner of Police to designate an area for
random weapon searches. This is a relatively recent
provision in the Control of Weapons Act and was in
response to community concerns, particularly around
the carriage of knives in precincts such as railway
stations and other weapons in the precincts around
railway stations. When the provision was inserted it
required the chief commissioner to publish in the
Government Gazette and in a daily newspaper the
boundaries of the area that the chief commissioner
proposed to designate as an area subject to random
weapon searches.
The purpose of the amendment in the bill is to relieve
some of that burden on the chief commissioner with
respect to the need to publish in newspapers the
boundaries of the areas to be designated for random
weapon searches. As the requirement will still have to
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be published in the Government Gazette, we believe
that is an appropriate balance in terms of reducing the
cost to Victoria Police of publishing notices in daily
newspapers, obviously with a map which is a picture
and therefore more expensive, while still retaining that
information in the public domain via publication in the
Government Gazette.
The next set of amendments relates to the Sex
Offenders Registration Act 2004. The intent in the bill
is to allow the chief commissioner to arrange for
CrimTrac to host the Victorian sex offender registry
within the scope of the national child offender system.
That will shift the current database into the CrimTrac
system so that it will provide greater data security,
greater stability and greater functionality in that
database and hopefully result in reduced maintenance
costs of that database for Victoria Police. It does not
seek to alter the way in which that database is
maintained in terms of the way it is used and what it
contains. It is purely to reduce the operating cost and
the maintenance cost of that database for Victoria
Police, and that is something to which the coalition
does not object.
The next set of amendments relates to the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal — VCAT. The bill
expands the powers of the principal registrar to reduce
or waive fees imposed under the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998. These fees are
imposed for any number of activities — matters being
brought before VCAT, hearings et cetera. The
expansion of those powers provides the registrar with
greater scope to take into account individual or
exceptional circumstances in matters that come before
VCAT. That is something coalition members believe is
sensible. In saying that, we take on trust the
government’s assurance that the existing provisions
with respect to fee waiver are limited, that these
expanded powers are necessary and that they will of
course be used for the purposes of reducing the burden
on people seeking access to VCAT and will not be used
to impose higher fees on large cohorts of people who
will be at VCAT, noting that the capacity will be there
to set different fees for different classes of people
appearing before VCAT.
The next set of amendments relates to the Working
with Children Act 2005. They insert two offences into
the category B offences, which are those that
automatically exclude a person from having a working
with children check, subject to review by the Secretary
of the Department of Justice and Regulation. The two
new offences are ‘failure to protect child from sexual
offence’ and ‘failure to disclose sexual offence
committed against child’. These two new offences have
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been included in the Victorian statute book within the
past 12 months.
The working with children check is obviously designed
to protect children against those types of offences and
to exclude existing known offenders from working with
children. It is appropriate that those new offences will
be incorporated within the scope of category B offences
that would lead to the rejection of a working with
children check subject to review by the Secretary of the
Department of Justice and Regulation.
That is in large part the substance of the amendments
made by the Justice Legislation Amendment Bill. They
cover a broad range of areas. They are, however,
largely technical and seek to improve the operation of
the justice regime within the state, either through
reducing costs or streamlining processes and practices.
As such, the coalition believes they are appropriate and
will not be opposing the bill.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — This
bill amends some 13 acts. It has a range of minor and
technical details, all of which the Greens do not oppose,
but there are a few key areas that I would like to
highlight.
The Greens support the changes to the Confiscation Act
1997 in respect of recognising interstate restraining and
forfeiture orders. However, I take this opportunity to
reiterate the Greens strong concerns about changes
made last year to the Confiscation Act. Because of
those changes, the law now allows assets or cash to be
confiscated from people who are suspected of being
involved in serious criminal activity but who have not
actually been convicted of it. The changes lower the
threshold of serious criminal activity so that the law is
no longer able to be applied only to activities of
criminal organisations. Now the law allows for restraint
of property where the applicant for the order only holds
a suspicion based on reasonable grounds that the
property sought to be restrained was not lawfully
acquired.
Furthermore and dangerously, a reverse onus was also
put in place for a person who has not even been
convicted of anything to have to establish the case to
have their property back by proving it was lawfully
acquired. We believe this is dangerous because not
everyone keeps receipts or documents from purchases,
and it can be difficult to prove a gift from many years
ago or that processing a substantial amount of cash is
not for drugs or illegal purposes but for legitimate
purposes. The law is no longer about targeting
organised crime, as members of the Labor government
and previous coalition governments would like to
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suggest. The law actually risks impacting negatively on
innocent everyday people and also affecting other
people who have had an interest in the property who
may also be restrained. The law in respect of seizure is
now guilty until proven innocent.
While the Greens do not support organised criminal
activity in any way and do support the confiscation of
assets where it is proved that they are related to
criminal activity for which someone has been
convicted, it is dangerous to go down the road we are
travelling along where people need to be only suspected
of criminal activity and are not involved in organised
crime. We uphold the principle of innocent until proven
guilty. This principle is essential in a civilised society.
We would like to see the Labor government introduce
amendments to provide important safeguards to the
unexplained wealth scheme and civil forfeiture scheme
generally, with a return to higher thresholds and
standards of proof and the removal of the reverse onus.
These schemes can still be effective with those
safeguards in place. With better governance, the
schemes can target the upper echelons of organised
crime.
The Greens support the changes being made to the Sex
Offenders Registration Act 2004 but urge the
government to take up many of the recommendations
of the Victorian Law Reform Commission (VLRC)
report, including sharpening the focus of the sex
offender registration scheme. To ensure the
effectiveness of the scheme, we need to be more
selective about who is placed on the register and to
replace automatic inclusion with a process that allows
for an individual assessment of the offender.
Registration should be more closely aligned with the
risk of harm to children and it should be more targeted.
Not differentiating between the crimes committed by
the large numbers of offenders and their risk to the
community means that it is difficult to work out who
should be focused on in protecting the community.
There should be a proper merits review by the judicial
officer of the offender being placed on the register, and
there should be several other reforms in light of the
VLRC report. Having an effective sex offenders
registration scheme is too important for many of the
VLRC recommendations to be left not enacted.
The Greens fully support the continuation of the
assessment and referral court list in the Magistrates
Court, as it provides a problem-oriented approach to
justice for appropriate consideration of mental health
issues in criminal proceedings. It also looks at
addressing the causes of offending, which the Greens
strongly support. It reduces the need for custodial
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sentences, which are not only costly but may have an
adverse impact on the rehabilitation of the person,
particularly if they have a mental illness or a cognitive
impairment.

specifically named under the act or regulations. This
includes video link applications and any other
unforeseen costs that are not specific in the act or the
regulations.

The bill amends the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal Act 1998 to expand the principal registrar’s
power to reduce, waive, postpone, remit or refund a fee
and to enable the making of regulations to prescribe
fees with greater flexibility, including to provide for
different fees for different classes of party. This is an
important reform. The Greens believe the fee and
waiver changes in recent years have reduced access to
justice and thus undermined the purpose of the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT),
which is supposed to be accessible to everyone. On
1 July 2014 fees for consumer disputes with a value
over $500 jumped from $38.80 to $158.90 — that is,
the fees are now four times higher than they were
before the change. There is a lower fee of $55.60 for
disputes under $500. Our concern is that increased fees
will reduce access to justice for low-income Victorians
but also create poor outcomes in the market generally.
When consumers cannot access dispute resolution,
traders who do not comply with the law are not brought
to account so they maintain a competitive advantage
over honest traders.

In conclusion, the Greens support many aspects of this
bill but would like to see the government take some
further steps in some areas. I commend the bill to the
house.

The review of the VCAT fee structure is very much
needed. Whilst the Attorney-General has advised us
that there is currently a substantial review taking place
to inform the design of future tribunal fees, the Greens
are of the opinion that there should be a regular
independent review of the VCAT fee system. These
regular reviews would include how waivers and
postponements work to ensure that they promote access
to justice. With access in mind, the Greens will be
proposing an amendment to clause 18(2)(1), which
relates to section 132 of the VCAT act.
Homeless Law routinely provides pro bono legal
assistance to tenants in prison who are respondents to
possession order applications at VCAT. These inmates
have no income or access to any funds. They cannot
participate in the hearing unless they can apply for a fee
waiver in relation to a video link application. However,
Homeless Law has informed us that it has been advised
by the principal registrar that charges for the use of the
video link are not levied under the act or under the
regulations and are not covered.
Our amendment aims to expand the government’s
amendment so that the principal registrar can not only
reduce, waive, postpone, remit or refund any fees
payable under the act or regulations but can also do this
for fees that are routinely charged by VCAT but are not

Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — This is a great
opportunity to get up and speak on the Justice
Legislation Amendment Bill 2015. It covers a lot of
acts I am quite interested in, and I have had some
history with some of them in the past. It is one of those
regular omnibus bills that come up pretty much
annually and sometimes more often. It amends several
acts within a single bill. Generally speaking, the
amendments are contained in one bill as they are a
collection of minor or consequential amendments that
keep our laws updated and modern and respond to
community needs and concerns. It is also another
opportunity to pick up drafting errors identified by the
Office of the Chief Parliamentary Counsel.
This justice omnibus bill amends acts that fall under the
portfolios of the Attorney-General, Minister for Police,
Minister for Corrections, Minister for Roads and Road
Safety and Minister for Emergency Services. I intend to
cover most of the acts that the bill seeks to amend, and I
will go through them in no particular order.
In relation to the assessment and referral court list
(ARC list) amendment, I was really proud to be part of
a team under the former Labor government that
introduced the assessment and referral list pilot. I was
always convinced that it would be a success, so I am
really pleased that this bill is cementing its future as
part of our legal system. The bill repeals the
Magistrates’ Court Amendment (Assessment and
Referral Court List) Act 2010 — ARC list act — to
avoid the operation of the August 2015 sunset clause.
The bill repeals the ARC list act to ensure that the
legislative basis for the ARC list in the Magistrates
Court remains in place. This is important as there are
many people who need this system. Both individuals
and communities rely on it for community safety and
fairer outcomes for people exposed to the justice
system.
As its name reflects, the list’s role is to assess the
individual needs of defendants who appear before it and
refer them to appropriate health, welfare and disability
services tailored to their particular needs. The list hears
cases involving defendants who have a mental illness,
intellectual disability, acquired brain injury, autism
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spectrum disorder or neurological impairment,
including dementia. Eligibility for the list is restricted to
cases that do not involve serious violence or serious
sexual offences.

about knife crime, the then Labor government
introduced a series of measures that included tougher
search powers for police and banning children under
the age of 18 from buying weapons.

The program recognises the particular circumstances of
these mentally impaired defendants and seeks to
appropriately address the issues associated with their
offending behaviour. The majority of defendants with
mental health issues have coexisting problems, such as
homelessness, substance abuse, poor social or
interpersonal skills and unemployment. Without
appropriate treatment and support, mental illness can be
exacerbated and lead to a life of cycling in and out of
the justice system with diminishing prospects for
reintegration into the community. I am sure we are all
aware of the over-representation of people with mental
illness in our prison system.

The knife targeting laws were designed to make our
vibrant, livable state even safer. Under the laws it is
illegal for a person under the age of 18 to buy any type
of knife, including a kitchen knife, or any other
controlled weapon. It is also illegal for a retailer to
knowingly sell any type of knife to a person aged under
18. At the time the government worked with industry
associations to help retailers become aware of their new
responsibilities and to play a part in helping change
community attitudes, especially of young people, about
the carriage of weapons such as knives.

The assessment and referral list is one tool the courts
are using to get better outcomes in these complex cases
by diverting defendants to services that can address the
matters that contributed to their offending behaviour.
By reaching this group of defendants at an earlier stage
of the offending cycle, we are helping to reduce the
likelihood of reoffending and ultimately reducing the
high cost of imprisonment. The ARC list plays an
important role in community safety and reducing
further disadvantage, and I am pleased that it is going to
remain a feature of our justice system for many years.
The amendments that were made last year through the
Family Violence Protection Amendment Act 2014 will
allow courts to include finalisation conditions in interim
family violence intervention orders. Where a
finalisation condition is included, the interim order will
automatically become a final order, unless contested by
the respondent. These amendments would have
commenced on 18 September 2015, or earlier by
proclamation. The intention of today’s bill is to put all
of that on hold. In light of the Royal Commission into
Family Violence, the default commencement date for
these provisions will be extended until 1 July next year
or after the royal commission reports.
The Department of Justice and Regulation has
consulted with the Magistrates Court, Victoria Police,
Victoria Legal Aid and the Federation of Community
Legal Centres about options for commencing the
interim order reform. They are all supportive of the
deferral pending the royal commission’s findings.
The bill also makes amendments to the Control of
Weapons Act 1990. The first is to remove the ban on
the sale to children of disposable knives designed for
eating. In 2010, in response to community concern

This bill is exempting plastic knives designed for
eating, as well as other disposable knives like wooden
ones and bamboo ones, from the Control of Weapons
Act. Therefore the ban on the sale and purchase of these
types of knives to people aged under 18 will be lifted. It
has been inconvenient and a bit of a bother to
consumers and retailers. There are anomalies when you
consider the practicalities of enforcement of laws
relating to plastic cutlery. A lot of the time if you are
getting takeaway food, the plastic knife is free and in
reach of children at the time of the collection of the
food.
This legislation has served a purpose in that I think
retailers are very comfortable and know their
responsibilities in relation to the prohibition on selling
knives to people under 18 years of age. We are
responding to the inconvenience caused by a ban on
something that is actually not causing any harm to the
community. In fact the Productivity Commission
undertook a Costs of Doing Business — Retail Trade
Industry inquiry, and Woolworths made a submission
to that inquiry. It specified that the burden of complying
with the law was causing substantial time delays at
checkouts and self-service kiosks because the company
was required to check people’s ID cards if they were
buying packets of picnic cutlery. In addition, Victoria
Police has advised that there is no evidence that these
knives have been used to commit or threaten acts of
violence. I think we are all supportive of this
refinement. It is common sense and will be welcomed
by retailers and consumers alike.
The other amendment to the Control of Weapons Act is
to change the notice requirements for planned
designated area searches. Currently the act requires that
when such a designation is made notice must be
published both in the Government Gazette and in a
daily newspaper and that notice has to contain a map
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detailing the designated area. The bill before the house
proposes to provide flexibility in relation to the
publication in a newspaper by allowing the
advertisement to refer to the address of a government
website at which the map will be made available. It will
significantly reduce the cost of advertising, and it is
perhaps more user friendly for the majority of citizens
considering the popularity of smart phones and devices.
A lot of people access the media and newspapers
online, and they will just be able to link into a map to
see where that search has been designated rather than
looking it up in print form.
The notice will still be required to contain a written
description of the area sufficient to alert people to the
designation of the area. From my memory of the ones I
have seen, when a designated area is declared it can
take the form of a description such as ‘such and such
train station’ or a boundary of streets so that people,
particularly locals, are aware that that is where the
designated area will be. I wish to note that this
amendment is not going to preclude police from
publishing a map and providing a web link if it is
deemed appropriate in the circumstances.
The bill amends the Working with Children Act 2005
to ensure that two recently created offences — failure
to protect a child from sexual offence and failure to
disclose sexual offence committed against child — are
included in the working with children legislation. They
are going to be classified as category B offences under
the act.
The Working with Children Act was introduced
10 years ago now, and its purpose is to assist in
protecting children from sexual or physical harm by
ensuring that people who work or volunteer with them
have their suitability to do so checked by a government
body. A range of categories of different offences are
considered by the department in relation to whether an
applicant is permitted to undertake work associated
with children.
In this case the two new offences are category B
offences. Under the act anyone who has committed one
of these category B offences is presumed to pose an
unjustifiable risk to the safety of children and will be
refused a working with children check unless the
Secretary to the Department of Justice and Regulation
is satisfied that the applicant or cardholder does not
pose such a risk. I think we would all agree that those
offences are quite appropriate to be placed in that
category.
The bill further amends the Corrections Act 1986 to
correct an unintended error that arose from the Mental
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Health Act 2014, which commenced its operation on
1 July 2014. The Mental Health Act unintentionally
limits the current contract that Victoria Police has with
G4S Custodial Services to transport mentally ill
patients from Thomas Embling Hospital, to and from a
court or a police jail. The act inadvertently only allows
transportation of patients from a mental health facility
to court or to a police jail, but it does not allow for them
to come back. This amendment fixes that anomaly.
There are also amendments to the Sex Offenders
Registration Act 2004 to allow the chief commissioner
to arrange for CrimTrac to host the Victorian sex
offender registry database within the national child
offender system.
I am running out of time, so I will move to what I
wanted to end with. The government is amending the
Crimes Act 1958, and I am quite interested in the
change being made. Currently there is no law
applicable to joy-riding on a jet ski. If a person takes a
car and joy-rides in it but does not damage it, the person
is charged with theft, but that currently does not apply
to jet skis and marine vessels. Therefore we are fixing
that loophole. I found it quite interesting that for quite
some time a person has been able to get away scot-free
with a joy ride on a jet ski, so I am glad that that is
being amended. I commend the bill to the house.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I also rise to
speak on the Justice Legislation Amendment Bill 2015,
which seeks to make 13 amendments to relevant justice
acts. The first amendment to which I refer is to the
Control of Weapons Act 1990, and it concerns the sale
of plastic knives to persons who are under age. I found
this amendment interesting because I frequent many
fast-food restaurants, such as KFC and the like, and
plastic knives are freely available to members of the
public, irrespective of age. Therefore it is a wise move
to ensure that, irrespective of whether a person is under
or over the age of 18, they have the capacity to
purchase plastic knives. This amendment also covers
bamboo knives, which might be seen to be
environmentally friendly.
Another amendment to the Control of Weapons Act
1990 relates to random weapon searches and the need
for maps to be advertised in daily newspapers. This
existing provision is a cause of considerable expense to
Victoria Police. It is pleasing to see that, with the
passage of the bill, these maps can be printed online
rather than needing to be printed in major newspapers,
which would be of significant cost to Victoria Police.
The bill also involves an amendment to the Sex
Offenders Registration Act 2004. This change allows
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for CrimTrac to host the Victorian sex offender
registry, which will reduce costs. We should all be
looking for opportunities to reduce costs in the work we
are doing, and that removal is very welcome.
Another amendment is to the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998, and it relates
specifically to a reduction in fees and the like that will
be charged to those bringing cases before the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT). The
tribunal plays a very important role in Victoria in
ensuring that members of the community are able to
bring matters before VCAT to be decided. Many
planning matters are brought before VCAT, and it is
important that members of the community have the
opportunity to be heard in places such as VCAT.
However, it is also important to balance the needs of
the community with the need to recoup costs, because
running a tribunal such as VCAT comes at significant
cost, so I certainly hope the amendment will strike an
appropriate balance between recouping costs and at the
same time ensuring that VCAT continues to serve the
community through the important decisions it makes.
The amendments to the Confiscation Act 1997 ensure
that forfeiture orders can be made to assets that are held
outside the state of Victoria, which is pleasing to see.
We live in a federation and, as that is the case, there
needs to be the capacity to ensure that sensible
decisions are able to be made about the forfeiture of
particular assets when it is deemed appropriate.
Amendments are also made to the Working with
Children Act 2005. Two recently created offences —
those of failure to protect a child from a sexual offence
and failure to disclose sexual offences committed
against a child — category B offences, will be added to
the working with children check assessments. I expect
that this would be welcomed. It is important that we
always have the safety of the children in our
community as paramount, and by having this
amendment added, children will be further protected by
the important work that the working with children
check achieves.
In terms of joy-riding on jet skis and other marine
vessels — so not necessarily just jet skis — it is
important that there be recourse for those who joy-ride
so that the appropriate action can be taken against them.
There is also an amendment to the Road Legislation
Amendment Act 2013, which ensures that, as one
system is rolled over to the other, there is a seamless
transition in terms of the demerit point system.
A number of other amendments are being proposed
through the bill, including amendments to the
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Emergency Management Act 2013, as well as other
statute law revision amendments. The timing of these
measures will also be considered as part of the Justice
Legislation Amendment Bill. I thank the house for the
opportunity to speak on this bill, and I look forward
with interest to further contributions by members.
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I rise to speak
on this bill to acknowledge a couple of elements I have
noticed within it. When the bill is broken down, my
personal views are reflected several times within it,
particularly when it comes to having a tough stance on
crime and the need to ensure there is little impact on
those innocent victims or those who are just going
about their business. In my opinion the amendment of
the Sex Offenders Registration Act 2004 will allow law
enforcement easier access to critical information and in
the process be an important tool to combat a lot of
crimes.
The amendment to the Control of Weapons Act 1990 is
simply just common sense. It relates to the sale of
disposable plastic knives that are for the purpose of
parties and barbecues. These are not dangerous
weapons and should not be treated as such. Businesses
are wasting valuable resources and time. A person does
not purchase a plastic eating knife with malicious
intent, and restricting their sale to adults over the age of
18 is simply unnecessary. I am often still asked for ID
when purchasing alcohol, so imagine the silliness when
I am asked to show proof of age when I want to buy a
plastic knife.
I commend the bill to the house. I hope more similar
common-sense changes are put in place in the near
future to further allow people under the age of 18 to
participate in certain activities.
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to speak on the Justice Legislation
Amendment Bill 2015. As others have said, it contains
a raft of amendments to various pieces of justice
legislation. The opposition will not be opposing these
amendments, some of which are relatively minor.
Mr Rich-Phillips highlighted, as have other speakers,
the amendment to the Control of Weapons Act 1990
that enables disposable knives designed for eating with
to be purchased by children. These sorts of changes
make sense.
I refer in particular to the amendments to the Family
Violence Protection Amendment Act 2014. My
understanding is that this change was originally
proposed by the previous government. The point I want
to focus on is the commencement date. As I understand
it, the change allows courts to include finalisation
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conditions in interim family violence intervention
orders. Where that is included, the interim order will
automatically become a final order unless it is contested
by the respondent. This seems to be a sensible change,
which is responding to the kind of delay, trauma and
difficulty that many people find themselves in when
they are trying to navigate the court system to deal with
a domestic or family violence issue. That being the
case, I place on the record my concerns with regard to
the commencement date.
I understand the government wants to manage its
response to the Royal Commission on Family Violence
and has suggested that this amendment not start to be
used or take force until after the royal commission. I
looked at the comments made in the other place by the
Minister for Women, who is also the Minister for the
Prevention of Family Violence. She is reported as
saying:
The royal commission is a very important and significant step
in our bid to tackle family violence in Victoria. Within that
context it makes every bit of logical sense to defer the
amendments that have been brought before the house as part
of this bill until after the royal commission has had a chance
to complete its work and release its report and all of its
recommendations. I feel sure that the amendments before us
will be covered by the royal commission’s considerations.
That will then be an opportunity for this Parliament to make a
range of legislative changes. I feel confident that we will have
bipartisan support around those legislative changes, but that
will come from a thorough examination of the issues.

It seems to me from the debate on this bill in both
houses that the issues have been thoroughly raised and
there is a large degree of support for them. This is a
very simple change to make the process of intervention
orders and their use easier for the people who need
them most. It is clear that it will pass. Even if we do
reassess this aspect of intervention orders as part of the
work of the royal commission, people should be able to
have the benefit of this in the intervening months.
Further, does it mean that the government will not have
any legislative or regulatory change regarding family
violence until after the royal commission? However
simple, useful or practical and however much that
might help particular women and children here and
now, must they wait another year?
We have talked a lot about the suffering of those who
experience family violence, and what they experience
when going through the court system. If we are able to
alleviate this, we should. With those comments, I will
conclude my contribution to the debate.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — It is a pleasure to sum up on this bill, which is
an important piece of legislation. I thank all those who
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have made some excellent contributions to what is
basically a large omnibus bill containing a whole heap
of small amendments to various acts in the justice and
roads portfolios. They include amendments to the
Confiscation Act 1997 to improve recognition of
forfeiture orders made under corresponding legislation
in other jurisdictions; amendments to the Control of
Weapons Act 1990 to allow the sale of disposable
cutlery to children, which was banned some time ago as
an unintended consequence of a ban on the sale of
plastic knives; the Emergency Management Act 2013 is
amended to extend regulation-making powers in that
act to enable regulations to be made to underpin the
new critical infrastructure resilience scheme which is
due to commence on 1 July 2015; and the Sex
Offenders Registration Act 2004 is amended to allow
the Victoria Police sex offender register to be hosted on
CrimTrac.
The bill repeals the Magistrates’ Court Amendment
(Assessment and Referral Court List) Act 2010 to
preserve the operations of the assessment and referral
act list. It also amends the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998 to further provide for
regulation-making powers and powers of the principal
registrar in relation to fees. The Crimes Act 1958 is
amended to ensure that persons who take marine
vessels for joy-riding can be adequately prosecuted for
theft. Obviously that refers in particular to jet skis and
sometimes their use. Currently someone can take a jet
ski up onto a beach like Parkdale beach, which is close
to my city residence. They bring their boats in.
I must say it annoys me. Being a passive beach dweller,
I like to laze around the bay a little bit and perhaps do a
bit of swimming. Often people bring in their jet skis
and then go off and leave them on the beach. Currently
if someone grabs a jet ski, takes it for a bit of a joy ride
and dumps it somewhere else, it is not counted as theft,
as it would be for other vehicles. The bill brings this
behaviour into the domain of theft, as it should. These
are valuable pieces of machinery. You are either taking
it or you are not, and that is all there is to it.
This omnibus bill also makes changes to the Working
with Children Act 2005 to include two new offences
under that act, and it makes changes to the Family
Violence Amendment Act 2014 to extend the default
commencement date of reforms to the interim order
process until after the Royal Commission into Family
Violence issues its report.
The Royal Commission into Family Violence is a
major initiative of the government. Clearly family
violence is an important issue and one that is of course
high on the national agenda. I do not want to
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presuppose the outcome of the royal commission, but it
is a major process and will result in major reforms. At a
very high level the royal commission will look at the
broad range of issues relating to family violence.
Perhaps these issues have not been looked at in detail
before, but they need to be looked at now. You only
have to look in the media lately to see the number of
women who have been killed by their partners in
horrendous circumstances. There was one in court just
the other day. It highlights the fact that a lot of these
violent crimes are occurring at home. It is simply
unacceptable for our society. These reforms need to be
taken into consideration as part of that stronger look at
the issue of family violence.
The bill also amends the Corrections Act 1996 to
clarify arrangements for transporting mentally ill
patients. It makes changes to the Road Legislation Act
2013 to clarify that demerit points incurred prior to
1 July 2015 may be taken into account for the purpose
of the new demerit point scheme, which will commence
on 1 July 2015. There are also other minor amendments
to correct errors in recently passed legislation or to
address issues raised by stakeholders.
The government has developed house amendments to
this bill, and I ask that those amendments now be
circulated.
Government amendments circulated by
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills)
pursuant to standing orders.
Mr HERBERT — These amendments have come
about after detailed discussions with the members of
the Shooters and Fishers Party on the issues that they
see as being relevant and that should be included in the
legislation. The circulated amendments basically go to
the issue of reducing the minimum age for participation
in paintball competitions from 18 to 16. They also go to
the issue of making it less costly for some of the casual
referees of these competitions, who are often students,
to participate by excluding them from the requirement
to have fingerprinting done. Sometimes it is necessary
to travel to Melbourne and make an appointment to
have fingerprints taken, and it is very costly for people,
often students, who want to do part-time refereeing but
find it hard to come up with the money.
The house amendments have now been circulated. I
will of course speak to those in more detail during the
committee stage of the bill. I commend the legislation
to the chamber.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
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Instruction to committee
The PRESIDENT — Order! As the minister has
indicated, amendments to the Justice Legislation
Amendment Bill 2015 are proposed and have now been
circulated. It has been important for me to consider in
this circumstance whether the amendments are within
the scope of the bill and whether an instruction motion
ought to be permitted to allow those amendments to be
considered by the house. I am aware that there is, as I
said, a proposal to move amendments to the Justice
Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 which would have
the effect of including amendments to the Firearms Act
1996, as outlined by the minister. The Firearms Act is
not currently included in the amending bill. I have seen
the draft amendments, and while the act is not currently
included in the bill, I note that the bill is an omnibus
bill, amending many acts which fall broadly under the
justice banner.
The long title of the bill concludes ‘and to make
miscellaneous amendments to various acts and for other
purposes’. As such, the scope and purpose of the bill is
wider and less specific than most bills, being
amendments to many acts and of a miscellaneous
nature. There are two tests that I felt it necessary to
consider in respect of the proposed amendments the
committee has to deal with: firstly, whether the
proposed amendments are within the scope of the bill;
and if not, then secondly, whether the proposed
amendments are at least relevant enough to permit
Mr Bourman to move his notice of motion 120, which
is an instruction motion that was previously circulated
to the house. If passed by the house, the motion will
allow the committee of the whole to consider
amendments to the Firearms Act.
In my view the amendments are not within the scope of
the bill, but an instruction motion may be permitted on
the basis that the subject matter of the amendments is
relevant enough, as they would be further
miscellaneous amendments within the area of justice.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — I move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Firearms Act 1996 to lower the minimum age for
participation in paintball activities from 18 to 16 and make
other amendments to the requirements imposed on operators
of paintball ranges.

Motion agreed to.
The PRESIDENT — Order! The committee is now
able to consider the amendments that have been
circulated by the Minister for Training and Skills and
any further amendments in the committee process.
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Committed.
Committee
Clause 1
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Ms Symes will join me at the table.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! Mr Herbert
has circulated government amendments to clauses 1, 2
and 56, new clauses to follow clause 56 and an
amendment to the long title of the bill. The
amendments seek to amend the Firearms Act 1996 to
lower the age for participation in paintball activities, to
modify requirements imposed on operators of paintball
ranges and to alter the operative date. I understand
Ms Hartland has amendments to the bill. Does she wish
to have them circulated at this point?
Ms Hartland — Yes.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Ms Hartland has amendments to clause 18 which relate
to the fees or charges for certain services provided by
the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 4, after line 24 insert —
“( ) to amend the Firearms Act 1996 to lower the
minimum age for participation in paintball
activities from 18 to 16 and make other
amendments to the requirements imposed on
operators of paintball ranges; and”.

The amendment is designed to lower the minimum age
for participation in paintball activities from 18 to 16 and
make other amendments to the requirements imposed
on operators of paintball ranges. The amendments
obviously go together. I intend to comment on the
entire range of amendments, with the Deputy
President’s agreement.
As I said in my contribution to the second-reading
debate, these amendments have come about following
discussions with the Shooters and Fishers Party. The
government has agreed to move amendments to include
in the bill minor amendments to the Firearms Act 1996
to clarify rules relating to the sport of paintball. As has
been noted, this bill is an omnibus bill that contains
numerous amendments to legislation within the
portfolios of the Attorney-General, the Minister for
Police and other ministers. It is therefore an appropriate
vehicle for these amendments, as decided by the house.
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The amendments amend the bill to include two small
amendments to the Firearms Act relating to the sport of
paintball, a very popular sport in many communities
around Victoria. Paintball is played on a paintball range
with what is known as a paintball marker, which
propels paint pellets at some force, generally by gas
propulsion. These paintball markers are strictly
regulated under the Firearms Act. Operators of
paintball ranges are required to hold dealers licences in
accordance with part 3 of the Firearms Act. Section 75
of that act requires the details of all employees of a
dealer to be provided to Victoria Police immediately
upon their employment, together with identification
documents and a full set of fingerprints.
Paintball operators, however, often employ a large
number of paintball range employees, the majority of
whom are university students or casual workers, as
paintball ranges predominantly operate on weekends.
The government believes the requirement to provide a
full set of fingerprints, in particular the costs associated
with that, is unnecessarily onerous in relation to some
of these employees. To fulfil this requirement these
employees are required to attend one of a limited
number of police stations and pay what is a reasonably
substantial fee if they are a university student or just
doing it casually for a couple of hours on a weekend.
The first amendment will remove the requirement to
include a full set of fingerprints with identification
documents for those individuals employed for the
specific reason of refereeing paintball games and who
do not undertake any other activity within the paintball
ranges, so they are basically just casual referees. The
requirement to notify Victoria Police of a person’s
employment and provide the necessary identification
documents for a criminal history check will remain. All
full-time employees will still be required to provide a
full set of fingerprints.
The second amendment to the Firearms Act will reduce
the minimum age for participation in the sport of
paintball from 18 to 16 years of age. The government
considers that 16 is an appropriate age at which to
participate in paintball; 16-year-olds are sufficiently
physically developed to use a paintball firearm and
follow instructions from paintball field operators,
particularly in the proper use of paintball goggles and
associated equipment that ensures their safety on the
paintball field.
In short, we think a lot of people at age 16 might have
birthday parties or a range of other activities at a
paintball range and we believe it is appropriate for them
to participate without their parents necessarily being
there.
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In regard to fingerprinting, when it comes to casual
employees in what is basically a sport, we believe it
serves no purpose for the referees to be spending a lot
of money on the fingerprinting aspect of it as long as
they have done their police checks and other security is
in place. With that, in terms of clause 1 the government
is moving this amendment.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — I would like
to acknowledge the previous government, as the
amendment I asked for in relation to paintball activities
was originally part of another omnibus bill that did not
make it. I most certainly acknowledge the then
government’s support in incorporating it.
If this amendment is agreed to, this bill will amend the
Firearms Act 1996 to allow those participating in
paintball activities to be the age of 16 or over. The
change in age has long been requested by both industry
and young participants. It will bring fun, outdoor
activities to young participants as well as bringing
economic benefits to both paintball operators and local
communities.
This change also abolishes the need for a full set of
fingerprints to be taken when applying for employment
at a paintball field. The majority of these employees, as
has been noted, are transient or casual employees, and
this requirement is considered to be unnecessarily
onerous.
Other states have set up the following ages for
participants: New South Wales, 16; South Australia,
12; Queensland, 15; Western Australia, 12; Northern
Territory, 14; Tasmania, which has only recently
legalised paintball, 18; Australian Capital Territory, 16.
To put that in context, an L-plater gets an
under-supervision licence at 16, and you can get a
junior shooters permit at 12.
Paintball is a sport in which players compete in teams
or individually and eliminate opponents by tagging
them with capsules containing a water-soluble dye and
featuring a gelatinous outer shell — called paintballs —
propelled from a device called a paintball marker.
Paintballs are generally composed of a non-toxic,
biodegradable, water-soluble polymer. The game is
regularly played at a sporting level, with organised
competitions involving major tournaments and
professional teams and players. Paintball technology
allows games to be played on indoor or outdoor fields
of varying sizes. A game field is scattered with natural
or artificial terrain which players use for tactical cover.
Game types can vary but include capture the flag,
elimination, ammunition limits, defending or attacking
a particular point or area or capturing an object of
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interest hidden in a playing area. Depending on the
variant played, games can last from seconds to hours
and, in scenario play, even days.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — The
Greens will not be supporting this amendment. We
believe the legislation is adequate and does not need to
be changed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The coalition will be supporting this
amendment. It is interesting that the amendments have
come forward as government amendments. From what
we saw with the motion moved by Mr Bourman earlier
this afternoon to expand the scope of the committee
stage, it is apparent that these amendments were
developed by Mr Bourman and the Shooters and
Fishers Party to give that relief on the age for paintball
and with respect to the fingerprinting requirements.
Mr Bourman said in his contribution that this was
included in a coalition bill last year.
It was curious to hear the Minister for Training and
Skills stand up and talk about the merits of these
amendments when the government did not include
them in its own bill, which it introduced into the
Parliament two weeks ago. I am pleased, however, to
see that government members have seen the light and
seen the merits of the amendments proposed by
Mr Bourman and the Shooters and Fishers Party to the
extent that government members have taken them
onboard as government amendments. I am very pleased
to say that the coalition will support Mr Bourman’s
amendments which have been moved by the minister
this afternoon.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I too support
the amendment moved by Mr Herbert. I congratulate
the government on its rare show of common sense and
logic, and I trust that Mr Herbert enjoyed his trip to
Damascus, given that this is not something we normally
expect to hear from members of the ALP. Some
members of this house who have been around long
enough would remember that I have been involved with
the paintball issue for some decades. When a previous
Premier of this state sought to destroy the paintball
industry, I was very strongly opposed to that move and
fought feverishly against it. It caused me considerably
more pain than being hit by a paintball, I can assure
you.
I support these amendments. In fact I go further: I do
not believe paintball should be covered by a firearms
act at all. I think it is nonsensical, to tell you the truth. I
believe that paintball markers are pretty much in the
same category as water pistols and considering them in
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the same category as guns is just a nonsense. It is just
ridiculous. I therefore urge the house to support the
amendments, while hoping that at some stage further
common sense will prevail and paintball will be
removed from the Firearms Act 1996 altogether.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Herbert, Mr (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms

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

Noes, 5
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms (Teller)

Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms

Amendment agreed to.
Amended clause agreed to.
Clause 2
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
2.

Clause 2, line 34, omit “and Part 7” and insert “, Part 7
and Part 16”.

3.

Clause 2, page 5, line 2, omit “subsection (6), Part 7
comes” and insert “subsections (6) and (7), Part 7 and
Part 16 come”.

4.

Clause 2, page 5, after line 6 insert —
“( ) If a provision of Part 16 does not come into
operation before 1 July 2016, it comes into
operation on that day”.

These are principally consequential amendments which
are part of the overarching change in terms of the major
amendments. The most salient point is that part 16 of
the bill does not come into operation before 1 July
2016; it comes into operation on that day.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 3 to 17 agreed to.
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Clause 18
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I call on
Ms Hartland to move her amendment 1, which is a test
for her remaining amendments 2 and 3.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
1.

Clause 18, page 14, line 3 omit “regulations.”.” and
insert “regulations.”.

This is quite a straightforward amendment, as I
discussed during my contribution on the bill. We were
alerted to concerns expressed by Justice Connect, the
homeless law service, about the video link fees that
people have to pay if they are in prison. All other fees
can be waived, but this fee and a few others cannot be
because they are not covered in the regulations. It is a
very simple process. This amendment will mean that
those other fees can also be waived at the discretion of
the registrar.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — The government will be supporting this
amendment. It is basically in line with the principal
intention of the bill, which is to provide relief to those
who cannot afford fees by providing the capacity for
fees to be waived. As Ms Hartland just said, in terms of
the video link fees, homeless people and a range of
others will not have the capacity to pay them. We
believe they should have the capacity to participate
even if they do not have the resources, so we will be
supporting this amendment.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The coalition will not oppose
Ms Hartland’s amendment, which expands the scope of
this clause by inserting new subsection (1A). It is not
entirely apparent that this extra element is necessary
given that it refers to things that are not statutory fees or
whether it is necessary to put that power in the statute.
However, it does not diminish the intent of the
substantive clause in the bill, so the coalition will not
oppose it.
Amendment agreed to.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
move:
2.

Clause 18, page 14, after line 3 insert —
“(1A) If a fee or charge for services provided by the
Tribunal of a kind not referred to in
subsection (1) is payable, the principal registrar,
on application, may reduce, waive, postpone,
remit or refund the fee or charge if the principal
registrar considers the payment of the fee or
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charge would cause the person responsible for its
payment financial hardship or on any other
prescribed ground in the regulations.”.

As I said in my contribution earlier, it is clear that this is
something that can be simply fixed by this amendment.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! And
amendment 3?
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Fitzherbert, Ms
Herbert, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms

Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms (Teller)
Young, Mr

Noes, 5
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Dunn, Ms
Hartland, Ms

Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Springle, Ms

Ms HARTLAND — I move:

Amendment agreed to.

3.

Clause 18, page 14, after line 8 insert —

New part heading agreed to.

‘(4) In section 132(2) of the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal Act 1998, after
“subsection (1)” insert “or subsection (1A)”.’.

New clause AA

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — Just briefly, these amendments give effect to
what we have just voted on and, as I indicated earlier,
the government will be supporting them.
Amendments agreed to; amended clause agreed to;
clauses 19 to 56 agreed to.

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
Clause 56, after line 18 insert the following Part
heading —
“Part 16 — Amendments to the Firearms Act 1996”

This is a consequential amendment from the principal
amendments we are making, and it simply changes a
heading.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — Is
clause 5 a test for any further amendments or is it a
stand-alone amendment?
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! It is a
stand-alone amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Drum, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr

Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
6.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 56 —
“AA Requirement to notify Chief Commissioner of
persons employed in business or change of
nominated person

New part heading

5.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! New
clause AA deals with specific requirements for
operators of paintball ranges.

Melhem, Mr
Morris, Mr
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms (Teller)

(1) For section 75(4)(b)(ii) of the Firearms Act
1996 substitute —
“(ii) subject to subsection (5), a full set of the
person’s fingerprints.”.
(2) After section 75(4) of the Firearms Act 1996
insert —
“(5) A notice under this section is not
required to be accompanied by the
person’s fingerprints if the person is
employed solely for the purpose of
officiating at a paintball game.”.”.

I was speaking on this before the unkind comment from
Mr Finn about how I had changed on the road to
Damascus. Sometimes I think it would be kinder and
nicer if we donned white overalls and goggles and fired
a few paintball shots at each other, rather than throwing
barbs across the chamber; it might be a bit more
dignified.
This change basically relates to the fingerprint issue in
relation to people working in the paintball industry, as
part of the Firearms Act. We have very tight controls,
and as I said earlier, the amendment seeks to eliminate
the fairly onerous and costly requirement for people
who work casually on weekends as referees at paintball
games to have to undergo fingerprinting. The
requirement to notify Victoria Police of a person’s
employment and provide necessary identification for a
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criminal history check will still remain. It is the
fingerprinting requirement for casual staff doing
refereeing that will be eliminated. Full-time staff
involved in a range of other areas will still have
fingerprinting done.

is higher than many — and given this is a fairly heavily
regulated activity in terms of the requirement for
goggles, other safety gear and particular knowledge, we
believe 16 is an appropriate age to participate in this
activity. I commend this amendment to the committee.

Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
remind the committee that we divided on amendment 5
to clause 56, which inserted the heading for new part 16
into the bill. The Greens do not want to support any of
the new parts inserted into the bill under part 16 —
namely, the amendments to the Firearms Act 1996, new
clauses AA and BB, to follow clause 56, and
amendment 8, and I presume Mr Herbert will talk
further about the long title. Rather than calling for a
division on every single amendment, I make it clear to
the committee that the Greens’ opposition to
amendment 5, which inserted the heading for new
part 16, conveys our position regarding the following
amendments.

New clause agreed to; clause 57 agreed to;
schedule 1 agreed to.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I thank
Ms Pennicuik for that clarification.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The coalition will support this
amendment to relieve the requirement to notify the
chief commissioner with respect to fingerprinting, as
outlined by the minister. This amendment proposed by
Mr Bourman and the Shooters and Fishers Party has
been adopted by the government. It is an appropriate
red tape reduction in the paintball industry, and we are
pleased to support it.
New clause agreed to.

Long title
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr Herbert’s amendment 8 seeks to amend the long
title of the bill and has been tested by his previous
amendments.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
8.

Long title, omit “and the Road Legislation
Amendment Act 2013” and insert “, the Road
Legislation Amendment Act 2013 and the Firearms
Act 1996”.

As you said, Deputy President, this amendment comes
about because of the success of the other amendments
to the bill. It is straightforward and simply amends the
long title in regard to the Road Legislation Amendment
Act 2013 and the Firearms Act 1996, in line with the
amendments we have just passed.
Amendment agreed to; amended long title agreed
to.
Reported to house with amendments.
Report adopted.

New clause BB
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! This clause
deals with the minimum age for participation in
paintball activities.
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
7.

Insert the following New Clause to follow clause 56 —
“BB Non-prohibited persons who are exempt from
requirement to hold a licence under Part 2
In Column 1 of item 6A of Schedule 3 to the Firearms
Act 1996, for “18 years” substitute “16 years”.”.

This amendment changes the minimum age from 18 to
16 years. As I have said in discussions with the
Shooters and Fishers Party, the government believes 16
is a more appropriate age for participation in this
activity. It is more in line with other states — in fact it

Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

BUDGET PAPERS 2015–16
Debate resumed from 7 May; motion of
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children):
That the Council take note of the budget papers 2015–16.

Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to rise and make a
contribution this afternoon on the take-note motion for
the 2015–16 Victorian budget. The budget that was
brought down by the Treasurer two weeks ago is a true
Labor budget. I have heard members in the other place,
and indeed members in this place, talk about the way in
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which the first budget brought down by the Treasurer,
Tim Pallas, is a true Labor budget, and I could not
agree more, because this is a budget which, after six
months of a Labor government, delivers a number of
downgrades. It delivers a downgrade in the forecast for
economic growth in Victoria over coming years, it
delivers an increase in forecast unemployment in
Victoria in coming years. It delivers a downgrade in the
forecast budget surpluses over the four years of the
forward estimates period, and it delivers a significant
cut in the Victorian government’s spending on key
infrastructure. Of course we know how vital
infrastructure investment is in this state. The budget
also delivers, in true Labor fashion, a substantial
blowout in recurrent expenditure.
In just six months in office we have seen this
government put in place a budget where all the key
economic and budget metrics have deteriorated since
the change of government in November 2014. As those
opposite have said, it is a true Labor budget, and I will
be pleased to go through and expand on that in some
detail in the next little while.
A budget should address the key challenges facing the
state of Victoria, challenges such as driving economic
growth, putting in place the levers and the tools which
encourage private sector investment, the tools which
encourage private sector employment and the tools
which lead to greater prosperity in Victoria. A budget
should address challenges like meeting population
growth, which we have seen now for a sustained period
of time, and the budget continues to forecast population
growth in Victoria of about 1.8 per cent per annum.
That is substantially higher than it was in the 1990s.
That is a big challenge for the Victorian government,
and it is a big challenge for the commonwealth
government, but it is a challenge that governments need
to meet on a year-by-year basis. It is something that
needs to be addressed each and every year.
Two key ways that governments need to address
population growth are through a more productive and
efficient delivery of government services — that is to
say, being able to deliver more for a given dollar
invested in service delivery — and also through
continued investment in public infrastructure. As every
member of this chamber would know, and indeed as
every one of our constituents would know, there is an
insatiable demand in the Victorian community for
further investment in public infrastructure. Our public
infrastructure is not keeping pace with our population
growth, and it is incumbent upon the Victorian
government to continue to invest in that public
infrastructure to at least try to keep up with the rapid
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population growth we have now been experiencing for
a number of years.
One of the other challenges a budget should address is
productivity growth in the Victorian economy. That is
the real driver of the standard of living. Over the
coming years and decades, if we look to improve the
standard of living for the Victorian community and to
improve the standard of living for the Australian
community, we need to address the productivity
challenge. We need to put in place the tools which
allow productivity growth to improve.
If we go back to the 1990s, we saw a raft of
micro-economic reform take place here in Victoria.
There was the privatisation of certain assets such as
electricity. There was widespread reform in the public
sector. As a consequence of those reforms in the 1990s,
the Victorian economy experienced very strong
productivity growth. In fact productivity in Victoria
was growing well above the national average through
the second half of the 1990s. There was reform in the
first half of the 1990s, and we saw the dividends of that
through above national average productivity growth in
the second half of the 1990s. That led to an improved
standard of living for the Victorian people.
However, as we moved into the 2000s that productivity
performance dropped off and productivity growth in the
Victorian economy dropped back to around the national
average. It bumped along at the national average for the
first half of the first decade of this century. In the later
years of the Brumby government we saw a sharp
deterioration in productivity performance in the
Victorian economy. In fact we had years when
Victoria’s productivity growth was either zero or it
deteriorated and we went backwards.
That is simply not sustainable. We cannot have an
economy where productivity growth is negative. We
cannot expect to compete with the rest of Australia or in
the Asia-Pacific region if we have negative productivity
growth. There is a strong challenge for government to
put in place the tools and to pull the levers which
encourage productivity growth. These are things such
as labour market reform, investment in public
infrastructure and putting in place incentives for private
sector investment in infrastructure and capital
equipment to drive productivity. We have not seen that
in this budget.
The other key thing a budget should do is deliver on the
service expectations of the Victorian community.
Again, with a rapidly growing population, the needs for
service delivery — be it in health or education,
including tertiary education — are growing. The
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government needs to match that growth. It needs to
meet that expectation in demand and to do it not simply
by throwing additional money into existing structures
but by looking at how those structures and that service
delivery can be improved to get better results and better
delivery for Victorian taxpayers for the money that is
invested.
Those are the types of things you look to see in a state
budget. The budget should set out the government’s
vision for what it expects to achieve in the short to
medium term, and it should set out the plan for how
that is actually going to be achieved. What we have not
seen in this budget is any vision or any plan. At best
this budget is a grab bag of election commitments that
are incoherent in how they hang together to deliver a
vision for the state. It seems that many of the
commitments were made by people looking at nothing
more than an electoral map, with the then opposition
deciding where its electoral prospects were and
throwing the commitments together as an incoherent
budget that this Parliament is now being asked to
consider. We do not have the vision and we do not have
the plan to deliver on the long-term needs of the state:
to grow our economy, to drive productivity growth, and
to deliver the infrastructure that is required and the
service delivery needs of the state.
I would like to reflect on what this budget says about
the Victorian economy. The benchmark against which
this budget should be measured is the pre-election
budget update, which is not a political document. It is
not a document produced by the current government or
the previous government. It is a document which under
the Financial Management Act 1994 the Secretary of
the Department of Treasury and Finance is required to
produce and release after the writs for an election have
been issued, so it is a document produced
independently of government. It sets out in a factual
way the state of the budget at a point in time, being the
first or second week of an election campaign after the
issue of the writs. It sets out changes from the previous
state budget. It sets out clearly any commitments that
have been approved by cabinet and are on the books at
that point in time. It also provides Treasury’s best
estimate of the future direction of the state economy. It
reports on things like all the standard metrics you
would expect in a budget: economic growth, population
growth, unemployment, employment growth et cetera.
That independent document produced by Treasury
during the course of the election campaign is the
baseline against which this government’s budget and its
economic forecasts are to be measured. As I said at the
outset, it is very telling that so many of the key
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indicators in this budget show a deterioration as
compared to what is in the pre-election budget update.
The first indicator to reflect on is growth in the
Victorian economy. After six months of the Andrews
Labor government and after this house has passed the
government’s so-called jobs plan legislation, we have
actually seen a downgrade in forecast economic growth
in Victoria. After six months of Labor, Treasury now
believes the economy will grow more slowly than it
believed it would back in November last year. In fact
the pre-election budget update for the current financial
year forecast economic growth of 2.3 per cent in the
state economy. That has now been cut by 25 basis
points to 2.25 per cent. For the next financial year, the
one with which this budget is concerned, previously the
forecast economic growth was 2.75 per cent. That has
now been cut to 2.5 per cent.
While the numbers in percentage terms do not sound
significant, when you are talking about an economy
worth more than $360 billion, the impact is very
significant. As a consequence of the downgrade in
economic growth, for each of the next budget years the
Victorian economy will be $6 billion smaller than was
previously forecast by Treasury. So after six months of
Labor government, Treasury, having updated those
economic forecasts, now believes the Victorian
economy will be $6 billion smaller this year and more
than $6 billion smaller next year.
What does that say about the economic credentials of
this government, that after six months Treasury is
downgrading its forecast for the economy? This is after
the passage of what we were told was an incredibly
important jobs plan — that hollow piece of legislation
this Parliament dealt with in its first weeks after
resumption this year. We were told that it was going to
be the panacea for any economic challenges in Victoria.
What does it say that that is now in place and yet the
economy is expected to be $6 billion smaller than was
otherwise forecast to be the case before this
government was elected and this package was put in
place?
Likewise with unemployment. We heard a lot from
Labor members in opposition and in government about
employment and indeed unemployment. Again, over
the past six months we have seen a deterioration in
Treasury’s estimates of unemployment in Victoria. Not
only is Treasury now estimating that unemployment
will be higher but it is also estimating that
unemployment will be higher for longer. Again
contrasting that with the pre-election budget update, in
2016–17 unemployment was forecast to be 6 per cent.
That has been increased to 6.25 per cent. For the year
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beyond, the expectation was that it would fall from
6 per cent to 5.5 per cent. That forecast decline is now
gone and unemployment is forecast to be 6 per cent.
So after four years of the proposed economic policies of
this government we see in the out years of the budget
that unemployment will be substantially higher. This is
from a government whose members came in with their
jobs package, passed their legislation and said
everything was going to be fine, ‘We’re going to create
all these jobs’. The reality is Treasury does not believe
that. In fact Treasury is forecasting higher
unemployment as a consequence of the policies of this
government.
I want to take this opportunity to remind the
government of its commitment around jobs. In the past
six months the language from the government has
shifted. When it was in opposition and indeed when it
was first elected its members talked about their promise
to create 100 000 new full-time jobs. In the past couple
of months the rhetoric has changed. The key word
‘full-time’ has been dropped. If you look at the budget
papers and the budget speech, full-time jobs do not
appear in the government’s target. Reference is made
only to jobs. The original commitment made by
government members and the target against which it
should and will be measured is the creation of full-time
jobs. The commitment was 100 000 full-time jobs
created over the four years of this government.
That means the government needs to be creating
2100 new full-time jobs each and every month. The
latest Australian Bureau of Statistics data available,
which is to April this year, shows that new full-time job
creation has been barely 1000 jobs a month. In the first
four months of this government job performance has
been half of what the government said it would be. It
needs 2100 a month to meet its target; it has barely
reached 1000 a month. In the last month of data,
full-time employment in Victoria fell by 12 000. It is
very hard for Victorians to have confidence that this
government will meet its target of 100 000 new jobs
over the next four years and that the policies put in
place by the package of legislation that was passed
earlier this year will deliver the jobs promised by the
government just six months ago.
I would like to turn now to the strategy that underpins
this year’s budget. The coalition government, through
its four budgets, had a very clear strategy around what
we wanted to achieve and what our targets were. That
encompassed both long-term and medium-term
objectives. I will run through these in a bit of detail
because they are very relevant to the direction in which
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this government is now heading and what this
government regards as its priorities.
In the last coalition budget, for 2014–15, budget
paper 2 set out in detail what the budget strategy was. It
set out the long-term financial management objectives
of the government. There were five of those. The first
was ‘Managing responsibly’. It says:
Victoria’s state finances will be managed responsibly to
enhance the wellbeing of Victorians.

It is pretty crucial that the focus was on managing
finances for the wellbeing of Victorians. The second
long-term strategy we had in place was ‘Looking after
the future’. It reads:
The endowment of public sector wealth bequeathed by the
current generation of Victorians to the next will be no less
than the current generation inherited from the previous
generation.

This is a really critical one. This objective talks about
the intergenerational transfer of wealth, and absolutely
central to that is the issue of intergenerational transfer
of debt. It is very telling that this budget has dropped
the long-term objective to look after the future and
ensure that what we pass on to future generations in
terms of wealth is at least equal to what we have. The
Labor government is not committed to that
intergenerational transfer of wealth, and that is because
this government knows that over its four-year period in
office we are going to see state debt rise substantially.
We will have an intergenerational transfer of debt rather
than an intergenerational transfer of at least equal
wealth.
One of the other objectives we had was ‘Managing the
unexpected’. It states:
The state’s financial position will be robust enough to absorb
and recover from unanticipated events, and to absorb the
volatility inherent in revenues and expenses.

That is also a critical objective for a government,
because budgets experience unexpected shocks. Over
the last four years we saw a number of shocks to the
budget. They came along quickly and needed to be
addressed quickly. The shocks were on both sides of
the account. On the revenue side we repeatedly saw
GST receipts being written down by the
commonwealth. The GST pool shrank or the
Commonwealth Grants Commission came in and
reallocated the state’s share of GST and we saw the
amount of GST flowing to the state cut. We
periodically saw stamp duty revenues cut. As the
property market softened, prices and volumes came
down. The level of revenue we were getting from
stamp duty dropped away.
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On the expenditure side of the account we had shocks
such as the need to address floods, which occurred
repeatedly early in our government’s term. In the
summer periods of our first two years of government
we had substantial floods through northern and western
Victoria, which required substantial recovery funding.
That sort of funding often runs into hundreds of
millions of dollars, and the budget needs to be robust
enough to absorb those types of expenditure shocks. So
it is with considerable surprise that I see this
government no longer regards managing the
unexpected as one of its key budget strategy objectives.
That has been deleted from this year’s budget papers.
Our next objective was ‘Improving services’. It reads:
Victoria’s public services will improve over time through
enhanced efficiency and through a growing capacity of the
Victorian economy to fund those services.

That has been substantially downgraded in the current
budget strategy. It now simply states, ‘Public services
will improve over time’. There is no mention of
efficiency or of growing capacity. You have to ask
yourself why a government would remove a
commitment to efficiency and to growing capacity in
the economy for service delivery. What are this
government’s objectives when it deletes efficiency and
growing capacity?
The fifth long-term objective set out by the coalition
was ‘Maximising community benefit’. It reads:
Public sector resources will be allocated to those activities
which generate maximum community benefit.

Again you would think it was self-evident that you
commit government resources to the areas where they
will do the most good and deliver the greatest benefit to
the public. But in this year’s budget the Labor
government has simply deleted any reference to
maximising community benefit. It is no longer a
priority of this government, and we have seen enough
in the first six months — for instance, what this
government has done with the Construction, Forestry,
Mining and Energy Union and other unions — to
understand where its priorities lie in terms of the
expenditure of public moneys. It is certainly not
committed to maximising community benefit in the
way the coalition government was.
Likewise, along with our long-term objectives, we had
in our budget four short-term objectives. Those
objectives drove some key budget decisions on a
year-by-year basis, a very direct basis, as the
government was preparing budgets.
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The first of our medium-term objectives that we laid
down in the budget was infrastructure investment. We
had a commitment to infrastructure investment of
1.3 per cent of gross state product, calculated over a
five-year rolling average basis. This was in recognition
of the fact that, as I said earlier, we have population
growth of 1.8 per cent in Victoria — that is, sustained
growth at 1.8 per cent — and that population growth is
leading to an insatiable demand for public
infrastructure. The Victorian government needs to meet
the need for that infrastructure, and that is why we had
a target of at least 1.3 per cent expenditure of gross state
product on infrastructure on a five-year rolling basis.
But — surprise, surprise! — this government has
completely deleted any target, any commitment, to
public infrastructure as one of the key budget measures.
I refer to net debt. We had a commitment that general
government net debt would be reduced as a share of
gross state product over the decade to 2022. Of course
debt is one of the big challenges for a Labor
government, and I will come to that in a bit more detail
shortly. But what is worth noting is that the current
government has no commitment to the reduction of net
debt. It removed the target to reduce it by 2022, and it
has removed the intent to reduce it in this year’s budget.
I refer to superannuation liabilities. We had a
commitment to paying down the unfunded defined
benefit superannuation liabilities; that stands with the
current government. But the fourth medium-term
objective that we had — and again it is critical to the
strategy and direction of this year’s budget — related to
the operating surplus. We had a commitment to a net
operating surplus of at least $100 million at a level
consistent with infrastructure and debt parameters that
we had laid down. This government no longer has a
minimum surplus target, and I expect as we go on and
we see things unfold over the next four years, we will
see those surpluses year by year become smaller and
smaller, just as they did through the period of the
Bracks and Brumby governments in the last decade and
into the start of this decade.
We have seen a dramatic shift in budget objectives and
budget strategy by this government. No longer are
targets such as spending on infrastructure, maintaining
budget surpluses and paying down debt, ensuring that
future generations are not burdened with the debt of
current generations, important to this government.
Efficiency and growing capacity is not important to this
government. That should be of great concern to
Victorians, because we are seeing a watered-down set
of objectives that could lead this state down the path of
the worst of what we saw in the 1980s in Victoria under
the Cain and Kirner governments.
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I will reflect briefly on the budgetary challenges the
coalition government inherited in 2010, because they
are a marker of where we are now headed under this
latest Labor government. When the coalition came to
office at the end of 2010, it inherited a budget where,
over the 11-year life of the previous government,
revenue had been growing at an average of about
7.3 per cent and spending had been growing at 8 per
cent per annum. There was a mismatch between
revenue coming in the door and government spending.
That meant we saw our budget surpluses reduced year
on year.
The windfall gains we had through that decade of the
Bracks and Brumby years, which was the first decade
after the GST was introduced, were not invested in
infrastructure. In some years this was hundreds of
millions into billions of dollars of windfall revenue, as
the economy was growing strongly. That was not
preserved for the future benefit of Victorians and was
allowed to go into recurrent expenditure. Year-on-year
spending, day-to-day spending, soaked up all that extra
capacity that we had as a one-off through the strongly
growing economy of that period.
As a consequence of that, we saw when we came to
office that the budget was at a tipping point. In late
2010 Victoria was at risk of going into deficit, because
spending had been growing so much faster than
revenue. Revenue growth by that stage had dropped off,
and if we as a coalition government had not intervened,
we would have seen a deficit budget in 2011–12 and
growing deficits years beyond that. That is where Labor
had taken us, so it is interesting to reflect on where we
have got to in this, the 2015–16 budget. At the time of
the election last year the coalition bequeathed a budget
to Labor that was in a very healthy position. We had
spending growth under control, revenue growth was
modest and surpluses were growing. We now see in
this first budget that the key metrics are already getting
out of control.
This year’s budget forecasts that the state will collect an
extra $2.6 billion from Victorian taxpayers over the
next four years, and again I compare this to the
pre-election budget update released by the Treasury last
November. In just six months Labor has increased its
tax take, increased its fee take and increased grant
revenue, to the extent that that has shifted from the
commonwealth, by $2.6 billion. This is equivalent to
just under $1300 for each and every Victorian
household. Under Labor’s budget, over the next four
years every Victorian household will be paying an extra
$1300 in taxes or fees and charges et cetera which will
flow into the state account.
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However, this is only sustainable if the forecasts that
have been made in this budget are realised. In putting
the budget together the government is betting on strong
growth in land tax, stamp duty and dividends, and on
taking a record level of dividends from our public
authorities. Entities like the Victorian Managed
Insurance Authority, which has never before paid a
dividend to the state, and arguably has limited capacity
to do so, is being hit with more than $370 million of
dividends in this year’s budget. It is being raided and
stripped of dividends to prop up the budget bottom line.
The Transport Accident Commission (TAC), which
every Victorian motorist contributes to through their
TAC charge as part of their registration renewal, is
being hit for an extra $500 million over four years. That
is an extra $125 million a year ripped out of the TAC. It
is money that will not go into TAC campaigns and will
not pay for injured motorists, and it is all to prop up the
bottom line of this year’s budget.
We are seeing an extra $2.6 billion collected from
Victorians over the first four years just through these
measures, and this is just in the first budget. Wait until
we get to the 2016, 2017 and 2018 budgets to see what
will really be taken out of Victorians’ pockets by the
government. It is worth remembering that the
government and the Treasurer promised no new taxes
in the budget — no increased fees, taxes or charges
under a Labor government, yet the budget delivers not
one but two increased or new taxes. This is yet again a
Labor lie.
The government said it was committed to no new taxes,
yet we have a new absentee landowner land tax of an
extra 0.5 per cent for so-called absentee landowners and
a foreign buyer stamp duty of 3 per cent. The
justification that has been given for this by the
Treasurer is absolutely bizarre. On the day the budget
was released the Treasurer put out a statement
announcing his foreign buyer stamp duty and
non-resident absentee landowner tax, and he said:
We think it’s inherently unfair on Victorians for foreign
purchasers to take the gains of owning property in Victoria
through the services and infrastructure that Victorians pay
over an extended period of time without contributing their fair
share.

That statement, as bizarre as it is, does not stand up to
scrutiny. If the Treasurer is to be believed — and if he
believes his own words — he would impose a similar
surcharge on people moving from New South Wales or
Tasmania. It is absolute nonsense that that is the best
argument the government can advance for why it has
introduced a new absentee landowner land tax and the
new foreign buyer stamp duty.
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In future weeks Parliament will consider legislation
which introduces these measures. The government has
had to backflip on that legislation because it was poorly
conceived and poorly drafted in the first instance and
would have substantially hit domestic buyers,
particularly first home buyers, because of the way it
would have applied to land developers who happen to
have an element of foreign ownership. So it was a
completely botched measure and absolutely breaks the
commitment made by Labor not to introduce any new
fees, taxes or charges.
I turn now to the real area of Labor budgets: the
spending side. This year’s budget, as I said at the outset,
is a true Labor budget because in six months Labor has
managed to boost state spending over the next four
years by more than $6.8 billion. In the first budget in
six months of cabinet decisions around the budget, we
see that over the next four years this government will
spend $6.8 billion more than the previous government
had forecast. In the financial year 2014–15, which is
about to end, we are seeing an extra $730 million spent
relative to the pre-election budget update. In six months
we have more than $700 million extra in spending.
Next year the government will spend an extra
$2.1 billion more than had been forecast, the year after
that, an extra $1.8 billion, and then a further $2.1 billion
the year after that. These are the decisions of just the
first six months. Wait until we get the next year’s worth
of decisions and compound the year after that and the
year after that. If the government has added $6.8 billion
in expenditure through just six months of decisions,
imagine what the budget for the final year of its term
will look like. Particularly noteworthy are the public
sector costs, because in this year’s budget we are seeing
public sector wage and salary costs of more than
$19.9 billion in the 2015–16 year. This is at a time
when there is growth of more than 7.7 per cent. At a
time when inflation is low, when nominal wages
growth in the Victorian economy and Australia is
generally very low — in fact in many sectors under
1 per cent — we are seeing growth in public sector
costs of more than 7.5 per cent. The question has to be
asked: where is that growth occurring?
We have seen some commitments from this
government with respect to public sector wages which
are very telling. Firstly, in relation to this growth of
7.5 per cent next year to $19.9 billion, page 84 of
budget paper 2, which is headed ‘Strategy and outlook’,
talks about sensitivity to enterprise agreements, and it
states:
All government enterprise agreements are assumed to be
unchanged over the projection period. An across-the-board
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increase in wages arising from an enterprise agreement,
which exceeds the wages policy guideline rate, increases the
general government sector’s employee entitlement expenses.

What that is saying is that these numbers in the
budget — the figure of 7.5 per cent growth to
$19.9 billion — do not include any enterprise
bargaining agreement (EBA) negotiations above the
2.5 per cent baseline which was built in by the previous
government. When giving evidence at the budget
estimates hearings the Treasurer was asked about the
government’s wages policy, and he said, ‘ It is 2.5 per
cent, like the previous government’s, but we are not
going to be hardball on productivity’. So the Treasurer
has sent a signal that the government will accept wage
increases above 2.5 per cent without meaningful
productivity gains.
Mr Ondarchie — Where’s the ROI?
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Mr Ondarchie asks about
the return on investment. One of the key factors of a
genuine productivity gain is that you actually do get a
return on additional expenditure. The Treasurer has sent
a message that this government does not need that, does
not want that and will not hold the public sector unions
to account on it. So we have a budget which is
forecasting 7.5 per cent growth in public sector wages,
and as it states quite clearly, that is before any EBA
costs are considered. So if 2.5 per cent of that is growth
in wages, you have to ask: what is the rest of the cost?
To what extent is this government proposing to grow
the public sector in the next 12 months, even before it
has to deal with any subsequent EBA negotiations?
This is a pattern we see each and every time there is a
Labor government, but the fact that we are seeing such
a massive increase in the first year after just six months
of decision-making should be of great concern to
Victorians. As Mr Ondarchie suggests, it is a case of
kids in charge of the lolly shop, which is a good segue
into the next point I wish to make.
I would like to turn to the issue of surpluses. We talk a
lot about budget surpluses in this place, and what we
need to keep in mind is that the budget surplus — or, as
it is technically called, the net result from
transactions — is simply what is left over after you take
your revenue and subtract your expenses. It is the
balancing item. But why does it matter? Why do we
talk about budget surpluses? Why do we care about
budget surpluses? The reason we worry about them is
that they are there to absorb and provide capacity for
shocks, such as I spoke about before with GST
writedowns, expenditure on flood and fire relief and
other unexpected events. Budget surpluses are also used
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to fund our infrastructure program without running up
state debt.
If you build up surpluses, you can fund infrastructure
without having to increase debt, so surpluses are
important. Those opposite used to think so too, because
on 19 November, just 10 days before the state election,
Daniel Andrews, the now Premier, said in the Herald
Sun:
We have got no intention of changing the surplus profile
outlined in the pre-election budget update.

It was pretty clear the pre-election budget update
(PEBU) had set down a profile of surpluses over the
next four years, and the now Premier committed to
maintaining them.
The now Treasurer, Tim Pallas, two days before the
election, said on 774 ABC Drive:
… our commitments will have no impact on the projected
budget surplus throughout the four years of the forward
estimates …

Both the now Premier and Treasurer committed that
they would deliver the PEBU profile of budget
surpluses.
Mr Ondarchie — It was never going to happen.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — My friend Mr Ondarchie
is a cynic, because he said, ‘It was never going to
happen’, but he has been proven right. We see in this
year’s budget, again after just six months of
decision-making, that the budget surpluses forecast in
PEBU have been reduced. To put that in context, the
budget surpluses that were forecast in PEBU amounted
to some $9.1 billion over four years. As a coalition
government we had worked hard to build up our budget
capacity, worked hard to build up surpluses and be in a
position to use those surpluses to contribute to
infrastructure expenditure. We had $9.1 billion in
surpluses on the books over the next four years.
Already those have been cut back by $4.2 billion. The
surpluses over the next four years have contracted by
$4.2 billion, and only a Labor government could lose
$4 billion in six months. Only a Labor government, a
socialist Labor government such as this one with
Mr Andrews, could lose $4 billion in six months; but of
course that is what we have seen: the $9.1 billion in
forecast surpluses is now back to $4.9 billion over the
forward estimates period — that is a loss of $4.2 billion
in just six months. That will have significant
consequences not only for the state’s capacity to absorb
shocks but also for the state’s capacity to fund
infrastructure over the coming years.
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I will now turn to the issue of debt, because debt is one
of the great bugbears of the Labor Party. Whether it is
Labor in Canberra, Labor here in Victoria, this
government, the previous Labor government or the one
before that, debt is a challenge for Labor. You only
need to look perhaps at the worst example we have
seen, which is the current federal opposition, or what
were the Rudd-Gillard-Rudd governments.
On coming to office in 2007 the federal Labor
government inherited no government debt. It inherited a
commonwealth budgetary position that was in the black
to the tune of $45 billion. There was a net $45 billion in
the bank when the Rudd government was elected in
2007. By the time Labor left office in 2013 not only
had it spent the $45 billion that had been in the bank but
it had accumulated a further $147 billion in debt. There
was a more than $200 billion turnaround in the net
position of the commonwealth government from
$45 billion of net assets in the bank to debt of
$147 billion.
Here in Victoria, over the life of the Cain and Kirner
governments we saw debt increase more than threefold
in 11 years. Under the Bracks and Brumby
governments we saw debt hit a low of $1.1 billion in
2002 before increasing fourteenfold to a forecast of
$15 billion in its last forward estimates period. Federal
Labor and state Labor have horrendous track records
when it comes to debt, but now we are being told by
this government, ‘Trust us on debt’.
It was the coalition government that stabilised the
state’s position with respect to debt and put the state
back on a sustainable path with respect to our debt
profile. It had that objective of paying down debt by
2022. We had a debt profile that was consistent with
maintaining a AAA credit rating and were committed
to paying down both in nominal terms and as a
proportion of gross state product. What we see now is a
significant change. We see Labor saying it is committed
to maintaining debt sustainably, but of course, as I
outlined earlier, we no longer have a policy position
articulated in the budget to pay down debt. This
government is happy to say it will keep the debt profile
ticking over without any plan to reduce debt.
It is interesting, and I will say this up-front, that we
have not seen a dramatic increase in state debt in this
budget, but we need to dig a little deeper to find out
why. Because true to form Labor governments increase
debt. This one has not yet, and we need to ask why. The
catch is budgeting is a zero-sum game. On the budget
side of things, the operating side of things, as I said
before, your revenue minus your expenses is your
budget surplus. On the capital account, though, your
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capacity to invest in infrastructure basically comes
down to the accumulated surpluses you have plus
whatever new debt you take on. You can fund your
infrastructure through spending less than you earn and
growing a surplus, and you can fund your infrastructure
through new borrowing.
What we have seen, as I outlined before, is the
surpluses in this year’s budget have been cut. They
have been cut by more than $4 billion. That has a
consequence. If you are cutting $4 billion out of your
surpluses and you are not increasing debt, your capacity
to invest in infrastructure is dramatically reduced. It is
worth pointing out that the coalition government had a
major commitment to state infrastructure here in
Victoria.
We had a platform of more than $27 billion worth of
infrastructure projects over the forward estimates
period and beyond. We had projects like the eastern
stage of the east–west link and the western stage of the
east–west link. We had funding for the Melbourne
Metro rail link project, the Cranbourne-Pakenham rail
corridor upgrade, the CityLink-Tullamarine Freeway
widening project, the Monash Children’s hospital
project, the Box Hill Hospital redevelopment, the
Royal Victorian Eye and Ear Hospital redevelopment,
the new Bendigo Hospital project, the Victorian
Comprehensive Cancer Centre project, the Murray
Basin rail project, the regional rail link project and the
Latrobe Regional Hospital redevelopment.
It was a comprehensive portfolio of infrastructure
projects across health, across rail and road, and across
education. There were 13 new schools funded in last
year’s budget. We were building the infrastructure the
state needed with $27 billion worth of infrastructure
projects set out in last year’s budget.
Of course if you do not take on new debt but cut the
surpluses dramatically, your capacity to spend on
infrastructure is going to be reduced. That is exactly
what we see in this year’s budget. This government
would have to be one of the first to come to office with
a commitment to cut infrastructure spending. In its first
budget it has delivered a reduction in infrastructure
spending of more than $6 billion over the forward
estimates period. This government has only been in
office in the final six months of the 2014–15 financial
year, and in just six months it has cut infrastructure
spending by more than $1.6 billion. In the 2015–16
financial year infrastructure spending will be reduced
by $2.1 billion, the year after by $0.5 billion and the
year after that by $2.2 billion. Over the next four years
this government will spend nearly $6.5 billion less on
infrastructure than the previous government spent.
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As I said earlier, this is at a time when the population of
Victoria is growing at a rate of 1.8 per cent a year and
when there is an insatiable need for new infrastructure,
be it rail, be it road or be it public hospital
infrastructure. The state needs this infrastructure, and it
is beyond belief that any government in its first budget
would cut the infrastructure budget of the state of
Victoria by almost $6.5 billion.
In my final minutes I will touch on the issue of reform.
As I said at the outset, economic reform is one of the
great objectives that any government should have.
Government should seek — year on year and increment
by increment — to deliver a reform agenda. It should
be focused on driving productivity in the state
economy. It should be focused on driving capital
investment, and in relation to growing productivity, it
should be focused on regulatory reform. The coalition
government had a strong target of regulatory reform.
That was to reduce the regulatory burden in the state of
Victoria by 25 per cent over the four-year term of
office. The public record shows what was achieved
against those targets and the way in which those targets
were met. There are numerous reports from the
Department of Treasury and Finance, through the
Victorian Competition and Efficiency Commission,
which reflect the previous government’s achievements
in regulatory reform.
In this year’s budget we see a very different
commitment to regulatory reform. It bears noting that
on page 41 of the strategy and outlook section of the
budget, under the heading ‘Regulatory reform’ the
government only has one thing to say about regulatory
reform. It states:
Victoria relies on a strong and competitive business sector to
sustain a high level of employment and economic growth.

In relation to the government’s commitment, it states:
The government will strengthen the business environment by
keeping taxes and other charges as low as possible and by
minimising the burden of regulation.

Economic and regulatory reform in this state is worth
one sentence in this budget — that the government will
minimise the regulatory burden. That is nothing; that is
no commitment at all to driving further reform in this
budget. It is no commitment at all to the further
development and growth of this state’s economy.
As I said at the outset, this is a typical Labor budget. It
is a budget that sees the downgrading of key economic
metrics — lower economic growth, higher
unemployment, higher spending, higher taxes, smaller
surpluses and less spending on infrastructure. It is a
dishonest budget in that it breaks the promises that were
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made by the Premier and the Treasurer leading into the
election and this term of government. It fails to set out
the vision of where this government sees the Victorian
economy heading over the next four years and over the
next decade, and it fails to set an agenda for economic
growth.
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Human rights issues
1.

Human rights protected by the charter act that are
relevant to the bill

The bill does not raise any human rights issues.
2.

Consideration of reasonable limitations —
section 7(2)

Despite the rhetoric on the so-called jobs bill we heard
a couple of months ago, this budget does not set out an
economic agenda. It is dishonest. It fails on key
economic metrics. As I said, it is a typical, true Labor
budget.

As the bill does not raise any human rights issues, it does not
limit any human rights and therefore it is not necessary to
consider section 7(2) of the charter act.

Debate adjourned on motion of Mr BARBER
(Northern Metropolitan).

I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter act
because it does not raise any human rights issues.

Debate adjourned until next day.

Gavin Jennings, MLC
Special Minister of State

APPROPRIATION (2015–2016) BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Mr JENNINGS (Special
Minister of State) on motion of Mr Herbert; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.

Conclusion

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills).
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Statement of compatibility
For Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State),
Mr Herbert tabled following statement in
accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Appropriation
(2015–2016) Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Appropriation (2015–2016) Bill 2015, 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 of bill
The Appropriation (2015–2016) Bill 2015 will provide
appropriation ‘authority’ for payments from the Consolidated
Fund for the ordinary annual services of government for the
2015–2016 financial year.
The amounts contained in schedule 1 to the Appropriation
(2015–2016) Bill 2015 provide for the ongoing operations of
departments, including new output and asset investment
funded through annual appropriation.
Schedules 2 and 3 of the bill contain details concerning
payments from advances pursuant to section 35 of the
Financial Management Act 1994 and payments from the
Advance to Treasurer in 2013–2014 respectively.

Incorporated speech as follows:
Every family is different, but every family wants the same
thing.
They want their kids to have the best start in life.
They want jobs that will exist next year, in industries that will
exist next decade.
They want a home they can be proud of.
A street they can feel safe in.
And a government they can rely on.
And if someone they love gets sick, they want the care and
precision and peace of mind that only a modern hospital can
provide.
These are the things that matter.
None of it is too much for families to ask.
But all of it was too much for the previous government to
bear.
In their minds, the basic building blocks of our society were a
reward, not a right.
That’s the definition of unfair — and it’s time we made things
right.
The budget I hand down today has fairness at its heart and
families in its reach.
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It gets us back to basics:

And we’re consolidating our place in the world.

Jobs, schools, hospitals and transport.

We have our challenges, it’s true.

The things that families need to live a good and healthy life.

Just ask the thousands of men and women who dedicated
their professional lives to putting Australian cars on
Australian roads.

It delivers our election commitments.
And it’s pro-business.
Because we’re pro-jobs.
It delivers a $1.2 billion surplus.
It preserves our AAA credit rating.
It reduces our state’s net debt to 4.4 per cent of GSP.
It forecasts $5.8 billion in surpluses over four years.
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We have our challenges, but this budget sends us out to meet
them.
It’s about finding opportunity.
Investing in the industries where we can lead the world.
The mining sector isn’t driving this country anymore.
There’s more demand for services, technology and expertise.

And it sends this very powerful message: Victoria is open for
business.

So all eyes are turning to Victoria, the state which — more
than any other — relies on skilled people and ideas that grow
our economy.

The state’s economy is growing, from 2.25 per cent growth to
2.5.

The state which — more than any other — rests on a diverse
industrial base.

The unemployment rate is falling, from 6.5 per cent to 6.25.

These are our fundamental strengths.

But families still need more services.

And our economy is fundamentally strong.

Workers need more skills.

Two-thirds of our gross state product centres on the home:
housing investment and household consumption.

And Victoria needs more investment.
Population is growing at 1.8 per cent a year.
Inflation is averaging 2.6 per cent a year.
The previous government knew this, but they still wanted to
restrict expenditure growth to just 2.5 per cent.
That would have sent a wrecking ball through our schools and
hospitals — a decision no responsible government could
afford to make.

Both are growing.
Household budgets are expanding, because asset prices are
up, fuel prices are down, and interest rates are low.
And we’re buying and building more houses, because more
people are moving here and more people can afford the
interest.
As the US is recovering, our economy is rebalancing — and
our dollar is depreciating.

So we’ll maintain expenditure growth at a modest 3 per
cent — comfortably below revenue growth of 3.4 per cent —
allowing us to maintain strong surpluses over the budget and
forward estimates period.

Right now, it’s about 20 per cent below its peak in 2013.

A responsible level of expenditure will go towards schools
and hospitals in our growing suburbs and regions — making
our population more productive and our students more
skilled.

That’s what’s growing our state.

Because we’re getting on with the projects people actually
need.

It’s making exporters more competitive, local products more
affordable and businesses more willing to invest.

And it will only get stronger as we get back to work.
Victoria’s unemployment rate will fall from 6.5 per cent to
6.25 this year.
Two years from now, it’s projected to fall even further.

We’re making a record investment in public transport.
That’s where we stand, as a state.
And we’re handing down the biggest education budget in
Victoria’s history.

It’s almost never been this cheap for businesses to borrow and
invest in the next chapter of our economic future.

New hospitals, more jobs — and a stronger, fairer state.
All the while, we’re keeping our finances secure.

A future that’s far more certain under an Andrews Labor
government.

We’re keeping our promises.

Because we’re doing things differently.

We’re consolidating our surplus.

When businesses invest in the state, they now have a willing
partner in the government.
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We’re a government that’s prepared to invest in people and
the things they need to thrive.

They can have clarity.
And they can have certainty.

We’re a government that’s prepared to partner with the
companies that can take our state forward.

Because in this government, they will find a shared ambition
for a stronger state.

We’re a government that’s prepared to seize the promise of
change — and make it work for us.

And a door that’s always open to new ideas.

And the 2015–16 Victorian budget is the first big step.

Our budget meets the challenges of today, but not at
tomorrow’s expense.

It outlines a plan that will help create 100 000 jobs for
100 000 Victorians.

And it helps insulate our economy from the shocks and
surprises of an uncertain world.

And it starts with the private sector.

The global market is drifting.

Our best business minds, our senior economic leaders — the
men and women who create Victorian jobs.

Yet our neighbours in Asia are booming.
As a result, our economy is changing.
But we are not captive to that change.
We’re not hostage to it.
In fact, we’re going to make the change work for us.
We have a duty to help industries grow — and we embrace it.
That’s what’s different about this government.
We also have a duty to make our economy more productive.
That’s why we’re matching the diversity of our industries and
our people — with a diversity of infrastructure projects.
We’re no longer putting all our eggs in one basket.
We’re no longer stacking the decks in favour of the projects
that don’t stack up.
Projects like the east–west link, which the Victorian people
rejected fair and square.
That’s why we cleaned up the mess, so we can get on with the
projects our state needs.
Ones that will actually move workers and goods cheaply and
reliably over time.
We’re committing up to $22 billion in new infrastructure
projects and we aren’t wasting a minute.
Over the last four years, the major projects pipeline became
the major projects pipedream.
Victoria no longer has the luxury of such aggressive
indecision.
It’s time to get on with it.
But a strong economy is not just about infrastructure.

We’re going to give them a real say at the heart of our
government, with a real figure attached: half a billion dollars.
Our budget invests $508 million to establish the Premier’s
Jobs and Investment Panel.
It will bring together our economic leaders to provide direct
advice on how to invest the fund at its heart.
They will cut through the bureaucracy to get things done.
And they’ll be armed with a very simple brief: create more
high-skill, high-wage jobs.
Our budget also invests $200 million to seize the change at
the heart of our economy.
To turbocharge the emerging industries that will give our state
a new face and a new life.
It’s the Future Industries Fund, and it will offer grants of up to
$1 million to firms working in six different sectors:
Medical technology and pharmaceuticals, new energy
technology, transport defence and construction technology,
food and fibre, international education and professional
services.
Each of these sectors are primed for extraordinary growth.
And the Future Industries Fund will help them lead the world.
We hear this word so often: transition.
It’s too often spoken by governments who have no idea where
we’re transitioning to.
Well, the Future Industries Fund is our compass.
And the map extends to the regions.
The jobs crisis hit regional communities the hardest.
Businesses closed up. TAFEs shut down.

Ultimately, it’s about people.

Young people packed their bags and left their families in
search of work or study.

Their health and wellbeing is the true source of our
productivity — and when one person misses out, we all miss
out.

That’s why the budget invests $500 million in a fund
dedicated to regional jobs and regional growth.
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produce.
Projects like the Ballarat station redevelopment are a green
light for new industries.
Attractions like the Grampians peaks trail will draw in visitors
from across the state.
And the half-billion dollar regional jobs and investment fund
will support them all.
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We’re also investing $32 million to save the jobs and skills
centres that give a second chance to the people who are
dropping out of school and dropping out of our economy.
But that’s still not enough.
We need to get started earlier.
We need to give our next generation a head start on a
hands-on vocation.
That’s why we’re building 10 tech schools.

We’re providing another $70 million for agriculture, to keep
farming families fit and productive and get young people
back on the land.

They’ll go in the suburbs and cities that need them, including
Gippsland, Ballarat, Bendigo and Geelong.

And we’re supporting the wind industry, with $20 million for
new energy jobs.

They’ll give our kids the skills they need, alongside a
comprehensive education.

We’ll also fund new ideas.

And our budget provides $12 million to help get them off the
ground.

A $60 million initiative for start-ups will take our most
promising concepts from mind to market.

All jobs start with skills.

And $12 million for a program of inbound trade missions will
bring overseas investors to our soil.

All skills start at school.

Small business gets its fair share, too.

That’s why we’ve delivered the biggest education budget in
Victoria’s history.

We’ll give employers the advice they need to cut through red
tape.

We’re investing $3.3 billion in our system — from start to
finish.

Businesses can earn stamp duty relief if they invest in new
equipment.

Education funding will grow 70 per cent faster over the next
three years than it did over the past three.

And they can also earn payroll tax relief if they hire
retrenched workers, unemployed young people or the
long-term jobless.

And we’re focusing on the schools that need the most
support.

That’s how we’ll get Victoria back to work and help create
100 000 new jobs.
100 000 second chances.
100 000 Victorians beaming with pride, holding their pay slip
and helping our state recover.
That’s what fairness looks like.

Through the budget, the government reconfirms our
commitment to the Gonski agreement.
For the first time ever in Victoria, we’ve met our obligations
under Gonski — with full allocations for the 2016 and 2017
school years to make up the $805 million shortfall in
allocated funding to the department that was left behind by
the previous government.
But as we know, the commonwealth has walked away from
the final two years of this agreement.

But without education, the picture is incomplete.
Without skills, our state won’t work.
That’s why we’re saving our TAFE system.
Over the last four years, campuses across our state were
dragged to the brink of collapse.
Their gates slammed shut on our next generation.
And our budget invests $300 million to get them back in the
black and back on their feet.
Our $320 million TAFE Rescue Fund will help institutes
reopen and recover.
And our $50 million TAFE Back to Work Fund will help
them renew, with training courses developed in partnership
with local companies.

They’re short-changing Victorian students in the order of
$1 billion.
Victoria will fight for this funding for the 2018 and 2019
school years.
And we will commission the Honourable Steve Bracks, AC,
to review how Victoria should allocate funding in the future.
It will be the foundation for school funding beyond 2017,
giving principals and schools clarity and certainty.
We care about the future of our kids.
We also care about their safety and comfort at school.
Far too many children are learning in conditions we’d never
accept in our own workplace.
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Our talented pool of teachers make things so much better, but
kids still can’t get a first-rate education in a second-rate
classroom.

The Camps, Sports and Excursions Fund will help
200 000 disadvantaged students receive these expensive but
essential pieces of their education.

Take Essendon Keilor College, reported to be one of
Victoria’s most run-down schools.

Children in 250 primary schools will get free eye tests and
glasses.

The bitumen has buckled from end to end.

Breakfast clubs will serve up the most important meal of the
day, free, to 25 000 students.

The walls and ceilings are leaky and rotten.
More free uniforms, shoes and books, too.
And more than 1000 items require maintenance.
What about Frankston Primary: some of its facilities have
barely seen a lick of paint since the Second World War, and
the building still has a boiler room.
At Seaford Park Primary, every single classroom is a
portable.
At Greensborough College, bags are known to go missing
through holes in the floor.

And music classes in more government schools, not just the
ones that can afford it.
Every child deserves the best possible start, President — just
as every family deserves the best standard of care.
Health care is not just a government’s duty.
It’s the test of a government’s decency.
And the previous government flunked it.

And here’s a quote from Georgie, a Cranbourne Secondary
student: ‘I love school, but these classrooms are absolutely
disgusting’.
That’s about as sad as you get.
While opening her eyes to the world, she’s turning her gaze
away.
That can’t happen here — not in our state, not in our schools.

Thousands of Victorians waited too long for an ambulance.
Thousands more waited too long in emergency.
And last year, a reported 16 people died every single week
while waiting for surgery.
Health cuts cost lives.
It’s a sad and simple fact.

That’s why our budget invests $688 million to make our
schools bigger, cleaner, safer, better.

And that’s why we’re increasing funding to our hospitals.

We’ll rebuild and renovate 67 Victorian schools.

Everyone should get the care they need, not just the care they
can afford.

And build 10 new schools across the state.
And purchase $40 million worth of land in our growing outer
suburbs, for more schools and more choices.
Schools that are bursting at the seams will receive
120 brand-new, safe, relocatable classrooms.
And classrooms with asbestos in the walls will finally get
something done about it.

Our budget invests $2.1 billion in Victoria’s health system.
More surgeries will be performed, more patients will be
treated, more beds will open up, and our nurses and our
doctors will get more resources to save more lives.
Dr Doug Travis told us how to increase the number of beds in
our health system.

There’s $50 million to upgrade kinders.

We’ve provided $200 million to fulfil his recommendations,
plus a $60 million elective surgery blitz to cut waiting lists.

And there’s $10 million to upgrade schools for students with
disabilities.

Hospitals will be able to admit an extra 60 000 patients and
treat an extra 40 000 emergency cases every single year.

Because the biggest education budget in history means more
students, more families, getting the help they need.

These patients aren’t just numbers.

That includes the struggling families who are working hard to
get their kids through the most important years of their life.
Too many children learn about disadvantage the hard way —
the wrong way — when they don’t have the right uniform, or
they can’t see the whiteboard, or they don’t get to go on
school camp with their friends.
So we’re going to help families cover the extra costs of a
child’s education.
We’re investing $178 million to give students the things they
need to fit in and thrive.

They are parents, sons and daughters.
And we’re rebuilding their hospitals, across our state.
Starting in the fastest growing areas in Australia.
Our budget invests $200 million to build the Western
Women’s and Children’s Hospital.
Sunshine Hospital expects 7000 births a year by 2026, so
237 more beds and 39 special nursery cots — all under the
gaze of world-leading neonatal care — is going to make a
difference.
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Six new theatres and 64 new beds are coming to Werribee
Mercy Hospital, in an $85 million expansion.

No-one should ever go through what the Valley went
through.

And a massive $106 million upgrade to Casey Hospital will
grow the size of the facility by a third, so it can treat
12 000 more patients, perform 8000 more surgeries and
support 500 more births.

We’re providing $30 million to implement the
recommendations of the Hazelwood inquiry — including a
long-term health study to give locals the answers they
deserve.

Soon families in the outer east will no longer have to drive to
Box Hill in an emergency, because the budget provides
$20 million for intensive care and short-stay units at the
Angliss.

We’re putting more police on the streets — recruiting
400 custody officers to guard prisoners at 20 police stations
across Victoria, 400 police officers can return to the front line
where they belong.

Ballarat Base Hospital will get a $10 million cardiac cath lab
for urgent heart treatment and care.

There’s $15 million in the budget for a new police station in
Mernda.

Australia’s first specialist heart facility will get funding.

Fifteen more police in Geelong and the Bellarine Peninsula.

The Monash Children’s will get a helipad.

And another $15 million to replace the state’s obsolete fleet of
drug and booze buses.

Moorabbin Hospital will get an upgrade.
All up, we’re investing $226 million to keep our streets safe.
And hospitals across the state will get more vital equipment.
More programs, too.
Hospitals and universities, coming together to find a cure for
our most debilitating genetic diseases.
Late night pharmacies, looking after us late at night.

But we cannot forget that Australia’s no. 1 law and order
issue lives not on our streets, but in our homes.
Family violence is our national tragedy.
This year, it’s cost two Australian women their life — every
week.

And the National Centre for Farmer Health is safe.

We’re providing $81.3 million to support Australia’s first
Royal Commission into Family Violence and relieve the
overwhelming pressure on the services women and children
need.

The budget invests $118 million to treat and support people
with a mental illness — helping their families and giving
them hope.

And we’re increasing funding for child protection, with
$257 million to protect our most vulnerable and support
families and carers.

And with $99 million to upgrade ambulance branches and cut
emergency response times, the ambulance crisis that swept
our state will soon come to an end.

It’s an increase of one-seventh and we make absolutely no
apology for it.

The whooping cough vaccine for parents of newborns is
returning.

In the face of their greatest fear, families can start to have
more confidence in the system. The war on our paramedics
was over on day one of this government.
Now these dedicated professionals will finally get the
resources they need to do their job and save more lives.

No effort will be spared with the safety and welfare of
children in danger and need.
We’re confronting the ice crisis that has gripped our suburbs
and regional cities, with over $45 million to undertake our Ice
Action Plan.

We’re investing $78 million in emergency services.

We’re also providing $40 million to help Victorians stay in
their homes, and $29 million to give Aboriginal Victorians a
better standard of living and the freedom to live as they
choose.

Commencing the recruitment of 450 career firefighters.

We’re putting people first — giving so they can give back.

And purchasing 70 new CFA trucks with the technology
volunteers need.

It’s the right thing to do. It’s the smart thing to do, and above
all — it’s fair.

We’re rolling out a program that dispatches firefighters at the
same time as paramedics.

This is a budget that restores fairness to our society.

So will our police officers and our firefighters.

And we’re upgrading run-down and threadbare CFA stations
across the state.
Last year, we saw what our dedicated firefighters are capable
of, when they stood together as the last line of defence
between a mine fire and a community on the brink of natural
disaster.

And this is a responsible budget that restores balance to major
projects.
No more road versus rail — we need roads and rail to get
people home to their families safer and sooner.
The federal government cancelled funds for every new major
public transport project in Australia.
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That’s why our budget makes the biggest investment in
public transport in the history of our state.

A modern Labor government — devoted to the progress of
our state.

It’s an increase in funding of over one-third and it will stop
Victoria from grinding to a halt.

Victoria.
The no. 1 state for new residents and new visitors.

We’re committing $5 billion to $6 billion to remove 50 of our
most dangerous and congested level crossings — because
they hold up cars, slow down trains and put lives in danger.

The sporting capital of the world.

We’re improving safety at 52 dangerous level crossings in
regional Victoria, because the road toll touches our entire
state.

The education state.

We’re investing $1.5 billion to complete Melbourne Metro
rail’s planning and design and early works, and commence
major construction by 2018.
So we can undertake the biggest overhaul to the train network
since construction of the city loop.
So we can lay the foundation for a public transport system
that moves millions of people in Australia’s fastest growing
state.
We’re building 20 new E-class trams, 21 new V/Locity train
carriages, and refurbishing Metro trains and trams at a cost of
more than $600 million.
That’s all part of Victoria’s first long-term rolling stock
strategy — more services, more seats, more jobs.
We’re also ordering 37 more trains for our busiest rail
corridor — the Cranbourne-Pakenham line — and removing
every level crossing between Caulfield and Dandenong.
That boosts capacity on the line by 42 per cent.
And we’re trialling all-night public transport, improving the
bus network and bringing the Mernda rail link a step closer —
giving people in the outer suburbs more ways to get to work
and get back home.
They’ll also benefit from a $50 million first instalment in a
new infrastructure fund, helping interface councils get local
projects off the ground and support growing communities.
We’re investing more than $600 million to fix the congested
roads and upgrade other roads that Victorians use every day.

The birthplace of multiculturalism.

Home to arts and culture, live music, major events, and the
world’s most livable city.
These are the things that set our state apart.
They’re our edge.
And our budget will keep Victoria no. 1.
We’re investing an extra $80 million to bring more major
events to our state.
At the moment, they contribute billions to Victoria’s
economy.
We want that to grow.
And to build on our reputation as a centre for business and
industry tourism, we’re committing funding for stage 2 of the
Melbourne Convention and Exhibition Centre.
We’re boosting our creative industries and supporting
thousands of jobs, with more than $200 million for Victorian
arts, culture, film, television, music and design.
That includes a lifeline for the Palais Theatre — the spiritual
home of Australian live music.
The sporting capital of the world has won major upgrades at
three venues — Geelong’s Simonds Stadium, Eureka
Stadium and Junction Oval.
They’ll be ready to host more events, hold more spectators,
and join the MCG in the league of our greatest sporting
arenas.

Widening the Western Ring Road, section by section.

But not everyone gets to see their child take a mark on the
hallowed turf at the ‘G.

Widening CityLink and the Tulla, from the city to the airport.

That’s why community sport matters.

Duplicating the Chandler Highway bridge.

It’s open to every family.

Resurfacing unsafe roads across our state.

Local clubs are the heart and soul of our suburbs and towns.

Saving families those crucial extra minutes every evening.

They bring people together.

Saving businesses thousands of hours every month.

And we’re investing $100 million to fix up their run-down
grounds, stands and change rooms.

These are the road and public transport projects that will keep
our state productive.

We’re the most progressive state, too.

The projects that our state needs.
And to help pay for some of it, we’re seeking a long-term
lease of the port of Melbourne.
Because we’re a modern Labor government — prepared to
harness the power of capital to build a better society.

That’s why we are investing $10 million to help LGBTI
Victorians achieve the respect, inclusion and wellbeing to
which all Victorians are entitled.
We’re also providing $174 million to preserve our pristine
natural environment, our greatest natural asset, and
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human asset.

1599

APPROPRIATION (PARLIAMENT
2015–2016) BILL 2015

And we’re doing all this while maintaining a strong surplus.

Introduction and first reading

Preserving our AAA credit rating.
And reducing debt to below what we inherited from the
previous government.
Over the next four years, our finances will stay strong.
Our projects will proceed prudently, properly, progressively.

Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Mr JENNINGS (Special
Minister of State) on motion of Mr Herbert; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility

Our plans will put vital services within the reach of families
in our fastest growing suburbs and cities.
And so long as the federal government is working against
Victorians, we’ll keep standing up for our state.
Demanding our fair share.
We’ll fight their $8.9 billion cut to our education system,
because every child deserves every chance.
And we’ll fight their $13.7 billion cut to our health system,
because doctors shouldn’t be forced to check our wallets
before they check our pulse.

For Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State),
Mr Herbert tabled following statement in
accordance with Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (charter act), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Appropriation
(Parliament 2015–2016) Bill 2015.

And Victorians can be confident about their future.

In my opinion, the Appropriation (Parliament 2015–2016)
Bill 2015, 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.

We have our challenges.

Overview of bill

But we’re going to seize them.
And we’ll be sharing the load — in partnership with the
private sector.

The purpose of the Appropriation (Parliament 2015–2016)
Bill 2015 is to provide appropriation authority for payments
from the Consolidated Fund to the Parliament in respect of
the 2015–2016 financial year.

That’s what it means to be a modern Labor government.

Human rights issues

Finding ways to work with business to improve the lives of
working people.

1.

To give them the care they need and give their kids the skills
to succeed.

The bill does not raise any human rights issues.

We’re putting Victoria first.

That’s what this budget is all about.
The basic building blocks of our society — jobs, schools,
hospitals, transport.
It’s an investment we can afford, in the things we can’t afford
to lose.
We’re putting people first.
We’re getting on with it.
And we’re bringing Victorians with us.
Taking our state into the future and leaving no-one behind.
This is a budget for families and I commend the bill to the
house.

Debate adjourned for Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 4 June.

2.

Human rights protected by the charter act that are
relevant to the bill

Consideration of reasonable limitations — section
7(2)

As the bill does not raise any human rights issues, it does not
limit any human rights, and therefore it is not necessary to
consider section 7(2) of the charter act.
Conclusion
I consider that the bill is compatible with the charter act
because it does not raise any human rights issues.
Gavin Jennings, MLC
Special Minister of State

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills).
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Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The bill provides appropriation authority for payments from
the Consolidated Fund to the Parliament in respect of the
2015–2016 financial year including ongoing liabilities
incurred by the Parliament such as employee entitlements that
may be realised in the future.
Honourable members will be aware that other funds are
appropriated for parliamentary purposes by way of special
appropriations contained in other legislation. In addition,
unapplied appropriations under the Appropriation (Parliament
2014–2015) Act 2014 have been estimated and included in
the budget papers. Prior to 30 June actual unapplied
appropriation will be finalised and the 2015–2016
appropriations adjusted by the approved carryover amounts
pursuant to the provisions of section 32 of the Financial
Management Act 1994.
In line with the wishes of the Presiding Officers,
appropriations in the bill are made to the departments of the
Parliament.
The total appropriation authority sought in this bill is
$117 432 000 (clause 3 of the bill) for Parliament in respect of
the 2015–2016 financial year.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 4 June.

STATE TAXATION ACTS AMENDMENT
BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time for Mr JENNINGS (Special
Minister of State) on motion of Mr Herbert; by
leave, ordered to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
For Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State),
Mr Herbert 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 State Taxation
Acts Amendment Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill
2015, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible
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with human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion
on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The bill makes a number of technical amendments to
Victoria’s taxation laws. Relevantly, in addition, the bill gives
effect to two budget measures designed to improve housing
affordability, by making local house buyers more competitive
against foreign purchasers of residential land. A land duty
surcharge will be payable by a foreign purchaser on the
transfer of residential property. A surcharge will also be
payable on taxable land in Victoria by an ‘absentee owner’.
The bill amends the Duties Act 2000 to apply a surcharge on
the transfer of residential property in Victoria to foreign
purchasers. For this purpose, a ‘foreign purchaser’ is defined
to denote a foreign corporation, a foreign trust or a foreign
natural person, being a person other than an Australian citizen
or a permanent resident of Australia (which includes a New
Zealand citizen). The foreign purchaser duty surcharge may
also be imposed at any point in time after land is bought,
where the intended use of that land changes to that designed
and constructed for residential purposes or may lawfully be
used as a place of residence.
To support the imposition of a surcharge where a relevant
change of use occurs, the foreign purchaser will be obliged to
notify the commissioner of such a change. Failure to pay the
surcharge in accordance with these provisions will result in a
tax default, for which penalty and interest may be imposed
under part 5 of the Taxation Administration Act 1997.
The bill also amends the Land Tax Act 2005 to introduce a
surcharge on the taxable land of an absentee owner. An
absentee owner is defined to include a person other than an
Australian citizen or a permanent resident of Australia (which
includes a New Zealand citizen), who does not ordinarily
reside in Australia and is either absent from Australia on
31 December immediately preceding the tax year or is absent
from Australia for more than six months in the year prior to
the year of assessment, for which land tax relates.
As the commissioner’s ability to impose the surcharge
depends on him being informed of the circumstances giving
rise to this liability, an owner will be required to notify the
commissioner if they become an ‘absentee owner’ as defined
in this bill. Failure to do so will constitute a notification
default, for which penalty tax can be imposed under the
Taxation Administration Act 1997.
The bill also amends the provisions governing the offsets that
can be made when a taxpayer receives a refund under the
Taxation Administration Act 1997. The amendments increase
the range of circumstances in which a refund can be used to
offset another liability. Where a further tax liability is likely to
arise within 60 days, the bill permits the commissioner, with
the taxpayer’s written consent, to apply some or all of the
refund to that future liability. If, however, the liability does
not become payable within 60 days, or the taxpayer
withdraws consent, the offset is not authorised and the
amount of the overpayment must be refunded to the taxpayer.
Human rights issues
Recognition and equality before the law
Section 8(3) of the charter provides that every person is equal
before the law and is entitled to the equal protection of the
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law without discrimination. Discrimination, under section 6
of the Equal Opportunity Act 2010, includes discrimination
on the basis of race, which is defined to include
differentiation based on a person’s nationality or national
origin.
The bill provides that foreign purchasers will be liable to a
surcharge on the transfer of residential property in Victoria or
on the acquisition of a relevant interest in certain landholders
that hold residential property in Victoria. A foreign person
may be a company, a trust or a natural person. A foreign
natural person is defined as being a person other than an
Australian citizen or a permanent resident of Australia (which
includes a New Zealand citizen).
Similarly, the land tax surcharge introduced by the bill draws
on the criteria relating to a person’s nationality. An absentee
owner is defined as a person other than an Australian citizen
or a permanent resident of Australia (which includes a New
Zealand citizen), who does not ordinarily reside in Australia
and is either absent from Australia on 31 December
immediately preceding the tax year or is absent from
Australia for more than six months in the year prior to the
year of assessment, for which land tax relates.
The right to recognition and equality before the law is
engaged by provisions that define a foreign purchaser as
liable for the duty surcharge and includes criteria relating to
nationality in establishing liability for the land tax surcharge.
To the extent that the bill differentiates between taxpayers’
liability on the basis of a person’s nationality, it limits a
person’s right to recognition and equality based on the
person’s race.
This differentiation is central to the purpose of the proposed
measures. It reflects the purpose of the surcharges, which is to
increase the entry cost of foreign purchasers in the Victorian
residential housing market and to place an additional holding
cost on speculative absentee landowners. These measures
assist in balancing housing affordability to ensure that a larger
number of local homebuyers are able to remain competitive
in the market.
There is a direct relationship between the limitation and the
public purpose of improving the affordability of housing in
Victoria. The contributions to state revenue made through the
surcharges will flow through to the Victorian economy.
The bill establishes the legislative framework for the
imposition of surcharges. By providing a legislative
framework under the bill, the limitation is consistent with
section 75 of the Equal Opportunity Act 2010, which
provides that a person may discriminate if the discrimination
is necessary to comply with an act or enactment.
I am satisfied that there is no less restrictive means available
and I consider the limitation on section 8 of the charter to be
reasonable in the circumstances.
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person’s freedom of movement, the imposition of a tax
surcharge on an absence could be regarded as having an
effect on the full exercise of that freedom. To the extent that
the obligation to notify the commissioner may affect a
person’s decision regarding an absence from Australia, this
provision may limit a person’s freedom of movement.
The imposition of a land tax surcharge on an absentee owner
is a key element of the government’s affordable housing
strategy. I regard this obligation on an absentee owner to pay
the surcharge to be a reasonable limitation on the taxpayer’s
ability to move freely, and the related notification requirement
is necessary to ensure that correct information is received to
allow for the efficient administration of taxes by the
commissioner.
Freedom of expression
Section 15(2) of the charter protects the right to freedom of
expression. This is the freedom to seek, receive and impart
information and ideas of all kinds whether within or outside
of Victoria, and in any form. Freedom of expression is also
the freedom from being compelled to say certain things or
provide certain information.
To the extent that the bill introduces notification requirements
in respect of circumstances that trigger liability for a duty or
land tax surcharge, it limits the right to freedom of expression.
The purpose of requiring a person to provide information is to
ensure that the correct amount of duty or land tax is assessed.
The limitation is directly related to the purpose, which is to
ensure that each person is correctly assessed for land tax, or
duty, as applicable. Accordingly, the limitation plays an
important role in maintaining the equity between taxpayers
and protecting the public revenue. As the circumstances
relevant to a taxpayer’s liability for the surcharge are
exclusively in the taxpayer’s possession, there are no other
means reasonably available to achieve this purpose.
I therefore consider the limitation on section 15 of the charter
to be reasonable in the circumstances.
Right to privacy and reputation
Section 13 of the charter provides that a person has the right
not to have his or her family, home or correspondence
unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with.
To the extent that the bill establishes obligations on a foreign
person or absentee owner to notify the State Revenue Office
of circumstances that trigger their liability for a surcharge,
these provisions engage the right to privacy. As noted above,
the obligation to make a notification is necessary to ensure the
commissioner is in a position to make timely and accurate
assessments of duty and land tax. The obligation to provide
the commissioner with the requisite details is therefore a
necessary limitation on the right to privacy, imposed to
protect the public revenue and provide an equitable basis for
the calculation of tax liabilities.

Freedom of movement
Section 12 of the charter provides that every person lawfully
in Victoria has the right to move freely within Victoria and to
enter and leave it and has the freedom to choose where to live.
The bill places an obligation on landowners to notify the
commissioner if they are an absentee owner (as defined in the
legislation) to enable any applicable surcharge to be assessed.
While this notification requirement does not directly limit a

The commissioner currently collects various amounts of
information for the purpose of administering the taxation
laws. In addition to the protection afforded to personal
information by the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014, the
confidentiality of information obtained under and for the
taxation laws is protected by the secrecy provisions in the
Taxation Administration Act 1997. These prohibit the
disclosure of information collected by the commissioner
except for specified purposes or recipients. The additional
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information required for the purpose of administering the new
provisions of the bill will be governed by this existing
framework.
I consider the limitation on section 8 of the charter to be
reasonable in the circumstances.
Right to property
Under section 20 of the charter a person must not be deprived
of his or her property other than in accordance with law.
Provision for the imposition of a surcharge payable by a
foreign purchaser or an absent land owner engages the right to
property. However, the administration of the surcharges will
be conducted in accordance with the Victorian taxation laws.
Where a duty surcharge liability arises after the acquisition
has been assessed, the commissioner may make a fresh
assessment on the purchaser under the Taxation
Administration Act 1997. The Taxation Administration Act
1997 sets out the commissioner’s powers and obligations,
establishes taxpayers rights of review of tax decisions and
provides a framework to protect the confidentiality of
tax-related information.
While the surcharges engage a person’s right to residential
property, by imposing a tax consequence for the acquisition
or ownership of that property in certain circumstances, I see
this limitation as necessary to give effect to the public policy
of improving the affordability of residential property in
Victoria.
The bill also amends the Taxation Administration Act 1997 to
enable the commissioner, with the consent of the taxpayer, to
allocate amounts of money overpaid to a future liability of
that taxpayer arising in the next 60 days. To the extent that
this amendment provides the legislative authority to retain an
amount payable to the taxpayer for a period of time, it may be
regarded as engaging the taxpayer’s property rights.
However, as this arrangement is only permitted with the
taxpayer’s written consent, and can only be made within
60 days of the refund entitlement arising, I believe the
provision for future offsets does not in fact limit the
taxpayer’s property rights.
Gavin Jennings, MLC
Special Minister of State

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills).
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
This State Taxation Acts Amendment Bill 2015 makes
amendments to the Duties Act 2000 (Duties Act), the Land
Tax Act 2005 (Land Tax Act) and the Taxation
Administration Act 1997 (TAA).
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The Victorian government recognises that housing
affordability is an increasing problem for homebuyers,
including first home buyers. For some segments of the
market, prices have moved out of reasonable reach. That is
why the Victorian government is committed to improving
housing affordability for Victorian families and through the
measures contained in this bill, will place Victorians in a
more competitive position in the housing market.
Recent data suggests that between 10 to 20 per cent of new
properties are bought by foreign buyers, putting pressure on
supply and keeping many Victorian families out of the
market. At the same time, Victoria has experienced an
increase in non-resident ownership of Victorian real estate,
which equally results in distortions to the housing market.
Importantly, while local families have contributed
significantly to the funding of government services and
infrastructure through state and commonwealth taxes, foreign
investors and absentee landowners do not contribute
equivalently like those living and working here do. Foreign
purchasers and absentee landowners are mostly investors who
enjoy capital growth from their investments, adding to their
own personal wealth. Yet it is the same services and
infrastructure generally paid for by Victorian families over
many years that supports capital growth for these investors.
Therefore, the Victorian government is introducing a 3 per
cent stamp duty surcharge on the purchase or acquisition of
residential property in Victoria (either directly or indirectly)
by a foreign purchaser from 1 July 2015. This surcharge will
tackle the distortions created by increasing foreign ownership
of Victorian real estate. At the same time, the government is
introducing a 0.5 per cent land tax surcharge on land owned
by absentees, to apply from 1 January 2016. This surcharge
will address the distortions created by increasing non-resident
ownership of Victorian real estate. These surcharges will
apply to foreign purchasers and landowners, which will
include corporations and trusts, as well as natural persons.
Existing duty and land tax exemptions will apply to foreign
purchasers and landowners. In addition, appropriate
exemptions will apply to ensure relevant Australian-based
corporations and trusts are not unintentionally caught.
These taxation measures are appropriate to assist in adjusting
the increasing inequity in the local housing market and in
order to promote a fairer tax system. Combined, these
represent equity measures designed to reduce the barriers to
home ownership that many Victorian families face.
This government also recognises that small business in this
state faces various pressures. Victoria’s small businesses are a
vital part of our economy. Over 500 000 small businesses
provide employment for Victorians, often in high skilled, high
wage jobs. Through this bill, the government will begin to
support small businesses with measures to reduce the costs of
running a small business, making it easier for small
businesses to compete and provide greater access to the
public sector market. From 1 July, all vehicles classified as
mobile plant or plant-based special purpose vehicles will be
exempt from motor vehicle duty on the registration or transfer
of registration of those vehicles. The types of vehicles that
this stamp duty exemption will apply to include backhoes,
excavators, bulldozers, headers, scrapers and tractors.
Providing this exemption from stamp duty for mobile plant
and plant-based special purpose vehicles has the potential to
decrease the excess burden for business inputs.
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This bill also makes amendments to the landholder duty
provisions in the Duties Act. The proposed amendments will
ensure the technical operation of the Duties Act does not
disqualify a person from accessing concessional landholder
duty treatment that is intended to apply on a relevant
acquisition in a listed entity and removes the potential for
transactions to be structured to take advantage of a loophole
in the definition of ‘private company’ to avoid the payment of
landholder duty.
Under the landholder regime, an acquisition of an interest of
90 per cent or more in a listed company or listed trust is
subject to landholder duty at a concessional rate of 10 per cent
of the standard rate of duty. The definition of ‘listed
company’ and ‘listed trust’ requires that all of the entities’
shares or units to be quoted on a recognised stock exchange.
Shares and units are currently defined to include ‘a right’ to
shares or units. As a result, any person making a relevant
acquisition in a listed entity that has also issued unquoted
securities is not technically entitled to benefit from the higher
acquisition threshold, or the reduced rate of duty, that applies
to acquisitions in listed entities. This is despite that the main
class of securities, which carry winding up entitlements are
quoted on a relevant exchange. This is an unintended
consequence of the current definition of ‘shares’ and ‘units’ in
the Duties Act.
The State Revenue Office’s (SRO) administrative practice is
to treat an entity that has issued unlisted securities as a listed
company or listed trust as long as the main class of securities,
which carry winding-up entitlements, are listed on a relevant
exchange. The proposed amendment will give effect to the
current administrative practice and ensure the technical
operation of the Duties Act does not disqualify a person from
accessing concessional landholder duty treatment that is
intended to apply on a relevant acquisition in a listed entity.
Also under the landholder duty regime an acquisition of
50 per cent or more in a private landholder company is
subject to duty. In contrast to a ‘listed company’, a ‘private
company’ is defined as a corporation that is not listed on a
relevant exchange and whose shares are not quoted on a
relevant exchange. A current anomaly exists in the Duties Act
where a landholder company may not fall within either the
definition of ‘listed company’ or ‘private company’ because
the corporation’s shares are listed on a relevant exchange, but
are not quoted. This can result in an otherwise dutiable
acquisition to be technically deemed not subject to landholder
duty. Accordingly, the proposed amendment will extend the
definition of ‘private company’ to expressly include these
entities. This will remove the potential for transactions to be
structured to take advantage of a loophole and provide greater
certainty to practitioners and taxpayers in applying the Duties
Act.
One of the functions of taxation bills is to correct minor
technical defects in taxation laws, and keep the taxation laws
up to date by removing references to obsolete or redundant
legislation. This program of technical amendments benefits
Victorians by making taxation laws easier to read and
understand, and ensures that these laws continue to operate as
intended. Accordingly, this bill provides for a number of
technical amendments to be made to the Duties Act. Two of
these will apply retrospectively and include an amendment to
rectify an incorrect reference to a section of the Social
Security Act 1991 (cth) in defining an eligible pensioner for
the purposes of the pensioner exemption and concession from
duty to include a person issued with a ‘seniors health card’
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under that act. This provision is intended to be made
retrospective to 1 July 2011, which was the date the incorrect
legislative reference was inserted into the Duties Act.
Another amendment this bill makes is to rectify an incorrect
reference to the National Insurance Act 1953 (cth) in defining
medical benefits insurance (private health insurance) for the
purposes of an exemption from insurance duty. The term is
currently defined by reference to entities registered under the
National Insurance Act 1953 (cth), however, this act has been
replaced by the Private Health Insurance Act 2007 (cth). This
provision is intended to be made retrospective to 1 July 2007,
when the Private Health Insurance Act 2007 (cth)
commenced.
In each case, the SRO has been applying the law in
accordance with its intended operation to ensure that
taxpayers were not disadvantaged by the technical defects in
the legislation. The retrospective operation of these
amendments will give legal effect to the duty exemptions
and/or concessions provided under these provisions.
Minor technical amendments are also being made to the
motor vehicle duty exemption for primary producer vehicles.
Over time a number of definitions that relate to ‘primary
producer vehicles’ in the Road Safety (Vehicles) Regulations
2009 have been updated. As a result, the definitions and
references to certain primary production vehicles currently
contained in the Duties Act are outdated. This amendment
will align the relevant definitions to ensure that consistency of
application across the Duties Act and the Road Safety
(Vehicles) Regulations 2009 continues.
This bill also makes minor amendments to the TAA in order
to streamline administration and reduce red tape for
taxpayers, by extending the circumstances in which a refund
of tax can be offset against another revenue liability. The
TAA allows the SRO to offset a tax refund against an existing
tax debt or first home owner grant liability. The offset
function helps to protect the revenue by preventing payments
to taxpayers that have existing debts. It also reduces
administrative costs to the government and taxpayers by
limiting unnecessary transactions.
The amendments in this bill propose to extend the
circumstances in which the SRO can offset to allow an
amount of tax which is payable to a taxpayer after a
successful objection, review or appeal to be offset against an
existing tax or first home owner grant debt, and a refund to be
offset against a future tax liability, if the taxpayer consents in
writing, within 60 days of the refund becoming payable. The
proposed amendments are consistent with the existing policy
for offsetting tax debts to streamline payments and protect the
revenue, and are already in place in most other states and
territories.
The measures enacted by this bill will improve the operation
of Victoria’s taxation laws. In line with government policy,
these amendments will help to maintain the integrity and
sustainability of the taxation system, and limit the burden of
government regulation on taxpayers.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 4 June.
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COURT SERVICES VICTORIA AND
OTHER ACTS AMENDMENT BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr HERBERT
(Minister for Training and Skills); by leave, ordered
to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills)
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 Court Services
Victoria and Other Acts Amendment Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Court Services Victoria and Other Acts
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.
Human rights issues
The bill engages the right to privacy and reputation as a
consequence of the amendment to be made by clause 9 to the
definition of relevant principal officer in the Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission Act 2011 (IBAC
act).
As a result of the amendment:
the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption
Commission (IBAC) will be empowered to disclose any
information it has acquired by reason of, or in the course
of, the performance of its duties and functions or the
exercise of its powers under the IBAC act or any other
act to the chief executive officer (CEO) of Court
Services Victoria (CSV) if the IBAC considers that the
information is relevant to the performance of the duties
and functions or the exercise of powers of the CEO of
CSV; and
the CEO of CSV will be permitted to notify the IBAC of
any matter that the CEO believes on reasonable grounds
constitutes corrupt conduct, despite any duty of secrecy
or other restriction on disclosure.
A disclosure by the IBAC, or notification by the CEO, may
involve the disclosure of personal information.
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill
Privacy and reputation (section 13 of the charter)
Section 13(a) of the charter provides that individuals have a
right not to have their privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with. The right to privacy concerns a person’s
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‘private sphere’, which should be free from government
intervention or excessive unsolicited intervention by other
individuals.
An interference with privacy will not be unlawful if it is
permitted by law, is certain, and is appropriately
circumscribed. An interference will not be arbitrary provided
that the restrictions on privacy are reasonable in the particular
circumstances and are in accordance with the provisions, aims
and objectives of the charter.
Are the relevant charter rights limited by the bill?
I do not consider that clause 9 provides for the unlawful or
arbitrary interference with privacy. Accordingly, clause 9
places no limitation on the right to privacy under section 13 of
the charter.
The interference with privacy will not be unlawful in that it
will be clearly and expressly permitted under the IBAC act
and will be limited to situations where the information relates
to either:
the performance of the duties and functions, or exercise
of the powers of, the CEO of CSV; or
conduct reasonably believed to be corrupt conduct.
The interference with privacy will not be arbitrary in that it is
necessary to facilitate the investigation and prevention of
corrupt conduct. The aim of the charter is to protect and
promote human rights by ensuring that public powers and
functions are exercised in a principled way and that public
power is not misused. Ensuring that corrupt conduct can be
investigated and prevented is in accordance with this aim.
The Hon. Steve Herbert, MLC
Minister for Training and Skills

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills).
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Court Services Victoria and Other Acts Amendment Bill
makes amendments designed to improve the legislation
governing the operation of Court Services Victoria (CSV).
The amendments respond to issues identified during CSV’s
first six months of operation. They are largely machinery
amendments or clarifications to existing provisions.
The bill amends the Financial Management Act 1995 to
provide CSV with the same budget flexibility and
management mechanisms as generally apply to other
Victorian public sector bodies that, like CSV, receive a direct
parliamentary appropriation. These include mechanisms that
will allow CSV to:
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take advantage of opportunities that arise in a current
financial year to acquire benefits that will accrue, or
continue, in the following financial year;
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as set out in the charter. I base my opinion on the reasons
outlined in this statement.
Overview

better manage expenditure across financial years; and
better manage cash flow within financial years.
The amendments are consistent with the existing framework
under the Court Services Victoria Act 2014 (CSV act) for the
management of CSV’s finances and with the provisions that
apply to Victorian public sector agencies, generally.
The bill amends the Independent Broad-based
Anti-corruption Commission Act (IBAC act), to codify the
authority of the chief executive officer (CEO) of CSV in
relation to complaints and investigations under the IBAC act
concerning CSV and CSV staff.
The bill also amends the Judicial College of Victoria Act
2001 to codify the role of the board of the Judicial College of
Victoria (JCV) in appointing, setting the terms and conditions
for, and (if necessary) terminating the employment of, the
CEO of JCV. The amendments will also formally record the
duty of the CEO of JCV to act at the direction of the JCV
board.
Finally, the bill will amend the CSV act to repeal a redundant
definition of State Services Authority. The definition is not
used elsewhere in the CSV act and, in any case, the State
Services Authority has now been replaced by the Victorian
Public Sector Commission.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 4 June.

WRONGS AMENDMENT (PRISONER
RELATED COMPENSATION) BILL 2015
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr HERBERT
(Minister for Training and Skills); by leave, ordered
to be read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills)
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 Wrongs
Amendment (Prisoner Related Compensation) Bill 2015.
In my opinion, the Wrongs Amendment (Prisoner Related
Compensation) Bill 2015, as introduced into the Legislative
Council, may be partially incompatible with the human rights

The bill will insert a new part VBAA into the Wrongs Act
1958, that will apply to awards of damages for non-economic
loss for psychiatric injury in relation to the injury or death of a
prisoner in custody.
The bill provides that in such a case the court or jury must
consider whether the claimant has criminal convictions, and,
if the claimant does have criminal convictions, must reduce
the award of damages with regard to a range of factors,
including: the number and severity of offences, the
relationship between the claimant and the injured prisoner,
and whether the offences of the prisoner and the claimant
were related in some way. Where a claimant has been
convicted of a ‘profit motivated offence’, the award of
damages must be reduced by no less than 90 per cent.
The new part VBAA will only apply to convictions for
offences that occurred when the claimant was an adult, and
will operate retroactively, so that it will apply to proceedings
that have commenced but not yet been determined at the time
the bill commences.
Human rights issues
Right to equality
Section 8 of the charter contains three distinct rights:
section 8(1) provides for the right to equality before the
law;
section 8(2) provides for the right to enjoy one’s human
rights (that is, the substantive rights protected by the
charter) without discrimination;
section 8(3) provides for the right to equal protection of
the law without discrimination.
Section 8(1) of the charter requires the recognition of the
entitlement of every person to exercise his or her lawful rights
to commence, defend and participate in legal proceedings.
Bell J held in Lifestyle Communities Ltd (No 3)
(Anti-Discrimination) that ‘equality before the law is the
principle of the general application of the law and equal
treatment of all persons who come before the law … [i]t is
directed to the application and administration of the law, not
the content of the law’.
Accordingly, the bill does not engage the right to equality
before the law, because the bill alters the content of the law
regarding certain claims of damages for non-economic loss in
respect of mental harm, but does not alter the administration
and application of the law. The provisions inserted into the
Wrongs Act by the bill will apply to all current and future
claims, notwithstanding that they will only (potentially) affect
those claims brought by persons with a criminal conviction.
In relation to the rights to freedom from discrimination,
section 8(2) and (3), ‘discrimination’ is defined in section 3 of
the charter as discrimination within the meaning of the Equal
Opportunity Act 2010, on the basis of an attribute set out in
section 6 of that act. In the case of the bill, it is sufficient to
note that the attributes set out in section 6 do not include a
person’s criminal record, criminal history or prior criminal
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activity. Accordingly, although it proposes to treat certain
claimants unfavourably on the basis of having criminal
convictions, this does not constitute discrimination under the
charter.
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Property rights
Section 20 of the charter provides that ‘a person must not be
deprived of his or her property other than in accordance with
law’.

Right to privacy
Section 13(a) of the charter provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with.
This is relevant to the fact that new part VBAA will only
apply to claimants who have been convicted of a criminal
offence, and to new section 28LAG which empowers a court
to order the production of a claimant’s criminal record for the
purposes of the part to new section 28LAF(2), which sets out
the factors to be considered by a court in reducing an award
of damages in the relevant circumstances.
A claimant’s criminal record, and the other factors to be
considered under section 28LAF(2), concern personal
information about the claimant for which he or she may have
some reasonable expectation of privacy. However, any
interference with a person’s privacy under the bill will not be
unlawful or arbitrary because:
the disclosure of information as to the claimant’s
conviction or convictions is circumscribed and confined
to the purpose of determining whether the claimant’s
entitlement to damages should be reduced;
a person who brings a claim to which the bill applies
does so on the understanding that all matters relevant to
their statutory and common-law entitlements may be
scrutinised and assessed;
the court hearing the matter will possess the power to
regulate the hearing, and may regulate the disclosure of
information about the claimant’s criminal history (for
example, through the use of closed sessions and
suppression orders).
Right to a fair hearing
Section 24(1) of the charter relevantly provides that ‘a party
to a civil proceeding has the right to have the … proceeding
decided by a competent, independent and impartial court or
tribunal after a fair and public hearing’.
The fair hearing right mandates the judicial determination of
what civil rights and liabilities exist as a matter of substantive
law. It does not prevent the state from altering the content of
those civil rights in the substantive law.
The bill affects the substance of certain claims brought under
the Wrongs Act, but does not affect the determination of such
a claim. Moreover, the exercise of the court or jury’s
discretion to reduce an award of damages occurs in
accordance with the procedural guarantees of the court
process. This includes (but is not limited to) the court’s
obligation, pursuant to section 6(2)(b) of the charter, to
enforce and directly apply those charter rights that relate to
court proceedings.
Therefore, the bill does not limit the right to a fair hearing
under section 24(1) of the charter, even in circumstances
where a court or jury exercises its discretion to make a
100 per cent reduction of the award of damages.

‘Property’ is not defined in the charter; however, relevant
jurisprudence suggests it would be interpreted to include a
cause of action for a Wrongs Act claim which has already
accrued. To the extent that the bill permits a substantial
reduction in the award of damages of up to 100 per cent for
pending claims brought by a claimant who has been
convicted of an offence, and requires the reduction of
damages of at least 90 per cent if the claimant has been
convicted of a profit motivated offence, the bill permits (or
requires) a deprivation of property.
The requirement under section 20 of the charter that any
deprivation of a person’s property be ‘in accordance with the
law’ requires (but is not limited to) legal authorisation for the
deprivation. Victorian judicial and academic commentary
suggest that the law authorising the deprivation of property
must be adequately accessible and formulated with sufficient
precision to enable a person to regulate his or her conduct
accordingly.
In the present case, any deprivation of property occasioned by
the bill, including a 100 per cent reduction in damages, will
be ‘in accordance with law’ for the following reasons:
the provisions of the bill clearly identify the types of
claims to which the bill applies, including those
proceedings commenced prior to the enactment of the
bill;
the bill clearly specifies the factors which must be
considered in determining a reduction in the award of
damages, and obliges the court or jury to specify the
percentage by which the amount of damages is reduced;
the determination of the reduction in the award of
damages under the bill occurs in accordance with the
procedural guarantees of the court process. This includes
the court’s obligation to give effect to the right to a fair
hearing (and rights relating to court proceedings) under
section 6(2)(b) of the charter.
Double jeopardy and freedom from imposition of
retrospective penalties
Section 26 of the charter provides that a person ‘must not be
tried or punished more than once for an offence in respect of
which he or she has already been finally convicted or
acquitted in accordance with the law’. Section 26 reflects the
longstanding common-law principle of ‘double jeopardy’ in
Australia, namely that a person who has already been
acquitted or convicted cannot be prosecuted subsequently on
an identical charge, or for a different charge where the
essential elements of the offence charged are identical to the
offence of which he or she has been acquitted.
Section 27(2) of the charter provides that ‘[a] penalty must
not be imposed on any person for a criminal offence that is
greater than the penalty that applied to the offence when it
was committed’.
The application of sections 26 and 27(2) to the bill is
uncertain; questions that are considered determinative are
outlined below.
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Does the bill impose a ‘penalty’ within the meaning of
section 27(2) of the charter?
There is no relevant definition of ‘penalty’ under the charter
or other Victorian legislation. The ordinary meaning of the
term is a sanction or punishment imposed in consequence or
as a result of wrongdoing. On one view, which is the view
that I prefer, a reduction in an award of damages in
accordance with the bill will not be a penalty imposed for an
offence, but will be a further consequence of conviction for an
offence, in a separate civil proceeding.
However, it could be argued that the bill imposes a ‘penalty’
for the offence for the purposes of section 27(2) of the
charter:
a measure may be said to be a ‘penalty’ if it ‘follows’ a
criminal conviction, that is, it is applied in respect of the
conviction. Though the provisions of the bill only
operate in circumstances where a person brings a claim
for damages to which the bill applies, they ‘follow’ a
criminal conviction in the sense that the discretion to
reduce damages is triggered by, and is based largely
upon, the claimant’s criminal conviction;
the bill permits — and in the case of a claimant
convicted of a profit motivated offence, requires — a
significant reduction in the damages to which they
would otherwise be entitled;
it could be argued that a key purpose of the bill is
punishment of an offender.
Does the bill impose a ‘punishment’ within the meaning of
section 26 of the charter?
‘Punishment’ is variously defined as a sanction or penalty
assessed against a person who has violated the law. There is
disagreement between courts and tribunals in different
jurisdictions as to whether to adopt a broad or narrow
interpretation of ‘punishment’.
For example, Canadian courts have generally favoured a
narrow interpretation of what constitutes ‘punishment’, and
have restricted application of the double jeopardy right to
‘criminal and penal matters’.
By contrast, the European Court has favoured a broad
interpretation of the protection against double jeopardy, and
has focused on three criteria in determining whether or not
there is a criminal charge or criminal proceedings:
the legal classification of the proceeding; the nature of
the offence;
the repressive or deterrent character of the penalty; and
the nature and severity of the applicable penalty.
In light of this disagreement, it is uncertain whether the
reduction of damages for a person who has been convicted of
an offence would constitute a ‘punishment’ for the purposes
of section 26 of the charter.
Applying the broader interpretation employed by the
European Court, the severity of any potential reduction could
be used to support the argument that it constitutes
‘punishment’. However, a narrower, formalistic interpretation
of ‘punishment’ would emphasise that the bill applies only to
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civil proceedings in which the person convicted is the
claimant, and is thus distinct both from the criminal justice
(and related civil) process for the claimant’s offending.
Moreover, the rationale for the double jeopardy protection is
to ensure finality in the criminal justice system, and the
reduction of an award of damages in a civil claim neither
affects the claimant’s criminal conviction or sentence, nor
does it subject the claimant to further criminal punishment.
In my opinion this narrower interpretation is the one that
should apply in Victoria. However, it would be open to a
court to find that the bill imposes a ‘punishment’ for the
purposes of section 26 of the charter.
If sections 26 and/or 27(2) of the charter are limited, is the
limitation permissible under section 7(2) of the charter?
Section 7(2) of the charter allows any of the rights protected
by the charter to be subject to justifiable limitations, taking
into account a range of factors:
the nature of the right (section 7(2)(a)): the protections
against double jeopardy and imposition of retrospective
penalties are fundamental rights recognised in
Australia’s common law, and are important aspects of
the rule of law;
the importance of the purpose of the limitation
(section 7(2)(b)): the purpose of the bill is for the state
(and through the state, Victorian taxpayers) to reduce its
liability to compensate a claimant for non-economic loss
in relation to a claim of pure mental harm arising from
the death or injury of a prisoner in custody, in
circumstances where the claimant has previously
wronged the state, having been committed of an offence
or offences. This is an important purpose which reflects
the community’s interest in not having to fully
compensate claimants who have previously profited at
the community’s expense, in the relevant circumstances;
the nature and extent of the limitation: a reduction in
damages, to the extent that it limits the rights under
sections 26 and 27(2), does so to a far lesser degree than
the imposition of criminal law sanctions. Although the
bill permits a reduction of up to 100 per cent, and in
some circumstances mandates a minimum reduction of
90 per cent, the type of case envisaged by the bill is
highly unusual and therefore the number of affected
claimants is very small;
the relationship between the limitation and its purpose,
and any less restrictive means reasonably available to
achieve the purpose that the limitation seeks to achieve
(section 7(2)(d)): the bill is carefully targeted to achieve
its object, and applies only to a very narrow class of
claimants and, within that class, to a very narrow class of
claims. There is no discernible alternative to the
provisions of the bill that would achieve the same object
and that would not be equally or more restrictive. For
example, one alternative would be to legislate to provide
that there is no cause of action in respect of pure mental
harm arising from the death or injury of a prisoner in
custody, or to provide that no damages for
non-economic loss are payable in such a case. However,
these alternatives would detrimentally affect the rights of
potential claimants who do not have a criminal record.
In light of the above analysis, and in particular the potential
limitation of the rights under sections 26 and 27(2) of the
charter, I consider that, while there are strong grounds for

APPROPRIATION (2015–2016) BILL 2015 and BUDGET PAPERS 2015–16
1608

COUNCIL

concluding that the bill is compatible with the charter, the bill
may be partially incompatible with the charter.
Nevertheless, I consider that the object of the bill justifies its
enactment. In particular, I consider that it would be unjust and
contrary to the public interest for the Victorian community,
which has suffered as a result of a claimant’s prior actions, to
have to compensate such a claimant in the same way that it
would compensate any other claimant. The government
considers that this is an important public purpose and that the
bill’s provisions are sufficiently targeted to achieve that
purpose.
The Hon. Steve Herbert, MLC
Minister for Training and Skills

Second reading
Ordered that second-reading speech be
incorporated into Hansard on motion of
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and Skills).
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — I move:
That the bill be now read a second time.

Incorporated speech as follows:
In October of last year, the Premier made a commitment to
the Victorian people that, if elected, the Labor government
would review the Wrongs Act 1958 to see if it could be
amended with respect to claims by the relatives of offenders
who are injured in custody. The Wrongs Amendment
(Prisoner Related Compensation) Bill 2015 (the bill) seeks to
give effect to that pre-election commitment.
The bill will amend the Wrongs Act 1958 in a very targeted
way so that a court, when awarding damages to a claimant for
mental harm that arises in the context of the injury or death of
a prisoner, must consider whether the claimant has criminal
convictions. Where a claimant has criminal convictions, the
court must reduce the award of damages. In making the
reduction, the court must have regard to a range of factors
including the number and severity of offences, the
relationship between the claimant and the prisoner, and
whether the offences of the prisoner and the claimant were
related in some way. Similar considerations are used by the
Victims of Crime Tribunal when awarding compensation to
victims of crime, to ensure that persons who choose to engage
in criminal behaviours are not then compensated by the state
when they are injured.
Where a matter is being heard before a judge and jury, the
jury must decide the amount of the reduction. A jury, which
considers matters of fact, is well placed to consider the factors
set out in the bill, which include the claimant’s criminal
record. Similarly, in personal injury matters where
contributory negligence is in issue, it is the usual course for
the jury to determine the amount by which the claimant’s
damages should be reduced.
The bill requires a greater reduction in damages for those
claimants who have been convicted of a ‘profit motivated
offence’. Where a claimant has been convicted of a ‘profit
motivated offence’, the damages must be reduced by at least
90 per cent. ‘Profit motivated offences’ are defined by
reference to the list of automatic forfeiture and civil forfeiture
offences in schedule 2 of the Confiscation Act 1997. All of
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the offences in schedule 2 relate to profit-driven criminal
behaviour which is often associated with organised crime.
The offences in schedule 2 include drug trafficking, extortion,
deceptive recruiting for commercial sexual services,
blackmail, armed robbery and handling stolen goods. The
property offences in schedule 2 are subject to monetary
thresholds of property worth $50 000 or more, so that minor
convictions for theft or handling stolen goods are not within
the scope of ‘profit motivated offences’.
These are crimes committed by people who have made
deliberate choices to break the law for material gain. While
there might be some commentators who suggest that the bill’s
amendments are unfair, and seek to penalise those who have
been convicted of crimes, the bill’s amendments reflect
community concern that people who have profited from
criminal activity should not expect the state to compensate
them to the same extent as others, especially where they have
engaged in criminal activity with the prisoner in question.
It is important to note that the bill will not affect claims
brought by minors or children. The bill only relates to
criminal convictions of an adult, and a court will not consider
whether a claimant has juvenile offences.
Where a conviction is for an offence that is not a profit
motivated offence, a court has a wide discretion about how
much weight should be given to the offence in reducing any
damages.
The provisions only relate to mental harm arising from
injuries or deaths of prisoners. The provisions do not apply to
people who are being held on remand or in police cells.
In short, the bill will reflect community concerns about
compensation that might otherwise be required to be paid by
the state to claimants who are in this small category of
offenders, but it will not otherwise diminish the
responsibilities of the state.
This legislation will operate retroactively, so that any claims
that were already on foot before the legislation commences
will be subject to the bill’s amendments, unless the claim has
been finally determined prior to commencement of the
legislation.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 4 June.

APPROPRIATION (2015–2016) BILL 2015
and BUDGET PAPERS 2015–16
Concurrent debate
Mr HERBERT (Minister for Training and
Skills) — By leave, I move:
That this house authorises the President to permit the
second-reading debate on the Appropriation (2015–2016) Bill
2015 to be taken concurrently with further debate on the
motion to take note of the budget papers 2015–16.

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

Western suburbs roads
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. As I travel around the western suburbs,
which I do on a very regular basis as members would
understand, one thing jumps out at me — that is, a
number of signs that are going up around the place that
say, ‘New speed limit’. We are seeing an increasing
number of roads whose speed limit has been
100 kilometres per hour but is being lowered to
80 kilometres per hour or even lower. This is causing
some annoyance, to say the very least, to my
constituents and to those who travel through the
western suburbs.
It is clear there is an urgent need to upgrade these roads.
The population of the western suburbs has increased at
an extraordinary rate over recent years, and the roads
are just not up to the job that they are now being used
for. Maybe — not maybe, definitely — instead of
lowering speed limits it is time for VicRoads to upgrade
the roads people are using. It does not seem to matter
whether it is the Sunbury–Melbourne road or the roads
down around Werribee — roads that over a long period
of time we have become used to travelling on at
100 kilometres per hour — most of them, from what I
can see, have had the speed limit reduced significantly,
by up to 20 or 30 per cent. As I said, this is a cause of
considerable annoyance to my constituents.
I can understand the minister’s reluctance to get
enthusiastic about road building. I know the Premier is
not a fan of building roads. He is stuck in the good old
days of the Labor Party when it was at war with
motorists. I suppose that is the Labor way, and I have to
accept that; however, I ask the minister to build up
some courage and go into the cabinet room, sit at the
cabinet table and demand the funding that is necessary
to provide the sorts of roads that people in the western
suburbs need and deserve. It is time the government
came to the party on this. I know the previous
government was in the process of upgrading a number
of roads. Since the election that work seems to have
ceased, and it is about time that the people in the west
were given a fair go. I ask the minister to provide for
the people of the western suburbs the roads they should
have.
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Western distributor
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. The Greens share a number of concerns
with the community regarding the western distributor
project and are seeking further information about the
proposal from the government. We want to know how
the Melbourne Metro rail tunnel will be funded if
federal money keeps on being put into roads. We want
to know how we can be convinced that the proposal
represents value for money for taxpayers if it has not
gone through a competitive process. We want to know
when the business case and traffic modelling for this
project will be released so the project can be properly
scrutinised. We want to know whether the government
intends banning container trucks from local suburban
streets once the project is built, as we are concerned
trucks will avoid the tolls and continue to use local
streets.
We are concerned that this is yet another proposal for
investment that provides better facilities to truck freight
with no matched investment in our neglected rail
freight network, which is a long-term solution to the
ever-escalating number of freight trucks on our roads
and to the rising rates of transport air pollution. We are
concerned that there has been little consideration of
public transport needs as part of this project proposal.
These roads should have priority for efficient commuter
buses, and there is a longstanding proposal for a tram
connection between Footscray and Docklands along
Footscray Road that could be accommodated. We are
also concerned about the impact the widening of the
West Gate Freeway might have on the newly
completed Federation Trail.
We want to know how the government proposes to
ensure environmental and health safety in light of the
contaminated soil that the tunnel construction will
unearth and the location and environmental protections
associated with the tunnel ventilation stacks. We are
seeking a guarantee that Stoney Creek, Moonee Valley
Creek and Yarraville Gardens will not be negatively
impacted by the project if it goes ahead. We want to
know how the ever-increasing truck volume will be
managed to secure residents health and safety over the
number of years it would take to build this project.
We want to know if this project is proposed to be in
addition to or instead of the West Gate distributor.
Importantly, we are seeking meaningful consultation
with the community before a decision on this project is
made. I ask the minister — we have written to him —
whether he will attend a community forum in Footscray
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at 6.30 on the evening of 16 June to hear the concerns
of members of the community and answer their
questions.

Royal Commission into Family Violence
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I wish to raise a
matter for the attention of the Minister for the
Prevention of Family Violence. I note that extensive
consultations have been undertaken by the Royal
Commission into Family Violence around the CBD and
in regional Victoria. These have involved participation
by a small number of people in groups to discuss the
impact of family violence and the adequacy of current
systemic responses to the causes and issues around
family violence in terms of raising awareness and
equipping the commission to best discharge its
obligations under its terms of reference.
I note that the commission has published a number of
very significant summaries of what has taken place
over the course of the community consultations, and I
note also that the commission will be accepting written
submissions up to and including Friday, 29 May 2015.
On that basis I seek an update from the minister on the
way access to resources has been improved as a
consequence of investment in the budget to allow
greater access to resources that may be required now
that the terms of reference have been announced and
the commission has been appointed.
I urge everyone who feels affected by family violence,
whether from a direct or an indirect perspective, to
make a submission. My colleague Daniel Mulino and I,
as members for Eastern Victoria Region, know that the
issue cuts hard and cuts deep in areas where it is often
very difficult to access services, programs, assistance
and support, and where the tyranny of distance can
prove to be exceptionally disadvantageous to people
who require help and often require it very quickly under
urgent circumstances.
A number of significant budget allocations were the
subject of discussion by the minister in the course of the
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee hearings.
They have been outlined at length, and the commission
is providing very good online and telephone resources
and assistance to people, but an update from the
minister in relation to how funding is being provided to
assist those who are making complaints and require
assistance between now and when the commission
hands down its findings would be greatly appreciated.
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Victorian Managed Insurance Authority
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the attention of the
Treasurer, although I know it will be of interest to the
Minister for Planning as well. It concerns note 3(b),
‘Dividends by entity’, on page 28 of budget paper 5.
That section of the budget points to the Victorian
Managed Insurance Authority (VMIA) and indicates
that $145 million in dividends will be taken by the
government in 2015–16, $145 million in 2016–17,
$87 million in 2017–18 and $43 million in 2018–19. A
total of $420 million will be taken, for the very first
time, from the Victorian Managed Insurance Authority.
This is a hit on our state government insurer and all of
those sectors in our state that it insures.
To give members some idea of the sectors that this will
impact, the gross premium earnt — this is from the
annual report of the VMIA for 2014, page 60, section 5,
‘Income’ — on domestic building insurance in 2014
was $35.751 million; on liability insurance,
$36.25 million; on medical indemnity,
$146.206 million; and there were other insurances as
well. The VMIA does a broad range of work, but about
50 per cent — 49 per cent in a rough estimate — of its
premium comes from medical indemnity insurance and
about 12 per cent comes from building insurance.
On those pro rata amounts, what you would find is that
of the $420 million that is to be ripped out of the VMIA
by this government, about $50 million would come out
of the building sector by either the payment of
premiums escalating or a reduced capacity to reduce
premiums in this state. There will be a hit on the public
and a hit on public health services, and I make the point
that VMIA insures public and not-for-profit health
services across the state as well as aged-care services.
All of these will be hit in this way.
This is a great big new tax, a hit on home builders and
renovators. As I said, it will increase costs or reduce
capacity to cut premiums that would exist otherwise. I
am asking the Treasurer to release the working
documents and the calculations — his estimates of the
impact, his understanding and working documents —
so that we can see the precise estimate for each sector
that the VMIA works across. To give members an idea,
in health this will be about $210 million, pro rata, over
four years. It may be a hit of more than $50 million a
year, and I reckon the government is going to come
back for more, noting the spread of take. I seek the
release of those working documents before the hit on
building and on health occurs.
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Family violence
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My matter is for the Minister for the Prevention of
Family Violence. Last year 21 women living in
Melbourne’s outer east who had been victims of family
violence participated in a trial run by the Safe Futures
Foundation. The trial saw these 21 women provided
with so-called ‘safety cards’, which include duress
alarms, GPS coordinates and live audiostreaming.
Some of the women who participated in the trial also
had CCTV cameras installed in their homes. The idea,
as I understand it, is that when the safety cards become
activated or damaged they begin recording evidence
that can later be used in court. In November last year a
report by Jane Lee in the Age indicated that the Safe
Futures Foundation trial had significantly reduced the
number of times perpetrators had breached intervention
orders against these 21 women.
I am aware of some concern from parts of the sector
regarding the safety cards. Mostly that concern is based
on the broader concern to do with measures that appear
to place the responsibility or burden for stopping family
violence on the victim rather than the perpetrator.
However, as I understand it, last year’s Safe Futures
Foundation trial was effective because it actually
worked to prevent family violence.
Perpetrators knew that if the safety cards were activated
or damaged, they would begin collating evidence that
could later be used in court. By strengthening
perpetrator accountability, the safety cards actually
worked to prevent violence. In November then
Attorney-General Robert Clark said the former
government had committed $2 million for an additional
two-year trial of the safety cards. In this year’s budget,
the Andrews government has committed $900 000 for a
further one-year trial. Reports suggest that the number
of women who will benefit from this trial will be about
45, and the trial will be limited to four specific sites
across Melbourne.
Ideally safety cards like these would not be needed at
all, and ideally we would be so effective at prevention
and early intervention that no women or children —
nobody — would ever be in a situation that caused
them to rely on a safety card to protect them from a
family violence perpetrator. Given that the
government’s latest budget allocates just $3 million to
prevention and early intervention programs, can the
minister explain why the second trial is so small,
provide me with details of any existing evaluation of
the first trial and commit to extending the trial site to
include more women so as to prevent additional
violence.
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Shepparton Art Museum
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Creative
Industries, and it concerns the progression of a new
stand-alone site for the Shepparton Art Museum. My
request of the minister is that he and the Minister for
Regional Development work cooperatively with the
City of Greater Shepparton as it advances through the
process of planning and developing this project. I also
ask that the ministers look favourably on the council’s
grant application when it reaches that stage.
A stand-alone art museum has been the desire of many
in the Shepparton community for some years now. The
current museum lacks the space to adequately display
the current collection, and it allows only limited space
for visiting exhibitions. The desire for a stand-alone
museum recently came closer to being enacted when
the City of Greater Shepparton was presented with the
opportunity to receive a major donation of Indigenous
art from Carrillo Gantner.
The City of Greater Shepparton recognises the
opportunity regional art galleries provide in attracting
tourism and the further economic and cultural benefits
that could be provided for the community by a new
museum. The former coalition government assisted the
City of Greater Shepparton by providing a
$125 000 grant to develop a feasibility study and
business case for a new museum. This work has now
been completed and a motion was passed 6 to 1 at the
last meeting of the City of Greater Shepparton to accept
the findings of the feasibility study and the business
case for the new museum. During the development of
the report for the council, a community poll conducted
across Shepparton generated over 1780 responses, with
76 per cent of respondents indicating full support for
the business case for a new museum.
Shepparton would benefit greatly from a new museum,
which would provide an opportunity to showcase local
Indigenous art alongside national and international art
collections, engage young people in art education and
local culture, boost tourism and employment in the
region, facilitate an indirect boost to business and
consumer confidence in the region and provide a venue
to host weddings, conferences and other functions that
generate tourism and economic prosperity. Art galleries
and museums are a fantastic way to promote tourism
and lift cultural engagement in regional cities. The
success of the galleries in Bendigo and Ballarat are
testament to this.
A new stand-alone museum would allow the gallery to
grow and attract philanthropic investment to purchase
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further collections and bid for national and international
exhibitions. This is an ambitious project and an
important step forward in the effort to boost tourism,
reverse the rising unemployment trend and lift
economic prosperity in Shepparton.
My request of the minister is that he and the Minister
for Regional Development work cooperatively with the
City of Greater Shepparton as it advances through the
process of planning and developing this project. I ask
that the ministers look favourably on the council’s grant
application when it reaches that stage.

Local government rates
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Local
Government, Natalie Hutchins. It concerns the
government’s rate-capping policy and particularly the
commencement date of that policy. I know about the
policy, and I know the commencement date, but some
people have been very confused about the date. I ask
the minister to send that commencement date to me in
writing so that I will have the capacity to help others.

Family violence
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
matter this evening for the Minister for Police. There
are 12 separate projects that are part of a grant program
to reduce violence against women and children that was
initiated by former Minister for Crime Prevention,
Andrew McIntosh. These 12 projects across Victoria
are grassroots projects that intend to drive behavioural
change to reduce violence against women and children.
Yesterday in the house I referred to one of those
programs in particular, the Challenge Family Violence
prevention project, a partnership between the City of
Greater Dandenong, the City of Casey and the Shire of
Cardinia. However, there are 11 other projects that
cover a range of issues. There is the Baby Makes 3
program, which was undertaken in Warrnambool. A
number of programs aim to develop respectful
relationships in the workplace and in the community,
and there are programs that aim to develop community
champions who will stand up against violence and who
will not be silent when inappropriate things are said or
done.
These projects have been independently evaluated by
the Australian Institute of Criminology as part of an
interim evaluation process. Generally speaking, they
have been deemed to be delivering effective outcomes
and results. The budget is silent about these projects.
The funding profile of the vast majority of these
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projects will expire before the Royal Commission into
Family Violence hands down its findings. This will
occur before the next budgetary cycle, when additional
funds may be provided.
The people who are managing these projects are
increasingly concerned about whether they will be able
to build on and continue the work they have started. I
make the point that these projects are the minister’s
responsibility, as they sit within the community crime
prevention unit within the Department of Justice and
Regulation. The action I seek of Minister Noonan is
that he inform me of the status of these projects,
whether there is any money in the budget to renew
them and whether they will continue once the current
funding stream expires.

Puppy farms
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My matter is
for the Minister for Agriculture, Jaala Pulford. After
reading the latest annual report of the RSPCA, I noted
that it is operating at a loss. I also noted that the
government has allocated about $5 million over the
next few years to help deal with the disgraceful issue of
illegal and substandard puppy farms. I call on the
government to implement any measures required to
ensure that the funds are only used as intended on those
farms.

South Morang railway station car parking
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport, Jacinta Allan, and is with regard to the South
Morang railway station car park. The original car park
at South Morang was designed by Labor, and it was
always going to be undersized, given the requirements
of commuters in this fast-growing area of northern
Melbourne. That car park fills up by 6.40 every single
morning, so commuters have had a problem there since
it was built. The Napthine coalition government
committed to putting more car parking into South
Morang railway station, but funding was cut by the
government in the current budget.
Every day about 600 cars are parked on the Westfield
paddock opposite the railway station, and it is just a
mud pit. Commuters who are trying to commute all the
way to Melbourne are walking through mud every
morning, including women in their beautiful shoes and
clothing. The Andrews government has done nothing to
address this matter in the state budget. It will not even
say if it is going to help commuters who use the South
Morang railway station. One government spokesperson
said that any opportunities to expand car parking at
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South Morang would be identified as part of a review
process.

Duck hunting protestors have been blamed for a series of
knife attacks on the cars of shooters near Geelong at the
weekend.

I can tell the government that the review process does
not need to be done; commuters need car parking
immediately. Given the government has only allocated
$9 million for a $700 million railway project to
Mernda, it is going to be years before people can use
the railway station at Mernda — if it ever arrives — so
they are compelled to use the South Morang railway
station, which took Labor 13 years to build from its
initial promise.

Seven tyres on four cars were slashed as the shooters were
hunting at Reedy Lake on Sunday morning.

My call to the minister is to immediately commence
construction of a new car park at South Morang railway
station and save all that grief experienced by those
600 commuters who traipse through the mud every
single morning as they make their way to the railway
station. I am sure the government would agree with me
that we do not want commuters going through that. I
am sure even Mr Melhem would agree that this could
be a clean event.

Regional and rural events
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Regional
Development, and it relates to groups of small
protestors and country values. Today I will speak about
the increased attendance at the Warrnambool races,
which are held in my electorate during the first week of
May each year. The event injects many millions of
dollars into the local economy. This year the carnival
was held in wet and cold conditions, but the number of
people attending the event increased by more than
20 per cent. This paints a very positive picture for
Victoria’s biggest and most impressive regional racing
carnival, which has developed around a jumps program.
Horse racing, the opening of the duck season,
spotlighting, rodeos et cetera are all honest and legal
activities valued in the country and reflective of
decades of country values. While there are some who
vocally oppose these activities, it is important that we
do not lose sight of their support for them and their
entrenchment in our communities. At the TAB
Warrnambool May Racing Carnival there were a
handful of vocal protestors — no more than half a
dozen — protesting against the sport, which had
attracted over 25 000 people trackside to watch this
great activity.
I note that an article in the Weekly Times of last week
states:

Field and Game Australia chairman Bill Paterson said there
had been five such attacks on hunter’s vehicles this season.

While our democratic right to object should never be
quashed, it is vital we are aware that vocal objectors are
more often than not an extreme minority. I urge the
government to never lose sight of the country activities
that have existed for generations and to help keep
honest and legal country values alive.

Autism services
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a matter for
the attention of the Minister for Education. This matter
follows a recent meeting I attended with the autism
spectrum carers in action group in South Gippsland.
The group is made up of concerned parents of children
with autism spectrum disorder who are currently feeling
frustrated in relation to their children’s educational
opportunities. The children of many of these concerned
parents do not qualify for entry into special schools as
their IQ assessments come back as too high. Despite
their high intelligence — as in above normal — these
children often have challenging behavioural issues and
can find it hard to cope in a mainstream school setting.
Often these children do not qualify for teaching aides.
As a former teacher myself, I understand how hard it is
for teachers to cater for a broad range of students with
different needs in the classroom.
I acknowledge that our teachers do an amazing job of
dealing with a range of students. However, the
government can do more to assist our teachers in
meeting the needs of students who fall under the autism
spectrum disorder. The government needs to support
teachers in supporting our students, and I believe there
are further opportunities available to enhance the skills
of our teachers so they can meet the challenges of
autistic children. Often a small change to an autistic
child’s environment or an alternative way of dealing
with difficult behaviours can make a big difference to
their learning. Teacher professional development and
networking is essential in supporting autistic students.
I request that the minister provide government funding
to train all teachers of autistic students. Currently I
believe teachers can apply for grants to help with
professional development focused on students who fall
under the autism spectrum, but I feel we need to take
this training much further. I acknowledge the
frustrations of parents who have autistic children and
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who only want the best for them, and I acknowledge
the frustration of teachers who do not have the relevant
resources and training to cater for our children. I know
our teachers want to be equipped with the skills and
understanding needed to ensure that all their students
have the best educational opportunities.
Comprehensive government-funded training for
teachers of children who fall under the wide umbrella
of autism spectrum disorder would be highly beneficial
for both teachers and students, and I ask the minister to
address this important issue.

Thursday, 28 May 2015

assertion that the dividend will have an adverse impact
on premiums.
Mr Leane raised a matter for the Minister for Local
Government to perhaps clarify again for Mr Davis’s
benefit — or perhaps for other members of the
community who may be concerned — when the
rate-capping policy may apply, because there is some
confusion or lack of recognition of the facts about when
the program may begin. Mr Leane called upon the
minister to clarify that once and for all, and hopefully
even within the cognitive recognition of members of
this chamber so they will be relaxed on the subject.

Responses
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have written responses to adjournment debate matters
raised by Mr Finn on 6 May and Mrs Peulich on
7 May.
In relation to the matters raised on the adjournment this
evening, Mr Finn and Ms Hartland raised matters for
the Minister for Roads and Road Safety. The days
when a member raised only one adjournment matter
have been replaced by members raising a proliferation
of matters, in particular in the case of Ms Hartland. I
was thinking of a biblical reference. The minister might
need the patience of Job to deal with Ms Hartland’s
matters, but certainly he will need the courage of Daniel
to respond to Mr Finn’s challenge, and the wisdom of
Solomon to exercise good judgement in the balance
between reducing speed limits and the proliferation of
new road developments in the western suburbs.
Ms Shing and Ms Springle raised matters for the
attention of the Minister for the Prevention of Family
Violence, both of them wanting to make sure that any
request for funding support, whether it be through the
services of the community of Gippsland or eastern
Victoria, or through the prism of people who are
currently the beneficiaries of the Safe Futures
Foundation trial — in the case of Ms Springle — has
received an evaluation of the effectiveness of the work,
ongoing funding and support and greater access in the
future to services in the lead-up to consideration by the
Royal Commission into Family Violence.
Mr Davis raised a matter for the attention of the
Treasurer. Not for the first time I remind Mr Davis and
members of the opposition that the dividend that has
been provided to the government from the Victorian
Managed Insurance Authority is not going to have an
effect on premiums. But Mr Davis is seeking the
reassurance of the calculations that the Treasurer relied
on to form that view. The government refutes the

Ms Lovell asked the Minister for Creative Industries to
be supportive of the new Shepparton Art Museum. She
clearly articulated her case; I could almost see a feature
article underpinning the validity of her arguments. I
would think there would be housing for many colourful
cows in the Shepparton community through the new
Shepparton Art Museum.
Mr O’Donohue raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Police and requested that he clarify the
status of 12 community strengthening programs that are
designed to mitigate the proliferation of violence in
communities. He wants to know whether those
12 existing projects will continue and what their status
is.
Mr Bourman raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Agriculture and implored her to ensure that
the $5 million allocated by the current government for
the removal of puppy farms is actually only used for
that purpose.
Mr Ondarchie made a very impassioned plea to save
the footwear of the residents of South Morang who are
being subjected to mud every day, come rain, hail or
sunshine, in a car park in South Morang. He urged the
Minister for Public Transport to immediately develop
the car park at South Morang.
Mr Purcell raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Regional Development to ensure that the
minister appreciates the value of the races at
Warrnambool and to try to make sure that the rights of
protesters do not diminish what is, in his view, an
extraordinary contribution to the local economy and the
culture of the south-west in terms of the Warrnambool
races.
Ms Bath raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Education. Can I say that of all the matters raised on
the adjournment this evening, I thought, in my personal
assessment of the significance of the issues that were
raised, that was an outstanding call. Her request was for
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a greater capacity within the education system to
provide more professional development and support for
the teachers who are supporting the children in our
education system who have conditions on the autism
spectrum disorder. That would enable those children to
achieve their greatest potential and flourish within the
education environment in this community, and it would
also support families with children with autism to have
a far happier and more fulsome engagement with the
education system.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Eideh) —
Order! The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.07 p.m. until Tuesday, 9 June.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied to Hansard.

Firearms
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Bourman
Minister for Training and Skills
15 April 2015

RESPONSE:
The investigation of crimes consists of examining different strands of information and evidence, often involving
assistance from a range of areas within Victoria Police. The number of crimes of violence for which the firearm
registry has been used to solve cannot easily be quantified.
The firearm registry is responsible for administering the firearms licensing system and can assist in the
investigation of crimes of violence, where necessary, by providing information to assist investigators in their work.
The input that is provided by the firearm registry in the course of investigating such crimes cannot easily be
attributed to the actual crime being solved by the registry.

Abbotsford Convent
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Patten
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
5 May 2015

RESPONSE:
Revenue from the Congestion Levy in 2015-16 is estimated to be $120.2 million per the budget.
The Congestion Levy is used to price congestion and used to improve alternative transport options. As stated on the
Abbottsford Convents website, these transport alternatives near the Convent include:
• The Victoria Park Train Station,
• The 200 and 207 Bus lines,
• The 12, 48 and 109 Tram routes, and
• The Capital City cycling and walking path that passes through the site.
The Abbotsford Convent website advocates using these alternative modes of transport too, stating:
‘avoid the ever-increasing traffic on the roads, it’s (bike and public transport) the most sustainable way to get
around and, to be honest, street parking is limited and on busy days the car park fills quickly’
The Andrews Labor Government recognises the important place the Abbotsford Convent has in the community,
and is proud to acknowledge that the previous Labor Government gifted the site to the public, in addition to the
land to provide car parking. Further, $4 million was provided by the previous Labor Government for restoration
works, in addition to revenue generated by the car park.
The Government is currently conducting a review of the Congestion Levy. Until this review is complete no further
exemptions will be provided.
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Shooting Sports Facilities program
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Bourman
Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Sport)
26 May 2015

RESPONSE:
When last in Government, we committed $12.5 million to the development of a consolidated State Shooting
Centre. The Coalition Government did not proceed with this project, instead commencing a grants program. We are
supportive of a program that increases the sustainability of our shooting community, and the benefits local club
membership provides in supporting a vibrant, inclusive and connected communities. It is understood that there has
been some misunderstanding about the future of the Shooting Sports facilities program. I can inform members that
the program is still active.
Additionally, I can inform members that the Minister for Sport has recently re-established the Advisory Committee,
chaired by long-serving regional community representative, and former Victorian Government Minister, Joe
Helper, joined by Russell Bate, Russell Pearson, Clive Whelan and Marion Barnes. The committee will be meeting
in June to review the existing applications, the guidelines for funding and provide advice to the Government of
future grant rounds. The Minister has asked them as a matter of priority to provide him with advice as to when the
grants for this important program will become available.

Broadmeadows railway station
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Patten
Minister for Agriculture
26 May 2015

RESPONSE:
I thank the member for her question.
As the member would be aware, the Andrews Labor Government took a number of strong and exciting public
transport policies to the last election and I am pleased to inform her that we are getting on with it and getting on
with delivering on what we promised.
The 2015-16 Victorian Budget contains the biggest investment in public transport in Victoria’s history, with almost
$20 billion worth of major transport infrastructure to get people home to their families safer and sooner.
The Andrews Labor Government’s first Budget commits up to $2.4 billion to kickstart the removal of 50 of
Victoria’s most dangerous and congested level crossings. As of this week, the contract for the first four level
crossings has been awarded and an expression of interest for a further nine has been released to the market.
We have committed $1.5 billion for planning, design and significant early works on the Melbourne Metro Rail
Project.
We have committed $2 billion towards new trains, trams and jobs for Victoria and set out our plan for a long-term
rolling stock strategy, with significant local content requirements.
It is true that former Labor governments had promised to upgrade Broadmeadows Station. It is also true that the
former Coalition government scrapped those plans.
The Andrews Labor Government went to last year’s state election with a number of commitments and our first
budget, and immediate priority, is to meet those commitments.
Although there are no current plans to upgrade Broadmeadows Station, improvements may be considered in the
future as part of the Andrews Labor Government’s continued focus on improving public transport across Victoria.
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The Andrews Labor Government has not broken its promise to the electorate. We are delivering on our election
commitments.
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ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate
ministers.

Tuesday, 26 May 2015
Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
25 February 2015

ANSWER:

I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
Both the Victorian and Federal Governments have confirmed a commitment of $363.5 million to construct the
duplication of the Princes Highway from Winchelsea to Colac. This is in addition to $9.5 million of funding to
undertake planning activities.

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

Mr Leane
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
26 February 2015

ANSWER:

I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
The contract to widen a 1.4km section of High Street Road between Stud Road and the Burwood Highway in
Wantirna South was awarded to BMD Constructions in December 2014. Construction on this project started in
January 2015 and is expected to be completed by mid 2016.
The features of the project are:
• Widening High Street Road to provide two lanes in each direction;
• Two fully signalised pedestrian crossings at the Tyner Road and High Street Road intersection between Wolf
Street and Wallace Road;
• A new shared user path south of High Street Road; and
• Upgrading the intersections of the Burwood Highway and Stud Road.
So far, the following works have been undertaken:
• Construction of new lanes have begun (south of High Street Road);
• Work has started on improving the Burwood Highway and High Street Road intersection;
• A new shared use path between Wallace Road East and Wallace Road West is now open; and
• Intersection upgrade works between Wallace Road and High Street Road have been completed.
Upcoming activities
• In mid-2015, traffic will be moved onto the new lanes to the south of High Street Road. This will allow the
existing lanes to be widened and upgraded;
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• Improvements to the intersection of the Burwood Highway and High Street Road will continue intermittently
until early 2016; and
• Work on the remaining sections of the new shared user path will continue and is expected to be completed by
late 2015.

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

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Local Government
26 February 2015

ANSWER:

I thank the Member of Western Victoria for raising the issue of the impact of the current local government rating
system on farmers.
The Government is committed to better Local Government. That is why we are delivering on our election promise
to implement a fair-go rates system & review the Local Government Act
I note that during the four years as a member of the former government, Mr Ramsay did nothing in relation to this
issue.

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

Mrs Peulich
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
26 February 2015

ANSWER:

The Mordialloc Bypass is considered to be a longer term road project. VicRoads is currently developing a network
strategy which will identify network improvements for the short to medium term within the broader Mordialloc
Bypass corridor. As part of this work, VicRoads will identify the timing for any new road development for the
Mordialloc Bypass.

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

Mr Leane
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
17 March 2015

ANSWER:

I am informed that, as at the date the question was raised:
The Maroondah City Council and VicRoads regularly discuss road infrastructure improvements on the arterial road
network. The Maroondah City Council also participates in the Eastern Cluster of municipalities that identify needs
and priorities across the network. The Eastern Cluster includes the municipalities of Manningham, Maroondah,
Monash, Knox, Whitehorse and Yarra Ranges.
In 2014, the Eastern Cluster municipalities, in consultation with VicRoads, identified five infrastructure
improvement proposals within the Maroondah City Council. These proposals include:
• widening of Canterbury Road between Dorset Road and Liverpool Road;
• duplication of Dorset Road between the Maroondah Highway and Hull Road;
• upgrading of the Maroondah Highway and Oban Road intersection;
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• upgrading of the Maroondah Highway, Dorset Road and Bellara Drive intersection; and
• upgrading of the Wicklow Avenue, Croydon Road, Kent Avenue and Coolstore Road intersection
These proposals will be prioritised for future investigation and funding along with other projects across the state.
In addition, the following four projects are currently being considered for funding under a current road safety
program:
• Oban Road/ Mullum Mullum Road intersection (local roads);
• Bedford Road / Great Ryrie Road intersection (local roads);
• Oban Road / Wonga Road intersection (local roads); and
• Canterbury Road between Wantirna Road and Scoresby Road
Finally, funding of $3.5 million has been allocated for the signalisation of the Canterbury Road and Armstrong
Road intersection in Heathmont. These works will improve safety and access for traffic using this intersection.
VicRoads is currently undertaking preconstruction activities, with construction works expected to commence in
early 2016.
In relation to your request for a meeting with the Council, a meeting was held with relevant Council officers on
23 April 2015 at which there was discussion regarding local priorities for future funding consideration.

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

Mr Finn
Minister for Local Government
18 March 2015

ANSWER:

I am informed that:
The Order in Council constituting on 1 July 2016 a new Sunbury City Council was gazetted on 16 April 2015.
To review the issues involved in the separation process, the Minister for Local Government has appointed the
Hon Frank Vincent AO QC and Mr John Watson as transition auditors. The transition auditors will work closely
with Hume City Council and the community to ensure the necessary planning is undertaken and local residents are
fully informed of all the implications of the separation.

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

Ms Lovell
Minister for Education
19 March 2015

ANSWER:

I am informed as follows:
The 2015-16 State Budget invested close to $4 billion in Victoria’s education and skills system — the single
biggest boost to education funding in Victoria’s history.
Investment in school infrastructure is a priority for the Victorian Government, which is why we committed
$730 million for school facilities in 2015-16.
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This is the first year and the first step in creating the Education State and addressing the chronic under investment
in our schools by the previous government. The 2015-16 State Budget focused on delivering funding to our
existing election commitments.
Our challenge is to responsibly balance and prioritise the needs of over 1,500 government schools in Victoria, all in
varying condition, during the term of this Government. We will do this by using all available data including
condition assessments and pre-existing project plans, to assess and identify school infrastructure needs when
allocating resources in State Budgets.
Schools in the Benambra area will certainly be considered in future capital works programs, with decisions based
on available data.
In addition, Victorian Government schools are directly allocated $51 million annually for maintenance through the
Student Resource Package, and this funding should be used to address maintenance issues as they arise.

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

Ms Springle
Minister for Public Transport
14 April 2015

ANSWER:

The Andrews Labor Government is committed to supporting local employment opportunities wherever possible.
The procurement of new trams is essential to provide a quality service and accommodate growth in patronage. The
order of 50 new trams and its option for up to an additional 100 more demonstrated this government’s ongoing
commitment to Melbourne’s important and iconic tram network.
I am pleased to advise you that the Government is furthering its commitment by purchasing an additional 20 trams
from the Bombardier factory in Dandenong, supporting local employment.

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

Mr Finn
Minister for Public Transport
14 April 2015

ANSWER:

Over the next eight years, the Andrews Government will remove 50 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings in Melbourne. This significant program is a key step to transforming our public transport system into an
international-style metro, while removing congestion on our road network.
The Werribee Street level crossing that intersects with Cottrell Street in Werribee will be removed by 2022 as part
of the level crossing removal program, and will provide welcome relief for communities in the area.
To facilitate the level crossing removals, the Government has brought forward funding of $100 million to establish
the Level Crossing Removal Authority. The Authority is developing a strategic plan for the efficient removal of the
50 level crossings, including optimal planning, procurement and construction methods and best practice
community and stakeholder engagement.
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Southern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Crozier
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
14 April 2015

ANSWER:

The Andrews Labor Government is committed to taking all steps possible to ensure that rail crossings across
Victoria are as safe as possible. We will remove 50 of Melbourne’s most dangerous level crossings, which are not
only a traffic hazard but also a safety hazard.
Whether travelling by train, tram, bus, car, bike or foot, the removal of these crossings will help Victorians get to
work faster and back home again safer and sooner.
In addition, the Andrews Labor Government’s first budget allocates $50 million to the Safer Country Crossings
Program, which will boost safety at 52 priority roads and level crossings that carry high speed passenger trains or a
high number of heavy vehicles. The upgrades will include works to install flashing lights and boom gates.
In relation to the rail crossing on Centre Road in Bentleigh, a ‘second train coming’ was trialled. However, Public
Transport Victoria (PTV) has advised me that the sign, by itself, was not found to deliver any material safety
benefits. Instead, the current safety measures at the crossing, which include automatic locking gates that remain
shut until it is safe to cross, have been found to be adequate until the level crossing can be removed.
I also note that the contract for the removal of the level crossing on Centre Road, Bentleigh has been awarded and
construction is expected to begin within weeks.

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

Mr Morris
Minister for Planning
14 April 2015

ANSWER:

Works commenced on the Lal Lal wind energy facility in April 2013 signifying commencement under the planning
permit. On 9 February 2015 the proponent for the facility wrote to me to request that I extend the time to complete
works for the wind energy facility. On 9 March this year I granted an extension of time to complete construction.
The facility must be now be completed by 30 April 2020.

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

Ms Lovell
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
15 April 2015

ANSWER:

The Government will ensure that the best possible decision to meet Shepparton’s transport needs for the future is
made. The Government will provide advice to the Shepparton communities once a decision has been finalised.
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Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Finn
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
15 April 2015

ANSWER:

In April 2015, the Premier of Victoria, the Hon Daniel Andrews MP, announced that the Government is
considering a market led proposal from Transurban for a new motorway that would provide an alternative route to
the West Gate Bridge and would move trucks off roads in the city’s inner west.
Regardless of the outcome of the assessment of the Western Distributor proposal, Stage 1 of the West Gate
Distributor project will proceed.
The Expression of Interest to construct Stage 1 of the West Gate Distributor, which includes widening Moreland
Street to provide an upgraded connection to Footscray Road and the widening and strengthening of Shepherd
Bridge over the Maribyrnong River, has now closed and the request for tenders will be issued shortly.

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

Mr Morris
Minister for Education
15 April 2015

ANSWER:

The Government was elected with a plan that puts people first and that creates a smarter, fairer and more
prosperous Victoria. The Victorian Government has used its first State Budget to allocate $730 million for school
infrastructure across the State to ensure students are educated in high quality learning environments.
This includes funding for land acquisition for a new Senior Secondary School for Taylor’s Hill West. Funding to
commence construction is subject to the annual budget process.
In addition, $35 million has been allocated to new relocatable classrooms to help meet demand in the short term.
This funding is in response to the lack of new schools opening in recent years, with no new school set to open in
2016.
The Department of Education and Training (DET) continues to work with the local council and Melbourne
Planning Authority (MPA) to monitor population forecasts and plan new schools to meet future demand.

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

Ms Tierney
Minister for Energy and Resources
15 April 2015

ANSWER:

I thank the Representative for Western Victoria Region for asking this question. The Government’s reforms to
Victoria’s wind farm planning laws took effect in early April and are now part of Victoria’s planning law. These
reforms include reducing the exclusion zone around wind farms and returning responsibility for wind farm
planning decisions to the Minister for Planning.
These reforms, as well as further initiatives to be outlined in the Government’s Renewable Energy Action Plan, aim
to make Victoria an attractive destination for renewable energy investment and to help Victoria reduce its
greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, if the Federal Government act to allow States and Territories to establish
their own renewable energy target schemes, the Andrews Labor Government will establish the Victorian
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Renewable Energy Target (VRET) scheme. Through VRET, Victoria will attract even more investment in
renewable energy generation, including in Western Victoria.
The Western Victoria Region has excellent wind resources. The Western Victorian Region is home to more than
90 per cent of Victoria’s wind energy projects with planning approval, and would stand to benefit considerably
from improvements to Victoria’s renewable energy investment environment. For example, if half of these approved
wind farm projects were to go ahead, Western Victoria would be expected to gain up to $2.6 billion worth of
investment by 2020. Associated with this investment would be around 1,250 jobs, most of which would be in wind
farm construction.
These benefits would be felt by both the established wind energy industry in the region, including Keppel Prince
Engineering, and the economies in the region more broadly, which would benefit from wages spent in local
communities and increased council revenues.

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

Mrs Peulich
Minister for Public Transport
15 April 2015

ANSWER:

Over the next eight years, the Andrews Government will remove 50 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings in Melbourne. This significant program is a key step to transforming our public transport system into an
international-style metro, while removing congestion on our road network.
There are eleven level crossings to be removed on the Frankston line by 2022 as part of this program, which is a
major investment in these bayside communities and will considerably enhance community safety, urban amenity
and quality of life. Three of the first eight level crossing to be removed are on the Frankston Line.
The Level Crossing Removal Authority is developing a strategic plan for the efficient removal of the 50 level
crossings, including optimal planning, procurement and construction methods and best practice community and
stakeholder engagement. The most appropriate solution for the Frankston line level crossings removals will be
determined as part of this process, as well as during planning and stakeholder engagement for each level crossing.

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

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Police
16 April 2015

ANSWER:

A well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement and policing, is critical to
keeping communities safe. This is why, 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 around 400 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 government will continue to consult with Victoria
Police about overall police resourcing across the state.
In accordance with Section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013, I am unable to give directions in relation to the
allocation or deployment of police officers to or at particular locations. The deployment of police resources,
including the allocation of police officers and the determination of operating hours of police stations across the
State, is a matter for the Acting Chief Commissioner of Police.
I am assured by the Acting Chief Commissioner that the allocation of police resources across Victoria is
continuously monitored by respective command officers, with a view to maintaining an optimum law enforcement
response.
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Police are currently reviewing the staffing of the Somerville Police Station, with a decision to be made in the
coming months. I assure you that the residents of the Mornington Peninsula, including Somerville, will continue to
receive a 24-hour police response from frontline officers.
If any person requires urgent police assistance, they should contact Victoria Police on the emergency number ‘000’.
Calls made to ‘000’ are processed and responded to by the closest appropriate police personnel.

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

Ms Patten
Minister for Creative Industries
16 April 2015

ANSWER:

Since moving to its Federation Square site in 2003, the Australian Centre for the Moving Image (ACMI) has
played host to Melbourne Queer Film Festival (MQFF) as one of its significant cultural partnerships. The current
support offered to the festival includes event delivery services, marketing and promotion and venue hire at 40%
below commercial rates. Reflecting its ongoing commitment to the future sustainability of MQFF as one of
Melbourne’s major cultural festivals, ACMI recently extended its partnership agreement through to the end of
2016.

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

Mrs Peulich
Minister for Employment
16 April 2015

ANSWER:

While there are challenges facing the Victorian economy, Victoria’s total employment has increased by
52,100 workers since November 2014, with 14,300 of these being full time jobs. During this time, Victoria’s
unemployment rate has fallen 0.5 percentage points to 6.2 per cent and the number of unemployed Victorians fell
15,300.
In Melbourne’s south east region, employment has increased by 20,600 workers between November 2014 and
April 2015, with the region’s participation rate also increased by 3.5 percentage points over this period (3-month
averages).
This is a stark contrast to the record of the previous Government, which presided over:
• an increase in the statewide unemployment rate from 4.9 per cent to 6.8 per cent:
• nearly 65,000 more Victorians being unemployed; and
• a 0.9 per cent fall in the State’s participation rate.
The Andrew’s Labor Government understands that these aren’t just numbers on a page.
This is about people. This is about families. This is about communities.
The Government is committed to supporting job creation across both Metropolitan Melbourne and Regional
Victoria and that’s why we’re implementing our Back To Work Plan–a promise we took to the election and a
promise we’re proud to deliver.
Our Back To Work Plan includes a number of initiatives:
• The Back To Work Scheme–a $100 million fund that focuses on getting unemployed young people, long term
unemployed and retrenched workers back into the workforce:
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• The Premier’s Jobs and Investment Panel which brings together expertise across business, the community and
industry to ensure that the Government is working with all key stakeholders on our economic growth agenda.
The Panel is supported by a $508 million Premier’s Jobs and Investment Fund;
• The $200 million Future Industries Fund which will support the development of six sectors with high growth
potential; and
• The $500 million Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund which will drive jobs growth and economic
opportunities in Regional Victoria.
The Government’s 10 year rolling stock strategy will provide certainty for manufacturers and support more than
10,000 jobs in Victoria’s rolling stock industry.
Our first budget contains a down payment of $2 billion to buy more metro trains, more regional trains and more
city trams–all with a minimum 50% local content requirement.
And we’re removing 50 of the most dangerous and congested level crossings in Melbourne over the next eight
years, which will create 4,500 construction jobs–many of which will be within South East Metropolitan Region
where 18 level crossings will be removed before 2022.

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

Mr Finn
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
16 April 2015

ANSWER:

The Andrews Labor Government has allocated $40 million in the 2015-16 State Budget for the commencement of
Stage 1 of the West Gate Distributor project, which will improve freight access to the Port of Melbourne and
reduce the number of trucks on local roads in the inner west and on the West Gate Bridge. Procurement of Stage 1
is proceeding to ensure that these benefits are delivered as early as possible.
Furthermore, on 30 April 2015, the Premier announced that the Government is considering a market-led proposal
from Transurban for a new motorway that provides an alternative route to the West Gate Bridge and moves trucks
off roads in the city’s inner west.
The Department of Treasury and Finance will undertake a thorough assessment of the Transurban proposal. The
Government will then decide whether to proceed with Transurban’s proposal, modify it, or opt for another option.

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

Ms Lovell
Minister for Education
16 April 2015

ANSWER:

I am advised that a 2014 Department led School Bus Policy compliance audit identified that student eligibility
assessment and fare collection processes for Shepparton High School, McGuire College, Mooroopna Secondary
College and Wanganui Park Secondary College required improvement. In cases such as this, the Department
encourages principals to facilitate a transition that best suits their local network. The Shepparton school network
principals have identified 2015 as a transition and communication year, with full compliance with the School Bus
Program policy for all students from 2016.
In correspondence from the Shepparton and District School Bus Program Coordinator to families of those students
identified as ineligible, from 2015 any new student not eligible under the program would be required to pay the
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appropriate fare before being permitted to travel, and any existing student previously incorrectly assessed as
eligible would be required to pay the appropriate fare from 2016 onwards.
Any student identified as ineligible, may travel at no cost if the requirements of an exemption available under the
School Bus Program are met. I encourage your constituents to discuss this further with Paul Lucas, Bus
Coordinator, Mooroopna Secondary College.

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

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Education
16 April 2015

ANSWER:

Investment in education and school infrastructure is a priority for the Victorian Government which is committed to
spending $530 million on school facilities during the period 2015–18. This commitment is the first step in
addressing the chronic under investment in school infrastructure under the previous government.
The Portarlington Primary School upgrade project is still currently in the planning phase. I am advised that the
Department of Education and Training meets regularly with the leadership team of Portarlington Primary School to
ensure that local priorities are considered. I am informed that these meetings have been productive and as such it is
anticipated that the project will enter the design phase in May 2015.
I have asked the Department to continue to work closely with the school to ensure the capital works project meets
the needs of the school community.

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

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Emergency Services
5 May 2015

ANSWER:

The Victorian Government’s first priority is the health and safety of all career and volunteer Country Fire Authority
(CFA) members. Following a unanimous decision by the CFA Board on 26 March 2015, the Andrews Government
moved decisively to permanently close the Fiskville training facility. On-site testing for the toxic chemical PFOS
(Perfluorooctane Sulfonate), showed that while the drinking water and showers were clear of contamination, high
levels of PFOS were present around the fire training area and a completely new zone at the site where the chemical
had not been previously identified, despite millions of dollars spent under the former government in attempting to
remediate the site.
The welfare of the CFA members is paramount and CFA is providing appropriate support to those affected. Case
managers have been working with impacted workers, and skill development support workshops have taken place.
Training and wellbeing support for workers and the community is ongoing. A number of staff have been relocated
and will continue to work from other locations.
CFA has established an internal working party tasked with the comprehensive oversight of the closure of the site.
The working party has adopted a number of “in-principle” commitments including:
• all affected staff will be treated equitably, irrespective of their employment status
• actively exploring re-training and re-deployment options within the Moorabool Shire
• providing dedicated case workers to liaise and consult with staff.
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The government acknowledges the importance of honouring and remembering Victoria’s firefighters who died
serving their communities. Consultation will occur so that a new location can be found for the Fiskville memorial
for our fallen firefighters.
The interests of the local Ballan community are also at the centre of the government’s efforts to minimise the
impacts of CFA’s exit from the facility.

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

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Police
5 May 2015

ANSWER:

I appreciate your interest in the Cowes Police Station, and its ability to service the Phillip Island community. The
government is committed to a well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community engagement
and policing. This is why, in the 2015-16 State Budget the government invested $148.6 million to recruit and
accommodate 400 custody officers. The transition of the supervision of prisoners held in police cells to custody
officers, will release 400 police in various locations to return to frontline duties, increasing the capacity to provide
policing services and public safety outcomes to the community.
The government is supporting rural and regional communities across Victoria. In the recent State Budget, the
government also invested $11.5 million to deliver on its commitment for a new encrypted digital radio network and
new radios in regional areas. The upgrade will enable police working in regional areas to communicate more
securely, preventing members of the public listening in on police communications, as could occur with the use of
analogue radios.
The government recognises that Victoria Police requires appropriate facilities to support police in the work they do,
in keeping communities safe. The operational need for new and upgraded police stations is established through the
Victoria Police Strategic Facilities Plan, where projects are considered in the context of other police priorities
across the state. Where the need for additional police infrastructure funding is identified, the status of projects is
determined by government through the Budget process.
The government will continue to consult with Victoria Police in relation to overall police resources, including
infrastructure investment, across Victoria.

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

Mr Morris
Minister for Police
5 May 2015

ANSWER:

I understand the local community’s interest regarding the staffing of the police station at Minyip. The government
recognises that the 105-single officer stations across Victoria provide an important service to their community.
Policing is about providing this service, and is not simply about the station.
Under Victorian law, I cannot direct police about the allocation or deployment of police officers to or at particular
locations in accordance with section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013. The Acting Chief Commissioner of Police
is best placed to determine state wide policing needs.
Victoria Police advises that it is currently completing a review into service demand at Minyip, involving
consultation with the Yarriambiack Shire Council, the local community, police officers and The Police Association
Victoria. The review will allow Victoria Police to determine the policing service and staffing requirements at
Minyip to deliver the best service to the community. Victoria Police advises that the review is nearing completion,
and a position will be advertised at the earliest opportunity.
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The residents of Minyip receive a 24-hour police response from across the Northern Grampians Police Service
Area.

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

Mrs Peulich
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
6 May 2015

ANSWER:

I am informed that at the date the question was raised;
The former Government committed $10.6 million to undertake a planning study and develop a business case for
the Mordialloc Bypass. No funds were provided for land acquisition. VicRoads is investigating when development
in the Mordialloc Bypass reservation is required and the possible staging of any development. VicRoads is also
identifying short to medium term network improvements within the broader road network near Mordialloc to
address the current congestion issues.

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

Ms Tierney
Minister for Education
6 May 2015

ANSWER:

The Victorian government is committed to investment in education and school infrastructure, which is why
$730 million for school facilities was announced in the 2015-16 State Budget.
The Department of Education and Training is commencing planning for all schools announced as election
commitments, including the relocation of Warrnambool Special Developmental School.
I am advised that the first step for securing land for Warrnambool Special Developmental School will be
undertaking a public Expression of Interest (EOI) process to source a suitable site for the relocation. An EOI
ensures that all possible site options are identified and thoroughly evaluated. Once we have obtained valuations of
shortlisted sites and determined the preferred site, we will undertake an acquisition negotiation and reach a
commercial agreement. I am further advised that the anticipated timeframe for this process is 6-12 months.
I have asked the Department to work closely with the school to reach agreement on the parameters for the new site.

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

Mr Finn
Minister for Public Transport
6 May 2015

ANSWER:

At this time, it is not a priority for this Government to build a rail link to Melbourne Airport. The Government’s
current priority is to deliver on its election commitment to build the Melbourne Metro rail tunnels. The Melbourne
Metro Rail project was ranked number one in Victoria by Infrastructure Australia and will do much more to combat
congestion across Melbourne.
It is also important to note that the Citylink Tulla Widening program will provide for much needed traffic capacity
improvements.
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Northern Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Drum
Minister for Sport
6 May 2015

ANSWER:

Providing high quality sport and recreation facilities in Victoria is a key aim of the Victorian Government and
funding to support this objective will be provided through a range of initiatives.
In the 2015-16 State Budget, the Government confirmed an allocation of $100 million to the Community Sports
Infrastructure Fund, $2 million to continue the Country Football and Netball Program, and another $9.6 million to
develop compliant netball courts across inner Melbourne.
I can also confirm that the Government is committed to supporting the development of the Bendigo Regional
Aquatic, Health and Wellbeing Centre in Kangaroo Flat, and the Bendigo Tennis Complex, as supported from the
Strategic Sporting Infrastructure Program.
The Government is in continuing discussions with Greater Bendigo City Council about these projects and looks
forward to working collaboratively on these important projects for the people of the greater Bendigo region.

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

Mr O’Donohue
Minister for Tourism and Major Events
7 May 2015

ANSWER:

Puffing Billy Railway is managed by the Emerald Tourist Railway Board and is one of Victoria’s iconic tourism
attractions.
The Railway receives over 300,000 visitors per year and is a significant destination for both international and
domestic visitors to the Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges region.
The Government has had a long association with the Railway and through Tourism Victoria, provides on-going
assistance with its marketing activities and securing new business opportunities.
The Government will continue to work with the Board to ensure Puffing Billy contributes to regional visitation as
well as the preservation of steam railway history in Australia.
This support to Puffing Billy assists with delivering improvements to the quality of the State’s key tourism
infrastructure to grow the $19.6 billion tourism industry.

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

Ms Fitzherbert
Minister for Education
7 May 2015

ANSWER:

The Government has announced a $730 million education infrastructure package for Victoria. The 2015-16 State
Budget provides funding to refurbish and renovate schools, deliver brand-new relocatable classrooms and construct
new schools.
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I am aware of enrolment pressures on existing schools in the South Melbourne and Port Melbourne areas. The
development of both South Melbourne Park Primary (Albert Park Depot) and South Melbourne Primary (Ferrars
Street) will ensure that capacity for school places in the area is increased in a timely manner.
Funding of $5 million was allocated in the 2014-15 State Budget for South Melbourne Primary School (Ferrars
Street), to facilitate the demolition of existing buildings, remediate site contamination and start planning.
Planning is underway for the Ferrars Street project, and the selection of architects and project managers will be
completed by May. It is the Department of Education and Training’s intention to finalise design as soon as
possible. As I am sure you will understand, at this early stage we are unable to provide a proposed opening date for
the school.
The Labor Government committed $1 million in the 2015-16 for the initial planning of South Melbourne Park
Primary School on the Albert Park depot site. The Department of Education and Training is currently undertaking
initial feasibility investigations of the site to inform planning for the construction of the new primary school.

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

Dr Carling-Jenkins
Minister for Sport
7 May 2015

ANSWER:

Providing high quality sport and recreation facilities in Victoria is a key aim of the Victorian Government and
funding to support this objective will be provided through a range of initiatives.
In the 2015-16 State Budget, the Government confirmed an allocation of $100 million to the Community Sports
Infrastructure Fund that will facilitate the upgrading of community sports facilities over the next four years. Sport
and Recreation Victoria are currently developing programs, after which I will be in a position to announce how
local government authorities and community organisations can apply for funding.
I also look forward to meeting with the Mayor of Wyndham, Cr Peter Maynard, later this month to discuss the
redevelopment of this facility, and other issues in the municipality related to my portfolios.
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ANSWERS TO CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate
ministers.

Wednesday, 27 May 2015
Western Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Melhem
Minister for Families and Children
6 May 2015

ANSWER:

The Victorian Government recognises that high quality early years services are vital to giving every child the best
start in life, which is why we have committed to investing $50 million over four years to develop modern and
flexible early childhood facilities. This will help ensure that every Victorian child has access to local, high quality
kindergarten and other early childhood services.
The Department of Education and Training is well underway with preparations for the 2015-16 Children’s
Facilities Capital Program grants round. Eligibility requirements and the assessment criteria under the Children’s
Facilities Capital Program will be announced shortly.
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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, 26 May 2015
Maiden Gully Primary School
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

18 March 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government is committed to investment in education and school infrastructure, and this is why
$730 million for school facilities was announced in the 2015-16 State Budget.
This Budget funding represents a first step in creating the Education State, and we will continue to invest in school
infrastructure throughout this term of government.
While the 2015-16 announcement focused primarily on resourcing election commitments and other priority
projects, the capital needs of all government schools were assessed during the budget process.
I note your comment concerning the growing student enrolment at Maiden Gully Primary School. The Department
of Education and Training closely monitors state-wide residential growth and demographic change, and relocatable
classrooms are used to address enrolment trends and fluctuations. I am advised that Maiden Gully Primary School
has sufficient facilities to accommodate its current and predicted enrolment, and I have asked the Department to
work with the school to monitor further enrolment growth and resolve any accommodation issues.
The Government is also aware that schools such as Maiden Gully Primary School may have maintenance and
capital needs. In relation to the former, government schools are directly allocated $51 million annually for
maintenance through the Student Resource Package, and they are encouraged to draw on this to address
maintenance issues as they arise.
With respect to the ongoing capital requirements of our education portfolio, the needs of all schools will continue to
be taken into account and evaluated when determining priorities for inclusion in future State Budgets and the
Government’s capital works program.

Elder abuse
Raised with:

Minister for Women

Raised by:

Dr Carling-Jenkins

Raised on:

14 April 2015

REPLY:
I welcome the question from the member on what is the most serious harm we face as a government and as a
community. As the member is aware, family violence manifests itself in many forms and its devastation is felt
within every Victorian community.
We know that over the last four years there has been a significant increase in incidents of family violence recorded
by Victoria Police. Since 2010, there has been a 70.3 percent increase in family violence incidents. Tragically, it is
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often the most vulnerable in our communities who are impacted by this harm and elder abuse has been identified as
a key area of concern.
That is why the Andrews Labor Government has established Australia’s first Royal Commission into Family
Violence to examine our system from the ground up and make practical recommendations to help end the violence.
The Terms of Reference, announced by the Premier and I, tasks the Royal Commission to specifically focus on the
needs and experiences of high risk groups within our community including seniors.
The Royal Commission is currently seeking submissions from those who have been affected by family violence
and those who work with them. Submissions close on May 29 2015 and to ensure everyone that wants to make a
submission can do so, they can be made online, via email or postage. Further information on the process can be
found on www.rcfv.com.au or on 1800 365 100.

Royal Commission into Family Violence
Raised with:

Minister for Women

Raised by:

Ms Crozier

Raised on:

14 April 2015

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government is leading the way in preventing family violence and ensuring that those facing
this harm have access to the services they need.
Family violence is the most serious law and order issue that we face, a harm that has significantly escalated over
the past four years. Victoria Police has recorded that since 2010, there has been a 70.3 percent increase in family
violence incidents in Victoria.
I am proud that the Victoria State Budget 2015-2016 has funded all of Labor’s 2014 election commitments to
prevent family violence, including the implementation of the Australia’s first Royal Commission into Family
Violence and the appointing of the first Minister for the Prevention of Family Violence.
We know that Royal Commissions shine a light on an issue unlike anything else, resulting in an increase of demand
for support services. In regards to the $4 million initial investment outlined by the Premier and I, $2million has
been allocated in 2014/15 for crisis accommodation and counselling services, and $2 million has been allocated in
2015/16 for family violence access workers. Funds for crisis support services and counselling services are available
immediately and are being directed following consultations with service providers led by DHHS.
Labor has adopted a whole of government response to the prevention family violence. In addition to funding all of
Labor’s election commitments to address this harm, the Andrews Labor Government has provided $81.3 million in
new family violence funding.
The Andrews Labor Government has made the necessary investment to tackle family violence and create
generational change.

Cranbourne-Pakenham rail upgrade
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Mulino

Raised on:

14 April 2015

REPLY:
The Cranbourne-Pakenham rail upgrade will provide capacity to cater for the growing transport needs of
Melbourne’s South East.
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The Cranbourne Pakenham Line Upgrade includes the manufacture of 37 new trains, a new dedicated train
maintenance and stabling facility at Pakenham East, the removal of all nine level crossings between Caulfield and
Dandenong, the reconstruction of four railway stations, modifications to other stations along the corridor, upgrades
to the supply of electrical traction power and signalling upgrades.
The project will significantly boost the capacity of the Cranbourne-Pakenham rail lines for peak period commuters,
providing capacity for an extra 11 000 passengers in the morning peak, an increase of 42 per cent. This will greatly
benefit both rail commuters, and users of the roads that will no longer be subject to level crossing delays.
The 37 new train trains will be at least 50 per cent locally made, supporting Victorian jobs at both manufacturer and
supplier firms. The project will generate many new jobs during the construction phase across a range of industries
as well as jobs created with the ongoing maintenance and operation of the new train services.
The construction of the Pakenham East facility is estimated to generate up to 250 jobs comprising those directly
involved in on-site construction and people employed in businesses involved in manufacturing and supplying
goods and materials for the construction work.
Following deployment of the new trains on the Cranbourne Pakenham line, around 80 new jobs will be created to
maintain the 37 new trains operating from the Pakenham East facility and to operate and maintain the new
maintenance depot building.
The economic benefits of the investment at Pakenham East include the opportunity for many of the jobs to be filled
by people living in the local area and the benefits to other commercial and retail businesses with expenditure of
income made from the project.
The new trains will have a much higher carrying capacity and enable more commuters from the local area to travel
to work, schools, shops and recreational facilities. Existing trains currently used on the line will be redeployed to
other lines to form new services also benefitting commuters.

Work and learning centres
Raised with:

Minister for Housing, Disability and Ageing

Raised by:

Ms Lovell

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
Supporting Victoria’s most disadvantaged job seekers to find and gain work is a priority for the Victorian
Government.
Through our Back to Work Plan, we will help to create 100 000 jobs in Victoria over the next two years. Backed by
an investment of $100 million, we will provide payroll tax relief to companies that hire unemployed young people,
long-term unemployed people and retrenched workers.
We are also funding other initiatives that will stimulate jobs growth. The $200 million Future Industries Fund will
support firms in high growth sectors to deliver sustainable jobs into the future and the $500 million Regional Jobs
and Infrastructure Fund will support major projects and create jobs which will build stronger communities in
regional Victoria.
I am aware of the important role that the Brotherhood of St Laurence’s Work and Learning Centres have played in
Carlton, Geelong, Ballarat, Shepparton and Moe, to assist some of Victoria’s most disadvantaged people to access
employment.
The Brotherhood of St Laurence’s work and learning centre model, which is delivered in partnership with local
agencies, provides tailored individual support to clients to help address vocational and non-vocational barriers to
employment and works closely with local employers to assist clients into employment.

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
1638

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 26 May 2015

This is a model of support that our most disadvantaged job seekers clearly need but are clearly not getting through
the Federal Coalition Government’s job services system.
I am aware that the previous Liberal Government in Victoria only funded the Work and Learning Centres for four
years and that this funding ceases in June 2015.
It is my pleasure to inform you that, consistent with the government’s broader objectives in creating jobs for
Victorians, that the Work and Learning programs now have the certainty and security they need, with an ongoing
commitment from the Andrews Labor Government in the 2015-16 budget over the next 4 years.

Women with Disabilities Victoria
Raised with:

Minister for Women

Raised by:

Ms Springle

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
Women with Disabilities Victoria’s Workforce Development Program on Gender and Disability is a
ground-breaking program that is unique, not only in Australia, but internationally. We know that gender inequality
is a primary determinant of violence against women.
Women with disabilities experience violence at a higher rate and for longer periods than other women. They can
also encounter significant barriers to accessing appropriate services and justice responses. Violence against women
with disabilities is both unacceptable and preventable.
The Victorian Labor Government is committed to addressing the root causes of family violence. The Gender and
Disability program provides training to those within the sector to assist them in preventing violence against women
with disabilities.
This year’s budget announced by the Treasurer includes $2 million for prevention initiatives. I will be working with
groups like Women with Disabilities Victoria to ensure that high risk groups receive the support they need through
programs like the Workforce Development Program on Gender and Disability.
On behalf of the Victoria Government, I would like to thank Women with Disabilities Victoria for the vital work
they do in upholding the rights of women with disabilities to live safe lives, free from violence.

Western Highway
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Ms Dunn

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
I am informed that the planning for the Western Highway duplication was done in three stages. The section to
which the Member for Eastern Metropolitan refers, is Section 2, between Beaufort and Ararat and was planned
under the comprehensive Environment Effects Statement (EES) process.
The route determined through the EES, involved extensive public consultation and the development of several
alignment options. During the planning and preliminary design phase, all practical and feasible alternatives, without
compromising road safety, were considered with the aim of preserving trees wherever possible. VicRoads publicly
exhibited a preferred and alternative option in 2012.
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VicRoads’ preferred option and alternative option were presented to an independent Inquiry Panel, along with all
submissions received from the public. Based on the evidence provided in the proposal and submissions to the
Panel, including submissions by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning, the Panel
recommended that the Minister for Planning approve the “Alternative” alignment. The Panel concluded that, on
balance, this was of lower environmental impact.
VicRoads accepted this recommendation and the Minister for Planning approved the alignment which has
subsequently been gazetted in the Pyrenees and Ararat Planning Schemes.
I understand that VicRoads has completed additional investigations by an independent consultant on other
alignments put to VicRoads subsequent to the current project alignment being approved by the previous Minister
for Planning. Contrary to those views expressed by opponents of the project, these other alignments have higher
environmental impacts than the approved alignment.
I am satisfied that the Panel did recommend the alignment that, on balance had the least environmental impact. I
therefore do not intend to direct VicRoads to stop work on the duplication to allow further environmental
evaluations to be undertaken.

Greater Geelong police resources
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr Ramsay

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
The government is committed to a well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community
engagement and policing. In February of this year, the Member for Bellarine and I welcomed Victoria Police’s
announcement that both Portarlington and Drysdale would add an extra day of counter service to their rosters.
As part of the recent 2015-16 State Budget, the Andrews Government is investing $7.8 million over four years for
15 more police to be stationed in the growing areas of Bellarine and Geelong and for longer opening hours at
Drysdale, Portarlington and Queenscliff. The new officers will be deployed in the Bellarine Peninsula and Geelong
area to meet current and future demand.
In addition, the 2015-16 State Budget includes the government’s investment of $148.6 million to recruit and
accommodate 400 custody officers. The transition of the supervision of prisoners held in police cells, from police
officers to custody officers, will release 400 police in various locations to return to frontline duties increasing the
capacity to provide policing services and public safety outcomes to the community.
The government will also be providing a crime prevention grant of $30 000 for initiatives to be developed by a
newly established Bellarine Crime Prevention Consultative Group, which will be chaired by the local MP and the
local Victoria Police Assistant Commissioner.
Under Victorian law, I cannot direct police about the allocation or deployment of Victoria Police in accordance
with Section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013. These are operational matters for the Acting Chief Commissioner
of Police.
We will continue to work with the Acting Chief Commissioner of Police to ensure that Victoria Police has
appropriate resources.
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Victorian Comprehensive Cancer Centre
Raised with:

Minister for Health

Raised by:

Ms Wooldridge

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
The government has no plan to reverse its decision to ensure that all cancer care services provided in the Victorian
Comprehensive Cancer Centre are public services available to all Victorians.

Sunbury Road duplication
Raised with:

Minister for Roads and Road Safety

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
VicRoads is undertaking detailed planning to reserve land for a link between Melbourne Airport and the future
Outer Metropolitan Ring transport corridor, including a bypass of Bulla.
The study is seeking to identify suitable routes for these links that will support future traffic volumes in the region,
including Sunbury Road traffic. This will in turn enable land to be identified and reserved for those future transport
needs.
The future Melbourne Airport Link and Bulla Bypass will ultimately consist of six traffic lanes and include
off-road shared bicycle and pedestrian paths.
A public exhibition of Planning Scheme Amendment C190 to the Hume Planning Scheme for these links was held
from 20 November 2014 to 19 December 2014. Planning Scheme Amendment C190 was considered by a Planning
Panel in March 2015 and the Panel’s report is expected to be released by mid 2015.
VicRoads reduced the speed limit on Sunbury Road from 100km/h to 80km/h in February 2015 in response to the
crash history, which included a fatal collision in July 2014. VicRoads will continue to monitor the safety along this
road.

South Yarra railway station
Raised with:

Minister for Public Transport

Raised by:

Mr Davis

Raised on:

15 April 2015

REPLY:
The Melbourne Metro Rail Project allows 20 000 extra people to use our train network in peak hour. Unless we
build Melbourne Metro, people in South Yarra and across Melbourne face increased crowding as pressure on the
rail network continues to grow.
South Yarra already has a very high level of public transport services, and will continue to have a high level of
service when MMRP is built, with these services being less crowded. A new station at South Yarra is not part of
the Melbourne Metro project, however that does not mean that improvements to South Yarra Station will not occur
in the future.
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Improvements to stations are considered by Public Transport Victoria through its network development planning.
The Melbourne Metro Rail Authority will work with Stonnington Council and other South Yarra stakeholders as
the project is planned and developed.
With regard to Route 8 tram services, these services are not being cancelled. Any future changes to the tram
network will be undertaken in consultation with the community.

Bellarine Peninsula police resources
Raised with:

Minister for Police

Raised by:

Mr O’Donohue

Raised on:

16 April 2015

REPLY:
The government is committed to a well-resourced police force, with a strong commitment to community
engagement and policing. In February of this year, the Member for Bellarine and I welcomed Victoria Police’s
announcement that both Portarlington and Drysdale would add an extra day of counter service to their rosters.
As part of the recent 2015-2016 State Budget, the Andrews Government is investing $7.8 million over four years
for 15 more police to be stationed in the growing areas of Bellarine and Geelong and for longer opening hours at
Drysdale, Portarlington and Queenscliff. The new officers will be deployed in the Bellarine Peninsula and Geelong
area to meet current and future demand.
In addition, the 2015-16 State Budget includes the government’s investment of
$148.6 million to recruit and accommodate 400 custody officers. The transition of the supervision of prisoners held
in police cells, from police officers to custody officers, will release 400 police in various locations to return to
frontline duties increasing the capacity to provide policing services and public safety outcomes to the community.
The government will also be providing a crime prevention grant of $30 000 for initiatives to be developed by a
newly established Bellarine Crime Prevention Consultative Group, which will be chaired by the local MP and the
local Victoria Police Assistant Commissioner.
Under Victorian Law, I cannot direct police about the allocation or deployment of Victoria Police in accordance
with Section 10 of the Victoria Police Act 2013. These are operational matters for the Acting Chief Commissioner
of Police.
We will continue to work with the Acting Chief Commissioner of Police to ensure that Victoria Police has
appropriate resources.

Local learning and employment networks
Raised with:

Minister for Training and Skills

Raised by:

Ms Tierney

Raised on:

5 May 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government has provided funding certainty to Local Learning and Employment Networks (LLENs)
in the 2015-16 State Budget.
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There are 10 LLENs in your region of Western Victoria.
The Victorian Government recognises the important role that LLENs play in improving education and training
outcomes for young people in their local communities, tackling youth unemployment, and facilitating opportunities
with potential employers.
I also acknowledge your deep involvement in improving education, training and employment opportunities and
outcomes for young people in Western Victoria.
We will provide $32 million over four years to LLENs, across metropolitan and regional Victoria, to enable them
to continue working with young people who are disengaged or at risk of disengaging from education and training,
to improve their education and employment outcomes.
The Department of Education and Training will consult with LLENs and other stakeholders such as schools, youth
services, employers and local government, over the coming months, to ensure their operating model best meets the
needs of these unique and diverse communities.
LLENs commenced in 2001, so it is important that as we provide funding certainty to them, that we also consider
what operating system, approaches and accountability frameworks are needed to ensure that they meet the pressing
need to address youth unemployment and disengagement from education, training and employment you so rightly
identify.
Rather than be prescriptive in how these locally driven bodies will achieve this objective we will work with
stakeholders in Western Victoria to develop an approach that builds on the capability, knowledge and networks
built up since 2001.

Autism-specific and special schools
Raised with:

Minister for Education

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

5 May 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Government’s Special Needs Plan for Victorian Schools is designed to increase the capacity of schools to
support and maximise the learning potential of children with a disability and special learning needs.
The Special Needs Plan will improve teacher capability through the following actions:
– As a condition of teacher registration with the Victorian Institute of Teaching (VIT), all new teachers will be
required to complete a special needs component as part of their tertiary studies.
– Existing teachers will also undertake special needs training as part of their ongoing professional development.
To address the requirement that all new teachers must complete a special needs component as part of their tertiary
studies, the VIT will introduce a ‘mandatory area of focus’ on teaching students with special needs. The mandatory
area of focus will be incorporated into requirements for Victorian initial teacher education (ITE) courses that are to
be accredited or reaccredited by the VIT.
Existing teachers must renew their registration with the VIT annually. As part of this requirement, teachers must
undertake 20 hours of standards-referenced professional development each year and make a declaration to this
effect.
To address the requirement that teachers undertake special needs training as part of their ongoing professional
development it is proposed that teachers make a specific declaration about the professional learning they have
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undertaken with respect to the relevant sections of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers, Proficient
Teacher level:
– 1.5 — Develop teaching activities that incorporate differentiated strategies to meet the specific learning needs of
students across the full range of abilities.
– 1.6 — Design and implement teaching activities that support the participation and learning of students with
disability and address relevant policy and legislative requirements.
– 4.1 — Establish and implement inclusive and positive interactions to engage and support all students in
classroom activities.
The Department of Education and Training is developing a professional learning strategy to support this new
requirement.

Local learning and employment networks
Raised with:

Minister for Training and Skills

Raised by:

Mr Mulino

Raised on:

7 May 2015

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Victorian Government has provided funding certainty to Local Learning and Employment Networks (LLENs)
in the 2015-16 State Budget.
There are 6 LLENs in your region of Eastern Victoria.
The Victorian Government recognises the important role that LLENs play in improving education and training
outcomes for young people in their local communities, tackling youth unemployment, and facilitating opportunities
with potential employers.
I also acknowledge your deep involvement in improving education, training and employment opportunities and
outcomes for young people in Eastern Victoria.
We will provide $32 million over four years to LLENs, across metropolitan and regional Victoria, to enable them
to continue working with young people who are disengaged or at risk of disengaging from education and training,
to improve their education and employment outcomes.
The Department of Education and Training will consult with LLENs and other stakeholders such as schools, youth
services, employers and local government, over the coming months, to ensure their operating model best meets the
needs of these unique and diverse communities.
LLENs commenced in 2001, so it is important that as we provide funding certainty to them, that we also consider
what operating system, approaches and accountability frameworks are needed to ensure that they meet the pressing
need to address youth unemployment and disengagement from education, training and employment you so rightly
identify.
Rather than be prescriptive in how these locally driven bodies will achieve this objective we will work with
stakeholders in Eastern Victoria to develop an approach that builds on the capability, knowledge and networks built
up since 2001.
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WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.

Thursday, 28 May 2015
Supported accommodation
Raised with:

Minister for Housing, Disability and Ageing

Raised by:

Mr Finn

Raised on:

6 May 2015

REPLY:
The recent Victorian State Budget included new investment of $151.1 million over four years for additional
disability services.
This will provide up to an additional 830 additional individual support packages for people with disabilities in
2015-16. This is a record investment when compared to the previous government.
The new individual support packages will assist younger people with high and complex needs, who are at risk of
entering residential aged care, to have a greater choice about where they will live.
The needs of people with a disability requiring supported accommodation, including young people at risk of or
living in a residential aged care service, are recorded on the Disability Support Register.
Younger people with a disability who live in a residential aged care facility will also benefit from the roll out of the
National Disability Insurance Scheme.
I note the Federal Abbott Government has vacated the field with regards to taking up their shared responsibility to
make significant funding injections to increase housing options and stock towards the full roll-out of the NDIS.

Multicultural affairs grants
Raised with:

Minister for Multicultural Affairs

Raised by:

Mrs Peulich

Raised on:

7 May 2015

REPLY:
The State Budget funded all lapsing grant programs in the portfolio; honoured all of our election commitments; and
provided funding for new initiatives, such as social cohesion and community resilience, and a culturally and
linguistically diverse (CALD) family violence response. Combined, this represents the largest quantum of funding
through the Multicultural Affairs portfolio — $74 million in additional funding over four years.
I am informed that applicants for the major round of the Victorian Multicultural Commission’s (VMC) community
grants program, which involved a number of categories, have historically been advised of the outcome of their
application between May and July.
I also note that the assessment of the VMC’s second round of festival and events grants — for events taking place
from July to December 2015 — is being finalised. As indicated, the timeframe for announcements is consistent
with previous years.

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
1646

COUNCIL

Thursday, 28 May 2015

In relation to consideration for future grants processes, we are committed to responding to the needs of our
multicultural communities. We are also committed to making the grants process as clear and transparent as
possible. There will be clear and broad communication with the sector in relation to any changes.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Assembly.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
The portfolio of the minister answering the question on notice starts each heading.

Tuesday, 26 May 2015
Planning
471.

MRS PEULICH — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (representing the
Minister for Planning): What is the total number of department staff seconded to the Minister’s private
office and what are their position titles as at 23 February 2015.

ANSWER:
As the Member would be aware, Departmental Liaison Officers (DLO) are employed by Departments to assist
Ministers and their offices with departmental liaison and administrative functions.
Their position title is Departmental Liaison Officer.

Small business, innovation and trade
494.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium sized enterprises:
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher awarded to Machine Knives Pty Ltd to work
with RMIT University to automate the resharpening of industrial serrated blades used in the food
packaging industry been paid in full to the company by the Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to Machine Knives Pty Ltd will be completed in accordance
with the grant agreement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The voucher has been redeemed by Machine Knives and full payment made to RMIT University in February.

Small business, innovation and trade
495.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises:
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher, awarded to 2XU Pty Ltd to develop a 3D
measuring and scanning device prototype for retail stores, using digital camera and image analysis
technologies to determine customers ideal size and pressure ratings for 2XU compression
garments, been paid in full to the company by the Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to 2XU Pty Ltd will be completed in accordance with the
grant agreement.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1) Payment has not been made because the project has not been completed.
(2)

Payment will be made subject to the project being completed and appropriate documentation being provided.

Small business, innovation and trade
496.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises —
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher, awarded to Care Essentials to work with
RMIT University to miniaturise their technology used to predict lower back ailments from
recording muscle activity, been paid in full to the company by the Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to Care Essentials will be completed in accordance with the
grant agreement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

Payment has not been made because the project has not yet been completed.

(2)

Payment will be made subject to the project being completed and appropriate documentation being provided.

Small business, innovation and trade
497.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises:
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher, awarded to Simplex Factory Automation Pty
Ltd to build a prototype machine that integrates video technology for specialised bench-top cutting
and edge polishing for the glass and stone industries, been paid in full to the company by the
Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to Simplex Factory Automation Pty Ltd will be completed in
accordance with the grant agreement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The project has been completed, and the payment is being processed.

Small business, innovation and trade
498.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises:
(1)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher, awarded to Arrayware Pty Ltd to build a
prototype device that enables 2D confocal microscopes to analyse 3D data, reducing equipment
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costs in healthcare and biotechnology in collaboration with the Peter MacCallum Cancer Centre
and MiniFAB, been paid in full to the company by the Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to Arrayware Pty Ltd will be completed in accordance with
the grant agreement.

ANSWER:
(1)

Payment has not been made because the project has not yet been completed.

(2)

Payment will be made subject to the project being completed and appropriate documentation being provided.

Small business, innovation and trade
499.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises:
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher, awarded to Future Fibre Technologies Pty
Ltd to apply computer modelling techniques to enhance its sensing system technology for security
application in collaboration with Swinburne University of Technology, been paid in full to the
company by the Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to Future Fibre Technologies Pty Ltd will be completed in
accordance with the grant agreement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

Payment has not been made because the project has not yet been completed.

(2)

Payment will be made subject to the project being completed and appropriate documentation being provided.

Small business, innovation and trade
500.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises:
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher, awarded to MacLab to produce sufficient
low cost scymnol to meet future market supply needs through a cost-effective scale-up production
method employing Small, been paid in full to the company by the Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to MacLab will be completed in accordance with the grant
agreement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

Payment has not been made because the project has not yet been completed.

(2)

Payment will be made subject to the project being completed and appropriate documentation being provided.
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Small business, innovation and trade
501.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade: In relation to
the previous Coalition Government’s Technology Voucher Program which has successfully encouraged
innovation among small and medium-sized enterprises:
(1)

(2)

Has the $50 000 Technology Development Voucher awarded to Sutton Grange Organic Farm to
develop novel fermentation cultures suitable for regional and specialist cheese making in
collaboration with Dairy Innovation Australia been paid in full to the company by the
Government.
If payment has not been completed, can the Minister guarantee that full payment of the
Technology Development Voucher to Sutton Grange Organic Farm will be completed in
accordance with the grant agreement.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
(1)

The first stage of the project has been completed and an initial payment of $15 000 (excluding GST) has been
made to Dairy Innovation Australia.

(2)

Payment of the remaining funds will be made subject to the project stages being completed and appropriate
documentation being provided.

Corrections
511.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): How
many male prisoners were diagnosed with HIV/AIDS in —
(a)
(b)
(c)

2013;
2014; and
2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
At present, diagnostic data for HIV is held on individual prisoner health files, rather than being centrally collected
in the prison system.
The Kirby Institute’s National Prisoner Entrants’ Blood Borne Virus Survey collected data in late 2013 in Victoria
and did not identify any cases of HIV among prison entrants in any state or territory of Australia, including
Victoria.

Corrections
512.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): How
many female prisoners were diagnosed with HIV/AIDS in —
(a)
(b)
(c)

2013;
2014; and
2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
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At present, diagnostic data for HIV is held on individual prisoner health files, rather than being centrally collected
in the prison system.
The Kirby Institute’s National Prisoner Entrants’ Blood Borne Virus Survey collected data in late 2013 in Victoria
and did not identify any cases of HIV among prison entrants in any state or territory of Australia, including
Victoria.

Corrections
513.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): How
many male prisoners were diagnosed with a strain of Hepatitis C in —
(a)
(b)
(c)

2013;
2014; and
2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
At present, diagnosis data for hepatitis C is held on individual prisoner health files, rather than being centrally
collected in the prison system.
The Kirby Institute’s National Prisoner Entrants’ Bloodborne Virus Survey provides an estimate of hepatitis C
prevalence in prison entrants. The most recent results collected in late 2013 in Victoria indicate 23 per cent of male
prison entrants have hepatitis C.

Corrections
514.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): How
many female prisoners were diagnosed with a strain of Hepatitis C in —
(a)
(b)
(c)

2013;
2014; and
2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
At present, diagnostic data for hepatitis C is held on individual prisoner health files, not centrally collected.
The Kirby Institute’s National Prisoner Entrants’ Bloodborne Virus Survey provides an estimate of hepatitis C
prevalence in prison entrants. The most recent results collected in late 2013 in Victoria indicate 38 per cent of
female prison entrants have hepatitis C.

Corrections
515.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Corrections): How
many male prisoners with a sentence of 12 months or more, identify as a transgendered person.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Corrections Victoria does not collect data on transgender status. This information may be held on an individual
prisoner file and as such is not readily accessible.
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Police
519.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): In relation to
Victorian Policing’s sniffer dog program:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

How many officers are currently employed in the program.
How many dogs are currently in the program.
What is the 2015 and 2016 funding for the sniffer dog program.
Does the Government intend to increase the frequency of use of this program.
How many arrests have been made under the program in 2013, 2014 and in the first three months
of 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
The Victoria Police Dog Squad is an important operational unit deployed to track offenders, detect explosives,
firearms and narcotics. The Dog Squad is made up of General Purpose, Operational Support and Incident Response
Dogs, Narcotics Detection Dogs, Firearm and Explosives’ Detection Dogs assigned to a police officer (handler).
All dogs are required to have an acute sense of smell.
(1)

The Dog Squad currently has a strength of 47 police officers.

(2)

Victoria Police currently has 36 operational dogs in the Dog Squad.

(3)

The Dog Squad estimated budget for 2014-15 is $5 million and the estimated budget for 2015-2016 is
$6 million.

(4)

Victoria Police is currently undertaking a service delivery review of the Dog Squad and work is already
underway to increase the size of the Dog Squad by 11 officers and nine dogs.

(5)

2013:
Total-1942
2014:
Total-1847
January-March 2015:

Total-762

Planning
521.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): In relation to the State Environment Protection Policy N-2, will the Government move to
reform these policies so as to better protect venue and resident rights.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as at that date the question was raised:
The responsible Minister for this issue is the Hon Lisa Neville MP, Minister for Environment, Climate Change and
Water, in her capacity as Minister for the Environment Protection Authority. Please refer the matter to
Minister Neville.
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Public transport
527.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport): When is
the High Street, Reservoir, level crossing due to be removed.

ANSWER:
Over the next eight years, the Andrews Government will remove 50 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings in Melbourne. This significant program is a key step to transforming our public transport system into an
international-style metro, while removing congestion on our road network.
The level crossing at High Street Reservoir will be removed by 2022 as part of this program, in addition to the level
crossing at Bell Street Preston also on the South Morang line and level crossings at Grange Road Alphington and
Lower Plenty Road Rosanna on the Hurstbridge line.
To facilitate the level crossing removals, the Government has brought forward funding of $100 million to establish
the Level Crossing Removal Authority. The Authority is developing a strategic plan for the efficient removal of the
50 level crossings, including optimal planning, procurement and construction methods and best practice
community and stakeholder engagement.

Public transport
528.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport): When is
the Bell Street, Preston, level crossing due to be removed.

ANSWER:
Over the next eight years, the Andrews Government will remove 50 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings in Melbourne. This significant program is a key step to transforming our public transport system into an
international-style metro, while removing congestion on our road network.
The level crossing at Bell Street Preston will be removed by 2022 as part of this program, in addition to the level
crossing at High Street Reservoir also on the South Morang line and level crossings at Grange Road Alphington
and Lower Plenty Road Rosanna on the Hurstbridge line.
To facilitate the level crossing removals, the Government has brought forward funding of $100 million to establish
the Level Crossing Removal Authority. The Authority is developing a strategic plan for the efficient removal of the
50 level crossings, including optimal planning, procurement and construction methods and best practice
community and stakeholder engagement.

Public transport
529.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport): When is
the Grange Road, Alphington, level crossing due to be removed.

ANSWER:
Over the next eight years, the Andrews Government will remove 50 of the most dangerous and congested level
crossings in Melbourne. This significant program is a key step to transforming our public transport system into an
international-style metro, while removing congestion on our road network.
The level crossing at Grange Road Alphington will be removed by 2022 as part of this program, in addition to the
level crossing at Lower Plenty Road Rosanna also on the Hurstbridge line and level crossings at High Street
Reservoir and Bell Street Preston on the South Morang line.
To facilitate the level crossing removals, the Government has brought forward funding of $100 million to establish
the Level Crossing Removal Authority. The Authority is developing a strategic plan for the efficient removal of the
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50 level crossings, including optimal planning, procurement and construction methods and best practice
community and stakeholder engagement.

Planning
531.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): Will any State Government money be allocated to the Northcote Aquatic and Recreation
Centre upgrade.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as that date the question was raised:
The matter is not part of my portfolio.
Providing high quality sports and recreation facilities is a key aim of the Victorian Government.
I direct any further enquiries about this matter to Hon John Eren, Minister for Sport.

Planning
532.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): In relation to the Preston Civic Precinct Project:
(1)
(2)

Will the Government commit to funding and supporting planning and development of the Preston
Civic Precinct Project.
Will the Government support the Darebin council in conducting social, market and economic
assessments, feasibility studies, concept, design, consultation and land transactions for the Preston
Civic Precinct.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as that date the question was raised:
The Preston Civic Centre is a key civic and commercial precinct in the City of Darebin containing council facilities,
open space, the Preston Market, public transport options including Preston Railway Station, and a diverse retail
sector.
While Darebin City Council has not directly requested funding from my department to support redevelopment of
the Preston Civic Precinct Project, I will consider any such requests made to me.
The Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning will continue to provide support to Council where it
can to assist with the planning and development of the Precinct.

Planning
533.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): Will the Government commit to eight million dollars in capital investment for the Fairfield
and West Northcote/Thornbury Children’s hub.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as that date the question was raised:
The matter raised does not fall within the portfolio of the Minister for Planning.
The Hon Jenny Mikakos, Minister for Families and Children is the Minister responsible for this matter.
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The Department of Education and Training’s Children’s Facilities Capital Program provides funding support for
the delivery of high-quality early years programs for children and their families.

Planning
534.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): Will the Government commit $12.6 million to a regional netball centre in Darebin.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as that date the question was raised:
The matter is not part of my portfolio.
Providing high quality sports and recreation facilities is a key aim of the Victorian Government.
I direct any further enquiries about this matter to Hon John Eren, Minister for Sport.

Planning
535.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): Will the Government commit $5 million of capital investment funding to redevelop the
Darebin Intercultural centre that has assisted more than 95 000 visitors since opening in 2011.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as that date the question was raised:
The matter is not part of my portfolio.
I direct any further enquiries about this matter to Hon. Robin Scott, Minister for Multicultural Affairs.

Planning
536.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the Minister for
Planning): Will the Government invest $1 million in a youth business incubator in Darebin.

ANSWER:
I am informed that, as that date the question was raised:
The matter is not part of my portfolio.
The Victorian Government provides a range of grants, vouchers and assistance programs to support small business.
I direct any further enquiries about this matter to Hon Jacinta Allan, Minister for Employment.

Health
540.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Health): In
relation to the Healthy Ageing and Wellbeing Centre in Geelong, currently operated by St Laurence
Community Services Inc., which is due to be closed in June 2015 due to insufficient funding, will the
Government provide approximately $125 000 per year to keep this important community program
running and, if not, what affordable alternative is available to help people who are frail, or who have
serious health conditions, to maintain their physical abilities.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
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The St Laurence Community Services’ Health Ageing and Wellbeing Centre is a gymnasium (gym) which
provides supported exercise programs in an aged and disability friendly environment. The Department of Health
and Human Services’ Ageing and Aged Care programs do not fund the operational costs of gyms and therefore
St Laurence Community Services has not ever received program funding for the Centre.
Business ventures such as gyms need to generate enough revenue to cover their ongoing operational costs to be
sustainable. St Laurence Community Services has determined that the Centre’s gym is not financially viable and
made a business decision to close it on 5 June 2015.
I am advised that Eastbrooke Medical Centre in Belmont has been working with St Laurence Community Services
and will be in a position to offer a similar gym program provided by a Centre staff member from 9 June 2015. I
understand that St Laurence Community Services has advised all Centre members in writing about the Eastbrooke
gym program.
The City of Greater Geelong’s LiveWell Health and Fitness Program offers a personalized gym program for people
aged over 55 years and for younger people with a pre-existing medical condition. Leisure Networks provides an
Outdoors Adults program for older adults, which involves an hour of active group activity outdoors. A range of
activities are offered such as walking, yoga, lawn bowls, swimming and golf.

Police
553.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How many
individuals were arrested in 2014 and in the first three months of 2015 in Victoria for possession of
marijuana.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
2901 offenders were arrested for the possession of cannabis in 2014 (Offence Codes 617A and 617Y).
The information was provided by the Crime Statistics Agency. The information was extracted from Victoria Police
LEAP data on 18 January 2015 and is subject to variation.
The Crime Statistics Agency advises that data for 2015 is not yet available.
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Wednesday, 27 May 2015
Mental health
493.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Mental
Health): When the Victorian Eating Disorder Strategy was released on 9 October 2014, the previous
Government announced $2.14 million in immediate funding to implement recommendations of the
strategy, however, that funding was not allocated before the caretaker period commenced —
(1)
(2)

Is the Andrews Government committed to implementing the Victorian Eating Disorder Strategy.
Does the Andrews Government intend on delivering the $2.14 million in immediate funding to
relevant agencies for measures outlined, including education, awareness and early intervention
programs and capital improvements to the Austin Hospital Emergency Department Unit:
(a) if so, when will this $2.14 million in funding be provided to relevant agencies to implement
these initiatives; and
(b) if not, what will the Andrews Government do to reduce the impact of eating disorders on
Victorians.

ANSWER:
The Victorian Government recognises the need for improved responses to people experiencing eating disorders
across the spectrum of health care and support services.
I have approved $2.14 million for targeted projects aimed at strengthening early intervention for eating disorders
and improving support for individuals, their carers and the mental health workforce.
In addition, the 2015-16 State Budget allocated funds to the Royal Children’s Hospital for the provision of
strengthened responses to young people with eating disorders.

Creative industries
508.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Creative Industries): In
relation to the Melbourne International Jazz Festival:
(1)
(2)

What funding has been allocated to the festival for its 2015 event.
What funding commitments have been made for the 2016 and 2017 events.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Melbourne International Jazz Festival is in receipt of $400 000 per annum as part of a Multiyear Funding
Agreement (2014-16) with Creative Victoria. Funding for the next cycle (2017-19) will be subject to a review in
2016 that is part of a regular cyclical review of funding for non-government organisations.

Creative industries
509.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Creative Industries): In
relation to Circus Oz and the continued development of their headquarters in Collingwood:
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What funding has been allocated to the future development of the site.
Will the “Tower” section of the land be developed for the Company and if so when and what
funding has been set aside for this purpose.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
$4 million has been allocated towards the future development of the remaining unoccupied buildings at the site of
the former Collingwood Technical College, including the “Tower” building, into a multi organisation arts precinct.
This exciting development will be led by Contemporary Arts Precincts Ltd, a charitable entity, which has been
facilitated by government to lead this project in conjunction with key philanthropic supporters.

Creative industries
510.

MS PATTEN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Creative Industries): In
relation to La Mama Theatre in Carlton:
(1)
(2)

What funding has been allocated to La Mama over the 2015-17 period.
Will the Government consider increasing its level of funding to this culturally important small
company to ensure its ongoing success.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
La Mama is in receipt of $214 200 per annum as part of a Multiyear Funding Agreement (2014-16) with Creative
Victoria. Funding for the next cycle (2017-19) will be subject to a review in 2016 that is part of a regular cyclical
review of funding for non-government organisations.
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Thursday, 28 May 2015
Attorney-General
554.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Attorney-General): In relation
to Office of the Public Advocate statutory guardians:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

How many people are currently waiting for an Office of the Public Advocate statutory guardian.
How many of those waiting for a statutory guardian are currently patients in public hospitals.
How much money was allocated to fund provision of statutory guardians through the Office of the
Public Advocate in 2014-15.
How many equivalent full-time staff are employed by the Office of the Public Advocate to
provide statutory guardianship services.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Under the Guardianship and Administration Act 1986, the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT)
can appoint a guardian for a person with a disability who is unable, by reason of the disability, to make reasonable
judgments in respect of matters relating to their person or circumstances, and is in need of a guardian.
VCAT may appoint the Public Advocate where no other person fulfils the statutory requirements for appointment
as a guardian. When the Public Advocate is appointed, the Public Advocate delegates these powers either to a
member of staff at the Office of the Public Advocate (OPA) or to a volunteer guardian from OPA’s Community
Guardianship Program.
VCAT may also refer a matter relating to a proceeding under the Guardianship and Administration Act to the
Public Advocate for investigation and report. For example, a matter may be referred to the Public Advocate to
investigate the need for guardianship and administration, or allegations of abuse. Such referrals are also delegated
to an OPA guardian for investigation.
OPA does not differentiate in its data collection processes between VCAT guardianship orders and VCAT-ordered
investigations, both of which are carried out by OPA guardians. Investigations may often require more urgent
attention than a guardianship order.
As at 4 May 2015, 83 matters were waiting for the appointment of an OPA or community guardian for
guardianship or investigation.
As at 4 May 2015, 24 of these 83 matters related to people who were in hospital. This includes people in both
public and private hospitals but predominantly public hospitals.
The budget allocated for OPA’s guardianship program in 2014-15 is $4 166 700. This amount includes support for
the community guardianship program but excludes overheads relating to building and support, legal advice and
support, corporate support and support by the Public Advocate
As at 4 May 2015, there are 28.4 EFT staff employed at OPA to deliver the guardianship program. There are
53 volunteer community guardians available to accept delegation of appropriate matters.
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Attorney-General
555.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Attorney-General): What was
the average wait time for an Office of the Public Advocate independent statutory guardian in —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)

2014-15, to the present date;
2013-14;
2012-13;
2011-12;
2010-11;
2009-10;
2008-09;
2007-08; and
2006-07.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Under the Guardianship and Administration Act 1986, the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT)
can appoint a guardian for a person with a disability who is unable, by reason of the disability, to make reasonable
judgments in respect of matters relating to their person or circumstances, and is in need of a guardian.
VCAT may appoint the Public Advocate where no other person fulfils the statutory requirements for appointment
as a guardian. When the Public Advocate is appointed, the Public Advocate delegates these powers either to a
member of staff at the Office of the Public Advocate (OPA) or to a volunteer guardian from OPA’s Community
Guardianship Program.
VCAT may also refer a matter relating to a proceeding under the Guardianship and Administration Act to the
Public Advocate for investigation and report. For example, a matter may be referred to the Public Advocate to
investigate the need for guardianship and administration, or allegations of abuse. Such referrals are also delegated
to an OPA guardian for investigation.
OPA does not differentiate in its data collection processes between VCAT guardianship orders and VCAT-ordered
investigations, both of which are carried out by OPA guardians.
Following VCAT’s appointment of the Public Advocate as guardian or its referral of a matter for investigation, the
average wait time for the delegation of an OPA or community guardian has been:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

2014-4 May 2015
2013-14 (full year average)
2012-13 (full year average)
2011-12 (part year average)

= 19.7 working days
= 22.6 working days
= 16.4 working days
= 16.8 working days

There was no centralised data recording of wait list figures prior to January 2012.
Matters on the waiting list are triaged around risk and need, with matters given priority on this basis.
Matters are also actively monitored while on the waiting list and assigned a higher priority if risk or need escalates.
A matter referred for investigation may be given a higher priority because the particular VCAT proceeding will not
be heard until VCAT receives the investigation report.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Thursday, 28 May 2015

COUNCIL

1661

Attorney-General
556.

MS HARTLAND — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Attorney-General): What was
the longest wait time for an Office of the Public Advocate independent statutory guardian in —
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)

2014-15, to the present date;
2013-14;
2012-13;
2011-12;
2010-11;
2009-10;
2008-09;
2007-08; and
2006-07.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Under the Guardianship and Administration Act 1986, the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT)
can appoint a guardian for a person with a disability who is unable, by reason of the disability, to make reasonable
judgments in respect of matters relating to their person or circumstances, and is in need of a guardian.
VCAT may appoint the Public Advocate where no other person fulfils the statutory requirements for appointment
as a guardian. When the Public Advocate is appointed, the Public Advocate delegates these powers either to a
member of staff at the Office of the Public Advocate (OPA) or to a volunteer guardian from OPA’s Community
Guardianship Program.
VCAT may also refer a matter relating to a proceeding under the Guardianship and Administration Act to the
Public Advocate for investigation and report. For example, a matter may be referred to the Public Advocate to
investigate the need for guardianship and administration, or allegations of abuse. Such referrals are also delegated
to an OPA guardian for investigation.
OPA does not differentiate in its data collection processes between VCAT guardianship orders and VCAT-ordered
investigations, both of which are carried out by OPA guardians.
Following VCAT’s appointment of the Public Advocate as guardian or its referral of a matter for investigation, the
longest wait time for the delegation of an OPA or community guardian has been:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

2014-4 May 2015
2013-14 (full year)
2012-13 (full year)
2011-12 (part year)

= 118 working days
= 170 working days
= 88 working days
= 70 working days

There was no centralised data recording of wait list figures prior to January 2012.
Matters on the waiting list are triaged around risk and need, with matters given priority on this basis.
Matters are also actively monitored while on the waiting list and assigned a higher priority if risk or need escalates.
A matter referred for investigation may be given a higher priority because the particular VCAT proceeding will not
be heard until VCAT receives the investigation report.
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