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Tuesday, 19 September 2017
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 12.05 p.m. and read the prayer.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT — On behalf of the Victorian
state Parliament I acknowledge the Aboriginal peoples,
the traditional custodians of this land which has served
as a significant meeting place for the first people of
Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of
the Aboriginal nations in Victoria past and present and
welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in the events
or proceedings of the Parliament this week.

ROYAL ASSENT
Messages read advising royal assent to:
12 September
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Miscellaneous Amendment Act 2017
19 September
Administration and Probate and Other Acts
Amendment (Succession and Related Matters)
Act 2017
Land Legislation Amendment Act 2017.

FIREARMS AMENDMENT
(ADVERTISING) BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) introduced a bill
for an act to amend the Firearms Act 1996 to allow
persons other than licensed firearms dealers to
advertise that a firearm is for sale and for other
purposes.
Read first time.

SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS
COMMITTEE
Alert Digest No. 13
Mr DALLA-RIVA (Eastern Metropolitan)
presented Alert Digest No. 13 of 2017, including
appendices.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.
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ECONOMIC, EDUCATION, JOBS AND
SKILLS COMMITTEE
Community energy projects
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) presented
report, including appendices, together with
transcripts of evidence.
Laid on table.
Ordered that report be published.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That the Council take note of the report.

Community energy projects are projects involving
renewable energy or energy efficiency that a
community develops, delivers and benefits from.
Examples include the Hepburn wind farm in
Daylesford, developed by a local cooperative, and the
Darebin Solar Savers program in the City of Darebin,
which installs solar panels on the houses of pensioners
at no up-front cost. Victoria has many passionate and
innovative community groups that are working on
energy projects. In 2016 six community energy projects
were operating in Victoria and more than 20 other
projects were under development. The first round of the
Victorian government’s New Energy Jobs Fund
provided grants to 18 community energy groups. In the
past few months the government has announced a
further four grants for community energy projects.
During the inquiry the committee heard from
community energy groups across Australia, supporting
organisations, government departments and energy
distributors and retailers. We visited community energy
projects running in central Victoria and northern New
South Wales and spoke with volunteers about their
success and the challenges they faced. Community
energy projects can reduce greenhouse gas emissions
and increase community awareness of energy issues.
They benefit the local community by providing new
sources of income, creating local jobs and using local
goods and services. They also have social benefits such
as boosting community confidence and resilience,
supporting local programs and enabling more people to
participate in the generation of renewable energy.
Community energy projects can be complex and
difficult to develop. They require legal, technical and
financial skills that not all community energy
volunteers have. The committee found that community
energy projects have a greater chance of success when
volunteer groups collaborate with renewable energy
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developers or local government. Collaboration allows
community groups to take advantage of the expertise,
equity and economies of scale that developers and
councils can provide. The committee has recommended
the Victorian government encourage collaboration
between communities and developers through its
assessment criteria for the reverse auction scheme
designed to achieve Victoria’s renewable energy target.
The committee has also recommended the
establishment of a loan fund for community energy
projects and that any financial assistance be based on
the project’s potential to eventually become
self-funded.
Some energy market regulations create barriers for
community energy projects, and the committee has
recommended the Victorian government work with the
Council of Australian Governments energy council to
remove these barriers while also protecting energy
security and vulnerable consumers. The Victorian
government recently implemented the pilot community
power hubs program that will provide advice, support
and coordination for community energy groups in areas
around Ballarat, Bendigo and the Latrobe Valley. If this
program is successful, the committee has recommended
that it be continued and expanded to other Victorian
regions.
I would like to thank the individuals and organisations
that participated in the inquiry. Participants included
volunteers, supporting organisations and academic and
government departments which shared their
experiences with community energy. I would also like
to thank committee members for their hard work and
contribution to this report. I acknowledge the deputy
chair, Ms Dee Ryall, Mr Jeff Bourman, Mr Cesar
Melhem, Mr Peter Crisp, Mrs Christine Fyffe and the
Honourable Jane Garrett. I also thank Mr Don Nardella
for his work during the first half of the inquiry. In
addition I sincerely thank the secretariat for their
assistance and dedication, in particular — I can see
them in the gallery — executive officer Ms Kerryn
Riseley, research officer Dr Marianna Stylianou and
administrative officer Ms Janelle Spielvogel.
The committee recognises that community energy is a
young sector in Australia and that its growth needs to
be managed to ensure energy security and affordability
for all Victorians. The recommendations in this report
aim to encourage community energy groups in Victoria
to develop projects that benefit the environment and
their local community while also protecting energy
supply and vulnerable consumers.
Motion agreed to.
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INDEPENDENT BROAD-BASED
ANTI-CORRUPTION COMMISSION
Operation Tone
The Clerk, pursuant to section 162 of Independent
Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission Act 2011,
presented special report concerning drug use and
associated corrupt conduct involving Ambulance
Victoria paramedics, September 2017.
Laid on table.
Ordered to be published.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Ministerial Orders for
the following approvals —
A licence in relation to the Edinburgh Gardens Reserve,
dated 24 July 2017.
A lease in relation to the St Arnaud Horse and Pony
Club (Bush Park Reserve), dated 23 July 2017.
Interpretation of Legislation Act 1984 — Notices pursuant to
section 32(3) in relation to —
Statutory Rule No. 44.
Ministerial Order 1039 — School Council Employees
(Employment Conditions, Salaries, Allowances and
Selection) Order 2017.
Planning and Environment Act 1987 — Notices of Approval
of the following amendments to planning schemes —
Baw Baw Planning Scheme — Amendment C114.
Boroondara Planning Scheme — Amendment C252.
Glen Eira Planning Scheme — Amendment C152.
Greater Shepparton Planning Scheme —
Amendment C201.
Melton Planning Scheme — Amendments C162 and
C183.
Wyndham Planning Scheme — Amendment C197.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule
Nos. 89 to 91.
Legislative Instrument and related documents under
section 16B in respect of the Financial Management Act
1994 — An order declaring CenITex a specified entity
pursuant to section 54AA of the Act, dated 24 August
2017.
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Surveillance Devices Act 1999 — Report No. 2, 2016–17
pursuant to section 30Q by the Victorian Inspectorate.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
General business

Victoria Grants Commission — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Broiler Industry Negotiation Committee — Report,
2016–17.
Victorian Strawberry Industry Development Committee —
Minister’s report of receipt of 2016–17 report.

Proclamations of the Governor in Council fixing
operative dates in respect of the following acts:
Crimes Legislation Amendment (Public Order) Act 2017 —
13 September 2017 (Gazette No. S303, 12 September 2017).
Education and Care Services National Law Amendment Act
2017 — Part 1, Part 2 (except sections 30, 31 and 68), Part 3
and Part 4 — 1 October 2017; remaining provisions —
1 February 2018 (Gazette No. S303, 12 September 2017).

ENVIRONMENT, NATURAL RESOURCES
AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Reporting date
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — By
leave, I move:
That the resolution of the Council of 6 May 2015 and the
further resolutions of 12 April 2016 and 9 February 2017
requiring the Environment, Natural Resources and Regional
Development Committee to inquire into and report by
21 September 2017 on the sustainability and operational
challenges of Victoria’s rural and regional councils be
amended so as to now require the committee to present its
report by 30 March 2018.

Motion agreed to.

LAW REFORM, ROAD AND COMMUNITY
SAFETY COMMITTEE
Reporting date
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — By leave, I
move:
That the resolution of the Council of 23 November 2016
requiring the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety
Committee to inquire into and report by 30 November 2017
on VicRoads management of country roads be amended so as
to now require the committee to present its report by 30 June
2018.

Motion agreed to.

Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — By
leave, I move:
That precedence be given to the following general business
on Wednesday, 20 September 2017:
(1) notice of motion 463 standing in the name of Mr Davis
in relation to the production of certain documents;
(2) notice of motion given this day by Mrs Peulich seeking
to refer a matter to the Environment and Planning
Committee;
(3) notice of motion given this day by Ms Patten in relation
to a suspension of standing orders;
(4) order of the day 1, Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Amendment (Pilot Medically Supervised
Injecting Centre) Bill 2017, question to be put;
(5) notice of motion given this day by Ms Patten in relation
to South Morang public transport;
(6) notice of motion given this day by Mr Finn in relation to
integrity issues; and
(7) notice of motion 460 standing in the name of
Ms Wooldridge in relation to the continuing failure of
the government to comply with certain orders for the
production of documents.

Motion agreed to.

Sessional orders
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — By
leave, I move:
That until the end of the session, unless otherwise ordered by
the Council —
Further to the sessional orders adopted by this house on
12 February 2015 and amended on 17 March 2015,
15 April 2015, 16 April 2015 and 31 August 2016, the
following new sessional order be adopted, to come into
effect upon a video-on-demand service for house
proceedings of the Legislative Council, accessible by
internal users only, being implemented —
A.

Video on demand
(1) Council members and parliamentary officers
(authorised by the Clerk or the Secretary of
the Department of Parliamentary Services)
may republish audiovisual proceedings of the
Council that are provided by the Hansard
broadcast archive.
(2) Audiovisual proceedings republished under
this sessional order are subject to the
following conditions:

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
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(a) the material must only be used for the
purposes of fair and accurate reports of
proceedings and must not in any
circumstances be used for —
(i)

satire or ridicule; or

(ii) commercial sponsorship or
commercial advertising;
(b) broadcast material must not be digitally
manipulated;
(c) excerpts of proceedings are to be placed
in context so as to avoid any
misrepresentation; and
(d) remarks withdrawn are not to be
rebroadcast unless the withdrawal is also
rebroadcast.

Under most circumstances I would hope that any
humour produced during the course of my presentation
to the committee was derived by me, rather than me
being the target of it. Nonetheless, my enthusiasm for
this motion today may have meant that I gave a very,
very turgid reading of this important reform, which
enables citizens to be aware of the debates that take
place in this chamber and the contributions of members.
I hope to rise to the community’s expectations in terms
of the level of my performance. I would hope that all of
us rise to the great opportunity this reform affords us to
represent what is best about parliamentary debate, and
our considered and thoughtful contributions to public
life, rather than the lowest common denominator. I
hope that on balance we all rise to that opportunity and
that the citizens of Victoria will think well of us
because of the opportunities that are afforded through
this change to sessional orders.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — I
am pleased to rise to support the motion that follows the
adoption of the Procedure Committee’s report during
the last parliamentary sitting week. I also want to
foreshadow, as you will have heard in the precedence
motion I just gave, that we will not be proceeding with
the motion that we foreshadowed a week ago with
regard to bringing this sessional order forward, now
that the government has itself agreed to bring it
forward. I am pleased that there is support across the
board in relation to this sessional order.
This motion does vary from the Procedure Committee’s
recommendation, which is a result of the government
considering some of the constraints imposed on the
media for rebroadcasting video and also of the
government utilising some of those constraints in terms
of parliamentary members. It will be interesting to see
where the line is drawn. I think there will be some
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debates in which one person’s ridicule is another
person’s fact, and it will be interesting to see how that
gets interpreted in relation to what is actually
republished, but I think this is an important move
forward.
This is another issue on which the Legislative Council
has taken the initiative; it has progressed this debate and
brought this initiative forward. Once again I want to
acknowledge the work of the Clerk, Andrew Young,
and his team and the technology guys, who have been
able to make this a reality. I am hopeful that when we
return in mid-October, or soon afterwards, this new
video-on-demand service will be able to be searched by
members of Parliament and their staff so that we can
further communicate with the community in relation to
the operations of this house.
The PRESIDENT — Ms Wooldridge, are you
happy if I ask the Clerk to remove that motion that
stands in your name on the notice paper?
Ms WOOLDRIDGE — Yes.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will also be supporting the motion, which
follows the tabling of the report by the Procedure
Committee last week. In my contribution during the
debate on the adoption of the report I did mention some
of the points that were made in the report. It is worth
my doing the same today in relation to the terms of the
current motion, which is to change the sessional orders
rather than the standing orders. That goes to some of
the aspects of this video-on-demand project that were
raised in the Procedure Committee by the manager,
Hansard. This is covered on page 4 of the report:
… the manager, Hansard, briefed the committee on work
within the Department of Parliamentary Services to develop a
video-on-demand service through the Hansard broadcasting
unit.
The project underway assesses the technical potential to give
access to video on demand of house proceedings of the
Legislative Council to internal users of the Parliament of
Victoria IT network only. It would not give access to the
general public, or ministerial and opposition staff who are not
connected to the Parliament’s network. Footage could
typically be available 24 hours after the relevant proceedings
in the house.

There was some discussion about this, but the manager,
Hansard, told us that:
The 24-hour delay is unavoidable at this stage due to limited
resourcing and the work required to prepare and encode daily
broadcasts into advanced searchable video.
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The report goes on:
Extending the video-on-demand service beyond the users
noted above would require:
funding to cover scaling up the service to meet public
expectation for quality of service, bandwidth,
accessibility, and timeliness, as well as increased
operating costs; and
demonstrating, through a trial process with internal user
access only, that the Parliament can successfully manage
key risks such as the amount of network traffic,
bandwidth issues across the network, core business
applications having secure quality of service, and
complex storage issues.
The manager, Hansard, advised the committee that the service
should be monitored throughout its first year of operation to
examine the impact on data storage, network traffic, network
congestion, and analytics around what service use is costing
the Parliament.

I think that it is important to put on the record for those
who have not necessarily read the full report of the
Procedure Committee why it is important to go ahead
in the first instance with changes to the sessional orders,
because it was made clear that it needed to be a trial to
work through these issues. Also, in relation to the
impact on the standing orders, in that part of the report
reference is made to standing orders 20.01 and 20.02,
which are covered in the motion put by the Leader of
the Government today. I would like to take the
opportunity again to thank the staff of the Procedure
Committee and the staff of Hansard and IT, who have
worked very hard to bring us to this point.
Motion agreed to.
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including the local Wurundjeri people, Syrian refugees,
Nillumbik Shire Council, Eltham Rotary and the local
RSL, as well as retirement villages and schools, and I
am sure that their new shed will enable them to
continue to put back into the local community.
The new funding will bring new sheds to Apollo Bay,
Bacchus Marsh, Broadford, Cavendish, Golden Beach,
Kilmore, Mooroolbark, Sandy Point, Violet Town and
Tullamarine, while refurbishments of existing sheds are
taking place in Donald, Drouin, Omeo, Bridgewater,
Leitchville, Mansfield, Orbost, Venus Bay,
Wycheproof and Winchelsea. Of the men’s sheds to be
built or refurbished, 20 are in fact in regional locations.
A priority of the funding round was also a focus on
Aboriginal communities, and I was pleased that we
were able to provide $60 000 for the construction of a
new men’s space at the Wyndham Aboriginal
Community Centre men’s cultural space in Wyndham
Vale and more than $36 000 for the construction of the
Willum Warrain men’s shed in Hastings.
Men’s sheds embody the spirit of mateship and enable
men of all ages to support each other. They are a way
for men to develop friendships and skills as well as
participate in exciting new activities, whether they are
trade-based activities or a focus on health and wellbeing
sessions. The Andrews Labor government is proud to
support men’s sheds, because we understand that they
are more than just buildings; they are enablers of
stronger and more resilient communities. I congratulate
all the local communities across Victoria who are
receiving a new men’s shed or a refurbished men’s
shed grant through this funding round.

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Men’s sheds
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I rise to update the house on the Andrews
Labor government’s continued support for men’s sheds
across Victoria. Last Tuesday I was pleased to join
Vicki Ward, the member for Eltham in the Assembly,
to announce an $879 000 boost to the men’s shed
program statewide that will see the construction of
13 new sheds and the refurbishment of 10 others across
regional Victoria and metropolitan Melbourne.
It was terrific to meet members of the Eltham Men’s
Shed, who will receive $60 000 towards their
much-needed new shed. I acknowledge Ms Ward’s
advocacy on their behalf. The Eltham Men’s Shed
currently operates from three small facilities and has
almost no workshop space for its growing membership.
The Eltham shedders have helped many local groups,

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Rohingya refugees
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
Last week I spoke at a rally by Victorian Rohingya
people and supporters outside the Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade. At that event and over the
past few weeks I have heard firsthand the concerns,
fears and desperation of Rohingya people living here in
Victoria, including at least one student studying in my
own electorate whose studies have been severely
impacted by stress and concern for family experiencing
violence in Myanmar.
The Rohingya people have been subjected to grave
human rights abuses over a long period of time,
including extreme economic hardship, beatings, forced
displacement and rape. In the past month these
atrocities have escalated. Hundreds — perhaps
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thousands — are dead, and an estimated quarter of a
million Rohingya have fled to Bangladesh in the last
three weeks alone.
I stand today in sorrow and solidarity with the
Rohingya. I call on the Australian government to make
representations to the Myanmar government to cease
attacks on civilians with immediate effect, to urgently
grant access to human rights investigators and to grant
unfettered access to other humanitarian agencies.
Furthermore, I call on the Australian government to
commit to an extra humanitarian intake of Rohingya
refugees. We cannot sit quietly as ethnic cleansing
occurs on our doorstep.

John Butler
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I wish to pay
tribute to the life of a man I was proud to call my
friend. Lieutenant Colonel, retired, Cr John Butler was
born in 1956 and is the son of Major General, retired,
David Butler, AO. John, a natural leader, followed his
father into the army and rose to the rank of lieutenant
colonel. John was described in a eulogy by Major Paul
Bozsa as steadfast and loyal, with a sense of duty, and a
person who was calm under pressure.
Following his retirement John and his wife, Debbie,
settled in Doreen. Even though he was retired John still
had a burning desire to serve, so he joined the local
Doreen Country Fire Authority brigade where he
became great friends with captain Chris Maries and
Peter McWilliam. Chris spoke at John’s funeral and
described John as being someone who had a great
passion to be part of a team, who encouraged young
people and who was a truly great bloke, a gentleman, a
loving father, a husband and a friend.
John was also a valued member of the Liberal Party and
chairman of the McEwen federal electorate conference.
John had a desire to enter politics as he knew he could
really make a difference, and in October 2016 he was
elected as a councillor in the City of Whittlesea. John
was just embarking on his political career when he was
diagnosed with an aggressive cancer. The mayor of
Whittlesea, Cr Ricky Kirkham, described John as a
humble man who wanted the best for those he served,
whether it was those he represented or those he
commanded. John passed away after living a life
fulfilled. My condolences, love and thoughts are with
his wife, Debbie; his children, Christopher, Sarah,
David and Claire and their partners; his grandchildren,
Annabelle and Paige; and his stepchildren, Stephanie,
Daniel and David. Vale, John Butler.
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Clara Jordan-Baird
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — Last sitting week I sadly
informed the chamber that the Labor Party had lost
another soul, and unfortunately yet again I rise to pay
tribute to another fallen comrade, this time Clara
Jordan-Baird. Clara was 28 years of age and in her
29th year of life when she tragically passed away some
two weeks ago. She had been a very loyal campaigner
for the Labor Party and in fact professionally had been
working at Arnold Bloch Leibler, one of our premier
legal firms here in Melbourne. She leaves behind
devastation amongst her friends and family for a life far
too soon taken. Once again the Labor family mourns
another one gone. Rest in peace, Clara.

Jewish New Year
Mr DALIDAKIS — I also take this opportunity to
wish people within the Jewish community Shanah
Tovah — a happy new year. May the year coming be
filled with success, happiness but most importantly
good health. All of us in this place and beyond should
encourage all and sundry to enjoy life as we enjoy and
experience it. I look forward to having a wonderful year
ahead.

Ormond railway station development
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Today I
want to make a point about the Minister for Planning’s
approval of the 13-storey sky tower at Ormond railway
station. Ms Crozier, Mr Southwick in the Assembly and
I have been fighting on behalf of the community to get
a more reasonable outcome. What is clear is that
Minister Wynne has developed his own tick-and-flick
system for these transport-orientated developments.
What is also clear is that this is highly inappropriate in
suburban Ormond.
A 13-storey monstrous tower is completely
inappropriate for the local community. I support
transport-orientated development, but I support a proper
process around it, where local communities are
consulted, have a say and are listened to. This huge
tower will be at least twice the size of anything near it.
Remember this is a crossing that was funded by the
coalition in the last period of government, so the need
to scoop back money to fund this crossing is not even a
justification in this particular case.
The Minister for Planning is doing this widely. He is
giving a tick to high-rise developments — intense
developments — against community choice and
without proper consultation. He is doing that to scoop
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back money. He is doing it at Burke Road. He is clearly
intending to do it on the sky rail corridor, giving footing
and other approvals ahead of time. It is a disgrace, and
it will hurt the local community in Ormond.

North-east link
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My members
statement is on the north-east link. The Andrews
government has shown it does not care for the views of
locals by trying to ram through yet another big toll
road. Regardless of the alignment, the north-east link
toll road will carve through green space and community
facilities and divide neighbourhoods in Melbourne’s
north and east. The government’s initial technical
assessment shows a clear preference for option A,
which will affect the Heide Museum of Modern Art and
schools in Bulleen and sacrifice the Koonung Creek
reserve. It will increase traffic and congestion on both
sides of the Eastern Freeway, with an associated
increase in air pollution and noise.
The residents affected by this alignment have rightly
organised themselves and started doorknocking and
leafleting in their neighbourhood to raise awareness of
the project and its potential impacts. The response to
this by the government has been extremely
heavy-handed. The North East Link Authority has
asked for tips about who has been sharing that
information and has passed this information on to the
police. The North East Link Authority is attempting to
bully locals into silence when it comes to a final
decision on the alignment without coming clean on the
social, environmental and economic impacts of the four
options.
Residents have a right to be concerned about the impact
of this toll road on their communities. They have a right
to organise, a right to associate with their neighbours, a
right to doorknock, a right to leaflet, a right to protest
and a right to independently assess the impacts and
discuss them in public forums. The North East Link
Authority should be ashamed of its oppressive strategy
and must be brought to heel by the Premier.

Northern Victoria Region police
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — I wish to
speak today on a presentation I went to last week up in
Shepparton. I had the pleasure of attending with
Ms Lovell the Victoria Police eastern region division 3
medal presentation ceremony, which was held at
Shepparton Golf Club. A whole range of medals were
presented, and I was very impressed by the turnout on
the day. It was a celebration of the commitment of the
people who have chosen to join the police force and
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who have chosen as their career to serve the public and
keep the community safe.
It was very pleasing to be there to listen to some of the
stories and anecdotes about the ways in which the
police serve the community. Sometimes police get a
bad rap — you do not want to get a parking ticket, a
speeding ticket or something like that — but when
something goes really wrong, the police are the people
who are there to protect us. When they walk through
your door or come to assist you, they will provide you
with first-class assistance. It was great to see the
presentation of medals to police officers who serve the
community.

Eastern Victoria Region basketball
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — It was a wonderful
celebration of all things basketball when the National
Basketball League descended upon the Latrobe Valley
for the preseason blitz, which occurred on the 7th, 8th
and 9th of this month. I congratulate Jeremy Loeliger as
well as the teams that came along to towns between the
valley and Sale, down to the south and back to the west
of Gippsland. It meant that more than 860 kids could
participate in clinics and that basketball stars from
across Australia could meet with community members
to share their skills and make sure that people could get
as many tips as possible. It was a really wonderful
occasion and the start of further things to come around
giving kids, families and communities better access to
first-class sporting events. Congratulations to all who
participated.

Strzelecki Ranges timber harvesting
Ms SHING — I would like to thank the Mirboo
North community for coming out in such a strong
number last Thursday to discuss the proposed
harvesting of three coupes in and around that area. To
hear presentations from VicForests and to hear a variety
of views from within the community firsthand was an
important part of this consultation, which will continue
over the coming weeks and months in relation to the
proposed harvesting. Again, it was a shame that the
local members from the coalition were not in
attendance. They would probably have gained some
insights around community consultation and
engagement.

Ballarat Hospice Care
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I was so
pleased to hear yesterday that Ballarat Hospice Care
would receive $6.2 million to bring to reality the new
facility that is very much needed. Ballarat hospice
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provides home-based palliative care to the Ballarat and
surrounding community. It provides love, care and
support to patients and their families during the most
difficult of times. I have been fortunate to have on
many occasions met with the Ballarat Hospice Care
board chairman, Geoff Russell, and the executive
officer, Carita Clancy, as well as other board members
and staff to discuss the incredible work that the hospice
does. I wholeheartedly congratulate Geoff, Carita and
their respective teams, and I very much look forward to
watching the new facility take shape.

Pope Tawadros II
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — On
8 September I was deeply honoured to be invited along
with my wife to attend a very special event to mark the
occasion of His Holiness Pope Tawadros II’s visit to
Melbourne, His Holiness’s second visit here. Also in
attendance were several of my state and federal
parliamentary colleagues, including you, President.
This important event was hosted by the Egyptian
Consul General, His Excellency Mr Mohamed Fakhry,
and his wife, Mrs Chirine Weheba. I was overwhelmed
by His Holiness’s humility and kindness. It was a
spiritual experience that will stay with me always.

Egypt parliament delegation
Mr ELASMAR — On another matter, on
11 September, together with our esteemed President of
the Legislative Council, the Honourable Bruce
Atkinson, I attended a function in honour of the
Egyptian minister of state for immigration and Egyptian
affairs abroad, Mrs Nabila Makram, and a delegation of
members of the Egyptian House of Representatives.
This event was also hosted by the Egyptian Consul
General, Mr Mohamed Fakhry. It was a great forum to
discuss possible business opportunities between our
two countries.

Women’s Health in the North
Mr ELASMAR — On Wednesday, 13 September, I
attended the launch of the Building a Respectful
Community Strategy 2017–2021 at the Hume Global
Learning Centre in Broadmeadows. Women’s Health in
the North also acknowledged the work and sad passing
of the Honourable Fiona Richardson, MP.

Victims of crime support
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — As
Victorians know, crime across Victoria has been
unprecedented under Daniel Andrews, and I am not
talking about the unprecedented rorting that is taking
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place within the Andrews government, whether that be
the red shirt rorts that are still under investigation, the
former Speaker and Deputy Speaker of the Andrews
government being caught out for rorting the second
home allowance or the current and shocking exposure
of printing rorts that is going on. Clearly Labor have a
cultural issue of rorting that is deep and has gone to the
highest levels of government.
What I am speaking about is the crime wave that is
sweeping across Victoria, which has again been
highlighted to me after hearing from hundreds and
hundreds of people within the area of Bentleigh in my
electorate of Southern Metropolitan Region, which I
and Ms Fitzherbert in this house represent, and some of
the crimes they have been subjected to in recent times.
The following are examples of just some of the
comments we received from Bentleigh residents. One
resident said:
My vehicle was stolen from my parents’ address and found
burnt out two weeks later.

Other residents reported having to call police for house
invasion, robbery and car theft.
A 73-year-old woman who lives alone said she was
confronted by an offender under the influence of drugs,
who barred her from entering or exiting her home. She
also said:
My home, car and my garden have been vandalised …

The list goes on.
These are the real victims of crime — innocent
Victorians just going about their daily lives and having
terrifying incidents occur to them that can have lifelong
impacts. The 20 per cent increase in crime rates across
Victoria is impacting too many Victorians, and that is
why the Liberal-Nationals under Matthew Guy have
formed the Victims of Crime Justice Reference
Group — to put victims first and criminals last. It is a
committed and wonderful group of Victorians that have
come together in this group. They have spoken openly
of their experiences, which will assist in developing
sound policy that will ensure that victims’ rights will be
front and centre of the justice system in Victoria.

John Schurink
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — First of
all, I would like to congratulate John Schurink, a
paramedic of 27 years, a Country Fire Authority (CFA)
captain and part of the CFA board that stood up to
James Merlino and Daniel Andrews — a board that
was ultimately sacked by the government. John
Schurink will be an excellent candidate for the seat of
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Monbulk. He is a local champion. He understands
emergency services, he understands the needs of the
CFA and he will do a great job representing his
community and representing the Liberal Party.

Nillumbik graffiti
Mr O’DONOHUE — I would also like to
congratulate Nillumbik Shire Council for their efforts in
tackling the scourge of graffiti. Graffiti is a scourge that
has a significant impact on our community, and we see
little action from the government. While the
government is doing nothing, Nillumbik Shire Council
is acting. I will read from their press release of
13 September:
Covert surveillance, quick removal and technology catching
people in the act have reduced graffiti by almost 60 per cent
within the Nillumbik shire, the lowest on record.

The mayor, Cr Peter Clarke, goes on to say:
I’m calling on the state government to establish a designated
graffiti prosecution task force to ensure councils across the
state can achieve results like we have on the graffiti scourge.
Offenders should be brought to justice and made to pay for
their mindless tagging.

I echo Cr Clarke’s call for action from the government.
We have an example here of real action delivering real
results, and it is time the issue of graffiti is tackled by
Daniel Andrews.

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(PROTECTIVE SERVICES OFFICERS AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 June; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I am
pleased to speak on behalf of the opposition on this bill
and advise at the outset that the opposition will not
oppose this piece of legislation. I think it is important
for any bill that has the words ‘protective services
officers’ (PSOs) in its title that some context is given to
the issue of PSOs. Let me quote from the Legislative
Assembly Hansard of 10 February 2011. The current
Deputy Premier said about PSOs and their rollout to
railway stations:
This solution to fix the problem will not free up police
resources. There is not an overall improvement in the
allocation, delivery and flexibility of police resources.

Ms Crozier interjected.
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Mr O’DONOHUE — I pick up Ms Crozier’s
interjection. How wrong could he be? The Deputy
Premier should apologise to the local police that service
his electorate and to the PSOs at the Upper Ferntree
Gully, Upwey, Tacoma, Belgrave and other stations
that serve his constituents, because what police tell me
over and over again, particularly regarding the very
busy railway stations, is that the presence of the PSOs
has enabled vans from Frankston, Dandenong,
Ringwood, Sunshine, Broadmeadows, Pakenham and a
range of other places to not get called down to the
railway station three or four times a night to deal with
an issue. Instead the PSOs are there to deal with it
themselves. To say that the PSO policy does not free up
police resources is wrong, and Mr Merlino should
apologise.
Worse than that comment, which has proven to be a
factual error, is the way that Mr Merlino attacked the
PSOs. We as members of Parliament appreciate as
much as anyone in the community the important role
that PSOs play, because they provide safety and
protection to all of us here in this place. Every day that
you come to the Parliament, you see the PSOs. They
have always got a smile and are always happy to say
g’day and have a brief chat. They are very positive, and
they do a great job. This is what Mr Merlino, the
current Deputy Premier, said in 2011 with reference to
the introduction of PSOs:
There are lessons to be learned. This has happened elsewhere.
What the government is introducing is a second-tier police
force that is less well trained and has fewer powers.

He goes on to say:
They are known as ‘plastic police’ because they do not have
the training, they do not have the authority, they do not have
the powers and they do not have the equipment.

It is very disappointing that Mr Merlino did not use the
opportunity of the passage of this bill in the other place
to apologise for those comments — to apologise to
those PSOs that service railway stations in his
electorate and to those PSOs who sit in the gallery or
patrol the parliamentary precinct to keep us safe in this
building. The simple fact of the matter is that yet again
James Merlino is wrong, wrong, wrong. They do have
the training and they do have the authority, and this bill
seeks to build on the powers they have. The role and
function of the PSOs time and time again has been
proven to be a significant contributor to the safety of
the community, the safety of the railway system and the
safety of this Parliament and of other important state
buildings. I will leave those comments from the Deputy
Premier there, but it is important to give context to the
background to this bill.
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This bill does a number of different things, but perhaps
one of the key things is that it facilitates the deployment
of additional protective services officers to form mobile
patrols on the public transport network and gives transit
PSOs additional powers to support their role in keeping
people safe and tackling crime and antisocial behaviour
on the public transport network. These additional
powers really are a sensible next iteration, a sensible
next step, now that the successful PSO policy of the
former government has been proven to be such a
success.
As I said earlier, in my role as a member of Parliament
and as shadow Minister for Police I am often stopped
by members of the community, by police themselves
and by PSOs who remark on the success of the PSO
program. It is not just about keeping our railway
stations safe. It is about making public transport at
night-time a safe option. It is about having a PSO walk
you to your car at a far-flung railway station car park
and parents comfortable in the knowledge that their son
or daughter who is catching a train home late at night
will be met at their railway station by a PSO who is
doing their job.
In recent months the coalition has released a number of
policies which are focused on a zero-tolerance approach
to crime. In many ways the PSOs can be seen as a part
of that zero-tolerance approach to crime when it comes
to our railway stations. One of the interesting things
that PSOs have done is they have been able to identify a
number of people with outstanding warrants and have
dealt with people who demonstrate antisocial behaviour
on the public transport system. That helps to deter
crime and prevent crime into the future. We welcome
changes to the roles and functions that are, as I have
said, a logical development of the PSO powers now that
they have such broad community acceptance as part of
the public transport network.
I will go into a bit more detail on that issue. The PSOs
will be able to exercise their powers beyond the
technical confines of a designated place so that they can
patrol across the transport network and so that they can
be mobilised for large events. That follows in the steps
of the announcement of the previous government on
Sunday, 23 November 2014, which committed that a
re-elected government would invest money to recruit,
train and deploy additional PSOs as part of a flying
squad or strike force. After two years of procrastination,
delays and inertia, the current government has seen the
benefit of that policy of the previous government and is
adopting it.
The bill will give transit PSOs additional powers to
complement their existing powers, such as the ability to
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apprehend a child under an emergency care warrant,
arrest a person where their parole has been breached or
cancelled, request a name and address from a suspected
offender or witness to an indictable offence, conduct
warrantless searches for drugs of dependence, issue an
infringement notice for supplying liquor to a minor and
randomly search members of the public in a specified
place as part of a planned or unplanned control of
weapons operation.
As I have said, we welcome the expansion of powers to
the PSOs. One thing I will be seeking from the
government is this. We know there has been a dip in
PSO numbers over the last 12 or 18 months, and I have
heard reports from various members of the community
that PSO coverage has not been universal as the policy
intended following the reduction in PSO numbers. The
most recent police statistics show that some of that
reduction had been made up, and the next batch of
police number statistics, due out in the not-too-distant
future, will provide further evidence of the current state
of PSO numbers. I give notice to the house and to
government advisers that I will be seeking in the
committee stage of this bill some detail of the railway
stations that have not had PSO coverage consistent with
the policy intent of the former government and
consistent with what the current government said they
would do as far as there being two PSOs on every
metropolitan railway station from 6.00 p.m. until last
train, noting the exception of the Night Network
arrangement. That is something which I will look to
pursue in the committee stage.
The other key reform of the bill is banning cash
payments for scrap metal. Again, this is something
which the opposition welcomes in a conceptual space,
and the opposition wonders why it has taken so long for
this bill to be before this house and to have a prospect
of passing the Parliament. The bill will ban trade of
unidentified motor vehicles, require records to be kept
of scrap metal transactions, give police power to search
second-hand dealers operating after-hours and give
police power to apply for a warrant to search
second-hand dealer premises to monitor legislative
compliance.
As I say, the general nature of these reforms is
welcome. Indeed the commitment to banning cash for
scrap, as it is colloquially known, has been a policy
position of the opposition for some considerable period.
I wish to thank the minister’s office for the interchange
that my office has had with it about a number of issues
around the banning of cash for scrap, because these
issues were raised by the lead speaker in the other
place, Mr Clark, the member for Box Hill.
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My colleague Ms Kealy, the member for Lowan in the
other place, has received representations from the
Victorian Automobile Chamber of Commerce
(VACC), who I think, without putting words in their
mouth, while broadly welcoming these changes, see
this as an opportunity lost for more comprehensive
reform. To go to the VACC position as they put it to
Ms Kealy, they stated that the preference of industry is
to have standalone legislation which encompasses
metal recyclers and vehicle recyclers. They went on to
say that the reason for preferring separate explicit
legislation is that it gives the matter the prominence it
requires and addresses an area of significant public risk
requiring restraint and control. Further, they said that
separate legislation is simpler and easy to publicly
promote. Again, while these changes go some of the
way to addressing these issues, the VACC noted that
the New South Wales legislation is the preferred model
for adoption in Victoria.
Again, to be up-front with the chamber and to advise in
advance, during the committee stage I will be asking
some questions, and I again thank the minister’s office
for responding to some of these, but I think it is worth
putting them on the record. There will be questions
about inconsistency, and our concern is that it is unclear
if metal recyclers are properly captured by the
legislation. We recommend that this lack of clarity be
addressed, and perhaps government members can
address that in the second-reading debate.
The VACC supports the stronger police powers
contained in the new provisions, although they should
be enhanced by a power to close a business, as provided
in the New South Wales legislation. The VACC went
on to say that it has reinforced its willingness to assist
with identification of documentation to be deemed
prescribed information and can certainly provide
industry intelligence of industry practice and
compliance with other jurisdictions.
There is confusion on how the new legislation will
interact with section 21(1) of the Second-Hand Dealers
and Pawnbrokers Act 1989 with regard to the
obligation to keep goods in the form they were received
for a period of seven days. This requirement is not
practical in the current industry environment,
particularly with many industry participants turning
over stock in huge quantities. I would appreciate it if
those questions could be addressed.
The VACC went on to say that it is disappointed that
the amendments do not include the capacity to close a
business in the short and/or long term. The omission of
this power provides no deterrence and no necessary
enforcement support for Victoria Police.
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The final issue is one which many parts of the
community would agree with. The VACC is concerned
that Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV) will be the
regulator responsible for compliance and enforcement
and that CAV does not enjoy a favourable reputation
with industry and other law enforcement agencies. In
the Legal and Social Issues Committee inquiry into the
retirement village sector the role of Consumer Affairs
Victoria occupied a significant period of time in both
evidence and deliberation by the committee. Without
reflecting on the people who work at Consumer Affairs
Victoria I think it is fair to say that they do not have
sufficient enforcement powers across a range of sectors
required to deal with some of these issues, so it is no
surprise that stakeholders such as the VACC also raise
concerns about the capacity of CAV and the powers it
has as a law enforcement regulator. As I say, I look
forward to pursuing those issues in further detail in
committee and would invite government members to
address them in the second-reading debate.
The bill also enables psychologists with specialist
training — not just medical practitioners — to conduct
psychological fitness for duty assessments to support
Victoria Police to implement the mental health review
recommendation. We strongly support that, and I
congratulate the chief commissioner for his leadership
on this important issue of mental health of police
officers. As a community we have become much more
aware of mental health challenges, and there is no
doubt that first responders, such as the men and women
of the police force, face very difficult challenges in the
mental health space given the things they need to do,
the things they respond to and the things they see. We
strongly support this recommendation and the work that
is being done by Victoria Police, Police Association
Victoria and others to provide help and support to
members who have mental health challenges. I again
congratulate the chief commissioner on his leadership
through the mental health review.
There is also a new category of police custody officer
(PCO) known as a police custody officer supervisor.
The PCO supervisors will manage a team of PCOs and
will be authorised to perform some of the
responsibilities currently assigned to the officer in
charge of a police jail. Following our briefing the
minister’s office provided some feedback that PCO
supervisors will be based at 15 police stations where
there are 12 or more PCOs on roster. The creation of
that supervisor role should relieve some part of the
workload for the custody sergeant on duty, but I note
that it is the custody sergeant or the officer in charge of
the relevant police station who has ultimate
responsibility for the management of prisoners in
custody. While the PCO supervisor role may relieve
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some of the administrative burden and some of the
other duties, ultimately it will still be a sworn member
of Victoria Police, most likely the custody sergeant on
duty, who is responsible for the PCOs and the prisoners
in police cells.
The number of prisoners in police cells varies from
time to time depending on police activity in executing
warrants, court activity and the like. The number of
prisoners in police cells has recently been in the media.
Since the Metropolitan Remand Centre riots on 30 June
and 1 July 2015 — the worst riots in Victoria’s history
according to the corrections commissioner — there has
been consistent overcrowding in police cells. There was
an agreed cap between Corrections Victoria and
Victoria Police of no more than 100 prisoners in police
cells. That cap has been removed, and you have to ask
why. I think the reason is because there have been very
few occasions since that prison riot when there have
been fewer than 100 prisoners in police cells. It is
consistently around 200, sometimes 250 and sometimes
more.
It was interesting to read that Minister Tierney’s
solution to this problem was the imminent opening of
the new Ravenhall prison, a prison that she opposed
and a project that she opposed. Labor members used to
scoff at the prospect of more prison beds being
necessary in the corrections system. In the short term
the only thing that will fix this issue of police cell
capacity and police being responsible for hundreds of
prisoners in their custody will be the opening of the
new Ravenhall prison, which is contracted to open by
1 November this year — a prison that the current
corrections minister opposed. She was very critical of
the opening of new prison beds on numerous occasions
in this place during the last Parliament. I will leave with
the house the irony of those remarks.
The bill makes other minor and technical amendments
to the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005,
codifying current practice to facilitate transportation of
children held in police custody to and from courts and
youth justice facilities. I understand Ms Pennicuik
proposes to move some amendments in relation to that
aspect, which I will respond to on behalf of the
opposition during the committee stage.
In summary, the coalition welcomes the changes to the
role and function of the PSOs and the belated
acceptance of PSOs by the Labor Party and the
Andrews government. The cash-for-scrap measures,
whilst going some of the way to dealing with that issue,
do not go far enough according to key stakeholders.
The bill makes a number of other amendments. The
opposition will not be opposing this bill.
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Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise in support of the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Protective Services Officers and Other
Matters) Bill 2017. I will speak briefly to some of the
actions outlined in the bill before the house today.
Overall, I think this is a very practical bill. It will
support and enhance the role that protective services
officers (PSOs) undertake in station precincts and other
related areas. This bill includes giving transit protective
services officers the flexibility to respond to incidents
both at and in the vicinity of a designated place such as
a train station.
I would hate to see what would happen without their
presence. As the father of a young woman who often
works late it is comforting to know that young women
in particular can travel safely within our public
transport system. The bill provides transit PSOs with
the ability to apprehend a child under an emergency
care warrant, arrest a person where parole has been
breached or cancelled, conduct warrantless searches for
drugs of dependence, issue infringement notices for
supplying liquor to a minor and randomly search
members of the public in specified places as a part of a
planned or unplanned control of weapons operation.
The bill also provides transit PSOs with additional
police powers to improve the safety of commuters and
hold offenders to account for their actions. The
expanded powers for PSOs will improve community
safety and people’s confidence to travel in safety. It will
also implement the government’s election commitment
to recruit, train and employ some 400 police custody
officers, which was fast-tracked to the end of 2017. The
deployment of these officers in the community will
allow frontline police to expand and return to doing the
work that they should be doing.
Ultimately the bill gives PSOs additional police powers
to enable them to play a more active role in community
safety where they are stationed. More precisely the bill
will expand the circumstances in which transit PSOs
may request a person’s name and address, issue an
infringement notice, apprehend a person and search a
person or thing. These controls are similar to the
authorisations PSOs have in other settings. The bill
provides PSOs with these enhanced new powers.
The Community Safety Statement 2017 not only
delivers to this state over 3100 police onto the streets
over the next five years but also increases the powers of
police and PSOs by making them more efficient and
effective. The Andrews government has demonstrated a
commitment to tackling crime. This bill is a substantial
part of a much larger collection of critical strategies
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introduced by this government. I commend the bill to
the house.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services
Officers and Other Matters) Bill 2017 provides for
expanded duties for protective services officers (PSOs)
in designated areas. In fact it confers upon them certain
powers currently held only by police. It provides for
psychological fitness for duty assessments for police
officers and PSOs; extends the role of police custody
officers and police custody officer supervisors in police
jails; allows for children to be held in police cells to
facilitate their transport to and from courts and youth
justice facilities; and regulates payments for scrap metal
to undermine the involvement of criminal organisations
in this area.
The Greens are very concerned about the expansion of
PSO powers. We believe there is no need to be doing
this, and the government has not provided any evidence
as to why this is needed. In addition there are serious
concerns that have been raised by many stakeholders in
the community about expanding the powers of PSOs.
Back in 2010 when the role of PSOs — which had
traditionally been to provide security at the Parliament,
the courts and the Shrine of Remembrance — was
expanded to include their presence at railway stations,
we did foreshadow that at some stage in the future we
would see police powers being conferred upon
protective services officers, and here we are with that
happening.
While I have more to say on this issue, I would like to
thank the PSOs that work here at the Parliament for the
work they do. I am very appreciative of the work they
do and have always found them great to deal with, but
that does not detract from the issues in this bill, which is
not about that issue but about PSOs when they are out
in the community and the powers that they have, given
that they basically have what has been described as an
attenuated role. They are not full police officers, and
they certainly do not have the amount of training that
full police officers have.
It begs the question: if we want more personnel to be
able to carry out these particular powers that are at the
moment police powers — powers held only by
police — then we need more police, and in fact we are
getting more police. There has not really been any
evidence as to why these further powers should be
conferred on PSOs without providing them with further
training.
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At the moment PSOs are trained for 12 weeks. If they
were to receive the extra training — in fact if they were
to receive training up to and equal to what full police
officers receive — then why would they not be police
officers? We do have an issue with the amount of
training and preparation that PSOs have at the moment,
with their 12 weeks of training, and then what is
provided to full police — sworn police — and their
extra powers and their extra duties in terms of arrest,
stop and search and those types of powers.
This bill would allow a PSO on duty in a designated
area to apprehend a child named in a Children’s Court
search warrant if the child is at or in the vicinity of the
designated area. The meaning of ‘in the vicinity’ is also
a concern. What does ‘in the vicinity’ mean? It is either
in the designated area or it is not in the designated area.
The PSO must hand the child into the custody of a
police officer as soon as practicable.
The bill allows a PSO on duty in a designated area,
without a warrant, to stop and search a person, or
anything in the possession of or under the control of the
person, for weapons if the person and the thing are in a
public place within a designated area. They can only do
this search if during the operation of the declaration,
police officers are also conducting searches in the area,
and the PSO is under the supervision of a police officer,
which also begs the question: why would the police
officer not be carrying out that search rather than
supervising a PSO to do it?
The bill also gives PSOs the power to search vehicles
and to seize items detected during that search. It enables
PSOs to arrest a prisoner whose parole has been
cancelled or taken to be cancelled. It enables a PSO to
arrest without a warrant a parolee if he or she suspects
that the person has breached a term or condition. It
gives PSOs the police power when on duty in a
designated area to request the name and address of a
suspected offender. It gives PSOs police powers in a
designated area to search without warrant for drugs of
dependence or psychoactive substances. If they search a
vehicle or a person and seize any of those drugs of
dependence, they must give those to the police officer
as soon as possible. It also gives PSOs the power to
serve an infringement notice on a person who they
believe has supplied liquor to a minor.
These are quite extensive powers that are being
extended to PSOs under this bill. As I mentioned
before, many in the community have raised concerns, in
fact, in an open letter to the Attorney-General, the
Minister for Families and Children and Minister for
Youth Affairs, and the Minister for Police, which was
sent on 7 June. It was signed by 50 organisations,
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including Bernie Geary, Berry Street, the Federation of
Community Legal Centres, the Koorie Youth Council,
the Law Institute of Victoria, the Victorian Aboriginal
Legal Service, West Justice, Whitelion, Youthlaw and
the Youth Support and Advocacy Service (YSAS)
among others. They note in their open letter that the
PSO bill:
… expands PSO powers to the extent they can randomly stop
and search children where a PSO suspects a child might
commit an offence, for weapons and drugs without warrant,
request their name and address, and apprehend children under
an emergency care warrant.
We believe there is a danger that these new powers will lead
to an increase in harassment of children and young people
and arbitrary ‘teen’ or racial profiling of vulnerable young
people. Our agencies are hearing too many stories of young
people feeling targeted by PSOs and harassed for their
personal details. Ultimately, the community will not feel
safer; rather they will wonder whose child will be next to be
stopped by a PSO, without cause.
We urge government not to expand PSOs powers in this way,
and consult further, particularly about the need for additional
training and skills for PSOs to work respectfully and
appropriately with children with complex needs.

Liberty Victoria have raised concerns about these
extended powers, which they describe as ‘unnecessary,
inappropriate and potentially harmful’. They say there
is:
… concern about creating a new offence of obstructing or
hindering a PSO. ‘As with the equivalent offence in relation
to police officers, this offence places the burden of evidence
on an accused person, who must offer a “reasonable excuse”
for their actions’ …

bearing in mind many of these persons will be children.
Liberty Victoria continue:
To that extent it reverses the onus of proof, normally the job
of a prosecutor, making it easier to prosecute and more
difficult to defend charges of this offence.

And then they oppose ‘the introduction of an offence in
such terms’. They go on to comment again that PSOs
only have 12 weeks training at the police academy and
that:
They have limited … powers when on duty, essentially at …
railway stations and associated areas.

I mentioned them before: the courts, the Parliament and
the shrine.
Liberty Victoria further state that:
Their primary function is to provide a ‘visible presence … in
the community — and notably on public transport — to
improve feelings of safety and to prevent and detect crime’.
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They go on to say:
The Victorian Auditor-General’s Office says there is
insufficient data to assess the impact, if any, that PSOs have
on crime rates …

and that last year:
… the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission
reported 182 allegations of assault and excessive force and 71
of predatory behaviour by PSOs between 12 February 2012
and 31 December 2015.

These are concerning. That is not to say that all PSOs
engage in this behaviour at all, but it is concerning.
That is quite a large number of complaints. President
Jessie Taylor said:
PSOs already have a range of powers associated with their
function, including certain powers of arrest and search … as
well as the power to issue fines for public order and public
transport offences.

She went on to say that the powers in this bill do not
reflect the limited role which PSOs currently have been
given:
For example, conducting a warrantless search on an
individual or their vehicle …

et cetera, which I have mentioned. These are an
incursion into the role that is generally left for police
and not for PSOs. We and others have a lot of concerns
about these particular provisions.
Youthlaw, for example, have raised concerns about the
expansion of the powers of PSOs under the bill being
inconsistent with the fundamental human rights in the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities in that
they especially limit the rights of children and young
people. In fact the minister has agreed in her statement
of compatibility that certain aspects of the bill are not
compatible with the rights of children. Youthlaw say
that:
… PSOs would need additional training and higher skills to
enable them to have the power to arrest a person who has
breached their parole, conduct searches for … drugs, and
request names and addresses from young people.

These are very frontline activities that we would
contend the police are trained for but that PSOs are not
trained to carry out.
The Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare
also wrote to the Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations
Committee regarding the bill, stating that they are:
… deeply concerned with a section of the bill that is
incompatible with Victoria’s Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities …
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Specifically — giving protective service officers (PSOs) the
power to randomly search children in public places within
designated areas, even if the PSOs have not formed a
reasonable suspicion that the child is carrying a weapon.
By the minister’s own admission … these powers are
incompatible with the charter to the extent that they limit the
right to privacy and reputation …

They further state that they have:
… concerns with the government’s conclusion that
community concern about safety in relation to …
weapons-related offending justifies the government
proceeding with the legislation in its current form.

Apart from these changes that involve the expanding of
powers of PSOs, in clause 59 the bill introduces new
section 347A into the Children, Youth and Families Act
2005 whereby children may be held in police cells
when being transported to and from courts and youth
justice centres due to the court complexes not having
enough cells. Proposed new section 347A provides that
children may be held or detained in a police cell for up
to two working days. This is too long; ideally they
should not be held in a police cell for longer than
12 hours and certainly should not be held overnight.
Key stakeholders have also raised concerns about these
aspects of the bill.
Section 17(2) of the charter promotes the right of a
child ‘to such protection as is in his or her best
interests’. It is not in the best interests of a child to be
detained in a police cell overnight nor for up to two
days, which is why the blanket provision in this bill is
not acceptable. Section 23 of the charter promotes the
right of children in the criminal process to be treated in
a way that is appropriate for their age and promotes the
right of an accused person who is detained to be treated
in a way that is appropriate for a person who has not
been convicted. Children and young people are
vulnerable, and being detained for up to two working
days and overnight in a police cell is not appropriate.
In addition, we are concerned that the government is of
the view that the use of police cells overcomes the
problem of some court complexes not having available
cells. There have been recent media reports that police
cells are still being used because of the overcrowding of
adult prisons, but the use of police cells is already at full
capacity. For example, on 9 September an article in the
Herald Sun by James Dowling about this issue states
that each day about 200 prisoners are held in police
cells. This is about the overflowing corrections system
and the overflowing cells in the courts. The article says:
The numbers fluctuate but on one day this week 230 prisoners
were in police cells across the state and 185 of them were
corrections prisoners — either serving a sentence or awaiting
court dates.
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I quote from that article because it is into this
environment that this bill allows children to be kept in a
police cell for up to two days. It is in the environment
of the overcrowding of police cells, or police jails, that
this bill is allowing children to be held overnight and
for up to two days.
While the bill makes it mandatory for children and
young persons to be segregated from adults, which
could be very difficult in an overcrowded situation, it is
not mandatory under the bill, in proposed new
section 347A, that females be kept separate from males.
This is a serious concern because young females are
likely to be vulnerable if kept in a cell with a person of
the opposite sex and because there is a greater risk of
exposure to violent or inappropriate behaviour.
The bill also does not make it mandatory for children to
be told of their entitlements. The bill only says they are
entitled to be segregated based on gender and they are
entitled to be told of their rights. This is similar to
existing section 347 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act, which deals with cases where a child is
remanded in custody in a police jail. It has many
provisions that mirror proposed new section 347A. In
our view, this breaches the charter by not providing
children with protection that is in their best interests.
There are also other entitlements listed under proposed
new section 347A that should be mandatory, such as
section 347A(2)(c), which says that children would
only be entitled to receive visits from parents, lawyers
et cetera, and (2)(d), in which a child would only be
entitled to have:
… reasonable efforts made to meet their medical, religious
and cultural needs including, in the case of an Aboriginal
child, the child’s needs as a member of the Aboriginal
community …

We are concerned that there is no reference here to the
custody notification system (CNS) with the Victorian
Aboriginal Legal Service, and we have been informed
by stakeholders that this needs to be embedded in
legislation since it is still not being used in cases where
it should be. We also know that the federal government
recognised the benefits of this system by offering to
fund a national rollout of the CNS back in October last
year.
Our concerns with existing section 347 of the Children,
Youth and Family Act and new section 347A of this
bill are that neither of them make the provisions of
those sections mandatory. We do not understand this,
given that the Office of Police Integrity report Policing
and Human Rights: Standards for Police Cells stated
back in December 2008 that as part of the standards:
Detainees are segregated on the basis of gender …
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and that:
Each detainee is provided with information, in a format he or
she can understand, about the reason for his or her detention
and the rights and responsibilities of detainees.

It is in this light that the Greens have had some
amendments prepared with regard to new section 347A
and existing section 347 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005.
Greens amendments circulated by Ms PENNICUIK
(Southern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Ms PENNICUIK — I will speak briefly about the
amendments and speak more about them in the
committee of the whole. Basically the amendments are
to existing section 347 of the Children, Youth and
Families Act and to similar provisions in this bill with
regard to the holding of children in police cells, and
they substitute the words ‘are entitled to’ in most cases
with ‘must’. That is to ensure that children in police
cells must be separated from adults; must be separated
from the opposite gender; must be permitted to meet
with family, lawyers et cetera; and must have their
medical, religious and cultural needs attended to. The
chief commissioner would be responsible for making
sure that the above provisions are complied with but
also that in the case of an Aboriginal child the Victorian
Aboriginal Legal Service is notified that the child has
been remanded in custody in a police jail under this
section. I will return to that in more detail, but that is
basically what the amendments do. We feel these are
very important.
Where a person is detained under the Mental Health
Act 2014 the provisions are expressed in the same
way — the person who is detained must be told of their
entitlements and must have them carried out — and not
in a weaker expression of what they are entitled to but
with no guarantee that that will happen under the
legislation. We feel this is a very important area where
we have the situation of children being held in police
cells for up to two days. If they are going to be held for
up to two days in police cells, where we know now that
they are overcrowded and they are full of adults from
the corrections system, these entitlements ‘must’ be
carried out and not ‘may’ be carried out.
Other parts of the bill provide for psychological fitness
for duty assessments of police officers and PSOs,
which is a good provision. We note that important
concerns have been raised by Police Association
Victoria and individual police officers as well as by
lawyers and even psychologists about the need for the
government to enact legislation whereby post-traumatic
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stress disorder is recognised as an occupational illness
so that officers suffering from it will get access to
treatment early and will be greatly assisted in
recovering sooner. We urge the government to do this
in the interests of the welfare of police officers and
protective services officers who may be dealing with
traumatic incidents day in, day out. We feel this is a
very important area which the government needs to act
on.
The bill also amends the Victoria Police Act 2013 to
establish the role of police custody officer supervisors
in police jails. We have no concerns here, but we do
have concerns, as I have mentioned before, with
overcrowding in police cells.
The bill amends the Second-Hand Dealers and
Pawnbrokers Act 1989 to regulate payments for scrap
metal and to provide for enforcement, essentially to
prevent and disrupt criminal activity in the dealing of
scrap metal by prohibiting cash-based scrap metal
transactions. A second-hand dealer must not buy scrap
metal that consists of a motor vehicle if the vehicle
identifier has been removed, obliterated, defaced or
altered. It enables police to enter business premises or
storage premises occupied or controlled by a
second-hand dealer when a business dealing in scrap
metal has been carried on there or the police reasonably
believe that such a business is being carried on there.
Police can apply to a magistrate for a search warrant in
relation to particular premises to monitor compliance
with the act. The Greens are supportive of that part of
the bill.
As I have outlined in my contribution to the bill, we are
very concerned about the expansion of PSO powers to
those basically only held by police at the moment, and
for good reason, because they involve searching people
without warrants et cetera. There is no provision here
for PSOs to undergo extra training with regard to that.
We feel that these powers should remain with police
and that PSOs should be deployed for the purposes
already outlined in the police act.
We have grave concerns about the ability to hold young
people in police cells for up to two days without
mandatory provisions as to their care under that
custody. We also feel very strongly that two days is too
long. Most stakeholders are saying that up to 12 hours
is the most and that children should not be held in
police cells overnight. However, we do understand that
in very exceptional circumstances that may have to
happen, but it certainly should be avoided at all costs,
and if it does have to happen because of remoteness or
for any other practical reason, the provisions under
sections 347 and 347A must be mandatory provisions.
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With those comments, I look forward to moving
amendments in the committee stage of the bill. The
Greens will not be supporting the bill, however.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
my contribution to the Justice Legislation Amendment
(Protective Services Officers and Other Matters)
Bill 2017. I support Mr O’Donohue’s comments on this
bill and would like to reiterate our thanks for the
important work of protective services officers (PSOs)
across the breadth of our community. I know well that
the PSOs at the Ballarat train station in particular do a
remarkable job keeping commuters safe and assisting
them, and I have been fortunate on occasion to chat
with PSOs who are doing this important work.
It is incredibly important that people feel safe in our
community. Train stations can at times be hotspots for
crime. The former Liberal government ensured the
rollout of PSOs at train stations, and as a result the type
and rate of crime at train stations has certainly
decreased and led to more people using public
transport. They feel more safe more often. It is
important to note that people using the train network
can have PSOs walk them to their car if it is late at
night and they are feeling that it is not a safe
environment. That is very important.
PSOs not only keep us safe at train stations but
obviously at Parliament House as well. PSOs patrol the
parliamentary precinct and ensure that we, as members,
are kept safe, as well as keeping parliamentary staff and
our visitors safe. When you consider what is happening
around the world in various parliaments, it is an
incredibly important role that they play.
This bill has a number of provisions, and one that I
want to just briefly touch on is the use of cash to pay for
scrap metal to deter vehicle theft. It is pleasing to see
that the government is picking up on Liberal Party
policy in this particular area. I think the ALP get their
best policies from this side of the house, and I look
forward to the government introducing legislation with
regard to police car ramming, which they committed to
after Mr O’Donohue introduced a bill on that issue. If
the government went a little further and just adopted all
of our policies, it would be much more successful in its
work than it is presently.
In my brief contribution to the debate on this bill I just
want to say that the work that is being done by PSOs is
incredibly important. Ms Pennicuik said that she was
concerned about the expansion of the powers of PSOs,
and I say to Ms Pennicuik that I do not share her
concerns. I think the provisions in this bill that expand
the powers of PSOs are appropriate and in many ways
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are just a logical progression to ensure better public
safety. The need to expand public safety elements of
the role of PSOs due to the skyrocketing crime rates we
are experiencing at the moment would be widely
recognised. It is of great concern to many in the
community. Ms Pennicuik may not share those
concerns, but I can assure her —
Ms Pennicuik interjected.
Mr MORRIS — I think they go hand in hand. The
skyrocketing crime rate we are experiencing at the
moment needs to be addressed and something needs to
be done to alleviate it. Aggravated burglaries and the
like are going through the roof. Carjacking, a crime that
the Premier said did not happen in the state of Victoria,
is occurring on an all too regular basis. I did say that I
would make a brief contribution. I know other members
want to talk about the great work that PSOs are doing
here in Victoria, so I will leave my contribution there.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I was rather
hoping there might have been a speaker from the
government, but there is not so I will just work on the
small amount of information I have and talk about
some of the wonderful work that protective services
officers (PSOs) are doing in my electorate. As an
overview, the Justice Legislation Amendment
(Protective Services Officers and Other Matters) Bill
2017 gives effect to the government’s Community
Safety Statement 2017 by amending the powers of
PSOs. It enables psychologists to assess Victoria Police
officers’ psychological fitness for duty, regulates
payments for and dealings in scrap metal, establishes
the role of police custody officer supervisors in police
jails, extends those officers’ powers in relation to the
management of visitors and updates the arrangements
for transporting children in police custody.
I want to talk about the good work that PSOs are doing,
which Mr Morris referred to in his contribution to the
debate. I also want to elaborate on Mr O’Donohue’s
contribution in which he referred to the wisdom and
thoughts of Mr Merlino in the Assembly. Going back to
the previous Parliament when the coalition government
introduced PSOs, Mr Merlino in a fairly disdainful
commentary in the other house talked about them in a
derogatory way as being no more than plastic police.
Those community members went through 12 weeks of
quite significant training in relation to apprehension,
search and arrest processes, not unlike the training that
police go through. To have such derogatory remarks
made by the Andrews opposition at the time, and
particularly the deputy leader, James Merlino, who
insulted them by calling them plastic police, I think is
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very detrimental to the very important work that they
do.

prioritise frontline duties and create a clear pathway for
PCOs.

In fact it was at the Geelong train station only the other
day where I had the opportunity to speak to some new
recruits that have taken on the work of a PSO. It was
fairly late at night, I must say, and the station was not
that well lit. It certainly gave people a degree of
confidence and a feeling of safety that they were being
protected and oversighted by PSOs.

I think this is important, because we know a lot of
police time, particularly in stations around Geelong and
Ballarat, is taken up in administering and policing those
being held in custody. As we know, many of our
prisons are currently full and are awaiting the entry of
those who have been held in custody in police stations.
We are waiting for the prisons to be freed up to be able
to take those who are being held in custody. It is
important that we free up our police so they are able to
do more patrols on the road within our communities
and not be tied up in police stations providing custodial
policing.

I know that if you do a straw poll of any train travellers
in my Western Victoria Region —
Mr Morris — Ours.
Mr RAMSAY — Sorry, ours; Mr Morris is very
paternal about the region that we share. Certainly in
Ballarat and Geelong specifically, where there are
PSOs on call, the travelling public very much
appreciate them being there. They are within not only
the train station precinct but also the car parks, which
experience heavy usage and are not always well lit. The
more aged female train travellers in particular as they
move around in quite dark spots are very appreciative
of the fact that these PSOs are now broadening their
area of surveillance to the car parks. Some PSOs are
actually walking with those who are apprehensive
about safety to their cars. They certainly play a very
important part in providing public safety in and around
train precincts and car parks.
This bill really extends their powers. I note
Ms Pennicuik’s concerns around civil liberty, rights and
other things, but of course the Greens have history on
this and would never be satisfied with the amount of
power that officers have — whether it is police, PSOs
or even police custody officers (PCOs), who are also
incorporated in this bill.
I just want to make some commentary around the main
objectives of the bill. One is to facilitate the deployment
of additional PSOs to form mobile patrols on the public
transport network, and I have touched on that. It gives
transit PSOs additional police powers to support their
role in keeping the public safe and tackling crime and
antisocial behaviour around the public transport
network, and I have made comment on that. It bans the
use of cash to pay for scrap metal to deter vehicle theft.
It enables specialist psychologists to conduct police
psychological fitness tests; I have talked about that. It
expands the role of police custody officers — I have
not made much mention of this, but I want to — by
establishing a new PCO supervisor position. The new
category of PCO is intended to free up police time to

The bill also makes minor and technical amendments to
reflect the longstanding practice of youth justice
offenders and those on remand transitioning for short
periods of time into police jails while en route to and
from court hearings. It provides protections and
safeguards available for children under Victorian law
which will apply to these children, and they must be
kept separate from detained adults.
The PSO power amendments reflect a general
acceptance of PSOs as a welcome and valuable
resource in community safety and law enforcement. We
believe the extension of PSO powers is logical and in
line with the coalition plan to further utilise PSOs for
other non-core duties to free up sworn police, as I have
mentioned, so they can get back to the front line.
The ability for PSOs to act in the vicinity of a
designated place is logical, and we support that. It
overcomes several problems encountered in the
establishment of the transit police and PSO program,
including the issue of PSOs performing their duties
close to a station and issuing infringement notices to
drivers on a roadway adjacent to a station or car park.
This was deemed to be beyond their designated place,
and Victoria Police were forced to withdraw hundreds
of infringements issued. As I indicated, it is broadening
their areas of surveillance, but they will also now be
able to do search and seizure outside the station limits.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
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members of the Liberal Party to do the same. That is
what you would expect.

Political donations
Questions interrupted.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Special Minister
of State. As the minister would be aware, Victorian
unions affiliated with the Australian Labor Party are
associated entities for the purposes of disclosure to the
Australian Electoral Commission. Will membership
fees to associated entities, such as unions, be subject to
your proposed donation cap and individual disclosure
requirement?

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — I take this opportunity to
welcome to the gallery today and to the Legislative
Council the Speaker of the House of Representatives, a
friend and a Presiding Officer colleague, the
Honourable Tony Smith.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
proposal put forward by the government in relation to
donation reform that the government announced
yesterday covers reporting requirements and caps on
donations that apply to political parties, to associated
entities and in relation to third-party campaigners. So in
terms of the disclosure requirements for any donation
that comes to or from an associated entity, which is at
the heart of Mr Rich-Phillips’s question, the answer
would be that, yes, they will be subjected to those
donation caps.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer.
Minister, in a similar vein, Labor MPs are required to
pay thousands of dollars of their salary to the Labor
Party as part of being a Labor MP. Will those annual
contributions also be subject to the cap and subject to
individual disclosure requirements?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
very happy for Mr Rich-Phillips to ask questions of this
nature. I am pleased that the opposition are embracing
the idea of donation reform and that they are actually
looking for the very high moral ground in relation to it.
That is an excellent position for them to aspire to. So I
encourage them to actually continue on this pathway.
The arrangements between political parties and their
membership in terms of the administrative functioning
of their party activities, as distinct from campaigning,
will be subject to the scrutiny of the disclosure regime,
but in fact membership of organisations — that may be
the membership arrangements between political parties
that —
An honourable member — Now it’s coming out.
Mr JENNINGS — What do you mean it’s coming
out? Of course it is coming out. I would expect
members of the ALP to actually be members of the
ALP and to pay a fee accordingly. I would expect

Questions resumed.

LaunchVic
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Minister, eight of the original
board members of LaunchVic have resigned. What is it
about you as minister, the Andrews government and the
organisation that you have established that has led, as
you described it in January 2016, this ‘amazing team’
to walk away?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question. It is a very weird question. There are a range
of issues that people deal with, both professional and
personal, and those will be issues for the board
members themselves.
Supplementary question
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
just about want to sing the song Run Away at the
moment. Minister, you have described LaunchVic as an
independent company. Is it not a fact that dissatisfaction
at LaunchVic is because it does not operate as an
independent company, supported by the fact that you
are approving and rejecting every single funding
recipient?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — No.

Heyfield timber mill
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — My question is to
the Leader of the Government. Minister, now that the
purchase of the Heyfield timber mill has been finalised,
can you inform Victorians how much public money the
Victorian government has spent on the purchase of the
mill?
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Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Because of interjections I
actually did not hear the question. Ms Bath, again,
thank you.
Ms BATH — My question is to the Leader of the
Government. Minister, now that the purchase of the
Heyfield timber mill has been finalised, can you inform
Victorians how much public money the Victorian
government has spent on the purchase of the mill?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — Here
is part of the rub in relation to the answer that Ms Bath
is after. I have to actually make sure that I work
appropriately and collaboratively with my colleagues,
which include the Minister for Agriculture, my
colleague the Treasurer and my colleague the Minister
for Industry and Employment, in relation to the
arrangements that have found the government
providing a very unusual level of support to the
Heyfield community and to workers in that community
by purchasing the mill that had been under great
pressure because of the unilateral decision of the
owners of the mill to walk away from the mill during
the course of this year.
During the course of this calendar year the workers and
their community have been under great stress. They in
fact were confronted with the potential for the mill to
close in circumstances where there was an adjustment
in the available timber supply — and in fact an
adjustment of the timber supply which was in
accordance with VicForests’s projections based upon
the reservation system and conservation measures and
what they believe to be a sustainable yield into the
future. Consideration of those matters led to VicForests
adjusting the volume of timber that was available to the
contract. Then the owners of the mill proceeded to
make a premature announcement that they were on the
cusp of closing when there was no need for them to
close, and in fact they could have recalibrated their
operations just as now the mill will be recalibrating its
operations to try to maintain a level of economic
activity contribution to the town and the protection of
jobs, and indeed operating within sustainable levels that
have been allocated in timber resource allocation to
them.
The government has worked to try to make sure that
those elements are put in place so the community
understands it has a greater degree of confidence about
any transition that may take place now or in the future
in relation to forestry activity. The opposition do not
want to know the truth in relation to this matter. They
do not care about anything other than scaremongering
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in relation to this issue. They have scaremongered from
day one. They continue to want to scaremonger —
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Order!
Mr JENNINGS — Every second day they want to
scaremonger. They do not want the community to have
confidence. They do not want the workforce to have
confidence. They do not want industry or in fact for that
matter the conservation movement to have confidence
about the way in which these issues will be managed
now and into the future.
As to the contractual arrangements that have been
entered into by my colleagues in relation to this matter,
I understand there are some commercial considerations
that they have been mindful of in terms of settling this
arrangement. In terms of what is available for me to
share in the public domain, I will take advice on that
subject and come back to the house in relation to that,
but what I can tell you is: the government, in very
difficult circumstances, took an extremely unusual
opportunity to keep this mill operating, to maximise the
opportunities for maintaining work in that community
and to protect the Heyfield community.
I would have thought that at some point in time the
opposition may have appreciated the great efforts that
have been put in by this government to keep that
community viable and supported at a time of great
stress, instead of the disingenuous, alarmist approach
that they have actually taken to this issue and the
dishonesty that is associated with false promises that
were made about timber allocations that were never
complied with by the outgoing coalition government
and were inherited by this government.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — All done?
Mr Leane interjected.
The PRESIDENT — Apparently not. Mr Leane,
would you like to make some sort of announcement?
Mr Leane — I was just saying.
The PRESIDENT — I know you were just saying.
Minister, it might also help in future if the answers
went through the Chair. I understand that Ms Bath was
the person who posed the question, but it makes it a
little bit difficult for me if I am seeing your back.
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Supplementary question
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — I thank the minister
for his response. Minister, what share of the Heyfield
mill has the Victorian government acquired?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Thank you, President, for the opportunity to respond
appropriately. I am severely chastened by my flagrant
disregard for the Chair. Maybe I have been distracted
by other people who may have joined us today in terms
of playing to a higher order in relation to those who
assume chairs in other jurisdictions. Maybe that was my
degree of distraction. I will not be distracted any
further; I will answer accordingly the member’s
question. The government has a controlling share in this
enterprise and will do so into the future.

Heyfield timber mill
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — My question is to
the Special Minister of State representing the Minister
for Industry and Employment. Government ministers,
including Minister Pulford, have claimed that no jobs
would be lost at the Heyfield mill while the purchase
was being finalised; however, on 16 August Australian
Sustainable Hardwoods sent a memo to employees
stating that the green mill would operate on reduced
shifts due to a number of staff taking redundancies, and
the government admitted on Friday that
24 redundancies have been taken within the last month.
Minister, do these redundancies not mean that jobs have
been lost during the finalisation of the purchase
arrangements?
Mr Jennings — Just for completeness, I want the
member to clarify: does she want me to answer this
question in my own right, which I am able to do, or as
the minister representing another minister in the other
chamber? Because in fact if that is what she wants, then
it would be to Ms Pulford.
The PRESIDENT — Ms Bath, which minister
were you directing it to?
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Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Ms Bath for her question, and I will seek a formal
response from Minister Noonan to the question that
Ms Bath has asked. I would certainly indicate that the
government has worked hard and long to secure a
future for this mill. This mill was closing, it is now not
and it was a day of some considerable celebration in
Heyfield on Friday. I did join Minister Noonan to make
this announcement on Friday. We were very keen to
share the news that the purchase had been finalised, and
indeed Minister Noonan will now undertake his new
responsibility as the minister responsible for the
transition at the mill. Of course as the Minister for
Agriculture I have responsibility for the management of
the forest resource and for VicForests, which is the
seller of the timber, and it would not be appropriate for
me to have that kind of ongoing involvement where the
new entity is a purchaser of the timber. I just thought
that would be useful context for why Minister Noonan
has taken on responsibility in this area as of last week. I
will seek a formal response from Minister Noonan for
Ms Bath.
Supplementary question
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — Thank you,
Minister Pulford. Minister, could you also seek a
response, now that the purchase of the Heyfield mill
has been finalised, confirming how many jobs will be
lost in the next six months?
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — I will invite the minister to
answer, but by way of interjection it was mentioned
that there is some speculation in this question, and I
actually agree. With the question as posed, I think it is
rather difficult for a minister to be put in a position of
being quantitative about jobs when in fact there are no
doubt a number of processes to go forward before such
a number could be quantified. I think that there is some
speculation in the question. I will allow the minister to
answer.

The PRESIDENT — I am intending to ask
Ms Pulford or Mr Somyurek to answer.

Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — What
I can indicate to Ms Bath is that Minister Noonan will
work with the Australian Sustainable Hardwoods
management on the best pathway forward for the mill,
its workforce and the local community. A new board
will be established, and the existing management team,
who are of course also with us purchasers of the mill,
will continue to be responsible for the day-to-day
operations of the business.

Ms BATH — Thank you, President. I will direct my
question to Minister Pulford.

I can also indicate to Ms Bath that Minister Noonan
was in Heyfield yesterday and took the opportunity to

Ms BATH — I was directing it to the Minister for
Industry and Employment, but the Special Minister of
State certainly can answer it in his own right if he
chooses to.
Honourable members interjecting.
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meet with some of the workers and with management.
We will certainly be wasting no time at all on
Ms Bath’s substantive question. I do think that this is
highly speculative, and I might leave it to you,
President, to judge whether or not I need to seek a
written response to the member’s question.

Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My question is
to the Leader of the Government representing the
Premier. Minister, there have been three evaluations of
the Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement over the
past 13 years. A tender process in March 2004 awarded
the phase 1 evaluation contract and a tender process in
February 2011 awarded the phase 2 evaluation contract.
However, there was no tender process to award the
phase 3 evaluation contract, which was split into two
separate contracts. Why was this important process
bypassed for a $184 000 and a $270 000 contract this
year by the Andrews government?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Morris for his question. It is a very detailed
question, and I volunteer that I do not know the
immediate answer in relation to the tendering
arrangements for that evaluation. But I do know that
this government is proud of our ongoing relationship
with the Aboriginal community and the policy settings
that we have put in place to support them over many
years. Indeed establishing the justice agreement was
actually something that I was very pleased, as a
member of the Bracks administration, to be party to —
the first iteration of that agreement. I am very pleased
that it not only survived the period of Labor
administration but survived the period of the coalition
administration that occurred in the middle. In fact many
people were anticipating that the coalition may have
tried to destroy it, but they did not. So good on them for
seeing the sense of responsibly trying to deliver better
outcomes in terms of the justice system and the respect
and regard shown for Aboriginal people.
I believe that any enduring arrangement such as this —
because not only is it an agreement but it has funding
arrangements within it and it involves cooperation
between government activity and the non-government
sector, in this case many Aboriginal community
organisations — warrants a due and proper examination
of the effectiveness of those programs that may be
funded under the course of the agreement. I think it is
appropriate that we evaluate the effectiveness of it,
because what is very clear, not only in Victoria but
around the country —
An honourable member interjected.

Tuesday, 19 September 2017

Mr JENNINGS — I do not need your interjection; I
do not need it. I have already volunteered in the very
first 20 seconds of my answer that I am going to seek
supplementary advice in relation to the tendering
arrangements. I have indicated that, and then I went on
to be generous about the coalition. Why I did that is
beyond me. Then I was giving an explanation to the
Victorian community, the people in the community
who may not have any idea about the Aboriginal justice
agreement. They may have no idea what it is about,
what it actually does and why it is an ongoing program
worthy of support from the government, the Aboriginal
community and the justice system in rising up to our
obligations to reduce the incidence of the incarceration
of Aboriginal people and to increase the participation in
full community life of Aboriginal people. It is a project
of the first order of consideration in this state.
As to the ridicule from the opposition, I do not know
why they chose to ridicule my description of it. I
volunteered that in relation to the tendering
arrangements about the evaluation there will need to be
some advice given to me so I can give it to Mr Morris. I
am reminding the house of the significance of the
Aboriginal justice agreement, and for the life of me I
cannot understand why the coalition wants to interrupt
my comments on the importance of the Aboriginal
justice agreement. On the basis of what — disruption in
the chamber? I do not understand why, but my answer
to Mr Morris is: I will come back to you about the
tendering arrangements, but the government is very
proud of its ongoing association with the Aboriginal
justice agreement, and you should know that that is a
very significant issue not only for Aboriginal people but
for all Victorians.
Supplementary question
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — Thank you,
Minister, for your response and for undertaking to
provide further information. Minister, the contract was
awarded to the Clear Horizon Consulting Perth office in
June this year. Why was the contract to evaluate the
Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement awarded to an
organisation supporting West Australian jobs rather
than supporting Victorian small business and
employing Victorians to do the job?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) —
Mr Morris’s question obviously warrants an answer,
but in fact I am not quite sure what his expertise is in
the evaluation of Aboriginal justice agreements. In
relation to the field of consulting organisations who
may be able to undertake this, on the basis of the
practice of good governance, on the basis of auditing
and on the basis of program evaluation I do not think
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that any jurisdiction totally dominates any of those
spheres of activity. I do not know the answer to his
question. I do not know who was available at the time
to actually undertake that work. I think under normal
circumstances the Victorian government is very
supportive of employment creation and making sure
that we support Victorian economic activity. As a
matter of policy that is what we intend to do. I will find
the answer to this question.

Caulfield–Dandenong line elevated rail
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is also for the Leader of the Government. I
refer to the sky rail project between Caulfield and
Dandenong and the massive straddle carrier which at
present is moving gigantic beams into position between
Murrumbeena and Carnegie. Minister, a recent letter
dated 15 September sent to residents says the option of
relocation is being offered to residents while this work
takes place. I therefore ask the minister: given trains are
stopped due to safety concerns when these gigantic
beams are being moved into position, should adjacent
residents stay in their homes or leave them because of
the clear danger?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I am
not quite sure whether Mr Davis is expecting me to
share my personal knowledge and expertise of the
occupational health and risk safety factors in relation to
this project or be responsible for its day-to-day
management. I am not sure whether he expects that of
me. Under normal circumstances I would expect my
colleague in the other place the Minister for Public
Transport to know what measures are in place in terms
of the project management and the communication with
the community to make sure that they are well advised
about what, if any, risks that they are exposed to and in
fact what, if any, support they are provided in relation
to decisions that they may make in relation to
relocation.
I would expect that in fact those risks have been well
and truly assessed within the project management
arrangement being undertaken by the Level Crossing
Removal Authority (LXRA) and that in fact that is well
known to them. In fact Mr Davis himself refers to a
letter of 15 September that is a form of communication
to the residents. I have not seen that correspondence. I
do not know what is in it. I would expect it to have a
level of detail in relation to advice that they can obtain,
the support that they may be able to obtain and a
commentary on what, if any, risks they are exposed to. I
would anticipate that being in the communication. I will
actually take advice from my colleague about whether
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in fact that is the case. I would expect that to be the
case.
I think Mr Davis himself should be cautious about the
degree of concern and agitation that he may generate by
not only his commentary here but more importantly his
commentary in the public domain, in relation to
creating fear and anxiety in the community. It is
essential that people take the best advice that is
available to them. I would rely on that correspondence
and the communication from the LXRA to actually
provide people with the best form of advice that they
can seek in relation to these matters and any form of
relief that is available to them, and they can afford
themselves of that advice and that relief if they choose
to.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — It is a
sincere and serious question. Minister, some of the
properties in this Murrumbeena to Carnegie corridor are
as close as 20 centimetres to the sky rail, with
bedrooms and living rooms only metres from the
straddle carrier as it lifts 420-tonne concrete steel
beams, and I ask: is it not a fact, Minister, that a
different standard is being applied within the rail
reservation, where adjacent trains are stopped but home
owners remain in the corridor to face the risk without
clear or honest direction from government?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
my substantive answer I indicated my operating
principle would be that the Minister for Public
Transport and the Level Crossing Removal Authority
would in fact be well-informed, they would be well
apprised of those risks and they would actually inform
residents of those risks and what the appropriate regime
is that could actually provide for not only safe working
in the rail corridor alignment but also safe living and
protection for those who are adjacent to that corridor,
regardless of their proximity. I am certain that they will
be mindful of that profound obligation to our
community to keep them safe during the course of this
work. I will rely on advice that I can obtain from my
colleague in relation to confirming that, and I will take
the opportunity to have a conversation with my
colleague about the concerns that Mr Davis has raised
to allay his concerns and, more importantly, the
community’s concerns.
Ordered that answers be considered next day on
motion of Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan).
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The PRESIDENT — I was prepared to put the
motion, but I actually had a bit of difficulty with it on
this occasion because the motion was that the minister’s
answer be taken into account on the next day of
meeting. What the minister has undertaken to do is to
obtain information from a minister in another place,
which will be a two-day direction and which will then
provide an answer to the question. It seems to me a
little premature in some ways that we are to take into
account the minister’s agreement to raise the matter
with a colleague in another place.

Anti-vilification legislation
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Attorney-General, represented in this
house by the Minister for Corrections. The marriage
equality debate is unearthing degrees of prejudice that I
think we had all hoped would not exist in 2017. In
recognising this the federal government is ushering
through new laws that would penalise those who
intimidate or threaten based on sex, sexuality, gender
identity, intersex status, religious convictions or views
they hold about the survey. Under Victorian law it is
unlawful under the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act
2001 to vilify a person or group of people on the basis
of their race or religion. It was under those laws that
United Patriots Front members were recently
prosecuted. However, these same protections do not
extend to vilification on the basis of sex or sexuality.
Will the Attorney-General introduce new laws that
permanently protect Victorians from this type of
vilification, and if not, why not?
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills) —
I thank the member for her question, and I also
acknowledge her advocacy and interest in the area of
protecting people who are of different race, religion or
indeed sexuality or gender. I will be referring this
matter to the Attorney-General for a response, but can I
say that the debate that has been raging in our
communities across all coasts, I think, has been intense,
and it at times has been very, very unwise and has
indeed demonstrated our lack of maturity to actually
have a proper, fulsome and respectful debate. I do
hope — and I use this opportunity to hope — that those
days that we have remaining in terms of filling in those
ballot forms, or the survey, serve us better as a
community than what we have seen in recent times.

Recreational boating
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — My question
today is for Minister Pulford representing the Minister
for Ports in the other place. Over time there have been
various acts that govern recreational boating in
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Victoria. In the course of the creation of the legislation
there have been licences of various types imposed by
the governments of the time, with the funds being
collected to be hypothecated back to directly related
needs, such as search and rescue and infrastructure. As
I understand it, from 2011 to 2016 there was
$180 493 000 collected from motorboat registrations
and associated licensing, yet it appears that there has
only been $17 867 000 spent on infrastructure. My
substantive question is: despite searching, I cannot find
out where the rest of the funds have been spent directly
on boating, so can the minister outline to me what has
happened with the rest of the funds?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr Bourman for his question. I will seek a
written response from Minister Donnellan.
Supplementary question
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — I thank the
minister for her answer. My supplementary question is:
given there are many bodies regulating personal
watercraft, including but not limited to Victoria Police,
Fisheries Victoria, Parks Victoria, the Victorian Ports
Corporation and Maritime Safety Victoria, how much
of the funds that I cannot account for are spent on
paying for duplicated enforcement activities?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I will
seek a response from the responsible minister.

Land Use Victoria
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — I choose
to direct this question to the minister representing the
Treasurer as I understand the responsible minister, the
Minister for Planning, has been sidelined in the matter.
We understand that activity to prepare the land titles
office for sale is well advanced. Concerns are arising in
relation to privacy and cost implications. Can the
minister tell the house how much revenue will be
attached to the new privatised entity, assuming no
increase in fees or new fees and charges of course, and
whether any fee rises are being ruled out?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — What
I can confirm to Mr Barber is that in fact there is a
scoping exercise of what might be situations of what
activities of the land titles office may be put out to
market in terms of a potential commercial transaction
into the future. Indeed that exercise will be looking at
the way in which privacy protections, in terms of the
interests of our citizens, may be preserved in relation to
the quality and the reliability of information services
that are available to them or more broadly in relation to
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land use activity, particularly land title matters. That
scoping exercise is a precursor to any consideration
about what might go to market and may in fact limit the
aspects of the land titles office’s work that may be put
out through an expression of interest process.

Mr Jennings, the substantive and supplementary
questions, two days; Ms Patten’s question to
Ms Tierney, the substantive question, two days; and
Mr Bourman’s question to Ms Pulford, both the
substantive and the supplementary questions, two days.

Because that matter has not been determined beyond
what are the normal reporting elements in relation to
the revenue associated with the land titles office, which
will be a global number, it is impossible for the
government to quantify at this point in time, because
we are not absolutely sure what activities may or may
not stay within public control and ownership, which
aspect may be then put to market. To answer
Mr Barber’s question would be premature at this time.
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Supplementary question
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — Thank
you for that answer, Minister. Minister, what part of
that scoping exercise is likely to be released to the
public? Or is it going to be another one of those
examples where the potential bidders get to find out
what it is that they are bidding on but the public does
not get access to the same information?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Barber for his question. The tender process, if
and when it is determined to go to market, it would be
premature for me to speculate on at this point in time.
This is not a matter or a process where I am directly
responsible for the administration, but I would, as a
member of the government, expect two things. Number
one is for the scoping to be fairly rigorous in relation to
protecting the public’s interest, the residual confidence
that the community may have about the validity and
reliability of land titles and the privacy protections that
the community might expect; and number two is that if
and when this matter goes to market, I would anticipate
that that information should be available not only to the
tenderers but to the public more broadly, which in this
instance would include Mr Barber. That is not a matter
directly in my responsibility, but I will keep an eye out
for those issues as I deal with my colleague.

Written responses
The PRESIDENT — In respect of today’s
questions, can I indicate that Ms Bath’s question to
Mr Jennings, both the substantive and the
supplementary questions, require written responses, and
that is within two days; in terms of Ms Bath’s question
to Ms Pulford, the substantive and supplementary
questions, two days; Mr Morris’s question to
Mr Jennings, the substantive and supplementary
questions, two days; Mr Davis’s question to

Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — In
late-breaking news, there are 58 written responses to
questions on notice: 11 040, 11 268, 11 402, 11 406,
11 408–28, 11 456, 11 474, 11 477, 11 482–3, 11 488,
11 490, 11 494, 11 496, 11 499, 11 504, 11 506,
11 511, 11 513, 11 517, 11 519, 11 522, 11 527–8,
11 533, 11 535, 11 539, 11 541, 11 544, 11 549–50,
11 555, 11 561, 11 563, 11 566, 11 571, 11 577,
11 579, 11 583.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
you reinstated a question regarding the cost of stocking
barramundi to Ms Pulford on the last Friday sitting
week. That was a one-day response, and Ms Bath has
not yet received a written response to that question.
Ms Pulford — On the point of order, President, if I
could offer my apologies for that oversight and follow
that up, I will make sure that Ms Bath has that answer
for the next cycle — before tomorrow’s question time.
The PRESIDENT — Another minister might well
be involved in that, so I will accept it. I am hoping for
those answers tomorrow. The minister has indicated an
apology to the house and will provide that answer. I
remember that was where we had fish that had not fared
well.
Can I indicate that I have also had a communication at
this stage from Mr Rich-Phillips in respect of a series of
questions on notice that have been put to the Special
Minister of State in respect of energy. I have not had
time to go through them because they have just been
provided to me, but in any event the advice that I have
from the clerks, having looked at the answers that have
been made to the questions posed by Mr Rich-Phillips,
is that the answers are not sufficient to discharge those
questions. Therefore I would reinstate questions 11 478,
11 480, 11 484, 11 487, 11 492, 11 500, 11 502,
11 510, 11 515, 11 523 and 11 525.
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CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is for the Minister for Police. There have been concerns
in the Whittlesea township that the opening of the new
Mernda police station would see staff reductions at the
Whittlesea police station. The concerns were arrogantly
scoffed at by the government, but as feared, police
command did remove four current vacancies from
Whittlesea with plans to attach them to Mernda.
The response of the community was overwhelming,
with over 400 people — who believe that their town is
unsafe and that they are not getting the police service
they need — attending a public meeting in Whittlesea
last week. The removal of the four vacancies, coupled
with two members on sick leave, has depleted the
station staff by 50 per cent. The public meeting saw a
promise to reinstate two of the vacancies, but the
community demands the other two vacancies also be
reinstated to return Whittlesea police station to its full
complement of staff.
Will the minister reinstate the remaining two vacancies
at the Whittlesea police station and guarantee the
station will maintain its full complement of staff, being
one senior sergeant, two sergeants and 12 senior
constables or constables, following the opening of the
Mernda station?

Eastern Victoria Region
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — My
constituency question relates to public transport, and it
is for the Minister for Public Transport in the other
place. There is a great deal of population growth in
parts of my electorate, including near Pakenham and
Officer. Indeed a lot of that population growth is
associated with significant increases in public transport
use. My question to the Minister for Public Transport
is: could she please clarify whether there are any plans
to increase car parking facilities at the Cardinia Road
railway station?

Southern Metropolitan Region
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I have a
constituency question today for the Minister for Public
Transport. My question is: will she explain to the
community the principles by which the government is
moving or not moving people in the rail corridor as the
sky rail is constructed? Will she explain to the
community these principles and on what basis people
are moved or not moved? Is it proximity? Is it
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WorkSafe assessments? I had one resident explain to
me that the CFMEU had been very concerned about
many of these matters and had noted that there were
differences in the arrangements put in place for workers
on one side of the corridor and family members in
houses on the other.

Northern Victoria Region
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — My
constituency question today is for the Minister for
Education, and it relates to Benalla P–12 College,
which is my former school. Benalla P–12 College is the
creation of a merger of primary schools and the local
high school some years ago. It is about to embark on an
$8.5 million redevelopment for the senior school, but
the matter that I am raising this afternoon is that I am
interested in the timing of the Inclusive Schools Fund. I
have written a support letter and there is a lot of
excitement around the school about the possibility of
the introduction of an all-abilities play area, particularly
for the years 5–9 cohort. When you combine years prep
to 12, it is really important to make sure you are
accommodating all ages, and there is a bit of a gap in
years 5–9, particularly for those kids with disabilities. I
am after an update on the status of that application.

Western Metropolitan Region
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Public Transport.
Recently I met with residents in Cross Street, West
Footscray, which runs along the train line west of West
Footscray station. The residents knew when they
bought their homes that there would be noise from the
train line, but they now have a new problem with
freight trains that are stopping and idling, sometimes
for hours, at the signal gantry. This is causing real
problems with noise, diesel pollution and reverberation.
The residents have kept diaries on this and would be
happy to supply them to the minister. Will the minister
help these residents resolve this issue with the freight
companies and also look at sound barriers for this
location as has been provided on other parts of the line?

Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is directed to the Premier. I was
fortunate enough to have been invited to address over
70 people in attendance at the Save Our Station meeting
at the Provincial Hotel on Saturday morning. The
assembled residents were aghast at the dog’s breakfast
of a plan the government is attempting to impose upon
Ballarat station — a plan that the government did not
take to the election, a plan that nobody voted for.
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Heritage Victoria is currently undertaking an
assessment of the government’s plan, and the result of
this assessment, it would appear, is imminent. My
question is: will the government commit to ensuring
that the $32 million already committed to the railway
station precinct will be spent on the precinct
irrespective of the recommendations coming from
Heritage Victoria?

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Planning. It
is in relation to the Ivanhoe shopping centre precinct. I
have been contacted by many residents expressing
strong views that new developments in the Ivanhoe
activity area should respect the distinctive character and
valued heritage elements and also respond sensitively to
the topography of the area. They are most concerned
that the discretionary controls at the moment provide
opportunities for imposing dominant developments
which will be detrimental to their vision for the area
and do not enable an appropriate transition in height to
surrounding lower scale buildings. Earlier this year the
minister committed to introduce mandatory height
controls in the Ivanhoe shopping centre precinct. When,
Minister, will you actually be undertaking that work?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport, the Honourable Jacinta Allan. It is a question
I have raised before, without receiving an appropriate
answer. In the regional rail announcements,
$100 million was allocated to the duplication of rail
between Waurn Ponds and South Geelong. Without the
promised business plan detailing the costs, we cannot
know if the $100 million will provide for fully
duplicating the railway line, given some of the funds
will be needed to rebuild the stations and car parks at
Marshall and Waurn Ponds, not to mention the new
stabling yards that the government has committed to at
Waurn Ponds also. With potentially $30 million to be
spent on station upgrades, that would only leave
approximately $70 million for duplication costs
estimated to cost $300 million. When will we know the
true cost of the duplication, and when will the work
start?

Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Planning,
the Honourable Richard Wynne in the other place. It
relates to the 13-storey sky tower which has been
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approved by the minister, despite the fact that prior to
the 2014 election this development was not spoken
about by Daniel Andrews — like so many other
decisions, such as sky rail. This yet again demonstrates
the secret nature of Daniel Andrews and the contempt
with which he is treating so many Victorians.
When the sky tower was literally discovered during the
construction of a concrete platform, a number of
consultations took place and a report was then
processed after a public hearing, I am led to believe, by
the Victorian Transport Projects Advisory Committee. I
asked the Minister for Public Transport to release that
report, but she completely ignored and avoided the
question.
I ask the minister that, in the interests of the community
and residents of Ormond, she provide a copy of the
report and indicate when that report will be made
available to those anxious residents within that area.

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Local
Government, and in doing so I welcome her to her new
portfolio and assure her she will be hearing from me on
a regular basis. I have on a number of occasions
referred to my grave concerns about activities
surrounding Wyndham City Council, and in particular
certain councillors on that council. Cr Intaj Khan has
been the subject of considerable controversy over an
extended period of time. He is now facing a number of
charges relating directly to his role as a councillor. This
is causing extensive community concern, and Cr Khan
continuing in his role is undermining public confidence
in the council.
In the interests of good governance and the public
perception of good governance, will the minister do her
job and stand down Cr Khan as a councillor until such
time as the charges against him are heard?

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
(PROTECTIVE SERVICES OFFICERS AND
OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I was at the
point of summing up my contribution this afternoon. I
did want to make mention of part 3 of the bill, and this
is the part of the bill that amends the Second-Hand
Dealers and Pawnbrokers Act 1989, and it does
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forthwith ban cash for scrap metal in order to ensure
that tracing information will be available for
transactions relating to scrap metal. I did want to make
mention of this because Victoria Police have identified
the lawful scrap metal industry as being highly
susceptible to infiltration by organised crime, which is
also reflected in the Victorian Law Reform
Commission’s report on regulatory regimes and
organised crime. Cash-based transactions for scrap
metal can conceal unlawful dealings and incentivise
motor vehicle theft. These reforms to ban cash for scrap
metal will reduce the risk of offending.
It is interesting that this bill has actually come to this
house in September, very close to October, whereas the
coalition and the Leader of the Opposition on 10 April
2016 raised the issue around banning cash for scrap
metal as a policy announcement to address the serious
increase in car thefts in Victoria and did so because the
scrap metal industry in Victoria, beyond the act that I
have just mentioned and the Motor Car Traders Act
1986, is very largely unregulated. Even New South
Wales saw fit to introduce legislation in 2016 banning
cash for scrap metal. So I did want to make the point
that the Leader of the Opposition, Matthew Guy, made
this policy announcement in April 2016, and it is
interesting to see that this government has seen fit,
maybe 17 months later, to introduce as part 3 of this bill
exactly the same policy.
While I am on that point, I would also like to
acknowledge the good work that Ed O’Donohue did in
relation to the police car ramming legislation, where
again we are seeing a copycat approach finally many,
many months later. The government have finally come
to a point where they also see merit in bringing forward
legislation, but it took the coalition and in particular the
work of the shadow Minister for Police to introduce the
legislation around police car ramming. Again we saw in
Geelong the other day criminal activity that involved
police car ramming, so it was a very good policy that
was initiated by Ed O’Donohue, and no doubt we will
see a greater emphasis by the government in relation to
bringing forward legislation in that respect.
It is good to see that the coalition is actually leading the
way in many of the pieces of legislation the government
has seen fit to introduce in relation to responding to
criminal activity, and I have just raised the issues
around the use of cash to pay for scrap metal and also
obviously the proposed police car ramming legislation.
It is on that basis that I conclude my remarks in relation
to this bill, and we will not be opposing the legislation.
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Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) — It gives me
pleasure to speak on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Protective Services Officers and Other
Matters) Bill 2017. Protective services officers (PSOs)
have been around for a while now. Originally my
experience with PSOs was back in the late 1990s, and
at that stage, as far as I was concerned, they were only
shrine guards. To be honest I did not really have a great
appreciation of what they did back then, and my contact
with them was fairly limited. Fast forward 15 or so
years, and I find out that they do a whole lot more.
I have got to say that in this place particularly they are
really our only line of defence against anything. It has
been one of those educational experiences. I have got to
know a few of them and understand a bit more of their
training and their roles. It has been good because I can
then appreciate the fact that now we have got some
people who have undergone an abbreviated training
regime very much similar to a shortened police training
regime to be able to tackle crime at train stations
amongst other things.
Crime is changing. Violence is definitely increasing in
our society. Originally they had the PSOs at train
stations, and they had a little bit of controversy at the
beginning, but it turns out that it was not necessarily a
bad thing. It turned out to be quite a good thing. Whilst
crime obviously skyrocketed, that was because there
was someone to actually catch the criminals. It is one of
those things. When a tree falls in a forest, does anyone
hear it if there is no-one there? In this case they started
having people there.
To start using the PSOs on trains to me is logical. They
can sit there on the platform and watch something
going on on a train and not be able to intervene, which
is just absolutely ridiculous, so with the ability to take it
a few steps further, probably crime will increase more
because now there will be someone there. With police
resources at a fairly low ebb at the moment — with the
two-up policy and all the other extra squads — I cannot
see this being anything other than a positive.
With regard to the cash for scrap thing, anything that
has a hard go at car theft has got to be a bonus.
Unfortunately criminals are just making a mockery of
things, because if they steal a car, strip it and then take
the main identifying parts down to a metal dealer, there
goes all the identification. On that note, I commend the
bill.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — This
afternoon I rise to speak on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Protective Services Officers and Other
Matters) Bill 2017. I have to say that the Minister for
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Police’s second-reading speech could well have been
adjusted to say something like, ‘We actually don’t
know what to do, so we’re just going to copy the
coalition policies’. In fact that becomes form for this
government. Mr O’Donohue’s great work on the no
body, no parole legislation, Mr O’Donohue’s great
work on police ramming and in fact Ms Crozier’s
work — when we were having continual problems in
the juvenile justice system — to suggest building a
supermax prison came as a result of the ministers at the
time saying, ‘We don’t know what to do. We haven’t
heard from the coalition on what their policy is’. We
are getting continual legislation through here that could
well be rewritten as: ‘We didn’t know what to do, so
we’ve simply taken the coalition policies’.
This bill has a number of objectives: to facilitate the
deployment of additional protective services officers
(PSOs) in mobile patrols across the public transport
network; to give the PSOs additional police powers; to
ban the use of cash to pay for scrap metal, which will
deter vehicle theft; to enable specialist psychologists to
conduct Victoria Police psychological fitness for duty
assessments; to expand the police custody officer’s role
to include a supervisor; and to make some minor and
technical amendments to reflect the longstanding
practice of youth justice offenders and those on remand.
Let us not forget that the PSOs do some amazing work
in Victoria. Mr Bourman reflected on their work around
the shrine and also around Government House, but
particularly here at Parliament House they have been
directly responsible for the safety of members of
Parliament, staff and visitors to the Parliament. We
have had incidents in my time in the Parliament in
which, if it had not been for the great work of the PSOs,
it could have been a far worse tragedy, not only outside
the building but in the chamber itself. These PSOs, who
work so fantastically at our railway stations, were an
initiative of the Liberal-Nationals coalition. We are
getting lots of feedback from people who are using the
train stations a lot more — particularly women
travelling at night, and our elderly and older
Victorians — and who are enjoying using the railway
stations because the PSOs are there.
These are the same PSOs that the now government
called ‘plastic police’. They also called them ‘failed
police applicants’. How dare they! I see Mr O’Donohue
here shaking his head. How dare they denigrate the
great work of the PSOs. Now they stump up a bit of
legislation in which they think they are doing the right
thing by the PSOs. Frankly there was an announcement
in 2014 by then Premier Napthine about widening the
opportunities for PSOs to make the public feel a lot
safer. This is just another copycat bit of legislation.
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When it comes to scrap metal and cash being paid for
scrap metal, on 10 April 2016 the Leader of the
Opposition, Matthew Guy, said he would announce this
as a policy.
I am cognisant of the fact that this bill is going to go
into committee. I do not want to take up too much more
of the Parliament’s time, other than to say that we
would be surprised if this government ever came up
with an original idea.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise to speak on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Protective Services and Other Matters)
Bill 2017. As previous speakers have said, this bill does
a number of things, but its main objective is around
expanding the powers of protective services officers
(PSOs). As we have heard, it also addresses some of the
issues around cash payments for scrap metal, and very
importantly it implements the recommendations of the
Victoria Police Mental Health Review to allow
specialist psychologists to conduct Victoria Police’s
psychological fitness for duty assessments. I think this
is incredibly important. We are seeing a substantial
number of police having to go on leave due to mental
health issues. I know the Police Association Victoria
has been doing some great work in addressing mental
health issues, because these first responders are placed
in incredibly difficult situations, and this will have a
lasting effect on them no matter how much training
they have. I welcome significantly any added support
for the police.
I will be supporting the Greens’ amendments around
the holding of children in police cells, and I am very
concerned about this. I think it is of great concern.
Being on the juvenile justice inquiry at the moment, I
am learning a lot about the children who this will affect.
These children are generally victims. They are victims
of abuse; they are victims of neglect. They are children
with mental health issues or intellectual disabilities. As
I say, these are incredibly vulnerable children, and we
need to ensure that they are protected.
I have been concerned about extending the powers of
protective services officers. I would like to concur with
previous speakers and add my appreciation of the
protective services officers here at Parliament and at
train stations. I am a public transport customer, so I am
certainly well aware of the protection and the sense of
security that they provide in these designated areas.
That is what they were established to do — to provide a
sense of security, to provide those extra eyes at train
stations and around other designated areas and to
ensure the security of members of the public using
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public transport. This was a very good measure, and I
welcomed this measure.
However, I have considerable concerns about the
expansion of the powers of PSOs that this bill attempts.
As Jessie Taylor from Liberty Victoria stated on this
issue — and I will paraphrase her somewhat — PSOs
undergo 12 weeks of training at the Victoria Police
Academy. They have got limited powers when on duty,
and their primary function is to provide a visible
presence — that is, in the community and, notably, as I
mentioned, on public transport — to improve those
feelings of safety and to prevent and detect crime.
Having people on the beat certainly has a crime
prevention outcome, but this bill seeks to extend the
PSO powers without, as far as I can understand it,
extending the training that they undertake.
I note that in the statement of compatibility the minister
acknowledges that this bill and the ability to allow
PSOs to search without suspicion for weapons or
without warrant for drugs does sit outside the charter of
human rights. The government acknowledge that it is
incompatible with our charter, yet they continue on
with it. A PSO need not form a reasonable belief or
suspicion that a person or a vehicle is carrying a
weapon before conducting a search. Why would we not
require suspicion? Why would we not require some
motivation for doing it? This I do not understand.
Obviously it is not in line with the charter, and I do not
support that.
My particular concern is the power to apprehend
children in respect of whom the Children’s Court has
issued a warrant for the purposes of having a child
placed in emergency care. I reiterate that these children
are very vulnerable children. They are children —
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms PATTEN — I will take up the interjection.
These children are in a designated area. These children
have not necessarily committed a crime. These children
are under child protection legislation; they are not
necessarily children who have committed a crime.
There is concern about the training of PSOs. IBAC
reported just recently that there were 182 allegations of
assault and excessive force and 71 of predatory
behaviour by PSOs between February 2012 and
December 2015. We have got a lot of training and a lot
of work to do with our PSOs to bring them up to speed
for the tasks that are already before them. Now we want
to extend those tasks. Apparently the reason for that is
that we have a police shortage. I sat on the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee, I read the budget
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papers and I saw the $2 billion that we are putting
towards employing another 2700 police. Again, I am at
somewhat of a loss to understand why, if we are
increasing our police force by 2700, we need to expand
the role of PSOs to give them fairly extensive police
powers. To search people’s vehicles, I believe, is
clearly outside their remit. They do not even need a
reason to search a vehicle.
This is about making them de facto police, and while I
again commend the work that the PSOs do, I am
considerably concerned that we are giving them police
powers when they have not been trained to carry out
police powers. If we want more police at train stations,
if we want more police in the car parks of train stations,
then we should bring more police on or we should be
training our PSOs to a greater degree, not just with
12 weeks of training. So while I commend parts of this
bill, I cannot support others.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — I rise
this afternoon to speak on the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Protective Services Officers and Other
Matters) Bill 2017. I have been sitting in the chamber
listening to the debate, and I want to commend my
colleague Mr O’Donohue for his contribution in
relation to raising some very relevant points around
what the bill provides, and others who have spoken
about the positive aspects of protective services officers
(PSOs). Can I also say how impressed I have been in
relation to the work that protective services officers do
around this place. Of course they have duties around
other state government buildings such as the courts,
Government House, the Shrine of Remembrance and
other areas. They do very commendable work.
I listened to Ms Patten’s contribution. I was aghast at
what she was saying — that they are de facto police and
do not have the necessary training to do what they need
to do. I think they conduct themselves extraordinarily
well in many instances, and this bill provides further
responsibilities to their initial abilities.
I want to take up the points that Mr O’Donohue made
in relation to the comments made by Mr Merlino in the
other place when he was in opposition and the Napthine
government introduced PSOs. They have been found to
be a huge success. When I was looking back at what the
coalition did, we deployed 950 PSOs across the state.
Prior to the 2014 election a 50-strong PSO strike force
was proposed to be undertaken if the coalition were
re-elected, which would have seen PSOs deployed in
various areas, allowing police to be freed up for special
events. We are coming into the football finals season,
with the grand final, the Melbourne Cup and other very
large sporting events. Of course we have very real
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concerns around community safety, and the police
obviously have those concerns. Anyone would know
that when going into the MCG, as I did on Friday night,
in terms of being searched and in terms of the diligence
that is being undertaken to keep the community safe.
Nevertheless the announcement back in 2014 was taken
up by this government. I go back to what Mr Merlino
said in opposition, calling PSOs ‘plastic police’. It was
a slur on their abilities, and to my knowledge he has
never apologised for that slur, which I think is
extraordinary in itself, especially as he is out now
lauding them everywhere and being part of a
government that is lauding the success of PSO
deployments.
Getting back to the purposes of the bill, as others have
said it will facilitate the deployment of additional
protective services officers to form mobile patrols on
the public transport network. It gives those transit PSOs
additional police powers to support their role in keeping
people safe and tackling crime and antisocial behaviour
on the public transport network. That is exactly the
point that I would like to raise in relation to Ms Patten’s
comments. Sometimes you see kids out there doing
graffiti and being antisocial on and around the train
network, and PSOs can effectively handle that. I do not
understand why she would think that it is such a
problem, as she said, with children who might be under
child protection. It does not matter who they are. If they
are doing graffiti or committing a crime, then they
should be appropriately dealt with, and PSOs can do
that.
While I am on that issue, we have been holding a
number of safety and crime forums across the state. I
was down at one in Geelong last Wednesday night with
Mr Katos in the other place. It was a very well attended
forum where community members were raising their
concerns. They do not feel safe; they have never felt
less safe, especially in the last two or so years. We all
know that there is a crime wave occurring across
Victoria and people no longer feel safe in their own
homes or in their communities. The Premier, Daniel
Andrews, has allowed this crime tsunami to be
exacerbated, and it is no wonder that there are so many
people living in fear.
I was involved in a crime forum last year. One of the
attendees, who I know well and who I have spoken
about in the past, has travelled on the train network for
the last 30 years, from the city to her home at Bentleigh.
She spoke out at that forum and said that she has never
felt less safe. I am going to quote from a news article,
leading on from the comments of Mr Daniel Bowen
from the Public Transport Users Association:
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He spoke out after a female commuter told a community
crime forum increased crime in Melbourne’s south-east had
made night-time train users feel more unsafe than ever before.
Sue Coburn, who has travelled on the Frankston and
Sandringham lines for more than 30 years, said she had never
been more terrified on public transport.

She spoke about the safety that PSOs provided on
platforms. She was actually saying that they did give
that sense of security and safety and she was very
grateful for the PSOs, so they have been a huge
success. I am very pleased that this bill further enhances
the areas around PSOs and transit police.
The bill also bans the use of cash to pay for scrap metal
to deter vehicle theft. We know that vehicle theft is an
increasing problem, and as others have suggested there
are more issues involving police car ramming and the
like.
The bill also enables specialist psychologists to conduct
Victoria Police psychological fitness for duty
assessments, expands the police custody officers (PCO)
program by establishing a new PCO supervision
position and makes minor and technical amendments to
reflect the longstanding practice of youth justice
offenders and those on remand being transitioned for
short periods of time in police jails while en route to
and from court hearings. These duties are already being
undertaken; the bill is just giving more powers to transit
PSOs to back up police and provide that additional
support. This aspect of the bill has been widely
supported by Victoria Police, and indeed it is my
understanding that it responds to a request from the
Chief Commissioner of Police to enable the PSOs to
have that flexibility in their duties.
I would like to commend the PSOs for the work they
do. Again, I think the comments by Mr Merlino when
in opposition and in his current position says more
about Mr Merlino than it does about the PSOs. I would
like to again congratulate members of the former
coalition government who actually put the PSOs in
place and did an extraordinary job in implementing that
policy. PSOs have kept many Victorians safe and
assisted Victoria Police in undertaking their duties.
Can I finally say that I was very pleased when I was
coming up the steps of the Parliament last week to see
two PSOs surrounded by a group of young
schoolchildren and having their photo taken. There
were probably about a dozen or so young boys who
were standing with the PSOs having their photos taken.
It was a very happy sight. The PSOs were more than
willing to oblige these young guys who wanted their
photos taken with them. It gave me the reassurance that
these young men did have respect for authority. I
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thought that was a very good indication of that respect
when so many others across our community do not
have that same respect for authority. The PSOs were
conducting themselves beautifully in the circumstances.
I think that when schoolchildren come into the
Parliament to see what PSOs do here, that sends a
terrific message to those young people.
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) — I rise
to make a number of comments in relation to points that
have been made by a variety of speakers over the
course of this debate. I begin by also acknowledging
the hard work and commitment that protective services
officers (PSOs) and police officers exemplify every day
in our Victorian community. Whether it be in small
country towns, metropolitan Melbourne or regional
centres, all of them do an amazing job in keeping our
communities safer. That brings me to the genesis of the
bill that is before us this afternoon. It is in response to a
number of reforms that were announced to support the
implementation of the Community Safety Statement
2017 to make our communities safer and to reduce
harm in our communities.
The bill will provide transit PSOs with appropriate
flexibility to respond to incidents in the vicinity of the
place in which they are on duty. We believe that this is
a commonsense approach which the public expects.
PSO functions will also be expanded to give them a
more active policing role where they are already
stationed to deal with matters relevant to public safety.
The new powers, which complement the powers they
already have in other contexts, will enable them to
request a person’s name and address, issue an
infringement notice, apprehend a person and search a
person or thing.
The new powers will allow PSOs to deal with situations
that they are already encountering out there in the
public. For example, PSOs are already discovering
illicit drugs when exercising their existing search
powers. As is the case with their existing powers,
appropriate safeguards will apply, such as a
requirement to conduct searches and manage seized
items in accordance with the Victoria Police (VicPol)
manual requirements. Failure to comply can lead to
management and disciplinary action.
I want to pick up on a point raised by Ms Patten and I
believe Ms Pennicuik as well in relation to the
statement of compatibility. That statement dealt in a
cautious and transparent manner with the power for
PSOs to participate in controlled weapons operations.
This was because police officers’ existing equivalent
powers were found incompatible with the relevant
charter rights. However, the Scrutiny of Acts and
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Regulations Committee examined this bill and
concluded that despite any charter incompatibility with
the existing police powers, the bill’s provisions
extending those powers to PSOs are in fact compatible
with the charter. This is because the clauses do not
extend the scope of the powers but only extend who is
permitted to perform the searches. PSOs are not given
police powers to conduct a strip search.
It is also important to put on the record the high quality
of PSO training, including in relation to children and
vulnerable people, which makes them well-placed to
exercise the additional powers being proposed. PSOs
undertake a 12-week course at the police academy.
They receive the same training as police officers in
respect of their specific community protection
functions.
For three months immediately after graduating from the
Victoria Police Academy new PSOs carry out their
duties under intensive on-the-job supervision from both
police officers and experienced PSOs. Routine briefings
and readouts at the start of each shift provide ongoing
timely training for police officers and PSOs. The
additional training needed for PSOs’ new powers will
build on the training PSOs already receive. Police
officers and PSOs are trained in the same tactical
options when dealing with children and vulnerable
people, and PSOs are subject to the same degree of
accountability as police officers when deciding to use
force. On searching a person or seizing any property
Victoria Police expects the highest standards of its
PSOs and actively enforces requirements relating to
their behaviour in the Victoria Police code of conduct.
Moving to the other issue of scrap metal, this bill bans
cash payments for scrap metal to disrupt the trade in
stolen cars. It also bans trade in unidentified motor
vehicles, requiring records to be kept of scrap metal
transactions, and gives police stronger search powers in
respect of scrap metal dealers. The new offences carry
high penalties. These reforms will leave a trace for
investigators and will deter criminals looking to make
quick money by disposing of illicit goods, including
stolen vehicles.
I would also like to correct the record in relation to a
point discussed in the other place about the provision
that enables payment by a cheque that is not
transferable or that is payable to cash. The cheque must
go through a bank account. That provision is based on
equivalent provisions in New South Wales and UK
legislation, rather than the commonwealth legislation
that was mentioned in the other place.
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Large parts of a vehicle, such as the chassis, will be
covered by all of the new offences, including the
unidentified motor vehicle offence. Smaller scrap metal
parts of a vehicle will be subject to the cash-for-scrap
ban and the record keeping requirements, ensuring
tracing information is available to Victoria Police.
The government supports the recommendations of the
Victorian Law Reform Commission’s report on the use
of regulatory regimes in preventing the infiltration of
lawful occupations and industries by organised crime.
As recommended by that report, draft risk assessment
guidelines have been developed by the interagency
government working group. These guidelines have
been applied in a pilot project assessing the risk of
organised criminal infiltration of the auto wrecking and
scrap metal industries. The pilot is set to conclude
shortly and will help the government consider further
regulatory or non-regulatory options to address any
identified risk while supporting legitimate businesses
and protecting the community. Victoria Police and
industry stakeholders will be consulted on any proposal
that may involve increased regulatory oversight.
In respect of mental health, the bill also implements the
recommendation from Peter Cotton’s mental health
review that specialist psychologists be able to undertake
psychological fitness for duty assessments that are part
of Victoria Police’s ill health retirement process. The
review noted that medical units do not necessarily have
the skills needed to assess a person’s mental capability
to perform duties, and this amendment reflects the
contemporary mental health practice that exists. I
applaud the work that has been undertaken by all
parties, including Police Association Victoria, in
bringing this forward and seeing its implementation.
The bill also makes a technical amendment to the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 to put beyond
doubt Victoria Police’s ability to incidentally hold
young people in police jails to facilitate their transfer to
and from courts and youth justice facilities. These
young people may be on remand or under sentence.
Remanding a child in custody is a last resort for police.
In practice it is the intention that children will be held
for the shortest possible time and that their transfer to
either a court or a youth justice facility will occur at the
earliest opportunity.
Victoria Police is concerned that, although most of the
amendments proposed by the Greens already appear in
the VicPol manual, to mandate these provisions would
be very challenging, especially in country locations. In
some cases Victoria Police would be physically unable
to comply with the requirements due to the number and
configuration of available police cells and the
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requirement to also run the police station. Victoria
Police is also concerned that the proposed amendments
are at odds with the power of the officer in charge of
the police station to determine who visits prisoners in
custody.
Finally, the bill also creates the position of police
custody officer (PCO) supervisor. This new category of
PCO is intended to free up police time to prioritise
frontline community safety initiatives and assist with
the retention of PCO staff. As of 2 September this year
PCOs had completed more than 75 000 shifts across the
22 police stations at which they are deployed, with the
exception of Melbourne West, which predominantly
manages arrested persons. Police stations with 12 or
more PCOs will have a PCO supervisor, and PCO
supervisors will remain subject to the authority of the
officer in charge of the police jail.
I think I have touched on most of the points that are
controversial. That will not necessarily help the Greens,
as I understand the government’s position is not to
accept those amendments. However, we have now
committee time to further explore the issues before the
chamber.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Mikakos, Ms

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

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

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.

Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Springle, Ms (Teller)
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Committee
Clause 1
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — For the
benefit of the committee, I have half a dozen questions
or so which I propose to deal with through clause 1 and
then I will be done. Minister, in reference to
Ms Pennicuik’s amendments, they will potentially have
an impact on the operation of the police cell network,
and in your summing up in the second-reading debate
you referred to that issue yourself. In that context, can
you tell me how many prisoners were in police cells at
7 o’clock this morning?
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) — I can
advise the member that I do not have those figures
before me, but I can assure him that it is significantly
less than the 372 that were in police cells when he was
the Minister for Corrections.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Thank you, Minister. So that
the committee can operate in an efficient way, can you
provide an undertaking to provide that information by
the conclusion of this committee stage?
Ms TIERNEY — Yes.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Minister, is it government
policy that protective services officers (PSOs) are to be
at all 212 metropolitan railway stations from 6.00 p.m.
till the last train, save and except for the operation of
the Night Network arrangements?
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behaviour and crime. This of course will be led by
police intelligence. Boost capacity at train stations and
other public transport hubs during busy times, such as
major events, is also being provided.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Thank you, Minister. That
information is very helpful, but just to clarify: is it still
government policy that the metropolitan rail network
has a PSO presence from 6.00 p.m. until the last train,
save and except for the operation of the Night Network
arrangements?
Ms TIERNEY — I thank the member for his
question. I think it is an important question, and the
advice that I have received is that the answer is yes,
Mr O’Donohue.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Thank you, Minister. So it is
government policy that PSOs be at all train stations
from 6.00 p.m. until the last train. How does the
government track situations when that does not occur?
There have been numerous examples reported to me
where there has not been PSO coverage, and that could
be for a variety of reasons. Does the government track
that, and how does it track it?
Ms TIERNEY — I am advised that the information
is there, but there is a lot of it and it is very difficult to
extract quickly. In terms of managing PSO coverage, it
is an operational matter for Victoria Police, as you
know, and they have their own procedures in terms of
how they deal with PSO coverage for whatever reason.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Thank you, Minister, for the
answer, but you have just said that it is government
policy that there be PSO coverage at every metropolitan
railway station from —

Ms TIERNEY — In terms of the specific numbers
we probably need to drill down and get some more
facts for you, and we are happy to do that,
Mr O’Donohue, but what I can do is provide you with
an update on where things are sitting. Following the
deployment of PSOs at Caroline Springs railway station
on 30 January 2017, Victoria Police now has a
dedicated PSO presence at 216 train stations, including
four regional stations. There are 209 new PSOs
overall — mobile squads plus the Night Network, as I
understand it. As of 6 September this year there are
1322 PSOs deployed by Victoria Police. There are a
further 103 PSOs in training and 23 PSOs transitioning
to become a police officer as part of the constable
qualifying program. They have issued more than
78 000 infringement notices since they were introduced
in 2012, and obviously they are working closely with
police to keep the community safe and also assist
commuters to feel safe.

Mr O’DONOHUE — Ms Symes, I am happy to
ask the minister the question again. Minister, is it
government policy that there be PSO coverage at every
metropolitan railway station from 6.00 p.m. until the
last train, as was the policy setting put in place by the
previous government?

We are also recruiting 100 PSOs over the next four
years to form mobile squads to tackle hot spots across
the public transport network targeting antisocial

Ms TIERNEY — Clearly that is the intention,
Mr O’Donohue, but from time to time there might be
things that happen that prevent a PSO from attending

Ms Symes interjected.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I am happy to pick up
Ms Symes’s interjection. I asked the minister: is it not
government policy that there be PSO coverage at every
metropolitan railway station —
Ms Symes interjected.

JUSTICE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (PROTECTIVE SERVICES OFFICERS AND OTHER MATTERS) BILL 2017
Tuesday, 19 September 2017

COUNCIL

their normal workplace, and in those cases, like in any
other workplace, management has a process to cover
and to provide coverage for those instances.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Can you describe some of
those instances, Minister? Picking up your example of
situations arising, one option is for the station not to
have PSO coverage; another option is to provide extra
PSO resources so that there is a pool from which to
draw when people call in sick or for various reasons
cannot attend in order to cover that vacancy, as Victoria
Police does with police station rosters, for example.
Can you just describe what the processes are to
accommodate those situations?
Ms TIERNEY — Of course this is a highly
operational matter. I do not have that material or what
the process is, but rest assured, as I said, management
for any workplace has usually got a procedure or a
system to address these issues.
Mr O’DONOHUE — It is an operational matter for
Victoria Police in one sense, but in another sense the
original policy was clear government policy to have
coverage at every metropolitan railway station from
6.00 p.m. until the last train. From the answers you
have provided thus far, my understanding is that that
policy setting remains, and therefore I suppose the
question is: with that policy framework in place, when
there are absences because of holiday leave, sick leave
or unforeseen situations that preclude a PSO from
attending a rostered shift, what processes does the
government have in place to ensure there is adequate
coverage at that railway station when someone calls in
sick or is unable to attend their rostered time?
Ms TIERNEY — Of course this is a matter for
Victoria Police, but can I say that in the most recent
budget there was a further allocation for an additional
100 PSOs.
Mr O’DONOHUE — But that is for a flying squad,
as I understand it, Minister — not necessarily for
dedicated patrols at railway stations. Can you clarify
that point?
Ms TIERNEY — Mr O’Donohue is correct in that
it was moneys for the flying squad, but of course that
additional number provides increased flexibility for
Victoria Police to manage the system.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Thank you, Minister, for that
answer. Does that mean some of the flying squad PSOs
may be diverted to regular PSO railway station rosters,
filling gaps in PSO railway station rosters, when they
emerge?
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Ms TIERNEY — No.
Mr O’DONOHUE — So how does a PSO flying
squad help maintain coverage at every metropolitan
railway station from 6 00 p.m. until last train?
Ms TIERNEY — I have been advised that Victoria
Police are still finalising the operational model.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Minister, that funding for the
extra 100 PSOs that you referred to, the flying squad,
was in the May budget. We are now into the third
month of this financial year. Why has that operational
model not yet been concluded?
Ms TIERNEY — That is a matter for Victoria
Police.
Mr O’DONOHUE — It is a matter for Victoria
Police, but I would have thought the government would
have an interest in seeing that model concluded so that
the role and function of those PSOs is known.
Minister, in the last financial year, in the 12-month
period, on how many occasions were railway stations
left without PSO coverage, as a result of a variety of
factors, in breach of the government policy to have
PSOs at every metropolitan railway station from
6.00 p.m. until last train?
Ms Symes — She has already answered that.
Ms TIERNEY — Exactly. I have answered that
question.
Mr O’DONOHUE — In the answer that the
minister gave previously there was no undertaking to
provide that information. So can you give an
undertaking to the committee to provide the details for
the last financial year and the previous financial year
with regard to how many occasions PSOs were not at
railway stations from 6.00 p.m. until last train, in breach
of government policy?
Ms Symes — It sounds like an O’Donohue FOI to
me.
Ms TIERNEY — Yes. As I understand it,
Mr O’Donohue undertook an FOI in this area some
time ago. But having said that, can I say that I am not
familiar with this data, I am not in receipt of that
information and I think we are now traversing into
areas that are of such a high level of detail that it really
beggars belief, to be quite frank, and I certainly do
refute the assertion that the government is not following
through on its policy.
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Mr O’DONOHUE — There is no assertion at all,
Minister, just a clear request for data. I appreciate that
you are not the Minister for Police, and that is why I
have asked you to undertake to provide to the
committee the information requested. So again I will
ask: will you provide the number of occasions on which
and at which railway stations PSO coverage was not
provided in the last financial year and the preceding
financial year, in contravention of government policy?
Ms TIERNEY — I am prepared to take that on
notice and raise it with the Minister for Police.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Minister, does the
government have any plan to introduce the cluster
model for PSOs?
Ms TIERNEY — Again this is a matter for Victoria
Police. It is a highly operational issue, and I cannot
understand why I would be expected to know that.
Mr O’DONOHUE — You would be expected to
know that and you would be expected to provide an
answer to that, Minister, because there are advisers
from the department in the box and you are
representing the police minister in this place. So I again
ask: does the government have any plans to introduce
the cluster model in relation to the deployment of
PSOs?
Ms TIERNEY — I am advised that no decision has
been made.
Mr O’DONOHUE — My final question on this
point is: so the cluster model is under active
consideration by the government?
Ms TIERNEY — I repeat: no decision has been
made.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I repeat: so does that mean
that the cluster model is being considered by the
government, as a change to government policy?
Ms TIERNEY — My position remains, and I have
provided an answer.
Mr O’DONOHUE — I wish to move to the issues
around cash for scrap, Minister. I think this was dealt
with in passing, in part in your summing up, but I just
wish to put a couple of questions on areas where
stakeholders have provided feedback in relation to the
bill. Was there any consideration of a standalone bill for
the cash-for-scrap matter?
Ms TIERNEY — My understanding is that a range
of things were considered. This was considered to be
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the best option and the one that was more timely than
any other option.
Mr O’DONOHUE — It has been put to me,
Minister, that the definition of scrap metal may be
problematic due to the exemption of ferrous and
non-ferrous materials in regulation 9(1) of the
Second-Hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers (Exemption)
Regulations 2008. The concern is that due to this
inconsistency it becomes unclear if metal recyclers are
properly captured by the legislation. Can you clarify
whether metal recyclers are properly captured by the
bill before the house?
Ms TIERNEY — The cash-for-scrap reforms will
help prevent any theft or illegal trade in metal — not
just stolen vehicles — to successfully disrupt illegal
operators. It is important that all persons dealing in
scrap metal are covered by the reforms regardless of the
industry that they operate in. This will ensure that rogue
operators are not encouraged to infiltrate other
unregulated industries. Metal recyclers are captured
under the definition provided in the bill.
Mr O’DONOHUE — Thank you, Minister.
Minister, what does the government say to the concern
that Consumer Affairs Victoria (CAV) as a regulator
does not have the capacity or power to appropriately
enforce these changes and this sector more generally?
Ms TIERNEY — We believe it is an incorrect
claim that CAV will enforce these laws. Under the
Second-Hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers Act 1989
Consumer Affairs Victoria is responsible for enforcing
pawnbroker provisions, but Victoria Police enforces the
second-hand dealers provisions. There is no intention
for Consumer Affairs Victoria to become the
enforcement agency for the second-hand dealers. This
bill will further strengthen Victoria Police’s
enforcement powers.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — This
is not a question, just a comment that I have raised
many times when bills are put forward, such as this
one, which includes the words ‘Protective Services
Officers and Other Matters’ in its name, where ‘Other
Matters’ go to issues such as remanding children in
custody and the scrap metal issue that is covered in the
latter part of the bill. It is not a great practice, I think, to
have — and other bills have this to a greater extent —
unrelated matters put together in bills, particularly if we
are in a position where we actually do support the
provisions regarding scrap metal but not other
provisions in the bill.
Clause agreed to.
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which we have just been through —

Ms PENNICUIK — I move:

is complied with; and

1.

Clause 2, line 27, omit “60” and insert “62”.

2.

Clause 2, line 29, omit “60” and insert “62”.

(b) in the case of an Aboriginal child, the Victorian
Aboriginal Legal Service is notified that the child
has been remanded in custody in a police gaol
under this section.”.’.

These are consequential amendments to the substantive
amendment, which is amendment 3 to the bill, which
inserts new clauses into the Children, Youth and
Families Act 2005 before clause 59. The new clauses
refer to the issue of children in custody, and the
amendments under amendment 3 put a new definition
in the act to define the Victorian Aboriginal Legal
Service and also to replace the words ‘are entitled to’
with the words ‘must’ or ‘must be permitted’ in certain
sections of the act. Section 347(2) of the act states:
If any children are remanded in custody in a police gaol under
this section …

In the first instance, in paragraph (a) the amendment
would substitute ‘are entitled to’ with ‘must’, so it
would read:
must be kept separate from adults who are detained there …

In paragraph (b) it would substitute ‘are entitled to’
with ‘must’, so it would read:
must be kept separate according to their sex …

In paragraph (c) it would substitute ‘are entitled’ with
‘must be permitted’, so it would read:
subject to the Corrections Act 1986 and the regulations
made under that Act, must be permitted to receive visits from
parents, relatives, legal practitioners, persons acting on behalf
of legal practitioners and other persons …

In paragraph (d) it would substitute ‘are entitled to’
with ‘must’ so that it would read:
must have reasonable efforts made to meet their medical,
religious and cultural needs including, in the case of
Aboriginal children, their needs as members of the Aboriginal
community …

In paragraph (f), for ‘are entitled to’ it would substitute
‘must’, so that it would read:
must be advised of their entitlements under this subsection.

Also subsection (3) would be substituted with a new
section such that it would read similarly to the existing
section, except to say:
(3) It is the responsibility of the Chief Commissioner of
Police to make sure that —
(a) subsection (2) —

I am moving these amendments because the Greens are
firmly of the view that the number of children in
custody, whether they are in a youth justice centre or in
a police jail, either on remand or in transit to the court,
is very few. I was mentioning earlier that at any time, in
any week, there are up to 200 adults in police jails,
some of them sentenced prisoners, and to put into that
mix a child — it could be a child aged 16 or 14 years
old — is a serious matter. The minister in her summing
up made some comments on these amendments, saying
that perhaps this would be difficult for the police to deal
with. As I said, it would not be a very common
occurrence, and it is a very serious matter to put a child
in that situation with adult prisoners.
We do not believe it is enough to say that children are
entitled to be separated from adults for transportation
between facilities and police jails, which is the case
under the current act, even though that is the one
instance where there is a ‘must’ in the bill. They must
also be separated according to their sex; that that should
happen was also a finding of the Office of Police
Integrity some years back. They must be permitted to
receive visitors. There must be reasonable efforts to
accommodate their medical, religious and cultural
needs, particularly medical needs. Just to say they are
entitled to reasonable efforts to meet their medical
needs is surely not enough. The most important one, I
think, is the overarching one — that they must be
advised of all these things. I do not think it is too much
to ask of the chief commissioner, who under the act and
under the bill will be responsible — but also the person
in charge of the police jail under this bill could be the
supervisor of police custody officers — to make sure
these things are carried out and these things occur
whenever a child is held in a police jail.
I mentioned briefly in my contribution that this is the
case under the Mental Health Act 2014 for persons who
are held involuntarily under that act — that they must
be made aware of their rights and they must have them
explained to them if they do not understand them. They
must be given a statement of their rights and they must
have them explained to them. I think nothing less
should be the case for children in police cells.
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The minister also made a point in her summing up
about how the person in charge of the police jail would
know who can visit the child in custody. I do not think
that is any different in terms of the current provision,
where children are entitled to be visited by parents,
relatives, legal practitioners, persons acting on behalf of
legal practitioners and other persons. They are already
entitled to have them as visitors, and what we are
saying is they must be permitted to have them as
visitors if that is what they wish and if those people,
particularly parents and particularly their legal
practitioner, want to visit them in a police jail. I do not
see that that should be a problem for the supervising
police custody officer to arrange. We are very, very
clearly of the view that these entitlements should be
mandatory and they should be explained to children.
Children should be told of them when they first enter
the custody of the police.

is considered. The Victoria Police Manual policy rules
state under ‘Disposition of offenders’:

I will also be moving an amendment that would require
the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service to be notified
that an Aboriginal child has been remanded in custody.
This is supposed to happen but does not always happen,
and we know that there is a very large problem with
incarceration of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
people and particularly children. They have, and other
stakeholders have, made the point that this should be
embedded in the legislation. That explains why we will
be putting that there along with the other mandatory
provisions that we think should apply to children in
police cells.

On the basis of the advice that we have received from
Victoria Police we will be opposing the Greens
amendments 1 and 2.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! I clarify
that these amendments are a test for Ms Pennicuik’s
proposed new clauses before clause 59.
Ms TIERNEY — I covered off on most of these
points in my summing up, but I reiterate that the
government understands the importance of ensuring
children are protected when they come into contact
with the justice system. This is a very serious and very
important acknowledgement that children need to be
protected, particularly when they come into contact
with the justice environment. As I said in my
concluding remarks, most of the items already appear in
the Victoria Police Manual. To mandate them,
especially in some regional locations, police advise us,
is simply unworkable in practice. Indeed in some
locations these requirements would be physically
impossible.
Again I wish to reinforce that remanding a child in
custody is the last resort for police. Where possible
police will use a range of other dispositions — for
example, summons, charge and bail — before a remand

Remand of children in custody should be considered as a last
alternative. Contact DHS/CAHABPS —

central after-hours assessment and bail placement
service —
prior to contacting the bail justice in order for an assessment
to be made.

Where a child is to be remanded after hours, the
Victoria Police Manual guidelines on bail and remand
state that police:
… must ensure that, in the case of a child in custody, a parent
or guardian of the child or an independent person is present
during the inquiry. An independent person who is present
may take steps to facilitate the granting of bail, for example,
by arranging accommodation.

Mr O’DONOHUE — Noting the advice of Victoria
Police and the challenges these amendments may
present in some limited circumstances, I imagine,
particularly at the moment with the police cell numbers
consistently so high, the opposition will also be not
supporting these amendments.
Ms PENNICUIK — I thank the minister and
Mr O’Donohue for their remarks. I listened carefully to
what the minister said, even though I could not quite
hear every single word she said; she was speaking very
softly. I think my response to that would be that I
understand everything she said and how there may be
issues in some particular cases, but I would also say
that if these basic entitlements cannot be mandated,
then a child should not be held in a police cell.
Committee divided on amendments:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr
Dunn, Ms (Teller)
Hartland, Ms

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

Noes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr

Morris, Mr (Teller)
Mulino, Mr
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
O’Sullivan, Mr
Peulich, Mrs
Pulford, Ms
Purcell, Mr
Ramsay, Mr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
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Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Mikakos, Ms
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Somyurek, Mr
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms
Young, Mr

Amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 3 to 58 agreed to.
Clause 59
Ms PENNICUIK — I move:
4.

Clause 59, line 18, omit “is entitled to” and insert
“must”.

5.

Clause 59, line 22, omit “is entitled” and insert “must be
permitted”.

6.

Clause 59, line 26, omit “is entitled to” and insert
“must”.

7.

Clause 59, page 44, line 6, omit “is entitled to” and
insert “must”.

8.

Clause 59, page 44, lines 8 to 10, omit all words and
expressions on these lines and insert—
‘(3) It is the responsibility of the Chief Commissioner
of Police to make sure that—
(a) subsection (2) is complied with; and
(b) in the case of an Aboriginal child, the
Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service is notified
that the child is held in custody in a police
gaol under this section.”.’.

In essence these amendments are very similar to my
amendments 1 to 3. I refer people to what I mentioned
with regard to those provisions. Proposed section 347A
of the Children, Youth and Families Act 2005 provides:
(2) If a child is held or detained in a police gaol under this
section, the child—
(a) must be kept separate from adults who are detained
there …

which is different from the current provision under the
act with regard to children in remand. But it does use
the phrase ‘is entitled to’:
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…
(f)

is entitled to be advised of the child’s entitlement
under this subsection …

rather than ‘must be’ advised of their entitlements under
the section.
New section 347A, inserted by clause 59, refers to
children temporarily held in police jails to facilitate
transport to and from court and youth justice facilities
for up to two working days. I would say that if a child
can be held for two working days in a police jail, then
they must be able to do all of these things: they must be
kept separate from adults; they must be kept separately
according to the child’s sex; they must be permitted to
receive visits from parents, relatives, legal practitioners
and persons acting on their behalf; they must have
reasonable efforts made to meet their medical, religious
and cultural needs; and they must be advised of all
these things.
The other part of these amendments is that in the case
of an Aboriginal child the Victorian Aboriginal Legal
Service must be notified that the child is held in custody
in a police jail. Again I say that two days is too long. In
the view of everybody working in this field, including
the Law Institute of Victoria, the community legal
centres, Youthlaw and Liberty Victoria, two days is too
long. I understand the minister explained that the aim
would be that that would very rarely occur, but it could
occur. In that case these should be mandatory
entitlements for children held in police jails. Given
what I have said before about the number of adults who
are in police jails, the overflowing nature of police jails
and the relative rarity of this happening, the supervisor
of the police custody officers should ensure these things
occur.
Mr O’DONOHUE — The opposition, for the
reasons I outlined previously, will not be supporting
Ms Pennicuik’s amendments. I would invite the
minister to perhaps provide the information about the
number of prisoners in police cells if she has that
information now available.

(c) … is entitled to receive visits …

Ms TIERNEY — In terms of the amendments
sought by the Greens, the government will not be
supporting those amendments, consistent with positions
that I have previously outlined to the chamber this
afternoon.

(d) is entitled to have reasonable efforts made to meet
the child’s medical, religious and cultural needs …

In response to Mr O’Donohue’s question in terms of
people in police cells, as of 7.00 a.m. there were 224.

(b) is entitled to be kept separately according to the
child’s sex;
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Ms PENNICUIK — I think that underlines the
points that I am trying to make. There are 224 people in
police cells, the majority of whom I would presume
should be under the custody of Corrections Victoria. If
we are to put children into this situation — and children
are not adults, children are vulnerable and children have
special needs and special interests that are recognised
throughout the law and in fact in the Children, Youth
and Families Act 2005 — the provisions as they are
written do not pay enough attention to those
vulnerabilities. They need to afford children special
treatment in a positive way, in particular to ensure that
they are advised of their entitlements and have them
attended to.
Committee divided on amendments:
Ayes, 6
Barber, Mr (Teller)
Dunn, Ms
Hartland, Ms

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

Noes, 32
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms

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

Amendments negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 60 and 61 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
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CHILDREN AND JUSTICE LEGISLATION
AMENDMENT (YOUTH JUSTICE
REFORM) BILL 2017
Clerk’s amendment
The PRESIDENT — I have received a letter from
Andrew Young in his role as Acting Clerk of the
Parliaments. He has written to both me and the Speaker
indicating that:
Under joint standing order 6(1), I have made corrections in
the Children and Justice Legislation Amendment (Youth
Justice Reform) Bill 2017, listed as follows:
Clause 6 of the bill inserts new section 522A into the
Children, Youth and Families Act 2005. I have deleted
the quotation mark and second full stop at the end of
subsection (2) of new section 522A. They are not
required as the inserted text finishes at the end of
subsection (3). I have inserted a quotation mark and
second full stop at the end of subsection (3).

PLANNING AND BUILDING
LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (HOUSING
AFFORDABILITY AND OTHER MATTERS)
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 10 August; motion of
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills).
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and make a contribution to the Planning
and Building Legislation Amendment (Housing
Affordability and Other Matters) Bill 2017. In doing so
I indicate at the outset that really three distinct topics
are covered by this bill. The bill deals in the first
instance with the issue of affordable housing, and we
will make some clear points about the failures of the
bill to deal comprehensively or in any very significant
way with that matter. Notwithstanding that, we will not
oppose that section of the bill.

Report adopted.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

I also make the point that there is a section in this bill
that deals with offences within the Building
Amendment (Enforcement and Other Measures) Act
2017 and the Building Act 1993. Let us be quite clear
what is going on here: this is an omnibus bill in which
this additional section has been put in place. This is an
admission effectively by the government that it got it
wrong when it put through the earlier bill with greater
penalties — very extreme penalties; criminal
penalties — that would impact on builders for very
minor infringements in some cases. There is a
recognition at least that having every local council in a
position to enforce those provisions was a step too far.
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The chamber will remember that I sought to amend that
bill to soften the impact and to ensure that, whilst there
were still very stringent penalties, there were not
extreme criminal penalties for minor infringements. I
was unsuccessful in that, but I did point out at the time
that I thought that the bill as it went through the house
earlier this year was unmanageable and unenforceable
and that it could lead to all sorts of unintended and
draconian outcomes. In a sense the changes in this bill
are a reflection of the fact that the government has
come to its senses, at least in part, with respect to that.
The central building authorities, rather than every
council, will have responsibility for the management of
these criminal offences that were put into the Building
Amendment (Enforcement and Other Measures) Act
earlier in the year. I put on record that we support those
changes, and I particularly welcome the commentary
by the Housing Industry Association of support for the
position we took at the time. I know that many other
building organisations were equally concerned.
There is also a section in the bill that deals with wind
farm planning permits, and I will step systematically
through many of the aspects of that.
As I said, this is an omnibus bill. It is a bill that deals
with affordable housing, wind farm planning permits
and building enforcement measures. I make the point
that while we support the enforcement measures and
the changes to the act, which soften the earlier changes,
we have reservations about the effectiveness of the
housing affordability aspects, although we share with
the government their intention. Their intention is to set
up a better system for affordable housing supply.
When we come to the wind farm planning permits we
think there is evidence of serious injustice and
unfairness that can result from the proposals here. We
will not oppose them, but we will seek to amend them
to insert some aspects that will assist with the energy
market and indeed a more rational way for planning for
our wind farms to proceed.
I will step through in a structured way what the main
provisions of the bill are. It amends the Planning and
Environment Act 1987, it introduces a new definition of
‘affordable housing’ and it provides for the Governor in
Council, on the advice of the minister, to make an order
specifying a range of household incomes — a very low
income range, a low income range and a moderate
income range — for the purposes of the definition of
‘affordable housing’. It establishes a responsible
authority, usually a council, to enter into a voluntary
agreement with a landowner for the development or
provision of affordable housing.
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We will have questions about both of these aspects. We
will want some indications about the range and how the
government will arrive at those matters. I have some
concerns. I thank the minister for the briefing and the
officials who provided the briefing, but I make the point
that as I understand it — and I will seek confirmation of
this in committee — the range that is being talked about
is up to 120 per cent of Victorian average weekly
earnings, but I will seek some clarification of that in
committee.
As I said, with the question of voluntary agreements we
think there is a risk here. There is no issue with builders
and developers entering into voluntary arrangements
with councils, the responsible authorities, for the
provision of affordable housing. The question is: what
is voluntary and how is the government intending that
this will operate? Will it operate where the council or
the responsible authority has the whip hand over the
developer and is in a position to exert influence in a
way that is perhaps not intended by the minister? We
will ask some questions about how that will in fact
operate. We will seek to confirm that it is not possible
to condition a permit to force a developer to enter into
an agreement. It is a question of whether a developer
seeks these arrangements or whether it is a case of
‘Take it or leave it’ from the council and ‘You do this;
otherwise there’s nothing happening here’. If that is the
way it is intended, that will be potentially a concern.
On the issue of wind farm permits, it allows the
minister to refer an amended permit to the standing
advisory committee instead of a panel if a significant
change is sought to a permit and it receives objections.
It is probably important to have some historical context
here. Through the early 2000s and through until 2010
there was a free-for-all on wind farm planning permit
applications. The previous Bracks and Brumby
governments signed almost everything off. This was a
shambles. It went nuts. Shonky consultants were
employed. I had the fortune to be shadow Minister for
Planning through part of that period, and I recall very
clearly the cases that were put to me at the time, the
permit applications that I viewed closely and the permit
processes that I oversighted closely. It was very clear
that in many cases those processes were substandard.
The consultants would sign off on almost anything, if I
can be deeply unkind about this. There was a scramble
to build wind capacity anywhere and in a rampant way,
and the checks and balances were not there.
On coming to government in 2010 we had a policy to
put some more structure in that and some more
protections for local communities. It is a concern where
wind farms, particularly large ones that have visual
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impact, but others potentially with other impacts on the
issues around health effects, are still a matter of
significant debate. As health minister I looked at this
very closely. It is pretty clear that the evidence is not
decisive or definitive on many of these matters. The
National Health and Medical Research Council had
several different positions in the time that I was health
minister. It is clear that there are still some issues to be
settled by proper and high-quality evidence with respect
to those health impacts.
It is also true that the process that surrounded many of
these wind farm applications was not satisfactory, and
this would cause a significant reaction in local
communities. Communities could see their
communities being disrupted, with one family being
turned against nearby families and neighbours in many
cases. So this became very disruptive in country
communities.
Our policy going into the 2010 election was to put in a
2-kilometre limit so that wind farms could not be built
within 2 kilometres of settlements. This met with wide
approval at the time. Since then the new government
coming in in 2014 has reduced that to 1 kilometre. I
note the wind farm commissioner often recommends
1.5 kilometres as a better distance. Let us be quite clear,
there are a set of issues around the quality of acoustics
reports, and there are a set of standards on acoustics
which are varied nationally. I could go on on this
matter; it is something that I have looked at quite
closely, and it is very clear that Victoria is not in an
exemplary or leading position in respect of many of
these matters.
With that background in mind, and with that hurried
period of wind farm ticks, mainly by Justin Madden
and planning ministers before him, there was a flurry.
Labor is talking about donations today, but let us be
clear: massive donations were made to Labor by wind
power companies in that period, in the 2000s, and there
seemed to be a very enthusiastic granting of permits
across the countryside.
We come to this point because some of those permits
have been sitting there and have been rolled over in
various ways over the years. But now those wind farm
proponents are coming forward and saying, ‘No, no.
The planning permits that we were granted then are not
the ones we want to implement now’. I think there is a
real issue here. Obviously proponents for all manner of
planning matters from time to time seek variations to
planning permits, and it would make sense that there is
some smoother process to deal with minor variations.
But let us be clear: if you talk to those in the Assembly
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electorates of Polwarth, those in the South-West Coast
electorate, those in the Wendouree electorate and those
in the Ripon electorate, including in the areas of Ararat,
it is very clear that the proponents that are now coming
forward are bringing forward wildly different proposals
from what were initially envisaged. The turbines are
much taller; they have much larger blades; they have
much more impact on the visual aspect, on the
landscape. They are also positioned very differently. In
some cases there are fewer wind farms but greater
capacity. In other cases the location of the turbines has
been changed. So people who saw a planning permit
granted, often through gritted teeth, are now seeing
those same proponents come back and say, ‘We want to
double the size of the tower near your property’.
What is being proposed in this bill is a stripped-down
planning process. Let us be quite clear: there is a central
committee, and with the best will in the world, if you
look at this committee and you look at the way it is
intended to operate, it is intended by the minister and
the government to operate as a tick and flick. Up it
comes — tick, tick, tick. Away you go — more wind
farms. That is not fair to local communities. That is not
just. It is a very vicious thing to push through a
planning permit for a very large expanded turbine near
someone’s property without even a proper and normal
planning process.
If you were to build a large building in Melbourne, get
a planning permit for it and then come back five years
later and say, ‘Oh, no, I’m going to increase the height
by 50 per cent’, you would require a whole new
planning process. But that is not what is envisaged here.
What is envisaged here is a stripped-down,
tick-and-flick quickie-type planning process that will
crunch the stuff through and do it in a way that will
leave country communities exposed. The fact is that
those country communities will have less opportunity,
less support and less ability to object than would have
been the case if this were the normal process.
The government has already stripped local councils of
their role of acting as the responsible authority. A
significant point that we had in government was that
local communities should have some charge of their
own destiny and that there should be some protections
of settlements, not allowing those large turbines to be
very close to settlements. We said that was a fairer way
forward. The government won the election. They have
implemented their election policy, they have stripped
councils of those planning powers and they have cut the
distance down to 1 kilometre. That is what they have
done. That was pursuant to their election policy; I am
quite clear on that. But this is a further step. This is not
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something that was in their election policy. It is not
something which the community saw fit to do.

supply that comes from some of the renewables,
including wind.

Labor, of course, has a bill in the other place that is
dealing with an expanded renewable energy target for
the state. This is the state going it alone on its own
renewable energy approach. It is pretty clear that this
government is obsessed with pushing through these
renewable energy steps and doing that without an
understanding of the consequences. David Southwick,
my colleague in the other place, has made it very clear
that Victoria’s electricity grid, our network, is at real
risk going forward, particularly coming into the
summer period, following the closure of Hazelwood,
and it is probably important in this context to put on the
record that Hazelwood was fundamentally closed by
this government.

The Prime Minister has obviously been talking about
using pumped hydro as a source of baseload or peaking
power to actually smooth out base loads more broadly
across the nation, and that is entirely sensible in the way
he is discussing it. This bill is heading in entirely the
opposite direction. It says we will have more wind
farms through cheaper or stripped-down processes —
tick-and-flick processes — that allow those wind farms
to push forward. It is probably important to put on
record here the list of approved but not constructed
wind farm permits that were called in and are dealt with
in this bill in one way or another. The locations include
Berrybank, Crowlands, Dundonnell, Hawkesdale, Lal
Lal, Moorabool, Mortlake South, Mount Gellibrand,
Ryan Corner, Stockyard Hill and Woolsthorpe. I thank
the departmental and ministerial staff for that list.

Yes, Engie, the French company, actually pushed the
button, but at the same time this government had put
massive new taxes on coal — $260 million of
brand-spanking-new taxes on coal. It sent WorkSafe
down there to kick around and have a good look at the
situation at Hazelwood. In those circumstances, with
WorkSafe investigations, with massive new coal taxes,
with uncertainty, with an announced renewable energy
target expansion — part of the system in Victoria —
that power station closed, and the loss of 22 per cent of
our electricity-generating capacity, in particular reliable
baseload power, has put us at significant risk in
Victoria.
But this government is obsessed with pushing for more
and more wind farm generation, not recognising the
warnings that have been cast in the Finkel report about
the need for a focus on dispatchable power, reliable
baseload power, to add to the reliability of the network.
We have seen what has occurred in South Australia
already; we have seen what has occurred in other states;
we have seen the way forward, with a number of
electricity companies determined to close coal power
plants elsewhere around Australia. But what we see
from the government is no focus on building baseload
power, no focus on building reliability, no focus on that
important objective of having a reliable and secure
power system.
We need those three important points achieved in our
power system. We need that reliability and security of
supply. We need cost-effective power. Let us be clear
that wind power is very expensive in the broad context.
I know that people say the price of wind and solar is
coming down, and it is true that is coming down, but
there is still a massive cross-subsidy between those
reliable baseload power providers and the intermittent

But I put on record our concern about Labor pushing
for a state renewable energy target by curtailing the
rights of local communities, which this bill seeks to do,
as a way to push wind farm development faster and
about it doing so without any solution on baseload
power. The opposition will seek to move amendments,
and I would appreciate it if the amendments could be
circulated. We will need to seek support for a motion to
widen the debate in the committee stage, but if the
amendments could be circulated, that would be
appreciated.
Opposition amendments circulated by Mr DAVIS
(Southern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Mr DAVIS — I put on record my thanks to
parliamentary counsel. These are simple amendments,
but there is complexity in their implementation. There
have been a number of iterations of them, and I thank
parliamentary counsel for their work on these important
amendments.
Essentially what the amendments seek to do is ensure
that a responsible authority or the minister must not
grant or amend a permit for the use or development of
land as a wind energy facility unless a power system
reliability assessment report has been published in
respect of that facility. The simple system here is
responding to what we are hearing at a national level,
what the Finkel report has had to say and a recognition
that we have significant challenges in our energy
market.
I thank Dr Finkel, his committee and his staff for the
work they have done on the important review,
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Independent Review into the Future Security of the
National Electricity Market: Blueprint for the Future.
In its recommendations, at 3.3, the review says:
To complement the orderly transition policy package, by
mid-2018 the Australian Energy Market Commission and the
Australian Energy Market Operator should develop and
implement a generator reliability obligation.
The generator reliability obligation should include
undertaking a forward-looking regional reliability assessment,
taking into account emerging system needs, to inform
requirements on new generators to ensure adequate
dispatchable capacity is present in each region.

They regard Victoria as a region.
At 5.1 the review says:
By mid-2018, the Australian Energy Market Operator,
supported by transmission network service providers and
relevant stakeholders, should develop an integrated grid plan
to facilitate the efficient development and connection of
renewable energy zones across the national electricity market.

Essentially what we are saying is that, yes, there is a
significant role for wind into the future. Wind needs to
be placed in a proper planning context, and that is
important to local communities, but it also needs to be
placed in the context of our national electricity market,
the Victorian system and the threefold objectives, the
first two being reliable and secure supplies of power
and good power prices for both households and
businesses. I have to say that everywhere I go at the
moment with households I am hearing again and again
that families are hurting with the growth in electricity
and gas prices.
I spoke to a business group last week — a very
important group of businessmen and
businesswomen — who relayed to me as their single
greatest concern the surge in electricity prices that they
are encountering. They are experiencing massive
impacts. Whether they be winemakers, whether they be
manufacturers or whether they be retailers, they are all
facing huge surges in energy costs. Building in more
and more renewables without proper baseload power
directly affects the supply and the security of the
system, and it directly affects the impact on the costs
that are borne by businesses.
The third of the objectives of our energy system now is
to manage emissions — to control and over time lower
them. The first two objectives, however, are directly
compromised by the government’s current approach: its
breakneck speed and breakneck processes with respect
to wind farms and its renewable energy target, which at
a state level will put in place huge disincentives and
disadvantages for the Victorian economy and Victorian
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systems. Both households and businesses — every high
street shop, every small factory, every manufacturer,
every agricultural sector group — are being impacted.
Whether they are dairy farmers or other farmers, they
are being clobbered massively by the energy cost surge
that is being felt across the state at the moment. If
people doubt me, they should get out and talk to those
businesses. This is going to cost jobs. It is going to hurt
the future of our state. It is going to hurt the future of
our economy.
Essentially what our amendments are saying is that a
new wind provider must provide to the Secretary of the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
a report — an assessment — of its impact on the power
grid. It must put those impact assessments in terms of
reliability and security of the Victorian system. It must
respond to those issues around baseload, and I think it
is worth me reading part of the new section 47A that we
seek to insert:
(1) An applicant for a permit for the use or development of
a land as a wind energy facility must—
(a) as soon as practicable after making the application,
prepare a report (a power system reliability
assessment report) that—
(i)

assesses the impacts on the reliability and
power system security of the Victorian power
system and national electricity system arising
from the connection of that facility to each of
those systems and the operation of the facility;
and

(ii) specifies whether arrangements have been
made for additional electricity to be
dispatched into the Victorian power system
when the facility will not be generating
electricity so that there is sufficient electricity
available to meet Victoria’s base load at those
times; and
(iii) specifies how the operator of the facility will
comply with any generator reliability
requirements under the National Electricity
(Victoria) Law or National Electricity Rules;
and
(iv) specifies whether and how the operator of the
facility will be involved in any national
electricity system planning by AEMO —

the Australian Energy Market Operator —
that relates to the renewable energy industry;
and
(v) sets out how the facility will comply with any
other requirements relating to the reliability
and power system security of the Victorian
power system imposed under the Electricity
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Industry Act 2000 or any licence under that
Act under which the operator of the facility
will generate electricity; and
(b) as soon as practicable after preparing a power
system reliability assessment report, give, in
electronic form, the report to the secretary …

of the department.
The secretary of the department is required under these
amendments to:
(a) publish the report on the Department’s website;
and
(b) publish in the Government Gazette notice of the
report’s publication date specifying that date; and
(c) give written notice to the responsible authority —

the minister or the council, if it were that —
of the report’s publication date specifying that
date.”.

Under these amendments the minister is not allowed to
make a planning decision and give a planning permit
until that report on reliability and security is provided.
In effect this is a transparency measure. It seeks to say,
‘You can’t just keep adding and adding intermittent and
unreliable supply without understanding what is
occurring more broadly, and you as a proponent have
an obligation to provide information to explain how
you see your wind farm fitting within the national
system’.
It is a very modest obligation; let us be quite clear. It is
an obligation to provide a report to the secretary that
engages with many of these issues that come directly
out of the Finkel inquiry. I am very much of the view
that our future as a state is tied up with those three
objectives. We do need reliable and secure power
supply, we do need cheap power and we do need to
have our industries competitive nationally and
internationally. We need to make sure that our families
are not clobbered by massive surges in power prices, as
we are seeing now. We need to make sure that older
people are not exposed to power outages, with the fear
and concern that that will bring.
As the former health minister I brought in a system
where we had a significant focus on seniors and how
we would protect older Victorians with a heat plan. We
know that on some of those very hot days, if there is no
capacity in the system or if seniors are not able to get
into a cool place, they are at terrible risk. The greatest
loss of life in Australia’s peacetime history was actually
in 2009, and it was not during the bushfires, it was in
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the week before the 2009 bushfires. There was a loss of
374 lives in one week in Melbourne and Victoria with
the massive heat that was part of that period. It was a
terrible crisis for Ambulance Victoria, and it was a
terrible crisis for many older Victorians in particular. It
impacted those who were sick, those who were elderly
and those who were unable to get into a cool
environment. We got better at managing those massive
heat surges, and the heat plan that was put in place has
worked well by and large. Each year over the last two
years the state, councils, communities and individuals
have got better at supporting those in very hot
environments.
But let me say one thing here: if through a very, very
hot summer we lose power supply for an extended
period, there will be enormous impacts on our older
Victorians. I say this as a former health minister who
worked very hard on this particular plan: if we lose
power for many hours on the hottest day of the year
because we have not got in place a proper system of
reliable and secure energy supply, there will be
deaths — terribly. That will be our collective
responsibility for not having in place a system that is
more reliable and secure in its ability to supply
electricity. That is one reason why we are becoming
increasingly concerned about the instability, the
unreliability and the lack of security in our Victorian
power system.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about this
bill, because the Liberals and The Nationals have
moved around the state and talked to local communities
who are angry that the state government is stripping
away further rights from local communities to object to
wind farms in their area, and often they are very
impactful wind farms. They are giving wind farms a
smooth ride and an easy, cosy set of planning steps — a
stripped-down tick-and-flick policy that will mean that
you can get a permit for a wind farm at the drop of a
hat. That is the reality of what is being proposed here.
We note that the introduction of a surge of unreliable
power into the Victorian system puts the security of our
system at further risk. That needs to be dealt with.
These amendments are a modest step — an admittedly
modest step — in ensuring that this issue is beginning
to be dealt with. There will need to be national
electricity market changes. There will need to be a
series of other changes. There will need to be a
rebalancing of incentives. Unfortunately the current
government is heading in the wrong direction. It is
giving a tick to wind farms and further subsidies,
making our power system more unreliable, less secure
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and more costly, and it is doing that in a way that puts
us at this huge risk in the long term.

to prevent negative effects on sleep. However, it can be
difficult and intrusive to carry out noise testing inside a
residence.

That is what we are seeking to do with these
amendments. I will seek support for that later. I should
say something here also about the importance of the
wind farm commissioner. The office of the National
Wind Farm Commissioner has, I think, made a
significant difference to the combativeness that has
been a very significant feature of wind farm planning
applications and wind farm construction in local
regional communities. I pay tribute to the wind farm
commissioner for his down-to-earth style, his general
good sense and his preparedness not only to engage
with proponents and government but to engage with
local communities heavily too. He has acted, I think, in
a genuine way as an honest broker. He has very little
power in a formal sense, but he has acted as an honest
broker and has been a useful addition to the system. He
has been able to get some significant changes made. It
is interesting looking at his annual report for the year
ending 31 December 2016, reported in March 2017. I
am looking at a number of the key aspects in his report,
and I look particularly from page 23 onwards at the
section entitled ‘Governance and compliance of
standards and permit conditions’. He makes a number
of observations about permit conditions, and this is
again important to put on the record, because the
stripped-down process needs to take account of these
variations and risks. The report says:

Current noise standards therefore rely on the effects of
attenuation …

Standards relating to wind farms currently vary by state. For
example, the wind farm noise limit standard in Victoria is
40 dB(A) —

it is much higher, and bear in mind this decibel scale is
a logarithmic scale, it is not a standard line; it is a
logarithmic scale, so it goes up much more by small
numbers; it goes up exponentially —
measured outside the residence. South Australia varies
between 35 dB(A) and 40 dB(A) based on the location of the
wind farm, New South Wales is 35 dB(A) and Queensland’s
standard is 37 dB(A) during the day and 35 dB(A) during the
night. The approach to measuring the noise emitted from a
wind farm can also vary by project and jurisdiction, which
can lead to debate over the veracity of the noise assessment
results.

I think wind has a significant role in our system. I do
not in any way deny that, and I am not against proper
wind farm planning and providing permits in a
structured way that adds to the mix in our system, and I
make the point about the mix. The wind farm
commissioner said:
World Health Organization guidelines for community noise
recommends a 30 dB(A) limit, measured inside the residence,

And he went on at considerable length, but I think the
point is made that there is a ramshackle arrangement
nationally. In Victoria previous planning ministers have
ticked stuff off, particularly in the period before 2010,
with inadequate thought, in my humble view. He said
that an opportunity exists for harmonisation of key
standards, and that is clearly true:
Finally, once a wind farm commences operations, it may be
deemed to be compliant in some jurisdictions even though
post-construction assessments have not been commenced or
completed. There may be an opportunity to introduce more
formal processes to properly confirm that a wind farm is
actually compliant … This ‘grey area’ can cause a range of
community concerns. Anecdotally, some wind farms have
been described as being ‘not non-compliant’ when unable to
demonstrate compliance with required permit conditions,
highlighting the difficulty of declaring a wind farm to be
‘non-compliant’ when its default status is compliant.

This is a ramshackle area of regulation, you have got to
say. It is an area that is ripe for sensible, pragmatic and
fair reform that is grounded on science. He continued:
Measurement approaches for measuring compliance with the
standards can also vary between projects and jurisdictions.
Given the extraordinary number of variables to be measured,
consideration needs to be given to the consistency of
measurement, calculations and reporting for assessing
environmental measures such as noise and flora and fauna
impacts when setting permit or licence conditions.

He then talks about determining the ‘line of best fit’. At
recommendation 5.2 he said:
State governments should review their current arrangements
for the setting of wind farm environmental standards and
oversight of compliance with those standards.
Based on the outcome of the review … state governments
should consider whether or not the current arrangements are
appropriate and consistent with best practices for independent
development and governance of wind farm environmental
standards.

He went on to say:
In considering the above recommendations and outcomes, the
potential roles of an independent agency (such as a state
environmental protection or regulatory authority) could
include responsibility to …

and he lists environmental standards, flora and fauna,
shadow flicker, visual amenity and a whole series of
other points. This could be done in a more independent
and fair way. The wind farm commissioner has no axe
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to grind. He is respected by the industry, and he has
actually been able in some locations to negotiate
outcomes with which communities are happy and
proponents are happy. He has done that from a position
of very little actual power but a significant capacity to
act as an honest broker, and I think that that is
important to recognise. He said an independent agency
could:
Review planning applications for wind energy projects and
recommend/require permit conditions related to the
environmental standards.

The commissioner talked about providing and
facilitating peer reviews and audits of expert reports,
including reviews of testing and modelling. I know that
in the early days of wind farms some of the biological
reviews were things that I think some in the industry
later became embarrassed by. There is still scope for
improvement there. He said the agency could:
Where appropriate, license the wind farm once it is
constructed and issue and monitor licence conditions for the
operation of the wind farm that may be subject to review and
renewal. State governments should also receive and review
regular reporting against those licence conditions …
Receive and investigate complaints related to environmental
standards, including alleged breaches of non-compliance.
Confirm compliance or non-compliance of a wind farm with
regard to environmental standards and related permit
conditions.

He went on on the matter of planning permits at 5.2.4.
The permits should clearly state:
The oversight organisation or person accountable for
determining compliance of a wind farm with its permit (and
licence) conditions.
The process and contact details for lodging a complaint …
The process to be followed in the event that a wind farm is
found to be non-compliant with one or more of the permit
(and licence) conditions.
A requirement for the developer or operator to publish
transparently, on the wind farm’s website, the process and
contact details for making a complaint or alleged compliance
breach to the designated oversight organisation.

I could go on, but the point here is that this area needs
sensible, grounded, practical reform. In section 8 the
commissioner talks about site selection and makes a
number of observations about current transmission
infrastructure. This is an important point in light of our
recommended compliance with an assessment to be
published by the secretary produced by the proponent.
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He said on page 30:
Current transmission infrastructure was originally designed
and built many years ago based on existing energy resources
(such as coal) and did not envisage the significant shift to
renewable resources such as wind and solar, which are often
optimally located in areas away from existing grid
infrastructure.
Prospecting developers are not generally restricted in
initiating a new project on a particular site and will often
commence by holding discussions with landowners to seek
their agreement to host turbines. As such, prospective and
developed wind farms can be located in a wide variety of site
scenarios, from sparsely populated areas to locations
inhabited by lifestyle property owners on small acreages.

I remember going to a large and furious public meeting
in the Haddon-Cardigan area just west of Ballarat. The
government was seeking with its proponents at the
time — this was in the period before 2006 — to locate
a set of wind farms and turbines very close to an area
that was quite densely settled, and not densely settled in
the terms of a township but around buildings and
houses in an area of quite dense settlement that meant
that the impact of those proposed turbines would be
excessive. In the end that particular group backed off
and that proposal did not proceed, but the experience of
seeing that meeting has not left me. I remember the
arguments and the points that were made then, and I
think sometimes the proponents have still not learned
many of the lessons from those earlier days.
At recommendation 8.2.1 the commissioner said:
State and local governments should consider assessing
proposed wind energy projects on a wider range of criteria
(including the suitability of a location from a community
impact perspective and the degree of community support) and
then prioritising projects for approval or progression
accordingly. ‘Reverse auction’ feed-in tariff schemes such as
the scheme recently deployed … could be an example of how
to prioritise projects …

He is very open to sensible ways forward. I do not
know that particular scheme, and would need to look at
it more closely. He said:
New visual amenity guidelines introduced by New South
Wales could also restrict development in more populated
areas.

I hope the government’s central committee looks at
many of these innovations around the country and is
prepared to consider them and draw on them, but I fear
that this is a tick-and-flick approach and the
government is wanting those quick outcomes.
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At recommendation 8.2.2 he recommended:
State and local governments may … consider other criteria in
assessing and prioritising wind energy projects, including
economic development and the ability to … support regional
and industry development through improved local electricity
supply and infrastructure in regional communities.
Appropriate zoning overlays for clarifying where it would be
appropriate to build and operate wind farm developments
should also be considered.

He went on to talk about other approval processes and
maps:
Final siting of turbines during construction (‘micro-siting’)
should be limited to a distance of 100 metres from the initial
proposed site, be no closer to a residence and be properly
documented, including the reasons for the change.
Micro-siting of a distance greater than 100 metres should
require written approval from the responsible authority.

The approach in this bill goes in the opposite direction.
Some of these proponents are seeking to put large, new
towers very close — very close indeed — to
settlements and to individual properties, and they are
not getting the choices that would be applied to any
other major permit variation. If you were to seek to get
a permit in the city for a tower and then come back and
say, ‘I want to increase the size by 50 per cent. I want to
increase the impact, the overshadowing, all of those
matters, by a significant amount’, you would have to go
back through a whole new process.
We are not talking about minor changes with many of
these proponents at the moment; we are talking about
major changes, some of which are driven by technology
and are legitimate changes, but they need to be assessed
properly and fairly so local communities are not
imposed upon unreasonably and a different standard is
not set in the country than is set in the city. That I think
is very apparent. Every bit of this that you feel is about
a city-centric government imposing heavily on country
Victoria and actually saying, ‘You’ll live with this.
You’ll cop this, and you’ll cop it whether you like it or
not’.
I want to make some other points. I think I have laid
out — and I am happy to discuss with any members of
the chamber individually — points around our
proposed amendments. But I also want to say
something further about the housing affordability part
of the proposals in the bill.
The Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA)
have communicated with me, as has the Housing
Industry Association (HIA), and it is true to say there is
a caution with both of them. The UDIA welcomes the
opportunity to respond to this bill and:
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… supports the overarching purpose of the bill with regard to
the amendments intended to facilitate affordable housing
supply; however, the amendment as it stands would be
difficult for industry to implement without further refinement.

They went forward to lay out those issues:
There is a view within industry that the definition of
affordable housing proposed in the bill will lead to greater
uncertainty in terms of what will constitute actual affordable
housing stock.

Issue 2 is:
A critical aspect of feasibility studies for residential
development opportunities is knowing — or reasonably
estimating — the sale price for the end product. Without this
information, industry will be reluctant to proceed with
residential developments that include affordable housing due
to the increased risk. This may have the perverse outcome of
reducing the pipeline of new dwellings, especially those
meeting the definition of affordable housing, due to
uncertainty.

I think these are entirely fair points. Their
recommendation 1 is:
While recognising that the Planning and Environment Act
1987 does not provide scope to specify price ranges for the
purchase or rent … there is scope to require a methodology
for calculating the sale price of the end product that meets the
definition of affordable housing.

They said:
This methodology should rely on the definition of affordable
housing adopted by the Affordable Housing Industry Group,
which is:
Housing that is appropriate and available for the range of
low to moderate income households (defined as
households earning up to 120 per cent of the median
household income) to rent or purchase at no more than
30 per cent of gross household income.
Appropriate housing is defined as:
a.

Appropriate for that household in terms of
size, quality, accessibility and location;

b.

Integrated within a reasonably diverse local
community;

c.

Does not incur unreasonable costs relating to
maintenance, utilities and transport; provides
security of tenure and cost for a reasonable
period.

They said this was agreed to by federal, state and
territory housing ministers in 2005 and that the
definition is consistent with that proposed under
clause 4 of the bill, so they are happy with that
definition as far as it goes.
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They said:
3.

The new section … enables the Governor in Council, on
the recommendation of the minister, to make an order
published in the Government Gazette which may
specify …

We believe the recommended changes support the
overarching intent of the bill in that it will further clarify the
definition …

That is what they say.
There is also significant reservation amongst other
industry groups, and I want to draw attention to the
commentary by the HIA. With respect to this bill they
obviously support the changes to the indictable
offences. They were very strong on that in the earlier
period when the earlier bill came to the chamber. In
terms of their general comments, they said the aim
included to facilitate affordable housing. They defined
the commencement date as being not before 1 June
2018. They said that clauses 3 and 4 aim to introduce
and define affordable housing, that clause 5 inserts the
clause to facilitate the provision and, with respect to
clause 6, that it is unclear why the government is
seeking to legislate a voluntary agreement.
In fact by putting it in legislation it is mandating
affordable housing provisions. This is I think a genuine
tension that the HIA point to in the bill. This is clause 6,
which enables the responsible authority to enter into an
agreement with the owner of land. I think the HIA has
made a very good point to me and to others that this
must be genuinely voluntary. I will seek commentary
from the minister in committee as to whether it is
possible to reach some agreement on amending
clause 6 of the bill, ‘Responsible authority may enter
into agreements’. They suggest that at new
subsection (1A) you could put:
Without limiting subsection (1), a responsible authority may
enter into an agreement at the request of the applicant or
owner of land …

Their view is that having it be proponent driven or
owner driven would mitigate or guard against
responsible authorities using pressure tactics, using
standover tactics or using overweening approaches to
demand more from proponents in a way that could put
viability at risk. I will raise those points in committee
and seek the government’s view about them. I think
that that is a fair point that they make. I think an
overzealous responsible authority may well seek to
strongarm proponents into a range of outcomes which
are too far into the territory of impacting on the viability
of projects.
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I make those points. We are not going to be opposing
these affordable housing aspects. I do not think they
will make a huge difference in the scheme in Victoria. I
do not think that there will be a massive change. I
accept some of the points made by the HIA that there is
a risk, and we will seek some commentary about that,
but this is a matter where I think the community will
want to see more affordable housing provided. I am just
not sure that this bill will actually deliver that.
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
I rise in support of the Planning and Building
Legislation Amendment (Housing Affordability and
Other Matters) Bill 2017. The bill will introduce a
framework into the planning system for voluntary
arrangements to facilitate the provision of affordable
housing and streamline the processing of applications
for variations to called-in wind farm permits to reduce
unnecessary time delays and costs for applicants
seeking to amend permits. The bill will also make
necessary legislative amendments to ensure that
councils are not responsible for the administration and
enforcement of indictable offences under the Building
Act 1993.
Currently, as part of the new housing development
applications, councils may require applicants to allocate
a certain percentage of their development for affordable
housing, depending on the size of the development. The
requirement may be 5 or 10 per cent or some other
negotiated percentage. Many permit approvals have
subsequently been contested by developers at the
Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal,
challenging the permit conditions. The permit
conditions are a council initiative and are without
legislative structure and legislated definitions of what
affordable or social housing is. The result of these legal
challenges is that councils’ intent to deliver affordable
housing fails, and families and individuals miss out on
opportunities to access affordable housing.
In several VCAT challenges in recent times VCAT has
determined that due to the absence of a legislated
definition of ‘affordable’ or ‘social’ housing the
required condition was not enforced. In one case VCAT
stated that it could ‘only support the mandated inclusion
of dwellings in partnership with housing associations or
mandatory cash contributions if there was a clearer
framework to do so in the Planning and Environment
Act 1987’. This bill, while it is voluntary in terms of
council facilitating the conditions to be included in the
planning permits, provides certainty to the schemes
when councils do place the condition on the
development approval. Specifically, the bill introduces
a new definition of ‘affordable housing’ into the
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Planning and Environment Act and provides for the
Governor in Council, on the advice of a minister, to
make an order specifying a range of household incomes
as per the following categories: a very low income
range, a low income range and a moderate income
range for the purposes of the definition of ‘affordable
housing’.
The bill enables a responsible authority, usually a
council, to enter into voluntary agreement with a
landowner for the development or provision of
affordable housing. Affordable housing agreements are
intended to be voluntary. It will not be possible to
condition a permit to force a developer to enter into an
agreement. Indeed affordable housing is acknowledged
as a growing need throughout our communities,
particularly throughout our growth corridors. The City
of Greater Dandenong, for example, an area that I
represent, places the creation of housing affordability as
a high priority for the municipality, so much so that
they have created the Greater Dandenong Affordable
Housing Toolkit to improve housing affordability for
the community. The council’s toolkit comprises many
initiatives to create affordable housing, including its
stated objectives to negotiate with developers of council
and private land to facilitate development of social and
affordable housing.
All councils in my electorate acknowledge in their
housing strategies housing stress as a significant issue
affecting the wellbeing of their residents. They are all
committed to implementing strategies to reduce the
housing stress but acknowledge the need for state
government to assist them with legislative measures
that will strengthen their powers to achieve affordable
and social housing.
The measures in this bill will create greater certainty for
councils seeking to facilitate the provision of affordable
housing development through the planning process.
Affordable housing is defined in the bill as:
… housing, including social housing, that is appropriate for
the housing needs of …
(a) very low income households; and
(b) low income households;
(c) moderate income households.

The Governor in Council will be able to specify
through an order what is meant by the different income
ranges. These ranges will be established through
consultation with stakeholders and use census and other
research data to calculate income groups. In addition,
for the definition of affordable housing this bill contains
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a new objective aimed at facilitating the provision of
affordable housing in Victoria. This new objective will
make it clear that one of the purposes of the planning
system is to:
… facilitate the provision of affordable housing in Victoria.

Turning to the wind farm permit amendments, the main
aspect of this part of the bill is to streamline the process
for amending called-in planning permits for wind farms
by allowing the planning scheme to remove the
requirement for a compulsory panel hearing. Many
existing permits for current wind farms require
amendments to cater for changes such as advances in
technology that would result in increased energy
production from fewer turbines. If objections were
received for every amendment application for called-in
permits, at least three months and a great cost would be
added to each assessment process. This part of the bill
amends the act to enable the Victorian planning
provisions and planning schemes to specify classes of
applications in order to amend called-in wind farm
permits that do not require referral to either a panel or
an advisory committee, and instead of being referred to
a panel they must be referred to an advisory committee.
The final amendment contained within this bill deals
with enforcement improvements to the Building Act
1993. One of those is that the power to prosecute
indictable offences be removed from councils and that
consideration of indictable offences against section 16B
of the Building Act should only be available to the
Victorian Building Authority. Two new indictable
offences were introduced recently that responded to
those who knowingly carry out building work without a
building permit or who carry out building work
knowing that the building work contravenes the
Building Act, the building regulations or a building
permit.
The amendment recognises that councils are not well
equipped or indeed resourced to investigate and
prosecute indictable offences. Stakeholders who are on
the record as supporting this position include the
Victorian Municipal Building Surveyors Group, the
Master Builders Association of Victoria and the
Housing Industry Association.
At this point I would like to state that we will not be
supporting the proposed amendments circulated by
Mr Davis. We will not be supporting these amendments
for the following reasons. The final report of the Finkel
review, the Independent Review into the Future
Security of the National Electricity Market, was
published on 9 June 2017. In August 2017 the Council
of Australian Governments (COAG) energy council
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committed to implementing 49 of the
50 recommendations of the final report, noting
Victoria’s position in relation to recommendations
about onshore gas exploration or a fracking ban. The
COAG energy council is progressing implementation
of the Finkel review as a priority, using a nationally
coordinated approach overseen by the energy security
board announced in August 2017.
The opposition’s proposed amendments to the bill
relate to reliability and security of supply by addressing
some of the recommendations arising from the Finkel
review. The implementation of the Finkel review is a
matter for the COAG energy council, national energy
market bodies and the energy security board through
the national energy laws and rules. This is the most
appropriate mechanism for improving energy reliability
and security, rather than the Victorian planning
framework. It is also noted that the recommendations of
the Finkel review are technology neutral. The proposed
amendments are limited to wind farms only. The
Victorian government will continue to support the
implementation of the Finkel review through the
coordinated national approach currently underway as a
priority. I hope that my response to Mr Davis’s
circulated amendments is sufficient for Mr Davis to
withdraw those amendments, but I fear not.
In conclusion, I believe this bill provides greater
certainty for councils in the areas of the facilitation of
affordable housing along with reducing the
enforcement burden in relation to indictable building
offences. The bill also provides greater certainty for the
renewable energy sector to continue investment into
greater capacity and efficiency. For all of the reasons
that I have mentioned in the last 10 minutes or so that I
have been on my feet, I commend the bill to the house.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise today to
speak to the Planning and Building Legislation
Amendment (Housing Affordability and Other Matters)
Bill 2017. It is a bill essentially of four parts: the
facilitation of affordable housing supply, applications to
amend referred wind energy facility planning permits,
an amendment to the Building Act 1993 in relation to
suspension of works and a further amendment to the
Building Amendment (Enforcement and Other
Measures) Act 2017 in relation to enforcement and
compliance matters.
Certainly there is a vast range of issues that this
particular bill contemplates. I will go to the first one,
around affordable housing. The Greens welcome the
clarification of the process for developers to enter into
agreements for the voluntary provision of affordable
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housing. As noted by my colleague in the other place,
the member for Melbourne, this is a good development,
but it is grossly deficient if this state is to address the
housing affordability crisis. The Andrews government
is allowing developers to exploit public housing estates
to build new developments with a very modest increase
in the affordable housing allocation. That is not good
enough when we have growing lists of people needing
public housing because they have been frozen out of
private rental markets due to surging rents.
I now want to move to the part of the bill that talks
about changes to the Building Act. Last year in this
Parliament we were presented with a bill in response to
the illegal demolition of the heritage-listed Carlton Inn,
which in its last and least salubrious iteration was
known as the Corkman Irish Pub. The Greens
welcomed the legislation at the time, as it introduced
new indictable offences under the Building Act to
provide for significant fines and jail time for people
found guilty of demolitions.
We also noted that too little effort had been applied to
preserving heritage in this city, with state governments
of both colours very ready to do the bidding of
developers and allow some prominent examples of
cultural heritage to be scrapped. The Greyhound Hotel
and the Metro Nightclub immediately come to mind.
Since the dastardly act which was the demolition of the
Corkman we have seen a continuing stream of scandals,
which show how fraught the situation is in the
construction and development sector.
People’s life savings have been spent on deposits for
homes that were promised and never delivered. For
example, I have spoken in this place on the challenges
affecting dozens of families in Drouin after a developer
walked away leaving shoddy construction work and the
ongoing saga affecting the poor Zaitsen family. In both
cases the victims have been shunted from minister to
minister and from one government agency to another.
No-one wants to take responsibility for people who fall
through the massive loopholes in building enforcement
in Victoria.
Another calamitous scandal is the use of flammable
cladding materials on buildings throughout Victoria and
indeed Australia. Of course the potentially tragic
consequences of this poor practice have been
demonstrated with the tragic fire at Grenfell Tower in
London. We had our own near miss with the Lacrosse
building in Docklands, which was only averted thanks
to the quick response of the Metropolitan Fire Brigade,
the earnest evacuation by the building’s occupants and,
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unlike Grenfell Tower, the mandatory inclusion of
sprinklers.
Anyone in this place who watched the Four Corners
investigation earlier this month, on 4 September, into
the use of this cladding would be horrified at the
potential hazard this creates for lives and property
across Australia. The state government’s response to
this has been to set up a task force chaired by former
Premier Ted Baillieu and former Deputy Premier and
Minister for Planning John Thwaites. These are two of
the many individuals who were asleep at the wheel
while thousands of buildings had flammable cladding
installed. They are part of the problem, and it is hard to
see them finding a solution other than one that would
implicate the failures of governance that occurred while
they were in office.
There is a clear need for an overhaul of the way the
state of Victoria approaches the regulation of the
building industry. The privatisation of building
inspection has been a failure. Local government should
be empowered to once again take the helm of building
inspection and certification. The use of private building
inspectors has provided plentiful opportunities for both
corruption and poor practice, and there is a disconnect
between a building materials standard and building
certification. My experience during my time as a local
councillor was that very often buildings that had been
built did not seem to reflect the plan, did not reflect the
setbacks, did not reflect the landscaping endorsed by
local government and created enormous issues in terms
of private building surveyors signing off on works that
simply did not comply, so it is good to see some more
strengthening up in this area.
I now want to talk to Mr Davis’s proposed
amendments, which go to the heart of this bill in
relation to wind power. We have had limited time to
look at the amendments, but look at them we have.
Essentially the amendments from Mr Davis and the
Liberal-Nationals coalition are their latest attempt to
hammer the wind energy industry. This is the same
Liberal-Nationals coalition that at a commonwealth
level led, with support from Labor, the gutting of the
renewable energy target, leading to the decline of the
sector nationwide and the loss of thousands of jobs,
including the downscaling of the wind turbine
manufacturing and installation industry here in
Victoria. It is the same Liberal-Nationals coalition that
has sponsored spurious committee investigations into
the supposed impact of wind turbines on health, while
completely ignoring the deleterious long-term impacts
of pollution from coal power stations on respiratory
health in the Latrobe Valley.
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It is the same Liberal-Nationals coalition that to this day
falsely claims that wind turbines caused the power
blackout in South Australia last year. They do so even
when the extensive investigation by the Australian
Energy Market Operator (AEMO) showed that the
chief cause was the failure of the transmission network
due to the towers collapsing as a result of cyclonic
winds. The only way wind turbines were at fault was in
some software settings such that they disconnected
from the grid after riding out three voltage surges. They
were corrected within days to ride out a greater number
of surges, and such disconnections by design will not
occur again in future.
With this set of amendments the Liberal-Nationals
coalition are trying to saddle the wind energy sector
with onerous regulatory burdens which can only be
designed to prevent their construction. Instead of
focusing on the issue at hand — how to replace ageing
fossil fuel fired power stations with solar farms, wind
farms and grid-scale energy storage — they are once
again working to undermine the renewables sector.
Imagine if coal power stations had to submit a
statement to the government as to their impact on
respiratory health in the Latrobe Valley and their
impact on the global climate. They would have had
their operating licences extinguished decades ago.
I will now turn to deal with parts of the amendments.
Proposed section 47A of the Planning and Environment
Act 1987 lists five requirements for a power system
reliability assessment report. The first of these is for a
solar farm developer to assess:
… impacts on reliability and power system security of the
Victorian power system and national electricity system …

This amendment would ask wind farm developers to
conduct an energy market forecast of a veracity that is
rarely achieved by the organisation charged with doing
exactly that — the Australian Energy Market Operator.
Every year the AEMO spends many thousands of hours
of its expertise in trying to predict future movements of
supply and demand on the energy market, and more
often than not they get it wrong.
The second requirement of the proposed power system
reliability report:
specifies whether arrangements have been made for
additional electricity to be dispatched into the Victorian
power system when the facility will not be generating
electricity so that there is sufficient electricity available to
meet Victoria’s base load at those times …

This shows the ignorance of the Liberal-Nationals
coalition on how the national electricity market
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functions. It is a balance of supply meeting highly
variable demand. We have over 300 large-scale
registered generators in the national electricity market.
It is a highly fluid market whereby some generators
ramp up or ramp down generating capacity to meet
diurnal and seasonal peaks. The demands on the grid
are aggregated into 5-minute dispatch intervals. It is
absurd and anticompetitive to expect a new wind farm
to enter this highly competitive market with its own
arrangements for auxiliary generation when there is a
pool of blended generation supply that can meet the
demand.
The third requirement refers to recommendation 3.3 of
the Finkel review in an attempt to give itself the veneer
of technical adequacy and policy relevance.
Recommendation 3.3 of the Finkel review states:
To complement the orderly transition policy package, by
mid-2018 the Australian Energy Market Commission and the
Australian Energy Market Operator should develop and
implement a generator reliability obligation.

It is important to note at this point in time that no-one
knows what a generator reliability obligation will
comprise. It could require the purchase of reliability
certificates generated by dispatchable power plants
such as solar thermal plants or hydropower plants just
like renewable energy certificates are created by wind
farms and solar farms now. There could be a
requirement to coinvest in grid-scale energy storage.
There have been no directions from the relevant
authorities as to what shape this will take. What we do
know is who will design and implement the generator
reliability obligation, and that is the Australian Energy
Market Commission (AEMC) and AEMO. These are
regulatory institutions that are charged with the
management and operation of the whole national
electricity market, so that is as it should be.
To have a state Minister for Planning bestowed with
powers that are duplicative of this regulatory role is a
clear attempt at strangling wind farms in red tape. To
have these powers bestowed on a state planning
minister a whole year prior to AEMO and AEMC
having even figured out what the generator reliability
obligation will comprise would be ridiculous if it were
not so detrimental to investor confidence and jobs in
this state.
The fourth requirement referenced recommendation 5.1
of the Finkel review. This recommendation states:
By mid-2018, the Australian Energy Market Operator,
supported by transmission network service providers and
relevant stakeholders, should develop an integrated grid plan
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to facilitate the efficient development and connection of
renewable energy zones across the national electricity market.

The nominated agencies here are again AEMO and the
transmission companies, which are more formally
referred to as network distribution service providers
(NDSPs). The wind farm owners and operators
themselves are not listed. This is a strategic network
planning and operation issue that lies properly in the
domain of AEMO and the NDSPs, not individual
generators. Again Mr Davis is bending the truth when it
comes to the wording and intent of the Finkel review.
The fifth requirement, like the third requirement, is
redundant because it duplicates regulatory processes
that are properly applied by other bodies. Clearly the
drafters of this amendment had run out of ideas and
needed some fillers, and that is certainly not a
commentary on parliamentary counsel but perhaps
more on the instruction they needed to comply with.
Considering Mr Davis’s latter-day passion for energy
policy, I would like to direct him to
recommendation 3.2 of the Finkel review, which states:
Both a clean energy target and an emissions intensity scheme
are credible emissions reduction mechanisms because they
minimise costs for consumers, are flexible and adaptable, and
satisfy security and reliability criteria. Both mechanisms are
shown to deliver better price outcomes than business as usual.

Maybe Mr Davis’s time would be spent better pushing
for an emissions intensity scheme or a clean energy
target amongst the ranks of his Liberal-National
coalition colleagues, what with their burgeoning ranks
of climate deniers, instead of this quixotic attempt at
jousting with windmills.
The Greens will be opposing these amendments, but in
relation to the broader issue of this bill and the scope it
covers we will be supporting it. We will certainly be
continuing to push for meaningful and comprehensive
reform of the regulation of the building and
development sectors because of the enormous
detrimental impact they have on people who plough
through their life savings sometimes to try to achieve
the house of their dreams but for whom the dream
crumbles because of a lack of enforcement and
compliance and the privatisation of the building
surveyor industry.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I just wanted
to take the opportunity to also speak to this bill, the
Planning and Building Legislation Amendment
(Housing Affordability and Other Matters) Bill 2017.
Apart from addressing the overview or the purpose of
the bill — to amend the Planning and Environment Act
1987 to facilitate affordable housing supply and to
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modify the requirements for determining certain
applications to amend wind farm permits, and to make
miscellaneous amendments to the Building Act 1993
and the Building Amendment (Enforcement and Other
Measures) Act 2017 — I did want to raise a couple of
concerns I had.

In my region I cannot think of anything more divisive. I
know the National Wind Farm Commissioner is
coming down to Macarthur this Friday to discuss with
locals —

The chamber would appreciate that in relation to the
wind farm matter and that part of the bill, as I
understand it the relevant authority which was
bestowed on local councils will now move to the
Minister for Planning in relation to the current permits
already allocated to the wind farm generators. In
Western Victoria Region we probably host more wind
turbines than any other part of the state, and from
memory I understand there are about 690-odd turbines
currently operating, with potentially another 1000 wind
farm turbines that have already been approved but not
yet constructed. In the normal course, as I understand it,
if the generator wishes to change the works plan — and
this is what I understand this new bill is aimed at — it
has to put a works plan in. Then the relevant authority,
which is the local municipality, goes through a
consultation process with the community, particularly if
the change in works planned is to increase the
dimensions of the turbines — which I understand,
again, is the motive of this new piece of legislation —
and gets a much better understanding from a
community point of view in relation to the impact that
would have, not only obviously on the landscape but
also for those who actually would have to live next to
these turbines.

Mr RAMSAY — Been here today, has he? He is
coming down to talk with some of the locals who are
concerned about the changes in legislation and also the
impact turbines are generally having across the
landscape in western Victoria.

As I understand, the government is actually in this
legislation — and I am sure Mr Davis will tease it out
in the committee stage — moving the responsibility
away from the local community in the ministerial
direction if there is a change in works planned for a
current permit of a wind farm generator. With the
changes the government has already invoked in the
buffer zones, suddenly you are moving from a
1.5-megawatt turbine to a 2.2 or 2.5-megawatt turbine,
and the dimension of the blades will increase to about
200 metres. The increase in height and the increase in
generator capacity and the noise that results from those
increases is going to have such an impact on the
livability of those who live around these turbines. The
fact that a decision on this issue will come from a
ministerial direction rather than a full consultation
process means that the community’s ability to be
engaged in these proposed changes has been taken
away.

Mr Davis — Been here today.

Just before we go into committee stage, I do want to
flag that I am very concerned that the proposed changes
in this bill will result in a move away from consultation
with the community in relation to changes to works
plans of current live wind farm permits to a ministerial
authority that will not have any engagement with
community at all. He or she will not be able to have any
sort of understanding or knowledge of the impact these
changes will have.
I will leave it at that. I hope, Mr Davis, that through the
committee stage you will be able to tease out some of
those concerns as well as the ones that you have raised
through your amendments.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Ordered to be committed later this day.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — I have considered
the amendments circulated by Mr Davis, and in my
view they are not within the scope of the bill. Therefore
an instruction motion pursuant to standing order 15.07
is required.
Instruction to committee
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — By leave, I
move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the
power to consider amendments and new clauses to amend the
Planning and Environment Act 1987 to provide for a power
system reliability assessment report and to modify the
approval process in respect of applications for wind farm
planning permits.

Motion agreed to.
Committed.
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Committee
Clause 1
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Before we
move to amendments to this clause, the advice of the
clerks is that my amendment to clause 1, the purposes
clause of this bill, will act as a test for the other
amendments that are attached. That is the advice I have
received, and it is probably worth putting that on the
record in the chamber.
Essentially this is an omnibus bill and there are three
parts to it. With the minister and the chamber’s
blessing, perhaps I can deal with the first set of
questions and then the third, and then I will come back
to the second. The first set of questions relates to the
housing affordability matters in the bill. I wonder if the
minister could outline whether the government has a
target or an approach that will seek a particular number
from the industry in terms of the supply of affordable
housing.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question. I am happy to inform him that there are no
targets per se in this bill, and we will leave it up to local
government authorities to work through that issue.
Mr DAVIS — Thank you, and I appreciate the fact
that there are no targets, so we will not be able to say at
the end of one year or three years or five years there
will be X amount more affordable housing. Is it
envisaged that local government will set targets?
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank the member for his
question. The answer to that question will be predicated
over time. As we have left it up to local government
authorities, they will have the power to determine that
issue for themselves.
Mr DAVIS — With respect to the responsible
authorities that will have the powers in relation to these
housing affordability matters, the definition will be set
in the way as outlined, but in the case of particular
projects what measures will be in place to ensure that
developers, particularly smaller developers, are not
strongarmed or pressured unreasonably by responsible
authorities? Let me outline here what I envisage may
happen, and I am indebted to the Housing Industry
Association (HIA) in particular for their concerns in
this area. What is to stop an excessively enthusiastic
council from laying down the law to a small developer
and saying, ‘You will comply with this; otherwise you
get no permit’?
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Mr DALIDAKIS — Again, I thank the member for
his question and for the good-faith nature of the
questions that he presents. Yes, I can provide utmost
confidence to the member that ‘voluntary’ is in fact
voluntary — that there will be no ability outside of a
voluntary framework that will give developers, the
community and local councils certainty about how a
voluntary contribution scheme will be applied to
support the development of land for affordable housing.
I can go on if Mr Davis wants, but I think that already
that short summation should provide some confidence
to him.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for his response.
I am just going to quote directly from the Housing
Industry Association on page 3 of 4 that they provided
to me in terms of notes and concerns around the bill. It
perhaps fleshes this out:
As outlined HIA has concerns around the administration of
this provision by local councils. Utilising similar principles
that apply to the establishment of agreements under
section 173 of the Planning and Environment Act, it is
considered that councils generally have the upper hand in
these types of negotiations.
If a council has mandated a particular percentage of
affordable housing to be provided in a development,
developers will have no option but to agree to this. Generally
this is the case as council is … the issuer of the permit.
There is no guidance provided to councils as to what would
be an appropriate upper limit of affordable housing in a
development. Whilst understanding the process is meant to be
by agreement, councils will ultimately not approve a
percentage limit that is unacceptable to them. Therefore this
will not properly constitute a voluntary agreement by both
parties.
With councils having the upper hand many developers will be
forced to abandon their proposals as the commercial realities
of the situation are that homes generally need to be sold at
market rates. The construction of ‘affordable homes’ within a
specific development that is otherwise for private sale and/or
rent can only be sold or rented at a lower rate than would
apply to other dwellings on the project, if the remaining
dwelling prices are increased. This reality means that the
higher market rate becomes one of the many reasons that
houses in a given area may be unaffordable. This would
clearly be a perverse outcome and counter to the intention of
the legislation.

Is it the minister’s intention to provide some oversight
to the way that councils or the department implement
this aspect? How can we be assured that a zealous
council will not use their whip hand?
Mr DALIDAKIS — Again, I thank Mr Davis for
his question and certainly no doubt the good faith of the
HIA in making the representation to Mr Davis. I think
the HIA has fundamentally misunderstood the nature of
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the bill before us. If I can just take a moment to provide
you with a fair degree of comfort, the fact remains that
like the other section 173 agreements the decision about
whether or not to enter into a voluntary affordable
housing agreement is actually still up to the developer,
so it will be the developer who seeks to enter into such
a voluntary agreement regardless.
As we move on, it is proposed in clause 6 of this bill to
insert, as you will be aware, Mr Davis, new
subsection (1A) into section 173 of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987. This will provide that a
responsible authority, such as a council:
… may enter into an agreement with an owner of land for the
development or provision of land in relation to affordable
housing.

Again I wish to come back to the point that it is up to
the developer to enter into such a voluntary agreement.
I wish to absolutely make clear that the fear that you
have put in your analogy about the whip hand of local
government is not possible as a result of the way that
the legislation is written, because in fact it does give
that power to the developer as to whether they enter
into the voluntary agreement or not.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for his response,
and it does provide a measure of comfort, although I
still remain somewhat concerned. He mentioned
clause 6, and I also had zeroed in on that and certainly
the HIA has been very exercised about that. Would the
minister consider by agreement amending that clause to
say:
Without limiting subsection (1), a responsible authority may
enter into an agreement at the request of the applicant or
owner of the land for the development or provision of land in
relation to affordable housing.

This is about, as it were, a market behaviour issue. It is
a broader issue, but that certainly would provide some
comfort to the sector.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Mr Davis for his
question. The short answer is no. If I were to expand on
that just slightly, I just wish to point out that the
intention of the bill is to promote the use of voluntary
affordable housing agreements between developers and
councils of course to facilitate the supply of affordable
housing — I believe a policy pursuit that everybody in
this chamber would support — just in the same way
councils now propose section 173 agreements to meet
other planning priorities.
Can I also point out that in order to ensure that the
affordable housing agreement is in fact entered into
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voluntarily it must be entered into before the grant of
the permit to ensure that the provision of affordable
housing is secured. Therefore it will not be possible to
condition a permit to require a developer to enter into
an affordable housing agreement, because that
agreement must be entered into prior to the permit
being provided should the developer choose to enter
into an agreement in the first place.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for his response
on these matters. I want to just follow the affordable
housing issue a little further. Let me give a case study,
as it were. There is a block of land in the centre of the
city that is being repurposed. Council decides that it
would like some affordable housing on it, or maybe a
developer comes forward with a proposal. A certain
percentage of affordable housing fits within the
framework. The place is built, and some of the
affordable housing is sold under those arrangements.
The new owners fit the definition of affordable housing,
and the price is there.
There are two questions that flow from this. The first is:
what happens in time? Over what time period would
the new owner of an affordable housing unit or
apartment be able to sell that property? What are the
arrangements for them to recoup? Could they make a
windfall profit out of a sale, say, three years after they
purchase it? The market has gone up, they got it cheap
and then it is sold at a higher price.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Mr Davis for his
question. Again I believe my answer will provide a fair
degree of confidence to Mr Davis. Affordable housing
provided under this process will be maintained because
the housing will either be public housing or housing
owned or managed by an agency regulated under the
Housing Act 1983. Thus public housing is provided
only to eligible households. Housing providers are
regulated by the housing register and can only provide
housing to those eligible households. Thus I believe we
can ensure that the issue you raised will not occur.
Mr DAVIS — So individuals will not own their
own home in that case. What will happen if they come
in under a particular status and then their circumstances
change? Will they be forced to move out or will they
remain in the property? How will that operate?
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Mr Davis for his
question. If somebody wins Tattslotto, Mr Davis, I
think they will be moving out of the housing
accommodation of their own volition. The fact remains
that there are a range of attributes required of people to
be eligible for housing. They are reviewed obviously
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from time to time to ensure that the appropriate people
are getting the appropriate assistance. As you and I both
know, the demand for public housing is far greater than
the housing the government can provide.
Whether the government is of a coalition or a Liberal
persuasion or indeed whether it is of a Labor
persuasion, the ideal of being able to provide public
housing to the people in the greatest need is obviously a
social policy pursuit that I believe every member of
Parliament, with the exception of probably the most
hardened politician, would actually deem to be an
appropriate policy for us to pursue. So from that
perspective I think that only good can come out of it.
But again, if people’s circumstances change for the
better, then that is a welcome outcome that will see
them move on from the housing accommodation
provided, as distinct —
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I take up the question from
Mr Davis, who asked about the selling of property. The
property, again, as I answered the first time, will be
either public housing or housing owned or managed by
an agency that is regulated under the Housing Act
1983. So the ability for someone to just up and sell is
not available, because that option is regulated and can
only be provided to people that you and I regard as
being a special class of person in the community.
Mr DAVIS — Thank you. The second consequence
from the case study that I outlined is that a number of
social housing units will be in this complex but also
some private housing. Has the government modelled
what is effectively a cross-subsidy from private
components of a project to the public component?
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Mr Davis for the
question. Obviously the economics of the project will
be what drives the project. In terms of modelling, I am
happy to take that question on notice and ask the
minister’s office to respond in time. But again the
department has a range of policies that will be governed
by whether it is housing stock of its own or housing
obtained by entering into contracts with providers as
per the register that I was just talking about.
Mr DAVIS — That is the end of my questions on
that topic. If I could just make a short statement on
part 3, as it were, of the bill which relates to the
penalties, and note that the opposition supports those
changes which reflect in part the amendments that we
sought to the earlier legislation. We welcome the
government stepping back from the earlier
arrangements. This will see a concentration of the
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policing powers with a central agency rather than
seeing each council doing its own policing. I make that
point and move forward from there.
With respect to the wind farm component in this bill,
the opposition has a number of concerns. We put some
of those on the record in the second-reading debate, and
I will in a very small number of sentences strip down
our concerns on this. Essentially what this bill does is
provide a short circuit, a competitive advantage, to
wind energy proponents over other land users in the
state. Normally a planning permit would be provided,
and we are very concerned that this stripped-down
process with reduced consultation will result in some
harsh outcomes. Again, I am going to put a case study
to the minister to test his response.
A wind farm application was granted in the middle
2000s by a previous planning minister. It had a certain
number of turbines, was a certain height and had a
certain proximity to particular townships and hamlets.
The arrangements in this bill would enable the
proponent of such an application to go through on a
short cycle to a specific panel and to get a planning
decision more quickly with less hoops and hurdles than
would normally be the case. The point I made earlier in
the second-reading debate was that in the city if you
have a building, a tall tower, and you have a permit and
you want to change the permit and crank up the height,
you need to go for a new permit. The fact is that this
legislation provides a competitive advantage to the
proponent.
What protections, Minister, are available to a
neighbouring family, maybe a farm, to ensure that a
new and more intense development does not occur on
that earlier wind farm site and a higher wind turbine is
not erected near their property?
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Sitting extended pursuant to standing orders.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank the member for his
question. Can I say at the outset — again, this has been
put in good faith — that I do not accept the proposition
that Mr Davis put. I am happy not to expand upon that
but to simply say that I do not agree with the sentiment
as per his contribution. In terms of the very specific
concern he raised at the end of his contribution, can I
simply say that the process itself largely does not
change. In fact an application that will impact other
parties will still be subject to the normal public notice,
advertising or otherwise, as part of the local
government process, which can of course involve
notice by mail and signs on site and in the newspaper,
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depending upon the extent of the impact of the
amendment. All objections will be considered by the
decision-maker before a recommendation is made. So I
believe the concerns that Mr Davis has are unfounded
or unwarranted, but I believe the question that he asked
was in good faith, despite not agreeing with his
preamble.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for his response.
In that circumstance I ask him about the impact of
planning permits that are granted for wind farms —
perhaps expanded capacity wind farms — and whether
the government, the Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning (DELWP) in particular, has done
any assessment of the impact of those additional
permits or expanded permits on the energy system in
Victoria.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank the member for his
question, but the question is not apposite to the
legislation before us in committee stage. I am happy for
Mr Davis to leave on Hansard that request for
information. I am happy for Hansard to indicate that I
have declined to provide it because it is not apposite.
Mr DAVIS — That is disappointing, but
nonetheless I wonder if the government has in its stated
policy of moving to a higher renewable energy target
modelled the impact of that on price and on reliability
of the Victorian system.
Mr DALIDAKIS — Again I thank Mr Davis for his
question. Can I say at the outset that the reliability and
security of supply in Victoria is always an important
issue for any government of the day to deal with;
however, it certainly does not relate to the planning
issues before us in this piece of legislation.
Mr DAVIS — I note the minister’s answer, and I
note that we consider that the impact of these planning
permits more broadly is of significance to the Victorian
community. It is for that reason that I am intending to
move my first amendment. I thank the chamber for its
forbearance regarding these amendments, which have
been circulated. I note again my thanks to
parliamentary counsel for their assistance in drafting
these amendments. I indicate that the purpose of these
amendments is to ensure that as permits are granted
there is a requirement in place for the proponents of
wind facilities to put on the record how their facility
will mesh.
I will make some comments here. Ms Dunn made some
comments earlier, and I accept that the Greens will not
support our amendments — I note her indication of
that — but I want to put on record that this is not
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discordant with a nationally coordinated approach. In
fact it is highly within the frame, and it is not against
the work that is being done by the Council of
Australian Governments energy council. In fact it will
provide information and additional resources for those
bodies.
But ultimately this is a responsibility that the Victorian
government has, and the Victorian planning minister
granting planning permits a dime a dozen, willy-nilly
across the countryside without examining the impact of
those planning permits on the system is something that
should concern Victorians. We have seen a huge
growth — a favoured growth — in wind energy over
the last few years, first under the national renewable
energy target and more recently under state
arrangements, with further state arrangements flagged
into the future.
I think Ms Dunn was under some misapprehension
about my background knowledge in this area. I should
put on record that I was in this chamber when the
privatisations occurred and indeed when the National
Electricity Market was being set up. I also note that I
was twice shadow minister for the environment and
once for climate change, so dealing with wind farms is
not new territory. For a while I actually held the dual
position of shadow minister for the environment and
climate change and shadow Minister for Planning, so I
saw it from both perspectives at the one point.
My point here is that far from being technologically
neutral at the moment, this bill seeks to give a further
break to wind farms to make it easier than other
planning permit applications. As I said, one rule applies
in the city. If you want to change your permit
substantially in the city, you will need to go for a new
planning permit. But in this case the minister is setting
up a fast-track tick-and-flick system so that you can in
fact grind through in no time at all an outcome,
stripping out the —
Ms Dunn interjected.
Mr DAVIS — No, I actually like wind, and I think
it has got a huge place. We will not oppose these
clauses, but we will seek to amend them to ensure that
as these wind permits are granted, under our
amendment — and I will be very succinct here — there
will be a requirement that that report be sent to the
DELWP secretary and the DELWP secretary will be
required to post it on the website so it is available and
everyone can see the broader impact.
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Mr DALIDAKIS — Do you want to move your
amendment now and vote on it and then let Mr Ramsay
ask questions?
Mr DAVIS — No, I encourage Mr Ramsay to ask
his questions, and then I will move the amendment after
that with the house’s indulgence.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I appreciate
Mr Davis allowing me to pose a question to the
minister. It is consistent with the concerns raised by
Mr Davis, but it regards something you said, actually,
Minister, that I do not think is correct on the record. I
want to correct the record because I want to be very
clear about what the purpose and impact of these
clauses will be.
I am only speaking in relation to the wind farm
component, where you have introduced new classes in
relation to the planning scheme. My understanding is
that the intent is that when a minister calls in a wind
farm permit — he calls that in because there is
obviously a lack of a decision either by the relevant
authority or through the panel hearing — the minister
does not have to refer back to a panel hearing if there
are objections. He can, through a new advisory
committee, make a determination himself.
As I indicated to you before, Minister, the impact of
this legislation is moving the community consultation
and engagement away, moving the panel hearing
consultation process away and giving the minister the
full authority in relation to the changes, whether they
are in the works plan or in the permit itself. You said
nothing changes, but that is a significant change, and I
just want to get some commitment from you where you
actually agree that there is a significant change under
these new clauses in this bill that do away with the
panel hearing process.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I appreciate Mr Ramsay
getting the opportunity to ask the question, and I
welcome Mr Davis’s acknowledgement that I am able
to answer your question too, Mr Ramsay. We are in
good company it seems. Mr Ramsay, can I try to
placate you by saying that the community will still be
consulted on proposals to amend permits. Surrounding
residents in the community will continue to have their
say. People will still be notified of proposals to amend
permits, and they will still have an opportunity to make
their views known. If the amendment is referred to an
advisory committee, objectors will be able to present at
a committee hearing just like they would in a panel
process. This was an issue that came up multiple times
during the debate in the Legislative Assembly. An
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answer was clearly provided by the minister in the other
place during the consideration-in-detail stage there, and
again I just wish to provide you confidence that indeed
from that perspective nothing changes in that process.
Mr DAVIS — I will make a comment on
Mr Ramsay’s point on the way to moving my first
amendment. And that is: if there were no change, we
would not be having this legislation. The change here is
to put the legislation in effect and that will strip out
some of the community’s strengths and diminish its
position. That is why it is occurring, but I will move in
good faith to my amendment.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I thank Mr Davis. Just for the
sake of completeness, I note that Mr Davis believes that
the fact that we are debating legislation is in and of
itself an example that things change. As Mr Davis said
in his earlier contribution, this is an omnibus bill. It
does the range of things before us, but in relation to the
process, the process itself does not change. The bill
amends the type of panel or person that hears the matter
before them, but people still have the ability to
undertake a process of objection. As I indicated earlier,
they still have the ability to determine that for
themselves. The community will still be consulted on
proposals to amend permits. So from that perspective, I
do not agree with Mr Davis’s comments. I am certainly
happy that Mr Davis may have a different interpretation
to that which I have put forward, but I certainly did not
want to let it stand that the government did not disagree
with Mr Davis over what he put. I am now happy to sit
down and let Mr Davis put his amendment to the house.
Mr DAVIS — Thank you, Minister. We will just
have to agree to disagree. I move:
1.

Clause 1, page 2, after 3 insert—
“(iii) to provide that a responsible authority or the
Minister must not grant or amend a permit for the
use or development of land as a wind energy
facility unless a power system reliability
assessment report has been published in respect of
the facility; and”.

This first amendment of the purposes clause is a test for
the further amendments. If this is passed, we will move
to those. If it does not, I will regard that as a test, on
advice from the clerks. I have outlined already both in
the second reading and in the subsequent section how
this would require the proponent of a wind
development to write that assessment, and that would
provide greater information via the secretary of the
department and require its publication by the secretary.
We think this is a sensible change in the context of the
challenges the system faces. This means that a
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proponent can still proceed, but the secretary must be in
receipt of that report.
Mr DALIDAKIS — I appreciate the commentary
by Mr Davis and the fact that he is moving his
amendment. The government will not be supporting the
amendment. For the sake of efficiency and
completeness, I believe my remarks up until now have
indicated why we will not support this amendment, and
so I will curtail my contribution at that.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — The Greens
will not be supporting this amendment.
Committee divided on amendment:
Ayes, 18
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr (Teller)
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms (Teller)
Lovell, Ms

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

Noes, 20
Barber, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Mikakos, Ms (Teller)

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

Pairs
Atkinson, Mr

Melhem, Mr

Amendment negatived.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 15 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.
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ADJOURNMENT
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

Goulburn Valley Health radiotherapy services
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Health by
retelling the very real and very sad story of one of my
constituents, Kirstie Bulger, a single mother of three
children who lives in Mooroopna. My request of the
minister is for her to reconsider, after hearing of
Kirstie’s journey fighting cancer, her view that the
Andrews Labor government is meeting the health needs
of all citizens of the Goulburn Valley and to
acknowledge the need for appropriate radiotherapy
services at Goulburn Valley Health (GV Health).
Kirstie Bulger is a 44-year-old single mother of three
boys aged 21, 17 and 11. Four years ago on her
40th birthday Kirstie was diagnosed with breast cancer.
This has now developed to stage 4 breast cancer, and
she has recently been diagnosed with ovarian cancer.
Kirstie is currently undergoing two treatments of
chemotherapy a week at Goulburn Valley Health, with
radiotherapy treatment also on the horizon.
When Kirstie was originally diagnosed it was
determined that radiotherapy was the most appropriate
form of treatment for her cancer, but this decision
caused Kirstie even more angst on top of her diagnosis.
Kirstie knew that she would not get radiotherapy
treatment in Shepparton and knew that she would have
to travel away from home to receive this life-saving
treatment. Kirstie wondered how this was going to be
possible since she was a single mum of three kids with
no family support in Victoria, and she knew that taking
her kids out of school for long periods was not an
option. She questioned how she was going to manage
the logistics as well as the emotional burden of being
away from her loving children for so long. But Kirstie
did not really have a choice. If she wanted to fight this
insidious disease with radiotherapy treatment, she knew
she had to leave her home and her boys behind.
Kirstie’s first course of radiotherapy was administered
in Melbourne, where she received daily treatment for
seven weeks. She would come home each Friday night
to spend the weekend with her family before making
the drive back to Melbourne on Sunday night. It cost
Kirstie $900 a week in accommodation alone
throughout her treatment period in Melbourne, but it
was the emotional cost of being away that took an even
greater toll, not just on her family but also on the
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families of her mother and sisters, who helped while
she was away. Kirstie later had another four-week
course of radiotherapy treatment in Albury and again
faced the financial and emotional burden of having to
travel for life-saving treatment with determination and
grace.
Kirstie applauds the doctors at the GV Health oncology
unit, where she received wonderful treatment, but wants
to know why Goulburn Valley patients like her face the
additional burden of needing to travel for radiotherapy.
She says a cancer diagnosis alone is such an emotional
rollercoaster without the further angst of leaving the
loving support and comfort that home provides. Kirstie
Bulger is currently in the fight of her life but wanted to
share her story in the hope that people will understand
the need for local radiotherapy services at GV Health.
Facing further radiation treatment herself, Kirstie
knows these services will change not just her life but
the lives of others. I applaud Kirstie Bulger’s bravery
and thank her for telling her story.

Water supply plastic contamination
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. The past week has
seen the publication of groundbreaking international
research demonstrating the extent to which plastic has
well and truly entered the human food chain. In the first
study of its kind Orb Media worked with a researcher at
the University of Minnesota School of Public Health to
test drinking water in five continents for the presence of
plastic fibres. In a truly shocking finding, more than
80 per cent of the samples collected tested positive for
the presence of plastic fibres. This was a
groundbreaking study, and much more work needs to
be done in this area. While samples were collected from
across Europe, the US, South America and Asia, no
samples from Australia were tested.
Dr Mark Browne from the University of New South
Wales says that much more effort needs to go into
understanding the presence of plastic contamination in
our drinking water and the impacts of plastic ingestion
on people. Experts say that if plastic fibres are in water
sources then they are almost certainly in food produced
using that water, from baby formula through to pasta
and soups.
This revelation comes on the heels of three separate
studies undertaken this year showing the presence of
plastic fibres in the salt we eat. Researchers from
Malaysia, the UK, France, Spain and the USA have
found plastic in salts from around the world, including
sea salt. Research by Spanish scientists published last
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month found plastic in all 21 types of salt they tested.
While none of these tests sourced salt from Australia,
researchers believe that most sea salt internationally is
likely to be contaminated.
Researchers believe that most plastic contamination
comes from microfibres and single-use plastics such as
water bottles. Victorians deserve to know whether we
are drinking plastic and what the health implications of
this may be. On that note, I call on the minister to take
immediate action to instigate and support research into
the extent of plastic contamination of our water supplies
in Victoria and the impact of plastic ingestion from a
public health perspective.

Small business multicultural programs
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is directed to the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade, the Honourable Philip
Dalidakis, and refers to entrepreneurial migrants in
Northern Metropolitan Region. Northern Metropolitan
Region is a shining example of Victoria’s successful
multicultural communities. People from all over the
world have chosen to make our state, and Northern
Metropolitan Region, their home and have chosen to
work, live and raise their children in diverse and
culturally rich communities. We recognise, however,
that some new entrants into Victoria can on occasion
require additional support to successfully build up their
lives in this great state. So tonight the action I seek from
the minister is that he provide me with advice on
government programs which relate to migrants in my
electorate being assisted to establish businesses and
enterprises to support themselves and give back to their
communities.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) — I
have to say that Mr Elasmar did that under some duress.
Ms Springle and Ms Shing were having a conversation
from one end of the chamber to the other bang in the
middle of Mr Elasmar’s contribution. If they want to
have a conversation, perhaps they could do it outside
the chamber.

Ambulance services
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the attention of
the Minister for Health. It relates to a rather concerning
incident that occurred yesterday morning in Bacchus
Marsh, where an ambulance was called for a young
lady who I believe was doubled over in pain in the fetal
position. Instead of an ambulance being sent to pick up
this person who was in a state of some physical distress,
a taxi was sent to pick up this woman and transport her
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to the Ballarat hospital. I find this incident quite
concerning. It is one that I have certainly never heard of
before — an unwell person being sent to hospital in a
taxi rather than in an ambulance. As a result of this the
action that I seek is an immediate investigation into the
circumstances surrounding this incident and how on
earth it occurred.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) — I
call Ms Shing, and I know everyone will be silent for
her contribution.
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engagement in accordance with the motion that was
passed at this particular community meeting to
understand the priorities of the community and the
concerns of the community as they were expressed at
this meeting and in other correspondence that has been
forthcoming to me, and to make sure that every effort is
made to give effect to the community wish that the
natural environment is considered and its value is
properly understood as part of an informal
decision-making process on the future of these three
coupes.

Strzelecki Ranges timber harvesting

Autism services

Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — Thank you,
Acting President. I look forward to the relevant level of
interjection from across the chamber as recompense for
my rude interruptions earlier. To that extent, I confirm
that I have apologised to Mr Elasmar effusively for any
break that I may have caused in the rhythm of his
earlier contribution.

Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I wish to raise
a matter for the attention of the Minister for Education,
and it concerns a matter that I have had some dealings
with over the last few years concerning education for
children with autism. This is an all-too-familiar
problem that I have heard of from a constituent. He
began:

The matter I wish to raise this evening is for the
attention of the Minister for Agriculture, Ms Pulford. It
relates to a meeting that I attended last Thursday night
in Mirboo North, where VicForests has coupes on the
timber release plan in the Strzelecki state forest north of
this particular town. There are three coupes in this area:
Samson, Doug and Oscine. These coupes were the
subject of a lengthy and extensively detailed
conversation and discussion between VicForests’s
Lachlan Spencer and many hundreds of members of the
community who turned out to discuss their views. I
look forward to providing the names of attendees on
notice to where the minister on duty tonight, the Special
Minister of State, would like them.

As some background, our eldest son … started his school life
lasting six days at a mainstream school before being sent to
Western Autistic. Once there he was able to receive a lot of
help and intervention and was then able to transition into
mainstream school …

However, the views that were expressed at this
particular community meeting were very much in
favour of an extensive community consultation, and a
motion was passed at that meeting, as put by local
resident Marg Thomas on behalf of the Mirboo North
community, that a committee be established and that
work be done with the relevant ministers to do
everything possible to convey the community’s
concerns about the potential for harvesting — whether
clear harvesting or selective harvesting — in these
coupes and the impact that it would have on the local
community if it were to occur. To this end I was
grateful for the opportunity to be able to hear these
concerns directly from people within the community.
The action that I seek from Minister Pulford is that she
engage with her counterpart, the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change in the other place,
Ms D’Ambrosio, to make sure that there is a fulsome

For the first few years he struggled but managed to get
through up until the start of grade 6, where it seemed that the
school’s attitude towards children on the spectrum had shifted
and they no longer seemed interested in some of the more
challenging students, our boys being two of them.
At this point the way the boys were dealt with changed
dramatically, resulting in the boys having a huge meltdown at
the beginning of the school day towards the end of first term
this year and refusing to go to class. When the teachers could
not verbally persuade them to go they then physically
manhandled them —

quite extraordinary —
and dragged our youngest into class whilst pinning the eldest
to a wall.

As I say, just extraordinary.
As a result of this incident we had to remove them from the
school as they point-blank refused to go at all and this has
been what we have been facing ever since.
The effect that this has had on both children has been
profound and has caused untold damage to their self-esteem
and their trust of teachers in general.

I should say that is not at all surprising. He goes on to
say:
We have tried to get the boys into Hume Valley special
school …
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And it is here where they have requested my assistance.
They investigated sending the boys to Hume Valley, a
special school which specifically caters for children like
theirs. They asked the particular school their two
children were attending to do a Vineland test on both
boys to test their IQ levels, and of course we all know
that the 70 cut-off point is the magic number. The
results came back showing that they were over 70,
which would not allow them to go to Hume Valley or
indeed any other special school, but private assessments
by the Cairnmillar Institute showed the resounding
conclusion was that both boys were way under
70 points and should 100 per cent be in a special
school. So we have a real problem. As my constituent
writes:
Our worry is that neither child will attend school if it’s
mainstream and are falling so far behind it will get to a stage
where it is almost unrecoverable.

This is, unfortunately, as I say, not an unusual incident.
I ask the minister to intervene personally on my
constituent’s behalf. I will provide this letter to the
minister, and I ask him to intervene and to provide a
satisfactory solution for this family.

Latrobe Valley employment
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — My adjournment
matter this evening is for the Minister for Industry and
Employment in the other place, the Honourable Wade
Noonan. It relates to the need to support power industry
contract workers who have lost their jobs through no
fault of their own and not due to a lack of experience or
skill. The action I seek from the minister is to ensure
that redundant Loy Yang mine and station workers can
be registered as jobseekers on the state government’s
Jobs Victoria Employment Network (JVEN) as a
priority, and in doing so join the Hazelwood workers
who are included on that list. These are people who
have not been offered a redundancy package.
The worker transfer scheme was established to enable
long-term Loy Yang employees to take a redundancy,
with positions to be filled by Hazelwood workers, with
the Labor government incentivising this to the
employer with up to $75 000, as documented in the
Latrobe Valley Express some months ago. But the
scheme does not extend to those who are subcontractors
at Loy Yang, only those directly employed by the Loy
Yang operator, AGL. The Andrews Labor
government’s scheme to transfer workers from the
former Hazelwood power station is not creating new
jobs in the industrial sector of the Latrobe Valley; it is
just pushing the pain of job losses sideways and onto
others. A number of long-term contract workers at Loy
Yang have found themselves out of work as a result,
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and Hazelwood and internal workers are taking up their
existing roles at the plant.
Mr Tony Moretti is a case in point. Mr Moretti has
worked at the Loy Yang mine as a planning coordinator
and as a planner for the past 11 years. Until last week,
when he received his final pay, he started work at
7 o’clock, but I am told by his friend Neil Jennings that
he would arrive at work at 6.00 a.m. every morning. He
was dedicated to the cause. Mr Jennings finds himself
in the same position.
Mr Moretti was told to apply for his former position as
planning coordinator and was unsuccessful in that
interview. He was also told to apply for the planner
position, which he had been doing for many years.
Again he was unsuccessful. Now he is out of a job. He
wants to contribute to the workforce in the Latrobe
Valley, where his home is. He has extensive
community involvement, and he wants to be
re-employed.
Mr Moretti is just one example, and there are others
who have contacted me. I am happy to provide the
Latrobe Valley Authority with the names of those
people as instructed. They are experiencing great
frustration and anxiety as a result of being shunted
sideways. All have commented to me — and I identify
with this — that they do not begrudge the Hazelwood
workers applying for these positions, but they feel it is
not a level playing field when the incentive of
thousands of dollars really makes them wonder if they
can sustain their job, and many of them have lost their
jobs. Again, I ask the minister to put them onto the
JVEN list so that they can be prioritised to get back into
the workforce, as they want and deserve.

Taxi and hire car industry
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My matter
for the adjournment debate tonight is for the attention of
the Minister for Public Transport in the other place, and
it concerns the government’s recent Commercial
Passenger Vehicle Industry Bill 2017 and the
mechanisms by which it is paying out its very modest
amounts to a range of people. I make the point that the
government’s package is deeply inadequate and flawed
in that regard, but it is also being administered unfairly.
I make the point that in the scheme the licence fee, or
the fee for trips — the $1 fee that went through in the
end — is also being used to fund administration,
according to the government. But my point tonight is to
note that there is harshness and unfairness in the way
the scheme is being administered, and I have a note
from a constituent here that points some of this out.
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It reads:
You may be interested in the way this gov is paying out on
taxi licence transitional assistance … This is a colossal
government botch job. Perhaps you could shed light on the
way the transitional payments (100k, 50, 50, 50 for 1st, 2nd,
3rd and 4th taxi licence nothing for any more) have been paid
on a per entity basis. E.g., husband and wife own two licences
jointly receive 150k.
Husband and wife own one each singly receive 200k.
Seventeen licences owned in a trust with seven beneficiaries
(mum, dad and five adult kids and a shared $2 million debt)
get $250k …

in so-called transitional assistance. In other cases
individuals have bought 13 separate licences but in a set
of structures, and each one was given a payout of
$100 000. This seems to have inequity in it as well as
being an inadequate scheme.
I guess what I am seeking specifically from the minister
tonight is that she look at the harshness of this, that she
have this system independently reviewed and that she
come back and look at an increase in support in
aggregate and makes the distribution system fairer too.
They are important steps, and this could be conducted
through the process of an independent review that
would look at the impact on family. We know that
these are property rights, as outlined by the High Court
in 1998. The government has crushed those property
rights, and in many cases people are getting tokens in
respect of what is the real value of those licences. An
independent review of the fairness and adequacy in
aggregate and also the fairness of the distribution
system would be an important step forward.

Responses
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have written responses to adjournment matters raised
by Ms Crozier on 6 June, Ms Bath on 21 June,
Mr O’Donohue on 23 June, Mr Morris on 8 August,
Mr Melhem and Ms Symes on 9 August,
Mr O’Sullivan and Mr Ramsay on 10 August and
Mr Davis, Ms Dunn, Mr Eideh and Ms Shing on
22 August.
In relation to the matters that were raised this evening,
Ms Lovell raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health drawing on the personal experience
of her constituent Kirstie Bulger, who is undergoing
treatment for her cancer. Ms Lovell seeks greater
radiotherapy support for Goulburn Valley Health.
Ms Springle raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change
relating to plastic contaminants and fibres in the
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watercourse. She is seeking the minister’s support for
research into the impacts on our watercourses.
Mr Elasmar raised a matter for the Minister for Small
Business, Innovation and Trade seeking his support for
programs to provide business advice for economic
development for the migrant communities in the
northern suburbs of Melbourne.
Mr Morris raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health seeking her review and
investigation of the circumstances in which a resident
of Bacchus Marsh received transportation to hospital,
which Mr Morris believes warrant an investigation by
the minister or her department.
Ms Shing raised a very information rich matter for the
attention of the Minister for Agriculture referring to
three coupes in the Strzelecki Ranges. They are called
Samson, Doug and Oscine, and they are located close
to the community of Mirboo North, where Ms Shing
attended a meeting with VicForests, which was
represented by Mr Lachie Spencer. Hundreds of
residents were in attendance for this community
meeting. In fact their concerns were voiced by a
number of people, including Marg Thomas, who spoke
up at this meeting representing her community well,
with force and with vigour to ensure that the Minister
for Agriculture works collaboratively with the minister
for the environment to make sure that they have a
fulsome engagement — ‘a fulsome engagement’ I think
was the phrase used by Ms Shing — in relation to
consideration of the appropriate harvesting activity, if
in fact harvesting activity should take place at all, let
alone whether it be clear-felling or selective logging
activity within those three coupes in question. Through
that collaborative work of the two ministers and their
active and fulsome engagement, she asked that they
provide feedback to VicForests and to the community
so that the community’s concerns about these three
coupes in question can be addressed.
Mr Finn raised a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Education and indeed furnished me with a piece of
correspondence from his constituent that I will convey
to the minister personally to make sure that the minister
is aware of the circumstances. Mr Finn’s constituent
has written of his concern about perhaps the lack of
care and thoroughness in providing their children with
the appropriate educational support. Mr Finn has
indicated that the two children in question would prefer
to go to Hume Valley special school. They would seek
the minister’s support, if that is possible, to achieve that
outcome. He draws attention to the fact that the testing
to see whether these children were eligible to go to the
school may not have actually been undertaken in a way
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that is consistent with the assessment of the Cairnmillar
Institute, and so there is evidence that in fact would
warrant these children being included at that school. He
hopes that the minister will be sympathetic and
supportive of this evidence and will support this family.
I hope there is a positive outcome to that endeavour.
In reflecting tonight on the adjournment matters raised,
in fact they were information-rich adjournment matters.
Ms Bath certainly gave a lot of material for the
consideration of the Minister for Industry and
Employment. There were a couple of things that I have
been implored to make sure that Ms Bath
understands — that in fact there is no limit or restriction
placed upon employees of subcontractors and those
working at Loy Yang in relation to participation in the
worker transition scheme and that in fact the work that
is being undertaken in the Latrobe Valley does not
preclude their engagement. In fact a number of
contractors have been roped into the scheme. Indeed as
recently as last week there were a number of positive
outcomes associated with an announcement by
Mr Noonan of the placement of a number of workers at
Gippsland Solar and other companies. Eight-hundred
training sessions have actually been undertaken. Indeed
the work that is being undertaken by the Latrobe Valley
Authority will be very sympathetic to the concerns that
Ms Bath raised, but in fact the evidence would suggest
that some of her concerns are catching up with the
practice that has actually been adopted by that agency.
Mr Davis sought an independent review of the
transitional arrangements that are undertaken within the
taxi licence buyout arrangements. Mr Davis expressed
his concern for equity outcomes and hoped that the
minister would be sympathetic to having the
effectiveness of that program independently reviewed.
Adjournment interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) — I
would like to acknowledge some familiar faces in the
gallery. I also acknowledge former member Maree
Davenport. Welcome to the Legislative Council.

ADJOURNMENT
Adjournment resumed.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Ramsay) —
Order! The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 7.21 p.m.
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The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

PETITIONS
Following petitions presented to house:

Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Amendment (Pilot Medically Supervised
Injecting Centre) Bill 2017
Legislative Council electronic petition:
The petition of certain citizens of the state of Victoria draws
to the attention of the Legislative Council that preventable
heroin overdose deaths are occurring in Victoria at an average
of three per week.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council
pass the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances
Amendment (Pilot Medically Supervised Injecting Centre)
Bill 2017.

By Ms PATTEN (Northern
Metropolitan) (439 signatures).
Laid on table.
Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan).

Crime prevention
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of residents in Victoria calls on the Legislative
Council to note that there is a crime tsunami engulfing
Victorians. Small businesses are regularly being targeted,
residents feel unsafe in their own homes and going to work
and Victorians are losing faith in our justice system.
The petitioners therefore respectfully request that the
Legislative Council calls on the Andrews Labor government
to match the coalition policy and introduce mandatory
sentencing, toughen up the justice system and hold criminals
to account.

By Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan)
(48 signatures).
Laid on table.

Greensborough, Montmorency and Eltham
railway stations
To the Legislative Council of Victoria:
The petition of residents in Victoria calls on the Legislative
Council to note that:
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car parking at the Greensborough, Montmorency and
Eltham railway stations is inadequate;
these carparks are full early each morning with
commuters resorting to parking along nearby roads and
shopping centres, thereby restricting access for other
road users.

The petitioners therefore call on the members of the
Legislative Council to urge the government to provide
additional parking at these stations so commuters can park
and use public transport in a safe and convenient way.

By Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan)
(188 signatures).
Laid on table.
Ordered to be considered next day on motion of
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan).

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978 — Ministerial Orders for
the following approvals —
A lease and licence in relation to Lower Reserve, dated
3 September 2017.
Leases in relation to Moorooduc Recreation Reserve and
Williamstown Botanical Gardens, dated 3 September
2017.
Heritage Council of Victoria — Minister’s report of receipt of
2016–17 report.
Statutory Rules under the following Acts of Parliament —
Borrowing and Investment Powers Act 1987 — No. 95.
Racing Act 1958 — No. 94.
Sex Work Act 1994 — No. 93.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 —
Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule
No. 93.
Legislative Instrument and related documents under
section 16B in respect of the City of Greater Geelong
Act 1993 — Greater Geelong City Council — Mayoral
and Deputy Mayoral Allowances, dated 12 September
2017.

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Political donations
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
This week we have once again seen the Andrews Labor
government say one thing in public but behind closed
party doors and in intimate settings do the complete
opposite. In July the Leader of the Government,
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Mr Jennings, attended a boardroom fundraising lunch,
talking about Victoria’s infrastructure pipeline, at a cost
of $2475 per person. Will the Leader of the
Government, who has responsibility for integrity, do
what his side is asking of the opposition? Will he
release the guest list? Will he detail what was discussed
at the lunch and what was promised in exchange for the
donations?
At the same cost per person was Minister Dalidakis’s
own boardroom fundraising lunch in November. We
know the minister has built a portfolio of scandals and
broken promises. What did he promise in return for the
donations?
Minister Pulford does not escape, charging $750 per
head for attendees to gain insight into
multimillion-dollar government funds, as the flyer
describes. Will Minister Pulford come out today and
say that none of those attendees that donated to the
Labor Party at her fundraisers have received
government funding or favour from the Andrews Labor
government since?
We did get a laugh out of the flyer for
Minister Mikakos, as there was no cost; her event was
free. I am surprised that it did not say, ‘We will pay you
to come and listen to her’. She is clearly not a
money-spinner. I wonder why. Those opposite can
throw the rocks, but Victorians know well that when it
comes to being dodgy, it is in Labor’s DNA.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — That is more than enough. I
think I have heard enough of this for the day.

Workplace deaths
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) — It is with sadness
that I rise to talk about another workplace death in
Victoria last week. A 39-year-old male worker has died
in hospital from his injuries after an incident on
11 August, when the elevating work platform he was
operating was struck by a car at Braeside. This is a
tragedy for his family, his friends and his workmates.
Everyone in this state has the right to return home from
work. Last year was the worst year since 2009 for
workplace deaths, with 26 deaths. The vast majority of
these happened in construction and agriculture. One
death in the workplace is far too many, and there have
been 18 already this year. I send my condolences to all
the affected families and workmates involved in this
ongoing and very needless waste of life.
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Threatened species
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) —
International research led by Oregon State University
and supported by the University of Sydney and Deakin
University, which was published this week in the
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
found that the world’s smallest and largest creatures are
at the greatest risk of being wiped out. Researchers say
that the smallest creatures are being ignored and there
will be dire implications for Australia’s ecosystem. The
study found that across the world the largest vertebrates
are most likely threatened by direct killing by humans,
whereas the smallest species are more likely to have
restricted geographic ranges, which is an important
predictor of extinction risk, and be threatened by habitat
degradation.
Dr Thomas Newsome from the faculty of science at
Sydney University and Deakin University found that
55 per cent of species in Australia are threatened by
biological resource use, which includes hunting,
logging and fishing. The largest vertebrates are in most
danger from habitat loss and modification stemming
especially from pollution, agricultural cropping and
logging. Threats that are facing our smallest mammals
in Australia and Victoria such as the Leadbeater’s
possum and greater gliders include logging in the
Central Highlands and East Gippsland. Australia also
stands out in that a high proportion of species are also
threatened by invasive species such as feral cats and
wild dogs.

Connor’s Run
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
Last Sunday, on a beautiful spring day, the fifth annual
Connor’s Run was held in my electorate. In the last five
years Connor’s Run has raised more than $2.1 million
for research into brain cancer in young people. This
year 922 people participated in Melbourne with a goal
of raising $600 000. To date Sunday’s runners have
raised more than $773 000. The route retraces the steps
that 17-year-old Robert Connor Dawes took in
September 2011 from his home in Sandringham to the
Yarra boatsheds. He did not like running, but he was
training to get into the rowing team at his school. Two
months later he was diagnosed with an aggressive brain
tumour which later took his life. His mother, Liz
Dawes, says:
What started as a small event in our local community now
includes thousands of people from all over Melbourne and
shadow runs across Australia and the world.
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We’re achieving fundraising benchmarks we never thought
possible, meaning we can support more projects to end this
awful disease.

Proceeds from the run go towards the AIM BRAIN
project, and recently the federal government matched
the foundation’s donation of $1 million towards this
project. This means that Australian and New Zealand
children with brain cancer will now have a very early
assessment of their tumours, which gives them the best
possible individualised treatment and chance of
survival.
I want to acknowledge and congratulate Connor’s
family — Nick, Liz, Hannah and Scott Dawes — and
especially Liz Dawes for her extraordinary leadership
in response to great loss.

Men’s sheds
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — It was a
privilege last week to attend the opening of a new
men’s shed facility to be operated by the Willum
Warrain Aboriginal Association in Hastings at its
Aboriginal gathering place. The association will benefit
from $36 864 in funding. It is already a remarkable
place where they have preserved a walking track and
created a number of traditional buildings. The
organisation runs a number of programs for Aboriginal
men in the area, ranging from young to middle-aged
and through to older than middle-aged. It is a very
vibrant community. It also runs a number of programs
for young people in the area.
A related grant, also part of the men’s shed program,
was to a men’s shed in Mooroolbark which gained
$60 000 in funding. This is a men’s shed program that
is creating toys for the local community as well as
possum boxes. It is an amazingly vibrant group that
needs more space. The place that it is in can only be
described as congested and somewhat dilapidated. The
$60 000 will go a long way to helping that organisation
get more suitable facilities.

Bayles Regional Primary School
Mr MULINO — Finally, I would like to
congratulate Bayles Regional Primary School on
receiving a grant of $400 000 for a new building which
will be used for art and related activities, provide new
toilets and remove existing buildings that contain
asbestos, a critically important safety issue for many
workplaces.
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Australian marriage law postal survey
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — Over
the weekend I was involved in doorknocking for the
yes for marriage equality vote in Yarraville, Seddon,
Footscray, Williamstown and Ascot Vale. The response
we received was overwhelmingly supportive and many
of the comments were interesting. People were saying
to us that everybody should be treated equally, from
parents who did not understand why one of their
children would be allowed marry but not the other.
They asked why the government was spending
$122 million on a postal vote when they should just be
getting on with their job and bringing forward a bill.
People had many suggestions for what the money could
be spent on, including hospitals, transport and schools.
I have been with my Victor for 37 years, and everybody
should be entitled to the love, support and fun that I
have in my marriage. Why is it that I am allowed to
marry but my friends are not? The government should
just be getting on with this and bringing forward a bill.

Rohingya refugees
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
commend the federal government for its postal vote. It
would have been a plebiscite if the Labor Party had not
opposed it.
Australians are deeply concerned about escalating
violence in the Rakhine state and condemn the attacks
on civilians and security forces and the displacement of
over 350 000 Rohingya people. Reports of violence
against civilians and the displacement of
350 000 people are deeply concerning, and those
responsible must be held to account. Violence is not the
solution to the Rakhine’s complex challenges, and
Australia has expressed to the Myanmar government
concern that it could fuel radicalisation in and against
Myanmar. The Myanmar government has committed to
ensuring that humanitarian assistance reaches all
communities in need without putting people at further
risk. Aid needs to flow quickly to the vulnerable
communities that we have seen on our TV screens.
Australia has provided more than $32 million in
humanitarian and development assistance to Muslim
and Rakhine communities in the Rakhine state since
2012. It has provided $16.5 million in assistance for the
Rohingya refugees and affected communities in
Bangladesh since 2013, and the federal government is
exploring options to provide further humanitarian
assistance to those who have recently crossed the
border.
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Diwali festival
Mrs PEULICH — I would also like to take the
opportunity to extend my very best wishes to the
Victorian Hindu community on the occasion of Diwali,
which will be celebrated over the coming days and
weeks, in some instances. I invite and encourage all
members of Parliament to share in the rich culture and
heritage of India. I encourage all members of
Parliament to attend Diwali events in their own
electorates, and I also draw attention to the Annakut
exhibition in Queen’s Hall and encourage everyone to
enjoy it.

Jewish New Year
Mrs PEULICH — Lastly, and for those celebrating
Jewish New Year, which is today, Rosh Hashanah!

Bellbird Dell Reserve, Vermont South
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — Last
Saturday I was very happy to be an attendant at the
40th anniversary celebrations of the Bellbird Dell
advisory committee. Bellbird Dell is a beautiful piece
of land, a beautiful piece of natural history in that area.
It has been preserved in its natural state. I really
appreciated the advisory group asking me to be part of
their celebrations. I know that they are very
appreciative of the intersecting land, which was the
Healesville freeway reserve, being preserved and being
changed to Crown land by the Andrews government.
Members of the group mentioned in their speeches that
it is important to maintain open space wherever that is
possible, especially in inner-city suburbs like this area
where open space is quite minimal compared to other
areas. I am glad that the Andrews government managed
to come into power and stop the previous government
from flogging off that land to developers. They gazetted
that they were about to flog off to developers land that
was important to people in the community. Whatever
vehicle they were using — whether it be a conversation
at the Lobster Cave or a conversation in a private
penthouse — I am glad that our government got in and
managed to stop whatever deal those opposite had
made.

Road safety
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — The call by
Victoria Police to reduce the speed limit on all unsealed
country roads to 70 kilometres an hour is problematic in
many ways. Firstly, I appreciate the position of the
Assistant Commissioner of Police, Doug Fryer, that all
efforts must be made to save lives on Victorian roads.
But reducing the speed limit on these roads is not the
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answer. Accidents can happen at 40 kilometres per
hour, 50 kilometres per hour or 100 kilometres per hour
on any road or highway. Any road can be unsafe if the
driver is unsafe. The real problem here is the state of
the roads. There are sealed country roads where this
government has seen fit to reduce the speed limit to
60 kilometres per hour because they are in an unsafe
state. They have deteriorated to the point that they
cannot be used as intended. We are dealing with unsafe
roads and a lazy government that has withdrawn vital
funding to local councils to maintain many of the roads
in question.
This government has announced it will allow heavier
loads for farmers transporting grain. This is great for
the farmers that have trucks that are not as old as
15 years but not good for the roads already struggling
with potholes, poor drainage and crumbling edges. The
recent rains have further broken up susceptible roads,
adding to the maintenance burden that already looks
mountainous. There is a distinct lack of funding from a
city-centric government to make these roads safe. This
government withdrew the $160 million country roads
and bridges program and now wonders why it has a
problem with road safety. The freeze on federal
assistance grants has not helped either. Lowering speed
limits will make long journeys in the country even
longer, reducing efficiencies. The Andrews government
is clearly more concerned with building tunnels and
taking tolls than it is with making country roads safe.
Unfortunately Victoria Police is being made the
scapegoat.
The PRESIDENT — Thank you, Mr Ramsay, your
time has expired.

Australian marriage law postal survey
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I rise to speak in favour of the
marriage equality vote. I say at the outset that I oppose
the fact that we are being given a questionnaire to
determine what is basically a human right — a freedom
for people to choose their own path. It is a right that
somehow discriminates against two people because of
the sexuality they ascribe to as distinct from the fact
that they are just people. I find it reprehensible that the
campaign by the Coalition for Marriage has put an
extraordinarily dishonest campaign out there, so much
so that the campaign has continued to engender
stereotypes that are unfair and quite frankly abusive
towards people of same-sex persuasion.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr DALIDAKIS — I want to point out that there
have been a range of interjections that if Hansard has
picked up will echo exactly what I have been talking
about — that dishonesty. I implore everybody to take
part in this questionnaire and vote yes to provide people
the rights that we experience ourselves.

Youth justice facilities
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) —
Minister Mikakos has a habit of continually declaring
that events in youth justice facilities have not occurred,
but in fact she has proven been to be wrong yet never
admits so. She comes into this place and hides under
parliamentary privilege, and she has done so repeatedly
with inaccuracies.
In my role as shadow minister I requested a visit to
Parkville and Malmsbury on 13 July 2015. I did not
hear anything back, so I wrote a second letter of request
on 12 August 2015. On 29 January 2016 I visited the
Parkville youth justice facility and on 16 February 2016
I visited Malmsbury.
Of course we know that there have been a number of
riots and mass escapes and many issues have occurred
in the last two years under Minister Mikakos’s watch. I
requested a visit to Parkville and Malmsbury on
18 May this year. Again I received a reply from her
chief of staff, Mr Jacob Clifton, saying, ‘I will raise
these requests with DJR and come back to you’. I have
heard nothing since. I got a response from the minister
after I raised it again, saying:
I am advised the member has already visited Parkville,
Malmsbury and Grevillea youth justice precincts at least four
times during this term of government.
…
We are not in the business of conducting a youth justice
custodial tourism program.

I find this response highly offensive and inaccurate, and
I ask the minister to correct the record. This is on the
parliamentary record, and she needs to come in and
correct the record as it is an inaccuracy.

Black Caviar Trail of Champions
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — I want to use
my members statement to talk to the house about my
region’s newest tourist attraction, which is well and
truly ready for visitors and will get them into the spirit
of spring racing. It was a pleasure to formally open the
Black Caviar Trail of Champions last Thursday at
Mitchelton Wines, which is one of the touring sites
along the trail. The Black Caviar Trail of Champions is
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a 250-kilometre trail through Victoria’s premier
thoroughbred region. It features racing sites of
significance, renowned wineries, restaurants, natural
attractions and of course the beautiful statue of Black
Caviar on the shores of Lake Nagambie.
The trail starts at Flemington Racecourse and journeys
through my electorate and past my home, through
Kilmore, Northwood, Avenel and Nagambie before
heading up to Seymour and finishing at Wine by Sam.
It features 25 sites, which is a significant number and is
the number of races that Black Caviar won in her
unbeaten career. The full touring route takes 3 hours to
complete, but there is online information and
pamphlets, which means that you can customise your
own tour and spend as long as you like in the region
and visit as many or as few of the sites as you like. You
can return to the trail on many, many occasions.
I would like to thank the project team, because it was
delivered by the committee of Nagambie Lakes
Tourism and Commerce, and I particularly thank John
Beresford and Sissy Hoskins. They have done good
work, and I hope to see many members on the trail in
coming months.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01,
requires the Leader of the Government to table in the Council
within 14 calendar days a copy of the Allard report into the
critical modelling on the government’s West Gate
tunnel/distributor project, including all traffic projections and
appendices and modelling of toll collections, and any
available associated projections of tolling payments over
future decade(s) in the southern and eastern suburbs of
Melbourne.

What I am seeking through this motion — and I believe
that this motion is very much in the public interest — is
the Allard report, a report that has a very significant
role. It is the peer reviewing into the traffic modelling
for the government’s West Gate tunnel — West Gate
distributor — project. Of course the government went
to the election in 2014 with a small slip-road called the
West Gate distributor. What is now being proposed is
something fundamentally different. It is a massive road,
but a road that comes to a T-intersection. The point
about this road is that it was not agreed to by the
community, and more importantly the assessment of
this road ought to be in the public domain.
The Allard report is the peer reviewing of the
projections. The traffic projections, the appendices and
the modelling are also important. What is significant
here is that there are likely toll estimates as well. Those
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toll estimates, whether on the western side of the city or
on the eastern and south-eastern, ought to be in the
public domain. It is pretty clear that this road would not
stack up if the south and south-east were not included
and indeed if tolls were not to be slapped on people in
the south and south-east for a decade or perhaps as
much as two decades into the future beyond the end of
the contract.
Of course it is likely that the government will need to
extend this contract under the Melbourne City Link Act
1995, and they will need to table the actual deeds and
changes that are made in this chamber. They are
disallowable instruments under that particular act, but it
is pretty clear from what is in the public domain that
there are real questions about the government’s
modelling on this matter. The City of Melbourne, in its
submission to the environmental effects process, not
only points to the loss of 750 trees and damage to the
Moonee Ponds Creek corridor, which the council plans
to regenerate, but also points to the likelihood that this
will have very significant negative effects on streets
like Gatehouse Street, Arden Street, Queensbury Street
and Victoria Street, suggesting that they will be
jammed with traffic for between 12 and 14 hours every
day.
The project infrastructure will also compromise plans
for new neighbourhoods such as E-gate, near
Docklands, and Arden. The government says it wants
to densify Melbourne. Well, Fishermans Bend is an
opportunity and E-gate is an opportunity. The
government is passing up that opportunity with this
road. The elevated road — the Footscray tollway —
was also criticised as creating a significant barrier for its
100-year life, undermining any potential development
of land within 5 kilometres of the city centre.
The transport chairman at the City of Melbourne, Nick
Frances Gilley, said the tollway goes against years of
policy. But what is important in this motion is the
modelling that impacts on peak and other times. That
modelling, the assessments of the modelling and the
peer reviewing of the modelling ought to be in the
public domain. The West Gate tunnel benefits are
believed to be deliberately distorted. I note the
comments that were made by Mr William McDougall
to a Senate inquiry. He made previously confidential
evidence public. He is described as a respected
transport planner and engineer who was hired by the
government to assess the process by Transurban. He
worked on CityLink and EastLink. He is known to
Mr Pallas. Mr McDougall last week was described by
Mr Pallas in the Age as:
… an engineer who has done considerable work for the
state … I have a lot of respect for his advice.
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The article says:
Mr McDougall was contracted in 2015 to review traffic
modelling for the West Gate tunnel business case.
But Fairfax Media revealed this month that Mr McDougall
was removed from assessing the road when he personally
raised his concerns about it with Mr Pallas …

Here there is actually a punishment of this individual —
a respected traffic engineer — for his expression to the
Treasurer of a contrary view, and then he is quickly
zapped out of the equation. The Age article continues:
In his evidence, Mr McDougall said the justification for
taxpayers spending billions of dollars of public money on the
proposed road was ‘based on flawed traffic modelling and
cost-benefit analysis’.

I pay tribute to Jane Hume for chairing that Senate
committee and to the work that has been done by that
Senate committee. Mr McDougall’s written evidence to
the Senate says that traffic numbers produced by
consultants show the need for the West Gate tunnel was
significantly higher than recent travel surveys showed.
The Age articles continues:
… consultants PwC used these ‘fudged’ figures in their
cost-benefit analysis of the road, and also incorporated
overseas guidelines for assessing the road that showed a
higher benefit than local guidelines.
This added to $780 million of extra supposed economic
benefit to the business case.
‘No other Australian cost-benefit analysis I am aware of has
incorporated this effect’, he writes. ‘Its inclusion has
overstated the benefits of the [West Gate tunnel] compared to
other projects’.
Parts of the business case also used a ‘technicality’ to exclude
the massive costs to Melbourne’s transport network that
would result from the extra traffic that would be generated in
the west when the project opened — thereby rendering any
benefits short-lived.
…
Mr McDougall said appraisals of toll roads often suffered
from ‘optimism bias’.
‘This is a polite term for what I consider to be deliberate
distortion and misrepresentation of traffic forecasts and the
economic benefits that flow from them’, he said.

The coalition roads spokesperson has pointed out
concerns with this approach of the government. The
article quotes him saying that this ‘should ring alarm
bells for Victorians footing the bill’ for the road via
tolls. Importantly former VicRoads employee and
expert Doug Harley has also put on the record a series
of comments about this particular road.
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Mr Harley is quoted in an Age article by Clay Lucas of
17 September saying he is:
… extremely concerned about the methods used to compile
traffic projections for the West Gate tunnel — which are
being done by the same companies … that worked on the
east–west link.

We seem to have a different response from the
government now. The article continues:
His concern was with secrecy surrounding how the numbers
had been produced.
‘It is a secretive model that cannot be checked or assessed by
anyone else’, Mr Harley said.
He said the transport modelling being used for the West Gate
tunnel was done by a private firm, whose work could not be
scrutinised even by many within the government.
This was despite there also being a publicly owned traffic
modelling system, paid for by taxpayers.
‘Computer programmers know: garbage in, garbage out’, he
said.
‘I can’t say whether the results that it’s producing are good or
bad, because I cannot operate it’, he said of the private
modelling used to justify the West Gate tunnel.

He said that this was closely guarded. He said that we
are spending taxpayer dollars and that he always
understood there should be open review and scrutiny so
you do not get corruption of the system — and I am
paraphrasing him there. Again the opposition roads
spokesperson, Ryan Smith, has made it clear that this is
now a third traffic expert who has questioned the West
Gate tunnel’s business case, the modelling and the
projections underneath.
Mr Dalidakis — Who?
Mr DAVIS — The opposition spokesperson on
roads, Ryan Smith, has pointed to the fact that there is
now a third traffic expert questioning the West Gate
tunnel’s business case.
Mr Dalidakis — Do you mean the guy that killed
the timber industry?
Mr DAVIS — Well, we know you have deserted
the Victorian Association of Forest Industries.
Importantly back in August —
Mr Dalidakis — He was irrelevant as an
environment minister and he is irrelevant as a shadow
minister — that bloke.
Mr DAVIS — My points here are very clear. This is
an important motion. It is in the public interest. The
West Gate tunnel is not the road the government went
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to the election with. It is based on a set of projections.
We have credible and senior traffic experts and
engineers in the public domain pointing to flaws within
the government’s analysis. The analysis, particularly
the peer review document, the Allard document, ought
to be, in my view, in the public domain.
This chamber has the power to get that document, to
see that document and to make sure that that document
is able to be analysed and scrutinised to see what is in
the public interest. This chamber may well have a role
in making decisions as to whether under the Melbourne
City Link Act 1995 toll extensions are granted. This
chamber has the power for disallowance, indeed, within
six days of the tabling of those documents. Those
documents may well require us to closely examine
these points, and for that reason and for broader public
interest reasons this Allard report, all of its traffic
modelling and projections and all of its appendices, is
sought today in the chamber. Indeed any toll collection
modelling in the west, in the east and in the south ought
to be in the public domain. This is an important motion.
It is a motion that is in the public interest, and I ask the
house to support it.
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — This is not an
important motion. This is a disingenuous motion
because we have people opposite whose gall is
remarkable — these people standing up here talking
about transparency and the importance of putting
documents in the public realm.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MULINO — I would love the vociferous
Mr Finn to put in the public realm anything he has in
his possession around the east–west project. I would
really love to see that. He is making a whole lot of noise
when it comes to this motion, but if we put on a desk in
this chamber what we have already put on the public
record in relation to the West Gate tunnel, I would love
to see how that stacks up against what Mr Finn,
Mr Davis and that ragtag bunch opposite put on the
public record when they were in government. I would
love to see it.
Those opposite make all these noises and put all these
motions — these fancily worded motions about
transparency. Mr Davis is the worst offender here. He
speaks at great length — actually, it feels like great
length — about transparency. His record as a minister
is absolutely appalling when it comes to providing
documents. Let us not get into the content. Let us not
get into his actual performance when it comes to
dealing with ambulance drivers or nurses or the actual
content but consider it just in terms of documents. I will
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deal with the merits of this motion in a moment, but I
do think context is important. Those opposite are
making a lot of noise, but they should just turn their
minds back three years. They should ask themselves
what exactly it is that they put on the public record
about a project that produced 45 cents in public benefit
for every dollar spent.
Mr Davis talks about all these really interesting public
policy concepts, like optimism bias. Is that 45 cents in
benefit after the optimism bias or before the optimism
bias, I am curious, when it comes to the east–west link?
If that includes optimism bias, I would love to see what
that project produces in terms of public benefit before
you have optimism bias. Mr Davis talks about his
doubts about this project and its public policy benefits.
Let us look at the very non-transparent project that they
championed and took to the last election, and let us
look at its public policy benefits to the extent that we
can gauge them, given how little has been put on the
public record — garbage in, garbage out. The numbers
that we have seen when it comes to the project that they
championed are garbage numbers; let us put it that way.
Let us just add a little bit of context here about this
particular project, and then we will get on to the
specific documents that Mr Davis referred to. The
Andrews Labor government will build this project
because drivers in the west and Geelong desperately
need an alternative to the West Gate Bridge. This
project will also take trucks off roads. This project will
also produce significant benefits for the community in
terms of amenity. This is a critically important project,
a strategic project, and now is the time for us to
progress.
This is a tunnel alternative to the West Gate Bridge
which will slash traffic congestion on the M1 from
Geelong to the city and all the way through to
Pakenham. We know that transport networks are
interdependent, and this will have positive impacts on
one of Australia’s major arterial roads all the way out to
Pakenham, where my office is and where people are
experiencing so much travel time as a result of
population growth. This will benefit people right across
the city. The project will slash 20 minutes travel time
from a return trip to the city from the west, from
Geelong or from Ballarat. Not only will it slash
congestion and increase productivity, it will lead to a
cleaner, healthier and safer inner west, with 9000 trucks
off local roads and a 24/7 truck ban in 2022 to improve
safety and reduce noise.
Importantly the project will also create 6000 new jobs,
including 500 apprentices — 6000 new jobs. This is a
key driver of the economic benefits associated with
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this. If you look at the government’s significant
infrastructure agenda, we are creating literally
thousands of jobs across projects, be it level crossings
removal, be it the Melbourne Metro or be it public
transport or major roads projects such as this project.
Six thousand new jobs is a huge contribution to creating
new jobs in this state. I will not go into that separate
issue of jobs creation, but more than 250 000 jobs have
been created since this government came to power. It
has been a remarkable performance, and when you look
at the performance of this state relative to the rest of the
nation, jobs creation has indeed been one of this
government’s stand-out achievements.
This is a project that does stack up in terms of public
benefit. The West Gate tunnel project has a business
case, which we have released. Again we go back to the
record of those opposite.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MULINO — Mr Finn is sitting there rambling
away. I cannot quite hear what he is saying, and I am
happy to remain in ignorance, but the volume — even
the fact that he is babbling on — is a sign of his
audacity.
Mr Dalidakis — Desperation.
Mr MULINO — That is right, Mr Dalidakis. He is
on the defensive. He is embarrassed. He is obviously
embarrassed; he is on chamber duty at a time when
road projects are on the agenda, and he cannot stand it
because he knows those opposite took to the last
election a project with a shocking cost-benefit number.
This one is delivering a benefit of $1.30 for every dollar
of investment — more than one; that is something those
opposite would have dreamed of in the previous
term — and a project that is boosting the Victorian
economy by more than $11 billion. This is a
much-needed project. It has a very strong economic
benefit, but it is also a project that has a number of
other benefits — adding redundancy to the system and
adding strategic benefits.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr MULINO — This is very significant. Again
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected. I did not quite catch it, but
those opposite —
Mr Dalidakis — You missed nothing.
Mr MULINO — Yes, I suspect I did not. It is
interesting. Those opposite are genuinely on the
defensive on this one, and they are doing all they can to
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try and disrupt, because they do not want the facts
about this project on the public record.
It is important that we put on the record again that the
project they championed was roundly condemned by
both the Victorian and the commonwealth
auditors-general. It was not supported by Infrastructure
Victoria as a priority project relevant to other road
projects. Indeed Mr Davis’s speech would have been a
lot shorter if he had instead spoken about the experts
that supported the east–west project and said that it
should have been a priority. That would have been a
much pithier, much briefer contribution. I think those
opposite would be better focused on having a bit of a
look in the mirror and turning their attention to why it is
that they are supporting a project with such a shocking
cost-benefit ratio and such low public benefit.
They not only support a dud project, but again it is
important to point out that their record on transparency
is so laughable. We go through these motions, these
little rigmaroles, every other week on a Wednesday
with those opposite putting up motions. I think it is
important to put on the record that we do support
transparency, and we have put into the public realm on
issues such as this a greater range of documents. We
have complied with a greater degree of transparency
than previous governments, but it is important to stress
that those opposite continually putting up these kinds of
motions and speaking at length in a holier-than-thou
manner is really a bit much to stomach.
They support projects in principle. They support
improving our public transport, they support improving
our roads system and they support removing level
crossings. But again — and Mr Davis is often guilty of
this — they oppose everything in the particular. He is
always a disrupter, always a negative force. He is
always somebody who in theory supports projects, but
when it actually comes to doing anything, he is always
an obstructionist and always somebody finding fault.
That is actually quite consistent with a government
whose track record four years ago was to not do
anything. They are always finding reasons not to do
anything, but the irony of course is the only thing they
wanted to do was something where there was not a case
to do anything. The only thing they picked out to take
action on, the only thing they actually did rally around,
was something with an appalling public policy case.
Let us have a look at the independent inquiry advisory
committee that was established to scrutinise this
particular project. It had the power to request the
documents in question and more broadly. They chose to
not direct the production of the peer review and
associated documents. It is important to stress that the
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peer review will be reflected in the business case. In
making their decision they said no evidence was called
to directly challenge the model or its outputs.
The government is not going to oppose this motion. As
I said, we discuss documents motions of this nature
regularly in this place, and we do support transparency.
While we will not oppose the motion, it is important to
stress that there are likely to be constraints on certain
documents as some documents are going to have
cabinet-in-confidence constraints and some documents
are going to have commercial-in-confidence
constraints. We have, for example, already put a range
of documents on the public record subject to some
minor commercial-in-confidence aspects being
removed. There will be other documents that are part of
the deliberative process that will have
cabinet-in-confidence status. That is something which
the minister will have to have a look at when
considering this request, and I think it is something
which is always important to put on the record as a
relevant consideration when documents motions of this
nature are put forward. I think it is also important to
note that the documents that are being talked about
were prepared for an earlier design of the project. Many
of the issues were in fact addressed, and so some of the
issues that are being flagged will no longer be relevant.
The traffic modelling that underpins the project was
exhaustively examined during the independent panel
hearings, and the weight of expert evidence shows that
indeed this project does stack up and that the public
benefit is there. More than a dozen experts, many with
decades of experience, have worked on the modelling
and the economics that underpin the project. Veitch
Lister Consulting, the company responsible for the
transport modelling, have presented to the independent
inquiry and advisory committee and have been subject
to cross-examination where they comprehensively
addressed matters raised by the peer reviewer.
I will not speak for much longer. I will just sum up by
saying that I think all of us in this place agree that
transparency is important. Transparency is important on
large projects, and I think when you look at what has
already been put on the public record in relation to this
project, it stacks up very well compared to previous
governments. That is not to say that that necessarily
means it is enough. I am simply saying for context that
a lot has already been put on the public record in
relation to this project, and with those opposite coming
in here and giving lengthy speeches about transparency,
it is important to note that they have a less than sterling
track record when it comes to similar large road
projects.
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This is a project that will produce many significant
benefits: the direct economic benefits of employment,
traffic benefits but also very strategic transport benefits
associated with an additional river crossing. I stand here
today in support of this critically important project, and
I think it will be very much in the interests of the
community as it continues to be advanced by this
government.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I am
fairly amazed by the hypocrisy that I have heard from
both sides today. This government is not transparent in
regard to this project. While the Greens —
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms HARTLAND — Other people might think this
is a laughing matter, but it is actually my community
that it affects, so it would be, I think, better if my
contribution could be heard rather than laughed at. But
that just goes to the hypocrisy of both sides as well.
The government is not transparent on this project. The
Greens completely support this call for the Allard
report. I have attempted to have the government release
this report myself, and they have refused. They have
refused to release it to their own planning panel. How
can they expect the planning panel to work without this
information?
Mr Dalidakis — It’s not necessary.
Ms HARTLAND — I will take up that interjection.
I find it really amazing that Mr Dalidakis believes that
this report is not necessary for the government’s own
planning panel, the panel that is supposed to bring
forward all of the work that proves whether this is a
project that is actually going to deal with very serious
issues that have been ignored and neglected by both
governments over decades in terms of the 21 000 truck
movements a day that go through that area. So I think
to release the report would be the logical decision, and
that way it can be proved as to whether this is a project
that is going to actually have benefit, because that has
not been proved at this stage.
I have gone to many of what the government refers to
as consultation sessions. I think they have been
extremely ineffective. They have attempted to keep
people in the dark. I call it outrage mitigation, where
you give communities just a little bit of information but
you do not actually tell them what the project is going
to do and how it is going to fix the problem —
especially the problem of the 21 000 truck movements
through the inner west every day. The only people that I
feel will benefit from this project are Transurban. They
are going to make a massive amount of money out of it,
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but the government has not proved that the project is
actually going to resolve the problems that we have.
Also I will go to the hypocrisy of Mr Davis’s motion. I
think it is pretty amazing, considering that the
Liberal-National coalition, when they were in
government, did exactly the same thing in regard to the
east–west link. They did not release documents that
were asked for, yet they stand here talking about the
current government being hypocritical for not releasing
documents. What is fair for one side is fair for the other
side.
I would also like to remind Mr Davis that when he was
Minister for Health he refused after repeated questions
to do anything about diesel pollution or to actually look
at the fact that the World Health Organisation had listed
it as a carcinogen. He did not think that it was a
particular problem, even though there was a massive
problem in the inner west with those 21 000 truck
movements a day. I think I asked Mr Davis — and I am
quite happy to get out the Hansard references — at
least five or six times, but he just did not think it was a
problem, even though the world health authority clearly
said that diesel particulates were a problem, and even
considering that in the inner west we have the highest
rates of hospitalisation of children because of
respiratory illness — he did not really think that was
much of a problem.
The Greens do support this motion, but I think I have
outlined fairly clearly what I think is the outrageous
hypocrisy on both sides. I would like to see this
document because the government should prove that
this project is worthwhile, and you cannot prove it if
you will not release the documents.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — In very brief
conclusion, this is an important motion, despite what
Mr Mulino had to say. I find it extraordinary that he
opposed the eastern Victorian perspective in terms of
the east–west link. I just put that on record. I agree with
Ms Hartland on some points she made, particularly
about the failure to provide the report to the planning
panel. How can a planning panel do its work
satisfactorily when key documents — absolutely central
and critical documents — are not provided? That has
been a factor in me bringing this motion to the
chamber.
I want to take issue with Mr Mulino. In the last period
of government we did provide many more documents
than had been provided in previous times.
Ms Hartland — No, you didn’t.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
Wednesday, 20 September 2017

COUNCIL

Mr DAVIS — Yes, we did. On each occasion when
we did not provide a document we communicated to
the chamber the reasons and sought the chamber’s
support for the non-provision of the document. On each
occasion we made that point very clearly, respectfully
asking the chamber not to insist, and the chamber never
did insist.
I make the point very clearly here that this set of
modelling is absolutely central to the way forward.
Mr Mulino is trying to argue now that there is a
different project — that this modelling will not be
appropriate for the project. Let us see the modelling. It
will at least as a minimum provide relevant contextual
matters for examination in terms of any project that the
government and its friendly partners, Transurban, come
forward with. With those short comments, I will seek
the chamber’s support.
Motion agreed to.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
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Only last week I visited with the state Leader of the
Opposition and our new candidate for Cranbourne,
Ann-Marie Hermans, a young family that runs a gym.
From one quarter to the next their business energy bill
had increased by 50 per cent, from $600 to $900.
During the previous couple of weeks I attended a South
East Melbourne Manufacturers Alliance annual general
meeting, and this was the topic that was being
discussed by absolutely every business. One business in
my electorate shared concerns about its annual
electricity bill increasing from $750 000 a year to
$1.5 million a year, all off the bottom line. As a result
of that, many jobs will be shed and many businesses
will not survive the hit.
We can take different perspectives and speculate as to
why this is occurring, but I think there is an emerging
view that policy failings, policy uncertainty and
government intervention may have been a significant
contributing factor to distortions of the market.
Everyone wants affordable and accessible energy, and
everyone wants emissions —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.

Reference
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That, pursuant to sessional order 6, this house requires the
Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into,
consider and report on, no later than 1 August 2018, issues
relating to the impact of higher energy prices in Victoria for
households, business, community, not-for-profits, hospitals,
schools, aged-care facilities and government, including but
not limited to the impact following the closure of the
Hazelwood power station and any other matter the committee
considers.

There is no issue that has consumed more commentary,
political discourse and media coverage than the energy
crisis that we as a nation are facing, but of course
especially here in Victoria. Part of that is being driven
by the huge increase in the cost of energy and its impact
on households, Victorian families and businesses and
the cascading effect on various organisations and levels
of government. It has a cumulative effect, and it is
punitive. It is soaking up an enormous amount of
resources from families to the extent that I hear on a
daily basis of older people sitting wrapped in their
blankets watching TV, rather than putting the heaters
on, and of people going to bed earlier or spending their
spare time in shopping centres, which are heated, rather
than going home, where they may have previously put
the heater on, because they simply cannot pay their
bills.

Mrs PEULICH — Bless you. Hopefully someone
has got the Glen 20 and will give this room a bit of a
spray a little later on.
Everyone is supportive of cleaner emissions, and
everyone wants this to occur. Everyone wants to look
after the planet, but there is concern about the effects of
subsidising renewables. The concern is that this is
actually pushing up power prices for consumers. There
is also concern that with reduction in coal generation
the value of companies that generate coal-powered
energy is actually increasing, so they are able to rake in
more profit, more revenue, for a reduced asset. Whether
in actual fact it is the subsidies on renewables or
whether it is the closure of the Hazelwood power
station, which has reduced base load by 25 per cent, we
can argue that and we can try and establish some
consensus going forward.
What we know is that a lack of consensus is going to
impact on investment — the investment that this state
needs going forward. We cannot afford to have jobs
being shed, households cringing under the pain of
skyrocketing energy bills and the health of Victorians
declining. I recall reading also that in homes which
have a temperature of less than 18 degrees inhabitants
can be subjected to greater vulnerability, so clearly that
may impact our older Victorians.
The committee has the opportunity to consider this
reference on the impact of high energy prices, what the
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causes may be or indeed any matters that the committee
may consider. It is the most important issue that is
being talked about in the community apart from law
and order. Obviously drawing on Maslow’s hierarchy
of needs, the most important one is food and shelter —
Mr Barber — Re-election in your case.
Mrs PEULICH — What was your interjection?
Mr Barber — Maslow’s hierarchy of needs.
Mrs PEULICH — In Maslow’s hierarchy of needs
food and shelter are obviously the most important, the
highest order of need, and then safety and security are
the next. At the moment I think it is an interesting
reflection of where we are at that in fact Victorians are
struggling to have their most basic needs met — and
they are food and shelter, and safety and security.
Energy of course is a huge issue, as well as concerns
about law and order.
This committee has an opportunity therefore with this
referral, if agreed to by the house, to look at the effects
of subsidising renewables and whether they are pushing
up power prices for consumers, both householders as
well as businesses, and the cascading effects on
not-for-profits, hospitals, schools, aged-care facilities
and governments. So much extra of our resources is
being gobbled up in higher energy prices. Also,
increases to state and federal renewable energy targets
will mean ever-increasing subsidies. No doubt this will
further hurt taxpayers and hit power bills. Subsidies and
guaranteed market share for renewables also drive out
low-cost competitors such as gas and coal.
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becoming politically disconnected from the Labor
Party. At the moment they are interchangeable. The
unions have a 50 per cent vote in the preselection of
Labor Party candidates. They hold the power. In my
view the unions are just an arm of the Labor Party.
We have brown coal reserves in abundance, but what
the government wants to do is shut down the coal
industry. What it wants to do is send our Victorian jobs
offshore. What it wants to do is close down industry.
What we are doing is punishing households —
Victorians and their families, our grandmothers and
grandfathers and of course our organisations. By
closing down Hazelwood and reducing baseload
capacity —
Mr Dalidakis — I suggest that you do not use
David Southwick’s notes.
Mrs PEULICH — I am simply referring to the
motion. What we are doing is driving jobs out,
punishing Victorian families and endangering Victoria.
We will have blackouts. Blackout Bill in Canberra is
making sure that we will have blackouts. Victorians,
especially young Victorians — and their future is in our
hands — will see the wisdom of making sure that we
use those resources, which we have in abundance.
We also have a lot of gas. We all agree on the
moratorium in relation to fracking; Victoria does not
need to frack. But it seems to me extraordinary that we
are shutting down, reducing or undermining the
viability of important resources, conventional gas, by
not allowing exploration onshore, and of course —
Mr Dalidakis interjected.

The reality is that Victoria is rich in resources of coal
and gas. It seems extraordinary that we may have —
and there is a difference of opinion — between
550 years and 1000 years of brown coal reserves in
Victoria. It is a very cheap resource, and affordable
energy is a very, very important input into business. In
a First World country such as Australia one of the three
challenges for us being competitive in a globalised
economy is cheaper inputs. Of course one of the biggest
input costs is the cost of labour, and Victorians and
Australians want a well-paid workforce. The other
input is energy. We actually have cheap energy on our
plates —
Mr Dalidakis — You hate unions. You are
anti-union.
Mrs PEULICH — If unions preoccupied
themselves with representing only workers rather than
their political party, I would have no difficulties with
that. In my view the future of unions depends on them

Mrs PEULICH — You had a White Australia
policy pre-1975.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) —
Through the Chair, Mrs Peulich.
Mrs PEULICH — Mr Dalidakis will have his
chance. The Labor Party supported the White Australia
policy until 1975, especially the unions, because they
did not want foreign workers coming into Australia.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Mrs PEULICH — That is right. This committee
will have an opportunity to look at what role
government policy had in bringing forward the closure
of Hazelwood, in particular with the $252 million coal
tax and the various ideological energy policies.
Mr Jennings interjected.
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Mrs PEULICH — Australia continues to export
coal to other countries in abundance, so it is okay for
developing countries in the Third World to build
coal-fired power stations, and I think China is building
something like 220 coal-powered generators —
Mr Dalidakis — I think you made that up.

4799

Honourable members interjecting.
Mrs PEULICH — The interjections are proof of
this ideological, chaotic policy direction of the Labor
Party, supported by their mates in the Greens, and no
doubt the by-election in Northcote will be a
competition to see who is even madder.

Mrs PEULICH — No, no. It is okay for us to be
exporting coal to them, but as minuscule contributors to
emissions it is not okay for us, basically because the
Socialist Left and the Greens want to deindustrialise
this nation, and I cannot understand the motive. These
ideological energy policies are creating uncertainty,
undermining investment and undermining what is a
priority for all of us — that is, affordable, accessible
energy.

Cost increases in energy and the effects on households,
businesses and other organisations have been
horrendous. The average household is experiencing a
$300 increase in their energy bill this year, according to
the St Vincent de Paul Society. Some businesses are
facing power price rises of 250 to 350 per cent. A
Liberal-Nationals government will abolish the
Victorian renewable energy target to stop power prices
from soaring.

We saw the royalty rate increase from 7.6 cents to
22.8 cents per gigajoule. If we actually wanted to
revive, and we should not have to, an industry based on
an abundance of natural resources, we should stop
punishing it with the coal tax and with royalties. With
the closure of Hazelwood, 22 per cent of Victoria’s
energy has basically vanished and jobs in the valley are
gone. This royalty rate was of course the nail in the
coffin for Hazelwood and its operator, Engie.

I commend the Prime Minister on his recent action in
attempting to bang some heads amongst energy
companies, who may be seen as exploiting their
opportunities by jacking up the prices and by not
informing consumers of the best deals that are available
to them. This committee will have an opportunity to
look at all of those factors — the generation of energy,
the impacts on various consumers — and come back to
this chamber in terms of how we can get a better
outcome for Victorians and Victorian business. Anyone
who cares about Victorian families and Victorian
business will support this motion. Anyone who wants
to stick their head in the sand on these critical issues
that affect absolutely everyone will not support it. I
commend the motion to the house and urge everyone to
support it.

Baseload power is important as households need to be
able to turn on the lights, turn on the heating and turn
on the cooling, and businesses need to be ticking over.
What is interesting is — and I am sure that others will
speak on my behalf — that the lack of reliability of
renewables means that we will always need
coal-powered energy. The closure of Hazelwood has
undermined base load in this state, and if Labor’s
energy targets are going to be met in the future, we
would need to close other power stations in the valley.
There is no doubt that coal — and there is an
abundance of it in Australia and Victoria — is a critical
component of base load, as is gas, and both are far more
reliable.
The reality is that when the sun is not shining or the
wind is not blowing renewables are unreliable, and
whilst having an element of renewables is good,
stability in our power system is vital for consumers. We
see the example of South Australia. If we want to look
at our future, we look at South Australia, which has
invested heavily and disproportionately in renewables
and paid the price with increased blackouts and
brownouts and a system in chaos. We do not need to
replicate a system which is as unstable as the one in
South Australia. However, the actions of the current
state government are disturbing.

Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — The
reason we do not need what would be the umpteenth
inquiry into energy policy in Australia is that we
already understand the problem and we already
understand the causes. I will come back to the problem
in a moment, but the cause is quite clear. It is the
Liberal Party, along with of course the National Party
attached to their trouser leg like a hysterical toddler. If
this inquiry were to get up, which it well may even
though it will not receive the support of the Greens, all
they really need to do is pull together the collected
transcripts of Tony Abbott and maybe my Kiwi bro
Barnaby, the Deputy Prime Minister, and just read the
amount of drivel that has come out of the mouths of
those two people in relation to energy policy over the
last 10 years to understand why investors in the energy
market are completely at sea as to where and how to
invest. That, at the end of the day, is the core of our
problems.
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I have just learned that there is someone in this
Parliament who understands even less about energy
policy than David Southwick in the Assembly, and it is
the mover of this motion. There is no threat to energy
security here in Victoria, unless of course David
Southwick ever does become minister for energy, in
which case I will be down at Aldi stocking up on
candles.
Mrs Peulich — For you it’s a joke.
Mr BARBER — I hear an interjection from
Mrs Peulich, saying, ‘For you it’s a joke’. During the
contribution from Mrs Peulich I did not actually hear
the words ‘global warming’ come out of her mouth. We
know in this place that there is a history — it is almost
continuous — of coalition MPs treating global
warming, the single biggest threat to humanity’s
survival that we have ever faced, as a joke. For Mr Finn
it is a comedy routine.
Mr Finn — It’s a commoner scam.
Mr BARBER — ‘It’s a commoner scam’, he says.
No wonder Mrs Peulich did not dare speak the words
‘global warming’; she would have immediately been
howled down by Mr Finn. He comes in here with his
regular comedy routines, and the rest of them just laugh
along. The most serious threat to humanity’s survival
that we have ever faced is out of control global
warming. The mover of the motion could not mention
it, and Mr Finn is cackling in the corner as we speak.
It has also been noted in the federal Parliament that
whenever this topic comes up coalition MPs start acting
like kindergarten kids on their first day. You might
think about Nero fiddling while Rome burnt if you
want to understand how this could be seen a couple of
centuries down the track.
When my colleague Senator Whish-Wilson in the
federal Parliament called for recognition of Australia’s
climate scientists, Liberal Senator James McGrath read
his party’s talking points. I do not know if the coalition
in Victoria have actually got talking points on climate
change. I think there are no talking points. There is a
great big piece of gaffer tape across their mouths, and
they were last seen running screaming for the hills.
During Senator McGrath’s contribution he read the
talking points into the record in a monotone but stopped
a number of times to smirk and chuckle.
The leader of the Australian Conservatives, Cory
Bernardi, interrupted to say that it was he who had been
raucously laughing. When again the Greens in the
federal Senate raised the question of Great Barrier Reef
bleaching they were offered a box of tissues. Federal
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MP Josh Frydenberg, who has also got carriage in this
area, thought it was a good laugh to talk about another
MP who had referred to the loss of the ski season. And
who could forget federal minister Peter Dutton, who
managed to be both deeply terrifying and at the same
time deeply profound when he was caught on a live mic
joking about sea levels rising in the Pacific while that
other guy — what was his name? — Tony Abbott
laughed along. So much for global warming and the
role that it might —
Mrs Peulich — There has not been much of it here
this winter.
Mr BARBER — ‘There hasn’t been much global
warming this winter’, says Mrs Peulich. In fact it is the
hottest winter on record. It is psychological denial. The
technical term is ‘cognitive dissonance’, which was first
coined by a group of psychologists who were studying
a UFO cult outside Chicago in the 1960s. But if those
researchers were still around today and they wanted to
do a follow-up on their study — reproducibility of
course being one of the hallmarks of scientific
results — we could invite them into the Liberal party
room and see if they can confirm that yet again we have
got a case of cognitive dissonance going on. That is
where you believe something and simply reject every
piece of evidence that contradicts your existing belief
system. That is all right for the man on the Bell Street
bus, but when you are a potential future government
you are actually about the most dangerous thing
imaginable.
Mrs Peulich says we have got 500 years of coal, maybe
1000, but I wonder if Mrs Peulich is aware of how long
we have got under her federal Liberal government’s
own targets to reduce emissions. Do you know? Are
you aware of how quick the cuts have to be?
Mrs Peulich says we are all in favour of emissions cuts,
but is she aware of how fast those emissions cuts have
to occur in order to —
Mrs Peulich — On a point of order, Acting
President, I just draw your attention to standing orders
in relation to relevance. Mr Barber is talking about a
whole host of related issues but not the motion. He is
asking me questions which I think the committee,
which is the subject of this motion and this referral,
would be best placed to consider and answer.
Mr BARBER — On the point of order, Acting
President, the motion itself somewhat unusually lays
out the subject matter and then in the very last phrase
says, ‘and any other matter the committee considers’. I
do not know if there has been a word dropped off the
end of that, but my reading of this motion is that
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technically there could be an inquiry into absolutely
anything the committee considered.
Mr Dalidakis — Further on the point of order,
Acting President, I also acknowledge that when
Mrs Peulich stood up she spoke to a broad range of
matters. In fact she attacked many generations of
Australians in her contribution. Given that it has been a
broad-ranging debate and given that Mr Barber has
correctly pointed out that the final line of the motion is
‘any other matter that the committee considers’, he is
well within the scope and should be afforded the right
given to any member of this place to speak to the matter
at hand.
Mrs Peulich — Further on the point of order,
Acting President, Mr Dalidakis is actually verballing
me. I did not attack generations of Australians, and I
ask that you ask him to withdraw, because it is actually
a complete distortion of anything I said.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) — I do
not uphold the point of order.
Mr BARBER — If Mrs Peulich is interested in the
question of how deep those emission cuts need to be,
there are any number of data sources she can go to. I
have got one here from —
Mrs Peulich — New German coal power stations
have 50 per cent fewer carbon emissions than
previously.
Mr BARBER — I do not know if there is some sort
of German study tour planned as part of this inquiry as
well. No doubt it will be via Rio de Janeiro to pick up
some felt-tip pens and then a quick stop in New York
for lunch, followed by dinner in London. When you put
up a committee of inquiry that allows it to inquire into
energy and ‘any other matter the committee
considers’ — who knows? — you could burn quite a
bit of kerosene and go around the world four times in
search of the answers. Or you could jump on a website
such as ndevr.com.au. I know that props are not
permitted in the chamber, but if Mrs Peulich is
interested in the facts, she could have a look at one of
the charts that indicate what Australia’s emissions are
actually doing, what her own party’s federal
commitment is and what would need to be done in
order to achieve the 2 degrees Paris commitment.
Mrs Peulich — Why are you afraid?
Mr BARBER — Well, the reason we do not need
an inquiry is that under any of these scenarios —
Mrs Peulich interjected.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) —
Order! Mrs Peulich, you have made your contribution. I
cannot even hear Mr Barber’s contribution. I advise
everyone that Mr Barber does not need any further
assistance and that he may contribute his contribution in
silence.
Mr BARBER — Under any of these scenarios,
there is no 500 years of burning coal in the Latrobe
Valley. It does not fit in under any scenario proposed
by any government, let alone the Liberal government. It
is all right if members want to propose inquiries into
things. It does not absolve them from educating
themselves on the topic before they arrive here in the
Parliament.
There are a number of other mythologies that the mover
of the motion needs to go away and swot up on before
suggesting that it is the Parliament itself that needs to be
educated on these matters. One is the question of cost.
We have seen and have transparently exposed a number
of auctions for the provision of renewable energies
recently. They include both the provision of the
electrons themselves and of course the renewable
energy certificates under the agreed scheme of the
federal coalition government — the federal renewable
energy target that The Nationals have now gone cold
on.
In fact renewables are plunging in cost. The figures that
coalition MPs like to come in here and quote only need
to be a few years out of date to be radically erroneous.
As a number of auctions go through — the ACT
government, for example — there are disclosures by
electricity retailers themselves, which of course have to
buy electricity and have to also provide renewable
energy certificates. I would like to see the Victorian
government disclose the results of their two recent
auctions for wind farms, because Mrs Peulich would
then learn, without requiring a bunch of other MPs to
come along with her for the ride, that the price of
renewables is plummeting. The price of solar panels has
plummeted even in the year and a half since I put them
on my roof. We are getting auctions for wind farms
now where the combined electrons and renewable
energy certificates are down around $60 per megawatt
hour. It is just stunning how fast the price of renewables
is falling.
Then we get the baseload myth. In a short discussion
Mrs Peulich basically tumbled over and garbled a
whole set of different related energy market concepts
that she equated to being all the same thing. Basically
she showed fundamentally that she did not understand
how energy systems, much less energy markets, work.
She said we always need base load. Well, it is just false.
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Base load is a form of energy designed to be switched
on and then left on with very little interruption. It is
more technically known as ramp rate — the ability to
move the output of that station up and down quickly.
Many of the old clunker boiling-kettle, coal-fired
stations that we have got in Victoria and Australia are
getting up to 50 years of age. They were designed to be
cheap and designed to be polluting. Many of them were
designed to be very labour intensive and designed to be
switched on and left on without a great need to ramp
them up or down.
A solution to that base load, which of course produces
huge amounts of excess energy at times when we
actually do not need it, was to change our patterns of
energy use to use the excess — for example, off-peak
hot water systems put on at night. We heated up the
water during the night because it was too slow and too
inflexible to be turning those coal-fired power stations
up and down. They just were not designed that way.
That is base load. That is a completely separate
question to the question of reliability, which itself is a
separate question to that of dispatchability — the ability
for a particular generator to go on and off quickly.
Mrs Peulich just sort of smears them all together into
this one big concept; hence my not completely jovial
comment that if she was in charge of the electricity
system, I would be stocking up on candles, because we
do not actually need more base load at the moment. In
fact with an increasing component of renewables
coming into the grid —
Mrs Peulich — Subsidised.
Mr BARBER — Well, no, I just dealt with the cost
question, Mrs Peulich, and it just went straight over
your head. I do not know how many energy market
investors Mrs Peulich consulted with when she decided
this inquiry was needed. I do not know if she sat down
with AGL. I do not know if she sat down with any of
those from retail, wholesale, the distributors,
transmission, the banks, the financiers, the technicians
or the engineers. I do not know how many of them she
spoke to, so I am just having to sort of make out my
case here.
If you have got an increasing component of renewables
in your grid, which are variable — they are variable,
but they are predictable — it is reasonably easy to
predict that the sun is going to come up tomorrow
morning. If it does not come up, then we have got
bigger problems than what Mrs Peulich is alluding to. It
is reasonably easy to predict the output of a wind farm.
You just have to ring up Adelaide and ask, ‘How’s the
wind over there at the moment?’. Add a day and a half,
and it will be pretty clear that those wind farms will be
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going flat out in Victoria. Just like all the variable
demands that come into the grid — like the various
other issues that occur with hydro, with these old coal
clunker stations and with fast start-up gas stations —
there is a constant task across that energy grid to
understand when all these different loads and demands
will be coming and going.
Renewables are an increasing component of the grid.
They will continue to be driven into the grid even more
due to that federal scheme that Mrs Peulich did not
want to talk about but that her party agreed to. So what
we need is less base load, and we need more
dispatchable — that is, power supply that can be turned
on and off and ramped up and down at particularly
short notice. If what you are saying is we need more
base load, it is like the old joke: if I was trying to get
there, I would not start from here. Well, you have
started in the wrong place, Mrs Peulich, and there is
absolutely zero chance you are going to find your way
through this unless you sit down and maybe read some
of the endless screeds of submissions to these multiple
inquiries into the energy market that we have had. If I
was an investor in the energy market, I just do not think
I could bear it to have to turn around and do another
submission to yet another government inquiry into the
energy system. I would just be saying, ‘Get on with it,
guys’.
Base load and backup are not the same thing. In fact in
many ways, if you look at the existing fleet of coal-fired
power stations, they are actually the opposite. Base load
is the opposite of backup, because it cannot be turned
up and down. So that is the cost issue, and that is the
energy security issue. What the coalition had to say
there was basically that you would be even more
confused than when you started.
I said I would talk about what the actual problem is as
opposed to talking about the cause. I have explained the
cause; now I am going to talk about the problem. The
problem at the retail end is that there is very poor
competition for the provision of retail electricity to
ordinary households. That problem has been in place
ever since privatisation, which of course was delivered
to us by the Liberal Party. The Liberal Party constantly
told us that the amount of churn going on between
customers and the electricity market was a sign that
there was healthy competition. In fact we now
understand it is the opposite, and the Labor Party have
now belatedly decided they are going to bring some
regulation into this area. I welcome that, but I am
looking forward to seeing what it is.
In fact what happens is retailers just spend an increasing
proportion of their funds on trying to flog you with
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what looks like a fantastic deal. They have had armies
of backpackers going door to door and lying to you
about your electricity bill for so long, to the point where
the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission
has actually fined some of these companies millions for
systematically misleading customers. So much for the
retail end of things. We definitely need a bit of
well-designed regulation there, because that
competition is completely fake.
At the distribution end — those poles and wires that run
down your street to deliver you the electricity — there
is massive gold plating. It should never have been sold
off, because it is a natural monopoly. Even Jeff Kennett
understood this. He could not help himself because of
the amount of money that he was offered for it. It
should never have been sold off. It is massive gold
plating as they have gamed the regulator,
underspending on maintenance but overspending on
capacity. The underspending on maintenance, as we all
understand in this place, led to some tragedies during
the Black Saturday bushfires, but the overspending and
the increased capacity ahead of energy demand has
created a huge cost, particularly so here in Victoria.
Some would say it is possibly worse in New South
Wales, where the poles and wires are government
owned.
Then there is transmission — those really big pylons
you see out there going across paddocks and sometimes
across suburbs that carry the electricity from the
generators to the smaller substations. Of course that
was all originally built to serve the old baseload
model — a great big coalmine with a power station
next to it and then great big wires going out in all
directions to deliver that out to where people need it.
But that system is also technologically obsolete,
because we know where the renewable energy sources
are. They are spread across the whole landscape. They
are tidal, they are wind and they are solar. They may be
geothermal. They may even be sustainable biomass.
Due to being so thinly spread out there across the
landscape, they will increasingly generate electricity in
the same place that we use it, so that transmission
system is now no longer suitable for our needs.
Is there any plan being put forward by any
government? You would think maybe a federal
government would, given that this is one of the most
interconnected transmission systems in the world. Of
course they are not. They are sitting on their hands.
These transmission operators — again, natural
monopolies — are waiting for a direction. They are
waiting for a signal.
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They may have a few renewable generators come and
say, ‘I want to connect to that 220-kV line, please’. It
would be first in, best dressed. We would connect those
generators, and then when another generator comes
along they would be told, ‘Bad luck. We can’t connect
you. We haven’t been told to upgrade our capacity.
You’ll never fund the upgrade, because you’re just that
last generator that comes along at the end and wants to
add another 100 megawatts’. So of course that part of
the system is completely stuffed. The Victorian
government, although they do not talk about this, have
worked it out. They can see that all the renewable fuel
sources are in the south-west, the west, the north-west
and even to a certain extent the north-east, but there is
no plan in place to upgrade transmission.
And then there is generation. That is the one that gets
all of the attention, but these other parts of the value
chain are just as problematic. It is pretty simple when it
comes to generation. You just simply need to line up all
of these coal-fired power stations in the order that they
were built and then add 50 years. They were probably
intended to last about 40, but you can almost see them
dropping off one by one with precision timing when
they hit the age of 50. That is where Hazelwood finally
met its maker. That is what is happening with the
Liddell power station. It has hit the end of the term of
its natural life, and the coalition has spent the last week
and a half just freaking out about it and threatening to
renationalise the thing and keep it pumping for a little
bit longer.
Just for the exercise, take a look at Victoria’s power
stations, particularly Yallourn, and look at its age and
its intended natural life. I can guarantee you it will not
see much past 2020. The closing of these old coal-fired
power stations is no longer a question of debate. There
is not a thing that any Australian government will do to
attempt to keep one open. It is game over. They are
suffering a severe case of market forces, and there is
very little that anybody is going to do about that. The
question does arise: when they close, what are we going
to replace them with? That is a serious debate, but to
come in and simply try and stand here like King Canute
and say, ‘No, I don’t like it. It’s freaking me out. I can’t
bear it’, and therefore everything has just got to stay
where it is, and we will pay endless and increasing
amounts, in the billions and billions of dollars, to try
and keep a few coal-fired power stations on life
support —
Mrs Peulich — To keep the lights on.
Mr BARBER — Well, even if that is Mrs Peulich’s
aim, it is not going to work by what she is proposing.
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The Victorian electricity grid is an extremely reliable
grid. Power is delivered 99.998 per cent of the time.
During the 0.002 per cent of time that it is interrupted,
three-quarters of that is actually due to problems with
the local poles and wires. These are just known facts. Is
there any risk to the electricity supply in Victoria in
coming years as a result of the lack of generation? No,
there is not. It is very, very clear. You can start to
predict a few years out that at certain times of the
year — maybe 20 hours of the year — there might be a
slight deficit, in which case we would be importing
electricity from other states, but that is the whole point
of projecting a few years out. No-one is suggesting we
do nothing when these old coal-fired power stations
inevitably close down. No-one is suggesting we do
nothing. We are debating what we ought to do, unless
you are in the coalition, in which case you are saying,
‘Stop the world, I want to get off. We’re going to take
off to Venus or somewhere when this planet is cooked’.
We have well in hand a number of proposals to
improve generation in Victoria, but it will not be based
on what Mrs Peulich calls base load. It will be based on
dispatchable power — power that can be ramped up
and down quickly. It will be based on fast start-up —
and we have got quite a few very already — and
currently very under utilised gas generators in Victoria.
We have gotten quite an amount of hydro recently. We
have got the renewable sources, which are becoming
cheaper every day. They are variable — that is true —
but they are also highly predictable, and predicting
what is going on in the energy market is quite a
business for energy market traders and energy
operators. There is nothing scary there, nothing
unusual.
We really ought to move forward as a Parliament to
systematically bring in these measures that are well
understood. We are going to have a renewable energy
target bill come up pretty soon from the lower house. I
will save my comments on that for when we get to that.
The technologies are mature, and they are plummeting
in price. With the exception of an objective around
avoiding catastrophic global warning, the grid operator
actually has a series of incentives in place. The rule
changes need to occur to provide that batteries can
come in and even wind farms themselves can come in
and take on some of the grid-balancing operation that is
necessary.
It is all there for people who want to make the effort to
understand it. Mrs Peulich and her mob’s task in life is
to make everybody get confused about it and to get
scared about it. You heard a whole bucketload of
different rubbish get thrown on the table here this
morning. You have got to give it to Tony Abbott and
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my Kiwi bro, the other guy. Tony Abbott was out there
again this morning. He is absolutely brilliant at
generating slogans. He is absolutely terrible at
organising anything beyond a chook raffle, let alone a
country and let alone something as important as an
electricity supply. It is for that reason, with possibly
more words than I needed to use, I inform the chamber
that the Greens will not be supporting this motion.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I am going to,
without needing to comb through the entrails of a
seagull in the way that the seers did in ancient Roman
times, have a crack at trying to predict how things
might go in the event that there is a further inquiry into
the subject matter which is set out in this motion. Here
goes.
I predict that in the event that there is a further inquiry,
the reports might almost already have been written.
They will come down as such: the coalition members of
the committee to which it has been proposed to send
this inquiry will come back and say lines that have been
recycled in a way that might in fact give them green
credentials if they were to try to apply them beyond this
place and beyond the rhetoric that comes out whenever
the question of energy supply and energy resourcing is
raised, whether in this place or whether in Canberra.
They will come out with a report that says that in fact
Victoria needs to sustain investment in coal-fired power
generation; that it needs to in fact maximise the policy
levers and all opportunities to secure further
opportunities for coal-fired power now and into the
future; that in the event that this is not done, in fact we
will face some sort of apocalyptic consequence which
will mean that homes will be plunged into darkness,
that Whyalla or its equivalent on the Victorian map will
be wiped off the map — we have all heard and seen the
songs about the Whyalla wipe-out — and that in fact
lamb roasts will go beyond $100 each, and we know
that from the discussion and the debate on the carbon
tax; and that in fact without the coalition supporting
baseload and backup energy requirements through coal
we will see the standard of living drop and old people
freezing in their homes over winter and sweating into
heat exhaustion in the summer because they are unable
to in fact afford the peak and off-peak requirements
associated with energy supply.
That is my prediction. I am pleased to have been able to
pop that onto the record, and in fact what the coalition
members will probably also report on is the fact that the
closure of Hazelwood was occasioned through an
increase in the coal royalty and that in fact this has led
to a state government-led response to energy needs in
Victoria that has significantly increased unemployment,
that has left the Latrobe Valley with no future and that
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has resulted in massive increases to the costs of doing
business and to the costs in relation to infrastructure and
services and program delivery across essential services
and through our frontline workplaces, such as hospitals
and health services, with these services grappling with
such costs as things get more dire without any level of
support being provided. That is the report that I can
imagine that the coalition would come up with.
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whilst on the other hand listening to old mate Mr Joyce
in Canberra refer to the fact that he and The Nationals
will, as per their recent vote at their conference, cease
all subsidies for renewables in five years within their
party’s platform and that their policy in this regard
would be in fact to not have anything against
renewables but to do everything possible to disallow
any investment to take place or get up around
renewable energy generation and transmission.

If you are after any sort of —
Mr Mulino — Sounds pretty boring.
Ms SHING — It sounds boring, to pick up the
interjection. You are right, Mr Mulino, but it is also
really predictable. It is predictable because it is a script
that has been rolled out a thousand times before.
Mrs Peulich — Because it’s fact.
Ms SHING — I will take up Mrs Peulich’s
interjection. She said, ‘Because it’s fact’. It is nice, in
fact, to have confirmation from a member of the
opposition that this is their position — ‘We already
know the answer’ — because the very mover of the
motion has come out and said that everything that I
have just described in relation to the coalition’s position
is fact. It is very good to know, and it is also very good
to have that popped onto the record today too.
What I would also like to do, for the sake of expediting
any process that might require extensive resources
being used in yet another inquiry, is to have a think
about what it is that The Nationals side of the coalition
might want to say about this particular issue. I note that
the Leader of The Nationals has in fact recently issued a
press release that has called upon, again, the relevant
policy levers and assistance to be provided by the
government here in Victoria, the Andrews government,
alongside support from Canberra, to create a new
coal-fired power plant in the Latrobe Valley, and in fact
for this to happen we will require everyone to work
together, but it will provide a significant solution to the
costs associated with energy, the energy supply issue
and the jobs component of what is claimed to be a
glaring abyss for this part of the world, being the valley,
which it is facing at present as a consequence of what
no doubt The Nationals will continue to describe as
Labor’s responsibility, that being due to the closure of
Hazelwood.
We will see The Nationals also attempt to walk along
the top of the fence without falling off and without
coming away splintered to say that on the one hand
they have nothing against renewables — and that is
something which the member for Gippsland South in
the Assembly, Danny O’Brien, says repeatedly —

In addition to this, what we will also see from The
Nationals — and again to put my speculative hat on and
comb through the entrails of what I suspect might well
end up being a Nationals contribution to the report in
the event that this inquiry goes ahead in the terms
proposed — is another discussion around why coal is
so important and why in fact it is important that we
subsidise and invest in this particular resource.
Just for the sake of clarity let us be very, very specific
about the differences between the ideological obsession
with coal on the one hand — around Adani, around tax
breaks and around enticements being offered at a
federal level — and the way in which this will fail to
actually have any translatable relevance to Victoria. For
those of us here who have not gotten themselves
acquainted with the coal supply, the resource and the
quality of our commodity here in Victoria, let me spell
it out thus. Here we have brown coal. This is not the
same as black coal. It is a different standard and a
different commodity to that which is exported. We have
a different type of commodity, which means that the
brown coal here is like coffee grounds. It is not the
black lumps that we see immortalised in cartoons that
show Mr Joyce and Mr Turnbull talking to the value of
this particular commodity. It is not the thing which was
brought into the commonwealth chamber as a prop and
placed ceremoniously upon the tables of the chamber to
illustrate its importance in the course of that debate and
in the course of the Finkel report and the government’s
response on the proposed clean energy target. It is a
very wet product. It is a product which is like coffee
grounds. It is a product which requires significant
treatment in order to be able to generate power.
For many generations in fact we have seen that the
Latrobe Valley has been able to do this. It has done this,
however, at great cost — not just economic cost but
environmental cost, community cost and health-related
cost — for those of us who live in the region. We have
seen in the recent release of the primary data around
health information that we have a greater incidence of
respiratory challenge in the Latrobe Valley region,
which has a causal link to aspirated coal and PM2.5
particulate in the area. We also have significant
evidence as borne out by the second tranche of the
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inquiry after the mine fire in Hazelwood, which burnt
for weeks before anybody in the then coalition
government had any sort of plan that did not involve
suggesting that people borrow others’ holiday houses in
the event that they wanted to breathe some clean air. In
fact there were deaths that occurred and were hastened
and/or contributed to by the mine fire itself.

supply in particular, and we see that this obsession
continues at the expense of being open to
considering — beyond saying that they have nothing
against renewables — in a real, practical and resourced
sense what might be done to in fact solve the challenges
around supply, around demand and around
transmission.

It is very, very easy for those opposite to say that in the
terms of the motion that has been proposed we should
look into the availability of coal in terms of higher
energy prices in Victoria for households, business,
community, not-for-profits, hospitals, schools,
aged-care facilities, government et cetera following the
closure of the Hazelwood power station but we should
not consider this in the broader context in which it
arises for those of us who live and work in Gippsland.
Those who would seek to engage in a further
investment in coal-fired power are ignoring a number
of key facts.

We see that energy companies are now spending
millions in the way that they diversify their production
and supply. We see that there is capacity for research
and development in how we might innovate using our
existing commodities, including coal, and we see that
there are advantages to continuing investment in
opportunities for generation and for coal-fired power
technology that might reduce emissions, that might
make the footprint less significant and that might in fact
enable savings to be made on carbon as it is released
into the atmosphere to in fact then provide greater
supply into the future through that diversified mix of
sources. But on the other hand what we also see is that
the coalition is knee locked against doing anything in
substantive, practical or resource terms that will enable
energy to be provided, generated and secured through
other means.

Firstly, there is no global appetite from those who can
finance large-scale coal-fired power projects to put their
hands in their pockets in a form that would enable
$1 billion to be allocated to coal-fired power in
Victoria. In fact this is not something which is
particular to this state. We have seen just recently that
the Liddell plant in New South Wales has become a bit
of a hot potato politically for Mr Joyce, despite the fact
that it is nowhere near New Zealand, and for the current
Prime Minister, Mr Turnbull, in his discussions with
Andy Vesey and AGL around continuing the operation
of Liddell or opening it up for potential expressions of
interest and/or sale.
We see in fact that AGL is like a number of other
generators working to move along the same lines as
global energy producers in many other countries —
away from coal-fired power and into renewables. We
see that organisations such as AGL are continuing to
understand and acknowledge the importance of
coal-fired power as part of delivering on baseload
energy requirements but that this needs to be done
against the backdrop of improving and increasing the
technology that is available through renewables, of a
better mix of energy sources to meet supply and
demand and of the importance of investing in
technology, research and development for better
transmission, for better storage and for better
availability.
This has resulted in a number of considerations at a
corporate level and within the private sector that show
that industry is in a significantly different place to those
from the coalition, who remain ideologically wedded to
the 1950s in so many ways, but in relation to energy

What we have here is a policy vacuum. We have in fact
nothing from the opposition as far as an energy policy
is concerned. If you think for a moment that the
National Party media release calling for relevant policy
levers to be put into place to create an environment
whereby $1 billion might in fact be spent on a new
high-efficiency, low-emissions energy coal-fired power
plant for the Latrobe Valley is an energy policy, then
you are kidding yourselves. If you think that is in fact
something that is available or accessible or something
that is more than pie in the sky, more than snake oil
sales or more than in fact false hope for a series of
communities within the valley and within regional
Victoria more broadly that have been sold these ideas
time after time, without any translation into jobs or into
economic prosperity, then again you are kidding
yourselves.
We have in fact an effort by the opposition, and in
particular by those who are speaking in support of it, to
use parliamentary resources to create a policy for
themselves where in fact they have none. You have got
to admire the strategy behind it. It is a good way
perhaps to require a committee of the Parliament to do
the heavy lifting, but what it does do is it speaks to the
fact that those opposite have no plan, they have no
policy and they have no strategy other than saying,
‘We’ll send it off to a committee, we’ll get the
committee to do the work, from that we’ll come up

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
Wednesday, 20 September 2017

COUNCIL

with probably a cute set of three-word slogans and from
there we’ll roll on to the election’.
Oh, I am sorry. Did people not realise that perhaps this
was a proposed inquiry that has a particular lead-up to
the state election next year? In fact if you needed any
assistance in understanding that chronology, then I
should probably also spell that out too for the sake of
completeness. Bottom line: requiring the committee to
report, as is proposed by this motion, no later than
1 August 2018 would in fact mean that there would be
a series of hearings. Based on my previous experience
on this particular committee as the deputy chair, we
have had a series of hearings in metropolitan areas, a
series of hearings in regional areas and then
deliberations which have often extended over a period
of months and have often necessitated requests for
extensions of time after submissions numbering in their
hundreds, and in a couple of cases thousands, have been
received by this particular committee.
I can again predict that in the event that this inquiry
does proceed we will receive hundreds, if not
thousands, of submissions on this, and it would
probably be a cut-and-paste job from those who have
already provided submissions to previous inquiries
undertaken — including at a state level; including as
part of the Finkel report and review process; including
as part of the way in which federal policy and energy
discussions have taken place to date; including as part
of the way in which the Australian Competition and
Consumer Commission has conducted its inquiries and
fined retailers; including as part of the way in which the
bipartisan approach to energy pricing and retailing
opportunities and options in Victoria has been
undertaken and the review done by Mr Mulder and
Mr Thwaites into the way in which retailers are in fact
inflating prices for consumers within the state;
including as part of the development of the Energy
Watch site, which has enabled Victorian consumers
within moments of accessing this online material to be
able to find an array of options that reduce the cost of
their energy bills; including as part of the coalition’s
scrapping of the Greener Government Buildings
initiatives; and including as part of the federal
government’s ongoing refusal to acknowledge
unanimously that climate change is having a real and
substantive effect and impact on the policy settings
which it refuses to evolve to meet these challenges.
We have here, though, a process which would take us,
dear listener, up to 1 August 2018, and there is a good
possibility that in the event that the committee were not
in a position to issue a final report — and I can suggest
that that might in fact be the case — the time frame
might be pushed out. Quelle surprise! We would see
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then that this would coincide probably rather neatly
with the commencement of the caretaker period and the
campaign for the next state election.
While we are on the subject of the use of parliamentary
resources, let us have a think about that. It would be a
parliamentary committee that would be charged with
looking at this particular reference — which again, as I
have indicated extensively, has been the subject of
enormous, substantive and detailed contemplation and
consideration across the state and at a federal level —
and its report being released just before a caretaker
period.
Does that not make for an interesting set of
campaigning opportunities for those opposite? Does
that not make for a significant set of opportunities for
those who currently have no policy other than to say of
renewables, ‘Yeah, sure, they’re not bad, but they’re
not all that good, and we’re not going to put any money
into them’. They say a renewable energy target, which
they will oppose, should be wound back, that the
moratorium on onshore conventional gas should be
wound back — because that is what Canberra says and
that is what Melbourne says — and that this is a
sensible course of action.
I can tell you, having been involved in the inquiry into
onshore unconventional gas and conventional gas,
which was the subject of an extensive inquiry by this
very committee of which I am a member, that it
revealed the absolute lack of social licence — of any
permission from the communities within the Otway and
Gippsland basins — for any form of onshore
unconventional gas. We heard from farmers who had
taken dozens of politicians around their farms to show
them changes to the aquifer and the impact of changes
to the landscape occasioned by flare pits and by wells
that had been sunk and to explain the time spent in
understanding the impact of a licence on their land and
the way in which that may well pose significant risks
for the clean and green value of the livestock and
horticultural product that they produce. We have seen
this, and we have seen it loud and clear.
We have had legislation that has in fact made its way
through the chamber in the first instance in the lower
house with a position from The Nationals that seemed
to change on the moratorium between its passage from
the Assembly through to the Council. Now we see,
despite the fact that this legislation is up and despite the
fact that we have just recently celebrated the one-year
anniversary of the Andrews government’s confirmation
of a ban on fracking — making us a world leader in this
regard and giving so much certainty and so much
comfort to those primary producers — that those
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opposite actually want to wind this back in the context
of the moratorium, that those opposite are not wedded
to the legislation in the form that it currently sits and
that in fact they believe there is scope for this to be
dismantled.
Against the backdrop of the absence of any meaningful
or detailed policy that sets out a rationale for meeting
supply and demand, we have an opposition that is
prepared to put anything back on the table for the sake
of a three-word slogan and for the sake of a campaign
that it intends to run that is based not in fact, as was
claimed by the mover of the motion earlier, but on
concerns that are not borne out in reality.
In fact let us have a look at where we are at now in
relation to the work that is being done. We have got a
shadow minister who is all too keen to talk at rallies,
tweet and pose for photos alongside solar panels while
being prepared to tear up any commitment to renewable
energy policies. We have got a shadow minister for
energy and resources who on the steps of Parliament
House on 9 February 2016 addressed the rally in
relation to banning onshore gas and growing
renewables. I am going to quote this because again it is
really important to pop it onto the record. He said:
Victoria and Australia are experiencing a renewables
revolution, and it is a revolution that is led by the people
because the people want it. The voters want it. The
community want it, and that’s what we need to be focused on.

That is the shadow minister for energy. So what we see
is the shadow minister for energy saying one thing
while the rest of the opposition say something
completely different. While everything in fact is up for
grabs as we head into a period wherein the
scaremongering will reach epic proportions and —
Mrs Peulich — Heading for blackouts.
Ms SHING — I will just pick you up on that point,
Mrs Peulich, ‘Heading for blackouts’. There we go
again. I cannot wait for people to talk about South
Australia and to say that this is in fact where we are
heading. Again this speaks to the abject ignorance of
those opposite as to how the system actually works, as
to how the national grid actually works and as to how it
is that Victoria in fact contributes to exporting
energy — as we did last summer to New South
Wales — within the national grid. Members opposite
are conveniently and blissfully in denial about this, and
it is a shame that their rhetoric, as renewable as it is, is
not able to be used to generate anything productive,
because if it could, perhaps we could include that in the
mix of options that is available to meet supply
requirements into the future.
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The shadow minister for energy also went on to say on
the steps of Parliament House on 9 February 2016:
If the Andrews government is serious, they will release the
plan, show a vision and show how they are going to manage
to get to that plan and ensure that more people are able to take
up clean energy for the future.

Mrs Peulich — You’re so silly. You’re just being
silly.
Ms SHING — I will take up the interjection from
Mrs Peulich, who said, ‘You’re just being silly’. In fact
these were the words of the shadow minister for energy,
so it is unfortunate that in fact Mrs Peulich is at such
ardent points of difference with the shadow minister for
energy. Perhaps that speaks to the deep rifts and
division within the opposition in failing to be able to
come up with any cohesive narrative whatsoever
around the importance of securing energy supply into
the future. Just a few months later the shadow minister
announced that the Liberal-Nationals would scrap the
‘unrealistic’ Victorian renewable energy target (VRET)
scheme.
Our plan is in fact out there. Those opposite have a
number of colleagues in the other place who are in the
process of discussing this in the Assembly, and on that
basis I look forward to seeing the contributions that
they have made in that place and seeing how they
match up when this bill comes before the house. That
will enable us to see just how ideologically opposed
they are. Our legislation is in fact going to be debated in
this place in the coming weeks.
I cannot wait for those opposite to bang on about how it
is that the state will be plunged into darkness, that we
are going to have blackouts, that this is just a whole set
of fictions around climate change being man-made, that
the data has all been manipulated, that there is no
problem and that we should just persist with what we
have been doing, whilst on the other hand not having
any plan to meet future energy needs for the state.
Although they do say, and they are happy to say on
social media — maybe it is the hip thing to do — that
they have nothing against renewables.
You know what? You should start doing something that
gives you credibility in this space, because at the
moment your stock is not trading high. You would
think that if you were going to enter into a debate
around this particular issue you would be able to have
something on the table that represented more than just
saying, ‘Yeah, but nah’, but in fact that is all you have
got. All you have got is a ‘Yeah, but nah’ argument.
You know what? It is kind of comical, because at least
it is a three-word slogan and those opposite have
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released their energy policy, which as it stands
comprises nothing more than the three words ‘Yeah,
but nah’.

off its feet in relation to residential, commercial, light
industrial and industrial solar, and in fact it pays for
itself and then puts money back into the grid.

What we should do is have a think about how you can
pop that onto bumper stickers, get a nice little set of
DLs and then get them out to constituents and say,
‘Yeah, but nah. We don’t support anything to do with
providing a greater mix of energy resource other than to
say, “We have nothing against renewables”. But, nah,
we’re actually going to be supportive of any wind-back
of subsidies on renewables, because that’s what Uncle
Barnaby Joyce up in Canberra has to say about it, and
we’re all really, really happy with the current Leader of
the Opposition winding back the VRET and not
providing any support for initiatives such as Greener
Government Buildings’, which those opposite
scrapped. So they did do something; they scrapped the
Greener Government Buildings project.

We have got a situation where if those opposite are
interested in doing anything other than having a policy
that comprises the cute little three-word slogan ‘Yeah,
but nah’ they should in fact head along to Gippsland
Solar or to an equivalent solar power generating
company that has the technology so they can
understand just how far it has come, because — you
know what? — those opposite, stuck in the 1950s in so
many policy areas, have an opportunity now to see just
how far the world has come.

It was fascinating just last week to see the current
Leader of the Opposition, Mr Guy, the man who
currently wants to be Premier, come to Gippsland and
talk about the cost of energy prices for hospitals. I know
that this is part of the motion being moved in this place
today, on the same day that the Andrews government
confirmed that we are putting more than $3.9 million
into Gippsland hospitals and health services to enable
them to run without any energy cost after five years and
run to a profit for the 10 years after that particular job
has been completed.

This may be news to those opposite, and it may be
news to those who are busy screeching down the VRET
in the other place at the moment. Those opposite do not
have information that is current about just how far we
have come. To that end I cannot wait to see how they
might be enlightened if they choose to actually do any
work in creating a policy setting that does not rely upon
sending a motion off to a committee to do its heavy
lifting and to extend the reporting date just before
caretaker begins next year. I cannot wait to see those
opposite do some homework that does not involve
getting Labor Party members to do their work for them
and to see them come along and assist with writing the
sort of report that I indicated at the outset the
government is moments away from issuing.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

What we have here is a situation of those opposite
being obsessed with a three-word slogan — and, just
for the sake of clarity and reminder, ‘Yeah, but nah’ is
the coalition’s policy on energy. We have a situation
where Mr Guy, the current leader, was in the process of
saying, ‘This is going to cost Victorian hospitals so
much’. He was in Gippsland. The Wonthaggi health
service is going to be feeding power back into the grid
once it has neutralised the cost of solar panels, which
we are investing in.
Let us have a think about what those solar panels
actually do. Well, they are solar panels which are linked
up to provide security and certainty of energy. Those
opposite probably stopped talking about solar
technology and stopped listening to the advances in
solar technology 10 years ago, because the phrase
‘Where the sun doesn’t shine and the wind doesn’t
blow, renewables aren’t reliable’ in fact entirely misses
the point. I would invite those opposite to go to a solar
organisation. For example, Gippsland Solar is a small
organisation that began in Mirboo North and has
expanded to new digs because the demand is
extraordinary. It has a range of options that have it run

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Child sexually abusive behaviours
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My question today is for the Minister
for Youth Affairs, Minister Mikakos. Minister,
according to a recent report from the Crime Statistics
Agency, assaults on Victorian schoolgrounds have
increased by 37 per cent over three years to an average
of five sexual assaults per week. I note that in August
you announced that the government is strengthening
treatment services for young people who show sexually
abusive or concerning behaviours and present risks to
other children. Your announcement included the
funding of sexually abusive behaviour treatment
services to address this increase in destructive
behaviour. Minister, what are the factors influencing
the increase in these assaults, causing the need for these
treatment services, and how will these funded treatment
services address these factors?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Youth Affairs) — I
thank Dr Rachel Carling-Jenkins for her question. Can I
just say at the outset that I was very disappointed last
sitting week not to be asked a question on both the
Thursday and Friday that we were sitting, because what
I would like to put on the record is my admiration of the
member for the personal explanation that she gave to
the house during the last sitting week. I was
disappointed not to have had that opportunity to express
that in a more contemporaneous way at that time. I
certainly want to put on the record, as I have expressed
to her personally, my admiration for the courage that
she has demonstrated in speaking publicly about a very
challenging set of personal circumstances.
I thank the member for her interest in this matter. It is
very challenging for any parent, for school
communities and for the community more broadly to be
confronted with children and young people who are
exhibiting sexually abusive behaviours. I am very
pleased that the family violence royal commission did
specifically address this, because of course we know
that sexual assault is a form of family violence, and
they did make a very explicit recommendation in the
family violence royal commission in relation to these
matters. They specifically did recommend that the
sexually abusive behaviours treatment services
(SABTS), which are funded through my department,
extend their scope from the age of 15, when they
previously ended, to the age of 17.
I can advise the member that the Andrews Labor
government has strengthened treatment services for
children and young people who exhibit sexually
abusive or concerning behaviours. The budget this year
did provide $5.7 million to help 11 agencies to deliver
this SABTS program across the state for the next three
years. The largest recipients of that funding included
the Royal Children’s Hospital and Monash Health. This
will mean that over 500 additional episodes of support
will be able to be provided.
SABTS is an important service, working with parents,
carers, schools and the community in providing a
developmentally appropriate response that addresses
the child’s concerning behaviour as well as their
broader needs, and it helps families and carers to
understand and support a child to change their
behaviour. It can be accessed either voluntarily or
through a court order.
The member also asked about the factors that are
causing this type of behaviour. It is very difficult to
pinpoint this precisely. In fact the royal commission
itself in making this recommendation, on my
understanding, did not itself identify causal factors, but
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certainly it is important that as we get more reports and
the community is more aware of these issues as a result
of both the family violence royal commission but also
the royal commission federally into institutional child
sexual abuse, and as we get more reports from child
protection and more reports through mandatory
reporting by teachers and by others, there are
appropriate services there to respond. I can advise the
member that of course there has got to be a watching
brief around research around these matters, but
certainly we are responding to a growing need.
Supplementary question
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for her
comprehensive answer, and I look forward to that
research in this space. It sounds like the services that
are being funded are a reaction to the problem, which
is, as you have explained, very much needed, but I
wonder if you could make some brief comments on
what proactive preventative work is occurring in this
space.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Youth Affairs) — Of
course with the treatment response it is very important
that we try and nip these issues in the bud. Sometimes it
is sibling abuse that is going on sometimes it is children
abusing other children that they may not be related to,
and it is important that we address these issues so that
we do not have these children growing up to become
adult sexual offenders.
The preventative work goes to programs like the
Respectful Relationships program. We are rolling out a
range of materials in our schools to explain to children
that sexual assault is a form of family violence and it is
an unacceptable form of behaviour, so there are
programs operating in our schools. There is one
program called Feeling Safe Together run by the South
Eastern Centre Against Sexual Assault in a small
number of primary schools in Melbourne’s south-east,
for example, that also specifically addresses issues
around sexual assault or abuse. So there are a range of
programs, and I am happy to provide the member with
further details.

Parks Victoria camping fees
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — My question
today is for the Leader of the Government representing
the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate
Change. In 2015 your government took steps to
decrease fees for camping areas in national parks and
some other public land and even abolished fees in areas
that did not provide infrastructure to users. This was
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after much outrage and lobbying by frequent users,
making the case that camping with one’s family should
not be cost prohibitive. Recently public land managers
have been threatening to impose camping fees on areas
of public land, in particular along the Murray River and
other areas within the scope of the river red gum parks
management plan. These are areas that have
traditionally been freely available to camping families
seeking a cheap way to holiday. Minister, will you rule
out reintroducing new or increased camping fees along
the Murray River or within the river red gum parks?
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Supplementary question
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
minister for his answer and his endeavour to find more
information. My supplementary question is: Minister,
noting the growing community concern that Parks
Victoria is increasingly trying to discourage
recreational activities in parks, can the minister provide
an assurance that fees proposed for the river red gums
parks and along the Murray River are not part of a
wider agenda to lock people out of our park system?

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Young for his question. I am pleased that in
the early part of his question he acknowledged the
initiative made by this government in relation to
reducing the costs of camping and of recreational
pursuits through the Victorian landscape. I am pleased
that he recognises that.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I can
assure you that it is not the intention of the government,
nor should it be the intention of Parks Victoria, to
prevent people from being able to get access to the park
system.

I also think that he is quite right to say that there is an
appropriate policy setting for government to be
supportive of our citizens to be able to pursue their
recreation and their camping opportunities within our
beautiful landscape, within our public land, and that
sometimes leads to great pressures in terms of the
quality of facilities. They cannot be unregulated to lead
to environmental damage, so I am sure he is mindful
that all families and all of those who go to the Victorian
public land estate hope there is the appropriate degree
of environmental protections and sustainable practices
applied there, and that has some resource allocation that
is required to support the facilities that support that.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS

You would hope to do it in a way that reduces the cost
to families and to recreational users. You would hope
that there would be sufficient budget support to support
that. That is not always necessarily the case; you have
to find ways of being able to fund the facilities, to be
able to fund that environmental protection and the
sustainable practice and to keep these beautiful
locations open to the public. I acknowledge the public
policy pressures. I acknowledge the resource
requirements. I thank Mr Young for identifying that the
government has already taken positive action in relation
to this.
The final thing that he has asked of me to guarantee in
relation to what might happen in the future, I will talk
to my colleague about to make sure that the confidence
that Mr Young is seeking to obtain in relation to this
can be provided by the appropriate minister.

Questions interrupted.

The PRESIDENT — It is with great pleasure that I
extend a very warm welcome to the chamber today to
some visitors from Botswana in a delegation led by the
Honourable Speaker, Madame Gladys Kokorwe. We
also have with us the Consul General for Botswana
here in Victoria, Heddie Goldberg. Members of the
delegation are spending some time with us this week. In
fact two of the delegation will be staying on with us
next week and being involved in some of our
department activities to learn a little bit about the way
we go about some of our processes and also to share,
obviously, some of their experience and knowledge as
well. I welcome Madame Speaker, Your Excellency
and the delegation today.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Questions resumed.

Fawkner land contamination
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for Mr Jennings, who is acting on behalf of
the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate
Change. The site at 88 and 100–102 McBryde Street,
Fawkner, used to be the Nufarm chemical factory,
which has a long history of contamination. There are
now plans to develop the site. It was in fact sealed in
1995. My question is: will the government order a full
statutory environmental audit in accordance with the
requirements and guidelines of the Environment
Protection Bill 2017, and will Environment Protection
Authority Victoria (EPA) ensure effective testing of the
whole site, including the nature strip? And the testing of
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course should be consistent with today’s standards, not
those of 1995, as has been quoted to the council and the
residents.
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Ms Hartland for her concern. She is on her
traditional ground, and good on her for being somebody
who has been mindful of and concerned about over
many, many years appropriate environmental
protections and the quality of life of our community to
make sure they are protected from contaminants or
pollution. In fact that has been a recurring element of
Ms Hartland’s political career. In fact I sincerely
congratulate you on that concern.
In relation to the issue about statutory obligations that
the EPA are obliged to undertake and the form of
consideration of the review in terms of acquitting
statutory obligations under the Environment Protection
Act 1970, the Planning and Environment Act 1987 or
the planning approvals act, I would have the
expectation that our agencies would comply with all of
those. In relation to the specific elements of the land
parcel in question and the way in which that review will
be undertaken, I will take some advice from my
colleague the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change and confirm the details of what
approach will be taken by her agencies.

Heyfield timber mill
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is for the Minister for Agriculture and Minister for
Regional Development. Now that the Andrews Labor
government has completed its nationalisation of the
Heyfield mill, could the minister confirm that the state
government is providing loans to the new co-owners,
members of the pre-existing management team, to
enable their purchase of shares in the mill, and can the
minister confirm the value of these loans?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) —
Minister Noonan and I have already confirmed that
there are no loans that are made available as part of the
arrangements for the purchase of the mill at Heyfield.
As Ms Dunn, I imagine, knows, we have also indicated
that the basis of the purchase and the structure within,
in terms of management share, are matters that are and
will remain commercial-in-confidence.
Supplementary question
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I thank the
minister for her answer. Could the minister confirm that
the state government has taken responsibility for debt
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liabilities of Australian Sustainable Hardwoods and
confirm the value of that debt?
Ms Pulford — On a point of order, perhaps,
President, as I indicated to the house yesterday and as
the government indicated in a media release last Friday,
the arrangements governing the management of the mill
and the structure for the new company are now a matter
that is the responsibility of the Minister for Industry and
Employment. As the Minister for Agriculture, my
responsibility is the regulation of the timber industry
and support for the timber industry. I seek your
guidance on this question.
The PRESIDENT — I could take that as a point of
order, and it does have some substance as a point of
order, but it also, I would have thought, completed an
answer, so from that point of view I think that the
answer is discharged as much as any point of order on
this occasion.

Political donations
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. Minister,
in 2015–16 the federal ALP donated more than
$105 000 to the Victorian Labor Party branch. Will
federal-state party transactions, as described, be banned
under your proposed electoral reforms?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — The
answer to the question is yes.
Supplementary question
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Thank you for that very definitive answer. Minister,
given that the federal Labor Party will still be able to
collect substantial union donations, uncapped, what
measures will be in place to ensure that union funds
funnelled to the federal Labor Party are prohibited from
being spent in Victoria, servicing the Andrews Labor
government’s re-election campaign?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — My
substantive answer clarified that matter.

GOTAFE
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — My
question is to the Minister for Training and Skills.
Minister, when did you first become aware that
GOTAFE may have rorted the Victorian training
guarantee?
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Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills) —
I thank the member for his question. The department
has a division within the higher education and skills
group that looks at and monitors all training providers,
whether they be registered training organisations or
TAFEs. The department did identify an issue and is
working with GOTAFE to resolve it.
The extensive monitoring undertaken by the
department, as I said, examines the contractual
arrangements and the quality of training delivered to
ensure that students’ interests are protected. The
concerns identified by the department include the use of
third parties involved in recruiting students claiming
more funding than they were entitled to and the
suitability and appropriateness of the training
undertaken. GOTAFE has cooperated fully with the
department in resolving the issues, and the department
has not suspended or instructed GOTAFE to suspend or
freeze commencements in any programs. The freeze on
commencements has been a decision of GOTAFE as
part of its response to the department’s concerns.
GOTAFE is currently reviewing its systems and
processes to prevent these types of incidents from
recurring. Current students undertaking these courses
are not impacted by the freeze. Their training will
continue and be delivered by GOTAFE.
This is a continuing investigation that is being
undertaken as we speak on these issues, and I am
awaiting its outcome. I have asked for this investigation
to be finalised as soon as possible.
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formal reprimand pertaining to training package
compliance, enrolment in courses appropriate for the
learner cohort and interstate enrolments. Minister, how
many students, both current and past, have been caught
up in this rorting scandal?
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills) —
That is the subject of the investigation too, Ms Lovell.
There are a number of issues that have been raised, and
as I said, I am awaiting the outcome of those
investigations.
Supplementary question
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — Minister, what
is the value of the student training subsidies that have
been identified so far in this rorting scandal?
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills) —
Again, this is a matter that is being investigated at the
moment, and I have not been provided with that level of
detail at this point in time.
Ms Lovell — On a point of order, President,
regarding the minister’s answer, there are a number of
leaked emails et cetera that have been reported and that
are finding their way around the community. I caution
the minister that if any of these actually contain a dollar
figure her answer may be misleading Parliament. I give
her the opportunity to say what the figure that has been
identified so far is.
The PRESIDENT — That is not a point of order.

Supplementary question

Kindergarten fees

Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — Thank
you, Minister, for covering the subject but not actually
answering my question. I will ask a supplementary
question if I can. Minister, can you guarantee today that
delivery of GOTAFE’s training packages is compliant
across all other courses?

Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Families and Children.
Minister, under your watch kindergarten fees have risen
in some local regional and rural areas by over 30 per
cent since the election of the Andrews Labor
government. Kindergarten managers are informing
parents that the Andrews Labor government is telling
them that they need to raise their early education fees a
further 5 per cent in the coming year. With Victorian
families already being hit hard by cost-of-living
pressures and rising power bills due to Labor, I ask:
have you or your department directed any kindergarten
managers to increase their fees beyond CPI in 2018?

Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills) —
That is the subject of the current investigation. That is
part of the investigation that is taking place; it is not just
in terms of what has come to light as a result of the
department seeing a spike in enrolments in particular
courses. We are looking at the overall operation of
GOTAFE.

GOTAFE
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is also for the Minister for Training and Skills. In an
email to staff Margie Fixter, a senior manager at
GOTAFE, said the organisation had been issued a

Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — The answer is no. The shadow minister,
after nearly three years in the role, does not understand
that early childhood services are not run by my
department. In fact they are in large part either
not-for-profit community-based early years services or
in some cases not-for-profit or for-profit long day care
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services that also offer kindergarten programs. The
member opposite has no idea when she comes here and
asks questions about kindergarten fees. Kindergarten
fees are set individually by each particular kindergarten.
Some are set by their cluster managers and some are
run by volunteer-based parent kindergarten committees.

becoming increasingly difficult. Minister, what
assurances will you provide that all Victorian children
will be able to participate and all Victorian families will
be able to afford vital four-year-old kindergarten
programs, especially with the rising cost of living and
increased kindergarten fees under Labor?

So I remind the member opposite, who comes in here
and peddles mistruths day after day, that we have in
fact provided a record amount of funding to our
kindergarten services as part of our Education State
Early Childhood Reform Plan that I released with the
budget this year. We released $202 million of new
funding for our early years services, including more
than $100 million of new funding for our kindergartens.

Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — The irony of this member asking these
questions around these issues! The member does not
understand that those who have a healthcare card are
entitled to free four-year-old kindergarten in Victoria
and they can access free kindergarten services across
Victoria. If they choose to enrol their children in a long
day care service that offers a kindergarten program,
there may be additional costs because there is a long
day care program in there that is federally funded. We
continue to advocate to the commonwealth for
affordable and accessible child care for Victoria. But
the member opposite does not understand that we have
brought in record funding for our kindergartens in
Victoria, for both regional kindergartens and
kindergartens right across the state, and we are
delivering on groundbreaking reforms.

We as a government are proud to be leading the nation
in introducing Australia-first reforms in early childhood
education, including the introduction of school
readiness funding that will see kindergarten funding
across Victoria increased by more than 10 per cent. On
a needs basis they are going to be able to obtain funding
to pay for things like speech therapists, child
psychologists and additional early childhood experts to
come in and provide support to children undertaking
kindergarten programs.

School cleaning contracts

We have also provided more funding to our regional
kindergartens. The member referred to regional
kindergartens. I can advise the member that under her
government we did have kindergartens that were
struggling and that had to fundraise to pay for their
kindergarten teacher’s salary. We introduced funding
through our previous budgets that effectively pays for
the kindergarten teacher. They are guaranteed a base
rate of funding of up to 18 enrolments, regardless of
whether they have got two or three children enrolled in
that kindergarten. As a result of that additional funding
we have seen kindergartens actually reopen in Victoria
in rural communities.

Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade. Minister, Fazzino Cleaning
Services is a small family business that provides
cleaning services to 17 primary schools. Likewise
George Stamatakos of Alpine Chemicals and Cleaning
Supplies in Preston has serviced local schools in and
around the northern suburbs of Melbourne for decades,
building a strong rapport with them. Cleaners do so
much more than just cleaning — they put out the school
flags, they fix shelves, they respond to after-hours
alarms and they do a whole lot of things. They buy
assets like polishers to run their businesses.

The member opposite may not understand the early
childhood portfolio, but we have put in record funding
and groundbreaking reforms in the early years
childhood space to provide more support to Victorian
children and parents. We are getting on with providing
more funding to our kindergartens in Victoria whilst the
member opposite does not even understand who sets
the fees.

As the minister for small business, can you explain to
Mr Fazzino, Mr Stamatakos and all the small cleaning
business owners you claim to represent what you will
do for them as they now face the removal of all their
income due to the Andrews Labor government
cancelling Victoria’s small business school contracts
that they hold till 2020?

Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — The cost
of kindergarten for many Victorian parents, who may
be above the threshold to be eligible for a healthcare
card but who are still battling with disadvantage, is

Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question. I am happy to take the question on notice and
ask Minister Merlino.
Honourable members interjecting.
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Mr DALIDAKIS — Well, Minister Merlino is
responsible for the contracts that the member is
discussing. The contracts fall under the Minister for
Education’s portfolio, and I am happy to refer the
matter to him for an answer.
Supplementary question
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) —
Minister, this decision to smash small business school
cleaning contracts is another example of a union clearly
flexing its muscles to dictate policy decisions to the
Andrews Labor government. Why have you, as the
minister for small business — the minister at the
cabinet table who is supposed to represent each and
every one of these businesses — washed your hands of
your responsibility and been happy to see these small
businesses go down just to appease your Labor union
mates?
Mr DALIDAKIS (Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade) — I thank the member for his
question. The fact of the matter is that the member still
fails to understand the delineation of portfolio
responsibilities. The fact remains that the awarding of
contracts or otherwise for the Department of Education
and Training is looked after by the minister responsible,
being Minister Merlino in the other place. Let me say
that in relation to the reforms that Mr Merlino is
pursuing they are as a result of people having been
taken advantage of. These are the very people that we
had a question about moments ago asked by a previous
shadow minister, who asked about the working class.
Now they wash their hands of the working class. So on
the one hand, in one question, it is okay for those over
there to pretend that they care. They pretend that they
care about the working class, but when the government
pursues a policy of another minister to try and protect
people from being taken advantage of by these types of
companies then we all of a sudden have crocodile tears.

Written responses
The PRESIDENT — That completes questions. In
respect of today’s questions I would request a written
response from Mr Jennings, which in fact he has
volunteered to do at any rate, in respect of the
substantive question posed by Mr Young, and that is
two days; Ms Hartland’s substantive question to
Mr Jennings, again involving a minister in another
place, and that is two days; in regard to
Ms Wooldridge’s question to Mr Jennings, the
supplementary question, that is the minister’s own
responsibility, so that is just one day; and Ms Lovell’s
question to Ms Tierney, the supplementary question,
one day.
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In relation to Mr Ondarchie’s question, both the
substantive and supplementary questions, I am allowing
two days to allow the minister to actually have a
discussion with Mr Merlino in the sense that he might
be able to provide some information that is useful to the
house and worthwhile for the house; however, I do note
that the question was about what the minister in this
chamber was going to do to represent small business
rather than seeking information on the contract
decisions of the Minister for Education. In considering
a written response I am certainly happy for the minister
to perhaps have a conversation or receive further
information from the Minister for Education in the
other place, but I would ask him also to reflect on the
question itself, which was about what he might do in
terms of representation to that minister or indeed others
in respect of small business matters; that is two days on
that basis.
Ms Bath — On a point of order, President, I ask the
house to take note of the Minister for Agriculture’s
response to my question of 8 September where she
responded in writing and said in relation to the
Hazelwood Pondage and the barramundi that an
external contractor was paid over $57 000 for removal
of the fish, transportation of the fish and holding of the
fish in a frozen state. I ask that the house take note of
that response.
Ms Wooldridge — On the point of order, President,
yesterday Mr Davis tried to take note of a minister’s
answer when there was a written response requested.
Your commentary at the time was that it was perhaps
too far in advance of seeing a written response to be
able to take note of it. Ms Bath is now seeking to take
note of a written response, given that we had a
humorous response at the time but not a response to the
specific question. So we are seeking to be able to take
note of that answer now that we have a written
response.
The PRESIDENT — Order! On the basis that this
is the first opportunity on which the member and
therefore the house has had an opportunity to view a
response to that question, I believe it is in order for the
member to move a take-note motion.
Ordered that written response relating to
Hazelwood Pondage be considered next day on
motion of Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria).
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PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
The Clerk — I have received the following letter
from the Attorney-General in relation to Pride Centre
documents:
I refer to the Legislative Council’s resolution of 6 September
2017, seeking the production of the following:
a copy of the full business case prepared for the Pride
Centre; and
copies of all agendas and minutes of meetings for any
advisory committees, the minister, departmental officials
or the Victorian commissioner for gender and sexuality
that considered, examined or discussed the Pride Centre
and any consultancies, advices or studies that were
obtained for, or formed part of, any decision-making or
discussion concerning the Pride Centre.
The Legislative Council’s date for production of the
documents by 12 noon on 21 September 2017 does not allow
sufficient time for the government to respond to the Council’s
resolution. The government is in the process of collating and
considering the relevant documents for the purpose of
responding to the order. The government will endeavour to
provide a final response to the order as soon as possible.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Metropolitan Region
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Education. My
constituent, a primary school teacher from Melbourne’s
inner north, has contacted me to follow up on an issue
raised in an Age article back in May 2016 titled ‘White
flight: race segregation in Melbourne state schools’.
That article reported on unofficial racial segregation
that was occurring in schools proximate to the
commission flats. My constituent pointed to a 2015
report by the Stanford Center for Education Policy
Analysis which confirmed that racial segregation in
schools and its relationship with poverty was the most
significant cause of education achievement gaps. He
said nothing has changed since the Age report and
asked, ‘What is the government doing to curb racial
segregation in our state schools?’.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. It relates to traffic modelling for option A,
one of four proposals being considered by the North
East Link Authority as a possible ring-road to ease the
congestion in Melbourne’s north-east. Option A
proposes to follow the Greensborough bypass
southwards to connect with the Eastern Freeway near
Bulleen Road. My question is: can the minister please
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outline what proportion of vehicles travelling south
would turn left when they reach Bulleen Road at the
Eastern Freeway intersection towards Ringwood and
what proportion of vehicles are expected to turn right to
head towards the city as a result of the modelling that
has been undertaken by the North East Link Authority?
This option is expected to carry 100 000 to
120 000 vehicles a day 10 years after opening. We are
seeking to get a sense of what proportion of cars will be
turning right versus left when they reach the Bulleen
Road intersection.

Northern Victoria Region
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) — My constituency
question is for the Minister for Energy, Environment
and Climate Change in the other place. In February the
minister called for expressions of interest to build
Australia’s first grid-scale battery storage facility in the
north-west or south-west of Victoria. Energy storage of
course plays a vital role in better integrating renewable
energy generation. It ensures reliability of supply and
keeps power prices in check, especially during peak
demand periods. This initiative follows a recent Labor
government announcement of $25 million for
large-scale battery storage which will enhance the
performance and security of the grid. It is a huge win
for Victorian jobs and energy consumers. Can the
minister update the house and me on this
announcement and tell us how it will contribute to
ensuring the people in my electorate of Northern
Victoria Region have secure and reliable energy
moving forward?

Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation. It is
well known that residents from the George Hotel in
Fitzroy Street, St Kilda, have safety and amenity issues
because outsiders apparently have easy access to
common areas in the residential parts of the building.
Residents also believe that there are repeated breaches
of the downstairs venues licences from the Victorian
Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation.
They are assured that there are investigations, but
nothing ever appears to happen as a consequence of
these, if they are occurring. I ask the minister for a full
explanation of investigations by the commission at the
George over the last three years, including how many
investigations have been undertaken and what the
outcomes of these were, as well as any findings of
licence breaches and the consequences of these.
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Southern Metropolitan Region

Eastern Metropolitan Region

Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing. On 8 March I asked the minister
what he was doing to ensure that the 80 former
residents of the Gatwick Hotel had been provided with
fit-for-purpose housing. On 2 May he responded that
the government had commissioned St Kilda
Community Housing to help current residents move to
safe and stable housing over the coming months. My
question for the minister is: has everyone who was a
former resident of the Gatwick Hotel been housed, and
are there processes in place to ensure that they continue
in housing and do not become homeless?

Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is on behalf of a constituent in
Nunawading and is directed to the Minister for Public
Transport. The question pertains to a new shared path
between Blackburn and Nunawading stations, which
are part of the level crossing removal project. The
minister previously advised that the new path was
expected to require the removal of residential fences
along parts of Laughlin Avenue. However, during
construction it was found that the path could be built
without having to remove fences. The minister also
admitted that in some cases the height difference
between the path and neighbouring properties has
affected the privacy of some residents. Considering the
changing design of the path and the unfulfilled
promises of the Level Crossing Removal Authority,
could the minister simply commit to the full funding of
a new boundary fence 2.1 metres in height and made of
lattice or louvre panels for the Nunawading end of the
shared pathway to ensure privacy for residents and in
particular to ensure that my 97-year-old constituent is
not further burdened with anxiety around this issue?

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — My constituency
question is for the Minister for Agriculture. As a result
of a reduction in timber supply to 80 000 cubic metres,
staff redundancies are occurring at the Heyfield green
mill. Some of my constituents have raised concerns in
relation to the current redundancy packages on offer,
which are not as initially promised and contain far less
financial compensation than initially negotiated. The
Andrews Labor government, as a major shareholder of
the mill, is a key stakeholder in these negotiations.
Employees maintain that the government and the
CFMEU should be working to achieve the best
outcomes for workers who will lose their jobs due to
the loss of timber. My question to the minister is: will
the minister ensure that the CFMEU and the state
government, as the new owner of the mill, ensure that
the timber mill workers receive all redundancy
outcomes as initially promised?

Western Victoria Region
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is directed to the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety; however, it does involve the
Minister for Public Transport as well, I suppose. It is in
relation to the condition of the road between Ballarat
and Hamilton. I have had in the past couple of weeks
multiple constituents contact me with regard to the bus
journey between Ballarat and Hamilton, but more
specifically regarding the condition of the road. These
constituents have been full of praise for V/Line staff
and the coach drivers more generally but are very
concerned about the condition of the road and how
uncomfortable the trip is. The question I ask is: can the
minister detail what is being done to fix the condition of
the road between Ballarat and Hamilton?

Southern Metropolitan Region
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the attention of the Minister for Public
Transport and concerns VicTrack land in Windsor and
in particular the VicTrack land that abuts 20 Chapel
Street, Windsor. An application has been made, as I
understand it, to VicTrack for access to the rail corridor
and in particular air rights over that particular section. I
also understand that discussions have occurred with the
City of Stonnington. What is required here is for the
community to know what concession is being offered
in this case and what air rights at what cost and at what
impact to the community this is occurring. My question
to the Minister for Public Transport is: will she release
the arrangements under which these air rights are being
given as a concession to a development group for a
20-storey tower over the rail corridor near Chapel
Street, Windsor?

Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My question
is for the Minister for Education. Mansfield Secondary
College, like many regional schools, suffers from
ageing facilities. Thankfully the 2016 budget saw
$3.4 million granted to the school for a badly needed
upgrade. While the money was welcomed, more
funding is needed to complete the upgrade to satisfy the
educational needs of Mansfield students now and into
the future. The school community requires an
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additional $4 million to $5 million in next May’s state
budget to fully address the school’s glaring needs.
A master plan for the additional funds has been
developed to complete the upgrade of ailing
classrooms, construct an indoor gymnasium and expand
the technology and art spaces of the school. The
additional money will ensure the full upgrade occurs in
one time frame rather than as a staged project. The
member for Eildon, Cindy McLeish, has advocated for
this additional funding, as she knows it will provide
Mansfield Secondary College with the opportunity to
produce even better educational outcomes. Will the
minister provide a commitment for the 2018–19 state
budget to fund an additional $4 million to $5 million in
order to complete the upgrade of Mansfield Secondary
College?

Western Metropolitan Region
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety. The mystery surrounding the
government’s West Gate tunnel project grows deeper
by the day. The proposal by the then opposition leader,
now the Premier, was described before the last election
as ‘shovel-ready’. The West Gate distributor became
the western distributor and is now the West Gate
tunnel. We should not be surprised if another name
change were on the cards. The secrecy surrounding the
involvement of Transurban continues, even though the
company would appear to be the sole beneficiary of the
project. So-called consultation with local residents has
been cursory at best, and they are as much in the dark
as anyone else. Will the minister come clean on what
the government has already committed to with the West
Gate tunnel and what it has in store for locals and
motorists alike?

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
Reference
Debate resumed.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — It is nice to return
to the subject matter we were on immediately prior to
the commencement of question time and to the most
recent reference to what I suspect is or will back in as
being the coalition’s energy policy in the lead-up to the
next election, that being the three-word slogan ‘Yeah,
but nah’. To this end I look forward to seeing that come
to fruition.
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What I would like to do, though, in continuing to speak
to this very important motion on energy pricing and
related matters, is go to the prices that have been the
subject of various contributions within this place in the
course of today’s debate, not least of which was the
starting point of the mover of the motion, who was
followed in the debate by Mr Barber in relation to the
way in which prices have changed and evolved over
time. In this sense I note that it is important to get some
facts on the table in relation to energy pricing, because
we do, against the backdrop of extensive
scaremongering and misinformation, have a vacuum
around the causes and effects of changes to energy
pricing and supply. In terms of the drivers of energy
prices, we need to break these down into three
particular areas. I will go to these areas now, because
they are of direct relevance to the issues which are
being proposed to be ventilated in the course of yet
another inquiry.
Energy prices relate in the first instance to gas. We
know this because we have seen extensive investigation
and analysis of the availability of natural gas to
consumers — domestic and residential on the one hand
and commercial and industrial on the other — that has
given rise to various concerns about whether that will
impact upon policy settings at a local level such that the
moratorium on onshore unconventional gas will be
lifted and whether in fact the current Leader of the
Opposition, perhaps under the dictates of those from
Canberra, including Mr Joyce, who is ideologically and
intractably opposed to any subsidy on renewables and
who will wind this back, might lead the way to the
dismantling of the legislative ban on onshore
unconventional gas. That is the fracking ban, which has
at last provided certainty and a sense of peace to many
people on the land throughout the Gippsland and
Otway basins in particular, who have been fighting for
many years for this issue to be resolved.
In essence we see too much gas being exported. We see
over three times more gas than what is used locally
being exported, and the way in which this can be
purchased for lower prices internationally than it can be
procured here speaks to a significant disjunct in the way
in which the market is being regulated. So the
extraordinary lack of investment and policy certainty at
a federal level has resulted in prices being pushed up.
The other part of this is that where we have these
massive deals that mean that you can get Australian gas
more cheaply on the Japanese market than you can get
it here, there is understandably an enormous level of
frustration. There is an enormous level of frustration
because, again, we see a policy vacuum. We see a black
hole from successive coalition governments at a state
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and federal level around addressing the issue of supply
and around addressing pricing in any meaningful way.
When Daniel Andrews, our Premier, took a plan to the
Council of Australian Governments to in fact address
this with a cap on exports and a tradeable permit
system, it was rejected out of hand by Prime
Minister Turnbull and by others who sit around his
cabinet table. They are, quite simply, not remotely
interested in doing anything at a policy level or in doing
anything at a regulatory level in Canberra other than to
create an opportunity for the resource to be exploited
more readily and for external pricing mechanisms to
continue to increase. To that end they are happy to sell
residents, consumers and businesses, which those
opposite say that they champion, up the river. It is in
fact the Australian consumer and the Australian market
that suffer because of a combination of what I see as the
ineptitude and the ignorance of those who are quite
happy to sit in Canberra and wilfully turn a blind eye to
the importance of implementing change now to shore
up supply and provide certainty and consistency.
To that end, when we have a huge call from those
opposite as to the fault of the Andrews Labor
government for changes to energy prices, they are
unable to take the log out of their own eye or in fact to
do any work to provide greater certainty through
lobbying their own federal coalition counterparts to
improve the situation. These are the drivers that will in
fact mean that where work is done proactively to create
greater market certainty for our domestic components
and consumers within the grid, this will drive prices
down. It is economics 101, and unfortunately those
opposite do not in fact see that these are the impacts of
the policy settings that are being discussed. No doubt,
to go back to the point with which I started my
contribution, this will form part of any coalition report
that is generated as a consequence of yet another
inquiry in the terms being proposed by the mover of the
motion.
While Mr Turnbull and others in Canberra go around
verballing the CEO of AGL about Liddell and go
around talking about how coal-fired power will
continue to operate and continue to be viable long after
the estimates that the company and the owner
themselves have put on the life of the plant, on safety
and on volume and on the capacity to meet demand in
the market, and while those in Canberra continue to
provide that misinformation and continue to go to war
with corporations that are making their own decisions
about pulling away from coal-fired power, about
diversifying their technology and about investing in a
mix of energy resources to meet supply demands into
the future, we are in fact working with that same
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company, with AGL, on a game-changing proposal for
a gas import terminal at Crib Point in Western Port
Bay.
This is a coup for Victoria — not that you would hear
anyone opposite recognise that as an important
achievement for us in the gas pricing and supply
environment. It has the potential to change to an
enormous extent the future of gas prices and to ensure
that we have an additional reliable supply of gas that
will withstand any attempts at vandalism, whether
through omission or through active vandalism, by those
who sit on coalition benches, whether here in
opposition or in Canberra. It will in fact mean that we
will continue to reform the national gas market from
within Victoria to ensure greater transparency and to
ensure that we are meeting the needs of consumers into
the future.
Let us be really, really clear: the Andrews Labor
government will not allow fracking in Victoria. We said
it when we announced a response to the inquiry
undertaken by the Environment and Planning
Committee, the very committee to which the mover of
the motion seeks to refer this further inquiry into energy
prices. We said it when we proposed and put the
legislation that banned fracking in this state — a world
first in terms of onshore unconventional gas exploration
and extraction and a world first in the context of the
discussion around further work and resourcing to
investigate and to make absolutely clear that onshore
conventional gas markets will be the subject of further
research and further hydrogeological understanding of
the resource that is there in order to put to rest
conclusively the argy-bargy that goes on around the
extent to which there are commercially viable quantities
of conventional gas in Victoria, because effort, energy
and resourcing is required to do these things properly,
and that is what we are doing.
We are not just making it up as we go along. The
energy policy of the Andrews Labor government is not
like what I suspect it will be for those opposite — the
‘Yeah, but nah’ three-word slogan. What we are doing
is making sure that we provide certainty to our
agricultural communities and to our regional
landowners and making sure that we protect the
resource that is available above the ground for those
communities who contribute enormously to the
commodities that are provided to our local and
international markets. We will make sure that people
are under no illusion — states that allow fracking have
higher gas prices than Victoria anyway. It does not
work, and it will never happen here under Labor’s
watch. The same cannot be said for those opposite, and
to that end it will be an extraordinary test of the
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coalition’s preparedness to tell the truth and to be
candid with Victorians when we head toward
November 2018 as to whether it is in fact a possibility,
a probability or already planned that the coalition will
lift the ban on fracking and wind back the legislation.
Sitting suspended 1.01 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Ms SHING — Before the suspension for lunch I
had been talking to the gas price issue and to the
availability of gas that will be realised following the
Crib Point AGL investment. I would also like to talk
about energy prices and the impact occasioned on
energy prices by retailers. You will note that the second
factor driving up energy prices is the behaviour of
electricity and gas retailers, something which again
those opposite and again those in Canberra refuse to
acknowledge because it is not consistent with the
coalition’s all-but-confirmed ‘Yeah, but nah’ policy on
energy that they will take to the next election.
Our government has in fact been very concerned about
energy retailers and pricing for some time, and there
was, as I referred to earlier in my contribution, a
bipartisan review undertaken to investigate this. Rather
than just going by the scuttlebutt, the anecdotal
evidence, the Facebook posts or the keyboard warriors
talking about their perceptions of the issue, we looked
at hundreds and hundreds of Victorian bills. The thing
that was discovered in the course of the analysis of
these bills was that amongst other things households
and businesses are paying up to 21 per cent more than
the best offer on the market and that these costs are
largely being added on by retailers using the same
resource that is available to everyone under the grid but
pumping it up as part of what they provide to
consumers.
This effectively means that the market is not working to
deliver the efficiencies that it needs to and that people
deserve, and that, concerningly, those opposite do not
really care. They do not care about this because to call
industry out on failing to deliver actually means that
they would have to hold to account some of their
nearest and dearest stakeholders.
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! Thank you, members. I am having difficulty
hearing Ms Shing’s contribution. If we could keep the
noise down to a dull roar, that would be fabulous.
Ms SHING — You would be the first one to say in
fact that you are having trouble hearing me, I think,
ever in the history of any contribution I have made in
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this place or anywhere else, Acting President, but to
that end I am grateful for the call.
In this setting I note that those opposite will go on and
on and on about increases to the cost of living. They
will go on and on and on about the hardships faced by
people in making ends meet, whilst at the other end of
the debate they are more than happy to argue hand over
fist for negative wages growth, hand over fist for
industry and hand over fist for subsidies and
exemptions for large corporations whilst doing
absolutely nothing. Again it is a policy black hole, and
again it is another tired, sad excuse to roll out a
three-word slogan or two or 10, to post all sorts of
misinformation and to use various calls to scaremonger
and to present inaccurate detail.
I will note for the record that in fact the
contemptometer should reflect that communities are
sick of this. They are sick of the misinformation. They
are sick of the politicisation. They want action that
makes a meaningful difference in what they are paying,
in the information available to them, in security of
resources and in reliability of supply. And that is in fact
exactly what is being delivered. What we are doing is
acting in the face of a hostile federal coalition
government and in the face of hostile inaction from
Canberra, whereby people are unable or unwilling to
unpick themselves from the ideological obsession with
coal at the expense of any sensible debate, contribution
or policy development across a mix of energy sources
and resources. In Victoria, however, we are growing a
flourishing renewable sector thanks to the work that we
are undertaking across the whole of government. We
are delivering up to 650 megawatts capacity, which will
drive up to $1.3 billion of additional renewable energy
investment.
Those opposite like to selectively quote people from the
government, they like to verbal people and they like to
make things up on the hop. I would hope that amongst
their efforts to do this — and to scaremonger and to
create misinformation in the name of the three-word
slogan that they will probably run to the next
election — they do not forget that $1.3 billion of
additional renewable energy will create around
1250 additional two-year construction jobs and
90 ongoing jobs in regional Victoria.
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms SHING — I note the interjection from Mr Davis
opposite. He said, ‘Let’s call her Hazelwood Harriet’.
Now, it is interesting. I note that there is a
parliamentary ruling in relation to not using members’
first names, but in this instance I would like to overlook
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that in favour of talking about Hazelwood and the work
that has been undertaken to date. Unlike those
opposite — none of whom live or work anywhere near
the Latrobe Valley, none of whom give a tinker’s cuss
for the people who rely upon government to do the
right thing and none of whom are responsible in any
way, shape or form for delivering any sort of
substantive investment in long-term intergenerational
growth and improvement — in fact Hazelwood Harriet
has been more than happy to talk with communities
about the frustration, the anxiety, the distress and the
upset occasioned through successive governments
failing to do anything about the Latrobe Valley’s
prospects into the future. Do you know what? Malcolm
Turnbull himself has been more than happy to say —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! Mr Finn! Mr Ramsay! Thank you, members.
We all know interjections are unruly.
Ms SHING — Malcolm Turnbull himself is on the
record as saying:
AGL and Engie and Hazelwood have had changes occur as a
consequence of commercial decisions. This did not occur —

newsflash to those opposite —
as a consequence of anything done by the state Labor
government.

So that would put the current Prime Minister —
Honourable members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Order! Thank you, members. It is quite difficult to hear
what Ms Shing is saying. I would like to be able to hear
what Ms Shing is saying, so I would like members to
please refrain from interjections, and I would ask
Ms Shing to refrain from inciting those opposite.
Ms SHING — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am not inciting anything. I am making a
contribution, so I would seek some guidance from you
in relation to that remark.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Thanks for your point of order, Ms Shing. I was just
referring to your taking up interjections from those
opposite and continuing on with those in debate.
Ms Shing, I would ask you to refer back to the motion.
Ms SHING — Thanks very much for that
clarification that it was not my remarks but rather the
fact that the constant barrage from those aggrieved
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opposite is something that should remain exactly where
it lies, in the sawdust of this particular debate that those
opposite are seeking to make into some form of policy.
Do you know what? Good luck. Congratulations.
Mr Ramsay — On a point of order, Acting
President, I note Ms Shing has 5 minutes and 4 seconds
to go. My point of order is based on relevance. I could
see no relevance in the last piece of her contribution to
the motion at hand moved by Mrs Peulich. I ask you,
Acting President, if you could bring her back to the
motion at hand. And I will have five or six more points
of order possibly in the next 4 minutes, as she exercised
in my last contribution on the firefighter bill.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Morris) —
Thank you, Mr Ramsay. I do note that this has been a
wideranging debate, but in light of that I would ask
Ms Shing to concentrate on the motion and not take up
those interjections from those opposite.
Ms SHING — I will refrain from taking up any
interjections in the remaining time that I have available
to me. I would like to quote the Prime Minister,
Mr Turnbull, on 3AW on 24 March 2017, who for once
gave an honest answer on this issue when he said:
… the closure of Hazelwood is a decision of the owner,
Engie. It’s a commercial decision that they have taken.
…
… the responsibility here is fundamentally that of the owners,
Engie, and of course they have made a decision about this
plant, which is the oldest coal-fired power station in Australia
and has been slated to close for a very long time.
The cost of keeping it running runs into hundreds of millions
and the cost of rehabilitation, which obviously a new owner
would have to take over, is approaching a billion dollars.

Mr Turnbull then went on to say:
… the Victorian government I know has had extensive
discussions with Engie over some time, and they have shown
a complete determination to close the plant.

So in fact Engie made the decision to close Hazelwood.
What we did in response, in a way that everybody
opposite and everybody in Canberra said we could not
and said we would not, was negotiate a worker
transition scheme, the first of its kind in Australia,
between contractors, between the distributors, between
the operators and between the unions — oh, the deadly
word there; call out ‘Bingo’ somebody — to make sure
that people would have options and opportunities to
grow in their employment. We have put $266 million, a
record investment, into transition for the Latrobe
Valley. We are diversifying the economy. We are
making sure, as part of a succession of record budgets
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and initiatives and investments in this part of the world,
that we do far more than the empty rhetoric, the side
remarks, the three-word slogans and the catchcries of
those opposite that mean absolutely nothing in making
sure that people who live in my region — people who
live and work and make a contribution in Gippsland —
have the opportunities that they were denied when the
last government was in power and that they were
denied when the mine was on fire, when the coalition
was missing in action and when they repeatedly failed
to get investment from successive budgets under the
coalition.
They were dudded by the former government. They are
being dudded by a policy vacuum from those opposite
now. They are being dudded and sold up the river in
exchange for safe coalition aspirations, in exchange for
sandbagging in New South Wales and in Queensland,
in exchange for a paltry contribution that we have
fought tooth and nail with Canberra to provide certainty
and security on. It is an absolute disgrace and it beggars
belief that those opposite would seek to have yet
another politicised process that will result in sound and
fury that signifies, to quote Shakespeare, absolutely
nothing.
What we will see ultimately is nothing that improves
the lives, the prospects or the opportunities of those
who deserve better. What we will see is nothing that
substantively results in a lower cost of running a home
or a lower cost of running a business.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms SHING — Those opposite can yell, scream and
bellow all they want, and they can get hot under the
collar all they want, but unfortunately the energy that
they create and produce there is not in and of itself
renewable. It is not in and of itself able to be harnessed,
and if it were they would be making a contribution to
this grid that far outweighed any substantive offering
that they have ever had to put on the table, not just now
but when they were in government. When they had an
opportunity to do something, they did absolutely
nothing. We have people in the Latrobe Valley who
were not given anything other than a mop and a bucket
and a pair of gloves and told to clean up the ash in their
houses and who had no idea about evacuation
measures. Pregnant women, elderly people and children
had no access to health care and no access to
information or assistance around the time that Morwell
was covered in smoke, and it was a disgrace.
Debate adjourned on motion of Mr RAMSAY
(Western Victoria).
Debate adjourned until later this day.
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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Standing orders
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That in relation to the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Amendment (Pilot Medically Supervised
Injecting Centre) Bill 2017, standing orders be suspended to
the extent necessary to allow for further debate on the
question ‘That the bill be now read a second time’ to which
members are limited to 15 minutes each.

Motion agreed to.

DRUGS, POISONS AND CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES AMENDMENT (PILOT
MEDICALLY SUPERVISED INJECTING
CENTRE) BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 22 February; motion of
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan).
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria) — It is a pleasure
to rise to make a contribution on the private members
bill before the house at this time. Of course every life
lost to overdose is an immensely sad tragedy. Drug and
alcohol problems, including those that result in
overdose, are extremely complex. They affect not just
individuals but their families, their friends and their
communities. Before us is a private members bill that
proposes to amend the Drugs, Poisons and Controlled
Substances Act 1981 to provide for the licensing and
operation of a medically supervised injecting centre for
a trial period of 18 months in the suburb of North
Richmond.
It was certainly a very worthwhile experience being
involved in the inquiry into the private members bill.
We heard from residents, traders, community health
experts and police, and we visited the Sydney injecting
centre in Kings Cross. We also heard compelling
evidence from the Coroners Court, which has now
examined three deaths that have led to the
recommendation that a safe injecting facility be
established. Our committee made 11 findings in
relation to this matter, and I think finding 6 is quite a
good place to start in relation to my contribution today.
We found that drug use in North Richmond has reached
crisis level. It is a major concern for residents, business
owners and emergency services. This crisis was
certainly evident in North Richmond. Some members
of the committee carried out a site visit of the
surrounding streets of the intersection of Victoria and
Lennox streets. We saw parks, alleyways, the
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neighbouring streets, schools — just normal streets on
the surface. We were accompanied by Mr Greg
Denham, the executive director of Yarra Drug and
Health Forum, and Judy Ryan, a resident who lives in
the area, and she is part of a group called the Residents
for Victoria Street Drug Solutions. They were very
familiar with locations known for heroin use. However,
it was evident to any passer-by that this was a centre of
drug activity. There were people clearly affected by
drugs, there were open drug deals occurring and
probably the most obvious evidence of all was the
discarded syringes or parts of syringes littering the
streets. I clearly remember the little orange safety tips
that come off the syringes that were scattered in the
gutters of the surrounding streets.
The radiating impact of drug taking was just so evident.
Of course it is really easy to empathise with the hurt
and pain suffered by those with a drug dependency and
their families and even the strain on our health services
and emergency services, but it is not until you look
closely at the community of North Richmond that you
realise that the impact is on so much more than those
who are directly affected by drug taking. The
community have to look at their feet when they exit
their home to ensure they do not stand on a discarded
needle. They are constantly worried that they will have
to call an ambulance or even resuscitate a person who
may have chosen their driveway or their front yard as a
semi-safe place to inject. We saw evidence of residents
having to disable their front water taps because to
enable heroin to be injected it has to be dissolved in
water, so in terms of access to water in the community
people were taking it into their own hands to try to
prevent drug users from jumping the fences to access
their taps.
We were talking to many residents. We are talking
about really regular families going about their everyday
business — off to school, off to work, just out for an
outing — and these people are living every day having
to worry about what they may confront on their front
doorstep. Our report has acknowledged the hardships
and dangers faced by local residents as a result of the
drug activity. State Coroner Sara Hinchey classified
these concerns as ‘a health-related issue for those who
are exposed to the debris associated with injecting drug
use’. We did have a close look at lots of the coroner’s
submissions and data, and coronial data has shown that
overdose deaths have increased over recent years, with
477 overdose deaths in Victoria in 2016, which was up
from 379 in 2009. Judge Sara Hinchey told our
committee that the figures for heroin overdose deaths in
particular had actually remained relatively stable since
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2009 until it peaked with increases between 2014 to
2016. She told us that:
Heroin re-emerged as a central focus in the Victorian
Coroners Court in 2016 when evidence mounted of an
unusual increase in heroin-related harm. Data from the court’s
overdose deaths register showed that 172 overdose deaths
occurred in 2015 involving heroin, which was an increase of
26 per cent compared to the 136 deaths which had occurred in
2014. As well, the court received calls from concerned
members of the alcohol and drug treatment sector who had
noted elevated levels of heroin use and related harm,
particularly in public places in the North Richmond area.

It was certainly a frank and compelling discussion that
we had at North Richmond Community Health. There
were a number of local agencies and service providers,
including North Richmond Community Health, the
Yarra Drug and Health Forum, the Victorian Alcohol
and Drug Association, Victoria Street Drug Solutions,
the City of Yarra, the Youth Support and Advocacy
Service, St Vincent’s Hospital, the Fitzroy Legal
Service, the Neighbourhood Justice Centre and
Cohealth Limited. They explained their services, their
struggles and their daily interactions helping people
with drugs and other health-related problems in the
area.
We were shown a needle dispensing service. They
reported that an average 150 clients per day access this
service. That is a staggering 60 000 to 70 000 syringes
that are distributed to people in the area each month.
The policy rationale for needle and syringe programs is
clear. They are given to users to ensure that they are
using clean equipment and not sharing needles with
other users, so this of course reduces the transmission
of bloodborne diseases, such as HIV and hepatitis. The
Victorian government certainly supports programs like
this. Harm minimisation approaches are certainly
something that should be encouraged and promoted.
Of course we consider that this is first and foremost a
health issue. We are funding programs that reduce the
risk of bloodborne viruses. We invested more than
$19 million into the needle and syringe program in the
2017–18 budget. There are other harm reduction
activities funded by the government, including outreach
workers and other staff, overdose education and a range
of locally tailored responses to drug use.
We continue to explore new responses that can further
reduce drug-related harm. For example, in February this
year we announced a $1.3 million package of new harm
reduction measures to reduce drug-related harm and
fatal overdoses across Victoria, including the overdose
awareness campaign, six new peer-led networks to
support those at risk of overdosing and initiatives to
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expand access to the life-saving drug naloxone. Of
course these are very worthwhile programs.
As I said, not only are needle exchange programs
supported by this government but they are widely
accepted across much of the world as an appropriate
health measure. However, for many, providing syringes
to people with the full knowledge that they will be used
to inject potentially dangerous substances creates the
logical policy extension that if you provide a safe
instrument why would you not follow that with
providing a safe venue? The evidence before the
committee was overwhelmingly in favour of
introducing a safe injecting facility in North Richmond.
During our extensive consultation we received about
50 submissions and also held public hearings. This is
also an issue that is alive and well in the community.
I want to put on the record all of the people, and in
particular agencies, who have come out publicly in
support of a trial of a medically supervised safe
injecting room. They include UnitingCare; the
Australian Medical Association; the Victorian Alcohol
and Drug Association; the Youth Support and
Advocacy Service; Professor David Cooper from the
Kirby Institute; the faculty of medicine at the
University of New South Wales; Major Michael
Coleman, state social commander, the Salvation Army;
Levinia Crooks, the CEO of the Australasian Society
for HIV, Viral Hepatitis and Sexual Health Medicine;
the Yarra Drug and Health Forum; Phil Dunn, QC; the
director of the National Drug and Alcohol Research
Centre; Bernie Geary, AO; Odyssey House;
Professor Margaret Hamilton, AO; the Centre of
Perinatal Excellence; the Victorian Trades Hall
Council; Dr Jennie Hutton, emergency physician at
St Vincent’s Hospital; Dr Marianne Jauncey, the
medical director of the Uniting Medically Supervised
Injecting Centre in Sydney; Simon Judkins, clinical
director of emergency medicine, Austin Health;
Windana Drug and Alcohol Recovery Inc.; North
Richmond Community Health; Judy Leitch, the retired
former CEO of the Wesley Mission, Melbourne;
Professor Simon Lenton, director of the National Drug
Research Institute; the Royal Australian College of
General Practitioners; the agency Turning Point;
addiction studies at Monash University; Anglicare; the
United Firefighters Union; addiction medicine, Western
Health; Ambulance Employees Australia, Victoria; the
World Federation of Public Health Associations;
Dr David Morawetz, a psychologist and economist, and
founder and director of the Social Justice Fund;
Cohealth; the Australian Drug Law Reform
Foundation, Victoria; the Drug Policy Modelling
Program; the director, National Centre for Education
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and Training on Addiction; the Alcohol and Drug
Foundation; Brian Rolfe, a retired barrister and
solicitor; Simon Ruth, the CEO of the Victorian Aids
Council; Victoria Street Drug Solutions; Drug and
Alcohol Nurses of Australasia; Australian Drug Law
Reform Foundation; the mayor of the City of Yarra; the
Public Health Association of Australia; the Centre for
Social Research in Health; Tony Trimingham, the CEO
and founder of Family Drug Support; Matthew
Townsend, a barrister; Gino Vumbaca, CEO of Harm
Reduction Australia; and Dr Alex Wodak, emeritus
consultant, alcohol and drug service, St Vincent’s
Hospital, Sydney.
There are some very eminent people and some
prominent organisations on that list — people and
organisations that have far more expertise in this area
than many of us mere politicians. I would like to thank
them for the contribution they made to our inquiry in
supporting this important issue on the public record.
The committee report does not make a recommendation
as to whether a medically supervised injecting centre
should be introduced, but it does canvass some of the
potential benefits of introducing such a centre.
Specifically the committee found that medically
supervised injecting centres improve the health of
injecting drug users and reduce signs of drug use in
surrounding streets. Evaluations of medically
supervised injecting centres in Sydney found evidence
of public amenity benefits to the local community and
reduced demand for ambulance services. The
evaluations did not find evidence of the centres having
a honey pot effect on crime.
We found clear evidence to support the success of the
centres, including improved public amenity, health
outcomes and public order. However, we did note that
there were relatively few gold standard evaluations of
such centres. In relation to service design the
government believes it is important to consider the
views of the local community when deciding on the
location of services. That is not a requirement of the
current bill, but it is part of the New South Wales
legislation.
The committee report notes the strong support from
local North Richmond residents for a medically
supervised injecting centre, but the view of local traders
was slightly unclear. There seemed to be a lot of
support for the centre, but traders were very concerned
that it might be on Victoria Street. It is important that
we get clarification as to exactly what the traders are
saying. The recent campaign has been supportive of a
centre, but there was some doubt around the concerns
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of traders about location. This is something that the
government should investigate to make sure that we
know what the views of traders are on this matter.
The report notes that the submission from Victoria
Police did not support or oppose a centre. It gave a
useful summary of policing approaches in the local area
but did not provide a yes or no response in terms of the
views of police. However, the police effectively said
that they considered this predominantly a health issue
and that they would respond appropriately to any
decision the government made regarding a trial.
The government has six months to respond to the
committee’s report in relation to the status of this bill.
However, I can confirm that the government takes this
matter very seriously and knows that there is immense
community pain and concern about it. We intend to
respond very quickly on this matter. At this time I
cannot provide support for the bill because it is still
being considered by the government, and as I said, the
government will be providing a response to the
Parliament in the very near future.
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — I
found Ms Symes contribution very interesting today,
because she basically outlined every single reason why
it is that we need a supervised injecting room. I am a bit
surprised that the government at this stage is not
prepared to say what it is that it intends to do. The
Greens’ support for a supervised injecting room is very
simple, and we have been campaigning for this for
20 years. It goes back to my time in Footscray, when
the street heroin trade was at its absolute worst and
when people would buy their drugs at Footscray station
and come into my street and often onto my front
verandah to inject. I did not know anything about drug
use in those days, but unfortunately I had to learn very
quickly. I was part of the campaign for a supervised
injecting room in Footscray.
But when I visited people in Richmond it was just so
much worse. Richmond is at crisis point, and it is
beyond my understanding why it is that the government
is continuing to allow a major public health crisis to
continue in Richmond. As Ms Symes said, an amazing
array of people gave evidence to the inquiry, and I
know that my colleague Ms Springle found the
evidence incredibly compelling.
If you look at the list of people who are supporting it, it
includes the Victorian branch of Ambulance
Employees Australia, the Victorian branch of the
United Firefighters Union, the Victorian branch of the
Pharmacy Guild of Australia, the Victorian AIDS
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Council, the Victorian Alcohol and Drug Association,
the Royal Australasian College of Physicians, the
Public Health Association of Australia, the Victorian
branch of the Royal Australian and New Zealand
College of Psychiatrists, the Victorian Trades Hall
Council, the Victorian branch of the Australian
Nursing & Midwifery Federation and the Royal
Australian College of General Practitioners. This is not
just the Greens saying this. This is not just Ms Patten
from the Reason party saying this. This is a group of
eminent experts, people who deal with this every day.
That is not to mention a range of research institutes,
community legal centres and community health
organisations.
The government falls back the whole time on the fact
that it has been Victoria Police that has opposed a
supervised injecting room, and now they do not even
have that. Just a few days ago we saw that Police
Association Victoria had changed their position and
will not oppose a supervised injecting room trial. Police
Association secretary Wayne Gatt says that:
The association recognises that heroin overdoses are
predominantly a health issue that commonly cause death and
leave our members and other emergency service workers
frequently picking up the pieces when lives are tragically lost.

It is unconscionable to ignore all of these experts who
deal with injecting drug use on a daily basis. Our role as
MPs is to listen to the experts. I do not believe we
should be ignoring the evidence, as this government
and previous governments appear to have done. For the
Labor government and the opposition to reject what the
experts are saying is simply unacceptable.
It would seem to me that what is being said is that if
you are a person with a drug addiction, your life does
not matter and you do not deserve health care, support
and the chance to survive and recover. The government
is saying that it is okay for local residents and traders to
literally clean up the mess left behind in their front
yards, on the streets, in their laneways and on their
footpaths. I do not think that it is okay for parents to
walk their kids to school in the mornings scanning the
footpath and hoping that their children will not pick up
a dirty syringe.
The government is clearly saying that it is okay for
paramedics to risk needlestick injuries as part of their
job and risk contracting bloodborne diseases. As we
learned in the inquiry, this is exactly what happened to
paramedic Lucy, who suffered a needlestick injury
when attending a heroin overdose. The hospital
confirmed that the patient she was treating had
hepatitis C and HIV, and now, many months later,
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Lucy is still undergoing tests to see if she has
contracted either or both of these diseases. If that drug
addict had had a supervised injecting room to go to,
they could have used their drugs, they could have been
supervised and nobody else would have been at risk.
Last week I attended an Australian Medical Association
president’s function. AMA Victoria president Lorraine
Baker delivered a speech. She was scathing of the
Labor and coalition parties’ inaction on this issue. She
said:
… I deeply regret that we cannot persuade the major political
parties of the need for a trial of supervised injection facilities
in North Richmond.
The intransigence on this issue is unreasonable and
inexplicable — and I am personally incensed that doctors and
other healthcare workers from North Richmond Community
Health Centre are put at physical and professional risk
resuscitating patients in an exposed and unprotected
environment on the street and in the carparks —

of Richmond.
How can the government ignore the evidence of a
Victorian coroner into the death of Ms A? Coroner
Jacqui Hawkins said:
… I am convinced that a safe injecting facility in North
Richmond is an essential intervention that could reduce the
risk of future heroin overdose deaths occurring in
circumstances similar to those of Ms A.

The evidence is simply overwhelming. The experts are
united in their support. There are simply no grounds on
which the government can reject this trial.
It is not like it has never been done in Australia. In
Sydney they have had a supervised injecting room for
16 years. I was able to go there quite recently, and I saw
how it works. You could walk past that place half a
dozen times, and if you had no business there you
would not know what it was. It saves lives.
On the issue of saving lives, let us think for a moment
that in Richmond last year there were 34 people who
died on the streets. Those 34 people would be alive
today had they had access to a supervised injecting
centre; 34 families and communities out there would
not be grieving and struggling with the pain and trauma
of losing a loved one.
I get quite cross here because so often the death of
someone from an overdose is somehow seen as not
being the same as death from a car accident or cancer. It
is exactly the same for that family. They have lost
someone they love. It does not matter how they lost
them; they are still gone.
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Again let us look at Sydney. When they opened their
facility 16 years ago ambulance call-outs to the area
dropped by 80 per cent. What an amazing saving that
would be to the Victorian ambulance service. I do not
understand why we cannot learn from that in Victoria.
We used to be the leader in harm minimisation. We had
an incredibly successful needle and syringe program
operating for decades. But what is the point of giving
someone a clean syringe and then expecting them to go
to a dark lane to use the drugs and then possibly die
alone in that dark lane? That person’s family is then in
enormous grief.
I think the government has to see sense. This is a major
issue. This is about harm minimisation. It has nothing
to do with law and order. I know the opposition will
make it into a law and order issue. It is about keeping
people alive and it is about harm minimisation — that
is the way we should treat drug addiction.
Debate adjourned on motion of Ms SHING (Eastern
Victoria).
Debate adjourned until later this day.

SOUTH MORANG RAILWAY LINE
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house notes that —
(1) there are no express services on the South Morang train
line during the morning and afternoon peak travel
periods (in the direction of peak travel);
(2) all peak direction express services that run between
Clifton Hill and Jolimont stations are Hurstbridge line
services;
(3) as a consequence of (1) and (2), South Morang line
passengers are disadvantaged as compared to
Hurstbridge line passengers both in relation to travel
time and overcrowding;
(4) overcrowding during the morning peak has meant that
some passengers are unable to board inbound carriages
at Merri and Rushall train stations;
(5) these issues stand to worsen once the Mernda extension
is completed;
and calls on the Minister for Public Transport and the
Andrews Labor government to work with Public Transport
Victoria and Metro to amend the South Morang line
timetabling to include express services at peak times.

I rise to speak to my motion regarding the South
Morang train line. This is a train line that runs through
the heart of my electorate, Northern Metropolitan
Region. It runs through one of the fastest growing
regions in Australia. In highlighting this issue today I
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hope to contrast the South Morang train line with the
Hurstbridge train line, its sister service, which shares
some lengths of track from the CBD to Clifton Hill.
In short, the South Morang line is bursting at the seams
and changes urgently need to be made. Not only is it
bursting at the seams right now and people actually
cannot get on the train in the mornings and in the
evenings; that line is about to be extended by another
8 kilometres within two years, opening early in 2019.
Mr Ondarchie — If you’re lucky.
Ms PATTEN — Indeed, Mr Ondarchie. I hope that
I am not being optimistic and we will see an extension
of that line opening in early 2019, which is just going to
further exacerbate the problem.
I am not asking for a lot in this motion; I think it is a
very commonsense and reasonable motion and a
reasonable call. Currently there are no express services
on the South Morang line during the morning or
afternoon peak travel periods. All peak-direction
express services that run between Clifton Hill and
Jolimont are on the Hurstbridge line. As a consequence,
South Morang line passengers are extraordinarily
disadvantaged compared to Hurstbridge line passengers
both in relation to travel time and in particular to
overcrowding. Overcrowding during the morning peak
has meant that many passengers — and I have had
many constituents speak to me — are just unable to get
on the train. This happens particularly at Merri and
Rushall train stations. As I mentioned, this will worsen
once the Mernda extension is completed.
Before I go on I would really like to express my
gratitude to Mr Ondarchie, who raised this matter with
the minister just a couple of months ago via a
constituency question. He was kind enough to share the
response he received from the minister. He was seeking
clarification again on what the government was going
to do about the overcrowding and the lack of express
trains on the South Morang line. The government
responded, saying that they would look at this once the
Mernda extension was in place — that they might look
at this in 2019. This needs to be looked at now. This is
absolutely urgent now. There is no point waiting until
another 8 kilometres of track are built and we have tens
of thousands more people trying to cram onto those
trains making it absolutely impossible. We have a
situation that is urgent now; we cannot wait for two
years.
When I looked at the passenger data, which I will talk
about a little bit later — as I mentioned, I have spoken
to many commuters and the Public Transport Users
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Association — the answer is in some express services.
Express train services, as we know, do two things: they
are a little bit quicker in that they take off a minute for
each station they do not stop at; but I think what is most
important is that they help redistribute passengers
according to the sections of the line they service, and
this helps prevent the overcrowding that we are
currently facing.
For those at the outer end of the South Morang line, this
would make their transit somewhat quicker. For people
at the inner end of the line, they might actually be able
to get on board the train and hopefully not endure the
crushes that they are currently experiencing. If you try
and get on one of those trains early in the morning, it is
like getting on a Tokyo Metro train. You are a sardine;
you are incredibly up close and personal. In the
morning everybody is fresh out of the shower, but in
the afternoon on a hot summer’s day, it is not quite so.
The crush is absolutely extreme.
Currently the Hurstbridge line is privileged over the
South Morang line in terms of the volume of services
and the express services. This does not make sense. I
understand from speaking to Tony Morton at the Public
Transport Users Association that this is historical. In the
past they did not use express trains on the Epping line
because it was shorter than the other lines and they said
that it had different journey characteristics. They felt
that people living around the Epping line were less
likely to use trains to commute into the city, as opposed
to the population in the north-east, which in those days
was considered to have a larger proportion of city
commuters.
But that is not the case now. South Morang is the
largest growing area in the country. You can watch it
grow. You can be sitting out there and you can almost
see it. Mr Ondarchie and I go to citizenship ceremonies
out in that area, and each month there are 150 or
160 wonderful new citizens from a multitude of
countries populating that area, not to mention around
the inner-city areas where the infilling is going on at an
enormous rate. We are seeing the population in those
inner suburbs grow substantially — not quite at the
same rate as we are seeing in the outer suburbs, but
certainly at a very substantial rate. Every day you see
another house go down and plans for another dozen
apartments on that house block go up.
Our current networks and services in the north are built
on historical ideas of transport demographics that do
not reflect the reality of today. The South Morang line
is now as long as the Hurstbridge line, and there are
many more commuters on it, as I said. I will make a
quick comparison, looking at the numbers. This is to
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understand why we need to focus on the South Morang
line. The Hurstbridge line is 49 kilometres from the city
and has 28 stops. The South Morang line is
42 kilometres and has 26 stops, so they are fairly
similar. The Mernda rail extension will add another
8 kilometres of track and three stations to the South
Morang line within two years.
Surprisingly Public Transport Victoria (PTV) has not
released passenger statistics for these lines since 2014,
but what we could see in the trends in those is that
passengers on the Hurstbridge line were actually
declining while passengers on the South Morang line
were steadily increasing. Even without those numbers
we can see that.
Just going into slightly more detail on this specifically,
the South Morang line now has 17 outbound services in
peak times and the Hurstbridge line has 18. In that
period all South Morang line services stop at all stations
between Jolimont and Clifton Hill while only one of the
Hurstbridge line services does this. So the South
Morang line is picking up every single passenger in
those inner-city suburbs of Richmond, Collingwood
and Clifton Hill — very large and growing
communities who use public transport. Bearing this in
mind, the South Morang line is also servicing the vast
majority of the 12 000 or so people who use the shared
stations up to Clifton Hill. As I have noted, this is a
major problem. We are seeing express services on the
Hurstbridge line but none on the South Morang line.
I can understand that this is a complex issue. Ideally
what we need are more peak services. We would need a
service every 10 minutes. I am sure, Acting
President Morris, that your electorate would only dream
of having services every 10 minutes, and certainly we
can only dream of that on the South Morang line. I do
appreciate that the government is doing work on the
level crossings and the Metro Tunnel and that that will
assist us in increasing the number of train services on
these suburban lines, but I believe we could really
accommodate some adjustments fairly easily just by
adjusting train services and express services on the
South Morang and Hurstbridge lines.
I tried to talk to PTV about this, and they were not that
interested in talking to me. In fact they did not get back
to me. If we could basically provide some express
services on the South Morang line, taking them off the
Hurstbridge line and balancing this out, it would not be
a perfect solution but it would be a short-term solution
that would certainly meet the needs of what is a crisis of
overcrowding that we are currently experiencing.
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Accordingly this motion calls on the Minister for Public
Transport and the government to work with Public
Transport Victoria to amend the South Morang line
timetabling to include express services at peak times.
As I have said, this is probably just taking express
services off the Hurstbridge line and creating a better
balance between the two lines, balancing out the share
of who is picking up those passengers from Jolimont to
Clifton Hill. I look forward to hearing other speakers on
this. I am sure Mr Ondarchie has got a lot more to
contribute in this area.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to speak
on the motion put to the house by Ms Patten today in
relation to the South Morang train line. The motion
correctly states that there are no express services on the
South Morang train line during the morning and
afternoon peak travel periods in the direction of peak
travel. It also correctly states that all peak-direction
services that run express between Clifton Hill and
Jolimont stations or vice versa are Hurstbridge line
services. It then claims that South Morang line
passengers are disadvantaged as compared to
Hurstbridge line passengers in relation to travel time
and overcrowding.
The claim is not wholly correct. While the schedule for
South Morang services that stop at each station between
Clifton Hill and Jolimont indicates that they lose 2 to
3 minutes as compared to the express Hurstbridge
services, this is not always borne out in practice. The
Hurstbridge line has poor reliability. Like much of the
metropolitan network, including the South Morang line,
it has a major maintenance deficit. However, it is
particularly hamstrung because it is single track for
much of its length.
I welcome the investment by the government to
duplicate the track between Heidelberg and Rosanna on
the Hurstbridge line. This duplication project needs to
go further and address the single track from
Greensborough out to at least Eltham and possibly even
to Diamond Creek. The express services on the
Hurstbridge line therefore play an important role in
allowing this line to catch up in case of a cascaded
delay further up the line.
The motion is correct in that South Morang services are
overcrowded. The motion is also correct in that we can
expect overcrowding to get worse on the South Morang
line once the Mernda extension is complete. I note,
however, that the current situation in which trains are so
overcrowded by the time they arrive at Merri and
Rushall stations that further passengers cannot board
will not be fixed by running services express from
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Clifton Hill to Jolimont. The services may run 2 to
3 minutes faster, but they will be just as overcrowded.
I also note that running South Morang line trains
express from Clifton Hill to Jolimont will disadvantage
passengers boarding at the Victoria Park, North
Richmond and West Richmond train stations. At
present passengers boarding at these stations have
17 services during the 2-hour morning peak. To
maintain this service frequency with South Morang
trains running express it will require Hurstbridge trains
to stop at these stations. This is just pushing the
inconvenience from one set of passengers to another.
Furthermore, for the reasons outlined above, the
Hurstbridge line is less reliable, and so delays up the
line would concertina down to those inner-city stations,
meaning their actual level of service would deteriorate
even if their scheduled level of service remained what it
is now.
There is only one thing that will fix overcrowding on
the South Morang Line, and that is to increase the
capacity of the lines by running high-frequency train
services. There are, however, three major obstacles to
this. Firstly, there is the large number of level crossings
on the South Morang line. There are 10 level crossings
between Merri station and Preston station. Aside from
being dangerous, level crossings reduce the reliability
of the line by increasing the risk of delays due to
interactions between vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists and
trains. The only way to have high-frequency train
services is to remove level crossings.
The Andrews Labor government made announcements
last year that it would remove the High Street and Bell
Street level crossings. However, because this
government tends to ignore the northern suburbs
because they are considered safe Labor seats, these
level crossings have been pushed to the end of the list in
terms of priority. The residents of the north will be
lucky to see an announcement of a solution to these
level crossings before the 2018 state election.
The Victorian Greens think that safety and train service
reliability should be the highest priorities when it comes
to level crossing removals and should not be
subservient to political expediency. If such apolitical
criteria were applied, level crossings on the South
Morang line would be further up the priority list than at
present.
The second obstacle to running more trains is the
decrepit state of the track between Merri and Clifton
Hill stations. This section of rail is in such poor
condition that services have to slow to jogging speed to
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navigate the curves. This section of track is so bad that
an X’trapolis train, the most modern train set in the
fleet, derailed on the line on 6 February 2016.
Witnesses to the derailment said they heard a loud bang
before the train jumped off the tracks, which would
have been very disconcerting for the passengers. More
than 100 passengers were on board and had to wait for
emergency services crews to arrive with stepladders to
allow egress from the carriages. The unsafe situation
must be addressed immediately with maintenance and
upgrades of this section of track, including realignment
of the track if required. Unfortunately there has been no
action on this front by the government.
The third limitation to running more trains on the South
Morang line is the ancient analog signalling systems on
the Melbourne metropolitan rail network. All of the
stations between Jolimont and Regent stations had their
signalling systems installed in 1920, and there has not
been an improvement in functionality since. To run
more frequent train services we need high-capacity
digital signalling. Such signalling technology connects
sensors along the track with in-cab signalling so drivers
know at all times how fast they can accelerate and
decelerate and their maximum permissible speed. This
technology has been rolled out across Europe and Asia.
There is no reason why we cannot start investing in it
here. High-capacity digital signalling could allow up to
35 services per hour on a single line. At present the
South Morang line only gets 14 services over the
2-hour morning peak from 7.30 a.m. to 9.30 a.m. The
South Morang line could more than double the number
of services to 30 over that 2-hour peak and still meld
successfully with the Hurstbridge line at Clifton Hill if
high-capacity digital signalling were rolled out.
The history of high-capacity digital signalling in this
state is a curious one. In the 2015 state budget it was
announced that it would be piloted on the Sandringham
line. In May 2016, under questioning at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee by my colleague
Ms Pennicuik, the Minister for Public Transport
admitted that the Sandringham pilot had been scrapped
and instead the technology would be installed on the
stretch between Lalor and South Morang stations. But
that too was scrapped. Residents of the northern
suburbs would be confused to hear that the Mernda
extension, at a cost of $600 million, will get the same
old conventional analog fixed-block signalling
technology that was first devised in the golden age of
steam locomotion.
In July this year the Andrews government decided that
the Melbourne metropolitan train network will have to
do without digital high-capacity signalling for another
decade because it has decided to limit the rollout to the
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new Melbourne Metro rail tunnel. There is no technical
reason why high-capacity digital signalling cannot be
piloted and progressively rolled out across the
metropolitan rail network now. It was in the Public
Transport Victoria (PTV) development plan of 2012.
That is a plan developed by engineers for engineers
with a mind for what is technically feasible.
The 2012 PTV development plan stated that it was
possible to roll out high-capacity signalling on the
Clifton Hill trunk, the Sandringham line and the
Sunshine to Dandenong corridor by 2022 at the latest. It
also said that by 2027 it could be rolled out on the
Upfield, Craigieburn, Williamstown and Werribee lines
and on the South Yarra trunk. What will we get by
2027 under this government? We will only get
one-eighth of that technically feasible rollout. If the
Andrews government had stuck to the PTV
development plan, we would already have
high-capacity digital signalling on the Clifton Hill
trunk, such that both South Morang and Hurstbridge
line services would already be more reliable.
It is right to raise the issues that are plaguing the South
Morang line. Sadly they are issues that are familiar to
passengers across the metropolitan rail network;
however, the approach is wrong for solving the
problem. Shuffling around timetables will not fix the
woes of passengers on the South Morang line. What is
needed is a major investment in passenger rail,
something the Victorian Greens have been calling for in
this place for more than a decade now. This investment
needs to comprise high-capacity digital signalling, fix
the maintenance deficit that is crippling our rail
network, provide more trainsets and further invest in
level crossing removals.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — I
rise to support Ms Patten’s motion regarding express
services on the South Morang rail line. I commend
Ms Patten for bringing this to the Parliament today.
Whilst it is called the South Morang rail line, I suspect
in government it is called the ‘Safe Labor’ train line,
because there is little focus by this government on the
people of the north. They are just regarded as a safe
Labor area.
We are talking about a line that starts 23 kilometres
away from the central business district in South
Morang. It is, as Ms Patten rightly points out, the fastest
growing suburb in the nation. In fact it has grown so
significantly that it is up to over 64 000 people. In the
City of Whittlesea, of which South Morang is a part,
they welcome 173 new residents every single week. It
is a fast-growing area; it is the fastest growing area in
the nation. It is home to schools, to the South Morang
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Football Club and to the South Morang Cricket Club, of
which I was senior coach for three years. I live in South
Morang, I raise my family in South Morang and I
commute on this train line from South Morang to
Parliament.
I take slight issue with Ms Patten’s motion today
because it indicates that during the morning peak some
passengers are unable to get on the train at Merri and
Rushall train stations. I say to Ms Patten that that is not
quite correct, because the carriages actually fill up well
before then. When you get on at South Morang — and
that car park is full very early in the morning — you
have difficulty getting a seat. By Epping you are really
struggling. By Lalor station there is some room for
people to get on the train, but it is getting fuller and
fuller, as it is at Thomastown, Keon Park and Ruthven.
Reservoir station is right beside Ms Mikakos’s
office — and I expect she will speak to this today
because if she is silent, we will know that she does not
care about it.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — We expect her to speak to
this today. But I bet she does not; I bet she runs out of
the chamber just as the heat gets turned up.
When you get to Reservoir station the train is chockers.
If Ms Mikakos looked out of her office window at
Reservoir train station, she would see how full that train
is.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Whilst the continual
interjector continues to try to disrupt proceedings today,
I suspect that Ms Mikakos has never even walked
across the road and had a look at what is going on at
that train station. I use this train to come in and go out
of the city.
Ms Shing — No, you don’t.
Mr ONDARCHIE — You can put that on the
record if you like, Ms Shing, because I do use it. I
would put to Ms Patten that part of the problem is that
the Australian Labor Party treat it as a safe Labor train
line and they just do not do anything about it, because
from when they announced that they were going to
extend the line from Epping to South Morang it took
13 years. It took 13 years from the date it was
announced, which was under a Labor government, to
the day that former Minister for Public Transport Terry
Mulder opened the South Morang train station. They
come in here feigning that they care about the northern
suburbs, but the reality is, and I will pick up words that
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Mr Finn has used in this place before, they do not give
a stuff. They just do not care about the north. But then,
if you look around the marginal seats, they are worried
about Ivanhoe, Eltham and Yan Yean. Those areas
along the Hurstbridge line get some attention because
they are worried about them.
Ms Patten presented a very solid motion to the chamber
today and reflected on the answer that I received to a
constituency question on 6 June, when I asked the
Minister for Public Transport what the government are
going to do about South Morang, the postcode in which
I live and raise my family. Like Ms Patten I have had
many, many constituent inquiries and pleas for help
about how we get on the train and how we squeeze in.
Ms Patten compared it to the Tokyo service, where they
are sardined in. I put it to you that it is much worse than
that. They are squeezed up against the windows as they
come down the train because there is just no room at
all. And what do we hear from Ms Mikakos? That is
right, cue the sound of crickets — nothing. But I expect
her to stand up today and stand up for her constituents.
But I tell you what, as a punter — and you know that I
am a punter — I will put money on it that she does not.
When I received a response from the Minister for
Public Transport, she said, ‘Well, we hope the South
Morang line will be extended to Mernda in about 2019,
and we’ll have a look at it then’, so it is at least two
years before they even want to have a look at it. Well,
the reality is — and I see Mr Finn nodding away
here — by the time this train line comes into service
this mob will not even be in government. It will take a
Matthew Guy coalition government to fix this up. That
is the issue here before us, because this government
does not care. The fastest growing suburb in the
country gets no support from this government, and I do
not know why.
You just have to try getting on the train from South
Morang in the morning and you know how quickly it
fills up. You just have to try getting onto Plenty Road to
drive in the morning. Out in the north 5.30 a.m. is the
new 6.30 a.m. People are getting out of bed early to get
on the road at 5.30 in the morning. I know because I do.
If you get out on the road after 5.30 in the morning in
South Morang, you have got no hope of getting to the
city in a reasonable time — no hope whatsoever. So
you are in trouble if you get on the train, and you are in
trouble if you get on the road. And what do we hear out
of this government? Absolutely nothing.
The South Morang area takes in a total of 60 square
kilometres, making it one of Melbourne’s largest
suburbs. Until recently when people turned up to the
train station in the morning they had no hope of even
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getting a car park, but the Napthine government started
the process to increase the car parking out there. Some
is being leased from Westfield across the road next to
the council offices, but that is still filling up as well. I
have to say this government is just doing nothing about
it. Ms Patten knows, as she spends time with me out
there, that Melbourne’s outer north spreads across a
number of greenfield subdivisions, including
Craigieburn, Epping and South Morang. It has seen its
population in the past decade grow by over
100 000 people. So I wish Ms Patten’s motion very
well.
I would expect to see Ms Mikakos and Mr Elasmar,
members for Northern Metropolitan Region, stand with
Ms Patten and me today if there is a vote on this and
say, ‘Yes, we support this. We take note of the poor
services on the train line out there’. We are asking for
an express service, not on every train and not all
through the day but to cater to the masses who are
trying to get to work — to the mums and dads and
families that are trying to make their way to work every
morning and have to suffer through this. The local
Labor Party members are simply not listening. So,
Ms Patten, I wish you well with this motion. The
Liberal-Nationals coalition will stand with you on this.
We, like you, demand that this government turn their
attention and provide some good and appropriate
services to the South Morang train line.
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) —
Unfortunately the government is in no position to
support Ms Patten’s motion, because of pure logistics
about how train networks run. I am sure the coalition
have no idea how train networks run, and they showed
that in the time they had. In the few opportunities they
have had of having a go at it, they have actually shown
that they have not understood it.
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr LEANE — I am always happy for the
opposition to shout out interjections about public
transport, because this government has shown its bona
fides on public transport with the amount of capital
works funding it has committed to, which is obvious.
If you want to talk about the north, you only have to
look at what is happening to the Hurstbridge line. This
is a line that has had a single bit of track on its way into
the CBD forever, because where it travels through a hill
it has been limited to one tunnel and one line. If
opposition members want to go and have a look at what
is happening with that particular line that travels to the
north, that track is currently being duplicated and two
level crossings are being removed as we speak. That is
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an Andrews Labor government project which we
committed to as part of our removal of 50 level
crossings over two terms. We committed to 20 in the
first term, but we will actually deliver 26.
Mr O’Sullivan — Will you really?
Mr LEANE — Of course we will. The interjection
was, ‘Will you really?’. My oath we will. Twenty-six
will be delivered when we originally committed to 20.
I appreciate Ms Patten’s intent with the motion, and I
think it would be a good thing if there could be some
express trains on the South Morang line. The problem
is that if there were express trains, with capacity at the
moment and the way the timetables run in the peak the
express trains would run up to trains that stop at all
stations, so there is a huge issue there. But I think in
fairness to Ms Patten, the Minister for Public Transport
is more than happy to sit down with Ms Patten to
outline the capacity and timetable constraints on the
particular group that runs through Clifton Hill. I would
hope that Ms Patten would be able to take that option
up.
Any bona fide suggestions for improvements on the
train network this government is happy to look at.
Unfortunately, as I said, logistics mean that regarding
this corridor this particular motion cannot be agreed to
today, but we are always prepared to look at improving
the network through bona fide suggestions for solutions
that we can deliver on and can work towards.
As residents of Melbourne travel around on public
transport or in their vehicles they can see the Andrews
government’s commitment to public transport. The
public transport network has been in need of a lot of
capital works for a long time, and this government is
prepared to put funding towards it and to put effort
towards it.
The government is open to criticism on a number of
fronts. It is amazing that this government has
committed to doing the work and is doing the work
after other political parties, in particular the coalition,
have called for projects. They are fantastic at calling.
They are always calling for something. The opposition
call for things, and when the government actually
acts — the Labor Party governments — and goes ahead
and does the work, then they start calling out that they
are unhappy about the work and the way things are
being done. It must be a miserable, miserable world that
these poor people live in. It must be a sad world when
they are calling for the duplication of train lines, when
they are calling for level crossing removals and when
they are calling for extra capacity.
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The Andrews government committed to the Melbourne
Metro Tunnel and the Melbourne Metro project with
five new stations to increase internal capacity by
150 per cent. They called for that, but then when the
project started they called for it to stop because they
found there was one little aspect that a couple of people
were unhappy with, and it is all doom and gloom and
all terrible. I think the best thing for the Andrews
government to do, as far as interacting with the
coalition is concerned, is to not put too much weight on
their grief and to not put too much weight on what they
call for but to do what the good people of Victoria want
us to do, which is to get on with these projects, get on
with improving the network and continue with the
program we have set and which we believe and know
that future Victorians will see as being more than
acceptable.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — I thank
my colleagues for their contributions on this motion.
Frankly this was a simple, reasonable, short-term
solution for what is an urgent problem now. Unlike
Ms Dunn, I am not trying to solve the whole public
transport system problem in Victoria. I think that quite
often we hear this from the Greens. Their desire for
perfection gets in the way of the good — ‘We can’t do
anything unless we have this, this, this and this’ —
whereas what I am saying is that the simple solution for
a current, existing, urgent problem is purely a
timetabling solution. This is simply about adjusting
some of the timetables to help with what is a growing
problem. I take Mr Ondarchie’s point that it is a
growing problem not just at Rushall and Merri stations;
this is a growing problem at Reservoir and the rest of
the way down. Unless you are travelling at 5.00 a.m.
you are going to find it very difficult to get on a train.
It was interesting when I went and looked at the
population figures. We are seeing population declines
around the Hurstbridge line and population explosions
on the South Morang line. I take up Mr Leane’s point
and the invitation to meet with the minister. I appreciate
that and would very much like to meet with the minister
to discuss this. Unfortunately we currently have the
response that the minister gave Mr Ondarchie only a
month ago, saying that they would look at this in early
2019 once the Mernda extension was built. I think this
is far more urgent than that.
As I said, I am very happy to work with the government
to find a solution, but this motion is calling for a simple,
reasonable, commonsense approach to an existing
problem, recognising that we are going to see new
signalling, recognising that we are seeing level
crossings being removed under this government and
recognising that we are seeing the Metro Tunnel being
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built, which will assist us in creating a much better
public transport system. However, this motion is about
something that we can do right here, right now, to fix
the problem. I commend the motion.
Motion agreed to.

STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING
Reference
Debate resumed from earlier this day; motion of
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan):
That, pursuant to sessional order 6, this house requires the
Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into,
consider and report on, no later than 1 August 2018, issues
relating to the impact of higher energy prices in Victoria for
households, business, community, not-for-profits, hospitals,
schools, aged-care facilities and government, including but
not limited to the impact following the closure of the
Hazelwood power station and any other matter the committee
considers.

Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I support this
motion. I do so on the basis that Mrs Peulich’s motion
states that the house:
… requires the Environment and Planning Committee to
inquire into, consider and report on, no later than 1 August
2018, issues relating to the impact of higher energy prices in
Victoria for households, business, community, not-for-profits,
hospitals, schools, aged-care facilities and government,
including but not limited to the impact following the closure
of the Hazelwood power station and any other matter the
committee considers.

The reason for this, obviously, is that in the state of
Victoria households are looking down the barrel of
increases in electricity power prices way over and
above the inflation that was foreshadowed by the
Premier. In fact the Premier foreshadowed a 4 per cent
potential increase with the closure of Hazelwood. Now
we know that many households are facing a 20 or
30 per cent increase. We know that many businesses
are facing around a 150 per cent increase. We know
that many very energy-intensive processes are facing
increases of $1 million to their bottom lines with the
increase in electricity power prices.
If you believe Ms Shing, all is well with the world and
in fact renewables are going to be our saviour and the
state Andrews government has created this wonderful
policy that is going to drive prices down —
Ms Shing — On a point of order, Deputy President,
to quote Mr Ramsay back at him, ‘If you believe
Ms Shing, all is well with the world’. In fact he is
verballing me. That is precisely not what I have said,
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and I would in fact seek that he withdraw that remark
on the basis that it misrepresents what I said.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — There is no point
of order, Ms Shing.
Mr RAMSAY — If Ms Shing wants to play that
game, we can play it tomorrow. We can raise points of
order so that they will get one bill passed. If she wants
to run that game, we can play it tomorrow.
As I was saying, there is no doubt about and there is
plenty of evidence to suggest that many households,
many businesses and many public instrumentalities are
facing significant increases in energy prices and power
prices. Most consumers do not understand the
complexity of the pricing. Retail pricing is hugely
complex, and I want to congratulate the Prime Minister
for calling on retailers to be more competitive in the
marketplace and encouraging people to seek the best
price from their electricity retailers. But even I do not
understand, Ms Shing — and I think I am a reasonably
intelligent person — the discounting that goes on with
the different retail products in the energy sector. I
suspect most average Australians would not be able to
understand the way the retail market operates, the
discounts that are provided and the impact of actually
shifting from one retailer to another. Nevertheless, the
Prime Minister is doing his best in a very difficult
environment to try to optimise the reduction in costs of
energy to the normal household.
As we know, and as Ms Shing has told us — and I am
certainly not verballing her in this respect — the
Andrews Labor government in Victoria is going it
alone. They are going it alone with a state renewable
energy target (RET) of 40 per cent renewables in 2025.
Now we know, and Mr Barber will know this, that
renewable energy is providing about 7 to 8 per cent of
the energy market at the moment, so the expectation is
that in eight years we are going to produce
32 percentage points more renewable energy into the
electricity grid.
No other state, whether it is Labor or Liberal, would
want to follow that nonsense. Ms Shing is right in that
they are going it alone. They are not going it alone on
climate change policy, they are going it alone on
industry policy. It does not make sense, because we
know that even if Victoria said, with hand on heart,
‘We’re going to achieve 40 per cent renewable energy
in 2025’, it is not going to make one difference to the
greenhouse gas emissions nationally, of which we
produce about 1 to 2 per cent globally. While Ms Shing
might feel good that they are going to run to a RET
target in 2025 of 40 per cent — which will be totally
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unachievable, by the way — it will not make one iota
of difference to greenhouse gas emissions or change
anything significant in relation to climate change.
I would say it is fraudulent behaviour. The Andrews
government is running a scam. Like they do with their
rorting MPs, they are running a scam on this closet
climate change policy of a RET target which they know
is totally unachievable. They also know that there is no
other state that would dare try to con communities to
run such a bad policy.
I have talked about the retail competition. It is
interesting; there has just been an inquiry led by John
Thwaites. The recommendation from that inquiry was
to actually regulate the retail market, strangely enough,
moving away from market forces to a regulation
environment. I am not sure, given that would incur a
price-setting mechanism, that that would actually
achieve any of the aims that would be sought even by
Finkel and his review in relation to the RET targets and
price fluctuations.
I have talked about the retail market, which I do not
wish to go into any further, but I do want to talk about
the Finkel report and his approach and his
recommendations to a national approach and national
consensus, which to me is better policy. It is one that
we as a coalition will be seeking to achieve, as is the
Turnbull federal government in relation to having all
the states move towards a national consensus of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions in this country
rather than having the states stand alone like Victoria
under the Andrews government. All it is doing is
driving up prices. It is dragging efficient renewable
technologies that are not heavily subsidised from other
states into Victoria because they see the glow of the
subsidised dollar. So here you have all this good work
and technologies in all these other states in transitioning
to renewable energy leaving those states, coming down
to Victoria and grabbing the dollars — the subsidised
dollars that have been put out there in the form of
renewable certificates — to provide their bases here to
extort the taxpayer in this sort of unachievable shine of
renewable industries.
Having said that, though, I must say that I fully support
an appropriate balance of energy generation with a mix
of coal, gas and renewables — and no doubt wind. I
place a particular emphasis on wind energy because it
produces about twice as much as solar in relation to
generation currently. I do support the appropriate
balance with the use of wind energy, solar, potentially
hydro and obviously gas.
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I want to make a comment about gas because Ms Shing
in her contribution went into some length about who
said what to whom and whose position it is on gas.
Certainly I have long held the view that the science
does not provide us with any sort of confidence that
fracking is an appropriate mechanism to extract gas
onshore, but certainly there has been a lot of scientific
work done in the last year and a half to indicate that
there could be, under the right circumstances, gas
extraction onshore that would provide both safety in the
environs but also much-needed replacement of energy
due to the loss of Hazelwood. I am pleased to see that
that research work is continuing, and it would seem at
this early stage that in fact that review process and the
recommendations will find that we can extract gas
onshore safely, and it will provide an important part of
the baseload generation that we need here with the loss
of Hazelwood.
It is interesting; the modelling that the Labor
government has done here in Victoria in relation to its
RET appears somewhat flawed in that it does not
include the generation costs. It does not include the
base generation paying for the renewable energy costs.
It appears to lack any sort of substance in relation to
generation to transmission costs and line loads, and we
are still not clear exactly what the total cost is on that
modelling. I would be fairly adventurous to suggest that
you would incorporate a very high renewable energy
target, having the appropriate financial modelling done,
and we can see that there are many bits and pieces that
have actually not been a party to that modelling, so it
will be at a greater cost than what the government has
foreshadowed.
They are spending significant amounts now in relation
to buying renewable energy certificates. In fact in my
own area $180 million for a 44-turbine wind farm
seems a very high price to be paid for intermittent
energy that will only be provided either when the wind
blows or when the sun shines, and usually when that
happens of course we have significant heatwaves and of
course there is strong demand for our cooling systems.
So it seems a bit of an oxymoron that the Labor
government are relying on wind and solar —
intermittent energy that they have been unable to store
at any great capacity — at a time when we will have
our heaviest energy loads. The backup systems
certainly are not there and are not available for the state
as we drag towards what I believe is an unachievable
renewable energy target.
Another thing I just want to mention about the Finkel
report, which has been mentioned in other
contributions, is that in fact a renewable energy target
was not foreshadowed in that report, and purposefully
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so, because Finkel even recognised that in fact the only
way to have any sort of demonstrable improvement in
greenhouse gas emissions is to have a national
approach. And that is why I said right from the outset of
my contribution that this is bad policy. This is policy
driven not by climate change concern but more by
industry concern and political concern to aid and abet
the Greens in fending off any potential attacks on their
inner-city metropolitan seats. And I see Ms Patten
giving a wry a smile there, but she knows I am
speaking the truth. Mr Barber is unusually quiet; he
knows I am telling the truth.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — And poor Ms Shing! I have made
her speechless — which is quite an achievement —
because she knows I am telling the truth. Everyone
knows this is bad policy, and that is why Mrs Peulich
has seen fit to actually allow a committee to investigate
and delve into why electricity prices are on the increase,
what the impact of a bad policy like an Andrews
government RET will have in the long term, what the
Finkel report actually means in relation to a national
consensus and what our contributions to greenhouse
gas emissions are from a state and national basis, and to
try and develop good policy — good energy policy that
is sadly lacking in the Andrews government.
In respect of time I am going to allow my parliamentary
colleague Ms Bath to have an opportunity to talk about
the concerns, particularly in East Gippsland. Why the
Andrews government wants to attack East Gippsland
all the time is beyond me. They are not satisfied with
only closing down a coal-fired generator; they want to
close down a timber mill as well. They want to close
down forests so that we cannot actually access the
timber to produce paper. They prefer to import it from
Nippon over in Japan. Talk about balance of trade.
Why would you not want to use a natural —
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — You do not like natural resources,
Ms Shing. That is your trouble. You do not like
anything natural; it is all artificial — a bit like your
RET.
But anyway, in closing I commend Mrs Peulich for
moving this motion. I think it is important for the
Environment and Planning Committee, which I might
add I am a participating member of. If this motion gets
up, it will have some input into the work that that
committee will be directed to do from this Parliament.
Certainly I am sure those households and businesses
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that use a lot of energy, the communities,
not-for-profits —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Order! The
member’s time has expired.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — I am pleased to rise
to speak this afternoon on Mrs Peulich’s motion. I
would like to read part of the motion and indicate that
The Nationals will be endorsing this motion and hope it
gets through to the upper house committee, of which I
am a full member. I would love to investigate this and
look at the ramifications of the increasing electricity
prices on a range of people and institutions, so I will
read it:
… issues relating to the impact of higher energy prices in
Victoria for households, business, community, not-for-profits,
hospitals, schools, aged-care facilities and government,
including but not limited to the impact following the closure
of the Hazelwood power station and any other matter the
committee considers.

I listened to the debate with interest earlier on, before
lunch, when Mr Barber from the Greens and Ms Shing
from the government quite deliberately pontificated
about their position and how they hold the high moral
ground in terms of energy policy and the rest of us are
all just wandering around somewhere. Well, I find it
very interesting that in doing so I recognised that only
once in Mr Barber’s contribution did he actually use the
word ‘household’, and not once did Ms Shing go into
any depth — and she had an hour to do it — or great
detail around the impact on businesses, on
not-for-profits, on hospitals, on schools et cetera.
So we can stand up on the high hill and we can say how
great our policies are if we are a Green or if we are in
the Labor Party, but we do not actually address what is
happening on the ground in homes and communities
and small businesses right across Victoria as a result of
this haphazard lack of policy by the current
government.
Let me quote Premier John Brumby back in 2010,
when he said:
… we are committed to the staged closure of Hazelwood.

So back in 2010 the former Premier had a plan. He had
a plan to turn off Hazelwood in a sequential staging. He
would have staged it and it would have been phased; it
is actually quoted in Hansard in 2010.
What has happened since then? The Andrews Labor
government have got in, and as a result of that Minister
D’Ambrosio’s green agenda has seen the fact that not
only did they close it but they closed it within a
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five-month period. Not only did they close it but they
cast out 750 in-house workers and hundreds and
hundreds of contractors. That has had a downstream
effect in the Latrobe Valley, unprecedented I would say
in the last 10 years. What has happened to these
people?
In relation to that power going offline, we lost 22 per
cent of our baseload power. We have seen prices rise
like never before. In fact the Premier got on radio with
Minister D’Ambrosio and said that any increase would
have somewhere in the vicinity of a single-digit effect
on prices.
An honourable member — Four, wasn’t it?
Ms BATH — Four to eight, in or around — ‘You
will hardly notice it’. Well, there are businesses across
this state that are struggling under the burden of the
new impost on the cost of electricity. I will give some
examples of where some have gone out of business.
In fact one is in South Australia, so I will cross over the
border for an example. A plastics business that had
been running for about 35 years had had an annual
electricity bill of $80 000. Over the last few months and
year it has gone up by $100 000. This is a recycling
plant. We should be supporting these plastics recycling
plants. They have been in business for decades, they
have employed people and now they are shut. To my
mind, that is indicative of what is going to happen on an
ongoing basis if this madness continues to take effect.
Locally in terms of our local businesses and our
engineering companies in the Latrobe Valley, there are
a number of them that I have spoken with that are really
struggling to maintain their current level of staff. They
were contracted to the mine to work in terms of
maintenance and upgrades and engineering works, and
they have had that totally taken out from under them.
So what are their results? What do they do? They are
struggling to keep their employees in work, and they
are going backwards in terms of their own business,
and this is widespread.
Let me look at some other examples here. In relation to
some media that was aired recently on the ABC, on
7 July it was reported that:
Victorian businesses are struggling to cope with their power
bills, with new analysis showing wholesale prices in the state
have more than tripled since 2015.
Analysis from energy consultancy company Global-Roam
shows wholesale power prices soared 63 per cent in Victoria
between the second quarter of last year and this year.
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When the second quarter of 2015 is compared with 2017, the
wholesale price more than tripled — rising 238 per cent to
$104 per megawatt hour.

Again from the ABC, on 4 August:
Customers in South Australia and Victoria may be asked to
cut power usage at peak times in return for discounted bills.
Both states are contemplating summer without a power
supply from the Port Augusta power station in South
Australia and from Victoria’s Hazelwood power station.

What could be happening is that elderly people, who
are already struggling and who are on the pension, may
be incentivised to take up the option to turn off their
power in the heat of summer and go without air
conditioning and greatly suffer. This is where we have
come to. We were once upon a time the cheapest source
of electricity in the country, and now we are fast
becoming the dearest. And what are we doing
potentially to our elderly who want to take up these
offers? We are making them suffer. I just think this is
appalling.
Let us look at some other examples. The other issue is
around the Australian Energy Market Operator
(AEMO) predicting that there will be 72 days potential
shortfall in the market over summer, so we could have
brownouts and we could have load shedding across the
board.
A recently completed Victorian Chamber of Commerce
and Industry survey shows that 1 per cent of businesses
are considering shutting down because of the high
energy costs. I have outlined the one in relation to the
South Australia recycling factory. Another 41 per cent
are expected to absorb the costs. People in small to
medium-sized businesses — and there are 4500 roughly
in the Central Gippsland region — have to absorb those
costs, and that is what 41 per cent of them will do.
Twenty-one per cent are likely to pass on the cost to
consumers. So not only are their profits going down —
their costs are increasing — they are also having to pass
that on to consumers. Some 15 per cent said that they
would try to manage the increase in cost without
switching energy providers, and the concern for
businesses is that that is impossible in terms of growth
and staffing levels.
What I know in relation to other businesses in the
Latrobe Valley that I have spoken to — for example, a
very popular takeaway food establishment — is that
their monthly power bill has gone up by 55 per cent.
Once upon a time they would have been frequented by
Hazelwood workers coming in to get their meat pies or
their coffee scrolls, but their business is down and their
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costs have increased. We are asking people to bear the
burden of Labor’s failed policy.

… is concerned local health services will be negatively
impacted as Victoria’s skyrocketing energy costs take their
toll.

Let us talk about energy poverty, and this is where I am
getting to. In terms of members of our community, they
are struggling to find these day-to-day costs. I note that
Foodbank Victoria is looking to move to the Latrobe
Valley to support people who are requiring daily
necessities and provide that conduit for them in the
Latrobe Valley because the need is so high.

Gippsland Southern Health Service is facing an annual
increase of $150 000 — a figure that concerns chief executive
officer Mark Johnson.

I am aware from speaking with constituents that there is
a single mother in my electorate who has spoken of her
struggles to meet energy costs and said that she showers
at the local gym just to save money on her electricity
bill. I have spoken to postal workers within the Central
Gippsland region, and what they tell me is that they
hate delivering mail now because there are people who
just do not want to receive that electricity bill. They
find that whilst they love their job and they love their
commitment to community, they hate delivering those
bills that are just creating so much havoc in our
population.
The other point that I would like to raise is in relation to
dairy farms. There has been a Dairy Australia briefing
note published recently which speaks to the current
costs of both gas and electricity for dairy processors. It
is about $170 million per year. The briefing note
outlines that the costs are set to rise up to 70 per cent in
the next financial year — a 70 per cent increase for
dairy processors. There will be employee lay-offs, for
sure.
If we look at what this would mean for Australian dairy
farmers if they had that sort of cost impost, there could
be an average of $4840 added to their annual shed
power bills — their milking sheds et cetera. They have
had an average cost of around $24 000 per year over the
last three years. Dairy farmers will effectively pay twice
with lower farm gate prices and higher power bills.
In the terms of the Leader of The Nationals, the
Honourable Peter Walsh, in his electorate of Murray
Plains the Kyvalley Dairy Group employs about
100 people in Kyabram. This company’s dairy energy
bill rose $50 000 a year. That is an increase of 23 per
cent. That is much more than single digits.
Let us look at another example around hospitals. It was
only this week that the Great Southern Star, Leongatha,
highlighted the fact that power bills for their local
hospital have gone up around 70 to 80 per cent. Indeed
if I quote the article, it states that Danny O’Brien in the
Legislative Assembly:

‘GSHS has forecast a break-even budget for 2017–18 based
on revenue of approximately $34 million. Any increases in
operating expenditure will place pressure on the operating
budget and risk pushing the organisation into deficit’, he said.

We have a motion here that would review what is
happening out in the community and would review
what is happening in small business and our homes. It
would look into and assess the impact of the
Hazelwood closure and the impact of other potential
long-term ramifications if Yallourn came off the grid. It
is important that we really let the Victorian people
understand the future and what it can look like. We also
think it is important for people to have a voice and to
voice their concerns in relation to Labor’s failed policy
on energy production in this state.
One final thing I would like to mention is that the
Liberal-Nationals are not against renewables. We want
to see a great positive mix where there is stability of
power, where there are jobs in Victoria, where there is
security, where there is reliability, where there is base
load and where there are renewables in terms of solar,
wind, hydro et cetera. Let us work all of them in, but let
us work them in so that we do not create this pain
within our community, our businesses and our
industries and go from being the cheapest power option
state to the dearest. In effect we can meet the market by
sending businesses and industry out of production, and
that is what we do not want. We need to see this motion
go through. I endorse it and thank Mrs Peulich for
raising the issue.
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) — I
would like to thank those who spoke on this motion and
say how disappointing it is that the contribution of my
good friend Mr Barber, a member of the Greens,
actually ignored the referral and went to the substance
of what should be careful deliberations and listening to
the experts. His colleague Colleen Hartland spoke
about the importance of listening to the experts on
another motion earlier today. If he feels that people in
this chamber are not sufficiently informed or
enlightened by the wisdom of the Greens, then this
would have been a very good opportunity for everyone
to get onto the same page and to develop a greater
consensus given the problems that we have seen with
increasing costs of energy to households, to families, to
businesses and to other organisations, including
hospitals, schools and other levels of government. All
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of these are cumulative — they have snowballing
effects — and they are soaking up enormous amounts
of financial resources, leaving families struggling and
bringing many businesses to their knees.
The Greens have always tried to present themselves as
being intellectually gifted and not afraid of having an
intelligent debate, but they have turned the other way in
this instance. The Greens have turned the other way
when it comes to having their policies and their views
scrutinised through a committee process.
Could I lay on the table the fact that I am not a member
of this committee. Mr Barber’s comments about how
this is just some opportunity for members of the
committee to go on a junket were perhaps a little
cheeky, but they were also offensive. Once upon a time
people were paid for service to committees, but now
they are not. They serve on committees because they
believe that it is a part of their job to get to the bottom
of difficult issues — in some instances, hopefully, to
reach a consensus, but in other instances not.
This is an important issue, especially given the
increasing costs and the threats to accessibility, both in
winter and summer, and the forecasts of blackouts
during the summer as well as brownouts. There needs
to be a change in the mix of energy generation, but
these problems also need to be constantly monitored.
I was disappointed that Ms Shing spent all of her
contribution bagging the opposition. Both the Greens
and the Labor Party have used this motion for political
attacks. The attempts to shut down consideration of
policies and to shut down consideration of the problems
caused by inconsistencies in policy and failings of the
government are very, very disappointing. This was
simply a referral motion to a committee on a very
important issue.
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being very resourceful in how they can cut down their
energy costs — bathing at local pools, going to local
shopping centres, going to bed early so they do not
have to put on heaters and indeed sitting and watching
TV covered in doonas and blankets. This appears to be
the Greens’ preference when it comes to moving
forward with energy policy — more of the same.
Our concern is the fact that electricity is becoming
horrendously unaffordable. People are being brought to
tears, businesses are being destroyed and shut and jobs
are being lost. The consequences of blackouts on
hospitals, for people who are in emergency care and on
the security of food are very, very substantial problems
that this Parliament needs to contend with.
Of course we want to see cleaner or reduced emissions.
Recently I read about a $1.2 billion investment in
Germany. Germany had initially closed down all of its
coal-powered generators, but it is now building a
coal-powered generating facility for $1.2 billion, which
produces 50 per cent of the emissions of previous
technologies. This is a missed opportunity. I call on
members to support this motion. You should hang your
head in shame if you are sticking your head in the sand
on this issue.
House divided on motion:
Ayes, 20
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

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

Noes, 20
Can I forecast that I believe this will be the issue of the
2018 state election. Investment in companies is affected
by failings and inconsistencies in government policy,
especially in the area of energy generation. People say
that this is also the result of market failings. The market
is distorted by high taxes, which we have seen imposed
on the coal sector, as well as subsidies, which make
investment in renewables more attractive. These cause
market distortions. This committee process would have
been an opportunity to consider not only the impact of
these policies but also how we can move forward.
I am disappointed that it appears this motion is going to
be voted down. There is no more important issue facing
Victorians and their families, including young families
with children. I have heard lots of stories of people

Barber, Mr
Dalidakis, Mr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Motion negatived.

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms (Teller)
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
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Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I move:
That this house notes the rorting of taxpayers money by
members of the Andrews Labor government for political and
personal benefit, including:
(1) the rorting of staffing entitlements to employ Labor
Party campaign workers;
(2) the rorting of ministerial vehicles to chauffeur pet dogs;
(3) the rorting of the second residence allowance by the
former Speaker and former Deputy Speaker;
(4) the rorting of electorate office printing budgets to fund
Labor Party branch stacking; and
(5) spending on failed Supreme and High Court actions to
block the Ombudsman’s investigation into Labor
staffing rorts.

Victorians are more than entitled to ask: just how
corrupt is the Andrews Labor government? It is
interesting that they would ask that question. They do
not ask: is the government corrupt? They know that the
government is corrupt. They are aware that the
government is corrupt, but they are asking: just how
corrupt is it? That is a question that perhaps we might
not be able to answer this afternoon; we might not be
able to answer it until such time as the Ombudsman
conducts her investigation into the government, if
indeed we get an investigation into the latest set of
allegations as well.
But there is one thing that the people of Victoria are
aware of, and that is that the Labor Party is still the
guilty party. They were the guilty party 25 years ago,
and they are still the guilty party a quarter of a century
later. You have got to give the Labor Party points for
consistency. They are right on the money. They were
guilty back then, and they are still guilty now, and
everybody is aware of it.
It is not just this government; you have got to realise
that. It is the Labor Party, because the Labor Party has
running through it a thick vein, which is a culture of
corruption. It goes back to what you would call, I
suppose, institutionalised corruption within the
Australian Labor Party. It is in the DNA of the ALP to
have corruption. If you were to extract DNA from the
Labor Party and examine it closely, you would find
corruption oozing from every pore, if indeed DNA has
pores.
This culture of corruption was probably best summed
up by a former senator from New South Wales, who
Minister Jennings might not be familiar with, a bloke
called Graham Richardson. He may not be
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Mr Jennings’s cup of tea, I am suggesting — well, not
his political cup of tea anyway. He wrote a book a few
years ago in which he said, ‘Whatever it takes’. That is
what it was called, Whatever it Takes, and that is the
philosophy of the ALP. Across the factions, federal or
state, whatever it may be, that is the philosophy of the
ALP. They will lie, they will steal, they will cheat, they
will do whatever they have to do, whatever it takes to
win, and that is what we have seen time and again
under this government.
Indeed one of the most appalling actions by any
government in recent years, the scrapping of the
east–west link, was a classic example of that, because
that was expenditure of public moneys to the tune of
$1.2 billion to try to save some Labor seats in the inner
city. That did not even work; they still lost the seat of
Melbourne. If the Labor Party are going to use that sort
of money, at least use it effectively. But the Labor Party
does not care very much about that. It is not their
money. They do not care, and if it is somebody else’s
money, they will use it for whatever they like, and we
have seen that again and again throughout the life of
this government.
As I said a moment ago, the culture of corruption runs
deep within the ALP. We just have to go back probably
10 years, maybe a little less, to the Brimbank City
Council. Ms Shing might not remember the Brimbank
City Council, so I will enlighten her, and I am very
happy to do that. She may have been too young to
remember what happened with the Brimbank City
Council, but I will put money down that Mr Jennings
remembers what happened at Brimbank. He was in this
house in fact, and we spoke at length about the
Brimbank council to the point where the Labor Party
was so embarrassed that they actually sacked the
council. The trouble is that they sacked the wrong
council. The council that did all the dirty deals, the
council that did the people of Brimbank in the eye, they
got away totally clean —
An honourable member — Scot-free.
Mr FINN — Scot-free, that is it; thank you. The
new council that replaced them were the ones that were
sacked, and they had not actually done anything. It was
quite extraordinary. It is quite extraordinary the way the
Labor Party treat people who are found guilty of the
sort of corruption we saw in Brimbank — the sort of
corruption we have seen in so many instances in the
Labor Party over the years.
There was a family involvement, let us say, in
Brimbank that was quite often described as the
Suleyman empire. We had Hakki out there. Hakki was
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working from the office of former Minister for
Planning Justin Madden. I do not know whether Justin
Madden actually knew this because Justin I do not think
actually knew where his office was out in Keilor. But
Hakki certainly did because he was directing traffic
from it and he was branch stacking, he was recruiting
and he was playing games with money from the council
and all sorts of wonderful things. And of course his
daughter was the mayor of Brimbank during that time.
She was the mayor of an entirely corrupt council. The
Ombudsman’s report into the Brimbank council only
touched the surface. It totally condemned the council,
but it only touched the surface of what the council had
done.
When it was exposed and the government of the day,
the Brumby government, went on to dismiss the
Brimbank council, what do you think happened to that
mayor? You would imagine that somebody who
oversaw the degree of corruption and shysterism that
was afoot on that council would be regarded by any
reasonable person with contempt. They would treat
them with contempt and they would shun them; I
certainly would. If I knew somebody who was involved
in that sort of thing, I would shun them. I would
condemn their activity and I would send them to
Coventry.
But what did the Australian Labor Party do? They gave
her the safe seat of St Albans. They gave her one of
their safest seats in the state, can you believe it, if you
do not mind, umpire? It is just absolutely extraordinary
that we would have a situation where a mayor is found
to be leading a council which is totally corrupt, totally
crooked, and she is rewarded by the ALP by being
given a safe Labor seat.
I have been told by local members of the Labor
Party — who were not all that happy about this, it has
to be said — that it was not a preselection, it was more
a—
Ms Fitzherbert interjected.
Mr FINN — It was more an anointing. As
Ms Fitzherbert says, it was an anointing from above.
Along came Ms Suleyman and into St Albans she went.
The locals, as I said, were not very happy. When I
asked why the Labor Party would do this in St Albans
for somebody who had basically disgraced
themselves — they disgraced the council and they
disgraced the ALP — it was explained to me thus:
‘Hakki knows where the bodies are buried. Her father
knows where the bodies are buried’. That was the
explanation that was given to me by the local members
of the Labor Party.
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It is not just the state Labor Party that we are talking
about here, because Hakki Suleyman controlled
numbers that took his influence and his power even into
the federal cabinet room during the Rudd and the
Gillard governments. Even now, the man who sees
himself as being the next Prime Minister of Australia
according to the polls, Bill Shorten, was put there by
Hakki Suleyman’s numbers. So there we had a bloke,
Hakki Suleyman, working out of Justin Madden’s
office — a minister of the Crown in a Labor
government — running a council, running
preselections, doing numbers, stacking branches and
doing all the things for which the Labor Party is so well
known. He was directly responsible for the preselection
of Bill Shorten in the seat of Maribyrnong.
We had a situation where Hakki Suleyman not only got
his daughter into Parliament but could get Bill into the
Lodge. If that is not a culture of corruption, I do not
know what is. That is a culture of corruption that has
the show by the throat. It is beyond all understanding
how this could happen.
Next door there is a bloke called Josh Bull, who is the
member for Sunbury. There are bulls all over the place
out there. Josh Bull has recently —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Bull. Yes, J. Bull. Mr Bull has
recently put out a couple of letters. This has been
circulating —
Mr Jennings interjected.
Mr FINN — This is something that you might find
interesting, Mr Jennings. This has been circulating in
Sunbury among the younger groups, and it has been
brought to my attention by my daughter. Mr Bull sent
out a letter — this is Josh; we do not want to get our
bulls confused. There is Bull Shorten. There is a lot of
bull out there; there is no doubt about that. Mr Josh Bull
has sent out two letters. The first is one welcoming new
voters to the roll. We all do that. That is fair enough,
and a very good thing it is too. But he has also sent out
a letter recently urging his constituents to vote yes in
the postal survey.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — It is a federal matter totally,
Mr Ondarchie, paid for by Victorian taxpayers. I think
it is totally unwarranted and not something that should
be endorsed. But interestingly enough when one
compares the signatures on the two letters, they are
totally and completely different. One Josh Bull
signature is quite legible, and another one is
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hieroglyphics. If I was unkind, I would suggest that
Mr Bull has a signature for each face, but I would not
say that. It is just extraordinary to me that here is a
member of Parliament who clearly has a situation
where somebody is forging his signature.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — Indeed, I had not thought of that.
Mr Ondarchie points out it may well be a part of the
printing deal. It is not far from Keilor and in the
Socialist Left faction, so it may be a part of the
Mammarella deal that they have put together out there,
and they may have gotten a bulk purchase. Perhaps we
could examine that a little bit later on.
Corruption of course is something that we have come to
accept as part of the ALP in the western suburbs. It runs
through various councils, it runs through members of
Parliament and of course it runs through preselections
that we see in the Labor Party quite frequently.
There is an interesting chap out in Wyndham. He is a
councillor, apparently, called Intaj Khan, the King of
Bling. You might know him, Mr Jennings. Do you
know the man at all? I know the Premier knows him.
He is very close to the Premier. I will not make
reference to the charges that this particular councillor is
currently facing, but he is involved in a stoush out there
with his federal colleague, the member for Lalor,
Joanne Ryan, who called Cr Khan out for being the
undesirable individual that he is. Ms Ryan is apparently
going to be sued by Cr Khan, so that is going to be
good. How do you defend that? You have got to have a
character before you can be defamed, so I do not know
how he is going to get away with that, but good luck to
him.
That is what we have come to expect from the Labor
Party in this state. Out in the west that is the way of life;
that is just the way they are. When you talk about
branch stacking, it is a way of life for many — it is a
pity that Mr Somyurek is not here, as he might be able
to tell us a little bit more about it — and it is a way of
life for the ALP. In this particular instance the rorting is
of each other. They are rorting each other — and I use
the word ‘rorting’ — and cheating against each other in
preselections. It is quite amazing to see what they do to
each other.
There is a chap called Bob Kernohan, who I think
Mr Melhem might know. I have had a couple of chats
with him, and he is quite a learned man on the ways of
the ALP. He has a number of stories that really should
go into a book. I look forward to buying that book if
and when they ever do. I think that would be well
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worthwhile, and I would be first in line to buy a copy of
that book. Sometimes Liberal Party preselections are a
bit mysterious, but I have to say that Labor Party
preselections are quite awesome in the true meaning of
the word; they fill me with awe.
You see what goes on in the ALP at preselection time,
and you say to yourself, ‘How did they do that?’, and
then you think to yourself, ‘How do they get away with
that?’, but they do every time. And some of the people
that come out of those preselections and are elected to
Parliament are just extraordinary. You just have to look
around some of the chambers of the parliaments in
Australia to see some of the people that are products of
preselections, most of them put there by dodgy
backroom deals and crooked factional warlords giving
their largesse and paying off people here, there and
everywhere for their support.
Mr Jennings interjected.
Mr FINN — I have not mentioned former federal
member Stephen Conroy once, Minister, so I wish you
would not raise his name.
I think what happens in regard to preselections within
the ALP is indicative of the level of ingrained
corruption and deceit that the ALP seems to thrive on.
The more corrupt it is, the more deceitful it is, the more
dishonest it is and the stronger it seems to become. That
is, as they say in the classics, the Labor way. That is
something we have come to expect over many a long
year.
For the life of me I do not understand why certain
members of the Labor Party — and I have spoken to
these people out in the western suburbs, particularly in
the Wyndham area — stick with the Labor Party,
despite the fact that they are treated abysmally. You
have got to remember that there is a preselection, for
example, going on out in Tarneit at the moment. This is
to replace a bloke who had to resign because he was
rorting the taxpayer. We will get to that in a little while.
Mr Jennings — That’s on the motion. You’ve got
to the motion.
Mr FINN — No, we are talking about things that
are included in this. This preselection is to replace a
bloke who was rorting the system big time. Of course
who puts his hand up for this preselection? None other
than Intaj Khan. So you could have a situation where
you have got one bloke who is on the way out for
having his snout in the trough to be replaced by another
one who is going to do it even better. That, I suggest to
you, is the Labor way. They have got an extraordinary
talent for putting people into Parliament who know how
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to rort the system, rip off the taxpayer and milk things
for all they are worth, all for their own benefit without a
thought for what is good for the state or what is good
for the people of this state. That is the Labor way.
I well remember a former minister in the Cain and
Kirner governments when I was first elected — a long
time ago now — and he was actually done over for
preselection by said gentleman. He said to me, straight
out, ‘This bloke’s a crook’. He picked it years ago.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — No, it was not Peter Spyker. Peter
Spyker was not a crook, he was just stupid. That would
be 20 years ago, so, as I said, this is not new. This is
something that has been going on for a very, very long
time. It is a culture that is rooted within the ALP.
Ms Shing — I knew you’d get there eventually,
Mr Finn.
Mr FINN — It is true; it is rooted within the ALP.
We are talking about the rorting of staff entitlements,
and we saw that before the last election.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr FINN — No, I am speaking on the motion,
Ms Shing.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr FINN — You should calm down; it is all right.
What we saw before the last election was just amazing.
Here we had a group of people putting their hand up to
be the government of Victoria. They said, ‘We want to
look after the interests of Victoria and Victorians’;
however, they went out of their way to rort the system,
to rip off the taxpayer, to ‘employ’ — and I use that
term in inverted commas — people in electorate offices
for MPs, and of course the MPs never met them. They
put red shirts on these people and sent them out to
campaign for the ALP.
When this was discovered it was referred to the
Ombudsman. The Ombudsman said, ‘Oh, this is very
interesting’, and she decided that she would investigate
it, and that is not surprising given that that is her job —
that is her responsibility — to which the Premier had
kittens on the spot. He went to, and still does go to,
extraordinary lengths to hide what he did. So not only
do we have the corruption of the original act; we have
the cover-up. As we know, and as we saw with
Watergate all those years ago — there is another classic
case of corruption — it is not the original act that gets
you; it is the cover-up. And that is what is going to
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happen to this bloke, because he has spent far, far more
trying to cover up his misdeeds than he did originally in
the red shirt incident. They have been to the Supreme
Court of Victoria to stop the Ombudsman investigating
this action.
Ms Shing — You could use the word ‘imbroglio’,
perhaps.
Mr FINN — We will get there. When the Supreme
Court decided that indeed the Ombudsman had an
absolute right to investigate this matter, did the Labor
Party accept it? Did the government accept it? Not on
your nelly. They went straight off to Canberra to the
High Court of Australia. How much would it cost? I do
not know, but it would cost a fortune. You are a lawyer,
are you not, Ms Shing? You could tell us how much. A
good QC would cost probably $70 000 a day or
something. These are huge sums of taxpayers money
for this cover-up, going to the Supreme Court and the
High Court.
There must be a lot on the line here. There must be
some really dirty deeds, unfortunately not done dirt
cheap on this occasion, because it is costing us all an
arm and a leg. We must be looking at millions of
dollars now in legal fees to cover up this appalling act. I
am hopeful that we might get to the bottom of this at
some stage, hopefully before November next year, but I
suspect that if that is not the case then the Guy
government will after the election discover the truth and
expose the Labor Party for their corrupt and crooked
actions of which they are guilty. They will receive
justice. There are no two ways about that. Whether it be
before the election or after the election makes no
difference to me, but they will all receive the justice
that is their due. There is no doubt about that at all.
Then of course we had one of the more, would you
say —
Ms Fitzherbert — Colourful?
Mr FINN — No, I would not say colourful.
Ms Fitzherbert — Dodgy?
Mr FINN — I would not even say dodgy. It was
bizarre. I think ‘bizarre’ would probably be the best
word. We had the rorting of a ministerial vehicle for the
transport of dogs to and from the country compound of
a minister. Not only that, but we had the minister
directing his driver to walk the dogs. You wonder what
else the minister directed the driver to do. You would
understand how the driver felt; the driver is employed
to drive a minister. All of a sudden he or she finds
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themselves behind the wheel of a car with a couple of
woofers in the back.
It is just extraordinary to think that the Labor Party and
a minister of the Labor government thought they could
actually get away with this. That is the thing about the
Labor Party — not that they commit these crimes, but
that they actually think they can and they will get away
with it. And on this occasion clearly the minister did
think that, but he was wrong, as he was on so many
other things. He was totally and absolutely wrong, and
strangely enough he is no longer in this house. He lost
his ministry and is no longer in the house. We do not
miss him greatly, but he now has plenty of time to take
Patch and Ted for a walk whenever he wants to.
Can you imagine the amount of money that has been
spent and what we could have used it on just in those
last two incidents — in the legal costs and the cost of
the driver of the dogs? In my own portfolio interest area
of autism we could use that money. God, could we use
that money! That would just do so much for so many. It
is just a criminal waste. It is an outrageous waste, but I
will go with ‘criminal waste’ because I think it is
criminal. I think that it should be investigated fully and
we need full accountability and transparency. This
government likes to talk about accountability, but that
is all it does: talk. When it comes to actually being
accountable, when it comes to actually being
transparent, forget it. It is not even mildly interested. Is
that surprising? If I was as crooked as they are, I would
not be interested in accountability or transparency
either. I would want to cover up my crimes and my
misdeeds. My very word, I would.
I mentioned before the crimes and asked the question:
how do these people in the Labor Party think they can
get away with it? The big question hangs over this one,
because we had the rorting of the second residence
allowance by the former Speaker and the former
Deputy Speaker. It has to be said that they lost their
positions over this. Mr Languiller fell on his own
sword; Mr Nardella is still screaming like a stuck pig
over there that he did not do anything wrong. Well, I
think the majority of people in this state have a very
different view. You talk about the pub test — this does
not come anywhere near passing the pub test. In fact
you would not get through the front doors of the pub
with this one. It stinks to high heaven.
Interestingly enough Daniel Andrews is over there in
the other place taking their votes every day —
accepting the votes and accepting the support of
Mr Languiller and Mr Nardella. He is condemning
them and saying, ‘Come on, friends, let’s go’. While
Mr Nardella has apparently left the Labor Party, he still
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votes with them, he still dines with them and he still
drinks with them. He is for all intents and purposes a
member of the ALP. That is the bottom line. Until such
time as the government moves to expel Mr Nardella
from the Parliament, then we can assume that he is still
in bed with the ALP. It is just one of the more blatant
and outrageous rorts that I can ever remember,
conducted by two people who hold a responsible
position, people who would normally be presenting the
face of the Parliament.
Ms Fitzherbert — A position of trust.
Mr FINN — They are in a position of trust, as
Ms Fitzherbert points out. They abused that trust, and
they misused that trust. That did not pay anywhere near
the price that they should have, and the government is
still benefiting from the fact that they hold their seats.
We could talk about — and I have just touched on it a
little — what is happening in Mr Languiller’s seat at the
moment as the Labor Party rip into each other during
the preselection process in Tarneit, and we could talk
about what is happening in the ALP in Melton, which is
a doozy. The Mammarellas, as we know, have been
eyeing the seat of Melton for many years. I should give
a bit of background on Mr Mammarella. Mr Eideh’s
eyebrows are raised all of a sudden. Mr Robert
Mammarella — who I have to say I know and is quite a
nice bloke — of course works for Mr Eideh and has
worked for Mr Eideh for some years. He has been
working ‘assiduously’ — and again I put that word in
inverted commas because he has been more than
working. He has been stacking, and he has been doing
all sorts of weird and wonderful things out in Melton in
order to get his son Justin Mammarella, a former mayor
of Melton, preselected. Again I know Justin
Mammarella, and he is quite a nice bloke. But you have
got to put the personal side to one side, because on this
occasion there are things afoot here that involve
taxpayers money. There are things involved here where
the Labor Party and members of the Labor Party are
again rorting the system. They are again ripping off the
Victorian taxpayer. That is something that we should
not tolerate.
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, Acting
President, Mr Finn should be aware that I have been
particularly generous in allowing him to say whatever
he likes up until this moment. I think we should all be
mindful of unsubstantiated matters that are in the public
domain and are subject to investigation. So if Mr Finn
wishes to assert allegations as fact, I think he should
reflect on that and if need be, seek the guidance of the
Chair in relation to him transgressing by repeating what
are allegations and stating them as fact. No facts have
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actually been provided, as I understand it, in relation to
these matters, and he is asserting —
Mr Ondarchie — What is the point of the point of
order?
Mr Jennings — The point of order is that Mr Finn
is effectively — I have not said he is lying, but he could
be lying unless he has substantive evidence.
Mr FINN — On the point of order, Acting
President, there is no point of order. That is clearly a
point of debate, and Mr Jennings is well within his
rights after I have finished my contribution to get up
and refute the point that I made. So I would suggest to
you with humblest respect that there is no point of order
involved at all.

Wednesday, 20 September 2017

truly, why should the people of Victoria have to fund
this nonsense? Why should the people of Victoria, who
are out there working as we speak to pay tax, allow this
sort of corrupt nonsense to continue? Why should the
people of Victoria be expected to put their hands in
their pocket to pay these shysters for their activities?
What is the reasonable standard that this government is
setting? There is none. They have no standards. As I
said earlier, they will do anything. It is the Labor way to
do whatever it takes, and on this occasion, to win the
preselection of Melton and probably Tarneit as well, it
will be very much a case of whatever it takes.
Mr Leane — It’s on tonight.
Mr FINN — It’s on tonight, is it?
Mr Leane — I don’t know. You’re telling the story.

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar) —
Order! My understanding of the point of order raised by
Mr Jennings is that you should just be aware, Mr Finn,
of what the situation is. I am aware of it and everyone
in the house is aware of what is going on around it, so
just come back to the subject without concentrating on
the other matter.
Mr FINN — I would refer you, Acting President, to
paragraph (4) of the motion that refers to the rorting of
electorate office printing budgets to fund Labor Party
branch stacking. That is allegedly a direct result of an
attempt to win Mr Justin Mammarella the preselection
for Melton. Is it on tonight?
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — It is not on tonight? That is perhaps an
ongoing matter. Mr Leane is highly amused over there,
and I can understand why, because he knows what is
going on out there. I challenge Mr Jennings to get up in
the house — he can do it now via a point of order, and I
will give him leave to do it if he likes — put his hand
on his heart and say that he knows for a fact that the
Mammarellas are not involved in any branch stacking
in Melton. I think Mr Eideh was laughing out loud. I
mention the branch stacking and the Mammarellas, and
Mr Eideh laughs out loud. I mean, that says it all.
Everybody over there knows exactly what has been
going on, whether they choose to admit it or not.
Mr Jennings — On a point of order, Acting
President, I am responding, by leave, to Mr Finn’s
suggestion. I take to the floor to actually say: I do not
know what you are asserting I know.
Mr FINN — Well, you should have a chat to
Mr Eideh. He knows a fair bit about it, because it has
been happening under his roof for quite some time. But

Mr FINN — I am interested to know. I tell you
what, can somebody ring Sportsbet and get the latest
odds, because I would like to know.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — I would not be surprised to hear that
Mr Mammarella is unbackable, because his old man is
very good with the numbers. When a branch is stacked
by a Mammarella it stays stacked. You know that,
Mr Eideh. They are very, very good at it, and there is
no shortage of people out in the western suburbs who I
have spoken to who know that to be true. There is no
shortage of people who will testify that certain people,
in fact quite a number of people, in the ALP out that
way are up to all sorts of shenanigans, which is how I
think we would describe them.
I move now to the last paragraph of this motion, and I
might have already covered it a little bit, which is:
(5) spending on failed Supreme and High Court actions to
block the Ombudsman’s investigation into Labor
staffing rorts.

I mentioned the pub test. This is a relatively new thing
in the public arena whereby journos are sitting around
discussing an issue on camera and they throw in the
pub test, which asks what is acceptable in the eyes of
the average person. If by some extraordinary
circumstance the average person were to accept that
what the ALP did before the last election was okay —
that is, rorting the taxpayer to employ people so they
could be full-time campaigners — there is no way on
this earth that anyone could possibly accept that it was
okay to spend millions of taxpayer dollars going to the
Supreme Court and High Court of Australia to stop an
investigation. It goes to the very heart of accountancy
and transparency.
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The average person in the street might not use those
terms. In fact they might be far more direct. They might
refer to somebody who was involved in such activity as
a thief, they might refer to them as a charlatan, they
might refer to them as a crook or they might refer to
them as any number of things. In fact some of the
things that I have had to delete from my Facebook page
have been from people describing this government in a
way that, even for you, Mr Jennings, would curl your
hair. They do not muck around. The people in the street
and the average voter in Victoria do not muck around
when referring to the government, and they certainly do
not muck around when referring to a Premier who they,
quite frankly, despise. I do not think that is too strong a
word. This bloke has built up a reputation for himself
that is second to none on a number of fronts, and
average people out there detest him.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — Most of them over the other side do as
well, that is true. I do not know whether it is too late to
dump him before the next election. Is it too late now? I
do not know whether it is too late. Mr Jennings is
indicating that it may not be. We will see.
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — I do not know whether Minister Allan
would knife a colleague. Would she knife a colleague?
I suppose knifing colleagues in the Labor Party is pretty
much a way of life. That is the way it operates. As I
was saying a moment ago, the average person in the
street has had a gutful of this government. They have
had a gutful of the rorts, they have had a gutful of the
cover-ups, and I tell you what, this last one of going to
the Supreme Court and the High Court to stop the
Ombudsman — the independent umpire — from
investigating what is possibly the greatest rort of all is
something that sticks in the neck of every Victorian.
To anybody over there on the other side of the house,
do not think that the people of Victoria will not be
reminded about this in the lead-up to the next election,
because we as an opposition will gently tap the people
of Victoria on the shoulders and say, ‘Don’t forget your
government, the Labor Party, is corrupt. It is crooked.
Don’t forget what they have done. Don’t forget the
dogs, don’t forget the staffing rip-offs, don’t forget the
rorting of electorate office printing budgets, don’t
forget Telmo Languiller and don’t forget Donnie
Nardella and his caravan down at Ocean Grove’. I have
to say on that one, in terms of its ingenuity: criminal
mastermind. That is something it would never have
occurred to me to do, I have to say. It would never have
occurred to me. I like the beach a lot, but I do not think
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if I had sat down and thought about it for years I could
have come up with a scheme that would have seen me
paid extra to live outside my electorate by the beach at a
caravan park that does not allow long-term residents
anyway.
As I said earlier, it is in their DNA. For us on this side
of the house, it would not occur to us to do those sorts
of things. It is absolutely incredible, as I have said on a
number of occasions now, not only to think that they
would do it but to think that they would actually get
away with it. To try it on in the way that they have is
just awe-inspiring. It is more gall than all of France,
you would have to say. It is just extraordinary what
they have done.
The people of Victoria see their roads deteriorating.
Mr Ondarchie — Western distributor?
Mr FINN — Don’t start me on the western
distributor. That is another one. Remember before the
last election, when the Premier, the then Leader of the
Opposition, was running around saying anything and
everything, usually without the knowledge or consent
of his colleagues? He said, ‘We’ve got a West Gate
distributor ready to go. It is shovel-ready’. Well, I know
what he was shovelling, and it had nothing to do with
the road. But he said at the time it was shovel-ready.
Here we are nearly three years later and there is
nothing — absolutely nothing.
But there is something humming along in the
background, and I can hear Transurban and the boys in
the boardroom at Transurban thinking that it is
Christmas. They are sitting around, and they have got
their plans for what is now the West Gate tunnel. It
went from being the West Gate distributor to the
western distributor, and now it is the West Gate tunnel.
But it is only Wednesday, so there is an opportunity for
a name change yet this week. The government is in
league with the boardroom at Transurban. They have
just let that boardroom have their way, and they are
rubbing their hands together. The only thing you can
hear down in the Transurban head office is singing
from the boardroom — It’s Beginning To Look A Lot
Like Christmas.
They honestly believe that because the only beneficiary
of the West Gate tunnel is going to be Transurban,
because it is not going to do anything for the people of
the western suburbs. It is not going to do anything for
the people who live around there. It is not going to do
anything for traffic congestion for either east–west or
south–north travel. It is not going to do anything for
anybody except the people who run Transurban, who it
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is going to make very, very rich — or, should I say,
much, much richer than they already are. They are
going extraordinarily well.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr FINN — Mr Ondarchie reminds me, and I am
glad that he did, of the Werribee South youth justice
centre, which was a classic example of a government
that really decided that its safe seats do not matter.
‘Werribee? Doesn’t matter’ — that is their attitude. I
remember the day they announced this. I was listening
to the radio, and they said, ‘There’s a big
announcement coming. There’s going to be a youth
justice centre, and it’s going to be in Werribee South’. I
said, ‘What? That can’t be right. I must have misheard
that’, so I went to the net, and sure enough they said
indeed it was going to be in Werribee South.
Mr O’Donohue interjected.
Mr FINN — In the electorate that Tim Pallas
allegedly represents and, rumour has it, he has been
seen in from time to time, maybe twice or three times in
the last 10 years. He has been there, but as for actually
living there, you have got to remember he is in the
Labor Party and he is in the western suburbs, and that
does not work.
Ms Lovell interjected.
Mr FINN — Indeed. That is the way. We all live in
our electorates, but in terms of electoral integrity and
actually representing their constituents the ALP is not
all that interested in doing that. This instance of the
Werribee South youth detention centre is a classic
example of that. We saw, when I was down in
Werribee one cold and wet Tuesday night, some 7000
or 8000 people out in the streets of Werribee — as I
said on a cold and wet Tuesday evening. They gathered
in very large numbers to let the government know that
they were angry and they were not going to put up with
being treated in the way that this government treats the
rest of Victoria. They sent that message right here to
Spring Street. They were very loud, they were very
vocal and they made it very clear what their views
were. And they are just one section —
An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — Yes, indeed. It was heard in
Williamstown, so Mr Pallas did hear it.
Ms Lovell — What a lovely spot.
Mr FINN — It is a lovely spot, and Mr Pallas will
tell you all about it if you give him half a chance.
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An honourable member interjected.
Mr FINN — You cannot walk down the Strand on a
Saturday morning without tripping over Labor MPs.
That is very true.
Ms Lovell — Does Wade Noonan know where
Williamstown is?
Mr FINN — Wade would not have a clue, no. I
think he lives in Werribee South; I am not sure. But that
would not surprise me.
We have a government that has lost the respect of the
electorate. The people of this state do not trust this
government. The people of this state detest this
government. They detest the Premier. They just want
this government gone because they know that this
government is corrupt. As I said at the beginning, it is
not a question of whether this government is corrupt; it
is a question of: how corrupt is this government? I
would suggest to you very strongly that this
government is extremely corrupt. It is corrupt to the
core, and it is something that the people of Victoria are
going to scream very, very loudly about in November
next year.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.

STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Department of Treasury and Finance: budget
papers 2017–18
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — I rise to speak
on the budget papers 2017–18, which raise the funding
to provide services in public housing and also
homelessness in this state — an area where this
government is completely failing the people of
Victoria. We can see the evidence on our streets. The
increase in people who are sleeping rough on our streets
is blatantly clear to us as we walk around the streets of
Melbourne. But this is not just me observing this or
making these things up. They actually do a street count
of the homeless people on the streets of Melbourne, and
in 2014 when we left government there were
142 people sleeping rough — too many, I admit. We
were working to reduce that. In 2010 we had inherited
190 people sleeping rough, and we had managed to get
that down a bit. In the first two years of this
government — they do these street counts every second
year — the number blew out from 142 in 2014 to 247
in 2016. That was a 74 per cent increase that directly
correlates with the election of the Andrews Labor
government.
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This is because this government actually has no
homelessness strategy whatsoever. And Labor has form
on not having homelessness strategies. During the
Brumby government years there was a period, quite an
extended period, where then Minister for Housing
Richard Wynne did not have a strategy to address
homelessness. He promised one, and he kept promising
it. He kept missing his own deadlines, and finally just
days before the 2010 election he produced a strategy
that was rejected by the sector because the sector had
not been involved in the development of it. They felt it
was a strategy that would not address homelessness,
and they were quite insulted by it.
On coming to government I immediately scrapped that
strategy and set about working towards developing a
new homelessness action plan with the sector, which
we implemented in 2011. That ran from 2011 through
to July 2015. But since that action plan that I wrote
expired in July 2015 we have seen nothing from this
government. For over two years now there has been no
strategy to address homelessness in this state, and that
is why we are seeing such a huge increase in people
who are sleeping rough on the streets. Some of the data
behind that is really quite concerning as well. If you
look at the age of the people who are sleeping rough on
the street, 78 per cent of them are aged between 26 and
60, so it is no longer elderly alcoholic men, which is the
perception, but a whole range of people who are
sleeping rough on the streets. In fact 57 per cent of that
group — that 78 per cent that are between 26 and 60 —
are actually under 40. Forty-nine per cent of them were
sleeping rough on the streets, 20 per cent in parks and
31 per cent in other locations, and the majority of them
were sleeping in the CBD.
Really concerning is the amount of children who have
been sleeping rough under this government. In fact in
the 19 months from July 2015 — and I am quoting data
from a new report, the Rough Sleeping in Victoria:
Situation Appraisal — May 2017 — 580 children aged
up to 14 years slept rough on the streets. That is an
indictment of this state and this current minister, who
has no strategy to address this issue. I call on this
minister to actually finally produce a strategy that will
assist in reducing homelessness.
Last year during the Australian Open Tennis
Championships we saw a lot of negative publicity for
our city about the number of homeless sleeping in our
streets that went international. Local government, the
City of Melbourne, took the flak for that. They should
not have; this is a state government responsibility, and
this government needs a strategy.
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Auditor-General: Effectively Planning for
Population Growth
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak to the Auditor-General’s report tabled in this
Parliament on 23 August 2017, Effectively Planning for
Population Growth. Victoria is presently experiencing
its largest ever population growth. It is anticipated that
by 2031 our current population, which is 6.1 million,
will increase to 7.7 million. So far the population
growth has been evidenced in the seven greenfield
growth zones on Melbourne’s fringe. These areas are
expected to share 42 per cent of the state’s future
growth in Melbourne. Maribyrnong, Port Phillip,
Stonnington and Yarra are predicted to experience
14 per cent of the state’s growth, and while this is great
for our Victorian economy, rapid growth also creates
massive challenges for the government and for the
people who deliver essential services.
The timely provision of birthing, maternal and child
health and funded kindergarten services is vital to the
viability of these rapidly increasing suburban
municipalities. These fundamental services contribute
to the health and wellbeing of babies and young
children, particularly as they can identify health and
developmental risks in children at an early stage. The
Auditor-General reviewed several agencies’ roles and
responsibilities for strategic land use, implementation
planning for population settlement and appropriate
service planning for birthing, kindergarten services and
maternal and child health services. Responsibility and
accountability for the planning and provision of these
services is shared across a number of state government
agencies and local councils.
The report stated that there is a degree of uncertainty
regarding the provision and oversight of birthing,
maternal and child health services and funded
kindergartens, and that this needs to be addressed.
There was a general acceptance by these agencies of
their looming responsibilities, and it has been agreed
that a joint action plan is the way to proceed and that an
appropriate collaborative strategic process will enable
these future plans to be implemented.
Better information sharing is a major key to the success
of any future strategy to accommodate incoming family
residents’ needs in Victoria. I am encouraged by the
relevant agencies’ willingness to achieve greater
oversight of statewide and strategic planning and better
information sharing with individual health services,
together with the creation of the office of suburban
development in May 2016. I feel confident that
supportive collaborative arrangements will improve the
transparency and coordination of decision-making on
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local service delivery and investments in Victorian
infrastructure. I thank the Auditor-General for this
timely report.

Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills
Committee: community energy projects
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — I rise this evening
to make some comments on the Inquiry into
Community Energy Projects released this week in
Parliament. I thank the chair of the committee for
putting up his commentary on it earlier in the week.
I would like to start talking about some of the
renewable energies that the report went into, looking at
a whole range of renewable types of energy in terms of
solar energy, wind energy and bioenergy. There are a
couple of examples of great businesses in my electorate
of Eastern Victoria Region in relation to solar energy.
Gippsland Solar, which was first established in Mirboo
North, is doing a tremendous job, in both domestic and
industrial settings and across schools, to make a whole
range of businesses far more energy efficient, and I
commend it for its work.
Also, in relation to wind energy, the Bald Hills wind
farm is not too far from me. It is on a beautiful patch of
land near Cape Liptrap, which I often visit in
summertime, but sometimes you see that those
50 turbines are still and not moving or creating energy.
The other point that the report goes to is bioenergy. I
note that the report refers to Australian Paper, again in
Morwell, and talks about its production. Australian
Paper produces 50 per cent of its energy needs from
biomass waste. I think there is a great development that
Australian Paper have got coming on in relation to a
waste-to-energy plant on a much larger scale. I
commend them for their work and also for the funding
that is coming through from both state and federal
governments.
We also have a range of geothermal energy sources that
I think is interesting, but it probably does not pertain to
Victoria as much as it does South Australia, where
there is a load of potential energy tucked in under the
surface of the earth.
In relation to some of the report’s recommendations,
the first recommendation is:
The Victorian government support the recommendations of
the Finkel review that aim to enhance system security and
reduce consumers’ electricity bills, while being mindful of the
cost impact on renewable energy development.

I want to stay on this for a minute. In relation to the
Finkel report, the Finkel report’s key points include
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increased security, future reliability, rewarding
consumers and lower emissions. I note that it talks
about the Australian government. It looks at the Paris
agreement, which is to have emissions reduced by
28 per cent below 2005 levels by 2030. It does not go to
the Victoria renewable energy target, which is being
debated this week in the other place. It does not go to
placing a huge burden on Victorian consumers in terms
of their energy costs and the impost on families,
businesses and industry.
But before I go to that, I just want to make a couple of
comments in relation to the Hazelwood power station
and the closure of Hazelwood. It was indicated to me
before, when I made a contribution on the previous
motion moved by Mrs Peulich, that I may have been
fabricating things, and I want to put this on record. As
recorded in Hansard, former Premier John Brumby
stated in relation to a staged closure of the Hazelwood
power station:
The second way in which we will achieve that target —

and that is talking about their energy target, which I
would like to speak on if I have the time, the previous
Labor government’s energy target that they did not
meet —
is by reducing emissions from brown coal, with the
commitment to reduce emissions by up to 4 million tonnes by
2014.

That did not happen. He continued:
As I have spelt out publicly on a number of occasions, that is
equivalent to the closure of two units of the Hazelwood
power station, and we are committed to the staged closure of
Hazelwood.

This is a government that says one thing and does
another. Mr Brumby back then said that this would
have facilitated their Victorian renewable energy target.
They did not meet it then and this government have
false hopes of being able to meet it now, but in the
process of trying to meet a renewable energy target they
will burden families, they will burden consumers and
they will burden industry and businesses. It is just about
saying something for the media release, but this will not
occur, as indicated in the past by the Brumby
government’s failure to live up to a renewable target as
well.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) —
Thank you, Ms Bath.
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Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills
Committee: community energy projects
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — It would seem
it is the day for debate on energy, and I too would like
to make a small contribution to the report of the inquiry
into community energy projects by the Economic,
Education, Jobs and Skills Committee. I was going to
thank — and I will, but I would have liked him to be in
the chamber — Mr Elasmar as chair of that committee
for the work that he and his committee have done in
relation to providing the report to the Parliament. I
actually enjoyed reading it, because I am very
supportive of local community energy projects.
Certainly in my region of Western Victoria Region we
have a number of small communities that are actually
involved in community energy projects. Obviously
Daylesford comes to mind in relation to the use of very
small, unobtrusive wind turbines to provide power for
the local community.
We have other areas across the region that are involved
in renewable energy. I am reminded of the Beaufort
hospital, which is actually using mulch under
incineration for energy generation. Other hospitals are
using solar panels, which are providing partially their
energy needs to run their hospitals. Up at Nhill they are
creating gas out of methane — out of their waste
products. Even an abattoir I was involved in in Colac is
using green waste to provide energy.
So there are lots of good things happening locally, and I
do encourage the government to continue to — as I see
in this report — not so much grant funding but actually
provide loan funding, whereas some of these energy
projects have to stand up on their own two feet and
have to be repaid for the investment, just like any
commercial arrangement for the investment made for
the revenue generated. I think that is a good system to
incorporate into these projects, where the loans provide
both greater governance and greater oversight, certainly
through key performance indicators in relation to that
investment and the rate of revenue returned.
I did want to refer to a couple of the findings, which I
found interesting given the debate we have had on
Mrs Peulich’s motion this afternoon, when I indicated
through my contribution that I was very concerned
about the government’s ideological push to a renewable
energy target that would saddle Victoria with a 40 per
cent renewable target by 2025 — that is, in less than
eight years — and doing so on its own. There is no
other state in Australia that has those sorts of financial
obligations put on by their local communities in relation
to those sorts of targets without having a national
consensus in relation to looking at a consensual
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approach to reducing greenhouse gas emissions. There
is nothing to say a renewable energy target would
actually achieve that.
Finding 1 reads:
The national energy market’s transition to cleaner energy may
have an impact on energy security and affordability due to the
intermittent nature of renewable energy generation and the
uncertainty of future electricity demand.

That was part of the discussion we had this afternoon,
knowing that currently 70 per cent of renewable energy,
out of the 8 per cent generated, is based solely on wind
power, and we know that if the wind does not blow,
then there is no energy produced. The capacity of
batteries is very small in that they can provide a quick
blast of energy but no long-lasting storage, so we
cannot rely on batteries. Certainly this committee has
found that there is some risk in relying solely on wind
particularly and to a lesser extent solar as part of the
renewable mix in providing ongoing security of energy
generation as well as in being able to meet future
demand.
I also note that in chapter 4 on page 68 the report states:
The VRET is a commitment to derive at least 25 per cent of
Victoria’s electricity from renewable sources by 2020 and
40 per cent by 2025. Up to 1500 megawatts of new
large-scale renewable energy capacity is required by 2020
and up to 5400 megawatts by 2025 …

As I have already said in an opinion piece in the Weekly
Times, that is going to require about an extra 3000 wind
turbines if we are going to rely on wind.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) —
Thank you, Mr Ramsay.
Mr RAMSAY — Can you imagine what the rural
landscape around Port Fairy would be like, Acting
President, if we were to place 3000 wind turbines
there?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) — The
honourable member’s time has expired.

Department of Treasury and Finance: budget
papers 2017–18
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — It was a lovely
photo you had in the paper there too, Mr Ramsay, I
must say. I rise to make a contribution with regard to
the state budget papers 2017–18 —
Mr Finn interjected.
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Mr MORRIS — I cannot remember which tie. It
might have been purple or pink — I am not sure.

concerns surrounding what has happened and how it is
that this has happened here.

In regard to the state budget of 2017–18 I note that one
of the projects in Ballarat associated with that particular
budget is the redevelopment of what was formerly
termed Eureka Stadium and is now termed Mars
Stadium, and the new facilities there. It was promised
by this government that there would be two AFL games
played there this year. As we know there has only been
one AFL game played at Mars Stadium this year. That
is just one in the long litany of broken promises that this
government has left in its wake in Ballarat.

I personally believe that the government has some
serious questions to answer about how it is that this has
occurred. How is it that the government has overseen
this redevelopment and then the loss of the VFL licence
for the North Ballarat Roosters? It is a terrible thing that
has happened, something that has deeply affected many
in the Ballarat community. I do hope that the
government does come clean with regard to its dealings
with the North Ballarat Football Club and how it came
to this terrible position that a much-loved club in
Ballarat lost its licence to compete in one of Australia’s
second-tier football competitions.

However, one of the worst elements of what we have
seen transpire with the development of Mars Stadium
has been the North Ballarat Roosters, the VFL football
club, losing its licence to compete in the VFL. This is
something that has greatly distressed the many
members and supporters of the Roosters football club
and indeed has left many people in Ballarat asking
questions around how it is that this has occurred and
what role the government has played in the demise of
the Roosters in the VFL.
What we do know is that when the government made
this commitment, it was an ill-thought-out commitment,
and it was one where, instead of working with all and
sundry with regard to this, the government decided to
go to war with the North Ballarat Football Club. This
resulted in the Ballarat City Council being placed in the
invidious position of having to compulsorily acquire the
land for the North Ballarat Football Club that was
previously owned by the club itself. This was a
considerable outlay for the council. I am led to believe
that it was several million dollars of ratepayers money
that this government forced the council to part with as a
result of having to acquire this land. As a result of this,
we have the North Ballarat Football Club losing its
landholding there, and we also have a football club that
then went on to lose its licence to play in the VFL.
One would not have to do too much work to connect
the dots and realise that it is in fact the state government
that is responsible for the North Ballarat Football Club
losing its licence through this shambolic deal to
redevelop the former Eureka Stadium, now Mars
Stadium. As a result there is no anchor tenant left at the
Mars Stadium — no tenant who is going to be there in
the long term. There may be two AFL football games
played there this year; however, there is not going to be
a club that is going to be associated with it day in, day
out playing in the VFL next year. This is deeply
concerning. It is something that I have certainly had
raised with me by a number of constituents with

Fire Services Bill Select Committee: final report
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I rise this
afternoon to again speak on the final report of the
inquiry into the Firefighters’ Presumptive Rights
Compensation and Fire Services Legislation
Amendment (Reform) Bill 2017. I have to say that I am
deeply disturbed by this report, by the seeming attempt
by the Department of Premier and Cabinet to interfere
in this process and indeed obstruct the committee and
by the suggestion that the Premier’s office and
department are indeed in contempt of Parliament.
On page 75 of the report, in point 5.3.3, it states:
Parliamentary privilege, which extends to parliamentary
committees as delegates of the Parliament, protects persons
from repercussions for what they write in a submission. It is a
contempt of Parliament to interfere with or obstruct a person
from giving evidence to a committee or to take action against
a person for giving evidence. This, for example, protects a
person from their employer disadvantaging them for
contributing to (or attempting to contribute to) an inquiry.

The report goes on to say that in the view of the
committee:
The actions of DPC constitute a material obstruction of the
processes of the committee, including the giving of evidence,
insofar as they:
led to the receipt of hundreds of duplicate submissions,
impeding the committee’s processing of all submissions;
may have deterred some witnesses from making
submissions by misleading them into believing
submissions had to be made via DPC; and
may have deterred some witnesses from making
submissions by misleading them into believing
submissions had to be made two days earlier than the
actual cut‑off date.

I feel like I am continuing on from where I left off a
little under half an hour ago, because this action that the
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Department of Premier and Cabinet, and presumably
the Premier’s office, has been involved in seems to me
on the face of it to be an act of corruption of the
process. Indeed recommendation 10 of this report is a
recommendation that the:
Legislative Council refer the Department of Premier and
Cabinet to the Legislative Council Privileges Committee for
investigation of its interference with the committee’s inquiry.

I have been reading these sorts of reports for many
years, and I think this is the most serious condemnation
that I have ever seen in any report. To suggest that the
house refer the Department of Premier and Cabinet to
the Privileges Committee, with a possible charge of
contempt of Parliament hanging over it, is I think
extraordinarily serious. Unfortunately it is reflective of
the whole attitude of the Premier and his office, and the
government I should say, to this whole issue. From day
one this whole issue has been marked by heavy-handed
tactics — by bullying and by actions which are to say
the very least untoward and I believe in most instances
quite unethical. We are talking about the sacking of a
minister, the sacking of the board and the sacking of a
CEO. Wherever the Premier has gone on this particular
issue the bodies have marked the way. It concerns me
enormously that we now have a report which is
recommending that the Premier’s department actually
be investigated by the Privileges Committee.
I have lost any faith that I ever had in this government.
It is a government that proves again and again and
again — and it has done so in this particular instance —
that it cannot be trusted. This government cannot be
trusted with the Country Fire Authority, and it cannot
be trusted with the legislation that is currently before
the house and that we might vote on sometime before
Christmas next year. It cannot be trusted on anything.
This is a government that has to go.

Department of Treasury and Finance: budget
papers 2017–18
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to make a contribution to statements on reports
and papers, and I am pleased specifically to talk about
the state budget papers 2017–18. My particular focus
today is the crime and justice section of the budget —
the government’s focus on trying to keep our
community safe. It is very clear to me that the
government is not achieving its objectives to keep our
community safe. Increasingly we have seen crime of a
very serious nature impact on our community. I know
that in recent weeks and months we have seen
carjackings and home invasions — serious crime. This
chamber passed a motion in the last sitting week
dealing with the issues in the City of Stonnington, and

4851

it laid out a plan for more resources and for the
reopening of the police cells in the Prahran police
complex. I note that this apparently occurred just in the
last few days, so there has been a soft reopening of the
police cells in Prahran, which have been closed since
June 2015 under this government. So that is one step.
I must say that whatever municipality I look at in
Southern Metropolitan Region I see very significant
change. The figures for March this year and the change
from December 2014 are extraordinary: a 20.5 per cent
increase in reported crime in the City of Bayside, a
26 per cent increase in the City of Boroondara, a
45.16 per cent increase in the City of Glen Eira, a
21.98 per cent increase in the City of Kingston, a
12.77 per cent increase in the City of Melbourne, an
18.18 per cent increase in the City of Monash, a
12.4 per cent increase in the City of Port Phillip, a
22.4 per cent increase in the City of Stonnington and a
12 per cent increase in the City of Whitehorse. The
growth in reported crime is 20 per cent statewide. In my
municipality it is 18.03 per cent, so that is not dissimilar
to the rest of the state. But with some notable hotspots
in the City of Glen Eira, there are real issues for the
community.
This is felt by traders, but it is also felt by ordinary
people. A constituent of mine, a young person, has been
hit by this crime wave. I want to give some flavour of
this crime wave to the community. The young man said
to me:
… I was viciously assaulted in a spontaneous and unprovoked
attack outside Oakleigh station. There were two guys, and one
of them was armed with a metal pipe or similar instrument.
He struck me with it twice — once across the back of my leg
and once against the side of my head — causing substantial
pain and significant bruising/damage to my ear (photo
attached, open at your own risk). The other guy didn’t touch
me. but he was certainly complicit. I was thoroughly
drenched in blood and really thought I was going to die. I had
to run across the street and flag down a car for help. The
driver of the car which pulled up next to me turned out to be
the mother of a girl I went to primary school with who had
recognised me. She drove me further up the road to my
house, where my brother called 000. Before I knew it, my
house was swarming with paramedics and police officers. I
was put in a neck brace and taken to hospital where I was
checked for internal injuries and given preventative medicine.
I was lucky enough to be able to go home that night but had
to return to hospital the next day for surgery.

His ear was stitched, and I have since seen the chap and
seen the horrific nature of the injury he had. He
continues:
To make such a bizarre situation stranger, neither of them said
a word to me during the ordeal. I might have understood if
they had asked me for my phone or wallet or shoes.
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He talks about the look of pure evil in their eyes. It is
really quite extraordinary, and this is increasingly what
we are hearing. This is in one of those underpasses that
we are going to see many more of with the massive sky
rail being built in the areas of Hughesdale, Carnegie
and Murrumbeena.
Violent crime is up significantly: murder, 19 per cent,
and attempted murder, 141 per cent. Rape is up 40 per
cent under the Premier, Daniel Andrews; assault, 34 per
cent; and aggravated assault is also up by 34 per cent.
These are massive increases with little response. The
government has got to take responsibility for these
matters. I say that enough is enough, and the
community is sick to death of this crime —
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Purcell) —
Thank you, Mr Davis.

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

Plenty Valley Cricket Club
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Sport and
involves the installation of additional turf playing
wickets and practice wickets by the Plenty Valley
Cricket Club at Yarrambat War Memorial Park. My
request of the minister is that he immediately commit
funding toward the establishment of 10 turf practice
wickets by the cricket club at the memorial park.
The Plenty Valley Cricket Club is based at the
Yarrambat War Memorial Park oval, which is the only
cricket facility with turf playing wickets in the Shire of
Nillumbik. These five wickets were installed at the
ground in 2012, funded solely by the Plenty Valley
Cricket Club at a cost of $30 000. The installation of
the turf wickets allowed the club to field three teams in
the women’s premier cricket competition, the highest
level of cricket in Victoria and the highest level of sport
played in the Nillumbik shire. The club meets the full
cost of maintaining these turf wickets. Apart from
participating in the women’s premier competition, the
Plenty Valley Cricket Club has a proud involvement in
women’s cricket over the years, with Victorian and
Melbourne Renegades player Kirsty Lamb being a
product of the club.
The Yarrambat ground sees some of the best female
cricketers in the world play there on a weekly basis,
including Australian captain Meg Lanning. In order to
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ensure the future of the ground as a venue for women’s
premier cricket and the club’s admittance into the
men’s premier cricket competition, the Plenty Valley
Cricket Club needs to upgrade its training facilities at
Yarrambat War Memorial Park. The club is working
extensively with Cricket Victoria to increase the
number of turf playing wickets and the installation of
10 turf practice wickets at Yarrambat, with Cricket
Victoria supporting the installation of the practice
wickets as well as contributing funds for the playing
wickets.
The Plenty Valley Cricket Club first applied for Sport
and Recreation Victoria (SRV) funding for the practice
wickets in 2016 with the assistance of officers at
Nillumbik shire. SRV rejected this application on the
basis of inadequate support, despite the view of shire
officers that the application included all the detail
required. The club submitted a second application to
SRV in early 2017 via the Community Sports
Infrastructure Fund, with both the cricket club and
Nillumbik shire each committing the required 20 per
cent of the $130 000 cost of the project. On 24 August
2017 Plenty Valley Cricket Club was informed that
their application had again been rejected by Sport and
Recreation Victoria, despite strong support from
Nillumbik shire and Cricket Victoria. No reason has
been given by SRV for the rejection.
The delay in funding this project has seen three of the
club’s women players recruited by other clubs on the
basis of better training facilities, threatening the club’s
future in the women’s premier cricket competition.
Plenty Valley Cricket Club cannot wait for the next
round of SRV funding in 2018; a commitment is
needed now to ensure the viability of premier league
cricket at the ground.

Bus safety
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. Yesterday it was revealed that a spot check
by Transport Safety Victoria of Transdev’s bus fleet
found 33 defective buses, with 12 in such poor
condition that they were ordered off the road for urgent
repairs. Defects included engine and transmission
faults, fluid and air leaks, loose-fitting panels and
suspension faults. Transdev operates one-third of
Melbourne’s bus network, including the Doncaster area
rapid transit buses, which are the only public transport
option for much of my electorate. The action I seek is
that the minister launch a comprehensive audit of bus
safety across Victoria and investigate why the safety
and inspection regime did not reveal these safety issues
earlier.

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 20 September 2017

COUNCIL

Ballarat bus services
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter this evening is for the attention of
the Minister for Public Transport. It relates once again
to the urban bus network in Ballarat.
On an almost daily basis at this point in time I hear
complaint after complaint, issue after issue as a result of
the redrafting of the bus routes and the changing of the
timetable in Ballarat. It appears that there is not a single
person who is happy with the changes or who is seeing
them as an improvement. I have only heard from
people who have seen them as an abject disaster,
whether it be the conga line of buses that invade
Lydiard Street North, the brilliant heritage street — it is
a magnificent street, but unfortunately we have queues
of buses a mile long now — or whether it be the
residents of Lake Gardens, who are no longer being
appropriately serviced by the bus network, along with
others in Delacombe and Sebastopol whose services
have certainly been reduced by the changes to the bus
network, the timetables and the bus routes.
The action I seek from the minister is quite simple: that
she works with Public Transport Victoria, goes through
a true community consultation process to find out what
it is people want from the bus network in Ballarat and,
once that information has been gathered, implements a
bus network that is going to service the people of
Ballarat rather than hinder them.

Violence against women
Dr CARLING-JENKINS (Western
Metropolitan) — My adjournment matter tonight is
addressed to the Minister for Police. It is with regard to
Rekiah O’Donnell, a 22-year-old woman who was
murdered by her partner in 2013. What I am calling on
the minister to do is simply meet with her mother,
Kerryn Robertson, to discuss this.
Her mother would like to speak to the minister about
how Rekiah endured months of abuse before being shot
in the head by her partner, who was subsequently only
charged with manslaughter. His defence in court
included, ‘I didn’t know the gun was loaded’ and ‘I was
scattered after coming down from ice’. Therefore the
jury had no option really but to clear him of murder.
His previous violent history, including threats to
Rekiah, and his criminal record were also not allowed
to be made known during the court case.
Rekiah’s death has sparked a lot of media attention and
in fact her mother has written a book about this. She has
a large following on social media, as well as a large
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change.org petition with 40 000 signatures. It has
started a social movement, in a way, called ‘Rekiah’s
law’. My office has attempted to facilitate this meeting
for months now; however, there has been no response
from the minister’s gatekeepers, which is why I am
bringing this as an adjournment matter tonight.
I call on the minister to meet with Rekiah’s mother,
Kerryn Robertson, who is seeking simply to give a
voice to those who suffer as a result of these types of
violent acts, and to discuss with the minister possible
changes that could be achieved to unite around this
issue, because women like Rekiah quite simply deserve
better, and we want to start that conversation with the
minister.

Glenormiston Agricultural College
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — The action I
am seeking tonight is from the Minister for Training
and Skills. In fact the minister is here, so that is good.
She might well want to discharge her response tonight.
It concerns Glenormiston Agricultural College. The
Labor government and the minister have much heralded
the fact that the college will be reopened under a Labor
government. It will provide an education hub, providing
all sorts of courses for those in the south-west
community. It will accommodate up to 150 students on
site, it will have an education provider and part of the
college will be sold to a consortium, which I understand
will be the Dean Montgomery’s Volume consortium.
Interestingly enough I investigated what sorts of
courses may well be provided by the college, and I was
advised that they would be basically certificate III
agricultural courses. I then spoke to a number of other
providers, both private and public, and my
understanding is that the demand for certificate III
courses in agriculture is very low. In fact that is why
South West TAFE originally decided not to continue its
lease at the campus. They were able to better serve their
community by providing online accredited courses in
agriculture. So I am somewhat mystified that suddenly
the minister has been putting out press releases saying
that they have done the deal, the college is sold, there
will be up to 150 students accommodated, there will be
a certificate III course provided and there will be some
sort of quasi-relationship with Racing Victoria, not
dissimilar to what has been happening up at
Wangaratta.
The action I seek is clarification from the minister of
whether in fact there will be 150 students
accommodated seeking certificate III in agricultural
service delivery this year, as mentioned on the website,
and clarification of what arrangement has been made
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with Racing Victoria in relation to providing some sort
of accredited courses that I would assume are
somewhat similar to what is provided at Wangaratta. I
would also like clarification — in fact this is all one
action, President — of whether the college has been
sold or will be sold under this arrangement.

Doctors in Secondary Schools
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — My
adjournment item this evening is for the Minister for
Education. I received earlier today a very angry call
from a constituent in Werribee. Both he and his wife
last night, they informed me, attended an information
session on the general practitioners in schools program
that is about to begin. They informed me that under this
program children from 11 years of age can access the
school GP without their parents’ knowledge or consent
and that visit can be charged through the parents’
Medicare. They informed me that children from 11 on
can be referred to specialists without their parents’
consent or knowledge. They also informed me that a
child — and I say ‘child’ advisedly — can be given
medication without a parent’s consent or knowledge.
This program is an outrageous attack on families and
the rights of parents to raise their children as they see
fit. This government is implementing a series of
hardline, left-wing, ideological assaults on our children
and on families in general, and it has to stop. This has
caused great distress in the Werribee community
among those who attended the information session last
night and those who found out about it today because,
as you would imagine, there has been a great deal of
discussion in the Werribee area as a result of what they
were told last night. As I was informed today, parents
right across that region are fuming. They are very
angry, and my view is that they have every right to be
angry.
This is an assault on parents’ rights to raise their
children, to protect their children and to do the right
thing by their children, and — not just on behalf of the
constituents who raised it with me today but every
responsible parent across Victoria — I ask the minister
to act now to stop this program, to ensure that this
program is not implemented and to ensure that the
rights of parents to protect their children in the way that
they see fit are protected in this state.
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aware of this policy, which I was not previously aware
of, and I understand that it is not publicly available but
it is not a secret. The minister referred to it when
responding to my queries about a recent tragic suicide
at the Bolte Bridge. I acknowledge that Transurban is
responsible for the management of the Bolte Bridge,
and this extends of course to safety. The minister has
advised me, and I quote:
Transurban follows strict policies put in place by VicRoads
regarding public safety on bridges as outlined in the VicRoads
Bridge Public Safety Barrier Policy.

In my view the policy document cannot really be
described as containing ‘strict policies’. It is five pages
long, and most of this is taken up by the introduction;
the purpose; the scope; the context, which is various
research papers; responsibilities; related documents,
which are other policies on suicide prevention more
generally; contact details; and version control. The
basic policy, as I read it, is something like this:
… there is no commonly agreed figure for the number of
suicides at a particular site that would define it as a hotspot.

But:
… VicRoads will monitor any sites with one or more suicides
and will investigate … to determine whether the structure
itself may have been a contributing factor …

The policy does, however, note, and I quote:
… more than one suicide at a given location should be
considered cause for concern.

And later it states:
The agencies and individuals involved in managing a suicide
hotspot will vary …

But:
VicRoads will work collaboratively with other agencies and
groups to consider potential infrastructure treatments for
existing bridges identified as suicide hotspots.

VicRoads ‘can’ check the Coroners Court’s coroners
prevention unit’s data on suicides. There may be a need
to consult the community — I am paraphrasing — and
VicRoads will monitor and review the impact of any
changes taken to prevent suicides from bridges. There
is also a section about existing bridges where conditions
change and about new bridges, and obviously neither of
those apply to the Bolte Bridge.

Bolte Bridge safety barriers
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety, and it is in relation to the VicRoads
Bridge Public Safety Barrier Policy. I recently became

That is the outline of what the minister calls the ‘strict
policies’ put in place by VicRoads. They are not strict
policies; it is a vague outline of possible actions that
gives full discretion to VicRoads or, in this case,
Transurban. I note that the Bolte Bridge has restricted
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access for pedestrians, CCTV surveillance and
automatic detection systems if someone does walk on
the bridge. They also apparently use radar technology
to monitor the bridge, and there are incident response
teams, but plainly this is not working.
The communication that I have had previously from the
minister on this indicates that he is washing his hands
of it and relying on an incredibly lightweight policy and
on VicRoads and Transurban to identify other measures
that need to be taken. The policy I have referred to does
not include any provision for identifying or quantifying
failed attempts at suicide or the impact of this, and it
was due to be reviewed in June 2015, which does not
appear to have happened. The action I am seeking is for
the minister to consult with Transurban and VicRoads
and ensure that there is immediate and active
consideration of safety barriers on the Bolte Bridge.

Ormond railway station development
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My matter
for the adjournment tonight is for the attention of the
Minister for Planning in the other place. It relates to
Glen Eira planning scheme amendment C170, which
has been gazetted today. This is the planning instrument
by which the minister lays out what will happen on the
VicTrack land at Ormond railway station and
surrounds. It applies to the parcels of land at Newham
Grove, North Road and Katandra Road, Ormond. It
lays out in parallel with an incorporated document from
June 2017 in the Glen Eira planning scheme the North
Road, Ormond, comprehensive development plan.
What in fact will occur is a 13-storey tower in
precinct A and a 76-square-metre precinct on North
Road. Further back there will be eight to nine storeys
on precinct B and C respectively in the sequence
bounded by Newham Grove in the west and Katandra
Road in the east.
The process behind amendment C170 has been a
travesty. The minister has retrospectively provided
planning cover for the building of the foundation,
which I am reliably informed will carry a 20-storey
building and will be constructed as part of the process
of building the rail-under-road model at Ormond — a
supported model. What was not supported by the
community in and around Ormond in Glen Eira is the
building of the pad before the community knew and
before indeed the council knew and then, finally, the
planning approval for a 13-storey tower and other
towers along the corridor.
I make the point that I am not opposed to sensible,
practical, transport-oriented development, and I am not
opposed to it where it has proper community input.
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What I am seeking from the minister — and I note that
his standing committee has seen this, but seen this after
the footings and after the announcement of a 13-storey
tower — is that he conduct a review into this process
and that he also release as part of that review the full set
of working documents on which he relied for these
decisions and the details of what consideration will be
given to the constructors for the concession that is being
applied for this. How much has been scooped back?
This crossing was paid for by the last government in a
budget allocation. The rail-under-road model is
supported, but he needs to review this and, as part of
this, provide transparency on these matters.

Gippsland family violence services
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — The matter I have
this evening is for the attention of the Minister for
Women and Minister for the Prevention of Family
Violence, Ms Hutchins, in the other place. It relates to
the implementation of the 229 recommendations set out
in the Royal Commission into Family Violence and in
particular the engagement that is set out in the report
and in a number of recommendations that is required to
make sure that wherever possible there is community
co-design in localised options to provide better services
and response across the board.
To this end, I ask that the minister meet with family
violence representatives and organisations that service
the Gippsland area to get acquainted on a first-person
basis with the needs and challenges that exist within our
region as they relate to the tyranny of distance. Too
often resources and services are spread out over large
geographic areas. I ask her to meet with our significant
Aboriginal community and populations throughout the
region of Gippsland and also the members of our
LGBTIQ community across Gippsland, who in fact
also have a need to access support and resources, which
are often spread over those large areas. I would
welcome the minister to come to Gippsland and to meet
with these representatives and organisations to continue
the fine work that the government has undertaken to
date in implementing these recommendations in
preventing and stopping the intergenerational scourge
of family violence in its tracks.

Eastern Domestic Violence Service
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is also directed to the Minister for
Women and Minister for the Prevention of Family
Violence, Natalie Hutchins. I want to congratulate her
on picking up these portfolios and carrying on the great
work of the previous minister, who passed away. My
adjournment matter regards the Eastern Domestic
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Violence Service, EDVOS, which is led by a fantastic
advocate in this area, Jenny Jackson. I ask if the
minister could meet with EDVOS, Ms Jackson and
others so they can outline to her some of the work they
have been doing in this area, particularly a number of
pilot programs.
One of the pilot programs they have undertaken
involves training local hairdressers to identify, through
their discussions while attending to their hairdressing
duties, indications that a woman may have been
mistreated in the home. This is a program that has been
identified amongst a number of other programs where
people who are exposed to women who are
unfortunately in abusive relationships are trained to
identify the telltale signs and suggest ways for them to
get help if possible. My adjournment matter request is
that the minister meet with EDVOS and work together
with them in doing the good work they are doing.

Olinda Golf Course Precinct Plan
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise an
adjournment matter for the attention of the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The action I
seek is that the minister put on hold the implementation
of the Olinda precinct master plan until there is further
community consultation about the implementation of
that master plan. The beautiful Dandenong Ranges has
one of the jewels in the crown in the precinct in Olinda
that includes the National Rhododendron Gardens,
R. J. Hamer Arboretum and the 34-hectare former
Olinda golf course site. The golf course was closed in
2012, and there has been a lot of community discussion
both within the hills but also more broadly around
Victoria about the future of the site and what it should
look like.
Parks Victoria has undertaken a process to examine the
best ways for future use of that land and how to
reincorporate and make the most of that precinct in
totality. The master plan was published in May this
year. To the shock of the local community, a very large
fence was soon erected along the new boundary of the
Rhododendron Gardens on part of the former golf
course land. This has led to a great deal of concern
about what may be coming next without the knowledge
of the community, because of course there was very
limited consultation with the community, if any, about
this new fence.
Local community members have raised a number of
issues with me about the master plan as it currently sits
and the way it contradicts Parks Victoria and Yarra
Ranges Council policies — or so it is said — and the
way there has been a lack of detailed studies on land
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use planning; the impact on the economic activity of the
area; transport, including the impact on local roads and
parking; bushfire management; the environment
et cetera. Obviously there are lots of competing
interests for that land, but it is absolutely clear that this
precinct is a beautiful area that needs to be preserved.
The community needs to have confidence in the way it
is going forward and have ownership of the future use
of that former golf course land. For that reason I ask
that the minister put on hold the current implementation
of the master plan until there is further community
consultation about the plan.
Adjournment interrupted.

RULINGS BY THE CHAIR
Questions on notice
The PRESIDENT — Just before I call the minister
to respond to the adjournment matters, I indicate that
Ms Dunn has asked me to reinstate a question on notice
that she raised, question 11 019. She has provided me
with that question and the answer she has been given.
The question was to the Minister for Small Business,
Innovation and Trade for the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs. The question essentially concerned two
different blocks of land. The minister has provided an
appropriate answer on one of those parcels of land but
did not include in the answer any comment on the
second parcel of land, which is on the corner of
Maroondah Highway and Healesville-Koo Wee Rup
Road. It is presumably in the vicinity of Healesville. At
any rate, I will reinstate the question, but only in respect
of that second parcel of land, so I am narrowing the
question down.

ADJOURNMENT
Adjournment resumed.

Responses
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Training and Skills) —
This evening we had 11 adjournment matters. The first
was from Ms Lovell to the Minister for Sport, seeking a
funding commitment to the Plenty Valley Cricket Club
for turf wickets and training facilities.
Ms Dunn asked that the Minister for Public Transport
take action to provide an audit on all buses as a result of
defective buses that were identified earlier last week.
The third matter was another matter for the Minister for
Public Transport. It was from Mr Morris and was in
relation to the urban bus service in Ballarat, with
respect to timetable and bus route changes. He is
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seeking community consultation and that there be
further changes based on that community consultation.
The fourth matter was raised by Dr Carling-Jenkins,
and it was for the Minister for Police. The action she
was seeking was for the minister to meet with
Ms Kerryn Robertson.
There was another matter raised by Mr Ramsay that I
will return to.
Mr Finn raised a matter for the Minister for Education,
and the action he was seeking was for the GPs in
schools program to be stopped.
Ms Fitzherbert raised a matter for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. The action she called for was
that the minister talk with Transurban and VicRoads in
particular about suicide prevention barriers on the Bolte
Bridge.
The eighth matter was from Mr Davis, and it was to the
Minister for Planning in relation to a C170 matter in the
City of Glen Eira. He was seeking that the minister
conduct a review of this matter and for the minister to
also release working documents used to base any
decision on.
The ninth matter was from Ms Shing, and it was to
Minister Hutchins. It was about the importance of
community co-design, and it was for the minister to go
to Gippsland and meet with representatives of various
Gippsland organisations — Indigenous,
non-Indigenous and LGBTIQ organisations — to talk
about the specific issues that they have in regard to
access to support services in line with the Royal
Commission into Family Violence recommendations.
The tenth matter was raised by Mr Leane and was also
to Minister Hutchins. It was for the minister to look at
training for people who often come into contact with
people who are victims of domestic violence and to
offer appropriate supports that are required in their
workplace.
The eleventh matter was raised by Mr O’Donohue, and
it was for the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change. It seeks that the minister hold off on
the Olinda precinct master plan and that there be further
community consultation on that matter.
The matter raised by Mr Ramsay is the matter of
Glenormiston Agricultural College. That college was
actually closed under the former government. We went
to the last election saying that we would reopen
Glenormiston, and on 1 September this year I had the
opportunity of being at Glenormiston with the South
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West Institute of TAFE and a number of local farmers.
Racing Victoria was present, as were a number of local
racing clubs. We also had a variety of organisations
from the agricultural sector present. The fact of the
matter is that we have been able to secure an
arrangement whereby training will continue at
Glenormiston. We made that election commitment, and
we are now fulfilling it.
I am really excited about it. The certificate III in
agriculture that Mr Ramsay referred to is an important
certificate because it actually aligns with what is
required locally. There are four employers that are
signed up to this very important course. This is the very
first time that a course has been tightly connected to
what is required in the local agricultural industry, and
for Mr Ramsay to raise these concerns tonight
absolutely demonstrates to me that he has no
connection with the people that have been in the
conversations we have been conducting. We have had a
very active reference group of local industry
representatives and employers, who have formed an
ongoing group to have discussions and develop the
types of courses that they need in their local
communities.
In terms of the historic memorandum of understanding
with Racing Victoria, I think all of us, particularly those
that are representatives of Western Victoria Region,
would agree that racing in our local economies is so
important. For us to now be seeing South West TAFE
partnering with Racing Victoria to identify those skills
gaps and job needs in the industry can only be good. It
means that our young people in particular will be able
to stay home and participate in an industry that is local
and vibrant, and not only that, there is a real chance
now to have serious career paths, not just jobs, in the
racing industry in south-west Victoria.
So I am absolutely gobsmacked that a representative of
Western Victoria Region can come in here tonight and
try to trash what we have been able to bring together for
Glenormiston. You only have to read the media
responses to the announcement to see that they have all
been incredibly supportive. You only have to look at
the commentary from locals and local farmers about
how the local economy will benefit from it. It is a very,
very welcome initiative that we have endeavoured to
deliver.
Mr O’Donohue — How many students? Twelve
students?
Ms TIERNEY — We are starting with a number of
students.
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Mr O’Donohue — Fourteen students?
Ms TIERNEY — It will only grow,
Mr O’Donohue. I ask you: what are you doing about
TAFE? Are you continuing to trash TAFE? Are you
continuing to trash opportunities for regional
Victorians? Are you continuing to trash opportunities
for young Victorians? I am absolutely gobsmacked, as I
said, that you can stand there and interject in the way
you are at the moment. You should actually be behind
this. This is a great initiative, and we are really looking
forward to seeing training being delivered again at
Glenormiston. I think it has a fantastic future, and I
applaud everyone for their efforts so far in making sure
that we have the matching of local industry needs with
local training and with local kids who are going to have
great jobs and great futures in western Victoria.
The PRESIDENT — On that basis, the house
stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.11 p.m.
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Thursday, 21 September 2017
The PRESIDENT (Hon. B. N. Atkinson) took the
chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.

CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE SUPREME
COURT OF VICTORIA
The PRESIDENT — Members, I would like to
place on record — and many of you may well be aware
of this, but I think that it is important for our house to
make recognition of this event — an acknowledgement
of the retirement of Chief Justice Marilyn Warren, who
has served this state in a number of capacities with
great distinction. Obviously as the first female Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court of Victoria, she has led
the court into a new century and has made a number of
significant changes to the way it operates that I think —
and I am sure many members would share the view —
have improved the Supreme Court’s operation and
ensured that we have a very firm foundation for justice
going forward.
As you would be aware, Chief Justice Marilyn Warren
also has performed the role of Lieutenant-Governor,
supporting the Governor of Victoria, and in that
capacity again has served with great distinction. In
many ways she has been a trailblazer. Obviously that is
an apt description, given that she was the first Chief
Justice of the Supreme Court, but her career has been
one of considerable achievement. In fact she did serve
time in a parliamentary counsel role here with the
Victorian Parliament early in her career.
I would hope that you would join me in extending
congratulations to her on her fine service to the people
of Victoria and in wishing her well in retirement. I met
with her recently, as I think has the Leader of the
Government, and she assured me that she is not going
fishing but will still be around, and she is still keen to
pursue certain interests and be of service to Victoria,
should there be any areas in which that might be
required.
I take this opportunity to also indicate that on
27 September, when Chief Justice Warren will
conclude her term as chief justice, there will be the
appointment of the new chief justice. What is
remarkable about this appointment in one way, but
hopefully not remarkable into the future, is that the new
chief justice is also a woman. It is terrific to see, as
Chief Justice Warren said at a function recently, that it
is not a situation where she was appointed and then we
go back to the blokes. Honourable Justice Anne
Ferguson has been appointed by Martin Pakula, the
Attorney-General. Currently Anne Ferguson is a
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Supreme Court judge, and she will take up her role, or
be commissioned, on 27 September.
I am sure that the Parliament looks forward to a
continuing relationship with the chief justice that is at
arm’s length on some matters but indeed involves two
arms of government working closely together in the
interests of Victorians.

PAPERS
Laid on table by Clerk:
Adult, Community and Further Education Board — Report,
2016–17.
Adult Multicultural Education Services Australia — Report,
2016–17.
Australian Centre of the Moving Image — Report, 2016–17.
Australian Grand Prix Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Barwon Region Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Central Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.
Central Highlands Region Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.
City West Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Coliban Region Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Corangamite Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2016–17.
Council of Trustees of the National Gallery of Victoria —
Report, 2016–17.
Disability Services Commissioner — Report, 2016–17.
Docklands Studios Melbourne Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
East Gippsland Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2016–17.
East Gippsland Region Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.
Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources
Department — Report, 2016–17.
Education and Training Department — Report, 2016–17.
Emerald Tourist Railway Board — Report, 2016–17.
Emergency Services Superannuation Board — Report,
2016–17.
Energy Safe Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
Environment, Land, Water and Planning Department —
Report, 2016–17.
Environmental Protection Authority — Report, 2016–17.
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Fed Square Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.

National Parks Advisory Council — Report, 2016–17.

Film Victoria — Report, 2016–17.

North Central Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2016–17.

Financial Management Act 1994 — 2016–17 Financial
Report for the State of Victoria (incorporating Quarterly
Financial Report No. 4) (Ordered to be published).

North East Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2016–17.

Freedom of Information Commissioner — Report, 2016–17.

North East Region Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.

Geelong Performing Arts Centre — Report, 2016–17.

Phillip Island Nature Parks — Report, 2016–17.

Gippsland and Southern Rural Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.

Places Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
Port of Hastings Development Authority — Report, 2016–17.

Glenelg Hopkins Catchment Management Authority —
Report, 2016–17.
Goulburn Broken Catchment Management Authority —
Report, 2016–17.
Goulburn Murray Rural Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.
Goulburn Valley Region Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.
Grampians Wimmera Mallee Water Corporation — Report,
2016–17.
Independent Broad-based Anti-Corruption Commission —
Report, 2016–17 (Ordered to be published).
Kardinia Park Stadium Trust — Report, 2016–17.
Library Board of Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
Lower Murray Urban and Rural Water Corporation —
Report, 2016–17.
Mallee Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2016–17.
Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust — Report, 2016–17.
Melbourne Convention and Exhibition Trust — Report,
2016–17.
Melbourne Cricket Ground Trust — Report, 2016–17.
Melbourne Port Lessor Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
Melbourne Recital Centre — Report, 2016–17.
Melbourne Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Members of Parliament (Register of Interests) Act 1978 —
Summary of Returns — June 2017 and Summary of
Variations notified between 3 August 2017 and 20 September
2017 and Summary of Primary Return — 3 June 2017
(Ordered to be published).

Port Phillip and Westernport Catchment Management
Authority — Report, 2016–17.
Premier and Cabinet Department — Report, 2016–17.
Public Record Office Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
Roads Corporation (VicRoads) — Report, 2016–17.
Rolling Stock Holdings (Victoria) Pty Ltd — Report,
2016–17.
Rolling Stock (Victoria-VL) Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
Rolling Stock (VL-1) Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
Rolling Stock (VL-2) Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
Rolling Stock (VL-3) Pty Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
South East Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
State Electricity Commission of Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
State Sports Centre Trust — Report, 2016–17.
State Trustees Ltd — Report, 2016–17.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994 — Documents under
section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule No. 94.
Transport Accident Commission — Report, 2016–17.
Treasury Corporation of Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
V/Line Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Arts Centre Trust — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Catchment Management Council — Report,
2016–17.
Victorian Coastal Council — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority — Report,
2016–17.

Mental Health Complaints Commissioner — Report,
2016–17.

Victorian Environmental Assessment Council — Report,
2016–17.

Mental Health Tribunal — Report, 2016–17.

Victorian Funds Management Corporation — Report,
2016–17.

Museums Board of Victoria — Report, 2016–17.
National Parks Act 1975 — Report on the working of the
Act, 2016–17.

Victorian Government Purchasing Board — Report,
2016–17.
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Victorian Institute of Teaching — Report 2016–17.
Victorian Managed Insurance Authority — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Multicultural Commission — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Planning Authority — Report, 2016–17.
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business program because there is no such program in
our house.
Honourable members interjecting.

Victorian Ports Corporation — Report, 2016–17.

The PRESIDENT — I shall try to choose my
words more carefully in future.

Victorian Public Sector Commission — Report, 2016–17.

Motion agreed to.

Victorian Rail Track — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Regional Channels Authority — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority —
Report, 2016–17.
Victorian WorkCover Authority — Report, 2016–17.
Victorian Veterans Council — Report, 2016–17.
VITS Languagelink — Report, 2016–17.
Wannon Region Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
West Gippsland Catchment Management Authority —
Report, 2016–17.
Western Region Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.
Wimmera Catchment Management Authority — Report,
2016–17.
Yarra Valley Water Corporation — Report, 2016–17.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
move:
That the Council, at its rising, adjourn until 12.00 p.m. on
Tuesday, 17 October 2017.

Mr O’Donohue — On a point of order, President,
as I understand the business program for this week we
were intending to sit tomorrow. That was to debate the
Country Fire Authority (CFA) bill. I seek clarification
from the government by way of point of order why we
are not debating the CFA bill this week.
The PRESIDENT — You are welcome to come
back tomorrow. It occurs to me that we do not have a
government business program in this house and
therefore the government is entitled to move this
motion. There is no compulsion for us to sit tomorrow,
despite the fact that a provision may have been made in
order to transact business depending on what had
occurred during the week. So from that point of view
the motion is totally within order, and there is no reason
to confirm Friday as a sitting day under a government

MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Wakakirri Secondary School
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Youth Affairs) — I
rise to update the house on how the Andrews Labor
government is supporting young people from across
Victoria to gain skills and experience in performing and
creative arts, design and event management. Last night
I had the pleasure of opening the Wakakirri Secondary
School Challenge competition for 2017, and I can
report that the atmosphere was magnificent. Seven
schools from across the state competed in the Victorian
final of this year’s competition, and this year Wakakirri
has increased participation with an additional four
schools and one dance company taking part in the
challenge.
The Andrews Labor government is a proud supporter of
the Wakakirri Secondary School Challenge. Last year I
announced $200 000 a year over three years from 2017
and a further $35 000 each year to support the
Wakakirri accredited training program, providing
young people with training and career pathways. In
2017 it is the 25th year of the Wakakirri Secondary
School Challenge, giving young people the opportunity
to create and share a story that has real meaning to
them. So many young people benefit from the
opportunities Wakakirri creates. The program develops
students’ awareness of teamwork and community as
well as their creative arts and performance skills. It
contributes to their educational outcomes and
experiences and connects students to valuable
information and advice about the creative arts industry
through industry workshops and mentoring from
industry professionals.
I want to congratulate the division 1 winners, one of my
local schools, Reservoir High, and division 2 winners
Traralgon College, and I want to congratulate every
young person that took part in this year’s competition.
Wakakirri is another example of the outstanding and
extraordinary skills of young people in Victoria. These
young people inspire and excite and once again have
proven that through their hard work, innovation and
creativity they are making a mark on Victoria.
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Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I rise to update the house on how the
Andrews Labor government is recognising the people
who protect Victoria’s most vulnerable children. In the
past two weeks we have acknowledged and celebrated
both National Child Protection Week and Foster Care
Week, and I was pleased last week to present the
Victorian Protecting Children Awards. It was a night to
recognise and celebrate the achievements of our
dedicated child and family services sector and our
foster and kinship carers who do such amazing work. It
was an opportunity to say thank you for a lifetime of
work or care that changes lives for the better.

Richmond Football Club

I particularly want to acknowledge the recipient of my
Minister’s Award for Innovative Care, Fiorina
Castellan. Fiorina has cared for over 200 children as a
foster carer. Last year she began caring for vulnerable
children through a new model that enables her to take
children who first go into out-of-home care for
short-term placements, enabling greater stability and
support for these children and enabling their needs and
concerns to be adequately assessed before they are
appropriately placed in home-based care or returned
home safely. Fiorina has already supported more than
200 children and young people through this program. In
one stunning example she helped to stabilise the
problematic behaviours of a three-year-old child and
supported his transition back to the family home.
I also want to acknowledge Kerryn and Stephen
Longmuir, who were awarded the Carer Award in
recognition of more than 30 years of providing foster
care to over 300 children in their home. Over the past
11 years they have been providing care for three
siblings, who have flourished and achieved great things
in their care.
I have said many times that our foster and kinship
carers are the unsung heroes of our community, and
having an opportunity to celebrate their contribution to
our community last week was very important. They
open their hearts and homes to vulnerable children in
need, and they do incredibly hard work and
indispensable work. The Andrews Labor government
shares their passion for providing better outcomes for
vulnerable children and young people, and I know that
by working together with our carers and the community
sector we are improving outcomes for vulnerable
children and their families.

Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — As a past
Richmond player — yes, I did play half a dozen games
for the Richmond under-19s until they worked out I
could not play — I am on the wagon, and I wish them
very well for a successful game on Saturday. One of
those reasons is that I want the grand final holiday to be
very successful as well, so it might be bittersweet for
Mr Finn, but I wish them very well.

Australian marriage law postal survey
Mr LEANE — On another matter, and probably
more seriously, I want to put my weight behind the yes
vote in the equal marriage debate. I think there is a lot
of momentum behind this, and I think everyone would
agree that equality is an important thing. We should all
champion equality for everyone every chance we get. I
am sure that this vote will be successful, and I am sure
there will be an amendment to the Marriage Act 1958. I
think it is inevitable. In generations to come it will not
be a big deal. No-one will ever talk about this. They
will wonder why we did not do it earlier.

Fire services legislation
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — The decision of the government to
once again delay debate on the Firefighters’
Presumptive Rights Compensation and Fire Services
Legislation Amendment (Reform) Bill 2017 is treating
the Parliament and the people of Victoria with
contempt. At the government’s behest the select
committee inquiring into the fire services restructure
completed its work in an unprecedented seven-week
time frame, requiring extraordinary effort on the part of
the committee staff. During the course of the inquiry
government witnesses repeatedly stressed the urgency
of completing the inquiry and dealing with the
legislation.
Now, more than a month after the select committee
tabled its report, the government has failed to progress
the legislation. For the last two sitting weeks the
government has proposed extended Friday sittings. Last
week, however, the government adjourned the house
mid-afternoon after only three second-reading
contributions on the bill. It is now apparent that despite
allocating tomorrow for debate, the government is not
going to bring the bill on for debate at all.
Having repeatedly claimed that consideration of this
bill is a priority and that the fire services require
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certainty, the government is refusing to deal with the
bill because of its concern at the outcome. The fire
services and the Victorian community deserve
certainty, and the government should put the bill to a
vote to provide that certainty.

Dairy industry
Mr BARBER (Northern Metropolitan) — Dairy
farmers in south-west Victoria have already
experienced some of the volatility and extreme weather
events that are part of the early effects of climate
change, but at the same time, as all members in this
place know, the price that they have received for their
product has also been extremely variable. That
variability itself actually makes it much harder to
survive and flourish in this industry.
The member for South-West Coast in the Assembly,
Ms Roma Britnell, who is herself a dairy processor, has
given something of a running commentary on this via
the local media. On 29 April in the Warrnambool
Standard the headline was ‘Britnell says don’t desert
Murray Goulburn’. However, by 17 August 2017 the
headline was, ‘Britnell family to swap from Murray
Goulburn to Warrnambool Cheese and Butter’.
There is some commentary across the district as to
exactly where and when it was that Ms Britnell was
selling her milk. Did she in fact benefit from an uplift in
the Murray Goulburn price by hanging around a little
bit longer than she was telling her constituents? I think
it would be very good if Ms Britnell actually made
clear, possibly in Hansard, exactly which processors
she was selling to at each relevant time and what price
she benefited from, because people in this area cannot
just do what Ms Britnell says, they want to be doing
what she is also doing.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — In respect of that matter I
took the view in the chair that Mr Barber was calling
for an explanation rather than making any allegations
against the member, which as members would realise
would have required a substantive motion.

Australian marriage law postal survey
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — I rise today to
address members of the LGBTIQ community, their
families, their friends, their workmates and colleagues
and people who love them exactly as they are. The
marriage equality postal survey is having an enormous
effect on us as LGBTIQ people. It is having an effect
on our families and on our friends, and it is having an
effect on the way in which we feel as though we can be
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part of the community in which we live and work and
have our own families and our own lives, which are in
many ways unremarkable but in many ways required to
be defended at every turn.
To anybody who is facing additional distress or upset,
to anyone who is facing anxiety, to anyone who is
feeling the greater effects of this, which are often the
result of an aggregate of a lifetime of shame, of
justification, of the need for ongoing explanation as to
why they or we are good enough, please know there is a
groundswell of love and support for you.
There are resources available to you. There are means
available to you to make sure that you take care of
yourselves in the course of this survey, and I would
urge you to reach out, to talk with others, to be kind to
yourselves, to be gentle with the people who you care
about to make sure that we all get through this together.

Richmond Football Club
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) — I join
Mr Leane in wishing all the very, very best to the
Richmond Football Club for a very, very big week
ahead.

Vietnamese community
Mr FINN — One of the great joys of my time in
this chamber has been getting to know the Australian
Vietnamese community throughout much of
Melbourne’s west. They are great people, hardworking
people, community-minded people, people who never
take Australia for granted because they remember why
they and those before them fled Vietnam and the
welcome that they received in their new home.
I am very proud of my friendship with so many
members of the Australian Vietnamese community, and
it distresses me greatly to see them hurting, and hurting
they are. Today I am attending in this building a
briefing on human rights abuses in Vietnam. The
Vietnamese government might like us all to think
modern Vietnam is a responsible, decent citizen of the
world, but sadly that is far from the truth. The
Communist government in Vietnam is comprised of
barbarians who use violence and terror to suppress
freedom in their land.
Many friends and relatives of members of the local
Australian Vietnamese community are suffering under
the dead hand of a regime that treats its people like dirt
beneath their feet. I stand shoulder to shoulder with my
friends in the Australian Vietnamese community in
calling for freedom in the nation of Vietnam, and I
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assure my friends that I will continue to fight with them
for that freedom.
The PRESIDENT — Can I suggest, Mr Finn, that
when you are contemplating your wardrobe of a
morning you might actually check in with
Ms Fitzherbert, because there is a distinct colour clash.

Alishia Mason
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — This
week my office has had the pleasure of hosting the
lovely Alishia Mason from Portland Secondary
College. Alishia has made a large effort to stay in
Melbourne with some friends for her week with us,
which is great. Alishia is a year 10 student and has
interests in economic development, women’s rights and
equality, to name just a few, and she has been a real
benefit to our office this week. So thank you for
working with us, and congratulations on working out
how to get out of Parliament station this morning!

The Storyteller
Ms PATTEN — Last Friday I had the privilege of
attending the closing night of the annual theatre
production at the Dame Phyllis Frost Centre. It was
called The Storyteller, and it featured the women
performing songs, dances, poems and raps, with many
of them telling how their lives led them to prison. There
was some great humour but also some really tragic
stories of mental health, abuse and homelessness. Most
of the women have suffered substance abuse, and it was
somewhat confronting to hear their stories of home life
and incarceration. Thank you to Somebody’s Daughter
Theatre Company for working with the women to
create yet another successful play and art exhibition.
Women I spoke to after the show all acknowledged the
amazing healing benefits of creatively exploring their
stories.

Australian marriage law postal survey
Ms PATTEN — I would like to share Mr Leane’s
and Ms Shing’s call for a yes vote to bring equality to
marriage, and I ask all members of our rainbow
community to look after themselves.

Arrium steelworks
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the recent sale of the Arrium steelworks to the
London-based GFG Alliance. This deal has ended more
than a year of uncertainty for the 5500 Australian
workers employed by Arrium across Australia. This
represents over 1000 jobs in Victoria, many of them in
my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region. Most of
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these jobs looked likely to be lost after Arrium fell into
voluntary administration 15 months ago. The increasing
financial pressure also meant that the mills were
operating significantly below capacity, which meant
less output and less jobs. Negotiations between the
Australian Workers Union (AWU), Arrium and GFG
resulted in the arrangement that will see Arrium’s
steelworking operations secured. This outcome will
also facilitate a significant increase in production to
cater for the growing population and infrastructure
needs of Melbourne.
I want to praise the hard work of the AWU for their
excellent representation of the workers employed by
Arrium. They achieved an impeccable outcome for
their members and their families. I also want to
commend the GFG executive chairman, Sanjeev Gupta,
who has shown a resolute willingness to invest in
Australia and Victoria. He recently visited one of the
company’s operations in Sunshine and announced
further investment in the Victorian operation.
Arrium’s future has also been solidified through the
Victorian government’s support for local jobs, such as
the requirement for 100 per cent local steel in level
crossing removal projects and the increased demand
emanating from the Melbourne Metro Tunnel transport
project. The firm commitment to increase production at
Arrium will lead to a stronger Victorian economy and
more jobs for my local community. This arrangement
will continue Victoria’s current trajectory as the jobs
powerhouse of Australia.

John Butler
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — On
6 September 2017 Lieutenant Colonel, retired, and
councillor of the City of Whittlesea, David John Butler,
passed away. Known as John, he was a great
Australian, a great servant of the community and a
great bloke. John battled a very rapid fight with cancer
and passed away much quicker than one would ever
hope. John and I would sit in his hospital room
regularly and chat about what he wanted for his
community. After serving this nation in the armed
forces both in Australia and internationally, John
brought back to the northern area of Melbourne,
particularly the suburb of Doreen, a fight to do better
things for the community. As we sat in his room we
talked about what he wanted. He was not fearful of
death. He was in fact encouraged that he would get time
to spend time with Our Lord.
He gave me a list and said that this was what he
wanted: a tennis centre for Doreen — not for Mernda or
anywhere else, he said, just for Doreen; a licensed RSL

MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Thursday, 21 September 2017

COUNCIL

club for Doreen under the auspices of the RSL
predicated on the Whittlesea sub-branch; netball courts
for Doreen that catered for both the young and the old;
ending traffic congestion; reduced spending and rates at
the City of Whittlesea; getting soldiers to run Anzac
Day and remembrance services; doing something for
the Country Fire Authority station in Doreen, including
installing traffic management lights, a bigger engine
shed, a changing area and training and office facilities;
and doing something about creating an inland port to
create jobs in the local area. John Butler was a good
man — a servant to the people right to the very end.
Vale, John Butler.

Marc Leishman
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — I rise today to
congratulate Warrnambool’s Marc Leishman on his
third major win after holing a 20-foot putt in the BMW
Championship in Illinois. Marc was quickly joined on
the 18th green by his wife, Audrey, and children, Ollie,
Harvey and two-month-old Eva. Mark is a favourite
son of Warrnambool and regularly returns to visit
family and play golf at his favourite golf course at
Warrnambool.

Hampden Football Netball League
Mr PURCELL — The second sporting event I wish
to acknowledge is the Hampden league grand final,
which I will be attending this Saturday. It is between
neighbouring long-time rivals Koroit and Port Fairy.
While the two teams are long-term rivals, their recent
football success is vastly different. Koroit is lining up
for its fourth premiership in a row, and Port Fairy has
not won a premiership for 59 years. My allegiance will
definitely be with the Port Fairy Seagulls, with whom I
played a number of seasons. Go Gulls!

Shepparton Search and Rescue Squad
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — It gave me
great pleasure to recently attend the Shepparton Search
and Rescue Squad 45th anniversary celebration held at
the GV Hotel in Shepparton. The Shepparton Search
and Rescue Squad is a volunteer rescue organisation
based in Shepparton and is one of only two independent
rescue units in the state recognised by the Victorian
government. The squad operates under the framework
of the emergency management model and provides
life-saving road rescue and logistic support to other
local emergency service agencies. It was a wonderful
night celebrating the 45th anniversary of this great
organisation. We saw several members of the squad
awarded with a variety of service awards. The
Shepparton Search and Rescue Squad is justifiably
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proud of its valuable work in minimising road trauma
and saving lives, and I congratulate and thank the squad
for 45 years of wonderful service to the Shepparton
community.

Northern Victoria Region police
Ms LOVELL — On Tuesday last week, together
with my colleague Luke O’Sullivan, I attended the
Victoria Police eastern region division 3 medal
presentation ceremony, which was held at Shepparton
Golf Club. The presentation saw a number of serving
police members awarded a variety of national and
Victorian police service medals in recognition of their
years of service to Victoria Police and communities. I
congratulate all the award recipients and thank Victoria
Police for all the work they do in keeping our
communities safe.

Richmond Football Club
Ms LOVELL — I would like to join my colleagues
Bernie Finn and Shaun Leane in wishing my beloved
Tigers, the Richmond Football Club, all the best for the
remainder of the finals season. We all hope that they
can go all the way and win the grand final, but
whatever happens this weekend in the preliminary final,
it has been a great ride this year and we are justifiably
proud of our team and their achievements. Thanks to all
of the team members for what has been a wonderful
season.

Morwell Swimming Club
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — This year Morwell
Swimming Club is celebrating 60 years of education
and competition. As part of the celebrations president
Alan Godfrey, secretary Monica Bramley and coach
Melissa Scholes organised the inaugural Morwell and
District Primary Aquatic Games, which I attended last
week. Participation, friendship and good sportsmanship
were the order of this well-run event. An outstanding
young Olympian, Josh Beaver, met and mingled with
the students and gave generously of his time. Living on
an island continent with beautiful waterways, learning
to swim is not only a life-saving skill but has
tremendous health benefits as well. I congratulate the
Morwell club on their commitment to improving the
health and safety of our local young children.

Prostate Cancer Awareness Month
Ms BATH — September is blue bun month.
Recently I joined Allan Cunningham and his dedicated
team for the launch of Prostate Cancer Awareness
Month at Traralgon Bakers Delight. To assist the
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Latrobe Valley Prostate Support Group, baker Matt and
Narelle Stephenson are generously donating 100 per
cent of the proceeds of the sale of the blue buns from
their Traralgon and Sale Bakers Delight stores. We
thank them very much for it. Latrobe’s Biggest Ever
Blokes BBQ will donate $90 000 from this year’s event
to prostate cancer research and local treatment. I thank
Allan and his team and Matt and Narelle for their
ceaseless work to raise funds and awareness of this
terrible disease.

YARRA RIVER PROTECTION (WILIP-GIN
BIRRARUNG MURRON) BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 22 August; motion of
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State).
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to rise and make a contribution to the Yarra
River Protection (Wilip-gin Birrarung murron) Bill
2017. This is a bill that the opposition will not oppose.
It supports strongly many of the principles behind the
bill. It is a bill for which some of the preparatory work
goes back into the period of the last government.
Matthew Guy as planning minister introduced the first
interim planning protections for the Yarra, and he did
that in direct response to what the community and
many members in this place felt was excessive
development that was not of a type that was
sympathetic to the Yarra River and its surrounds. I
applaud the fact that he took that step, and I was
strongly supportive of him at the time. There was also
significant preparatory work done by the then
environment minister, Ryan Smith in the other house,
as part of the focus of this bill, and I pay tribute to that
work.
Notwithstanding all that, I also acknowledge that the
government and the bureaucracy have done a
significant amount of work on this particular bill. The
objectives of the bill are ones that the opposition
supports. We see the very significant need for greater
protection. The main purposes of this bill are to provide
for the declaration of the Yarra River and certain public
lands in its vicinity for the purpose of protecting it as
one living and integrated natural entity, to provide for
the development and implementation of a Yarra
strategic plan, to establish the Birrarung Council and
provide advice to the minister in relation to the Yarra
River, to set out principles to which public entities must
have regard when performing functions or duties or
exercising powers in relation to the Yarra River land, to
provide for the declaration of an area of land as a state
significant urban natural entity known as the Greater
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Yarra Urban Parklands, to amend the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 to require ratification by
Parliament for amendments to planning schemes in
relation to land in this part of the Greater Yarra Urban
Parklands and to amend the Commissioner for
Environmental Sustainability Act 2003 to require the
commissioner to report on the condition of Yarra River
land.
Those objectives are ones that we see as important. I
am going to make some comments about the focus of
each of them as we go forward and indicate that there
are matters on which we have some concerns, and we
will raise those concerns in the committee stage of the
bill. I will document many of those issues as I proceed
through this second-reading debate speech so that the
minister can perhaps respond to many of those key
points.
One of the issues, and perhaps a prior issue, is the
involvement of our Indigenous communities. We
support the involvement of Indigenous communities. I
think it is true to say that there are some concerns that
the government has not been as even-handed with its
approach to Indigenous communities as it ought to have
been with this bill, and we note that one group appears
to have had greater sway with this bill and others have
been pushed to the side. We regard that as a concern.
We would have hoped that this bill, with respect to our
Indigenous communities, sought to include and not
exclude, to bring together and not divide. Those points,
I think, are very significant. I have had members of the
Liberal Party and The Nationals party rooms make
direct points about the entreaties a number of
Indigenous people have made to them on these matters,
and there is a feeling among some groups. I do not wish
to labour this point, but I do want it squarely on the
record that the government has got to be fair. It has got
to treat the Indigenous groups equally, and it must use
this bill to unite rather than to divide. I make that point,
and I will pursue questions regarding that in the
committee stage.
On the declaration of the Yarra River and certain public
lands in its vicinity for the purpose of protecting it as
one living and integrated natural entity, we will seek
assurances about distances of impact. It seems to me
that anything that impacts further upstream in a
tributary or on land that is uphill from the Yarra may
have some significant impact, and there are legitimate
questions about not necessarily what the current
minister might do or even the current government, to be
fair, but what, as we put this in legislation, it means in
future circumstances. Could there be in effect a
catchment-wide policy ostensibly to protect the Yarra
that may have a series of unintended consequences, or
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could there be the use of legitimate Yarra River
protection points to achieve other objectives? That is
something that we will pursue. What guarantees and
what protections does the minister envisage will be in
place to prevent that occurring?
The strategic plan is a significant opportunity. I
understand there has been some consultation work
already undertaken, and I welcome that work, but I
think there is much more to do — I know, as I
consulted, for example, municipal councils. Ten I think
is the number named in the schedule, and I consulted
those. The progress here came as a surprise to many.
That to me is a concern. I want to see this work, and I
want to see that it involves local government fully. I do
not want to see the bureaucracy and the minister
scouting around behind the backs of local government
in their area. I hasten to add that local government by
and large supports this bill and the approach in it
strongly, but I think what will occur as the actual full
impact of the bill is understood is it will awaken careful
concerns inside the council bureaucracies and many of
the impacted council areas, and they will have a set of
questions that flow from that — legitimate questions.
Equally there are other authorities that are impacted,
and I note the central role that is to be given to
Melbourne Water, although it could be any authority
that is the designated one to do the work, as it were, and
I will be seeking some information about what
resources the government will provide Melbourne
Water. Will this be something that is sucked up into
greater rates? I want to understand clearly that we are
not going to see a rise in rates as a response to this, as
Melbourne Water’s main source of revenue, or a key
source of its revenue, is the collection of levies on water
rates. Will additional levies be put in place to fund these
services and these activities? I want to hear how much
and how that bureaucracy will be funded.
I do not think it is logical or plausible that Melbourne
Water would undertake all of this work without
significant additional assistance. It is just not the real
world. So given that, we want to see clear revenue
streams that are actually provided by state government
and are not a clobber on water ratepayers across the
stretch of the Yarra River.
I also see that there are some genuine issues with
respect to farming land. We have seen the impact of a
number of environmental overlays and environmental
controls on farming land in recent years, and this seems
to me to be a dense or rich source of additional imposts
and additional restrictions on farming land that is near
to the Yarra, either immediately proximate to it or
further up the tributaries. As I read it, there seems to be
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a distance from the Yarra, but as I also read it, there
seems to be plenty of scope in this bill for an activist
minister or an activist bureaucracy in the future to
spread its wings and use the mechanisms in this and
parallel mechanisms to put greater imposts and controls
on farming land. I want to seek some guarantees in
committee that the farming land protections will not be
in any way diminished.
In terms of the declaration of the Greater Yarra Urban
Parklands — and I want to understand this process
because, as I understand it, the identification of all that
land is not yet complete — the process needs to be
understood. There is government land — that is, state
government land; there is potentially federal
government land as well in certain spots — and there is
land that is privately held that might be desirable for the
completion of contiguous parkland and parkland that is
contiguous with the river and also builds to the suitable
chain of parkland that would be desirable.
I am not in any way diminishing the legitimate desires
that are here, but this may well impact on council lands.
It may well impact on private lands, and I want to hear
from the minister how that is going to be managed. I
also want to understand from paragraph (d) of the
purposes clause the principles that the responsible
authorities will have to have regard to and how this will
operate. Will this be a trump or will it be advice? And
the strength of that advice — will it be something that
is a no-go, a stop?
We actually do need some legitimate stop on some
excessive development in great proximity to the river.
If I drive from my house to the city, I sometimes come
down Barkers Road. I come down through the cutting,
and you get to the bottom of the hill over the bridge.
Everyone who has driven that way will know the
intensity of development there. Now the state
government says it wants intense development
everywhere, but arguably some of the developments in
and around the river corner there — the old Honeywell
site and so forth — are too intense, too impactful on the
river, and ultimately in my view may have been
unwise. To be clear, these are Justin Madden permits.
These reflect directly on the current Minister for
Planning, who is the local member in that area and who
clearly allowed them all to roll through without
intervention. He gave them the tick —
Mr Melhem — What about the former minister?
Mr DAVIS — Minister Guy actually put the
protections on some of those zones. The minister before
him, Minister Madden, is the one who gave many of
the permits in that little pocket. Mr Melhem, you may
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not have been here quite as long as me, but I have a
long memory for these things and quite a detailed
memory, which annoys people from time to time. But
let me just give you the details about this —
Honourable members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS — I could go on, if you would like to go
further, about the impact on the Kew side of the river. If
you are on that side and you look over, you see the
massive blue sign of a certain Scandinavian retailer.
That I must say is the kind of impact that some would
think is probably not the wisest way forward. I am not
critical of developers who legitimately apply for
permits under the law, but I am critical of the minister
at the time, Minister Madden, who has now been given
awards, despite his sham consultation and despite his
unfortunate involvement with the Windsor Hotel and
the permits surrounding the Windsor Hotel —
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Mr DAVIS — Do you want to get me going on
these things? I can start if people would like that.
Ms Mikakos — You would be very keen for us to
talk about the penthouse meeting!
Mr DAVIS — I will tell you what — what I
actually would say in this chamber is I personally do
not believe it is appropriate that Justin Madden got the
awards he got, to be frank. I think he —
The PRESIDENT — Order! I know you have been
provoked on this occasion, and I do not really
appreciate the provocation, but I do have some concern
about moving to the Windsor development, which is
several hundred metres from the Yarra, and I do not
think it is really having much impact on the Yarra. This
bill is fairly narrow in its provisions, and I think it
would be best for all concerned if the member were to
return to discussing the bill.
Mr DAVIS — I am always happy to take your
guidance, President. One of —
Ms Mikakos — The penthouse may be overlooking
the Yarra for all we know. It might have great relevance
to this bill.
Mr DAVIS — Well, you are provoking again, and I
am tempted to —
The PRESIDENT — Thank you, Ms Mikakos. As
I said I do not wish to have the provocation, because he
will take it up.
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Mr DAVIS — See, on the other side of the river,
Ms Mikakos, immediately juxtaposed to that sort of site
is the Studley Park winery, which backs onto Walmer
Street, and they are very concerned about many of the
intense developments that are occurring on that exact
pocket that we were talking about that are in
Minister Wynne’s electorate. Minister Wynne, of
course, has ticked through a lot of these developments
and was prepared to support these developments in the
period prior to 2010.
Mr Wynne was quiet as a church mouse as these
impacts on the Yarra River occurred, so that points very
directly to some failures. I can understand on occasions
why somebody in a very traditional Labor seat like that
might become agitated and want to vote even for the
Greens in some cases around the Yarra there. Look at
the impact that is occurring just now. Ms Dunn will
understand exactly what I am saying here. Think about
the Yarra River at Alphington and that important zone
at Alphington there, Ms Dunn. There is the huge
development that is occurring on the old Alphington
Paper Mill site, and that site is going to have about
4000 or 5000 residents right next to the river — and I
stand to be corrected on the exact number, but it is a
very intense development.
So far as I can see, one of the government’s main
decisions on this in the recent period was not just to
give the planning permit, and Mr Wynne gave the
planning permit or ticked off on some of the planning
processes with local council support in some cases. Let
us be clear here. One of the government’s main
decisions was in fact to build a six-lane bridge across
the Yarra, and I am going to use this as a significant
case study on how this bill will operate. If this bill had
been in place, would that six-lane superhighway that
has been planned next to the old bridge that Sir John
Monash built and designed — a heritage bridge which
will be now become a pedestrian and cycling bridge —
have been built?
I acknowledge the sad story of the member for
Northcote, a woman I had some respect for, but let us
also be clear that Labor and she went to the last election
promising that that superhighway crossing the Yarra
would be on the east side of the heritage bridge. Now
what we find is that the bridge is on the west side, and
there has been a massive swathe of trees cut through
that area. What have been the processes behind this?
This has been a crash-through approach adopted by this
government. We have a bill saying we have to protect
the Yarra and its environs and surrounds. Actually at
this moment today I can very much assure the house
that there are workmen on the site and that there has
been a massive swathe of trees cut down with massive
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impacts. I am not saying that there should not be
additional bridge capacity in that vicinity, but everyone
understood prior to the election that the bridge was
going to be on the east side, which would have been on
the old industrial land site, and that would not have had
the same environmental impact as the change that is
now occurring with the development of this six-lane
freeway across the Yarra and the consequent loss of
vegetation, the consequent loss of habitat and the
consequent impact on the Yarra River.
This government is saying — and it does this with
some degree of bravado — that it is going to protect the
Yarra River. However, at the same time there are
massive impacts with almost no processes. There is no
community support for the western bridge there.
Frankly, if I were a resident in that area of Alphington, I
would be absolutely furious with Labor. I would say, ‘I
was lied to before the last state election. I have got
something very different from what I was promised’. I
have spoken to a number of the people from the
western side of the Chandler Highway. It is actually not
that far from my electorate, and these bridges impact on
my electorate where there has also been loss of trees
and loss of vegetation. They are very, very unhappy and
feel that they have been dudded by Premier Daniel
Andrews, his planning minister and other Labor figures
in this process. Is this bill going to stop that?
I will be asking the minister in committee, using this as
a case study, if this bill would have ensured that the
alternative option of building on industrial land
between the Assembly electorates of Kew and
Northcote — a contentious area at the moment —
would have been taken? Would it have had some
impact on ensuring that the bridge was built on the
available industrial land? Or is it all just about the
government saying that they are going to maximise the
yield and build dirty big towers with massive density on
the old paper mill site, that that they do not care a stitch
about knocking over all of the trees and about the
environmental impact that is occurring on the western
side, even though they said they would not build that? I
am going to ask the minister, as a case study, what
additional protections this bill would have provided in
that case. Did they wait to get that bridge over the Yarra
ticked off and then bring the bill in, or is the bill going
to be a toothless tiger that will not be able to stop that
occurring? I think this is something that the minister
needs to answer in the current context. The people in
Northcote in this case — Ms Dunn will probably agree
with me here — have every right to ask some legitimate
questions about this.
There are a number of other points that I want to draw
attention to here. I have consulted widely on this bill

4869

and there has been significant support for the bill, not
just from a range of Landcare groups and various
environmental groups — and I pay tribute to the work
of many of those groups in their efforts to protect their
local waterways and efforts to protect the Yarra in
particular. I have also had commentary from farmers,
the Municipal Association of Victoria, the Victorian
Local Governance Association and other groups about
this bill. I am aware that there is some concern in the
development industry, and again I look for the minister
to make some commentary on a number of those
points. He might want to pick up a number of my points
in the early part of the purposes clause, and I will ask
the indulgence of the committee to actually seek a
proper response to a number of those. He may be able
to pick them up and knock them out one by one in a
structured way so that we can then follow up with
further questions if needed in some areas, or not if the
answers provide the satisfactory response.
I will complete my contribution with one further point.
Melbourne is growing very significantly, and Victoria
is growing very significantly. We have seen a
significant uptick in population growth in the last
12 months. To 31 December there was an increase of
146 600, comprised of natural population growth,
overseas movements and 18 500 people coming from
interstate. It is the biggest amount of growth in the
state’s history, I believe, and it is having a very
significant impact.
The government has a policy of densification,
unashamedly. Infrastructure Victoria’s documents, the
Premier and the Minister for Planning are all focused
on a single-minded determination to look at
densification. What that can mean if poorly applied is a
loss of quality of life, a loss of livability and a loss of
vegetation at a monumental scale, and we are seeing a
huge amount of that in many areas that are in and
around the Yarra. The 10 municipalities in the schedule
to this bill that surround the Yarra are areas where a lot
of intense development is occurring.
We have obviously been very concerned about the
removal of neighbourhood residential zone protections
by the minister recently. He admitted at the Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee that a
neighbourhood residential zone block that previously,
under Minister Guy, had protections that meant an
8-metre height limit and a two-dwelling maximum has
now gone to 9 metres and the cap on the number of
dwellings has been completely removed. The minister
has admitted himself at public accounts that it could be
eight, 10 or more dwellings on that block, which
previously had a cap of two.
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Let us be clear about this: in and around the Yarra
many of those areas have neighbourhood residential
zones that previously provided protection. If you
moonscape the block and you put 12 units on it —
previously there was one house or maybe two — that is
going to have a huge and detrimental effect in terms of
run-off and stormwater surges. There is none of that
thought process in the government’s push for
densification. There is a loss of canopy trees in and
around the Yarra. In these 10 municipalities those
canopy trees are in many cases under dire threat under
this government’s densification policy. It has let it rip; it
has let it roll over local communities. In the general
residential zones the 9-metre limit is now 11 metres
minimum. Municipalities are not allowed to have a
level less than 11 metres and three storeys as of right.
There is no maximum number. Think of the density of
development. What does the minister intend to do?
I could go through the list from Stonnington and Kew
right up the Yarra Valley, right up along the path of the
river. Those protections have been torn away. The
recognition by Matthew Guy that we needed to stop the
destruction of canopy trees and the destruction of some
of these key issues has been reversed and the
protections have been torn away. What a tawdry thing it
is when you come to a bill like this. They are saying,
‘Oh, we’re protecting the Yarra, but with all of the
houses in the sweeps along there we’re going to rip out
the trees and we’re going to densify like nobody’s
business for decades to come’. That is
Minister Wynne’s plan; let us be clear. That is what
Daniel Andrews and Minister Wynne want to do —
they want to densify as hard and as fast as possible.
By the way, they have singled out the south and east of
Melbourne. They are saying, ‘You’re going to get
special attention. We’re after you, and in a vicious and
nasty way we’re going to attack areas in the east and
south’. This bill is mostly about the east and the north,
but on the protected areas that were there we are going
to see the removal of canopy trees.
Mr Wynne says, ‘Oh, I’m going to have a garden
requirement’. When you actually look at it, the garden
requirement is less than many municipalities already
have. That is the truth of the matter. This bill is at odds
with these other points in the planning system. I will be
asking the minister about how he seeks to reconcile the
desire to protect the Yarra with the stated desire to
densify and to tear out the trees and to put in dense
development in and around the Yarra. I can tell you,
concrete footpath, hot roofs and no trees will lead to
stormwater surges and run-off that will flow directly
into the Yarra River. It is not a nice picture. It is not the
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picture painted by this bill, but that is the reality of what
is occurring. I, for one, am very concerned about that.
I want to make another point about the Yarra
riverkeepers and pay tribute to the work that they have
done. I was honoured — I am trying to remember what
year —
Mr Melhem — 1821.
Mr DAVIS — The Yarra riverkeepers were not
around then, Mr Melhem, but in the early 2000s, let me
say, when the Yarra Riverkeeper Association was being
formed as a group I attended its very first meeting. It
was a great day because we had a set of advocates
prepared to speak out about the river and in favour of
the river. Ian Penrose did a very good job as the first
full-time riverkeeper, and I pay tribute to his work. His
successors will continue that very good work.
I think it is important to have, in the style of America,
an actual, formal advocate for the river — somebody
who will stand up for the quality of water, for the
access that is protected, for the surrounds of the river
and for the vegetation — to say, ‘Here’s an integrated
system that’s incredibly valuable to our quality of life,
it’s incredibly valuable to the livability of Melbourne
and it needs an advocate who will protect and ensure
that that asset is protected into the future so that future
generations can enjoy it and we can all enjoy it’. It is a
classic public good, and I support the funding of groups
like the riverkeepers because effectively what they are
doing is providing a service to the whole community,
and they are able to advocate and protect what is the
public good in the Yarra. That is very much in the spirit
of this bill, and I have talked to the Yarra riverkeepers
about this bill and their support for it. I want to put that
also on the record.
It is an important bill. It is a bill that we are not
opposing. I have that set of questions, which we will
ask in committee. I look forward to seeing the progress
of this bill.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — I rise to speak
on the Yarra River Protection (Wilip-gin Birrarung
murron) Bill 2017. The bill does a range of things. It
provides for a declaration of the Yarra River and certain
land in its vicinity, protecting it as one living and
integrated natural entity; it provides for the
development and implementation of the Yarra strategic
plan as an overarching policy and planning framework;
it establishes the Birrarung Council to report on the
development and implementation of the plan; and more
significantly it acts as a voice for the Yarra River. The
bill sets out some principles for public entities in terms
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of what they must regard when performing functions or
duties in relation to the Yarra River and Yarra River
land. Lastly, the bill provides for the declaration of the
Greater Yarra Urban Parklands.
The Greens certainly welcome this bill. We see it as a
positive step to working towards a holistic, sustainable
management of the Yarra River and its environs. In
particular the Greens are very supportive of the
Indigenous governance arrangements provided in the
bill. We welcome further formal and meaningful
inclusion of Indigenous representatives in governance
arrangements in Victoria. This will contribute to
recognising the strength of the bonds between
Indigenous people and country. It extends beyond a
mere extractive process of consulting Indigenous
groups for that knowledge and moves Indigenous
stewardship and leadership front and centre.
The Greens note the extraordinary effort that has been
expended over centuries by the Wurundjeri to have a
formal and sanctioned role in the governance of the
river. This has been an effort that commenced with the
first contact. It is worth noting that the Wurundjeri
people made two formal applications for land along the
Yarra River, in 1840 and again in 1863. The latter
resulted in the formation of the Coranderrk mission,
which became very successful in terms of growing and
selling wheat, hops and crafts. It is an extraordinary part
of our landscape, and it is well worth going to visit. Of
course now some of the Coranderrk mission is
incorporated into the Healesville Sanctuary.
Significant in relation to Coranderrk is that it is the
place where William Barak resided. Of course William
Barak was a most notable Aboriginal activist who
presented a petition in 1886 requesting freedom for the
people who lived on the Coranderrk mission to come
and go as they pleased. It was extraordinarily
successful. There was a forced departure of the people
of Coranderrk in the 1890s, and then we saw it closed
eventually in 1924.
Considering the remarkable history of the Wurundjeri
engagement with the British and Australian authorities
and the management of the river it is only right to see
extensive input and oversight by the Wurundjeri people
enshrined through this bill. The planning protections it
provides for the public spaces and environs of the Yarra
River are appropriate. The bill cuts through existing
complicated and ineffective planning processes to
ensure that there is a unified planning and governance
process for the Yarra River, both in its waters and in its
land.
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I just want to touch a little bit on a particular planning
document that I hold very close to my heart — it really
goes back to my history as a Yarra Ranges
councillor — and that is the Upper Yarra and
Dandenong Ranges Regional Strategy Plan. It is a very
significant planning document. It is a document that
was the result of the Hamer government recognising
how significant and how important that land was in the
Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges areas. Of course
as part of the regional strategy plan it had a lot to say on
the Yarra River. What is notable about the regional
strategy plan is that in fact it can only be amended with
the approval of both houses of Parliament. It stands as a
planning instrument to this very day. It is very
powerful, and in fact matters in relation to Yarra
Ranges Shire Council cannot be inconsistent with the
regional strategy plan.
The strategy plan came into being through the
development of the Upper Yarra Valley and
Dandenong Ranges Authority, which was established in
1977 through an act of 1976. It essentially covered
what were the former shires of Healesville, Lilydale,
Sherbrooke and Upper Yarra. The main feature of the
Upper Yarra Valley and Dandenong Ranges Act was to
enable increased protection for the special features and
character of the region.
I want to turn now to the part of that particular strategy
plan that relates to water resources. It is worth noting
that for some time there has been recognition —
particularly in the Yarra Ranges section of the river,
which essentially is nearly to the headwaters, which I
believe probably are in Baw Baw, but locked away in
water catchment areas — that an enormous tract of the
Yarra River goes through the Yarra Ranges Shire
Council area.
In terms of the regional strategy plan, it talks about the
maintenance of high water quality for domestic and
other beneficial uses and the maintenance of
environmental values, and primary objectives and
policies have been developed specifically to achieve
that objective. As most of the region is used as a
catchment for Melbourne’s water supply, the policies
reflect its importance. Of course we must thank those
people who came before us, our forebears, who in fact
closed our wet forests of Victoria and determined them
to be water catchments, because the legacy of that is
that Melbourne has a supply of some of the cleanest
drinking water in the world.
The policies of the regional strategy plan were prepared
on the basis of a total catchment approach to water
resource conservation. They concentrate on the
waterways and adjacent lands and on issues specifically
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related to water harvesting. River systems, including
flood plains, are of particular significance because of
their role in transferring water in times of flood, the
habitat they provide for flora and fauna and the
recreational opportunities they offer. The Yarra River
and its tributaries, streams and creeks is widely
recognised as a river system with special values, so it is
certainly nothing new in terms of the regard in which
the Yarra is held, particularly in relation to the regional
strategy plan, which of course has guided development
in what is now the Shire of Yarra Ranges.
It is worth noting, as part of this particular policy, land
use management. That is quite significant in terms of
providing decision guidelines around what is
appropriate. The regional strategy plan particularly
notes that government departments, public authorities,
councils and planning authorities must ensure the
maintenance of adequate streamflow to ensure
protection of the biota and the aesthetic quality of the
Yarra River and the stream system, the retention of
riparian vegetation and the protection of the aquatic
environment and appropriate revegetation of these areas
and revegetation with appropriate native species of
denuded and degraded stream banks and enhancement
of the existing native vegetation along watercourses.
I want to turn now to the organisation Environmental
Justice Australia (EJA), which has done a significant
amount of work in relation to the protection of the
Yarra River in association with the Yarra Riverkeeper
Association. EJA talk about the fact that the bill itself:
… does not establish the river as a legal person …

which of course we have seen occur elsewhere in the
world:
But the objects and purposes of the bill do affirm intrinsic and
human values of the river. For example, the legislation aims
to protect the river as ‘one living and integrated natural
entity’. The objects of the law would recognise ‘ecological
health’ and the ‘cultural, social, environmental and amenity
values of the Yarra River and the landscape in which the
Yarra River is situated’.
…
The act also establishes a type of institutional ‘guardianship’
arrangement in the advisory and advocacy functions of a new
Birrarung Council and monitoring/auditing functions vested
in the sustainability commissioner.

The EJA go on to say:
Alongside these objects, purposes and practices, conventional
models of planning and water management are also
employed, in order to make the proposed river governance
arrangements work. In particular, a Yarra strategic plan will
be prepared as a ‘land use framework plan’ and ‘healthy
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waterway strategies’ will have to be prepared consistently
with that strategic land use plan.

I would certainly hope that there is also consistency
with the regional strategy plan in place at the Shire of
Yarra Ranges, which has held that municipality in good
stead for decades. The EJA talk about the:
… innovative and conventional legal approaches … brought
together by integrative management tools: a 50-year
‘community vision’, the 10-year Yarra strategic plan, and
obligations for planners, water authorities and other
decision-makers to act consistently with them.

I certainly congratulate the EJA on their work in
relation to being fierce advocates for the Yarra River.
With that, I certainly concur with Mr Davis’s
comments in relation to the Yarra Riverkeeper
Association and the important advocacy role they have
played in terms of being a strong voice for the Yarra
River. I certainly remember Ian Penrose coming to visit
Yarra Ranges Council. At that stage Yarra Ranges
Council did not actually contribute to the Yarra
riverkeepers and Mr Penrose was, of course, making a
pitch for us to do that. I am very pleased that the
council did decide to contribute some funding towards
the Yarra riverkeepers because of the essential role they
play and because the Yarra Ranges actually has the
largest stretch of the Yarra River in its municipality. I
certainly congratulate the Yarra riverkeepers. They
have worked enormously hard. They have been fierce
advocates for the Yarra River over many years, and this
bill is recognition of their hard work.
In terms of this bill I would like to explore one major
threat to the Yarra, its tributaries and its watershed, on
which this bill stays silent. It is worth understanding
what the Yarra catchment comprises. As we probably
know, the catchment lies north and east of Melbourne,
it covers an area of just over 4000 square kilometres
and it is home to more than one-third of Victoria’s
population and native plant and animal species. It spans
protected forests and rural areas to urban development
and established industry. The Yarra River runs through
the catchment into Port Phillip Bay. It is sourced from
the forested Yarra Ranges National Park on the
southern side of the Great Dividing Range. It is a
Victorian heritage river between Warburton and
Warrandyte, meaning it has significant recreation,
nature conservation, scenic and cultural heritage
attributes. Certainly the river is highly valued and
attracts millions of visitors a year, whether that is to
walk, ride, row, fish, picnic or camp alongside the river.
The catchment is divided up into three sub-catchments.
There is the Upper Yarra system, and in terms of the
major waterways that are part of that system they
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include the Yarra River itself of course, Hoddles Creek,
Graceburn Creek, New Chum Creek, Coranderrk
Creek, Watts River, Little Yarra River and the
O’Shannassy River. Those waterways are highly valued
by locals and visitors alike, and I can certainly report to
the house that they have enormous aesthetic value, let
alone their environmental values.
Some of those rivers run through towns, particularly
towns such as Healesville. Most of them, because they
are part of the Upper Yarra system, are in the forested
catchments, which have enormous intrinsic
environment values, including significant animal
species such as the powerful owl, the Leadbeater’s
possum and the platypus. It is worth noting that the
upper reaches of the Yarra catchment also provide
around 70 per cent of Melbourne’s drinking water.
Moving to the Middle Yarra system, which comprises
Arthurs Creek, Diamond Creek, Steels Creek, Pauls
Creek, Olinda Creek, Woori Yallock Creek and
Stringybark Creek, there are also significant lands,
including Yering Backswamp and other flood plain
wetlands around Yarra Glen, which of course are listed
in the Directory of Important Wetlands of Australia.
These waterways are highly valued, particularly the
main Yarra stem and its tributaries, because of their
natural beauty and their support of many recreational
activities and important animal species, such as the
platypus. They also have very significant Indigenous
values as well as European heritage values. The
challenges for the waterways in the Middle Yarra are
around urbanisation and agriculture and balancing
social, environmental and economic needs.
Moving along the river we end up at the Lower Yarra
system, which comprises the Plenty River, Darebin
Creek, Merri Creek, Moonee Ponds Creek and
Gardiners Creek. It is far more in an urban setting
because essentially it is downstream from
Templestowe. Much of the area along the waterways is
protected in public open spaces. Fortunately the system
still retains many natural wetlands within it, such as the
Glen Iris wetlands, the Banyule Swamp and the
Huntingdale Wetlands. The biggest challenge for the
waterways in this particular region is urbanisation.
Most of those waterways have been significantly
altered in form and have very significantly reduced
water quality. Modifications, including straightening,
channelling and concrete lining, of course have an
impact on the quality of natural vegetation in relation to
those waterways. Large amounts of stormwater enter
these waterways, reducing water quality and changing
water flow rates, and together with waterway diversions
upstream cause low flows and low dissolved oxygen,
which harms plants and animals in the waterway.
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It is interesting to look at the health of the Yarra River
and its tributaries. Sadly it is not a great picture that is
painted. Very few parts of the river are in fact healthy.
Most of them are of poor quality, and that is in relation
to the significant urbanisation around that catchment.
Having gone the length and breadth of the Yarra and
the catchments that make up that river system, I want to
go back to the Upper Yarra, which is in an area forested
by mountain ash. These forests provide the ecosystem
service of infiltrating, which is retaining and filtering
rainfall into groundwater that wells up in springs, and
these are the source of the Yarra’s tributaries. As I have
already mentioned in my contribution, this is the
principal reason why Melbourne has the cleanest
drinking water in the world.
However, there is something that threatens our water
quality and in fact the quantity of water that we can
capture from our water catchment areas. The state-run
logging industry threatens these forests. It does this
directly by logging hundreds of hectares of forest in
watersheds each year. More worryingly, logging
combined with more frequent bushfires is imperilling
the very existence of the mountain ash ecosystem to the
extent that it has been listed as critically endangered by
the International Union for Conservation of Nature.
It is worth understanding what happens in our water
catchment areas. In my time as a Yarra Ranges
councillor I had the privilege of going on a tour of the
water catchments comprising the Yarra Ranges, and
one of them was the Armstrong catchment. The
Armstrong catchment is part of the Yarra system. It is
very closely located to Cambarville. It is right in the
heart of the montane forests of Victoria. It provides an
enormous watershed for Victoria. It is an extraordinary
forest — damp and dense, full of moss and lichens and
with an understorey of ferns and wattles. It was
absolutely pristine in that forest until we got to a section
of the road and came across the devastation we saw
within the Armstrong catchment.
This is a closed water catchment. No-one is allowed in
this water catchment. It is closed to protect water; it is
closed to create water security for Melburnians.
However, in that closed water catchment there were
many logging coupes. The forest was completely
trashed — all trees were removed and all understorey
was removed. It was absolutely razed to the ground —
and mostly for woodchip. It is a heartbreaking sight to
see at the best of times. It is verging on criminal when it
is in a closed water catchment.
I have also toured Starvation Creek, below the Upper
Yarra dam, also part of the Yarra catchment area. There
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is nothing more devastating than standing on the edge
of a logging coupe, looking into the distance at intact
forest but before your very eyes are the smoking
remains of what was once a pristine forest. It is
happening. It continues to happen. It puts at risk water
quality. It puts at risk the quantity of water. Perhaps not
surprisingly those areas of the Yarra catchment are not
included in this bill. Once the Birrarung Council has
been formed I would dearly love to have a conversation
to seek their views in relation to the absolute
devastation of our catchment areas and the mountain
ash forests of Victoria.
Along with the damage to the integrity of our
watersheds, logging leads to the destruction of carbon
stores and the extinction of endangered species. The
regeneration burns that are part of logging these areas
create haze for months, particularly throughout the
central highlands, the Yarra Valley and the Dandenong
Ranges. This causes respiratory illness, taints wine
grapes and holds back the horticultural industry of the
region.
The preamble of the bill states:
The Yarra River is of great importance to Melbourne and
Victoria. It is the intention of the Parliament that the Yarra
River is kept alive and healthy for the benefit of future
generations.

Native forest logging is incompatible with the ethic,
spirit and objectives of this bill. The state government
must stop logging native forests and must preserve the
forests of the Central Highlands in a new great forest
national park.
I think if we are truly going to protect what is a
significantly important river to all Melburnians, we
really need to broaden the scope to actually include the
tributaries, because you cannot ignore them. The
tributaries have an enormous impact on water quality
health into the future, so in terms of a truly holistic
approach you need to take a catchment-wide approach.
We hope to see in terms of stewardship and
custodianship that the river, as a living being, is
extended to all parts of that living being.
I certainly commend the Wurundjeri people for their
work on the bill. The Greens support it, and we hope
for its speedy passage.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I also
rise to speak on the Yarra River Protection (Wilip-gin
Birrarung murron) Bill 2017. I am pleased that both
parties are supportive of the bill, even though I was
somewhat confused by Mr Davis’s contribution
because he started off by saying he would be supporting
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the bill but then spent 45 minutes criticising it and
criticising the government for what it was trying to do
as part of putting the bill in place. That is despite the
fact that when his party were in government for four
years they talked about it, put the issue in the drawer to
collect dust and basically did not do anything at all.
They are now waking up.
This government is actually doing what it said it would
do. We went to the election in 2014 and said we would
do something about protecting the Yarra and its
heritage and would give recognition to the traditional
owners and enable them to have a say in how we
manage the river. We are actually implementing that,
two and a half years after the election. It is amazing.
I am looking forward to the committee stage. Actually I
am not looking forward to the committee stage, when
Mr Davis might be spending 2 hours on God knows
what so we have to listen to all his questions. He was
briefed on the bill and raised some of these issues in the
briefing, and they were addressed. I think it will be
painstaking for the committee to have to go through
that again, but anyway, that is the process.
The bill is one of the first pieces of legislation to give
Indigenous owners custodianship of the river. It is the
first legislation to go before state Parliament with a dual
Indigenous language title designed to give the
Wurundjeri people a voice in decisions about the river.
I think it is very important for us to recognise that.
As previous speakers have said, the purpose of the bill
is basically to make sure we protect the Yarra River and
parklands and also to acknowledge the importance of
the river to the economy, sustainability and livability of
Melbourne. It has been declared the most livable city in
the world for seven years running.
The bill will build upon work already undertaken by
this government to strengthen planning controls along
the length of the river, particularly in those areas seeing
significant development. It will also enshrine in law the
new governance arrangements set out in the Yarra
River Action Plan, which was released in early 2017
and which puts in place a policy framework that will
see the production of the first Yarra strategic plan.
This is a landmark bill. It is the first time in Australia
that a river and many hundreds of parcels of land
through which it runs will be recognised as one living
and integrated entity for protection and improvement.
That is important. We can argue, but an important point
to make is that the purpose of this bill is to provide
protection and to make sure that we do not have
overdevelopment around the Yarra River, because
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things can easily and very quickly get out of hand and
people will not have the access to the river that they
currently have. I think it is important that we maintain
that.
The other point I want to make is that it was a historic
day when the announcement was made in relation to
this bill and the Aboriginal people were given the
opportunity to come in and address the Victorian
Parliament in the Assembly. Among the attendees was
Wurundjeri elder Alice Kolasa, who stood at the
dispatch box on the floor of the Victorian Parliament
and read the name of a new piece of legislation
designed to protect the health and safety of the Yarra
River — which is known in the Woi-wurrung language
as the Birrarung — ‘Wilip-gin Birrarung murron’,
which means ‘keep the Birrarung alive’. Excuse my
pronunciation, but I think this was an important event to
give traditional owners and the original inhabitants of
this land, the people who were the first occupants of
Australia and Victoria, the recognition and the
opportunity in this Parliament to participate in the
introduction of this bill. I think it was quite a special
event, not just for the traditional owners but for all of
us. It is important that we give them that recognition.
As I said, Ms Kolasa was the first Wurundjeri person to
speak from the floor of the Parliament in their role as a
traditional owner of the land on which Parliament
House is built. That is the whole point of the legislation.
It is about giving that recognition to Aboriginal people
and giving them a say in how we should manage the
river, that priceless piece of real estate. Hence the bill
establishes the Birrarung Council, which will assist the
government in making sure the legislation will deliver
the outcome which the government is looking at
achieving.
I will go to some of the points Mr Davis raised about
some of the recent developments taking place around
the river. This bill will basically recognise the need for
development and the growth in Melbourne but balance
that with the ability to protect our heritage, the
landscape and the river from overdevelopment. It is all
about getting a balancing act and putting it in place. For
the first time we will have legislation put in place to
actually deliver that — a balancing act between
development and maintaining open space and heritage.
It also gives our Aboriginal people a say, and that is
now enshrined in legislation in how we are going to
manage that real estate. I think this particular bill gives
that balance, and I want to congratulate the Minister for
Planning, Mr Wynne, and the Minister for Aboriginal
Affairs, Ms Hutchins, for the good work they have
done in this space to basically bring all the stakeholders
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together, the Aboriginal people and the eight local
councils that have boundaries along the Yarra River.
They have gone through a very extensive consultation
period with all the stakeholders over the last couple of
years to actually bring together a good piece of
legislation to provide that balancing act between
protecting the environment and protecting the river
while also acknowledging the growth in Melbourne’s
population. That is what this bill does. With those few
words, and in the interest of time and taking into
account that Mr Davis might take a few hours in the
committee stage, I commend the bill to the house.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) — I rise to make a
brief contribution to the Yarra River Protection
(Wilip-gin Birrarung murron) Bill 2017, noting that
The Nationals will take an unopposed position to this
bill, which has many positive aspects to it. Keeping the
Yarra alive — or Wilip-gin Birrarung murron — is the
core of this bill. As a major meeting place and food
source for Indigenous people, the name Birrarung is
derived from the Wurundjeri people. The current name,
Yarra, is translated from the Wurundjeri term
Yarro-Yarro, which means ‘ever flowing’. The
Wurundjeri people spoke Woi-wurrung language, and
their territory extended in an easterly direction to the
tributaries into the Yarra which are initiated on Mount
Baw Baw, in that beautiful landscape in my electorate
of Eastern Victoria Region. Their land bordered the
Gunaikurnai people in Gippsland and also the
Bunurong people, who have an association and a
history in relation to the Yarra River as well.
The main purpose of the bill is to establish Yarra River
policy and planning; to establish the Birrarung Council;
to provide for the declaration of the Greater Yarra
Urban Parklands; to amend various acts in relation to
the management of the Yarra River and other Yarra
River land; and to make consequential amendments.
When people think of the Yarra they often think of the
wonderful play area of the Melbourne city area, with its
entertainment, sporting activities and thriving restaurant
precinct, but actually the Yarra River extends way up
into the western regions of my electorate, and it is
242 kilometres long. It goes through many electorates,
it goes through local council boundaries and it has a
number of mobs associated with its custodianship;
therefore a list of stakeholders that should have been
attended to in relation to this bill, discussing this bill
and working through this bill needed to be thorough
and inclusive. It was very important that there was
representation from the Wurundjeri people, and it is
pleasing to see that that has happened, but it is
disappointing to see that there was a lack of
consultation by the Andrews Labor government with
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the Bunurong mob. I find that this negates clause 12 of
the bill, which says:
The role of the traditional owners as custodians of Yarra
River land should be acknowledged through partnership,
representation and involvement in policy planning and
decision-making.

They should have been at the table. Clause 1 proposes a
12-member Birrarung Council to be a voice of the river,
and I note again the 12-member council is also void of
any Bunurong tribal presence.
The bill refers to Aboriginal cultural values, heritage
and knowledge of the Yarra River land being
acknowledged, reflected, protected and promoted, and
it is very important that we keep those traditions alive.
Past management practices by Indigenous Australians
should not be overlooked when confronted with today’s
environmental issues. In many respects the
incorporation of Indigenous knowledge with regard to
the Yarra River draws many parallels to the past
practice of the Indigenous firestick regimes. The
firestick regime of Aborigines of the past and members
of the Wurundjeri tribe was based on the idea that when
you look after the land you also look after the water and
its tributaries — you look after the Yarra River.
I had the pleasure of meeting and spending a great deal
of time recently with Wurundjeri elder Uncle David
Wandin as he embraced and furthered his traditional
elder knowledge passed down from generation to
generation of firestick burning. Recently I was able to
attend the Yarra Valley — along with mountain
cattlemen; Victor Steffensen, a traditional fire stick
practitioner; and Brett Ellis, who is a former Yarra
Ranges emergency and community safety council
officer — to explore what it is to do a cool burn and to
explore and understand the importance of cool burns in
relation to the health, survival and thriving nature of the
land in and around the Yarra River and in and around
the bush and country in the Yarra Valley, and it can
extend right across Victoria as well.
I think there is a lot of information that is important
culturally for Indigenous people in the firestick
practices. I think there are a lot of information and
techniques that should be used on a wide scale to
promote a healthy and diverse healing of country, and I
think that that will, if incorporated into practices within
Emergency Management Victoria, promote healthy and
sustainable country and healthy ecosystems within and
around the Yarra River.
With those few words, I hope this bill passes. I think it
has a number of positive attributes, notwithstanding the
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fact that there should have been more dialogue and
consultation with the Bunurong mob in my electorate.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — It is a great pleasure to have an
opportunity to contribute to what is a very historic bill
debate being conducted in this house today. It is putting
in place landmark legislation in Victoria to protect a
natural, iconic landmark in our state. For those of us
who have grown up in Melbourne, we all can share
many stories of wonderment, picnics and walks along
the Yarra River. It is really important that we keep
those opportunities alive for future generations.
Can I just say how important it is that we are not only
debating this landmark legislation in the Parliament
today but also creating a bit of history in our Parliament
in terms of enshrining an Indigenous group’s language
into legislation for the first time as well, that being the
Woi-wurrung and the use of the traditional owners’
name for the Yarra, which is Birrarung, being enshrined
not just in the title of the bill — ‘Wilip-gin Birrarung
murron’, meaning ‘keep the Birrarung alive’ or ‘keep
the Yarra alive’ — but also in the initial part of the
legislation as well. I think it is very appropriate, and I
have remarked previously that it is really important that
we are very genuine in our efforts towards
self-determination in this state and that we respect the
traditional owners, traditional custodianship and
protection of our natural landmarks, including our
riverways.
This is going to be a very important piece of legislation
into the future. It is seeking to make sure that the
Yarra — the Birrarung — is protected for current and
future generations. We are legislating for the first time a
single lead agency to develop and coordinate the Yarra
strategic plan. We are giving the Yarra a voice and
traditional owners a seat at the table by appointing the
independent Birrarung Council to oversee the
development and implementation of the Yarra strategic
plan. We know that the Yarra is fundamental to its
sustainability, to its livability and to its prosperity. It
does give our city life. It provides 70 per cent of our
drinking water. It is home to the port of Melbourne, the
largest container and general port in Australia. It is a
place that we use for everything from the arts to
entertainment, festivals, picnicking, rowing and
walking our dogs.
I have had an opportunity, like Mr Davis, to witness the
expertise and the passion of the Yarra Riverkeeper
Association in past discussions and have had the
opportunity to get in a little boat and go up and down
the Yarra and see for myself the state of our Yarra.
Obviously their advocacy has been important as well. I
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too acknowledge Ian Penrose’s fierce passion and
advocacy for the Yarra over many years, as well as that
of many others.
This bill is seeking to protect this precious natural asset
for future generations, as I said at the outset. It is about
making sure there is a long-term strategic plan to
monitor and improve upon the health and amenity of
the river. There is currently no mechanism to resolve
land use conflicts or to bring together the multiple
agencies that might be involved in simple projects, but
most importantly there is currently no voice for the
Yarra, and there is certainly very limited ability for the
traditional owners and the broader public to have a role
in protecting the Yarra and have a say in planning for
its future use.
The bill recognises the significance of the Yarra River
and its parklands to Melbourne’s identity and to
Victoria’s economy, sustainability and livability. It
fulfils a 2014 Labor election commitment to guard the
river from inappropriate development and establishes a
trust to be an independent voice for the river and a link
to the broader community. It builds upon work already
underway by this government to strengthen planning
controls along the length of the river, particularly in
those areas that have seen intense development. It
enshrines in law the new governance arrangements set
out in the Yarra River Action Plan, released earlier this
year, and puts in place a policy framework that will see
the production of the first Yarra strategic plan.
It is a landmark bill because it is the first time in
Australia that a river and many hundreds of parcels of
public land that run along it will be recognised as one
living and integrated entity for protection and
improvement. It provides for a holistic coordination of
the activities of public entities that have an interest in or
responsibility for the Yarra and its environs.
It is also really important that we are establishing an
independent body, the Birrarung Council, to act as a
voice for the Yarra and its land in planning and
decision-making. The council will have a maximum of
12 members and must include representation from
traditional owners and environmental, advocacy,
agricultural, industry and community groups.
Importantly one seat will be left vacant for any future
declared traditional owner groups. I know there have
been some issues raised around these issues, and I am
happy to go into more detail around that in the
committee stage.
In relation to the Yarra strategic plan, the development
of that is quite crucial. The bill provides that the Yarra
strategic plan to be developed will guide the
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management of the river. The Yarra strategic plan will
give effect to the community vision for the Yarra and
its landscape, providing an overarching spatial and
management context for localised planning along the
river corridor.
This legislative requirement to develop and report on
the implementation of the Yarra strategic plan will be a
step change in the management and governance of the
Yarra, as multiple agencies, councils, traditional
owners, Indigenous groups, environment, water and
land stakeholders and the broader community come
together to formulate a long-term plan to agree on
actions and targets and to be subject to the independent
scrutiny of the Birrarung Council and the commissioner
for environmental sustainability. The community does
have a right to know about the health of their
waterways, and the bill requires the commissioner for
environmental sustainability to report regularly on the
environmental condition of the Yarra River and its
parklands and on how that condition has changed since
the last report.
I guess the final point that I would like to make is that
the bill also sets out principles to which specified public
entities must have regard when exercising powers or
performing functions. Such entities must not act
inconsistently with any part of a Yarra strategic plan
that is binding on them when performing functions or
duties or exercising powers in relation to Yarra River
land. The bill also enables the declaration of the Greater
Yarra Urban Parklands. The parklands will include
public land, both Crown and freehold, to which
members of the public have access for recreational
purposes, but this will not apply to private land or land
owned by municipal councils except where there is
agreement secured with the landowner.
Can I just make the point that in Mr Davis’s
contribution he did ask about resources for Melbourne
Water specifically. I can advise him that there was a
budget allocation this year of $6.55 million, and that is
to fully implement the actions arising from the Yarra
strategic plan. It is funding for both Melbourne Water
and other relevant agencies, including the department,
so there will be no impact on water rates arising from
this particular legislative change.
In relation to other matters, I know that there were
some other issues that were raised during the course of
the debate. I am happy to address those in the course of
the committee stage, but I just indicate the
government’s appreciation of the fact that all parties
have, I believe, indicated their broad support for this
piece of legislation. This is going to be a really
important piece of legislation in protecting the Yarra in
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years to come. I am happy to go into further detail in
the committee stage.
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proceed to the committee stage and to the first clause,
the purposes clause, of the Yarra River Protection
(Wilip-gin Birrarung murron) Bill 2017.

Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
Committee
Mr Ondarchie — On a point of order, Deputy
President, to you, given the matter before the
committee now and the ongoing investigation into your
capacity, I ask if you think it is appropriate that you
chair this committee.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — There is no point
of order, Mr Ondarchie.
Mr Davis — Further to the point of order, Deputy
President —
Ms Shing — It has been ruled on. You would have
to base it on a new rule, Mr Davis.
Mr Davis — I am. Deputy President, as I
understand it you are the subject of an IBAC
investigation, and in that context I think it may be
inappropriate for you to sit in this position, and for an
excess of caution in terms of the legal standing of the
committee —
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Sorry, there is no
point of order, Mr Davis.
Clause 1
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Can I begin
by just stating that I think it does diminish the
committee, Deputy President, for you to remain in the
chair. I will leave my comment at that.
Ms Shing — On a point of order, Deputy President,
Mr Davis has already tried, as has Mr Ondarchie, to
raise this as a point of order in relation to matters which
you, Deputy President, have already ruled upon. On
that basis, unless Mr Davis has something which is
relevant to the matter before the committee, then in fact
I would suggest that Mr Davis should get right to the
point rather than pontificating on frivolous, vexatious
opinions which have no relevance whatsoever.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Ms Shing, I have
already ruled on that.
Mr DAVIS — That was my intention, Deputy
President. I had made my point, and I intended to

I thank the minister. I put on record my thanks to the
bureaucrats and also to the minister for responding to a
number of points I raised in the second-reading debate.
I have got a short list of questions here. The first relates
to Indigenous groups. The opposition has had contact
with the Bunurong land council, and we understand that
not all Indigenous groups who have a relationship to the
river have been fully consulted in the process of the
development of this bill or in the final stages of
development either.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I think it is really important that the debate
of this bill is not used to divide Aboriginal people. I
think it is really important that we are respectful of our
traditional owners in this state. I feel very proud that as
a Parliament we are about to pass a bill into law that
will for the first time incorporate an Indigenous group’s
language into Victorian law. I think we have a long way
to go to catch up to other jurisdictions that have
recognised the rights of Indigenous peoples many
decades — in fact in some countries 100 years —
ahead of us in this nation. I do think that we are
breaking new ground here as a Parliament.
Can I advise the member and the house that the bill
specifically recognises the custodian role of traditional
owners of country, with provisions for partnership
representation and involvement in policy planning and
decision-making in relation to Yarra River land. The
Yarra protection principles in part 2 of the bill require
responsible public entities to acknowledge the role of
traditional owners of Yarra River land as custodians of
Yarra River land through partnership representation and
involvement in policy planning and decision-making.
The bill makes provision for at least two Wurundjeri
Council nominees to be members of the Birrarung
Council as they are the registered Aboriginal party for
Yarra River land upstream of the confluence with the
Merri Creek. There is currently no recognised
traditional owner of country for Yarra River land
downstream of the confluence with the Merri Creek, an
area where applications to be the registered Aboriginal
party have been contested by several Aboriginal
groups.
Successfully submitting an application to the Victorian
Aboriginal Heritage Council to become a registered
Aboriginal party is an administrative process which
does not afford an applicant higher status. Resolving
the extent of country between contesting Aboriginal
groups is a difficult process, as all ethnohistorical
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records and reconstructions may be traced back to what
a few white men wrote down before 1900. As has been
noted by the Victorian Aboriginal Heritage Council,
there are problems with these records based on who
wrote them, the author sometimes not knowing where
they were, messy handwriting and contradictory
information.
The bill is flexible enough to allow for the appointment
of a nominee of another traditional owner group, should
such a group be recognised for Yarra River land
through traditional owner settlement agreement,
through native title agreement or by appointment as a
registered Aboriginal party in the future. The terms and
conditions for the Birrarung Council will require a seat
to be left vacant until the traditional owner of country
has been recognised for all of the Yarra River land.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for her response,
and it is precisely because of those important points that
I am asking the question. The decision not to divide is
an important one, but at the same time the
government’s decision not to consult with all groups
actually puts a division in place. I accept the
government’s intent to move forward with this, but I do
want to put on record our view that ensuring proper
consultation with all groups would not have been an
impossibility without conferring any deeper status than
a reasonable level of consultation. With that point, I am
happy to proceed and thank the minister for her
contribution.
Ms MIKAKOS — Thank you, Mr Davis. I think I
have put on the record a very detailed explanation about
why things have happened in a particular way and the
potential opportunities going into the future.
Mr DAVIS — Thank you, and I hope the
government avails itself. I want to ask about farming
land, particularly further up in the Yarra Valley. This is
obviously important into the tributary areas. There are
many farming communities who are cautious. I accept
the briefing provided and thank the minister and the
bureaucrats involved for the briefing. I accept it may
not be the government’s intention to use this bill to
impact on farming land outside the immediate zone of
the river, but it seems to me that there are sufficient
heads of power in this bill to underpin and drive
amendments in planning arrangements and other
aspects — noting the need for consulting with the
relevant parties in respect of this bill — that controls or
reductions in the capacity of farmers to undertake their
farming are a legitimate question of a threat.
People have certainly put to me, farmers have put to
me, that they are under the view from this act — I am
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not imputing this to the current government — that a
future minister, a future governing body here, may well
seek to extend its influence into farming land that is in
the catchment along tributaries to the Yarra and restrict
the number of land use activities and legitimate farming
practices. I just seek your response to those concerns.
Ms MIKAKOS — Thank you, Mr Davis, for your
question. I think in my summing up I did refer to the
intention to only incorporate private landholdings with
the agreement of the owner of that land, but I do also
make the point that the Yarra strategic plan is a regional
land use framework plan similar to the land use
framework plans to be prepared for each of the
metropolitan regions under Plan Melbourne:
2017–2050. The key differences are that in the Yarra
strategic plan the river is at the centre of the map rather
than on its edge and hence requires a joined up
landscape approach to land use planning for the river
valley.
There is also a statutory requirement for it to include a
land use framework plan along with a requirement for
scrutiny and annual reporting to Parliament on its
implementation and for it to be refreshed at least once
every 10 years. The impact of the Yarra strategic plan
will be entirely dependent on its content, which is
required to be developed in collaboration with local
government authorities and to include extensive public
consultation, complete with submissions and a panel
and public hearing process. Obviously there will be
opportunities for farmers and others in the agricultural
sector to have input into the development of the Yarra
strategic plan.
Mr DAVIS — I thank the minister for her response,
but actually it sounds to me like it is deeply possible
that, as the land use plan is prepared, there may be
restrictions on the activities of farmers within the
catchment area. It may not be the government’s current
intention, but I put on record now my caution and my
concern that this document and the machinery that
surrounds it may well be used to restrict legitimate
farming activities.
If I can perhaps move to the issue of funding, I thank
the minister for her point that the funding in the budget
is sufficient to fund Melbourne Water for its activities
and I accept the minister is now ruling out any
additional levy on water rates to fund any of these
activities. That is a welcome point.
I want to come to the case study that I outlined in my
second-reading speech. I only picked that because it is
practical and topical; I could have picked many others.
The case study in point here is the bridge between
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Alphington and Kew along the Chandler Highway, the
expansion of that — three lines each way, two massive,
and I see the clerks nodding, as they know the
geography quite well — and what processes will occur
there. People understood it would occur on the east and
would not impact on the land use. What would occur in
the sense of where a new bridge or a new significant
structure is occurring? Would the land use approach
that is involved in the bill prevent it, would it allow it or
how would this operate?
Ms MIKAKOS — I thank the member for his
question. Can I say at the outset that we are obviously
talking about a prospective piece of legislation here,
and the member in his contribution did refer to a project
that is currently underway. Can I make the point, as
someone who is one of the local members there and a
local resident, how important I believe the duplication
of the Chandler Highway bridge is for Melbourne, both
for my constituents in Northcote and also for those who
live on the other side of the Yarra as well. I think there
will be a lot of very ecstatic Melburnians when that
project is completed because it is a very significant
bottleneck at the moment.
Posing hypotheticals of that nature is really outside the
scope of the bill here because this is one that is
prospective in nature. What I can say to the member is
that obviously there is a process that occurs in relation
to competing interests in relation to these matters. The
Yarra strategic plan is a regional land use framework
plan, and the level of competing interests will be
entirely dependent on its content. Decisions on
competing land uses will be made through the standard
land use planning processes. The Yarra strategic plan is
required to be developed in collaboration with local
government authorities and include extensive
consultation, complete with submissions and panel and
public hearing processes. The bill does not alter the
responsibilities of organisations under the Victoria
planning system.
Mr DAVIS — I understand the point the minister
has just made, but it does not fundamentally answer the
question. In this case a bridge is being built. It is a
needed bridge — I accept that — but the location of the
bridge has been decided by government following its
own processes, and in this case there has been a
significant loss of vegetation and there will be an
impact on the Yarra River. What I am actually hearing
from you, Minister, is that this bill would make no
difference and would not have protected that vegetation
or the Yarra. In fact the government, even if the bill
were in place, would have simply proceeded and made
a decision to put it on the west rather the east. I will
leave that as my comment.
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Ms MIKAKOS — Thank you. I know Mr Davis
has a habit of putting words into ministers’ mouths or
attempting to anyway. I make the point to the member
that there is a net gain principle here in the bill. The bill
requires responsible public entities to have regard to the
principles outlined in part 2 where the exercise of those
powers or performance of those functions may impact
on Yarra River land. The net gain principle
acknowledges that sometimes building projects will
have an impact on the physical factors of the
environment of the Yarra River land, such as:
… the land, waters, atmosphere, climate, sound, odours,
tastes, the biological factors of animals and plants and the
social factor of aesthetics …

In relation to the example that Mr Davis gave — the
cutting of trees — the net gain principle requires
consideration to be given to an investment in the
physical environment of the Yarra River land to offset
the harmful impacts of such a project would have on
the Yarra River land environment. This offset could be
directed towards investment in the nearby riparian
zone, the biodiversity corridor or the planting of trees in
the parkland. To follow through on the example given,
if trees were cut in one location the net gain principle
would require trees to be planted in another location.
Mr DAVIS — I get that the offset is one response. It
does not necessarily protect the diversity and the impact
on the river at that location. I am conscious of time and
I will be brief on this. I want to ask what protections
this bill might offer from the government’s current
densification policies where it is seeking to remove
protections that were there previously in the
neighbourhood residential zones (NRZs) and the
general residential zones in areas like Boroondara and
Yarra Ranges, which had significant NRZ protections
in the past but have had those protections wound back.
Will this bill offer any override, or will that
high-density development continue to occur?
Ms MIKAKOS — The member asked questions
around residential zones and the neighbourhood
residential zones. There is nothing in the bill that relates
to these matters. They really are questions that are
outside the scope of this bill. This is a bill about
protecting the Yarra River, and I find it really
interesting that the member is wanting to go down the
path of talking about densification. He had a lot to say
in his contribution about densification, when in fact it
was the now Leader of the Opposition in the Assembly,
as Minister for Planning, who led a significant
densification of different parts of Melbourne, including
in my electorate and places like Northcote and other
locations around Melbourne. We certainly are now in a
process of having to rectify all the problems in
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Fishermans Bend and other locations, but I do make the
point to the member that he really is seeking to stray
into areas outside the scope of this bill.
Mr DAVIS — Not at all. I will make this my last
contribution. I indicate that the Yarra strategic plan is
an overarching policy and planning framework in
relation to the Yarra River and certain land in its
vicinity. So there is that whole strip of land that is close
to the river in many of the 10 municipalities that are in
the schedule of this bill where at the moment it is open
slather under the new planning arrangements to densify
and strip out the vegetation under the current
arrangements, and that will directly impact on the river.
It will impact in terms of canopy, in terms of vegetation
more generally, in terms of run-off and in terms of the
flow into the actual river itself.
So in the purposes clause it states that one of the main
purposes is:
(b) to provide for the development and implementation
of … an overarching policy and planning framework in
relation to the Yarra River …

I would have thought that a massive development that
occurs on a property that is right on the Yarra River will
impact on the river in a whole range of different ways.
Ms MIKAKOS — I can advise the member that the
government has already put in place the strongest
protections possible in relation to developments along
the Yarra River, and in the development of the Yarra
strategic plan the government will also consider
whether there are any further additional protections
required. We have already acted to put in place
protections that the previous government had failed to
take any action on.
Mr DAVIS — You might do something, but it does
not seem to me that you will, so let that stand on the
record.
Ms MIKAKOS — The point that I have made is
that we have already taken action in this space.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — My question
is framed around the preamble of the bill, which of
course is around the intention that the Yarra River is
kept alive and healthy for the benefit of future
generations. In my contribution I talked about the
significant role that the tributaries play in terms of river
health of the entire Yarra catchment. I am just
wondering, given the intrinsic link between the health
of the tributaries and the Yarra River itself, why the bill
does not seek to take a broader catchment approach to
the Yarra.
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Ms MIKAKOS — Ms Dunn referred in her
question to the preamble of the bill. The primary role of
the preamble is to provide context to the bill by setting
out the background to the bill and the reasons for its
enactment, and it may be used to help resolve any
ambiguity in the body of the act. In relation to issues
around catchments I am advised that the issue of
catchments is incorporated into regional waterway
health strategies that are required under the Water Act
1989.
Ms DUNN — Thank you, Minister, for that answer.
Could we envisage at a future time, as the work rolls
out on the strategic plan, that there may be an
opportunity for a greater focus on perhaps some of
those tributaries that are having a detrimental impact on
the Yarra? It is probably more the tributaries that are in
the urban end of the river rather than the rural end of
the river.
Ms MIKAKOS — I can advise Ms Dunn that we
have got a bill before the house that has got a particular
scope to it, and that is really what we should be
focusing on here today rather than engaging in crystal
ball gazing about the future.
Ms DUNN — Thank you, Minister. I notice there is
a definition in the bill that talks about ‘excluded land’,
and it excludes:
any land within a special water supply catchment area listed
in Schedule 5 to the Catchment and Land Protection Act
1994 …

That clearly is around the close water catchments of
Melbourne. Firstly, I guess I would like to understand
why those catchments have been excluded, particularly
as logging continues in our closed water catchments
and logging has an extraordinarily detrimental effect on
water quality and quantity. And of course in terms of
flow into the Yarra, that is significantly important in
terms of the health of that river.
Ms MIKAKOS — I can advise the member that we
already have the strongest possible protections in
relation to our water catchments. I am conscious of the
time obviously. I am happy to come back to it, perhaps
when we resume after question time.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.

ABSENCE OF MINISTER
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — As a
courtesy to the house, I have to inform the house that
because of a faith-based observance today Mr Dalidakis
is not in the chamber, and I will be taking questions on
his behalf.
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Forced marriage
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Minister for Families and Children.
Minister, since the election of the Andrews government
there have been 34 forced marriages investigated by the
Australian Federal Police (AFP) here in Victoria. Part
of the initial referral process to and from the AFP is that
your department tries to prevent the forced marriage by
intervention and warnings to the affected parties,
sometimes by issuing warnings to extended family
members. Can you advise how many individual
interventions and individual departmental warnings
have been issued in Victoria for forced marriages since
the election of the Andrews government?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her question. Can I
say at the outset that forced marriage is never
acceptable. The crime of forced marriage can apply to
legally recognised marriages, cultural and religious
ceremonies and registered relationships, and it applies
to marriages that occur in Australia, including where a
person was brought to Australia to get married and
where a person is taken overseas to be married.
There has obviously been some focus on this matter in
light of recent media coverage of a particular case, and I
obviously cannot go into discussing the details of any
matter currently before the courts, but what I can advise
the member is that my department has been doing some
considerable work in relation to this issue for some time
now. In May 2016 my department developed guidance
for child protection practitioners to support their
practice in relation to reports of forced marriage
regarding a child, and recording systems are being
enhanced to enable careful monitoring.
A meeting that occurred in Sydney late last year, I
believe it was in November, of all state and territory
community services ministers, that I attended as well,
agreed that the issue of under-age forced marriage is an
issue of national significance, and we agreed to
progress a greater collaborative and evidence-based
approach between jurisdictions. So there has been an
indication to the commonwealth that we would like
them to share with us more information that they might
have available to them through the immigration
department as well as the Australian Federal Police in
relation to these matters. Certainly all of our authorities
attempt to work in a cooperative manner in relation to
these issues.
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There was also a Royal Commission into Family
Violence recommendation in relation to these issues,
and the Department of Justice and Regulation is
amending the Family Violence Protection Act 2008 to
include forced marriage as an example of family
violence. The department is now working with key
stakeholders to actively address the issue of forced
marriage and to clarify roles and responsibilities in
relation to these matters.
The issue that the member has raised specifically goes
to the issue of numbers and data. What I can advise the
member, as I have already explained to her, is that from
last year there has been work underway to improve
recording systems in relation to these issues, because
the way these matters get entered into the child
protection system it is very difficult to specifically
identify issues of concern to child protection, whether it
is a forced marriage or any other specific issue.
Ms Crozier — You are refusing to answer the
question.
Ms MIKAKOS — You have your ears painted on.
Just listen to the answer. I am explaining to you that the
department does a lot of work in this area, but as to
being able to identify a specific number, it may not be
possible to provide the member with a specific number
because of the way in which the information is
recorded.
Supplementary question
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) —
Minister, the 34 forced marriages investigated by the
Australian Federal Police are a significant increase on
previous years. According to your latest advice, what
are the reasons for this significant increase in Victoria
and therefore the need for interventions and
departmental warnings?
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I thank the member for her supplementary
question. Obviously it is an issue that I have already
said is not acceptable. It is important that child
protection works with different communities, including
recently arrived communities, to explain to them the
law of Australia in relation to these matters and to work
with those communities to change what might be
accepted practices in their own homelands.
It is a positive thing that more cases are being
identified — if one can see these things in a positive
way — in the sense that matters are now being more
clearly identified by authorities and are being acted
upon. So I think it is important that these matters are
being identified. I do make the point to the member that
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in terms of the numbers that the member has referred to
they are not all children; some of them are in fact
adults. One should not assume that they are all
necessarily children.

Aboriginal Victoria
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — My question is to the Leader of the
Government. What are the circumstances of the sudden
resignation of Mr Jason Mifsud as executive director of
Aboriginal Victoria?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his question. As I
understand it the executive in question ended his
employment relationship with the Department of
Premier and Cabinet within the last week and a half, I
believe, and offered his resignation in a conversation
that he had with the head of the public service. In
relation to the circumstances by which that resignation
was transmitted, I have seen public statements to the
effect that Mr Mifsud was to pursue other options in
terms of alternative employment.
Beyond that in terms of the matters that may have been
discussed between the head of the public service and
the executive in question, I have not been privy to those
conversations and do not know the nature of their
consideration. I take it on face value that he is pursuing
other options as his employment career. I believe a
statement may have been issued to the effect that the
public service is grateful for his contribution to public
policy, and that has been acknowledged in
communication with a number of members of the
public service and the community more broadly.
Supplementary question
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I thank the minister for his answer.
Minister, was Mr Mifsud encouraged, requested or
directed to resign?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
would have thought that I had just outlined that I was
not privy to those conversations. I do not know the
absolute circumstances and the pathway on which that
conversation took place. All I can say is that on face
value I actually believe that what Mr Mifsud has said as
to the fact that he resigned is the nature of that
separation.
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Sheep and goat electronic identification
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — My
question is to the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, the
implementation plan for the electronic identification of
sheep and goats required from 1 July 2017 involves the
scanning of electronically tagged sheep and goats to
begin in saleyards, abattoirs and knackeries, with this
information then uploaded to the national livestock
identification system (NLIS) database. A recent report
from the Australian Livestock Saleyards Association
(ALSA) found that NLIS sheep and goat software
suitable for use in saleyards has not been tested due to
lack of availability. Minister, is the software available
for saleyards, knackeries and abattoirs to meet their
2018 regulatory requirements to scan all sheep and
goats?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr O’Sullivan for his question and for his
interest in this important reform to transition to
electronic tagging for sheep and goats. I can certainly
reassure Mr O’Sullivan that we are confident that all
participants in the supply chain will be able to meet the
regulatory requirements. I am aware of the concerns
that Mr O’Sullivan is sharing with us all in the chamber
today. I certainly have advice from my department that
those concerns are not for ALSA to be overly
concerned about. Indeed they will be offered a meeting
with my department and my office in the
not-too-distant future to go through those issues.
But testing is underway. The transition is going
exceptionally well. There are many, many millions of
electronic tags that have been sold. There have been
dozens and dozens of information sessions. The take-up
of this initiative is going really well, and it is an
incredibly important one. It will underpin our livestock
biosecurity system. It is a move that comes about
12 years after electronic tagging was introduced for
cattle. It is something that our government is very
pleased to be supporting the industry to transition in for
those biosecurity reasons, but also because at each and
every point along the supply chain there will be
opportunities for people in this industry to improve the
productivity and the profitability of their enterprises.
I think it is also worth noting that this is something that
was recommended to us by a Victorian
Auditor-General’s report as well as any number of
other sources recommending this move — this
important move for Victoria. The Victorian
Auditor-General’s report also had some concerning
findings to make about the cuts that the former
government made to our biosecurity capability, but we
are both restoring that funding to our frontline
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agricultural services and also supporting producers to
make this really important change. Those concerns can
be, will be and are being addressed.

risks to the public safety of Victorians, why has the
government chosen Mr Thwaites to co-chair its
cladding advisory task force?

It is a big change. I understand that for some people
there will be lots of questions — for lots of people there
will be lots of questions — and we will just continue to
address those with everyone, whether they are on a
farm, in transport, in a saleyard, in an abattoir or
anywhere else, who has an interest in this to make sure
that everybody is ready for the transition.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think that is a very interesting question because in fact
probably Mr Davis in his question has outlined
elements of the CV of Mr Thwaites in relation to his
relevance to dealing with this work. He is a former
planning minister and somebody who was actually
involved in that national responsibility and has
knowledge of, an interest in, experience in and the
capability of assessing the relevant matters that have led
not only in this jurisdiction in Victoria but around the
nation and indeed around the world to concerns about
the use of cladding and the circumstances about which
all of us would be anxious and in which we would do
whatever we can in terms of providing a remedy and
protection in the future to make sure that people who
live, work and reside in buildings that have cladding
products now are safe.

I note also there is a significant transition funding
package that supports the program, and the time frames
that Mr O’Sullivan talked about came about as a result
of extensive consultation with industry about what was
achievable by what points in time. We are still very
confident that that is all travelling really quite well.
Supplementary question
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — Thank
you, Minister. Minister, the implementation plan for
electronic identification (EID) has also imposed
regulatory requirements on producers to tag sheep and
goats born in Victoria. In November last year you told
the Weekly Times:
We’ll be in a position to announce the cost of tags for 2018
and 19 in the first half of next year, following a tender
process.

Now that we are well into the second half of that year,
when will you announce whether subsidised EID tags
will be available for producers to meet their 2018
regulatory requirements?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr O’Sullivan for his supplementary question on
a separate but related matter. The transition package did
have a number of components, and a significant one
was the subsidy for tags for the first couple of years.
The tag tender has now been completed, and I can
indicate to Mr O’Sullivan that we will be in a position
to announce the tag price for 2018 soon.

Victorian Cladding Taskforce
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is to the Leader of the Government. Minister,
the Australian Building Codes Board, chaired by John
Thwaites, is a Council of Australian Governments
(COAG) standards-writing body that is responsible for
the development of the National Construction Code.
Given legitimate questions regarding the National
Construction Code’s ability to prevent inappropriate
use of combustible cladding in Victorian apartment
building construction, with consequent and unresolved

In terms of the way in which you provide for their
safety in the future, the way that you remove products
from the marketplace that are proven to be unsafe and
how you actually try to provide for a plan of restoration
of the integrity of the fabric of buildings in Victoria, in
Australia and indeed other parts of the world that are
considering those matters, you should bring together
knowledgeable people. You should bring together those
who actually understand the interlocking nature of how
the marketplace works, how the construction industry
works, how a regulatory environment may assist that
and ultimately how you can deliver change practices to
ensure that the quality of building fabric is improved in
the years to come.
For those reasons I think that the CV, as outlined by
Mr Davis himself, would warrant the involvement of
Mr Thwaites in this activity and indeed other people
who may bring expertise and knowledge of the industry
and the relevant facts to bear. I think it is a surprising
question in the fact that almost by the very nature of its
construction it sort of mitigates the argument or the
imputation that Mr Davis is trying to create. But let us
just see how he goes subsequently.
Supplementary question
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) — Minister,
thank you for your answer. Did the government give
due consideration to the real or perceived conflict of
interest arising from Mr Thwaites chairing both the
relevant COAG standards-writing body and its own
cladding advisory committee and how this conflict of
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interest may taint its committee’s advice, and if so, how
will that conflict of interest be resolved?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
think this is probably a better question than the first one
because —
Mr Barber — What would you give it out of 10?
Mr JENNINGS — I do not know that my rating of
it is relevant. I think the issue is that it is important in
terms of the practice, the consideration and the
recommendations that come out of the review that the
state inquiry has actually been commissioned to
conduct needs to be mindful of the issues that Mr Davis
has indicated. I am certain that in commissioning this
investigation there would be — and I will take some
advice from my colleagues in relation to establishing
this investigation — ways in which those potential
conflicts of interest and the potential for there to be
mitigating circumstances against quality outcomes in
the investigation should be reduced.

Parole eligibility
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — My
question is for the Minister for Corrections. Minister,
on 7 September in response to a question from me you
said recommendation 13 of the Callinan review:
… was fully implemented in 2015, as Justice Callinan
intended in his review …

Minister, can you describe to the house in your own
words what recommendation 13 is and how
Mr Callinan intended it to be implemented?
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) — I thank
the member for his question. I am fully aware of what
recommendation 13 means, and indeed I repeat what I
have said on previous occasions, and that is that the
Auditor-General has looked at it and has considered it
to be fully consistent with the recommendations of the
Callinan report.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms TIERNEY — We know what it is. It is all about
trying to draw me on another question — that will be a
supplementary question — in relation to a matter that is
subject to an investigation and an inquiry. Good try.
Not good enough.
Honourable members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT — Can I just indicate that I felt
the way that question was put was quite patronising,
and I did not appreciate that. I also indicate that I would
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not have expected the minister to speculate on what
might have been in another person’s mind in terms of
the recommendation and that her response to that
question would have needed to rely on matters that
Mr Callinan referred to in the report that supported his
particular recommendations. In other words, the
minister cannot speculate on what someone else is
thinking about, but clearly if there was supportive
commentary in the report to the recommendation then
of course the minister would be in a position to draw
down on that information.
Ms Wooldridge — On a point of order, President,
in response to your comments, the question very much
quoted what the minister had said herself in regard to
the review being fully implemented ‘as Justice Callinan
intended’. So it was actually taking her exact quote
from last sitting week and asking a very specific
question — ‘What was the recommendation?’; that is a
factual issue — and then asking how that was intended.
I would just put to you in terms of considering whether
the minister answered that question or not that it was
actually a very factual question and in the context of a
quote directly from the minister herself.
Ms Shing — On the point of order, President, firstly,
it is not clear how in fact that may constitute a point of
order. Secondly, there is no position for anyone to
direct a minister as to how a question might be
answered where in fact the minister provided a pretty
comprehensive response.
Mr Gepp interjected.
The PRESIDENT — It is not such a good point of
order, Mr Gepp, and I will explain why. I actually do
have an opportunity to direct a minister to answer a
question — not how to answer a question but indeed to
provide an answer to a question. I guess there is a
difference, and to that extent Ms Shing was probably
right in what she was saying. It will be my intention —
I am flagging this early — to actually require a written
response to this, because certainly the question was a
matter of fact in some respects.
I still maintain that two aspects of the question
nevertheless did concern me. I still think that it went to
the minister trying to understand the intention of
another person, unless as I said there is supporting
evidence. If there is supporting evidence, of course you
would be absolutely right in the point of order that you
made, Ms Wooldridge. In terms of what the minister
might have said last week, there will be a chance to
clarify that in the written response. Certainly the
question as to whether or not the minister was aware of
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recommendation 13 is a valid question, and I will be
seeking a written response.
Supplementary question
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I thank the
minister for her answer. Minister, you failed to release
the three reports into the Brighton siege done by the
department of justice, which would detail whether
Yacqub Khayre was or was not in breach of Callinan
review recommendation 13 at that time. Minister,
according to your latest advice and since
implementation of Callinan review recommendation 13
in 2015, how many instances of parolees have you been
made aware of that have also been in breach of this
recommendation and have subsequently been released
into the community?
The PRESIDENT — My problem is that I
personally do not know what recommendation 13 is,
and therefore I find it difficult in some ways to judge
whether or not the supplementary question is apposite
to the substantive question. In other words, does this
supplementary question go to new material or to a
different area to the first one, which was to actually get
the minister to explain what the recommendation was?
Irrespective of that, the supplementary question is
certainly expansionary.
Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) — I thank
the member for his question. I do not have that level of
detail before me. I am not aware of what you are
actually trying to drive at, but what I can say is that it is
the independent Adult Parole Board of Victoria that
makes decisions about parole. What goes before that
parole board is the history of the prisoner concerned —
the past history of the prisoner — and a range of reports
from agencies that feed information to the parole board
so they can make the appropriate decision.

Kangaroo control
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — My question
today is for the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, the
government has recently announced that aerial surveys
are soon to take place to monitor the population and
abundance of kangaroos in Victoria. Interestingly the
number of permits authorised to control kangaroos has
also been rising significantly in recent years in the
absence of such surveys and without any subsequent
data collection. It is also well accepted in regional
Victoria that kangaroo populations are on the rise and
are causing problems for farmers and drivers on
regional roads, so I ask: is the government, as part of its
Sustainable Hunting Action Plan, considering the
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introduction of a game permit to hunt kangaroos in
order to assist population control?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Mr Young for his question and his interest in the
current arrangements for the control of kangaroos,
which are of course native wildlife. The way that the
permit system works at the moment is that where
numbers are a problem for farmers or because of their
interaction with urban areas an application can be made
to the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning for an authorisation to control wildlife permit.
At present kangaroos culled in accordance with the
conditions of those permits can then be processed as pet
food. In reasonably recent times there was an expansion
of that program. We certainly take the approach that
where population needs to be controlled for the reasons
that I outlined, it needs to be possible for that to occur.
But we certainly do not have plans to dramatically
change the basis upon which those controls are
currently operating.
I imagine Mr Young’s interest is in making the hunting
of kangaroos more broadly available than in the context
of these controlled culls. It is certainly not the
government’s intention to go down that path. We think
the current arrangements are effective in terms of
controlling the population and that they are also very
responsive to changing seasonal conditions and changes
in populations in different areas from time to time.
Supplementary question
Mr YOUNG (Northern Victoria) — I thank the
minister for her answer. My supplementary may be
along the same lines, but in the interest of absolute,
pure clarification, Minister, given that we have other
native species hunted in Victoria under game permits
with strict parameters on season lengths, bag limits and
locations where this can occur, will the government
commit to the introduction of a game classification for
kangaroos now that we will be in a position to
determine their populations and sustainable harvest
levels?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — Yes, it
is a bit similar to what we canvassed in the substantive
question, but I can confirm for Mr Young, so that there
is no doubt for anyone, that the government has no
plans whatsoever to reclassify kangaroos from wildlife
to game.
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Transurban
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for Minister Pulford for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. There is a clause in the
CityLink contract which allows an early end to the
Transurban tolling on CityLink if CityLink is earning
super profits. Ending the tolling early is worth an
estimated $8 billion to Victoria. If Transurban builds
the West Gate tunnel, there is a risk that it will increase
its costs enough to miss the super profits opportunity.
Clearly we need an independent investigation into this.
Last Tuesday in the Herald Sun the roads minister was
cited as saying:
Colleen Hartland is wrong. The clause she refers to will not
be affected by the West Gate tunnel …

My question is: if the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety is so sure I am wrong, will he explain how?
The PRESIDENT — I am advised that a video has
been filmed from the public gallery. That is not allowed
during the proceedings. I ask the person concerned to
delete the video.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank Ms Hartland, and I will seek a response from
Minister Donnellan.

Corrections mental health facilities
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Corrections. Yesterday
it was reported that Supreme Court Justice Lex Lasry
has joined a growing list of judges who are critical of
the shortage of psychiatric treatment for people in
custody. He was so concerned about one young man
who urgently needed help that he was considering
releasing him on bail despite him remaining a risk. He
said:
I am not prepared to simply leave this man at the mercy of the
system.
…
This bail application has highlighted and demonstrated the
extremely concerning shortage of appropriate psychiatric
treatment regimens for those who badly need them and who,
for various reasons, need to be kept in custody.

Victoria Legal Aid have said that 25 per cent of their
organisation’s recipients had mental health issues.
Minister, what are you doing to alleviate the crisis of
the lack of mental health facilities in corrections
facilities?
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Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) — I thank
the member for her question. This is a large issue,
particularly in the justice system. There is a significant
proportion of people in the system who do have
significant mental health issues, amongst other issues.
We are dealing with an increasing cohort of people who
present to the system and indeed to our facilities who
do have a range of very complex needs.
This matter has been recognised, and indeed in terms of
the last budget there was a historic allocation of moneys
directed to mental health issues and mental health
facilities. This is work that has been done by Justice
Health within Corrections Victoria along with the
Minister for Health and the Minister for Mental Health.
We have had an across-government approach to dealing
with this issue, and part of that proposal also was the
increase and the expansion of the Thomas Embling
Hospital. We have also made sure that there has been a
significant expansion of the work of Forensicare, and
there is also a significant increase in the amount of
mental health service provision and mental health beds
at the Ravenhall facility.
So we actually have injected significant amounts of
resources, and I am happy to present that material to
you again as a member of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee. We went through some of this
some months ago, but I am happy to take you through
that and I am also happy for you to be briefed by Justice
Health on the specific programs that we have
introduced, the ones that we are extending and the
general vision and approach that we have in terms of
dealing with mental health issues within the corrections
system.
Supplementary question
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) —
Thank you for your answer, Minister. Yes, I remember
questioning you about this very issue at Public
Accounts and Estimates Committee hearings. I
acknowledge that some funding has gone to this area,
but Justice Elizabeth Hollingworth a couple of months
ago said the situation was getting worse and worse.
You mentioned the number of people with mental
health issues within the corrections system, and I
understand it is around a third. What I have always
been asking is how many of those people with mental
health issues in corrections are actually receiving the
treatment they need. What percentage are actually
receiving the treatment they need? Also on the Thomas
Embling Hospital I understand that is only about
18 beds, and the Supreme Court is saying that that is
not going to cover the issues. Do you have further plans
for Thomas Embling?
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Ms TIERNEY (Minister for Corrections) — I thank
the member for her question. As you would be aware,
there is an assessment on presentation, and the needs of
each and every individual prisoner are assessed,
including their mental health needs. That continues to
occur, and I think there has been extra effort placed on
making sure that we distil the exact mental health needs
of each and every prisoner. There is also of course a
new 44-bed mental health precinct being built at the
Dame Phyllis Frost Centre. This is a purpose-built
precinct that will replace Marrmak and provide
co-location of bed-based and outpatient mental health
services for women at Dame Phyllis Frost. So it is not
just in terms of the men’s prisons and in terms of
Ravenhall, it is a perceived need that has now been
backed up with resource allocations that will be
provided to the women’s system as well. In terms of
other specific matters, I am happy to take those matters
on notice.

Agricultural shows
Mr PURCELL (Western Victoria) — My question
is to the Minister for Regional Development. The Royal
Melbourne Agricultural Show starts next week, and this
kicks off a series of agricultural shows throughout
country Victoria. Many of these shows have been
operating continuously for over 100 years. However,
many are struggling, with the Penshurst show going
into recess this year and even the Warrnambool show
struggling to survive. With the government investing in
many events in Melbourne, including $50 million per
annum going into the grand prix, country Victoria is
asking why it is missing out. Therefore my question is:
what is the government doing to preserve the
agricultural shows in country Victoria?
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Regional
Development) — I thank Mr Purcell for his question. If
I could just begin by responding to Mr Purcell’s
observation about government investment in events in
Melbourne relative to regional Victoria, I remind
Mr Purcell of the government’s $20 million Regional
Events Fund and the other significant events in regional
Victoria that we do support, like the Cadel Evans
cycling race; the Sam Miranda tour; White Night,
which made its regional Victorian debut this year; and a
number of things through the Wine Growth Fund.
There is even the Koroit Irish Festival in Mr Purcell’s
own neighbourhood.
Your question about the role of our agricultural shows
is a really important one. It is this Saturday that the
Royal Melbourne Show starts, and it will run through
over the next 10 days or so, including through the
school holidays. It will be a wonderful opportunity for
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kids in Melbourne to see and learn a little bit more
about where their food comes from and a little bit more
about rural Victoria. The Royal Melbourne Show has
been running continuously since 1848. That is in excess
of the 100 years that Mr Purcell referred to. The Royal
Melbourne Show and the other shows that occur across
regional Victoria make a contribution to the state’s
economy of around $430 million each year.
What I can indicate to Mr Purcell is that we do support
an agricultural and pastoral societies program which
provides grants of up to $10 000 to support the
provision or upgrade of agricultural and related
facilities. In 2016–17 there were 52 projects supported
in different parts of regional Victoria.
I would certainly encourage all Victorians, whether
they be from the city or the country, to take the
opportunity to check out their local show, whether it is
in Melbourne in the next couple of weeks or whether it
is in regional Victoria throughout the next few months
as we roll through show season, and enjoy the rides and
the show bags. But that is not what the shows are about;
that is very much secondary to their purpose, which is
about showcasing the fantastic work of our primary
industries.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have seven written responses to the following questions
on notice: 11 485, 11 508, 11 530, 11 552, 11 574,
11 718–19.
The PRESIDENT — I indicate that I have received
from Mr Rich-Phillips a request for reinstatement of
quite a number of questions that were put to various
ministers and have not been answered in
Mr Rich-Phillips’s view. I have had those answers
assessed on my behalf, and following that review it is
my view that the following questions ought to be
reinstated for a more apposite response. These are
questions 11 474, 11 477, 11 482–3, 11 488, 11 490,
11 494, 11 496, 11 499, 11 504, 11 506, 11 511,
11 513, 11 517, 11 519, 11 522, 11 527–8, 11 533,
11 535, 11 539, 11 541, 11 544, 11 549–50, 11 555,
11 561, 11 563, 11 566, 11 571, 11 577, 11 579 and
11 583.
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Written responses
The PRESIDENT — In respect of today’s
questions, I require written responses to Ms Crozier’s
questions, substantive and supplementary, to
Ms Mikakos, within one day; Mr Rich-Phillips’s
supplementary question to Mr Jennings, two days;
Mr Davis’s supplementary question to Mr Jennings,
two days; Mr O’Donohue’s substantive and
supplementary questions to Ms Tierney, one day;
Ms Hartland’s question to Ms Pulford, two days; and
Ms Pennicuik’s supplementary question to Ms Tierney,
one day.
Mr Morris — On a point of order, President, on
Tuesday I asked a question of Mr Jennings in his
capacity representing the Premier about the lack of a
tender process in awarding the evaluation of the
Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement. I believe you
ordered the substantive and supplementary questions to
be responded to in writing. I am yet to receive those. It
is now past the two days for the response.
Mr Jennings — On the point of order, President,
can I inform the house that I received an answer to that
question this morning, and I predetermined that in fact
it would be reinstated, so I have sent it back to be
redone.
The PRESIDENT — It actually might have been
helpful to have conveyed that to the member.
Mr Jennings — It would not have prevented it from
occurring.
The PRESIDENT — Maybe not.
Mr Finn — On a point of order, President, it has
just come to my attention that the ABC has confirmed
that Mr Eideh’s office has been closed, the locks have
been changed and his staff have been put on leave. I
think it is important that those constituents who wish to
access the services normally provided by Mr Eideh’s
office be reassured that those services will be available
to them at some stage in the not-too-distant future. The
Special Minister of State is still in the house, so I think
it might be appropriate for the minister to make a
statement on this matter to reassure those constituents
that the services will be returned.
The PRESIDENT — It has got nothing to do with
the Special Minister of State; it is a parliamentary
matter. In that sense I will not call the Leader of the
Government to make any comment on that matter. It is
true that Mr Eideh’s electorate office is closed at the
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moment and that his staff are currently on leave as a
matter of proper process that can give everybody
confidence that the matter that is before an external
agency is examined appropriately. Indeed those actions
were sought by Mr Eideh. In terms of constituency
services, Mr Eideh’s phone number and email
obviously provides ongoing contact with his
constituents.
Can I also make comment at this point that it has been
drawn to my attention that there were a number of
points of order this morning about Mr Eideh’s capacity
as chair of committees and whether or not he should
preside over that process. Can I indicate that Mr Eideh
is perfectly entitled to continue in that role and to
discharge the duties of Deputy President at this time.
The motion that was given notice of this morning I
have noted, but that motion might never actually even
be put to the house, so it would be wrong in fact to go
on a notice of motion, and we have had some
interesting ones over the time, some of which, as you
know, I have rejected because they were notices of
motion that were clearly not designed to proceed. In
this case I would expect that this motion may well be
proceeded with. However, I cannot anticipate that as an
absolute, and the fact is that it would be a most
unfortunate situation if we had motions that were put in
this place that actually prevented members from
fulfilling their duties when in fact there has been no
resolution of such a motion. From this point, at this
time, Mr Eideh is perfectly entitled to continue to fulfil
the role that he has until such time as that motion is
determined.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Eastern Victoria Region
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) — I raise a
constituency question for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change. It relates to Labor’s
bay dredging project, the ongoing impact on the
southern peninsula, particularly the Portsea front beach
but also Point Nepean and beaches along Point Nepean,
and the impact on local jobs following the extensive
erosion after Labor’s bay dredging project. Following
this project a number of reports have been
commissioned, the most recent by Advisian in
December 2016, which examined six viable options for
dealing with the ongoing ocean swells landing at the
Portsea front beach. The government has chosen a
cheap and dirty fix for this issue, which will see the
beach never to return. The solution they have picked is
for the replacement of a sand wall with a rock wall. The
question I have for the minister is: will the minister
reconsider this decision, look to the long term and the
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interests of jobs, tourism and the broader community
and come up with a solution that will see the beach
restored?
Questions interrupted.

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS
The PRESIDENT — Can I just take this
opportunity to welcome a former member of this place
who is in the public gallery today. It was remiss of me
not to recognise Mr Andrew Elsbury earlier. We have
Mr Elsbury with us today, and we accord him
recognition.

CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Questions resumed.

Northern Metropolitan Region
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — My
question is for the Minister for Multicultural Affairs,
the Honourable Robin Scott. Grant applications for the
multicultural festivals and events program 2017–18
have closed. Many community groups and
organisations in my electorate would have applied, and
I understand that successful applicants will be
announced soon. My question for the minister is: can he
advise me which of these groups in my electorate of
Northern Metropolitan Region were successful in their
applications?

Northern Metropolitan Region
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Education
and relates to the fact that the Department of Education
and Training has cancelled a number of school cleaning
contracts. Despite the contractors being signed until
2020, they have been advised that on 30 June 2018 the
number of Victorian government cleaning contractors
will be reduced from 150 to eight or less. Many of
those school cleaning contractors are very small
businesses, and the principals do not want them to go
either, because those cleaners do so much more than
just cleaning — they put up shelves, they do some
painting, they put the school crossing flags out and they
have been known to come back from their leave during
Christmas time to turn the school alarm off because
none of the teachers or principals can be raised. The
question I have for the Minister for Education is: what
are you going to do to preserve the opportunities for
these small cleaning businesses, or are you going to
offer them compensation for cancelling their contracts
early?
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) — I
am afraid I have to rule your question out of order
because you made no reference to your electorate.
Mr ONDARCHIE — Yes, I did.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) — Did
you? I did not hear it. I will give you the opportunity to
say the question again.
Mr ONDARCHIE — The question I have for the
minister is: will he work to ensure that those cleaners in
Northern Metropolitan Region, particularly in
Thomastown and Reservoir, are either provided with
adequate compensation or allowed to continue their
contracts through to 2020?

Western Metropolitan Region
Ms HARTLAND (Western Metropolitan) — My
question is for Minister D’Ambrosio, the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. Over the
past few months I have been contacted by numerous
residents in Yarraville, Seddon and Kingsville over low
gas supply. This has meant that in the depths of winter
they have regularly found themselves out of hot water
or with their heaters not working properly. They have
contacted their gas retailers and have been referred to
AusNet Services. I wrote to AusNet in July but have
had no reply. I have the letter here. The residents are
being charged for a service they are not receiving, and
AusNet is not adequately responding to their concerns.
The residents want the minister to intervene in this
matter to have it resolved as soon as possible.

Eastern Victoria Region
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) — My question
today is for the Minister for Industry and Employment,
Minister Noonan, in the other place, and it relates to the
initiatives which are being developed and rolled out
across the three local government areas of Baw Baw
shire, Latrobe City Council and Wellington Shire
Council as part of the government’s commitment to the
Latrobe Valley transition and development initiatives. I
ask the minister to provide resources and information
that better outline the local benefits, job creation
opportunities and investments that are going into
specific towns and areas, including but not limited to
Moe, Newborough, Morwell, Sale and Churchill, to
assist people to understand what is being done in our
area.
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South Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mrs PEULICH (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My constituency question is for the attention of the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change
and concerns the plight of Westfield Southland
employees, who currently pay nothing for car parking.
The notification that they will be charged $5 a day or
$1200 a year by Westfield is causing some concern,
naturally. Mr Tim Richardson, the member for
Mordialloc in the Assembly, has started a change.org
petition. My problem with those petitions is that they
are never tabled anywhere. People do want a
resolution — I hope that he has got one — but should
they be looking at creating a car park on the
Sir William Fry Reserve, I call on the minister to make
sure that full public consultation genuinely takes place,
not like with level crossing removals and not like with
the bay trail on Beach Road.

Eastern Metropolitan Region
Mr LEANE (Eastern Metropolitan) — My
constituency question is directed to Jill Hennessy, the
Minister for Health. As we know, it has been an awful
flu season, a terrible flu season with awful results for a
number of families. I noticed there was an
announcement by the minister recently that some of the
private hospitals and other agencies that do not usually
supply flu shots will get involved to help more people
get immunised, so the question I have for the minister is
whether she can let me know what extra private
hospitals and what extra outlets or agencies are
involved in the flu shots so I can pass that on.

Southern Metropolitan Region
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My question is to the Minister for Public Transport.
Residents in Station Street in Sandringham have just
been advised that a 5-by-25-metre substation will be
built opposite their homes in their small and narrow
street. This community does not typically complain
about works regarding the railway line, but this project
means removing extensive existing shrubs and trees
and replacing them with low-level shrubs and ground
cover. I ask the minister to review the substation design
to reduce the negative impact it will have on
neighbouring homes and others in the vicinity.

Northern Victoria Region
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport and relates to the lack of adequate car
parking at Hurstbridge railway station. The Hurstbridge
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station is at the end of the line and services patrons
from Hurstbridge and surrounding areas, including
St Andrews, Panton Hill, Smiths Gully, Cottles Bridge
and Arthurs Creek. The railway station currently has
insufficient car parking available for the amount of
passengers using the station each day. For many years
patrons have resorted to parking on a nearby rail
reserve on the other side of the line, adjacent to the
railway station. In response to a patron recently falling
and injuring herself, Metro has now erected signs
banning patrons from parking their cars on this area of
land.
The minister only needs to check Google Maps, which
shows the Hurstbridge railway station carpark full and
another 48 vehicles parked on the rail reserve, to see the
need for additional parking. Will the minister give a
commitment to fund the establishment of a car park on
the Public Transport Victoria-owned railway reserve,
situated on the western side of the railway line, adjacent
to Hurstbridge railway station?

Western Victoria Region
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
constituency question is to the Minister for Agriculture
and Minister for Regional Development, the
Honourable Jaala Pulford. It concerns the fate of the
Ballarat Showgrounds site. Under the previous coalition
government there was to be an arrangement where the
Ballarat Agricultural & Pastoral Society (BAPS) was to
be relocated to Victoria Park, given that a lot of the
shedding at the current Eureka Stadium site was old and
also that the area was being compressed with a whole
range of other activities. So it was an agreed position by
the city, the council, BAPS and the community that
they would be relocated.
Under the new development at Eureka Stadium I am a
little unclear about whether in fact that commitment
will be honoured by the Andrews government to
provide new exhibition space for BAPS and for the
relocation, given the development of the Eureka
Stadium precinct. So my question to the minister is: is
BAPS to be relocated to Victoria Park, and is the
government committed to providing exhibition space
for the agricultural society in Ballarat?
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. until 2.03 p.m.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, Deputy President,
notwithstanding the comments of the President before, I
wonder whether, in light of the new information of
problems with your office that has come to prominence
in the lower house — effectively there are very serious
concerns — you would consider stepping aside.
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Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — There is no point
of order, Mr Davis.

YARRA RIVER PROTECTION (WILIP-GIN
BIRRARUNG MURRON) BILL 2017
Committee
Resumed; further discussion of clause 1.
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I think we were in the middle of a
question and answer just before we broke for lunch —
actually for question time and lunch.
Honourable members interjecting.
Ms MIKAKOS — If Mr Davis is interested in the
bill, I am happy to provide him and Ms Dunn with an
answer. Ms Dunn’s question earlier did relate to the
application of the bill with the water catchments, and
she did specifically refer to excluded land. It is
important, I guess, for the record, to explain that the bill
in clause 3 defines ‘excluded land’ to mean the port of
Melbourne within the meaning of the Port Management
Act 1995 or any land within a special water supply
catchment area listed in schedule 5 to the Catchment
and Land Protection Act 1994.
Further to Ms Dunn’s question, I can advise her that the
protection of water supply catchment areas is very
important for the quality of water supplies for
Melburnians and Victoria, and this is well covered as
part of an integrated management approach to water
catchments under the Catchment and Land Protection
Act 1994. I am further advised that Victoria has some
of the strongest protections in the world for our water
catchments, and Melbourne is in fact one of only five
cities in the world that harvests water from protected
catchments, and of course we have those protections in
place already under the Catchment and Land Protection
Act 1994.
Ms DUNN (Eastern Metropolitan) — Thank you,
Minister, for that answer. In relation to those closed
catchments and those strong protections, can the
minister confirm that those strong protections still
enable logging of our water catchments? And has there
been consideration of the impact on the Yarra River in
relation to that?
Ms MIKAKOS — The advice that I have is that the
issue of logging activities is not directly relevant to this
bill. Strong protections already exist over Victoria’s
important catchment areas through the framework that I
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have already explained is established under the
Catchment and Land Protection Act 1994. These are
very strong protections that are already in place.
Therefore it is not necessary that this bill goes into
those matters.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 to 99 agreed to.
Mr Davis — On a point of order, Deputy President, I
am aware that you presided over this committee, but I
ask —
Honourable members interjecting.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — There is no point of
order.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Ms MIKAKOS (Minister for Families and
Children) — I move:
That the bill be now read a third time.

I thank all members for their contributions to this
debate. Can I just reiterate the significance of the bill to
this Parliament. I understand that when William Barak
tried to present to this Parliament a long time ago, he
was in fact turned away. It was quite historic that we
had members of the Wurundjeri tribe able to come into
the Legislative Assembly and address the Parliament
about these matters. I think we should really reflect on
the significance of the debate we have just had.
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

DOMESTIC ANIMALS AMENDMENT
(RESTRICTED BREED DOGS) BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 7 September; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — It gives
me great pleasure to rise this afternoon to speak on the
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed
Dogs) Bill 2017 on behalf of the Liberals and The
Nationals. Essentially this bill is in response to an
inquiry that was held by the Standing Committee on the
Economy and Infrastructure between May 2015 and
March 2016. That committee looked into the issue if
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restricted breed dogs and came up with a series of
recommendations — 31 recommendations in total. This
bill in part addresses some of the issues that the inquiry
uncovered as it sought detailed information into the
aspects of the previous restricted breed dog legislation
that was in play in this state under the Domestic
Animals Act 1994.
The bill takes into consideration a whole range of
things in relation to what is quite a sensitive issue in
terms of public policy and public safety within Victoria
and the way dangerous dogs are housed and regulated.
This bill addresses a range of those issues. Its main
purposes are to implement the recommendation to
remove the prohibition on the keeping of restricted
breed dogs in Victoria, to allow councils to register
these dogs and to make other related miscellaneous
amendments to the Domestic Animals Act 1994.
I want to go into some of the details in relation to the
issue because this bill has got some background in
terms of some situations that have occurred within
Victoria which brought about a range of additional
restrictions to dangerous dogs in this state. At the time,
back in 2011, I was the chief of staff to the then
Minister for Agriculture and Food Security, Peter
Walsh, in another place. One of the horrific issues that
we had to deal with during our time in that portfolio
was the death of a little girl by the name of Ayen Chol
back in 2011. Ayen Chol was just four years of age
when some unfortunate circumstances took place in the
western suburbs which brought about the end of Ayen
Chol’s life, which was tragic.
Essentially what happened on that day was a father was
looking after a couple of dogs on behalf of his son, and
those dogs escaped from the father’s house and ran
down the street. They forced their way or went through
an open gate out the front of Ayen Chol’s family home,
through an open door and attacked Ayen Chol. As a
result of the injuries she sustained at that time, she
died — a little four-year-old girl, which is absolutely
tragic, who at the time was holding on to her mother’s
leg when she was attacked. When you are in the
sanctity of your own home. that is one place where you
should be safe, particularly when you are holding on to
your mother’s leg. Unfortunately on this occasion
because these two pit bull dogs, which had got away
from the place where they were meant to be, got into
someone else’s house, Ayen Chol was killed.
That is the background to essentially where this bill has
come from over the last few years, although there has
been a long history of restrictions and regulations that
have been put in place in Victoria to deal with
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dangerous dogs and dogs more generally in terms of
how they interact with the community here in Victoria.
As we know, pit bull terriers can be quite dangerous.
They are animals that by and large were designed or
were bred to be fighting dogs. Unfortunately we have
all seen reports on the news from time to time where
footage has come out of dogfights taking place, and by
and large when those dogfights do take place, the
preferred dog of choice for fighting is a pit bull terrier
out of the United States or a crossbreed which has
strong genetic links to pit bull terriers.
As a result of that tragic circumstance back in 2011,
Peter Walsh at the time decided that action should be
taken. It was not only Peter Walsh who decided that
action should be taken, because I remember very
clearly in the days preceding it that the then Leader of
the Opposition, Daniel Andrews, and his chief of staff
came into Peter Walsh’s office and offered their full
support in terms of any restrictions that we would want
to implement in terms of cracking down on these
dangerous dogs in our society. That was very welcome
at the time, and I think by and large there is bipartisan
support in terms of ensuring that dangerous dogs do not
harm the people in our community.
There is no doubt that dogs play a very important role
in our community, but we do not want a situation where
dogs, particularly those dogs that are bred for fighting,
have a predetermined mindset to be aggressive in their
demeanour — I think people have probably seen that,
whether it be in pit bull terriers or other dogs that have
an aggressive nature — as we all know that they can be
quite intimidating for anyone who is involved, let alone
if you are a small child.
What Peter Walsh, as Minister for Agriculture at the
time, decided to do was end the moratorium in relation
to the restriction of these types of dogs, and that was
widely supported. There was an amnesty in place that
allowed owners of those dogs to have to, at some stage,
register them, and there was an extended time frame I
think until the end of 2012 in terms of when that
registration had to occur. What Peter Walsh did was
immediately end the amnesty. From that time the
moratorium in relation to registering these dogs was
ceased, which made it illegal to own these types of dogs
and not have them registered with the local council.
In terms of those dangerous dogs, it is not just the pit
bull terriers. I think there were about five different
breeds that were considered to be in the dangerous dog
category that also had to be registered by that time, and
the former agriculture minister ensured that that took
place. There is no doubt there were a number of dogs
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that were not registered in that period of time before the
amnesty ended, but people had plenty of time to ensure
that their dogs were registered, and if they were not
registered, there was a view that those dogs had ceased
to have the right to live in this society.
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to power, in line with its election policy, decided to
change that system because it did not want to continue
with it. That was the right of this government. It went to
the election with that policy, and the people voted this
government into power, so it was the right of this
government to do that.

Ms Shing — And that went very well for you, didn’t
it?
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Well, Ms Shing, it was one
of those decisions that was taken as a result of a tragic
circumstance, and it was done in the view of being able
to protect people into the future, so it is certainly not
something that we would back away from, because it
saved lives.
It is interesting to note that it was not an easy reform to
put in place. It was not. As we know, dog lovers
absolutely love their dogs and they will do whatever
they can to protect them. By and large that is fair
enough that they do that, because many people refer to
their dogs as their furry children, and I have seen
situations where that is very much the case. There is
nothing wrong with having a pet dog. While I do not
have a pet dog myself, I have certainly been involved in
relationships in the past where there have been dogs
involved. I very much liked having a dog around. They
are good company, and they certainly do serve an
enormous purpose in terms of being a companion
animal. What we do not want is dogs that are designed
to kill. Dogs that are designed to kill do not deserve to
be in this society.
What happened was that at the time it was difficult to
actually determine the exact breed of these dangerous
dogs, and there was a standard put in place by
professionals which was the best way we knew in terms
of identifying these breeds of dogs. So we were able to
put that standard to the test. Many dogs were deemed to
be dangerous dogs, either a pit bull terrier or other, and
in terms of the implementation of that it was difficult
for councils because there is no precise test in terms of
what these dogs are. DNA tests are indeterminate in
terms of being able to exactly identify what these dogs
are, so many of the owners who had these dogs would
spend enormous amounts of money defending the
rights of their dogs and trying to prove that they were
not actually one of those dangerous dog breed types.
This put a burden on councils in terms of a lot of time,
energy, resources and money spent on defending the
classification of these dogs at VCAT.
While this was a difficult reform and it was difficult for
councils to prosecute these restricted breed dogs, there
is no doubt it has saved lives in terms of getting these
dogs out of our society. This government, when it came

Some of the things we were able to do as part of putting
that legislation in place included ensuring that once
those dogs were registered by councils the proper
safeguards were put in place. When these dogs had to
be outside they had muzzles, they were on leads and
they had identifying collars so people would be aware
of what sorts of dogs they were. When they were at
home there was appropriate signage and appropriate
fencing, and appropriate safeguards were put in place to
protect the community. I think that is something that we
would all agree is a good thing and a good outcome of
that legislation, because there is no doubt it has made
our community safer.
Going back to the parliamentary inquiry, it looked at
this issue in a lot of detail. My colleague Mr Morris was
the chair of the committee, and I am sure he will make
further comments on what the committee came up with.
Some of the recommendations of the inquiry are
addressed in this piece of legislation, and we are happy
to look at those when considering this piece of
legislation.
There is a whole lot more that I could talk about, but I
will not go into a lot of detail now. I will take up some
of those issues in a bit more detail when we go into the
committee stage of this bill. They are the main things I
want to say, but we can look at some of the other details
of the bill, such as the extra charges that this bill
introduces for registration of cats and dogs, later on. I
am happy to leave it there for now and take up the
debate again during the committee stage.
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) — I rise to
contribute to the bill currently before the house, the
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed
Dogs) Bill 2017. Time is of the essence if we are to
protect dogs that may be in danger of being euthanased
when the moratorium ends on 30 September 2017.
While the government is implementing its commitment
to allow for the registration of restricted breed dogs in
Victoria, including the American pit bull terrier, the
Japanese tosa, the fila Brasileiro, the dogo Argentino
and the presa Canario, it still needs to retain other
protective measures. There is an obvious need to
protect the community from dangerous dogs and
irresponsible dog owners, but we also have to maintain
the balance by supporting the benefits of dog
ownership.
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The bill follows on from the recommendations of the
parliamentary inquiry conducted by the Standing
Committee on the Economy and Infrastructure, and it is
consistent with the committee’s recommendation to
keep other restrictions related to the ownership and
management of restricted breed dogs. By way of
explanation, owners of restricted breed dogs — for
example, pit bulls — will still be required to have
mandatory signage on their property, to microchip and
desex their dogs and to ensure their dog wears a
mandatory collar. Restricted breed dogs must also be
muzzled and leashed when outside of their properties.
These precautions are necessary safeguards to ensure
that the community continues to be safe.
However, there appears to be some misunderstanding
in the community regarding the retirement of guard
dogs and their designated status as dangerous dogs.
According to the act, a guard dog refers to a dog kept
for the purpose of guarding non-residential premises. It
is the intent of the act that having been designated
‘dangerous’ the dog will always be deemed dangerous.
The bill clarifies this by ensuring that owners of guard
dogs who have retired their dog from guard duties must
continue to register their dog as dangerous for its
lifetime. In 2016–17 the government provided the
responsible dog and cat ownership and animal welfare
programs to around 2200 preschools, 900 schools,
70 hospitals and 500 maternal and child health centres
in Victoria.
The bill also increases the existing payments of $4 per
annum to the Treasurer, for both dogs and cats. This
nominal payment has not been increased since 2010.
The payment helps to deliver a world-class program to
inform expectant parents and preschool and
school-aged children on dog safety and responsible dog
ownership, and it is also used for supporting research
into domestic animal management and the
administration of the act. We all need to be safe around
man’s best friend, and this act clearly prescribes which
dogs are safe and which are not. I commend the bill to
the house.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — I rise to speak
to the Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted
Breed Dogs) Bill 2017. I am pleased to do so because
during the last Parliament I had a bit to do with the
construction of the bill as we knew it then and also
some of the tragic circumstances around why that bill
was introduced by the coalition. As Mr O’Sullivan
indicated, the bill was the result of a tragic event in
which a pit bull terrier attacked and killed Ayen Chol, a
young toddler, in 2011. Ms Shing in her interjections
indicated that we mucked it up.
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The fact is that we introduced a bill as a response to that
attack and to that young child being killed, but
purposely to start protecting the rest of the community
against a breeding program by many dog owners who
were breeding dogs purely to attack, maim and kill.
There is no reason to have a pit bull terrier other than to
scare or intimidate and act as a guard dog. They are
bred to attack and kill when needed and encouraged by
the owner. I have no regret that Peter Walsh as Minister
for Agriculture at the time introduced a bill in response
to that tragedy and to put in place restrictions on
dangerous breed dogs to protect our community here in
Victoria.
I can talk from personal experience. I have a flat in East
Melbourne as my second residence. As we know East
Melbourne has a lot of dog owners. I remember
walking down towards the Melbourne Cricket Ground
from Albert Street and at least three dogs coming
bounding out of their yards. They were
unconstrained —
Mr Morris — Unleashed.
Mr RAMSAY — Unleashed with no muzzles,
nothing. They were snapping and yapping at my feet.
One actually took a chunk out of my leg. Whether it
was a pit bull or a crossbred pit bull or something, it
was no doubt a dangerous dog. I managed to grab its
collar; it did have a collar. It started to whip its head
round to try to claw into my hand. The reason I raise
this is that a mother and child were walking very close
by. If the circumstance had not been that I was able to
restrain this dog, I was afraid that the child and mother
would have been attacked. There was no doubt about
that. This dog absolutely shot out of the yard. The gate
had been left open, it was in attack mode and the owner
was not to be seen. As we went back in history in
relation to how this came about, we found that the
owner was not even on the premises. They had left the
front door open — the dog was being housed inside —
and it had managed to get outside. The yard gate was
open and it just flew out into the common area of East
Melbourne.
I am relating that because these experiences can be seen
time and time again, where despite the best piece of
legislation and despite the best attempts of dog owners
to control their dogs you find instances where dogs are
not contained and because of the nature of their
breeding they will exercise that right to attack, maim
and kill. That is the purpose of these dogs; there is no
doubt about that.
I do not think we should hear any criticism of the
previous government or the minister of the day in

DOMESTIC ANIMALS AMENDMENT (RESTRICTED BREED DOGS) BILL 2017
4896

COUNCIL

wanting to put in place legislation that both restricted
the breeding of these dogs but also put in place
mechanisms for greater control of these dogs. The sad
fact is that councils were left to collect those
unregistered dogs and those that were running free.
Unfortunately they had the responsibility then, if the
owner could not be found or if they did attack someone,
to put them down. They were left in the unfortunate
position of having to do that work.
As Ms Shing indicated through her interjections, there
was a plethora of legal challenges in relation to councils
having the right to do that, and consequently this whole
thing got bogged down, to the point where it was
costing councils a considerable amount of money and
they were holding a considerable number of dogs. I
think it was 112, but Mr Morris will know from his
parliamentary inquiry. Then a moratorium was put in
place.
The fact that we have eight advisers over there looking
after Ms Pulford in relation to this bill indicates perhaps
that the government are not quite so confident in the
legislation themselves. They have even had to drag in
Mr Gartland to make sure that things run smoothly and
they would not have someone like me challenging
some of the bits and pieces of this legislation, although
they might well be challenged in the committee stage.
Anyway it is good to see Mr Gartland in the advisers
box, and the other seven or eight who are behind him,
to provide the sort of advice that Ms Pulford might
need through the committee stage. I am digressing
somewhat and I will get back to the bill, given I have
got only about 8 minutes.
The purpose of the bill is to implement the
recommendations of the parliamentary inquiry into the
legislative and regulatory framework relating to
restricted breed dogs, to remove the prohibition on the
keeping of restricted breed dogs in Victoria and to
allow councils to register these dogs and make other
related miscellaneous amendments to the Domestic
Animals Act 1994. I might take this opportunity to
congratulate the chair of that committee, Mr Josh
Morris. I know that his committee’s
recommendations —
Ms Shing — Would you like some quiet time,
gentlemen?
Mr RAMSAY — You know, Ms Shing, that we on
this side work very collaboratively in our regions. We
are joined at the hip in unity of purpose — and that is to
get rid of the government.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) —
Through the Chair, Mr Ramsay. Ms Shing, I ask you
desist.
Mr RAMSAY — I am happy to do that, Acting
President. I do not apologise for the fact that Mr Morris
and I work very closely and very well in a very good
partnership representing Western Victoria Region, and
we will continue to do so.
Mr Morris interjected.
Mr RAMSAY — Yes, if you want to copy
anything, I think you should copy the work that
Mr Morris and I are doing in our region. But anyway, I
have to move on.
The bill replaces provisions that disallow a council to
register restricted breed dogs with a provision that
provides for the registration, the renewal of registration,
the imposition of conditions on a registration or renewal
of registration and the imposition of conditions on a
registration or renewal of registration of a restricted
breed dog. That would have to be one of the biggest
mouthfuls in respect of registration and renewal of
registration and what have you. But all it does is mirror
pretty well what was the requirement under the old
legislation that the coalition introduced.
There is an amendment to section 34A to effect the
classification of a guard dog as a dangerous dog even
after retirement, and other subsequent amendments
relating to notification requirements for owners of
guard dogs or retired guard dogs. It introduces an
offence that prohibits the transfer of a dangerous dog
without the former owner providing written notice that
it is a dangerous dog. It repeals the provisions that
prohibit the keeping of restricted breed dogs. It
increases the amount of dog and cat registrations paid
by councils to the Treasurer — a good little move there
to boost the coffers of the government in relation to the
collection of taxes and fees on dog owners. It requires
$4 for the first financial year and then an increasing
annual rate thereafter, as approved by the Treasurer in
the state budget. Lo and behold, the Treasurer starts to
have the right to introduce new taxes and charges on
dog owners if they are dangerous dogs, and I suspect
that will filter down right through to domestic dogs. I
note this will incur an increase in costs of 50 cents for
dogs and $1.50 for cats. It also has other consequential
amendments to reflect the core changes to the act.
There has been consultation with local councils and the
Municipal Association of Victoria, as you would
expect, given the concerns they raised and having been
the relevant authority to collect, contain and then
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euthanase under the previous legislation until a
moratorium was put in place. As you would expect,
they had significant input into the bill.
As I indicated, the coalition government in the previous
Parliament cracked down on pit bulls after the tragedy
in 2011, and the coalition government ended an
amnesty which the Brumby government had
commenced and began enforcing laws which prevented
the registration of restricted breed dogs. It was a shame
that the coalition had to introduce significant legislation
that provided community protection after the Brumby
government’s term.
Unfortunately, as I have indicated in my contribution,
the bill winds back some of the tough laws we
introduced in response to pressure by some groups and
owners opposed to the prohibition on registering
restricted breed dogs and the subsequent destruction of
seized, unregistered restricted breed dogs. It would
appear that dog owners and their right to breed and own
dangerous dogs comes above the rights of community
safety, which is a point I made right at the outset of my
contribution.
The changes to the amount collected from dog and cat
registration will result in an additional $1.2 million. I
am not sure how that will be spent; I hope in the
committee stage we might get an understanding of
where that money might go. Under existing legislative
arrangements this funding must be directed to
responsible animal ownership programs. We would like
to hear from the minister through the committee stage
of the bill how she might appropriate that increase, not
just the additional $1.2 million but the total moneys and
funds collected in relation to the registration of these
dangerous dogs.
As I indicated, the parliamentary inquiry into the
legislative and regulatory framework relating to
restricted-breed dogs, which was chaired by Western
Victoria Region MP Josh Morris, made a key finding
that the current breed-specific legislation was not
working in practice. I do appreciate that there were
concerns around the identification particularly of the
half-breed and full-breed dangerous dogs, and that
change was clearly required. We understand that. The
tougher restrictions introduced after the death of Ayen
Chol, as I said, produced perverse outcomes where a
small number of dog owners generated lengthy and
costly legal disputes, and I have already covered that
off in a previous contribution. These were very costly to
councils and saw councils’ authorised officers become
reluctant to classify dogs as pit bulls in order to avoid
unpredictable, complex and potentially costly and
lengthy litigation.
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I see that as extremely disappointing because the
purpose of the previous legislation, through no fault of
councils, was a grey area. I admit there was grey. We
have moved to a point now where we are actually
defining and changing legislation based really on the
legal recourse more than the actual purpose of
providing greater community safety for those that live
in an environment where there are dangerous dogs
being housed.
Substantial consideration was given to the issues during
the parliamentary inquiry, and a large number of
submissions and stakeholder views were provided. I
will not go into any more of that, because I know
Mr Morris will provide us with greater detail of the
work that his committee did in relation to the witnesses
and the submissions that were presented to that
committee. Supporters of the measures will argue that
these changes will allow councils to keep better track of
restricted breed dogs in their areas and that owners will
no longer hide the dogs from authorities. We will wait
and see about that; I am not yet convinced that will
happen.
The Andrews government’s proposed amendments in
this bill really are an action that results from accepting
recommendations made in the parliamentary inquiry’s
report, and that is the sort of premise that we are not
opposing in this bill. Other than that, I am going to hold
any further contribution until the committee stage
because there are actually some questions I would like a
direct response from the minister on in relation to some
of the clauses in the bill. I think I have expressed my
concern in Hansard now on the basis of the previous
legislation which was introduced in response to the
tragedy of the killing of that young child. I certainly
express my concerns about the fact that legalities seem
to override community safety.
Mr MORRIS (Western Victoria) — I rise to make
my contribution with regard to the Domestic Animals
Amendment (Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017. I was
very fortunate to be able to share in the Economy and
Infrastructure Committee’s inquiry into this particular
area of legislation. I certainly found out a lot more
about dog breeds and the classification of dog breeds
than I thought I would ever know or understand. It was
certainly brought to my attention that it is quite difficult
to classify a dog and a dog breed. Indeed that was one
of the issues that made the previous dangerous dog
legislation difficult to implement in reality.
I certainly acknowledge the good work of the former
Nationals leader in the Assembly, Peter Walsh, and his
chief of staff of course, in implementing the previous
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legislation, which did respond to an absolutely tragic
event.
Mr Ramsay — Who might that be?
Mr MORRIS — I think that is Mr O’Sullivan,
Mr Ramsay. The death of Ayen Chol as a result of a
dog attack was a tragic event, and I certainly
acknowledge the good work of the former government
in responding to that and producing legislation to
ensure the safety of the community.
As a result of that legislation, however, some perverse
outcomes came about due to some dog owners taking
extensive legal action against councils to try and retain
their dogs, and I was certainly enlightened to the fact
that some people will do just about anything to keep
their dogs. I was informed reliably by some witnesses
that people actually move their families interstate for
the sole reason of keeping their dogs. That is something
that I had never contemplated myself, but it certainly
did show me that people go to extraordinary lengths to
keep their dogs.
The committee made various recommendations to the
government with regard to what should be done with
the new legislation in relation to restricted breed dogs,
and I am pleased that the government has taken on
board the vast majority of those recommendations that
came out of the committee’s inquiry. I did want to
acknowledge the work of all committee members on
this particular report, which helped the government
form this legislation, because it was a piece of work that
was very collegiate. Everybody came together on this
particular inquiry and worked quite closely together.
There was presented to us from the witnesses a very
clear way forward, and that was reflected in the
committee’s report. It is also generally reflected in what
the government has proposed in this legislation.
There was one recommendation in particular that I was
quite disappointed that the government did not take up,
and that was recommendation 21 from the committee
report, which recommended:
That the government establish processes to ensure that any
dog that kills or seriously injures a person is subject to a
thorough medical and behavioural assessment by a veterinary
and dog behaviour expert to identify any factors that may
have contributed to the attack. The results of these
assessments should be publicly available.

I think the reason for that recommendation is quite
clear: if a dog has attacked and killed or seriously
injured a person, we should get a better understanding
from a scientific perspective of what caused that attack
and therefore anything that can be done into the future
to prevent a similar attack.
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Unfortunately the government did not agree with this
recommendation and in part said there may be human
rights and privacy implications for the publication of
assessments. I would have thought that public safety
and ensuring the safety of Victorians into the future
would outweigh any privacy rights with regard to the
owner of a dangerous dog. It is something that has
certainly stuck with me since the government
responded to the committee’s report. As I said, overall I
am pleased with what the government has accepted;
however, I think the government should reflect upon
this particular recommendation and reassess its
approach to it into the future.
One of the other pieces of evidence that we heard from
many of the witnesses that came before the inquiry was
that when we are looking at dangerous dogs sometimes
we are looking at the wrong end of the lead. I think it is
important that when we are discussing dangerous
dogs —
Ms Shing — Nobody would pay that joke. That was
a terrible joke.
Mr MORRIS — It was not a joke, Ms Shing; it was
something that a witness told us in a hearing. When we
are looking at dangerous dogs, in a variety of scenarios
any dog can be dangerous. The way they are treated by
their owners can have a significant impact upon their
behaviour and indeed on what can be expected from
them as a result of that relationship with their owner. I
think there is an important message in that: we as a
community need to make sure that people who own
dogs are responsible in their dog ownership and treat
their dogs well so that dogs are not going to be doing
dangerous things into the future. At that juncture I will
end my contribution —
Ms Shing — Can you mention greyhounds and how
good they are?
Mr MORRIS — Ms Shing, by way of interjection,
said to mention greyhounds. I was brought up with the
world view that greyhounds were dangerous, because
whenever I saw them they were muzzled. However,
from the witnesses at this particular inquiry we heard
that dog behavioural experts actually say that
greyhounds are one of the more placid and
non-dangerous animals. It is a perception in the
community that greyhounds are dangerous because
they are muzzled. It is one of those things where the
cart is put before the horse, or the dog, in some
scenarios. That was certainly something that I learned
from that inquiry. I believe we may further discuss this
issue as we go through the committee stage.
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I would say that ensuring that our community is kept
safe from dangerous dogs is incredibly important. I
must say that I have been very fortunate to have a
wonderful dog in Gus the groodle, who not only has
been in Hansard on a number of occasions now but
was also mentioned in a government response to a
committee inquiry, which is something I am sure will
go down —
Mr Ramsay interjected.
Mr MORRIS — A groodle is a mixture of a golden
retriever and a poodle, Mr Ramsay. At that point I will
thank the house. I look forward to the committee stage
of this bill.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to speak on the Domestic Animals Amendment
(Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017. It is in fact a
reasonably straightforward and simple bill that deals
with a very complicated, complex and contested issue
in the community. There have been several bills dealing
with this issue over the time that I have been in
Parliament, and of course some have been in response
to the tragic death of Ayen Chol, who was attacked by
what most people would agree was an American pit
bull terrier. Some people would contest that. Let us say
it was certainly an aggressive dog and certainly an
unrestrained and unsupervised dog.
Having read the coroner’s report into that dog attack, it
was not just the tragic death of a four-year-old child; it
was also everybody else in the house who was
completely terrorised. Other people were injured as
well. Nobody could read that coroner’s report and not
be terribly upset at what happened on that particular
day. And of course that family lives with that tragedy
forever, and so do people who know them and their
extended family and friends.
Of course we know that the extent of dog attacks is not
entirely known, because of course not all of them are
reported and not everybody presents to a doctor or a
hospital, but reading from the inquiry report into
restricted breed dogs, which is really at the basis of the
legislation that we are dealing with today, in the chair’s
foreword, and it is also in the report, the chair mentions
that 836 Victorians were hospitalised because they were
bitten or struck by a dog in 2013–14 and more than
1855 Victorians were treated in emergency departments
as a result of dog attacks.
Of course the vast majority of dogs do not attack people
or bite people, but when they do they can cause serious
injuries, particularly to children. That is because — and
I have mentioned this other times I have spoken on this
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type of legislation — children can be very friendly to
dogs and can put their faces, their hands or other parts
of their body very close to a dog. If a dog does choose
to attack or bite, the child is at the same level as the
dog. Of course that can severely affect a child for the
rest of their life.
My own sister was not bitten by a dog but was chased
by a dog when she was very young, and perhaps the
dog would have bitten her, but my father pulled her up
off the footpath. That has left her with a lifelong fear of
dogs, which is a shame. I think she is sort of over it
now, but certainly for many years she was very
frightened of dogs. I think that is something that many
people experience. But of course dogs are wonderful
animals. They are woman’s best friend, not to mention
man’s best friend and children’s best friend. They are
part of people’s families. They bring much joy into
everyone’s lives, as we all know.
There are complicated issues that this Parliament has
grappled with really over the whole time I have been
here and before I was here. But the legislation that we
have today that deals with repealing the previous
legislation that had already changed earlier legislation is
a result of the report of the inquiry into restricted breed
dogs that the government agreed to initiate. The report
is a very good report, and many people made
submissions to it.
Of course part of the issue leading up to the genesis of
the report were the practical problems that were
experienced in particular by local councils in
implementing and enforcing the provisions of the
existing legislation. I spoke at length on that, and I will
not go through all of that again, but the Greens at the
time were very concerned about the ability for councils
to euthanase dogs that were not registered within a very
quick period of time — I think it was nine days — and
we thought that was uncalled for. Of course then we
had the moratorium, which expires on the 30th of this
month.
Even before the inquiry we were hearing about the
issues of dog owners appealing against the decisions of
councils about whether or not they were a restricted
breed dog. There are very few restricted breed dogs. I
have to refer to my notes because I can never remember
them all, but they are the dogo Argentino, the fila
Brasileiro, the Japanese tosa, the presa Canario and the
pit bull terrier, or American pit bull terrier. I have had a
look, not just lately but also in the past when we have
dealt with this issue, at those dogs and what sort of dogs
they are. Let us just take the American pit bull terrier
out for a moment. The others are very formidable
looking dogs, that is for sure. I probably would be a
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little bit nervous if I were to encounter one that was not
on a leash. But in some ways it is an academic
argument because those dogs cannot be imported into
Australia or bred in Australia, so as far as anyone
knows they are not in Australia.
This bill, though, in implementing recommendation 22
of the report, theoretically allows those dogs to be
registered as restricted breed dogs even though at the
commonwealth level they cannot be imported into the
country. Of course that is still the case with American
pit bull terriers as well. So the bill allows all restricted
breed dogs to now be registered as restricted breed dogs
and to be kept according to the requirements for
restricted breed dogs, which is to have mandatory
signage on the property, to microchip and desex the
dog, to ensure the dog wears a mandatory collar and to
ensure the dog is muzzled and leashed when outside of
the property.
In terms of that, the bill allows for American pit bull
terriers or pit bull terriers to be registered as restricted
breed dogs. That takes away the problem, I think, of
councils holding dogs and euthanasing dogs. Because
there were guidelines issued by the department to assist
councils and other people in identifying pit bull terriers
as American pit bull terriers or another type of terrier,
not an American pit bull terrier, that is where the
problem occurred and that is where the disagreements
occurred between dog owners and councils, and that
resulted in many councils appearing at the Victorian
Civil and Administrative Tribunal and lots of ratepayers
money being spent — thousands of dollars — on
defending those decisions of councils.
What I would say with this bill is that there is now a
requirement on an owner of a restricted breed dog to
register it as a restricted breed dog to comply with the
requirements that go with that. I am not convinced that
people will do that necessarily or that the disputes about
what is and what is not a restricted breed dog will
lessen, because the ramifications of such a dispute will
be different and it will just be about whether the dog is
properly registered or not — registered as, I do not
know, another breed of terrier which is not a restricted
breed dog, and therefore the owner would only have to
comply with the normal requirements of the keeping of
any dog that is not a restricted breed dog or a dangerous
dog. Because of the extra requirements when you own
a restricted breed dog and you register it as a restricted
breed dog, I just feel that many people may assert that
their dog is not a restricted breed dog. So I do not think
the problem will necessarily go away, if that is what the
intent of the bill is.
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If the intent of the bill is to do away with breed-specific
legislation, it does not necessarily totally do that,
because dogs will still have to be registered as restricted
breed dogs, and I think there will still be disputes about
the breed of dogs when they go to be registered. I think
that will still happen, because I cannot see how this bill
will change that.
I note that in subsequent recommendations — that is,
recommendations 23, 24 and 25 — the committee
recommended that if a restricted breed dog was to
commit an offence that is already an offence under
section 29 of the Domestic Animals Act 1994, which is
to rush at a person, if it was found to be a restricted
breed dog and it had not been registered as such there
should be an increase in the penalty. Further, if a
restricted breed dog was to bite or injure a person and it
had not been registered as a restricted breed dog, there
should be an extra penalty over and above the penalty
that is already there for any dog that does that. Under
section 29 there already is a penalty for the owner if a
dog bites or injures a person. So I am not sure that
problem will totally go away. I think there will still be
disputes about the identification of restricted breeds, but
the ramifications of that will not be the same.
Some other changes in the bill include clarification that
a dangerous dog is a dog that is kept or at any time has
been kept as a guard dog for the purpose of guarding a
non-residential premises or that it is a dog that has at
any time been trained to attack or bite any person or
anything attached to a person. And a new section is
inserted into the bill to make it an offence to not advise
a person acquiring a dangerous dog that it is a
dangerous dog, and this must be given in writing.
The bill also removes the registration fee of $2 for cats
and $3.50 for dogs and replaces it with a single fee of
$4 for animal registration. The fee of $10 for a
domestic animal business remains unchanged. That is
the amount of money from the registration of a dog or
cat that actually goes to the Treasurer or to the
government to fund the responsible dog ownership
programs and safety programs which are needed in the
community to make sure that people are responsible in
their pet ownership. As the committee report points out,
some people are very cavalier with regard to their
ownership of pets.
Ms Shing — King Charles cavalier.
Mr Morris — King Charles — yes, that’s what I
was thinking.
Ms PENNICUIK — I knew that was going to be
taken as a pun as soon as I said it.

DOMESTIC ANIMALS AMENDMENT (RESTRICTED BREED DOGS) BILL 2017
Thursday, 21 September 2017

COUNCIL

Mr Gepp — Who’s listening?
Ms PENNICUIK — Ms Shing and Mr Gepp have
been listening to me at least, and so has Mr Morris.
Of course, as I said before, many people are very
responsible in their dog ownership. Millions of people
in Australia love their pets, treat them well and are
responsible, but there are some who are not, and that is
why we need laws to cover those people who do not
take their ownership of a pet, which is a living being,
seriously enough or do not take enough care with the
safety aspects of owning a pet.
One of the other issues that was raised by the
committee, and this is actually recommendation 2 of the
committee’s report, was the recommendation that
non-Greyhound Racing Victoria greyhounds — that is,
non-racing greyhounds — that are owned as pets be no
longer muzzled. As I said, that was the second
recommendation of the report. The committee heard a
lot of evidence about that particular issue and made that
recommendation on the strength of the evidence.
The government’s response to the committee report
was released a year ago in September 2016. The
government said in its response to that report that it
would not do that until the department had undertaken
further research and a review into that issue. A year
later the research into that issue and the review is still
not forthcoming. Nobody really knows — I certainly do
not know — what the terms of reference of that review
are, but it has been 12 months and we still have no
results.
Recently in the Parliament, on 22 August, I tabled an
e-petition from the Greyhound Equality Society, with
1908 signatures. It drew to the attention of the
Legislative Council the recommendation of the
committee that non-racing greyhounds no longer be
required to be muzzled. They say in the wording of
their petition:
We would also like to draw to the attention of the house that
the following organisations and government offices also fully
support ending the requirement for non-racing greyhounds to
be muzzled in Victoria: Australian Veterinary Association,
RSPCA, NSW Greyhound Industry Reform Panel, the ACT
government and Greyhound Racing Victoria.

The petition called for the muzzling requirement to be
repealed from the act. Mr Hibbins also tabled a petition,
which was signed by 2048 people, in the Legislative
Assembly on 7 September, which brings it to a total of
3956 people, or nearly 4000, who have signed those
petitions.
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The Greyhound Equality Society have also raised with
me the fact that all private greyhound rescue groups
report that one of the main deterrents to adopting a
greyhound is the muzzling legislation and that while it
is still in place many unwanted greyhounds continue to
be killed while the government procrastinates over the
very simple change in the law that could be brought
about. On that point I would go on to say that in the
most recent report from Greyhound Racing Victoria —
and I am not sure if they issued one today; I have not
followed that through, but I certainly will be looking,
because annual reports are starting to be tabled — there
was an admission to more than 3000 greyhounds being
euthanased in the state of Victoria. The racing integrity
commissioner estimated that more than
4000 greyhounds every year were euthanased in
Victoria when they had either finished their racing life
or had not been prize-winning greyhounds — that is,
greyhounds that were not making money for their
owners. While the Greyhound Adoption Program
(GAP) does a good job in and of itself, it does not make
much of a dent in terms of the number of greyhounds
that are euthanased. It does not even reach 10 per cent
of the number of greyhounds that are retired from
greyhound racing. Ninety per cent of them are
euthanased, and that is the sad fact.
That is why the Greens continue to call for greyhound
racing to be banned across Australia. Of course it is
occurring in less and less countries. In fact nearly all
American states have banned it now. Australia and
Northern Ireland are the only two countries in the world
where greyhound racing operates and where non-racing
greyhounds are required to be muzzled. If it is not
causing a problem in other countries of the world and if
organisations such as the veterinary association, the
RSPCA and Greyhound Racing Victoria are behind or
supportive of the removal of the requirement for
non-racing greyhounds to be muzzled and the
committee that looked at all the evidence given during
its hearings has made the same recommendation, I am
not sure why we are not be following that
recommendation — and yet we are following the
recommendation to allow restricted breed dogs to be
registered. You would have to say that that could have
the same set of risks, which the government will no
doubt tell me, as removing the requirement for
muzzling would have. Any dog that is not on a leash
when outside their property could rush someone or bite
someone, and that is why we have section 29 in the
act — to make it an offence if a dog that is not leashed
does that.
I am not sure that this particular amendment I have
drawn up to remove this requirement is technically
allowed to be circulated, given it is an amendment that
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is outside the scope of the bill and I have not moved the
motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — It is
fine to circulate that amendment, and it has in fact
happened before in the house.
Greens amendments circulated by Ms PENNICUIK
(Southern Metropolitan) pursuant to standing
orders.
Ms PENNICUIK — In effect it is a very simple
amendment to section 27 of the act that would remove
the requirement for a non-racing greyhound to be
muzzled but keep the requirement for a greyhound that
is not a racing greyhound but is a pet greyhound to be
on a leash at all times when outside a property, which is
basically the requirement for any dog unless in
off-leash areas designated by a council. This
requirement would still prevail. This amendment would
still mean greyhounds would have to be on a leash at all
times when outside a property. So it is a fairly simple
amendment. It is one that has been called for for a long
time, and it is one that has been discussed for a long
time.
This bill is enacting recommendations from the inquiry
into restricted breeds. This amendment relates to
recommendation 2, and we are with this bill
implementing recommendation 22, so there are a whole
lot of other recommendations that have not been
implemented. They are not necessarily legislative
recommendations, I should add. I would have thought
that this would have been the perfect opportunity to do
that, and the government should have sped up its
review and had that completed in time for the debate on
the bill that is before us now.
Without wanting to put words in the mouth of the
minister, who I know wants to make some remarks
following my contribution, I have had some discussions
with her. The government have concerns about this
amendment. They have raised concerns with me, which
I am still not sure are supported by the evidence put
forward by other parties on this issue, but I will be very
interested to hear what the minister has to say about that
and what proposals the minister could put forward to
move this issue forward to achieve the ends that we
want to see.
I think everyone wants to see greyhounds adopted
through the Greyhound Adoption Program. I thank the
minister’s office for pointing out to me that it has been
gazetted that greyhounds that have been through the
Greyhound Adoption Program successfully do not have
to be muzzled. It is only greyhounds that are adopted as
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pets that have not been through that program that do
have to be. I point out to the government that there are
other adoption programs responsible for rehoming
greyhounds. They should have been covered in that
gazettal notice as well, which would probably leave
very few greyhounds that have not been through either
the GAP or other programs. These issues have been
raised with me recently by the government. I have
certainly flagged my intention to do this for quite a
while, so I will be listening very carefully to what the
minister has to say about this issue and during the
committee stage.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — I
thank all members for their contributions to this debate.
I would also like to join in the spirit of bipartisanship in
which many members have made their comments,
given the long and really difficult history of this area of
legislation and in particular the experiences that
Mr O’Sullivan reflected on.
I am not sure there is much doubt about this, but if there
is I will say that when we say that the laws introduced
by the former government are in part unworkable we do
not in any way ascribe any blame for that. It was
something that was done very quickly, and it was
something that was done in incredibly difficult
circumstances. The then opposition did offer full
support for the very quick passage of that legislation.
Likewise the former Labor government had bipartisan
support for the passage of the legislation that preceded
that.
Mr Morris reflected on the work of the parliamentary
committee, as did Mr Ramsay. I know that that spirit
has been carried through in this, because I am quite sure
that we are all in furious agreement that community
safety needs to come first, and really that is what this is
about from our perspective. Mr Ramsay made some
comments about the interchanging notion of dangerous
dogs and restricted breed dogs, but we know that
legally and practically there is a distinction. That is why
we thought the best way to go about acquitting the
election commitment was a parliamentary committee
inquiry where members could receive and consider the
evidence and make a series of recommendations to the
government, which we have now accepted. We are
progressing on the question of the registration of
restricted breed dogs, as the committee recommended.
All of the safeguards that are in place for restricted
breed dogs and for dangerous dogs would apply, but
what will be different with the passage of this
legislation is that we will know where restricted breed
dogs are. At the moment that is not something that we
can be that confident about.
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Also, in response to a comment Mr Ramsay made
about the breeding of the dogs that we are talking
about — those five breeds that Ms Pennicuik referred
to — there remains a ban on breeding, so what we are
talking about is an ever-declining number of dogs.
According to the Victorian declared dog registry there
are 172 declared restricted breed dogs in known
locations of Victoria. This is reduced from
335 restricted breed dogs declared in Victoria in 2010.
What we have at the moment is an arrangement where
the laws, through no-one’s fault and certainly no intent,
have proven to be very difficult for councils to operate
under, and indeed the Supreme Court has even made
rulings where some of these things have been disputed
and appealed and disputed again about some of the
features of that legislation being really quite
unworkable. What we want is workable legislation that
will keep the community safe — that is, knowing
where these dogs are and enabling people with these
dogs to register them for what they are rather than
calling them something else and not registering them at
all, which is what we suspect is perhaps the case.
I would like to recognise the work of the parliamentary
committee and of course the staff who support it and all
of the people in the Victorian community. Indeed the
committee heard evidence from international experts as
well who assisted the committee in its work. We
certainly want to always, I think, proceed very, very
carefully on these questions.
If I could just take the opportunity to respond to
Ms Pennicuik’s amendments, which she has circulated
to members, provided to me and spoken to in the debate
Ms Pennicuik is seeking to in the debate on this
legislation today advance one of the recommendations
that was also made by the committee in their work, and
that relates to the muzzling of greyhounds. At the
moment there are arrangements in place whereby
greyhounds that have successfully been through the
Greyhound Adoption Program (GAP) are able to be out
and about without their muzzles on. Those dogs do not
need to be muzzled if they are in public. The committee
recommended that the government address that issue to
consider, with a view to possible change, those
requirements on greyhounds. That is something that the
government is doing. We understand that it is
something that is supported by many in the community.
It is a shame Ms Shing is not here; I think she is the
biggest advocate for adopting a greyhound any of us
will ever meet in our lifetimes. But there is certainly a
view that because greyhounds are muzzled in public
there is a perception issue that makes it harder for them
to be adopted.
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I take the opportunity to congratulate the people
involved in the Greyhound Adoption Program and
indeed those at Greyhound Racing Victoria, who have
been working very, very closely with our government
and with the RSPCA to dramatically improve the
welfare of racing greyhounds. We are currently
developing and finalising a new code of practice. We
had two inquiries — one from Sal Perna and one from
the chief veterinary officer, Charles Milne — in
response to the live baiting scandal, and the changes
that have occurred to greyhound racing in Victoria have
been incredibly significant. The breeding numbers are
vastly lower than they were, and the adoption rates are
substantially increased. So there has been a
fundamental transformation in greyhound racing in
Victoria, and we are very pleased to have been able to
work with the industry and also with the RSPCA and
others in the community to make a change when
change was clearly very desperately needed.
In relation to this recommendation, what I can say is
that the government is considering this. We currently
have work underway — the development of a risk
assessment to understand the public safety risks to
removing muzzles from greyhounds. I do not have that
back yet. I was told as recently as today that that work
is about a month away. I note Ms Pennicuik said there
is no evidence to support keeping the muzzles on.
There is also as yet no evidence to support taking them
off. I understand Ms Pennicuik’s motivations, but I
would very much like to see and consider that risk
assessment before making that decision.
Regarding the amendment that Ms Pennicuik has
circulated, I would encourage members to not support it
or perhaps Ms Pennicuik to reflect on whether today is
the right time and place to pursue something that I
know many people would like us to pursue, but we
need to properly assess the risk and to move carefully.
We absolutely support rehoming; we want it to work,
and we want it to work well. I am, however, concerned
about dogs that may have failed the Greyhound
Adoption Program, may have been poorly treated or
may even, given it is not that long ago, been involved in
live baiting in recent years that are still, because of their
age, around the place and looking for rehoming.
We are keen to act on this issue but in the context of a
full assessment of the risk to the community. In doing
so we would hope — without having seen the risk
assessment or knowing what it said and if we are
confident that we can proceed with this change
safely — to develop legislation in consultation with
stakeholders, including the people who run the
Greyhound Adoption Program, and Ms Pennicuik
referred to other greyhound behavioural programs as
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well, to bring all of that information and knowledge
together. There is also the RSPCA and the greyhound
racing industry, who are of course very big supporters
of GAP and very keen for as close to 100 per cent
rehoming as is possible.
Any changes that would be made in that scenario would
need to be phased in to minimise community risk. It is
the approach that we have taken with this restricted
breeds legislation. It is the same approach that we
would seek to take in advancing the issue that
Ms Pennicuik is seeking to advance today. With those
words, I again thank members for their contribution to
the debate and look forward to exploring these issues
further in committee.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Dunn) — I have
considered the amendments circulated by
Ms Pennicuik, and in my view they are not within the
scope of the bill. Therefore an instruction motion
pursuant to standing order 15.07 is required. I remind
the house that an instruction to committee is a
procedural debate. I call on Ms Pennicuik to move her
instruction motion.
Instruction to committee
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I
move:
That it be an instruction to the committee that they have the
power to consider amendments and a new clause to amend
the Domestic Animals Act 1994 to remove the requirement
for a non-racing greyhound to be muzzled when outside the
premises of its owner.

As I mentioned in my contribution to the
second-reading debate, the Clerk and parliamentary
counsel have advised me that my amendment is outside
the scope of the bill. However, it does deal with a
recommendation from the committee into
breed-specific legislation. The bill deals with
recommendation 22 of that committee, and my
amendment would deal with recommendation 2 of that
committee, which is to remove the requirement for
non-racing greyhounds to be muzzled when they are
outside a property.
I take the opportunity to now respond a little bit to what
the minister said in her summing up of the bill with
regard to the review that the government is undertaking
into this particular issue, as they foreshadowed in their
response to the recommendation a year ago. The
minister stated that completion of that review is about a
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month away, and she is encouraging me to not proceed
with this amendment. I am choosing to move the
motion because I want to take the issue into committee
to further discuss the ramifications of this amendment
with the minister and to get more advice on those
ramifications.
As I said during the second-reading debate, there are
organisations like Greyhound Racing Victoria, like the
RSPCA, like the Australian Veterinary Association,
like any number of vets who deal with greyhounds, like
the Greyhound Equality Society and like the other
not-for-profit greyhound rehoming organisations who
do a wonderful job in the community that all want to
see this requirement removed. It has already been
removed for those greyhounds that have successfully
gone through the Greyhound Adoption Program. I
would really like to know how many dogs there are
apart from that left looking to be rehomed.
As I say I doubt that the large number of organisations
who have overwhelmingly supported the removal of
this requirement that is currently in the act would be
doing so lightly and would not already have undertaken
extensive research into the area. I think there are still
more issues to be explored in committee on this issue. I
do not think everything was necessarily covered in the
minister’s response, so that is why I would like to move
the motion to allow us to at least get into committee to
consider the amendments.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) — The
government will not oppose Ms Pennicuik’s motion to
expand the scope of the bill, because I certainly believe
Ms Pennicuik to be well intentioned, but I just make the
point that we are talking about bolting something
reasonably unrelated onto a narrow bill. What these two
things have in common is that they were
recommendations from the parliamentary committee
inquiry. The parliamentary committee sought to add
reference to the questions around greyhounds and
greyhound muzzling. They were not in the original
terms of reference of the inquiry, and at the time I
remember expressing to the chair of the committee that
if it was the committee’s desire to go down the path of
adding new content, then we would be happy to present
the government’s view on that.
In that same spirit I am happy to answer questions on
this, but I would hope that in doing so there would also
be some recognition that this is beyond the scope of the
bill and it is beyond the scope of the terms of reference
that were sent to the committee. I take the opportunity
also to advise the house, as I have indicated to
Ms Pennicuik and Mr O’Sullivan informally, that if
Ms Pennicuik’s amendments are successful today, then
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we would not be confident to proceed with the
legislation any further, which would mean that the
moratorium would be lifted and the status quo would
remain. So the problems that I think everybody has
acknowledged need to be resolved would continue, and
that is a less than desirable outcome, but right now I do
not have confidence that we have properly acquitted the
concerns and questions around how to achieve what
Ms Pennicuik and others are seeking to achieve while
maintaining our obligation to community safety, which
is, above all else, what this bill is about.
Motion agreed to.
Committed.
Committee
Clause 1
Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — I have a
couple of questions I would certainly like to run past
the minister. My first one, Minister, is just to confirm
some of the numbers you mentioned earlier in terms of
the number of registered restricted breed dogs that we
have in Victoria at the present time.
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture) —
According to the Victorian dangerous dogs register
there are 172 declared restricted breed dogs in known
locations, and that has reduced from 335 restricted
breed dogs declared in Victoria in 2010. As indicated in
summing up the second-reading debate, this is a
number that we expect will get smaller and smaller
until it is zero.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — The reason for their
reduction is essentially that they are breeding
themselves out of existence.
Ms PULFORD — That is correct.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Minister, can you give us a
breakdown on that 172 number in terms of which
breeds they fit into?
Ms PULFORD — There is one dogo Argentino and
there are therefore 171 American pit bull terriers.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Thank you, Minister. I
expected that pit bulls would have been the majority of
that, and it is good to see that number coming down.
Minister, how many restricted breed dogs are councils
and the government aware of that are currently
unregistered but covered by the amnesty which expires
at the end of September this year?
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Ms PULFORD — Because they are not registered,
that information is not known. There was one held by
the Wyndham City Council, but that dog has since died.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Does the government have
any estimates? While you might not know the exact
number, through the intelligence of the department and
so forth do you have estimates as to how many of these
dogs might be unregistered and undeclared?
Ms PULFORD — No.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Minister, the second-reading
speech in the other place states that restricted breed
dogs will be now permitted to be registered and these
dogs will be subject to conditions, including that there
must be mandatory signage on the property where
restricted breed dogs are kept, restricted breed dog
animals need to be microchipped and desexed and will
have to wear mandatory collars, and restricted breed
dogs must be muzzled and leashed when outside of
their properties. What restriction is there on the
breeding of restricted breed dogs?
Ms PULFORD — It is prohibited.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — If they are bred outside of
the law, what are the penalties that are implied for
anyone who does go down that course of action?
Ms PULFORD — Yes, I am advised that the
penalty is 60 penalty units or six months imprisonment.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Can you give us an outline of
what the enforcement is in relation to those penalties
when they are prescribed?
Ms PULFORD — These provisions are enforced by
council local laws officers.
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — Minister, can I
just have a clarification in relation to a question
response that you gave to Mr O’Sullivan? In a
departmental briefing councils indicated there are
probably over 120 unregistered pit bulls in Victoria.
You have six days; you have left it very tight to have
this legislation come before the chamber to be passed
when in effect the moratorium will finish on
30 September. Is it your expectation, assuming this
does not get passed today, and obviously we are not
sitting again until October, that in fact councils will
then have to make the decision to collect those
120-odd unregistered pit bulls, as indicated by your
own department — some are out there in the nether
land — and actually euthanase them and put them
down?
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Ms PULFORD — I will take at face value
Mr Ramsay’s assertion about the numbers of those
dogs. What I can indicate is that the legislation as it
currently stands says that councils may seize those dogs
and then may destroy those dogs, so that is a matter for
the councils in each instance. Different councils may
take different approaches, but as the legislation
currently stands they are not compelled to seize or
compelled to destroy.
Mr RAMSAY — Minister, I suppose my point is
that under the old legislation we can take it at face value
that the numbers are somewhere around what I
indicated. I cannot validate that, but there is a large pool
of unregistered pit bull terriers here in Victoria, and my
understanding is that under the new legislation they
would be illegal, would they not? It is illegal to have
unregistered dangerous dogs such as pit bull terriers
here in this state, so councils presumably would then
have a responsibility to make some attempt at least to
find and destroy those dogs.
Under the proposed new legislation what sort of
confidence do we get that in fact there will not be those
sorts of numbers of unregistered dangerous dogs,
despite the fact that they are not allowed to breed, and
that they will not be missed in the collection of data on
who owns what and where they are? I just think it
seems to be a large amount of unregistered pit bulls,
taking the numbers on face value. I do not get any
degree of confidence that in fact the new legislation will
harness some of those that are unregistered. Can I just
get some confidence from you about how that might
occur?
Ms PULFORD — I am not sure I heard accurately
the source of your claim about 120, but the department
certainly cannot confidently assess or assert how many
there are, as I indicated in response to Mr O’Sullivan.
We can call it a hypothetical 120 for the purposes of
this discussion. But at the moment the arrangements
that exist in each local government area are
requirements for people to register their dogs with the
local council. At the moment they are not allowed to be
registered. What we are proposing to change is to
enable them to be registered.
Subject to the passage of this bill, there will be
communications materials provided to councils
advising them of changes, and if, as you assert,
Mr Ramsay, councils are aware of those kinds of
numbers of unregistered pit bulls, then councils would
be more than able to go and seek from their owners
their registration. As I indicated, this is a responsibility
for local councils, and we would certainly expect them
to do their part to uphold the laws of the state. Also,
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Mr Ramsay, you referred to dangerous dogs, but I think
you were meaning to refer to restricted breed dogs. I am
answering on the basis that you were talking about
restricted breed dogs rather than dangerous dogs.
Mr RAMSAY — Thank you, Minister. I have to
say I would view a restricted dog as being potentially a
dangerous dog. We can separate the terminology for
legislative purposes, but from my experience they are
one and the same in many cases. Just for brevity, I flag
that I have no further questions until clause 10.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) —
Minister, I wonder if I could ask you some questions
about the review. I just wonder if you could clarify or
provide the committee with some more detail about
what the review is looking at and specifically how it is
looking at it. How is it going to come to a decision
about whether or not muzzling is required, and how is it
practically going about that?
Ms PULFORD — What I can confirm for
Ms Pennicuik is that the review is underway. It is being
undertaken by my department. It is canvassing a range
of options, including everything from keeping the
situation as it is right through to really what
Ms Pennicuik is proposing — the prospect of further
expanding the Greyhound Adoption Program — and a
range of things in-between.
Contemplating benefit and risk, the review has recently
involved the surveying of all local councils to canvass
their views, and we are also seeking the view of
Greyhound Racing Victoria. I can confirm that my
department advises that I will have this review by
mid-October, so I can indicate to Ms Pennicuik that I
have every reason to believe I would be in a position to
provide some kind of public indication about my
response to that review, at least in a preliminary sense,
by the end of the year.
Ms PENNICUIK — Thank you very much,
Minister, for that answer. Is the department consulting
with the RSPCA and all of the other organisations I
mentioned, including the not-for-profit volunteer
adoption agencies and Animals Australia, and also is it
looking at the overseas experience, where non-racing
greyhounds are not required to be muzzled?
Ms PULFORD — Yes, I can confirm that the views
of all of those organisations will be sought as part of the
review, including the overseas experience and the
views of people who are involved in our very big
volunteer welfare animal adoption community.
Ms PENNICUIK — That is good. Thank you,
Minister. In relation to groups such as the Coalition for
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the Protection of Greyhounds and the Greyhound
Equality Society, has the department been consulting
with them, or will it consult with them?
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way or the other in terms of the relationship between
muzzling and safety. That is why we are undertaking
the review, because we want to give this due and
careful consideration.

Ms PULFORD — Not yet, but we will.
Ms PENNICUIK — Minister, I heard your answers
to Mr Ramsay’s question, so I will not repeat those
questions. Are any councils actually holding dogs that
they have deemed as restricted breed dogs?
Ms PULFORD — Not at the moment. There were
three or four reasonably famous dogs that were caught
up in this, which have all moved through the scheme
one way or the other, so right now there are none.
Ms PENNICUIK — Thank you, Minister. I
received a lot of email correspondence about those
dogs. I am sure I could name them all, but I will not. In
response to my motion to allow the committee to
consider the amendment that I have circulated with
regard to removing the requirement for non-racing
greyhounds to be muzzled — and I am accepting that it
is outside the scope of the bill — you said that the only
thing they had in common was that they both came as
recommendations from the inquiry but my proposal
was not in the terms of reference. But I would say that
this bill is making amendments to the act, and this is
part of the act.
Ms PULFORD — It is accurate.
Ms PENNICUIK — I accept the ruling of the
parliamentary counsel and the clerks that it is outside
the scope of the bill. But you also said that if the
amendment were to proceed and be successful, the
government would not proceed with the bill in the
lower house. Could you just clarify what you mean by
that and how that would play out?
Ms PULFORD — As I indicated, we have got
some real concerns around unanswered questions
around public safety. We are currently undertaking a
review of these arrangements. We are very conscious of
the recommendations that were made by the committee,
and you referred to getting lots of letters from people. I
get a few letters from people on this as well. This is
something that we are having a good look at and that
we want to respond to properly and carefully, but right
now I am not in a position where I can be confident
about those safety considerations.
If Ms Pennicuik’s amendment is successful, I would
not be confident to have the bill proceed on that basis in
that form because I would err on the side of caution in
relation to public safety. As we discussed earlier in the
debate in the committee stage there is no evidence one

That amendment would be very regrettable. It is
important that this legislation proceeds. It has an
operative date that is not very many days away. The
passage of this legislation was inadvertently delayed a
week, and so we acknowledge that we are up against
the clock. But, yes, the status quo would be retained
and the moratorium would expire.
It would be a very regrettable situation, but again I offer
our undertaking to Ms Pennicuik, Mr O’Sullivan and
others in the community and in the Parliament who
have an interest in this that we want to have a really
good look at and consideration of those
recommendations from the parliamentary committee
that go to the question of greyhounds and greyhound
muzzling. We have done an enormous amount of work
in support of the changes that the greyhound racing
industry has needed to make, and we want to get those
adoption numbers up as high as possible. I just am not
confident that this is the way to do it and this is the
week to do it.
Ms PENNICUIK — Thank you, Minister. Yes, you
mentioned the large amount of support that there is in
the community for the removal of this requirement. I
know there are people in the chamber who also support
it, not to mention the 4000 petitioners who have tabled
petitions in the Parliament in the last month with regard
to this issue.
The minister would agree that the ultimatum that I
suppose she has issued me with was only issued to me
in the last little while, in the last hour or so — 2 hours
maybe at the most. I am very keen to see this
requirement removed from the act and for non-racing
greyhounds to not be muzzled.
But the minister has put me in an invidious position. I
do not want to be responsible for the possible deaths of
family pets that are not registered as restricted breeds.
That would be a terrible outcome for me. So reluctantly
I agree not to proceed with the amendment, because I
would not want to be responsible for the deaths of dogs.
I accept what the minister has said about her
undertaking to move ahead with this issue, and I have
told the minister that I will hold her to that. I do expect
to see this review. I do expect her to consult with the
Coalition for the Protection of Greyhounds and the
Greyhound Equality Society, because this is an issue
that should not go on and on. I am agreeing to not
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proceed because I do not want to be responsible for
dogs being put down.
Ms PULFORD — I would like to thank
Ms Pennicuik. I know this is not easy. I do not
intentionally put Ms Pennicuik in the very difficult
position that she is in. I feel that I am in a similarly
difficult position, when actually what we are seeking to
achieve is very much in alignment.
Ms Pennicuik indicated that she had not had very much
time to consider the position that I put to her — that the
government would not feel confident to proceed with
the legislation if it were amended in the terms that
Ms Pennicuik was proposing. I received advice from
my department on the consequences of the proposed
amendment immediately before question time. I got
further advice during the lunch break and had time to
consider it. I explained our position to Ms Pennicuik in
real time. It is unfortunate that we are up against that
hard deadline of 30 September, but again I absolutely
undertake on behalf of the government to ensure that
that review is concluded and to ensure that we respond
to it quickly for those members of the community who
want to see some change here and that we will continue
to put community safety first.
We now have a recommendation from the
parliamentary committee that has considered the
evidence. We will proceed to make whatever change is
possible in the context of keeping the community safe. I
know it is not an easy decision. I thank Ms Pennicuik
for that, because being able to proceed with the
legislation as intended is important. We are
unfortunately up against the clock, more than we had
planned to be. I think we have had a really good
discussion around the greyhound muzzling issue, and I
am sure that we will be back talking about it again
before long.
Ms PENNICUIK — I apologise for getting a bit
emotional, but I do tend to when we are talking about
animal welfare issues. I thank the minister for all her
commitments and her remarks. I also thank those
members who indicated that they were supportive of
the amendment going forward. I repeat that I will keep
on at the minister with this issue. I would just like to
say that on the record to all those people who have been
pursuing this issue out in the community — the
Coalition for the Protection of Greyhounds, the
Greyhound Equality Society and all the animal welfare
groups and Animals Australia et cetera who want to see
this happen. For the minister to consult with them on
their views and the evidence they have would be very
helpful I think in moving this issue forward.
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So in the spirit of moving the issue forward and also
moving the bill forward so that the bill can pass, we do
not miss the moratorium and we do not have an
unhappy outcome as a result of that, I will not be
proceeding with my amendment.
Clause agreed to; clauses 2 and 3 agreed to.
Clause 4
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Minister, clause 4 talks about
guard dogs. The question I have in relation to this
clause is: can you give me a rundown on the number of
registered guard dogs in Victoria that are relevant to
this clause?
Ms PULFORD — That information is not
immediately to hand, but I am told that it can be with us
in 5 or 10 minutes. Maybe Mr O’Sullivan has another
question and we can come back to that.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Thank you, Minister. While
that information is being sought, can you get a
breakdown on the breeds of dogs that fit into the guard
dog category as well as the numbers?
Ms PULFORD — It is possible. We can ask for that
too. People are quickly making phone calls and chasing
that up as we speak.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Just one last question on this
clause: how many retired guard dogs are currently on
the dangerous dogs register?
Ms PULFORD — I can indicate that all guard dogs
are on the dangerous dogs register, so we will be able to
answer that question when we can answer that other
one.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 5
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Minister, how many dogs are
expected to now become registered as a result of the
adoption of this clause?
Ms PULFORD — I thank Mr O’Sullivan for his
question. As I indicated in response to Mr Ramsay’s
question on this, because there is no record of the dogs
that are unregistered, that is not something that we can
put a number on.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — I am not sure you will be
able to answer this one, but in terms of those dogs
requiring to be desexed, is there any way that you can
ensure they can be desexed or implanted with some sort
of device? I guess it might be difficult for you to answer
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that one if you are not actually sure how many there
are.
Ms PULFORD — Yes, that is right. This is the
challenge we have. Mr Ramsay made some comments
earlier suggesting some anecdotal evidence about the
numbers of unregistered dogs. Because the registration
system is the basis of all of our information, when they
are not registered we do not have that. If indeed it is the
case that there are unregistered dogs or dogs that are
deliberately registered incorrectly, then we would hope
that this legislation would bring about some change
there and then we would have that information about
whether they were desexed, but they are certainly not
permitted to be bred from.
Mr O’SULLIVAN — In terms of the devices I
referred to, are they the same sort of identification —
microchips or whatever it is — as vets use?
Ms PULFORD — Yes, that is correct.
Clause agreed to.
Clause 6
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Minister, this clause is
relevant to a dog that has been kept for the purposes of
guarding non-residential properties or has been trained
to attack or bite any person or any thing when attached
to or worn by a person. Can you clarify which dogs you
are referring to? And with the last part of the clause, is
it presumed that dogs used by the police would be
included? Can you explain exactly the intent of the
clause and which types of dogs it will apply to?
Ms PULFORD — If I can just explain the origins
of clause 6, it is really about overcoming a possible
loophole. The principal act provides that a dog is a
dangerous dog if it is kept as a guard dog for the
purpose of guarding non-residential premises or if it has
been trained to attack or bite any person or thing when
attached to or worn by a person, as you indicated.
Because these dogs retain the traits of guard dogs when
they are retired, they are still considered dangerous, and
so this part of the bill seeks to ensure, for the avoidance
of doubt, that dogs that are no longer working as guard
dogs but are retired guard dogs retain their dangerous
dog status. The change simply, as you can see, inserts
the words ‘at any time’ so we can all be confident and
everybody is clear that we mean guard dogs, whether
they are still performing their duties or whether they
have retired.
In relation to your question on police dogs, they are
exempt under section 8.
Clause agreed to.
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Clause 7
Mr O’SULLIVAN — Minister, what steps will be
taken to educate people and ensure that people who
take ownership of such dogs are aware of their
obligation to report to council within 24 hours?
Ms PULFORD — That information is provided
directly to councils and is also available on the
department’s website. There are fact sheets and
resources that councils can use to ensure that people are
aware of their obligations. That really is the usual way
of conveying such information.
Clause agreed to; clauses 8 and 9 agreed to.
Clause 10
Mr RAMSAY — I have a question not so much in
relation to the detail of clause 10, even though I noticed
that subclause 10(2) inserts new subsection 69(1A) to
require each council to pay an amount to the Treasurer
in respect of each registration fee it collects in respect
of each financial year. I indicated in the second-reading
debate that there was a suggested increase of
$1.2 million in additional fees and charges. I have had
some experience that not only can restricted dogs be
somewhat dangerous but also their owners can be
dangerous. Of course education, awareness and
responsibility come with having animals, particularly
restricted breed dogs, so I am looking for a guarantee
from you that all the new and additional taxes and
charges incorporated in this bill in relation to animal
ownership will actually be directed back to dog owner
responsibility, particularly in respect of restricted dogs,
rather than just going into the Treasurer’s coffers to be
spent on totally unrelated matters.
Ms PULFORD — I thank Mr Ramsay for his
question. Section 29 of the act requires that those levies
go straight to the department for the responsible pet
ownership program, so I can confirm that the Treasurer
will not be spending this money on level crossing
removals, schools or hospitals or any of the things that
he likes to invest in. The purpose of this is to ensure the
effective running of the responsible pet ownership
program, which I think all members would be familiar
with. It is not specifically related to dangerous dogs. It
would support community information around the
measures that are otherwise included in this bill, but it
would also support the program that we run in primary
schools and in kindergartens as well, which is a
wonderful, wonderful program that is very successful
and reaches many young people in Victoria.
I just indicate for the benefit of the committee that the
payment to the Treasurer, as referred to, has not
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increased since 2010. Of course the cost of running the
responsible pet ownership program has increased over
time. A number of schools have expressed interest in
receiving this resource, and it has become increasingly
challenging to be able to meet demand for this fabulous
program. This is about ensuring strong financial
underpinning for all our responsible pet ownership
initiatives and programs going forward.
Mr RAMSAY — Just on a related matter, I am
pleased that the minister has indicated a total
commitment to those funds generated going back into
responsible animal ownership. I raise this issue
particularly, Minister, because a lot of
non-English-speaking animal owners actually hold
registration licences for some of these restricted dogs,
so there is a need for a significant education program
for those that are not quite acquainted with our laws of
the land in relation to dog ownership. I am pleased to
see that that money will be solely committed to animal
ownership programs.
While I am on my feet — and it is the last time — I
want to commend the government on supporting the
recommendations of the parliamentary inquiry. My
hope is that they will take a similar position in relation
to the fire services bill inquiry that the upper house has
just conducted and the recommendations it has put to
this Council as well.
Ms PULFORD — Mr Ramsay headed right out of
the scope of the bill just there, but I think the point he
makes around the range of experiences of different
parts of the Victorian community in relation to ensuring
safe interaction with dogs in particular is really
important. It is a point well made, and we certainly
ensure that the materials that are made available are
made available in a way that is sensitive to those
cultural differences and sensitive to the need for people
to have this information communicated to them in a
variety of languages.
Clause agreed to; clauses 11 to 22 agreed to.
Ms PULFORD — By leave, I have just been
provided with the information that Mr O’Sullivan
sought earlier. There are 228 known guard dogs, and I
will take on notice the further question about breed
information. We will track that down, and we will get
that to you in due course.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
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Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

WORKSAFE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT
BILL 2017
Second reading
Debate resumed from 23 June; motion of
Ms PULFORD (Minister for Agriculture).
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I am pleased to make some remarks
this afternoon on this latest WorkCover bill, which is an
omnibus bill that seeks to amend the Accident
Compensation Act 1985, the Dangerous Goods Act
1985, the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004 and
the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation
Act 2013.
The suite of WorkCover legislation has been subject to
many amendments over the course of the last 30 years.
Of course the most significant reform and restructure of
the WorkCover system took place in 2013, when the
coalition government introduced the Workplace Injury
Rehabilitation and Compensation Act, which was a
rewrite and consolidation of the existing WorkCover
accident compensation legislation. The intent of that
rewrite was to update and clarify what was incredibly
complex legislation whilst also preserving critical
elements of the 1985 act, given that many of those
aspects were subject to litigation. It was important in
framing the new act that those provisions were
preserved because they had been subject to and tested
by way of litigation, and it was important to retain in
many instances the effect of existing provisions.
Likewise the WorkCover scheme in its various
iterations back to the 1970s and earlier had taken a
number of different forms, and while the numbers of
parties involved in many of those older schemes are
very small, it was nonetheless important that those
earlier schemes were preserved and continued to apply
in respect of people who were claimants under those
schemes. For that reason the Accident Compensation
Act 1985 remains on the statute as the vessel which
holds the redundant schemes for those people who are
still receiving support under those schemes, while the
current scheme and new claims are handled under the
Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and Compensation Act
2013.
The other two pieces of legislation which are amended
by this bill are the Dangerous Goods Act 1985 and the
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Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004, which sets
down the framework for OHS in Victoria.
Just in relation to the OHS act I can say it is a welcome
development that we still have the OHS act in force
here in Victoria. When the previous government came
to office in 2010 it was in an environment where the
previous Brumby government, as other governments
around Australia had done in their jurisdictions,
committed Victoria to signing up to the national
scheme which had been developed through the Council
of Australian Governments (COAG) process to
implement a harmonised model of workplace safety
regulation. Now, the fundamental flaw with that
harmonised national model was that it was developed
through a process which required compromise across
the states and territories.
Victoria, going into that COAG process in 2008–09
which resulted in the national model, was recognised as
having the best OHS framework in Australia. Many of
the other states and territories that were coming to the
table as part of that OHS harmonisation model had
legislation which was in many respects deficient,
relative to the Victorian model, with some quite
substantial differences relative to the Victorian model,
which nonetheless have been incorporated having
regard to what I will politely call local sensitivities in
those various jurisdictions. That meant that in adopting
and agreeing to a national model, the starting place
being the Victorian model, a number of compromises
were built into the national model to reflect local
features of in particular the New South Wales and
Queensland models. The consequence was that when
the previous Brumby government committed Victoria
to the national model, the model Work Health and
Safety Act, they were in fact committing Victoria to a
model which meant Victoria took 10 steps backwards
so that states like New South Wales and Queensland
could take 20 steps forward.
It was the view of the subsequent coalition government
of the day that that was not the way for Victoria to
proceed, so we took the decision not to participate in
the national model and to exit the Victorian obligations
under the COAG agreement, which was part of the
seamless national economy stream of COAG reforms.
That was not without cost to Victoria in terms of
competition payments under the COAG model, but
nonetheless it was a good decision for Victoria, and it is
good to see that the current government has maintained
that position in respect of the Victorian framework.
Just to turn to some of the specifics of this bill, which I
will go through fairly quickly and then get to a couple
of issues that the coalition has concerns with, the bill
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updates the entitlement to payments for travel and
accommodation by the family of people who are killed
in workplace accidents. Of course that is something that
the scheme and the entire WorkCover system are
designed to prevent and avoid, but nonetheless from
time to time fatalities do occur, and it is a feature of
both the WorkCover scheme and the Transport
Accident Commission (TAC) scheme that support is
provided to the families of people who are injured or
killed in workplace or transport accidents. This
amendment seeks to put in place a similar level of
support for people attending funerals of a deceased
relative, as is currently available under the TAC scheme
as a result of changes introduced by the previous
coalition government. Likewise the bill provides for
travel and accommodation expenses for family
members to visit people who are hospitalised or
severely injured in the course of a workplace injury.
In relation to the Dangerous Goods Act, the bill
rewrites certain provisions regarding the clean-up,
removal and transport of asbestos in emergency
situations. With respect to the OHS act — and this is
where the coalition does have some concerns — the bill
seeks to change the framework with respect to bringing
prosecutions under the OHS act. Currently the act
provides that a prosecution must be brought within two
years of an offence occurring or within two years of the
authority, the Victorian WorkCover Authority (VWA),
becoming aware of the offence, and any exceptions to
those provisions require the consent of the Director of
Public Prosecutions (DPP) to bring a prosecution.
What the bill seeks to do is to insert additional
exceptions which will allow the VWA to undertake
prosecution without receiving the consent of the DPP. It
is not clear as to why those additional exceptions are
being inserted in the legislation and the current
mechanism — which has a two-year window from the
incident or the authority becoming aware of it, with the
rider that the DPP can provide consent outside that
framework — is being changed or why the government
is seeking to move from that model to having a range of
additional exceptions which would allow the authority
to undertake its own-motion prosecutions.
The other matters which the bill deals with in respect of
the OHS act relate to extending the scope of notifiable
incidents under section 37 of the OHS act, and this is
given effect by clause 11 of the bill to include incidents
where nurses and midwives are required to provide
treatment in addition to the current requirement that
where a doctor provides treatment an event is a
notifiable incident. Of course a consequence of
expanding the basis of notifiable incidents is that there
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will be more notifiable incidents given that the criteria
is now broadened.
Therefore one of the things we need to be mindful of in
future in comparing statistics on the level of notifiable
incidents — and there is often a degree of debate
around the level of notifiable incidents and what those
trends mean — is that the fact that the criteria for
defining notifiable incidents is being broadened,
leading to more notifiable incidents, needs to be a
central consideration in any future debate or discussion
around trends on notifiable incidents, noting that with
this change we will no longer be comparing like and
like for some period of time.
The bill also clarifies the powers of inspectors with
respect to asking questions and seeking documents in
relation to occurrences in workplaces, and the key
provisions that the coalition seeks to explore in
committee and indeed will be seeking to amend relate
to some new penalty provisions, offence provisions,
which are being inserted or modified in relation to the
OHS act. I would ask at this time if the coalition’s
proposed amendments can be circulated.
Opposition amendments circulated by
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan)
pursuant to standing orders.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — With respect to the
offence provisions the bill seeks to do a number of
things. The first is to create a new offence for the
contravention of an enforceable undertaking under the
OHS act. It is important to put on the record what an
enforceable undertaking is. The provision of the OHS
act, which provides for enforceable undertakings, is a
civil provision which allows for an agreement to be
entered into between an employer and the VWA — the
Victorian WorkCover Authority — providing that the
employer will undertake to do certain things. This will
typically arise where deficiencies in a workplace have
been identified, possibly through an incident, possibly
just through an inspection. An agreement is reached
between the authority and the relevant employer to
typically undertake certain changes to that workplace.
There are not a lot of enforceable undertakings which
are entered into by the VWA. They tend to be listed in
the VWA’s annual report when such enforceable
undertakings are entered into.
Current legislation provides a mechanism by which, by
definition, an enforceable undertaking can be enforced
where the party to that undertaking has not performed
that undertaking. There is a mechanism in the
legislation that allows for the enforcement of that
undertaking. So it is not clear why the government is
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now seeking to muddy the waters with respect to the
issue of enforceable undertakings by inserting a
criminal provision creating a new offence for failing to
deliver on an enforceable undertaking.
This provision does seek to move from what has been
well recognised as a useful mechanism in the
legislation, to have a civil arrangement between the
authority and an employer to get an outcome, to
muddying the waters by introducing a criminal element
with the new offence of contravening an undertaking.
This is something the coalition believes is a retrograde
step for the operation of enforceable undertakings.
Accordingly we will be seeking to amend the relevant
provision in the bill, which is clause 10, to omit those
penalty provisions and essentially to allow for
enforceable undertakings to continue on in their current
civil basis with the current mechanism which exists for
those undertakings to be enforced where the
counterparty has not in the first instance met their
obligations.
The second area where the coalition has concerns is in
relation to section 38 of the act — clause 12 of the
bill — which is headed ‘Duty to notify of incidents’.
What the bill is seeking to do, for reasons which have
not been explained in the second-reading speech from
the government, is change the current obligation for an
employer to notify the VWA of an incident to now
make the failure of an employer to do that an indictable
offence and to increase the current penalties in the act
by a factor of four. In the case of a natural person this
increases the penalty to a maximum of 240 penalty
units, and in the case of a body corporate it increases
the penalty to a maximum of 1200 penalty units. As I
said, this is an increase by a factor of four. No
justification has been given as to why the government is
seeking to increase the penalties by that magnitude. I
am advised that when this provision has been used,
where prosecutions have been brought under this
provision, penalties have been imposed by the court at
the lower end of the current maximum. So there seems
to be no basis for the government to now be seeking to
increase those penalties by a factor of four when current
prosecutions have not rubbed up against the maximum
that is currently in place.
In a similar vein, proposed section 13 of the bill seeks
to amend section 39 of the act, which is headed ‘Duty
to preserve incident sites’. The intent of clause 13 of the
bill is similar to clause 12 in the sense that it seeks to
make the failure to preserve an incident site an
indictable offence, where currently it is not, and it seeks
to increase the penalties for failure to preserve an
incident site by a factor of four — again to 240 penalty
units for a natural person and 1200 penalty units for a
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body corporate. Again there seems to be no evidence to
suggest that the current level of penalty is preventing
the courts imposing appropriate penalties when these
offences occur. There is only a very small number of
offences which have been prosecuted against this
provision, and where that has occurred, it has not
resulted in the courts being constrained by the current
level of maximum penalties. So the reason for
increasing penalties by a factor of four is not at all clear
from the second-reading speech and is not clear from
any of the commentary that the government has made
to date. So that is a matter that we will be seeking to
explore in the committee stage of the bill.
It is the intention of the coalition parties to propose
amendments which will, in relation to clause 10 —
enforceable undertakings — omit the proposal to
introduce a penalty, an offence, for failing to complete
an enforceable undertaking, and it is our intention at
clauses 12 and 13 to omit the changing of those
offences to indictable offences and to omit the intention
to increase the penalties by a factor of four. We believe
that the current penalty frameworks are appropriate.
The current prosecution history of these offences
demonstrates that there is no deficiency in the level of
penalties that are available to the court, and we believe
that the current level of maximum penalties is an
appropriate way for the legislation to go forward. With
those few words, we look forward to exploring those
matters and those amendments in committee. The
coalition will not be opposing the rest of the bill.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) — I rise to
speak on the WorkSafe Legislation Amendment Bill
2017. In doing so I want to remind the house that the
purpose of this bill is to give some teeth to WorkSafe
and the Health and Safety Authority to be able to
enforce current legislation. I should not be surprised at
the amendments circulated by the opposition in relation
to this bill. If these amendments were accepted, it
would defeat the whole purpose of the bill and we
basically may as well not have the bill.
Very briefly, this bill proposes to ensure that if an
employer gives an undertaking to fix a health and safety
issue in the workplace, then that employer must live up
to his or her commitment. That is basically what we are
saying with this bill. If he or she fails to do so, then a
significant penalty will be attached to it, and what
would be wrong with that? If you do not breach the
Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004, you will not
have anything to worry about.
Over my 23 years in previous jobs, I have seen
employers breach the health and safety act, some of
them by ignorance, some of them by design and some
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of them by accident and not design. This bill is not
trying to penalise employers who actually do the right
thing. It is basically saying to the employers who do the
wrong thing and then give an undertaking that they are
going to rectify whatever breach there may be that
WorkSafe or the authorities will be able to issue fines if
the employers do not rectify the breach.
This avoids spending time in the courts, because as I
understand it, WorkSafe currently has enough on its
hands in trying to enforce the current legislation in
relation to, for example, the right of entry for union
officials in relation to health and safety inspections
when they are invited in by the health and safety
representative on a job site under the authorised
representatives of registered employee organisations
provisions. Now the federal government is using the
federal industrial relations legislation to prevent these
people from attempting to go in to assist health and
safety representatives. My understanding is that
WorkSafe has gone to the courts to try and get some
orders from the court to be able to enforce that.
Mr Rich-Phillips in talking about his amendments was
basically saying, ‘It’s okay. We should be able to trust
these employers to self-regulate. We’ll trust them to do
the right thing all the time and comply’. Well, I am
sorry, but that does not work. Unfortunately from time
to time we need to be able to give WorkSafe the tools it
needs to force an employer in breach of their
obligations under the health and safety act to give an
undertaking.
Mr Rich-Phillips talked about the year 2010. At one
stage there was talk about putting in place a national
framework for health and safety regulations across the
country. I think that would have been a great thing. The
Victorian legislation at the time was going to be used as
the benchmark. The reason that did not go ahead was
that New South Wales had some issues with some of
our regulations and the Liberal government there did
not want it to happen. When the government changed,
there was an issue about whether or not unions could
prosecute employers over a breach of the health and
safety act. Anyway, the whole thing fell over, but
Victoria was definitely the benchmark. We had good
legislation once, and we still do.
The reason we are putting in these further changes is
because, let me remind the house, last year 26 people
were killed in Victoria — they lost their lives on
worksites. That is 26 too many. If we can do anything
to avoid further fatalities in the workplace, I think we
should. We should try to do everything we can to avoid
that. Of the 26 fatalities, 13 were in Melbourne and 14
in regional Victoria; eight were in the agricultural
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industry, seven in construction, five involved tractors
and four were caused by falling from height.
We do have reasons and arguments for why we need to
send a message to employers. This is not about the
employers who are doing the right thing. Employers are
doing the right thing; the vast majority of employers in
this state do the right thing. There are employers who
may accidentally injure or kill people — and these sorts
of accidents can happen from time to time — but we
are talking about situations where there is clear
negligence, and when employers fail to live up to their
commitments that penalty will now be increased.
We are talking specifically about situations where a
WorkSafe inspector inspects a workplace, finds a
breach and reaches an agreement with the employer to
rectify a particular problem within a particular time
frame. That may be modifying a piece of equipment
like, for example, putting a guard on a conveyor belt.
When the inspector comes back in, say, three months
and the employer has failed to do so without any proper
excuse, what will they do? The employer again gives an
undertaking to fix it within three months, then that three
months pass and the inspector comes back and nothing
has happened. So they come back in another three
months.
The system will be designed to recognise that
employers have given an undertaking. These sorts of
things normally happen after an injury. A trigger point
can be when an injury has occurred, or in some cases a
fatality. The intention will be to avoid all injuries and
fatalities. That is why there will be an agreement in
place to rectify the situation. What this bill provides is
that if an undertaking is breached and there is no
excuse, reason or explanation as to why it was
breached, then WorkSafe can apply a penalty. To me
that is fair. There is nothing unfair about that. It is not
unreasonable to actually have that penalty apply in the
particular example I have given. To just simply leave it
to the employers to resolve compliance in these
instances, I think, will not work. As I said earlier, it is
not about the 99 per cent of employers in this state who
do the right thing.
I think credit goes to WorkSafe and the job they have
been doing over the years. Things are improving in this
state. Notwithstanding that, I talked about the
26 fatalities we had last financial year. The rate of
WorkCover injury claims in Victoria is falling, which is
good news; it has fallen from 8.23 claims per million
hours worked in 2011–12 to 6.95 claims per million
hours worked. So we are making some improvement.
But I think putting the proposed legislation into action
will further send the message out to some employers
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that in Victoria the state government is giving
WorkSafe the tools and equipment to basically say, ‘If
you don’t comply with your own undertaking, a heavy
penalty will apply’.
Some of the cases we are talking about here which we
are currently facing, for example, include the
prosecution of a lighting business for failing to notify
WorkSafe after an employee suffered a serious
laceration when a steel beam fell and struck him on the
head. The employer pleaded guilty and was fined $750
without conviction. I will give you the name of the
employer. It is Tambo Ash Pty Ltd. Mr Rich-Phillips
talks about how, if an employer fails to notify, we
should not increase the penalty because the current
penalty is enough. It is $750! The question is: has that
employer made the decision to say, ‘I don’t need to do
that. If I’m caught, it’s just $750, so I’ll just do that’?
I will cite a second example. WorkSafe prosecuted an
employer for failing to notify WorkSafe after an
employee fell 2 metres off a ladder while undertaking
maintenance works. The employee required immediate
treatment as an inpatient in hospital. The employer
pleaded guilty and was fined $1000 without conviction.
The employer is Pickles Auctions Pty Ltd.
The other thing is in relation to the two-year limit on
prosecutions. This goes to an example where a heavy
rigid fuel tanker decoupled and hit two vehicles
travelling in the opposite direction, killing three
people — we all know about that — I think on the
Tullamarine Freeway. A WorkSafe inspector attended
the scene of the accident. However, the matter was
initially investigated by Victoria Police. In the course of
the Victoria Police investigation evidence came to light
that the servicing of the tanker had not been conducted
correctly. This allowed its condition to deteriorate to the
point of catastrophic failure. The matter was referred to
WorkSafe to investigate the responsible mechanic for a
possible breach of the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004. By this time more than 21 months had passed
and there was insufficient time remaining for WorkSafe
to undertake an investigation into the matter and bring a
prosecution within the current two-year limitation
period. WorkSafe’s normal time frame for undertaking
investigations and bringing prosecutions is 12 months.
The employer was Heavy Mechanics Pty Ltd. That is
another example. That is why we are making some
changes to the current legislation: to give the ability to
WorkSafe to basically deal with this. That was quite a
serious incident. I can go on; there are a number of
examples I can go through.
The government did not wake up one day and say,
‘Look, we just want to impose additional penalties on
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employers who actually fail to live up to their
commitments and undertakings because we feel like
doing that’. That is not the case. It is based on hard
evidence, stakeholders, industry, employers, unions and
WorkSafe basically saying, ‘We need to do something
to actually improve the current regime and make sure
that WorkSafe have been given additional tools to be
able to enforce undertakings and to enforce and
improve health and safety regulation in the state’. This
will make sure that we do not have people killed and
that people who are found negligent simply do not get
away with it lightly, like in some of the examples I have
just given. The whole purpose of it is to make sure that
when Victorian workers go to work they have got
confidence that there is a law in place and that the
authorities will have the tools and the means to
basically enforce the law to make sure that after they go
to work in one piece they will go home to their loved
ones in one piece. With these comments, I commend
the bill to the house.
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — I am
pleased to speak this evening on the WorkSafe
Legislation Amendment Bill 2017, which is a bill that
the Greens fully support. It is a good bill that brings in
provisions that will benefit workers and families of
workers and will increase penalties for employers who
are responsible for deaths and/or injuries in the
workplace but also for perhaps tampering with the
scene where a worker has been injured or killed and not
notifying the authority of what they are required to
notify them of under the act.
The bill makes amendments to the Accident
Compensation Act 1985, the Dangerous Goods
Act 1985, the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004
and the Workplace Injury Rehabilitation and
Compensation Act 2013. Amendments to the Accident
Compensation Act create compensation of up to $5000
for family members of a person who has died at work,
to be used for reasonable travelling and accommodation
expenses, or for burial or cremation services for the
worker. Of course that is a very tragic circumstance that
would be facing any family of a worker in those
circumstances, and of course not only would they be
dealing with the emotional outcomes of such an event
but also maybe dealing with the financial outcomes of
such an event. So this is a very welcome provision in
the bill.
We know that on average 25 000 workers are injured at
work every year. There are anywhere between 90 000
and 100 000 workers receiving compensation at any
one time in the system, and in the last financial year
21 people lost their lives in Victorian workplaces.
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In the debate on the previous bill I got a little emotional.
I can get quite emotional when it comes to workplace
deaths and injuries as well, having worked in that area
myself for a decade and having seen some very terrible
things happen to workers in terms of tragic deaths and
also injuries in the workplace, serious injuries that
people have to live with for the rest of their lives,
psychiatric injuries — they can also occur in a
workplace — or long-term chronic illness that may
eventually result in death that is caused by exposure to
hazards, particularly chemical hazards in the
workplace.
This is a very serious issue that affects all workers in all
industries to different degrees depending on what they
are working with. It is the responsibility of employers
to create a safe workplace, to be proactive in that regard
and to also be cooperative if such an incident occurs
that results in the injury or death of a worker or
workers.
The bill also amends the Dangerous Goods Act 1985 to
give the Governor in Council further powers to make
an order to regulate the clean-up, removal and transport
of asbestos, asbestos-containing material,
asbestos-contaminated dust or asbestos waste. This
covers asbestos of all types, including chrysotile,
crocidolite, grunerite and tremolite asbestos. We often
hear people in the community saying that some forms
of asbestos are less lethal than others, but that is not the
case. There is no safe level of exposure to any type of
asbestos. We have, very sadly, a continuing toll of
workers who have been exposed to asbestos dying from
asbestos-related disease and mesothelioma, and we
have a growing number of people in the community
who are also contracting asbestos-related diseases from
exposure in the general community, including in
houses, in public buildings and by exposure to
demolition sites et cetera. We still have an ongoing
problem with asbestos.
On several occasions in this Parliament I have raised
with the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and
Liquor Regulation the need to do more work in the
community, because since the import, use and
manufacture of asbestos were banned in Australia in
2001, 16 years ago — the use of asbestos in building
materials was banned about 15 to 20 years before
that — we have a cohort of younger people, many of
whom are buying and renovating homes, who have no
real knowledge of asbestos and who do not necessarily
understand that when they are pulling out their sink,
ripping up the lino in the kitchen or pulling out lining in
a garage, a laundry or a bathroom in a home built prior
to the 1980s and 1990s they could be exposing
themselves to asbestos. We are seeing this growing
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cohort of people who are actually contracting
asbestos-related diseases, and I am very concerned
about that because it is so preventable.
It could be prevented by more information being
provided to the community. I have called for action
such as that on the sale of a house that contains
asbestos, or could contain asbestos, because it was built
before the time when asbestos was banned in the
building of houses. I have asked that a statement be
provided to the new owner that either the asbestos has
been removed or the asbestos is still there so people
actually know if they are buying a property that
contains asbestos. Nevertheless this is a good provision
in this bill, but more work needs to be done, and I do
encourage the government to do more to become more
active in this space.
The amendments to the Occupational Health and Safety
Act 2004 are probably the major amendments to the
bill. They create a separate offence in clause 10 of the
bill for the contravention of an enforceable undertaking.
Enforceable undertakings are actions that can be
required of an employer after a workplace injury
incident where the employer is found to be negligent or
responsible for not providing a safe workplace and for
in fact being the cause of the incident by not providing
the safety equipment, such as guards on machinery, but
it could be any type of incident that occurs in a
workplace where the employer has not provided a safe
workplace.
The enforceable undertaking is in place of a
prosecution. I can recall when these provisions came in;
I was in two minds about it because I could see on one
hand the benefit of the enforceable undertaking actually
having the effect of the problem that caused the injury
being solved and the workplace being made safer but
on the other hand negligent employers would escape
prosecution for not providing a safe workplace. This
provision creates an offence for contravention of an
enforceable undertaking or not carrying out the
enforceable undertaking, and I think that is a good
thing. Currently under the act, where an undertaking is
agreed to, the employer cannot be prosecuted, and
when an employer fails to comply with the undertaking
there are no penalties for such behaviour, which really
is a loophole that has been in the act for too long. It is
good to see that being fixed.
The amendments to the OHS act would also introduce a
reasonable excuse element for the offence of failing to
notify the authority of a notifiable incident and
significantly increasing the penalty for that offence,
making it an indictable offence where it is currently a
summary offence. This element provides an appropriate
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defence to the increase in the penalty — that is, the
reasonable excuse offence. I think that failing to notify
the authority of a notifiable incident is a serious thing,
so there needs to be an appropriate penalty attached to
that. I note that the Liberals have circulated an
amendment to completely remove this provision from
the bill, which we will not be able to support, because
we believe it is a good provision to introduce in the bill.
The bill also introduces a reasonable excuse element for
the offence of failing to preserve a site where a
notifiable incident has occurred and makes that an
indictable rather than a summary offence as well. I note
that the Liberal Party have circulated an amendment —
Mr Rich-Phillips has circulated an amendment — to
remove that section from the bill. Again, we will not be
able to support that.
I would have to say that failing to preserve a site where
a notifiable incident has occurred and/or an injury has
occurred and a person has been killed is a very serious
thing to do — to not preserve the site so that the
WorkSafe investigators and/or the police who may also
be in attendance can ascertain what occurred at the site
without it having been tampered with. It would be a
very serious thing to actually interfere or tamper with
the site and to fail to preserve the site before the
authority has been on site to an incident. We think these
are much-needed changes to the act.
The bill also amends section 76 to clarify that it is an
offence for an employer to discriminate against
someone for raising an OHS issue directly with the
authority. This is a very important provision as well. It
is already an offence to discriminate against an
employee for raising an OHS issue with the employer,
particularly if they are a health and safety
representative. Victoria has a long history and a proud
tradition of occupational health and safety
representatives in workplaces, who play a very
important role in maintaining the safety of workplaces
and raising issues with employers about unsafe
practices or occupational health and safety hazards in
the workplace. If a person wants to raise an issue with
the authority, I think it is very important that it is
clarified that it will be an offence for an employer to
discriminate against someone for doing so, because
they are clearly doing so to make sure that their
workplace is safe for them and other workers and
indeed anybody else who may attend that workplace.
The bill clarifies under section 100 that an inspector
who enters a workplace to investigate a breach of the
act may require a person at the place to answer
questions. These would not be restricted to matters
concerning documents they are required to produce
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under this section. The bill makes some amendments to
the act to add the ability to serve provisional
improvement notices electronically, as well as
non-electronically, and also provides that
non-disturbance notices can be delivered electronically
in addition to the current method.

she had received 500 complaints from the previous year
from people who had contacted her office to ask for
help. She wrote:

The bill also amends the act to allow prosecutions
outside the two-year limit in limited circumstances for
indictable offences and amends section 153 to change
the breach of the provision from a summary to an
indictable offence of knowingly providing false or
misleading information or documents. Again, in terms
of a situation where an incident has occurred and a
worker has been injured or killed, to knowingly provide
false or misleading information or documents must be
regarded as a very serious matter.

I say that because they are usually the longer term
injured patients with the more complex injuries and
more complex needs and who have been going through
the actual compensation system dealing with the five
insurance agencies. If they do not have a stress-related
and psychological injury before that, they often end up
with one as a result of being through the system.

The Greens are very supportive of the provisions in this
bill. They do improve the operation of the act in terms
of actions taken by employers which are either
negligent or wilfully and deliberately misleading or
attempting to cover up something or attempting to
tamper with a site where an incident has occurred.
As I did back in June last year, I would like to take the
opportunity to say that, while this bill is one that we are
supporting, there are still some leftover problems in the
Accident Compensation Act that go back to the
Accident Compensation Amendment Act 2010. The
previous Labor government made changes in that area
to tighten up the eligibility of workers to claim for
stress-related or psychiatric injuries by extending the
definition of ‘management action’ under that act,
watering down an employer’s responsibility to assist
workers to return to work but not creating an
unjustifiable hardship, and also to reduce the benefits if
workers are unable to return to work after 52 weeks.
These are changes that I think the government still
needs to address. The fact that the provision remains in
the act that a worker who is unable to return to work
after 52 weeks can have their benefits reduced is of
much concern to me. I know of people to whom this
has happened. It is unfair to people who have been
injured in the workplace through no fault of their own
and are unable to return due to the extent of their
injuries, be they physical or psychiatric or both.
Of course we know that the report of the Ombudsman
that was tabled last year — and that report of the
Ombudsman was Investigation into the Management of
Complex Workers Compensation Claims and WorkSafe
Oversight — was a very disturbing report to read. The
Ombudsman said in her foreword to the report that
when she decided to look into WorkSafe and its agents

These included not only injured workers … but healthcare
professionals horrified by what was happening to their
patients.

The Ombudsman said:
We found agents cherrypicking evidence to support a
decision to reject or terminate a claim — as little as one line
in a medical report — while disregarding overwhelming
evidence to the contrary. We found independent medical
examiners (IMEs) — whose opinions agents use to support
their decision-making on compensation — receiving
selective, incomplete or inaccurate information. We also saw
evidence that some IMEs were used selectively to advantage
the insurers — including those described by agent staff as
‘good for terminations’.

The Ombudsman found many things happening in
terms of the workers compensation system and the
activities of some of the agents, such as ‘unreasonable
decision-making by … agents’. Agents were also found
to have:
unreasonably used evidence in decision-making;
maintained unreasonable decisions at conciliation;
made decisions contrary to binding medical panel opinions;
allowed employers to improperly influence their
decision-making;
provided inadequate internal review processes.

The Ombudsman also found that WorkSafe’s oversight
was ‘deficient in some areas’ and that the incentives
given to the insurance agents to terminate employers
were tipping the balance away from fairness to workers.
The Ombudsman said WorkSafe is working towards
improving that. We are a year since the report was
tabled. Certainly there was a lot needing to be done to
work towards that. I personally know of people who
have gone through that system. I know of one person
who is one of those complainants to the Ombudsman
about what happened to a person close to them and how
they were actually worn down and completely
destroyed by the process that they were forced to go
through in trying to get justice in terms of their
compensation. So there was a lot of work for WorkSafe
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to do; let us hope that they have been doing it. Even the
agents were all shamed into saying they were going to
fix up their processes as well, but in the meantime
many workers have been very damaged by what was
going on.
It is now 20 years since the ACTU occupational health
and safety national campaign ‘Stress at work — Not
what we bargained for’ was launched in 1997 by the
then secretary of the ACTU, Mr Kelty, and ran in
September and October of that year. I raise that because
I was very proud to be very involved in that campaign,
and it started with a survey. When I was working there
in the national OHS unit we decided to send out a
survey to unions, and we had no idea we were going to
be bombarded with more than 10 000 responses to that
survey. People talked about stress at work and what the
causes of it were: excessive working hours, lack of
control, unreasonable management actions and
occupational health and safety issues not being
addressed.
I raise it today because I have noticed in the press of
late that Beyondblue has been talking about stress at
work and several organisations have been raising just
recently the rise in stress at work. People are again
talking about it; not that I think they ever stopped
talking about it, but it has risen to prominence again. I
raise it because I think all employers need to be making
sure that their employees are not suffering from stress at
work and ensuring that they are removing the hazards
and work practices that are leading to it, because it has
such an effect on people’s lives and on the lives of their
family members.
Back in 1997 we were looking at the evidence that
stress can lead to anxiety and depression, and I think
that is why an organisation like Beyondblue has been
talking about it. That 20 years has gone fast but the
issue still remains to be dealt with, and I think it is
something the government should be looking at in
terms of workers who have had their claims of
psychiatric injury caused by stress at work accepted by
WorkSafe. They have a struggle to have it accepted by
WorkSafe under the changed provisions in the Accident
Compensation Conciliation Service, and they then have
to struggle with being able to continue on benefits, as I
have just mentioned, so we still have a lot of work to do
to make life bearable for those who suffer workplace
injuries. But with those comments, the Greens are very
supportive of the bill put forward by the government.
Motion agreed to.
Read second time.
Committed.
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Committee
Clauses 1 to 9 agreed to.
Clause 10
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern
Metropolitan) — I move:
1.

Clause 10, lines 13 to 16, omit all words and expressions
on these lines.

This amendment seeks to remove the penalty
provisions that the government is inserting with respect
to a person contravening an enforceable undertaking. I
would like to ask the minister: what is the government’s
reason for seeking to insert this criminal provision, in
the sense of creating a penalty for contravening an
enforceable undertaking, given that it is the nature of an
enforceable undertaking that it is a civil agreement
between the authority and employer? There is already a
mechanism of enforcing an enforceable undertaking if
the employer does not carry out their duties. There is a
mechanism for it to be enforced — that is why it is
called an enforceable undertaking. Why is the
government now seeking to insert a criminal provision
with respect to enforceable undertakings?
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
thank Mr Rich-Phillips for his question. If anybody
from the community has just joined this committee —
An honourable member — They haven’t.
Mr JENNINGS — They may not have, but just in
case they have just joined, the issue that we are
discussing in this clause and the amendment that
Mr Rich-Phillips is seeking to introduce relates to
provisions that provide for safe workplaces in
circumstances where the WorkSafe authority has
provided effectively a direction to an employer to make
a work location safe under the provisions of the act to
make sure that there are not adverse occupational health
and safety risks to workers or people who come into
that location. In fact there are specific recommendations
made by which the employer remedies the workplace
over time in terms of taking action to make sure that
those risks reduce.
This clause in the government’s bill has been designed
to provide for absolute certainty in cases where an
ongoing risk exists in the workplace and the employer
may have failed to complete what has been sought from
the enforceable undertaking. There may be potential for
a loophole in the statute that creates a time frame which
enables the employer to sit out the life of this
enforceable undertaking without completing the work.
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This brings the effectiveness of those provisions into
sharp focus, particularly if there is the wilful act of an
employer not completing that work.
The reason why the government is introducing a
sanction is to ensure that there is a greater ability to
enforce that works are undertaken and completed and
that there is not this potential blind spot or loophole that
exists in the current provisions, which allows an
employer not to undertake that work and to wilfully
ignore the original intention of the undertaking.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister.
Minister, section 17 of the Occupational Health and
Safety Act 2004 currently provides that where an
enforceable undertaking is not being carried out by the
employer the authority can seek an order in the
Magistrates Court. There are relatively few enforceable
undertakings in place, and they are generally listed in
the Victorian WorkCover Authority annual report. Are
you able to inform the committee if there are any
instances where an order has been made and the
undertaking has still not been carried out?
Mr JENNINGS — One case has been provided to
me, but I am going to go and talk to my advisers in the
box about the pathway through the court process that
led to this concern rather than just indicate the case law
without clarifying the form about which
Mr Rich-Phillips has asked me.
Mr Rich-Phillips, I am going to be subsequently
advised about whether specifically a matter has been
brought before the Magistrates Court which has
actually failed to escalate or reinstate the enforceable
undertaking, which is in fact the logic of your question,
and in fact whether it is based upon precedent. I have
been given precedents in relation to concerns where
enforceable undertakings have not been able to be
concluded by WorkSafe, but I will await further advice
in relation to whether the Magistrates Court had failed
to provide appropriate cover from WorkSafe’s
perspective.
However, what I can say pending that outcome is that
the logic that WorkSafe is concerned about and the
logic that underpins this change to the law is that it
could well be that under the provisions of the existing
act the best that the Magistrates Court could do would
be to reinstate rather than escalate or provide a sanction
for ultimately failure to deliver on the enforceable
undertaking.
So ultimately it is the lack of sanction at the very end
point, regardless of how many times you go back to the
Magistrates Court and how many times this may be
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considered by the courts, and what ultimately could be
the punitive element that may be brought to bear that
ultimately, even though the intention is to have a
compliant regime, relies on the goodwill and the
authority of such an order but may never have a
sanction to be complied with. So the idea that it is
enforceable could almost be argued to be a misnomer in
relation to ultimately it not being associated with a
sanction.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. Can
I just clarify that the information that I was seeking was
not where the Magistrates Court had decided not to
make an order but rather where an order had been made
but then the enforceable undertaking was still not
completed — so where the court has actually provided
an order but that did not have the effect of getting the
desired outcome.
Mr JENNINGS — That is the other side of my
inability to be able to answer that question, whether in
fact there had been failure by the Magistrates Court or
alternatively the Magistrates Court acted in a way in
which you would anticipate them acting and then failed
to deliver the result of that undertaking. I understand
that.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister. I
guess the other point I would just make in respect of the
minister’s comment that you can go back to the
Magistrates Court and the Magistrates Court will make
an order to carry out the enforceable undertaking is that
that in and of itself does not advance it very far. I guess
I just draw attention to clause 17 of the act, which
provides that the court may make an order that the
person must comply with the undertaking or take
specified action to comply with the undertaking or any
other order that it considers appropriate. So there is
actually very broad capacity for the Magistrates Court
to make any order that leads to the completion of the
undertaking, including of course escalating that to a
contempt matter where the party does not comply with
the order of the court.
I am taking the minister’s point that there is a very
broad capacity for the court to make any order that
would lead to the undertaking being carried out or
contempt-related matters proceeding against the party.
Mr JENNINGS — I think Mr Rich-Phillips is in a
generous mood because he has augmented my
argument. He has built on it and he has indicated that in
fact in probably logical terms, given that there is huge
discretion within the court without it actually being
guided, we are now providing guidance with this
amendment.
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Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — The
Greens will not be supporting the amendment put
forward by Mr Rich-Phillips. I find it quite interesting
that Mr Rich-Phillips is talking about the power of the
court being very broad. It is true that the court can
theoretically enforce the enforceable undertaking and
perhaps invoke contempt proceedings, but I would say
that I do not know that that would be the appropriate
way to proceed, really. In fact the better way to proceed
would be for the court to be able to issue penalties for
non-compliance or to reinstate prosecutions for
offences that were the subject of an enforceable
undertaking.
Currently where an employer agrees to an undertaking
but does not undertake it WorkSafe cannot prosecute
the employer for the original breach. That I think is
something that needs to be fixed. It needs to be
remembered that an enforceable undertaking is entered
into to avoid a prosecution for an offence that has been
committed and where someone has been injured, or
potentially injured. I do not know of any enforceable
undertakings where someone has been killed. The
government could enlighten me on that, but I think not.
But where an offence has been committed and the
employer has agreed to undertake an enforceable
undertaking then they can no longer be prosecuted.
WorkSafe should be able to penalise an employer who
has broken a promise made in order to avoid a
prosecution. I would also say that this will not affect
any employer who has not committed an offence.
Mr JENNINGS — I confirm that there has been no
action brought to the Magistrates Court.
Amendment negatived.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Just before we move on
from clause 10, I indicate that I propose to test my first
amendment in a substantive way by opposing the
clause, given that the intent of the proposed textual
changes was effectively to omit the clause. I intend to
actually test the amendment more substantially by
opposing the clause with a division.
Committee divided on clause:
Ayes, 22
Barber, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr (Teller)
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr (Teller)
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Noes, 16
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr (Teller)
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

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

Pairs
Dalidakis, Mr

O’Donohue, Mr

Clause agreed to.
Clause 11 agreed to.
Clause 12
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I move:
2.

Clause 12, page 11, lines 1 to 15, omit subclauses (2)
and (3).

The intent of amendment 2 is to preserve the existing
level of penalties that exists for the offence of failing to
notify of an incident. This is already a criminal offence
under the Occupational Health and Safety Act 2004,
with substantial penalties provided for natural persons
and bodies corporate. What the bill proposes to do is
make what is currently a summary offence an indictable
offence and to increase the penalties by a factor of four.
It is the coalition’s view that the current penalties are
adequate for this offence, and we are informed that
notwithstanding the current level of penalties courts
have not elected to impose penalties which reach the
current maximum. Therefore it is not clear why the
government is seeking to increase the maximum
penalties by a factor of four. It is also not clear why the
government is seeking to make what is currently a
summary offence an indictable offence.
In moving this amendment I would ask the minister
firstly if he could clarify why the government is seeking
to make this an indictable offence and secondly
whether the government is aware of any instances
where findings of guilt have been made for this offence
and a penalty has been imposed at the current
maximum penalty, which would justify an increase of
the current maximum penalty.
Mr JENNINGS — I have two examples of case law
that WorkSafe are concerned about that are indicative
of why WorkSafe believes these penalties should be
increased. The first example is the prosecution of
Tambo Ash Pty Ltd, a lighting business, for failing to
notify WorkSafe after an employee suffered a
laceration to his head when a steel beam fell and struck
him. The incident was not reported immediately to the
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WorkCover authority, and the incident scene was not
preserved. The employer pleaded guilty —
Ms Pennicuik — Deputy President, I am sorry to
interrupt the minister but I cannot hear a word he is
saying.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT — Please, members,
can I have some quiet?
Mr JENNINGS — I am not certain how far I
should go back. We are talking about the case of an
employer whose employee suffered an injury. The
incident was not reported. The scene was not preserved.
The employer pleaded guilty and was fined $750
without conviction. That was a concern in relation to
the gravity of the situation of the case in question.
The second example I have got is where WorkSafe
prosecuted Pickles Auctions Pty Ltd for failing to notify
WorkSafe after an employee fell 2 metres from a ladder
while undertaking maintenance work. The employee
required immediate treatment as an inpatient in
hospital. The incident was not reported to WorkSafe.
The employer pleaded guilty and was fined $1000
without conviction.
Whilst I have not outlined the degree of injury and
impairment to the workers in question, there are a
couple of elements that link both those stories. One is
that when an incident which causes injury has occurred
there is a requirement to notify, which did not occur. In
one instance the scene was not preserved, which is
another significant matter and relates to a subsequent
consideration in this committee about the next clause
and the requirement to preserve the incident scene and
to make sure that the appropriate investigation can take
place without contamination of evidence in relation to
occupational health and safety. Those two issues come
together in this clause and the next clause.
WorkSafe believes that the penalties that have been
provided by the courts are not seen as a sufficient
incentive to make sure that there is appropriate
compliance with those provisions by employers who
may act in a way that falls short of expectation or
requirement. There is an assumption that the increase in
penalties would be more likely to create safe
workplaces and a greater degree of compliance with the
requirement of provision of information, reporting in
the first instance and, very importantly, preserving the
workplace to be considered and properly assessed.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — Thank you, Minister, for
that answer. There are a couple of things I would like to
follow up on. Firstly, I will go back to the second
question I asked with respect to the reason the
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government has elected to go from a summary offence
to an indictable offence. In relation to the two cases that
the minister mentioned, the penalty imposed, whether it
was for failure to notify of an incident or failure to
preserve the scene — it does not really matter for the
purposes of the debate which they were — was $750 in
the first case and $1000 in the second case. Neither of
those penalties was anywhere near the maximum that is
currently allowed for in legislation, which is 60 penalty
units in the case of a natural person and 300 penalty
units in the case of a body corporate. I assume each of
those cases related to a body corporate. The court had
the discretion to impose a penalty far greater than it did.
Given that the court is not using the maximum penalty
now, why does the government believe tripling the
maximum penalty is going to have any deterrent effect?
Mr JENNINGS — I look forward to
Mr Rich-Phillips and his colleagues applying the same
logic when we are dealing with other criminal matters
and the political argument that is put forward by his
party on any number of occasions in relation to the
logic about sentencing arrangements in other matters of
criminal law.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I thank the minister for
that answer. I thought that perhaps in view of the
government’s position on other sentencing matters this
particular legislation was somewhat inconsistent.
Mr JENNINGS — That is not the government’s
view, but we may volley back and forth over the net for
quite some time.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I think the minister is
probably right on that point. Going to the point of why
the government is seeking to shift from what is
currently a summary offence to an indictable offence, is
the minister able to indicate why that change is being
made?
Mr JENNINGS — It is consistent with the issue of
the gravity that applies to the circumstances, but it also
means that there are limitations under the Occupational
Health and Safety Act 2004 and there are limitations
under the Criminal Procedure Act 2009, which would
mean that time constraints in relation to dealing with
summary offences would not apply here.
Ms PENNICUIK — The Greens will not be
supporting amendment 2 moved by Mr Rich-Phillips,
which goes to the increase in penalties for failure to
notify of an incident, particularly if that failure to notify
is deliberate and is in order to avoid WorkSafe being
able to attend the site immediately or to try to avoid a
prosecution. I think these are very serious offences, and
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they should be indictable offences, but I note that the
bill says:
However, the offence may be heard and determined
summarily …

under section 28 of the Criminal Procedure Act 2009.
Nevertheless, I think they should be indictable offences.
Currently the penalties are very small: for a natural
person it is 60 penalty units, or around $9000, for
failing to notify; and for a body corporate it is
300 penalty units, or around $45 000, for failing to
notify. This is a very serious matter. If someone has
been seriously injured or killed and somebody wilfully
fails to notify the authority of that offence, I take that
very seriously. I would say that this would not apply to
an employer who did not do that, who did not commit
that offence, and it is a serious offence.
Day after day we hear in this place about being tough
on crime and the need for harsher sentences, and I
would have to say in regard to raising these penalties
from 60 to 240 penalty units for a natural person, and
from 300 to 1200 for a body corporate — which in
effect is $36 000 for a natural person and $180 000 for
a body corporate — that some body corporates would
not find that to be much of a penalty. I would even want
to mount an argument that the maximum penalties
could be higher and in fact should include time in
prison if it is a very serious breach in a very serious
incident. So I am fully supportive of some rise in the
penalties for these incidents.
We know that in terms of prosecutions under the OHS
act it is very difficult to get anywhere near the
maximum penalty for any offence under that act. I
would like to encourage the judiciary to hand out
sentences more towards the maximum sentence,
because we are talking about employers who have
failed to provide a safe workplace — an incident has
happened, somebody has been seriously injured or
killed and they have failed to notify the authority. That
is a serious matter.
Amendment negatived.
Committee divided on clause:
Ayes, 22
Barber, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr (Teller)
Hartland, Ms (Teller)
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr

Mikakos, Ms
Mulino, Mr
Patten, Ms
Pennicuik, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Springle, Ms
Symes, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Young, Mr
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Noes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)
Fitzherbert, Ms (Teller)
Lovell, Ms

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

Pairs
Dalidakis, Mr

O’Donohue, Mr

Clause agreed to.
Clause 13
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS — I move:
3.

Clause 13, lines 20 to 33, omit subclauses (2) and (3).

Similar to amendment 2, this amendment deals with the
existing duty to preserve incident sites. The bill in
clause 13 seeks to make the offence of failing to
preserve an incident site into an indictable offence and
seeks to increase the penalties by a factor of four. As
with our amendment 2, amendment 3 seeks to preserve
the current level of penalty, and we will seek to
preserve that offence as a summary offence, noting the
policy discussion that we had before and the answers
the minister gave effectively in respect of the provisions
of clauses 12 and 13. I do not intend to ask the minister
further questions in respect of those matters — I think
they were covered in the discussion on clause 12 — but
I indicate that our amendment seeks to preserve the
offence in its current form, with its current level of
penalty, and if the amendment is not successful, we will
seek to oppose clause 13.
Mr JENNINGS — I thank Mr Rich-Phillips for
indicating very clearly to the committee that it is the
same argument that we had for the previous clause. He
has graciously acknowledged that in fact I had outlined
the reasons why the government was of the view —
because of the gravity of the situation and the outcome
that the government is wanting to seek. We want to
increase the penalties for those reasons. I thank
Ms Pennicuik for her contribution in relation to
supporting the government in its argument in relation to
the last clause, so I will leave it there. We will oppose
this amendment.
Ms PENNICUIK — The Greens will not be
supporting this amendment, which is to increase the
penalties for failing to preserve an incident site where a
worker has been seriously injured or killed. The
penalties have the same differences as I mentioned
before, so I will not mention that again, but again I
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would say this is a very serious matter. Where an
incident occurs and an employer, be that a natural
person or a body corporate, fails to preserve the site for
the investigation — and particularly wilfully does that
and moves items or removes documents or items in
order to change an aspect of the site to avoid a
prosecution or to disrupt the investigation — I take that
as a serious matter.
Amendment negatived.
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CAULFIELD RACECOURSE RESERVE
BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Special Minister of State); by leave, ordered to be
read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility

Committee divided on clause:
Ayes, 23
Barber, Mr
Bourman, Mr
Carling-Jenkins, Dr
Dunn, Ms
Eideh, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Gepp, Mr
Hartland, Ms
Jennings, Mr
Leane, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms

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

Noes, 15
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalla-Riva, Mr
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr
Fitzherbert, Ms
Lovell, Ms

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

Pairs
Dalidakis, Mr

O’Donohue, Mr

Clause agreed to.
Clauses 14 to 41 agreed to.
Reported to house without amendment.
Report adopted.
Third reading
Motion agreed to.
Read third time.

Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the charter), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Caulfield
Racecourse Reserve Bill 2017 (the bill).
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Council, is compatible with the human rights as set out in the
charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview of the bill
The bill will:
revoke the existing restricted Crown grant and provide
that the trustees under the Crown grant go out of office;
establish a trust to manage the Caulfield Racecourse
Reserve for racing, recreation and public park purposes;
provide for the functions, powers and duties of the trust
in relation to the management of the Caulfield
Racecourse Reserve, including leasing and licensing
powers;
enable the minister to appoint, suspend and remove
members of the trust;
enable the minister to give directions to the trust in
relation to the carrying out of its functions, duties and
powers;
provide mechanisms to define areas that may be used for
each of the purposes for which the land is permanently
reserved, being ‘racing, recreation and public park’,
including ensuring public access to certain areas of the
Caulfield Racecourse Reserve;
provide for other related matters in relation to the
management of the Caulfield Racecourse Reserve
including to enable the making of regulations for the
control, management and use of the reserve.
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Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to
the bill

clauses 33 and 34 of the bill do not limit the rights under
section 12 of the charter.

Section 12 — freedom of movement

Section 13 — right to privacy

Section 12 of the charter provides for the right for every person
to move freely within Victoria and to enter and leave it and to
have the freedom to choose where to live. It includes the
freedom from physical barriers and procedural impediments.
This right is relevant to clauses 33 and 34 of the bill.

A person has the right not to have his or her privacy, family,
home or correspondence unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered
with. The touchstone for the right is a reasonable expectation
of privacy.

Clause 33 of the bill provides the trust with the power to
declare an event to be a Caulfield Racecourse Reserve event.
It is intended that this power will be used to enable a person
or body to exclusively control a wider area of the reserve for
an event (e.g. a race day). It is intended to facilitate the
smooth running of race days on the reserve by enabling a
person or body to take control of part of the reserve on event
days and to suspend the operation of any regulations
applicable to the reserve during the event. However, it is
limited to declared event days so it also allows for such areas
of the reserve to be used by the trust or the public on
non-event days.
The minister administering the bill and the minister
administering the Racing Act 1958 will be provided with the
power to request the trust to vary an annual event declaration
for race days in exceptional circumstances. This may include
the cancellation or transfer of a racing event at the reserve.
Clause 34 of the bill provides the trust with an explicit power
to set aside an area of the Caulfield Racecourse Reserve for
management purposes. The set aside will be made by written
determination and will outline any terms and conditions
associated with the set aside, including if access is prohibited
or restricted and the duration of the set aside. This will allow
the trust to restrict public access to an area within the
Caulfield Racecourse Reserve. For example, the trust may
wish to restrict access to a certain area of the reserve to
mitigate a risk to public safety such as that posed by a
building works program. In most cases, public access to a set
aside area is likely to be prohibited or restricted on a
temporary basis.
The bill itself does not purport to set aside any areas of land or
restrict or prohibit access to areas within the reserve. It
enables the trust to declare an event (except for an annual
event declaration related to racing) or set aside an area of land
within the reserve for specific purposes, consistent with the
purposes for which the land is reserved, as and when required.
A subsequent decision to declare an event or set aside an area
of the reserve may interfere with the right to freedom of
movement, to the extent that a person can move freely around
Victoria by passing across that part of the reserve subject to
an event declaration or set aside determination. When making
an event declaration or a set aside determination, the trust will
need to consider the human rights set out in the charter in
accordance with its obligations under that act. Any limits on
people’s movements would only be imposed to the extent
necessary to fulfil the purpose of declaring an event or setting
aside the area of land. All event declarations and set aside
determinations will be published.
These powers are appropriate management tools which would
only be imposed by the trust to the extent necessary to fulfil
the purposes for which they are intended. It is a permissible
interference with a person’s right to pass across that part of
the reserve to which access is restricted. As a result,

Clause 13 of the bill requires a member of the trust to declare
in a meeting of the trust any pecuniary interest or conflict of
interest in relation to a matter being considered or about to be
considered by the trust. Insofar as the provision requires
disclosure of personal information about which a person
might have a reasonable expectation of privacy, I consider
that any interference with privacy is lawful and not arbitrary.
It is clearly set out in the bill and prescribes the circumstances
in which any disclosure would occur. It is essential for the
maintenance of the integrity of the trust that conflicts of
interest are declared; this can be balanced against any
interference with a member’s privacy.
I consider that the bill is compatible with section 13 of the
charter.
Section 18 — taking part in public life
Section 18 of the charter provides that every person in
Victoria has the right, and is to have the opportunity, without
discrimination, to participate in the conduct of public affairs,
directly or through freely chosen representatives. It further
provides that every eligible person has the right, and is to
have the opportunity, without discrimination, to have access,
on general terms of equality, to public office.
Clause 44 of the bill revokes the restricted Crown grant and
clause 45 dissolves the Caulfield Racecourse Reserve Trust
thereby removing the trustees appointed under the grant from
office. The trustees have been consulted on the proposed new
governance arrangements and have agreed to go out of office
to enable the new management body to be established. The
provisions of the bill do not prohibit the trustees from
applying for reappointment to the trust, should they so desire.
The revocation of the Crown grant and removal of trustees is
necessary to establish the new governance framework and
transition the trust to an independent public entity.
Clause 7 of the bill provides for the appointment of members
to the newly established trust. In determining appointments,
the minister is to consider a person’s capacity to perform the
functions of the trust and any qualifications, skills or
experience relevant to the management of the reserve. These
requirements do not engage any attribute protected against
discrimination, or conduct constituting discrimination, under
the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 that is also discrimination
under the charter.
Clauses 9 and 10 of the bill provide for the circumstances in
which a member of the trust can resign, be removed or the
office becomes vacant. These clauses may engage and limit
the right in section 18. However, the provisions are justified
to facilitate good corporate governance and to hold members
to account for their responsibilities as members of the trust.
Clauses 7, 9, 10, 44 and 45 of the bill are necessary to give
effect to certain government commitments following the
Attorney-General’s investigation and report in 2014 and the
subsequent recommendations of the bipartisan working group
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in 2016. Therefore, I consider that to the extent that these
clauses are seen to impose a restriction on a person’s right to
take part in public life, they are reasonable limitations that can
be demonstrably justified in a democratic society.
Section 19 — cultural rights
Section 19 of the charter provides for the rights of Aboriginal
persons to maintain their distinctive spiritual, material and
economic relationship with the land and waters and other
resources with which they have a connection under traditional
laws and customs.
This right is relevant to clauses 33 and 34 of the bill.
Clause 33 of the bill provides that the trust can make an event
declaration to enable a person or body to exclusively control a
wider area of the reserve for an event. Clause 34 provides that
the trust can make a determination to set aside an area on the
reserve to restrict or prohibit access. For the same reasons as
those mentioned above in relation to section 12 (regarding
freedom of movement), the bill does not limit the rights under
section 19 of the charter because the bill does not purport to
make the event declaration or set aside any area of land to
prohibit or restrict access to such areas.
However, as a result of the bill, an event declaration or a set
aside determination may be made in the future that provides a
lessee with exclusive control over land in the reserve or
restricts or prohibits public access to set aside areas in the
reserve. When making an event declaration or set aside
determination, the trust will need to consider the human rights
set out in the charter in accordance with their obligations
under that act.
Making an event declaration or a set aside determination are
valuable tools to provide for better management of race days
and to protect public safety. They are most likely to have
temporary application only and will be published. A decision
to make an event declaration or set aside a prohibited access
area in accordance with the bill may limit the ability of
Aboriginal persons to continue to enjoy their distinct
relationship with the land or to continue to take part in
cultural practices within those areas to which the declaration
or determination apply.
Any matters relating to cultural rights would be considered at
the time that the declaration or determination are made.
Consideration would be given to ways to mitigate potential
impacts on cultural rights, for example, by assessing whether
an exemption for the exercise of Aboriginal cultural practices
could be applied or limiting the duration of the prohibition on
access without compromising the purpose of the restriction or
prohibition. This would be up to the trust to assess in
determining the terms and conditions of the event declaration
or set aside determination. Any limits on cultural rights would
only be imposed if they were reasonable and justified in order
to protect the area of land to be set aside or to prevent risks to
public safety.
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order to manage the reserve for the purposes of racing,
recreation and a public park.
In addition, clause 33 provides that the trust may declare an
event for the purposes of granting a person or body
permission to exclusively use an area of the reserve on an
event day or any days before or after an event day necessary
to hold an event. The purpose of declaring an event is to
enable event holders to effectively manage and control the
part of the reserve upon which the event is being held
consistently with the purposes for which the land is reserved.
Clause 33(2) provides that, upon request from the Melbourne
Racing Club, the trust must make an event declaration to
declare any race days allocated by Racing Victoria each year
to the Melbourne Racing Club to be conducted at the
Caulfield Racecourse Reserve.
In these circumstances, there may be temporary restrictions of
another person’s ability under their lease or licence to hold
other events in the relevant areas on those days and to access or
use that land consistent with the terms of their lease or licence.
In addition, clause 33(10) of the bill provides for an urgent
event declaration to be made in exceptional circumstances,
meaning that an event declaration could be made with less
than seven days notice of the event. This is to provide for
unforeseen circumstances where an event at another
racecourse cannot be held and the event is to be moved to the
reserve at short notice. As a result, a leaseholder or
licence-holder may receive less notice of any temporary
restrictions on their ability to use the land. However, to reduce
any potential impacts, it is intended that any urgent event
declaration will be made in consultation with any leaseholder
or licence-holder.
In my opinion, clause 33 is a reasonable and necessary
provision to enable the trust to facilitate the racing purpose for
which the land is reserved and appropriate event
management, including safe and efficient traffic management,
parking and pedestrian movement. Where an annual event
declaration is made for race days, this will provide a
mechanism for early notification to any leaseholder or
licence-holder in relation to upcoming racing events.
To the extent that a future lessee or licensee could be regarded
as having a property right that is deprived by an event
declaration, that deprivation will be in accordance with law. It
will be authorised under the bill and subject to the restrictions
and procedures set out therein, including that the declaration
must be in the public interest.
The minister administering the bill and the minister
administering the Racing Act 1958 will be provided with the
power to request the trust to vary an annual event declaration
for race days in exceptional circumstances. This may include
the cancellation or transfer of a racing event at the reserve. In
this situation, any leaseholder or licence-holder will be
notified and any temporary restrictions on their property
rights will be removed in respect of the particular event.

Section 20 — 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.
Clauses 36 to 38 of the bill provide the trust with leasing,
licensing and permit granting powers in respect of Caulfield
Racecourse Reserve. It is expected that the trust may enter
into leases and licences with third parties and grant permits in

In the interests of clarity, the bill further provides for the
preservation of existing leases to the Melbourne Racing Club,
and equitable interests of third parties arising therefrom. This
will ensure that these rights and interests are not adversely
affected by the change in land tenure and management arising
from the revocation of the Crown grant and dissolution of the
old trustee arrangements.
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Clause 48 provides the minister with the power to grant a
lease to the Melbourne Racing Club before the trust is
established. If the minister exercises this power and a lease is
granted, the lease will be saved upon the establishment of the
trust and the trust will become the lessor.
Hon. Gavin Jennings, MLC
Special Minister of State

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Caulfield Racecourse Reserve is one of Australia’s most
famous racecourses. It has been the venue for the Caulfield
Cup and other premier racing events for more than 130 years
and racing will continue as the primary use to make a critical
contribution to Victoria’s $2.1 billion thoroughbred racing
industry and cultural life of the state.
The reserve is also a significant public asset, and is used for
walking, picnics and other public recreation activities.
The land was permanently reserved during the 19th century
for three purposes — a racecourse, public recreation ground
and public park. The governance arrangements for the reserve
are provided for in the restricted Crown grant issued in 1949,
which replaced two earlier grants.
Under the Crown grant, 15 trustees are appointed by the
Governor in Council to manage the reserve — six each
representing government and the Melbourne Racing Club and
three representing Glen Eira City Council. The appointment is
for life or until resignation and cannot be revoked.
Key elements of the Crown grant include that the land must
be used for the three designated reservation purposes, that the
Melbourne Racing Club is permitted to hold race meetings on
the reserve and on race days the reserve is placed under the
control of the Melbourne Racing Club. Except for very minor
changes made to the grant, these arrangements have remained
the same since their inception.
Over recent years, community groups and other stakeholders
have raised concerns about a range of issues regarding the
administration of the reserve by the trustees. These concerns
were investigated in 2014 by the Victorian Auditor-General.
The Auditor-General concluded that the reserve trustees have
not been effective in their management of the reserve and that
their decisions have disproportionately favoured racing
interests without sufficient attention being given to the
community-related purposes of the reserve.
The Auditor-General found that the trustees have not
articulated a purpose, priorities and vision for the reserve.
This, along with a lack of adequate management systems and
processes, and the absence of a formal governance framework
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have compromised the trustees’ ability to effectively manage
the reserve. As an example, the trustees and the principal
tenant, the Melbourne Racing Club, have been unable over
several years to negotiate a lease covering the main
grandstand complex and both parties have acknowledged that
there is no prospect of agreement being reached.
In addition to the Auditor-General’s report, representations
from the community and the City of Glen Eira concerning
public access to the reserve continue to be raised with
government and local members of Parliament. This feedback
has mirrored the findings in the Auditor-General’s report; the
main concern being that there is a disproportionate emphasis
on racing which has led to inadequate space being made
available for non-racing recreation use.
The Auditor-General’s report contained recommendations to
modernise governance practices and improve public access
arrangements at the reserve to be implemented by the trustees
and the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning. These recommendations included the department
developing a performance monitoring and reporting
framework to be used by the trustees to address the
recommendations in the Auditor-General’s report and enable
management of the reserve in accordance with contemporary
public sector governance standards.
In March 2016 the former Minister for Environment, Climate
Change and Water, the Hon. Lisa Neville, MP, established an
independent bipartisan working group to report on the
recommendations in the Auditor-General’s report and to
identify options for accelerating their implementation where
necessary. The working group was also asked to provide
recommendations on possible alternative management
arrangements for the reserve based on those at similar
mixed-purpose facilities on Crown land elsewhere in
Victoria.
The bipartisan working group consisted of the chair, Mr Ken
Ryan, Mr David Southwick, MP, member for Caulfield, and
Mr Steve Dimopoulos, MP, member for Oakleigh. I would
like to thank the members of the working group for their
contribution to establishing the new management
arrangements.
The working group met with the trustees and conducted a
series of meetings with interested parties, to determine the
extent the trustees and the department had implemented the
Auditor-General’s recommendations. It also examined
governance structures at the State Sports Centre Trust, the
Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust, and the Melbourne
Cricket Ground Trust and submitted its report to me in
August 2016.
The working group found, that while there had been some
progress, the trustees had not taken sufficient action to
address the Auditor-General’s recommendations. After
considering a range of alternative management options,
including the appointment of a skills-based committee of
management appointed under the Crown Land (Reserves) Act
1978, the working group recommended that the most
appropriate land manager for the reserve is an independent
trust created under legislation with specific accountabilities
and functions. It formed the view that this model is best
placed to address the historic management challenges at the
reserve and successfully implement the Auditor-General’s
recommendations.
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This bill delivers on those recommendations.
The bill provides for the future use and management of the
Caulfield Racecourse Reserve through the establishment of a
new independent body, the Caulfield Racecourse Reserve
Trust, which will replace the trustee model under the Crown
grant. The legislative framework is like those established for
other major public land management bodies in Victoria,
including the Melbourne and Olympic Parks Trust, the State
Sports Centre Trust and the newly established Kardinia Park
Stadium Trust. The purpose of the bill is to establish a
modern and transparent governance framework which
provides the new reserve trust with the necessary powers to
manage the Caulfield Racecourse Reserve for the purposes it
has been reserved — a racecourse with public recreation.
I now turn to the detail of the bill to highlight some key
points.
Part 2 of the bill establishes the Caulfield Racecourse
Reserve Trust. The functions of the trust are broadly to be
responsible for the planning, development, management,
operation, care and use of Caulfield Racecourse Reserve for
the purposes of racing, recreation and a public park. The
trust may also accept appointment and act as committee of
management of Crown lands.
The trust will consist of between five and seven members
appointed by the minister on a part-time basis. The minister
must appoint one of the members as chairperson. The trust
may appoint a chief executive officer to assist the trust to
perform its functions and duties and exercise its powers under
the act.
The bill provides that the minister may give directions to the
trust in relation to the performance of its functions and duties
and the exercise of its powers under the bill. These powers
extend to directions in relation to the expenditure of funds.
Part 3 of the bill sets out the reporting obligations of the trust.
The trust, if requested by the minister, must prepare corporate
or business plans in a form and by a date specified by the
minister. In the event the trust becomes aware of matters that
may prevent or significantly affect the achievement of the
objectives of a corporate or business planning document, the
trust must notify the minister.
To support the recommendations of the Auditor-General’s
report, the bill provides that the minister may issue a
statement of obligations to the trust specifying obligations of
the trust in performing its functions and exercising duties.
Also in support of the recommendations of the
Auditor-General’s report, the bill provides that the trust, in
consultation with the minister and the minister responsible for
the Racing Act 1958, prepare a strategic management plan for
the reserve setting out long-term planning for the promotion,
development, management and use of the reserve.
The trust will also be required to prepare an annual report
under part 7 of the Financial Management Act 1994.
Part 4 of the bill provides for the management of the Caulfield
Racecourse Reserve.
A key concern of the local community has been a lack of
clarity over how the reserve is to be used for each of its
three reservation purposes — racecourse, public recreation
and public park.
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The bill provides that the minister may make an order
containing a plan, which defines those areas of the reserve
that may be used for racing purposes, and those that may be
used for recreation and as a public park. The trust will advise
the minister on the making of the order and the plan contained
in the order must be signed by the surveyor-general. The
order will come into effect on the day it is published in the
Government Gazette.
The land use order is for the purposes of improving
transparency, but will also provide clarity regarding which
areas of the reserve are to be used for each of the three
reservation purposes. It is important to note that an order
will not revoke the reservations or reserve the land for other
purposes.
The bill provides for event management declarations for
Caulfield Racecourse Reserve. This element of the bill is to
ensure that all aspects of major events held at the reserve can
be delivered in an integrated and efficient manner. In practice,
the main purpose will be to enable the Melbourne Racing
Club to control parts of the reserve additional to the land it
occupies under lease on major race days.
Under this provision the trust, by notice published in the
Government Gazette, may declare an event to be held at the
reserve — a Caulfield Racecourse Reserve event. Except for
annual event declarations made for racing, the trust can make
an event declaration providing it is satisfied that the purpose
of the proposed event is not detrimental to purposes for which
the land is reserved and is in the public interest.
In terms of racing, these events may include ordinary
designated race days as outlined by the Racing Victoria
calendar of race days and, where extraordinary circumstances
dictate, additional racing events relocated from other racing
venues in Victoria.
The new governance arrangements will not affect the setting
of the Victorian thoroughbred racing calendar or the conduct
of race meetings at the reserve. Racing Victoria will continue
to be responsible for the setting of race dates following
consultation with racing clubs. There will be a requirement
for the trust to publish in the Government Gazette an annual
event declaration that specifies the racing events to be held at
the reserve for the upcoming year. The minister and the
Minister for Racing may request the trust to vary the annual
event declaration in exceptional circumstances, for example,
to cancel or relocate a racing event to another venue. The trust
must make the requested variation and publish it in the
Government Gazette.
A range of information must be specified in the event
declaration, including the title of the event, the times and
dates when the event is to take place, the part of the reserve to
which the declaration applies, the name of person or body
who takes control of the reserve and any regulations made
under the act that are suspended during the event.
The trust will be able to grant a lease of the reserve up to a
maximum term of 65 years providing the minister is satisfied
that the proposed purpose is not detrimental to the purposes of
the reserve. Where the trust is seeking approval to grant a
lease for a term greater than 21 years the minister must be
satisfied that the proposed use, development, improvements
or works to be carried out under the lease are of a substantial
nature and value which justifies the longer term.
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The trust will also be able to issue licences over any part of
the reserve for a term of up to 10 years providing the licence
purpose is not detrimental to the reserve purposes. The
minister’s approval will be required where the term of the
licence is greater than three years. For short-term uses, the
trust will be able to issue permits up to six months.
Part 5 of the bill sets out the financial provisions for the trust,
including a requirement to establish and maintain a Caulfield
Racecourse Reserve Trust Fund.
Part 6 of the bill enables the Governor in Council to make
regulations for planning, development, management, care and
use of the reserve.
Part 7 of the bill will revoke the restricted Crown grant held
by the trustees and provide that trustees under the grant go out
of office. Upon revocation of the restricted Crown grant it
will be necessary to have a short-term interim land
management arrangement in place while the process to
appoint the inaugural members of the new trust is finalised.
During this period, it is intended that the land revert to the
control of the minister responsible for the Crown Land
(Reserves) Act 1978 to be managed by the minister under that
act and by the minister’s delegates as required.
The minister will have a power to grant a lease up to 65 years
to the Melbourne Racing Club before the trust is established.
If a lease is granted, the bill provides that the lease will be
saved upon the establishment of the trust and the trust will
become the lessor. This will help support the smooth
transition from current arrangements for racing on the reserve
to the new governance framework.
Part 7 of the bill also includes transitional provisions which
preserve two existing leases issued by the trust to the
Melbourne Racing Club together with consequential
amendments made to other acts.
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Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the charter), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Corrections
Legislation Further Amendment Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Corrections Legislation Further Amendment
Bill 2017, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is
compatible with the human rights set out in the charter. I base
my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The Corrections Legislation Further Amendment Bill 2017
(the bill) makes a range of amendments to the Corrections
Act 1986 (the Corrections Act) to increase security at
premises where the adult parole board meets or where
relevant employees are located; clarify powers in relation to
the removal of electronic monitoring devices from offenders,
and the use of firearms during prison emergencies; introduce
new offences in relation to certain forms of prison
contraband, provide for certain officers to supervise or
conduct tests of prisoners on parole and community-based
offenders for alcohol or drug use; and amend and clarify
provisions relating to the adult parole board.
The bill also amends the Major Crime (Investigative Powers)
Act 2004 to clarify the arrangements for supervision of
prisoners appearing before the chief examiner, and contains
consequential amendments to the Bail Act 1977 and the
Victoria Police Act 2013.
Powers of security officers

Conclusion
I would like to thank the outgoing trustees for their work
managing the reserve over the years, particularly during the
difficult period of transition to the new management
arrangements. The new management structure will greatly
enhance the reserve’s management ensuring it can continue to
host some of Australia’s best racing and provide accessible
open space for the local community to enjoy.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr DAVIS (Southern
Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 28 September.

CORRECTIONS LEGISLATION FURTHER
AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Special Minister of State); by leave, ordered to be
read second time forthwith.

Clause 9 of the bill inserts a new division 1B in part 8 of the
Corrections Act to create a new class of officer under the act.
The functions of ‘security officers’ are to provide security
functions at premises where the adult parole board meets
(board premises) or at premises where employees who are
assisting the board to perform its functions are located.
Security officers will also have functions to provide security
in relation to any risk posed by a prisoner on parole who is
attending in person at board premises, and, if required, to
assist a police officer at board premises. These new powers
are being introduced to address concerns raised by the adult
parole board about incidents of violence or threats of violence
by prisoners where the board is considering cancelling parole,
or has advised the prisoner of the board’s decision to cancel
their parole, and is awaiting police attendance. This period of
time before police attendance raises increased security risks
that may require immediate action, such as detaining an
agitated or aggressive prisoner who suspects or is aware that
they may be returning to prison, and taking measures to
ensure the prisoner does not attempt to leave the premises
before police can execute a warrant to re-imprison.
New section 55L sets out the powers that security officers
may exercise in performing their functions. These powers are
tailored to the specific needs of the adult parole board, and
include the power to:
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carry out a garment search, pat-down search or a
scanning search of a prisoner on parole and anything in
their possession or under their control;
seize anything found during a search of a prisoner on
parole, if the security officer believes on reasonable
grounds that seizure is necessary for the safety of any
person;
supervise, escort or accompany a prisoner on parole who
is attending board premises;
direct a prisoner on parole to do or not to do anything
that the security officer believes on reasonable grounds
is necessary for the safety of any person;
if necessary, use reasonable force (including use of a
weapon other than a firearm) to compel a prisoner on
parole to obey a direction given by a security officer or a
police officer;
apply an instrument of restraint to the prisoner on parole
if the security officer believes on reasonable grounds
that its application is necessary to prevent injury to any
person;
arrest without a warrant a prisoner on parole if the
security officer believes on reasonable grounds that the
prisoner has committed an indictable offence, or the
board cancels the prisoner’s parole, and detain the
prisoner until the prisoner is delivered into the custody
of a police officer.
New section 55O provides that a security officer is not liable
for injury or damage caused by the use of force, or the
application of an instrument of restraint, in accordance with
the relevant provisions of section 55L.
Search and seizure powers — privacy (section 13) and
property (section 20)
Section 13(a) of the charter provides that a person has the
right not to have his or her privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily
interfered with. The concept of ‘privacy’ encompasses
notions of personal autonomy and dignity. The power for
security officers to conduct searches of prisoners on parole
will constitute a potential interference with the right to
privacy. However, an interference with privacy will only limit
the right in section 13(a) of the charter if it amounts to an
unlawful or arbitrary interference.
In my view, the power of a security officer to conduct a
pat-down, garment or scanning search of a prisoner on parole
as provided for in new section 55L will not constitute an
arbitrary or unlawful interference with privacy. The limited
circumstances in which a search may be conducted are clearly
set out in the relevant provisions and any interference with a
person’s privacy that occurs will therefore be permitted by
law. Further, the search powers are not arbitrary as they may
only be exercised by security officers in the performance of
their functions, which are in turn limited to providing security
at board premises and other related functions. These powers
strike an appropriate balance between upholding privacy and
protecting the security of board premises. For these reasons, I
am satisfied that the search and seizure powers in new
section 55L introduced by the bill do not limit the right to
privacy.
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The property right as protected by section 20 of the charter is
also relevant to the power of security officers to seize
anything found during a search of a prisoner on parole where
the security officer believes on reasonable grounds that
seizure is necessary for the safety of any person. That right
protects against the deprivation of property other than in
accordance with law. In my view, due to the clear and
confined circumstances in which this power may be
exercised, any deprivation of property will be in accordance
with law. I note also that, under new section 55M, if a
security officer seizes anything under new section 55L, they
must deal with the thing in accordance with the regulations,
report the seizure to the secretary and record the details of the
seizure in a register established and kept by the secretary.
Use of reasonable force and powers of arrest — rights to life
(section 9), freedom of movement (section 12), bodily privacy
(section 13), security of person (section 21), humane
treatment when deprived of liberty (section 21) and protection
from cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment (section 10)
The powers of security officers in new section 55L to use
reasonable force (including use of a weapon other than a
firearm) to compel a prisoner on parole to obey a direction
and apply instruments of restraint will necessarily involve the
physical restraint or apprehension of a prisoner on parole,
which may constitute an interference with that person’s rights
to life (section 9), freedom of movement (section 12), bodily
privacy (section 13), security of person (section 21), humane
treatment when deprived of liberty (section 21) and protection
from cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment (section 10).
The use of force may reasonably limit these rights provided it
occurs within the framework of the law and with the objective
of protecting public order, people’s lives or property. Human
rights principles require that the law and policies governing
the use of force protect life to the greatest extent possible and
include safeguards to confine the circumstances in which
force is used. Any use of force must be no more than
absolutely necessary and strictly proportionate to achieving a
clearly defined lawful purpose.
The use of force under new section 55L must be reasonable,
and may only be used if necessary to compel a prisoner to
follow a direction believed to be necessary for the safety of any
person. Where a prisoner on parole obeys a lawful order from a
security officer or a police officer, it will not be necessary to use
force. Further, a security officer may only apply an instrument
of restraint to a prisoner on parole if the security officer believes
on reasonable grounds that it is necessary to prevent injury to
any person. Any instrument of restraint must be approved by
the secretary, and can only be used in the manner determined
by the secretary. As further oversight, section 55N requires a
security officer who has used force or applied an instrument of
restraint in accordance with new section 55L to report this to
the secretary as soon as possible.
Having regard to the important purpose of ensuring the
security of adult parole board premises and the safety of staff
and other persons present, I am satisfied that the powers in
respect of the use of reasonable force and application of
instruments of restraint are reasonable and proportionate in
the circumstances. Some of these incidents have arisen before
police officers have arrived at the premises where the adult
parole board is sitting. In light of the concerns raised by the
board regarding the security risks raised by prisoners on
parole who are or have been interviewed by the board
becoming agitated and violent at the prospect of being
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returned to prison, I am satisfied that there are no less
restrictive means available to achieve the purpose of these
provisions. The powers are appropriately limited and
accompanied by adequate oversight and safeguards, to protect
against the risk of inappropriate use of force.

access to the courts, nor does it repeal, alter or vary the courts’
jurisdiction.

Accordingly, in my opinion any limits to the rights of
prisoners on parole to life, freedom of movement, bodily
privacy, security of person, humane treatment when deprived
of liberty and protection from cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment, occasioned by these powers, are demonstrably
justified in accordance with section 7(2) of the charter and can
be balanced against the need to protect the safety and lives of
the board’s staff.

Removal of electronic monitoring devices or equipment
worn by prisoners and offenders — privacy (section 13)

The power of security officers to arrest and detain a prisoner
on parole without warrant in certain circumstances may also
particularly engage the liberty rights in section 21 of the
charter. The right in section 21(2) of the charter provides that
a person must not be subjected to arbitrary arrest or detention.
Section 21(3) provides that a person must not be deprived of
his or her liberty except on grounds, and in accordance with
procedures, established by law.
In my opinion, the grounds for arrest under new section 55L
are clear and appropriate, and cannot be regarded as arbitrary.
The power of arrest requires the officer to reasonably believe
the prisoner on parole has committed an indictable offence, or
that the adult parole board has cancelled the prisoner’s parole.
Further, pursuant to new section 55L(4), after arresting a
prisoner a security officer must deliver the prisoner into the
custody of a police officer as soon as practicable, to be dealt
with according to law or to be returned to prison. The arrest
power, therefore, is appropriately confined so as not to allow
a deprivation of liberty for longer than necessary or otherwise
than in accordance with the law.
For these reasons, I consider that the arrest and detention
powers contained in new section 55L do not limit the right to
liberty.
Immunity of security officers for use of force — fair hearing
(section 24(1))
Section 24(1) of the charter provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence or a party to a civil proceeding has the
right to have the charge or proceeding determined by a
competent, independent and impartial court or tribunal after a
fair and public hearing. In the context of civil proceedings, the
fair hearing right in section 24(1) of the charter might
encompass an implied right to access to the courts.
The right in section 24(1) may appear to be relevant to new
section 55O in the bill, to the extent that it affects the
circumstances in which a person may bring legal proceedings
in relation to particular matters or against certain people. New
section 55O, inserted by clause 9 of the bill, provides an
immunity for a security officer for damage caused by the use
of force, or the application of an instrument of restraint, in
accordance with the relevant provisions of section 55L.
In my opinion, new section 55O does not limit the right to a
fair hearing as protected by the charter. It does not provide the
security officer or the Crown with a blanket immunity from
suit. Rather, it provides for an immunity in limited
circumstances, which affects the substantive content of legal
rights which may otherwise exist. Further, it neither impedes

For these reasons, I am satisfied that the bill does not limit and
is compatible with the right in section 24(1) of the charter.

A number of provisions of the bill create express powers for
Victoria Police and Corrections Victoria to remove electronic
monitoring devices or equipment from prisoners in custody,
prisoners on parole and offenders subject to community
correction orders in certain circumstances. For example, if an
offender is arrested and taken into custody an electronic
monitoring device will be removed to prevent tampering,
misuse, stigmatisation or self-harm. The device or equipment
may be evidence of an offence, such as entry into an
exclusion zone or breach of a curfew.
Clause 7 of the bill inserts a new subsection into section 30 of
the Corrections Act, relating to electronic monitoring of
prisoners, to provide that on a direction given by the
governor, a prison officer may remove, for any purpose, an
electronic monitoring device worn by a prisoner who is
subject to an order under section 30.
Clause 18 of the bill inserts a new division 8 of part 8 into the
Corrections Act, to create an express power for police
officers, police custody officers, prison officers, escort
officers, security officers, specified officers under the Serious
Sex Offenders (Detention and Supervision) Act 2009 and
authorised employees of the department, to remove electronic
monitoring devices or equipment from prisoners on parole in
certain circumstances. The power, contained in new
section 79L, will apply following the variation or revocation
of a term or condition of a parole order, or the cancellation or
elapsing of a prisoner’s parole, or where a prisoner with an
electronic monitoring term or condition is under arrest on
suspicion of having committed an offence.
Clause 21 of the bill inserts a new division 6A of part 9 into
the Corrections Act, to create an express power for police
officers, police custody officers, prison officers, escort
officers, community corrections officers and authorised
employees of the department, to remove electronic
monitoring devices or equipment from offenders who are
subject to community correction orders, on certain
circumstances. The power, contained in new section 104AAA
of the act, will apply where an electronic monitoring
condition of a community correction order is varied to
remove the requirement, suspended or cancelled, or the
community correction order is cancelled or expires.
In most cases it is likely that prisoners and offenders will
generally agree to the removal of the electronic monitoring
devices and equipment. Each of these express powers
confirms the lawful authority to remove the electronic
monitoring devices without requiring the express consent of
the prisoner, prisoner on parole or other offender. However,
in the case of prisoners on parole and offenders subject to
community correction orders, new sections 79L and 104AAA
require the officer, if practicable, to inform the prisoner that
removal of the device is to occur, that they may consent to the
removal, and that if they do not consent, reasonable force may
be used. If consent is not given, the officer may use
reasonable force to remove the device or equipment from the
prisoner, and may enter a place where the prisoner resides in
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order to remove the device or equipment and reasonable force
would be used as a last resort.

the Corrections Act, which apply to the use of firearms by
escort officers.

The removal of an electronic monitoring device from a
prisoner or an offender will, in most cases, result in a
lessening of interference with their human rights. However, I
acknowledge that the physical act of removing the device or
equipment from a person’s body, as provided for under these
new provisions, and entering their home to do so if required,
may constitute a limited interference with the right to privacy,
through interference with a person’s personal privacy and
physical integrity and privacy of the home. Any such
interference will be, in my view, neither unlawful nor
arbitrary. The circumstances in which the device or
equipment may be removed, and who may remove it, are
clearly set out in the provisions. The removal will occur for a
particular reason; for example, due to a change to the prisoner
or offender’s order where it is no longer necessary for them to
wear the device or equipment, where it is necessary to ensure
the integrity of the device or equipment, or where it is
necessary to retain it as evidence for an offence. Further, the
provisions seek to ensure that, where practicable, the prisoner
or offender’s consent be obtained prior to the removal. In the
case of prisoners in custody, the removal may only occur on
the direction of the governor.

Section 23A(2) provides that a police officer may only
discharge a firearm at a prisoner if the prisoner escapes or
attempts to escape from custody and the officer reasonably
believes that discharging the firearm is the only practicable
way to prevent the escape of the prisoner from custody.
Sections 23A(3) and (4) provide that a police officer may also
discharge a firearm at a person (not necessarily being a
prisoner) only if the officer reasonably believes that the
person is aiding a prisoner in escaping or attempting to escape
from custody and discharging the firearm is the only
practicable way to prevent the escape of the prisoner from
custody; or the person is using force or threatening force
against certain specified individuals and the police officer
reasonably believes that discharging the firearm is the only
practicable way to prevent that person causing death or
serious injury.

Where it becomes necessary to use reasonable force to
remove the device or equipment because the person does not
consent to the removal, this may raise additional charter
rights, including the rights to life (section 9), freedom of
movement (section 12), security of person (section 21),
humane treatment when deprived of liberty (section 21) and
protection from cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment
(section 10). However, I am satisfied that any limit to these
rights will be reasonable and proportionate, having regard to
the matters referred to above and the important objectives of
ensuring the effective operation of the electronic monitoring
schemes (which are based on preventing the risk of
reoffending) and the protection of property through the
relevant officer taking possession of the device or equipment
to return it to the secretary of the department or to Corrections
Victoria staff. In the case of persons not in custody,
reasonable force will only be used where the person has
refused to provide their consent to the removal and where
they have been previously warned, if practicable, that force
would be used as a last resort. Further, reasonable force will
only be used to the extent and for the length of time necessary
to remove the device or equipment from the prisoner.
For these reasons, I am satisfied that the provisions contained
in clauses 7, 18 and 21 of the bill are not limited and are
compatible with the rights contained in the charter.
Use of firearms by police exercising powers of a prison
officer — right to life (section 9), and to humane treatment
when deprived of liberty (section 22)
Clause 6 of the bill inserts a new section 23A into the
Corrections Act to confirm the powers of police officers who
have been authorised to exercise the powers of a prison
officer in the case of an emergency, in relation to the use of
firearms. New section 23A provides that a police officer who
is authorised under section 15 to exercise all or any of the
powers of a prisoner officer is, when exercising those powers,
subject to certain specified conditions on the use of firearms.
The powers and conditions contained in new section 23A
mirror the provisions in existing sections 55EB and 55E of

Section 23A(5)(a) provides that before discharging a firearm
at a person under section 23A, a police officer must, if it is
practicable to do so, give an oral warning that the person will
be shot at if they do not cease engaging in the relevant
conduct. Section 23A(5)(b) also provides that a police officer
must be satisfied that discharging the firearm at the person
does not create an unnecessary risk to any other person.
The right to life in section 9 of the charter is relevant to new
section 23A of the Corrections Act. Section 9 provides that
every person has a right not to be arbitrarily deprived of life.
The effect of new section 23A is to confirm the authorisation
of the discharge of a firearm in circumstances involving
serious threats posed to prison security or the safety of others,
and as a method of last resort following the issuing of a
warning (which has been ineffective). Any interference with
the right to life that may occur as a result of the authorised
discharge of a firearm in these circumstances will therefore
not be arbitrary.
New section 23A relates to the discharge of a firearm of a type
that is prescribed by regulation to be a non-lethal firearm. It
provides that a police officer may discharge a prescribed
non-lethal firearm at a person if the police officer reasonably
believes that discharging the firearm is the only practicable way
to prevent, control or stop a riot in a prison or to prevent a
serious threat to the security or good order of the prison.
The right to humane treatment when deprived of liberty in
section 22 of the charter is relevant to new section 23A.
However, to the extent that these human rights may be limited
by the use of a non-lethal firearm, I consider that any such
limitation would be reasonable and demonstrably justified
pursuant to section 7(2) of the charter. The circumstances in
which section 23A authorises a police officer to use a
prescribed non-lethal firearm are limited, such that it must be
the only practicable means of maintaining or restoring
security or good order within a prison.
For completeness, I note that I am of the view that the powers
contained in new section 23A do not amount to cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment within the meaning of
section 10(b) of the charter, because they do not facilitate the
deliberate imposition of severe suffering nor do they permit
intentional conduct to harm, humiliate or debase a prisoner.
However, even if the right in s 10(b) of the charter was
relevant, I am satisfied that any limitation would be
demonstrably justified for the reasons identified above.
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Alcohol and drug testing of prisoners and offenders —
privacy (section 13(a)) and medical treatment without
consent (section 10(c))
A number of provisions in the bill make amendments to the
Corrections Act to provide Corrections Victoria officers to
supervise prisoners on parole and offenders who are subject to
community correction orders who are undergoing alcohol or
drug tests, or to conduct the tests themselves (rather than, for
example, to be conducted at a pathology clinic). The purpose of
these amendments is to ensure that prisoners and offenders who
are directed to undergo testing for alcohol, drugs of dependence
or certain poisons are prevented from undermining or
‘cheating’ the system by providing fake samples. The
amendments will also ensure that the drug and alcohol
arrangements for prisoners on parole or community-based
offenders are consistent with what occurs in the prison
environment, where section 29A of the Corrections Act permits
testing to be conducted by a prison officer.
Clause 14 of the bill amends section 76A of the Corrections
Act, which provides for the secretary to direct a prisoner on
parole, who is subject to a parole order containing an
abstinence, treatment or testing condition, to submit to tests to
assess whether the prisoner has consumed or used alcohol,
any drug of dependence or a schedule 8 poison or schedule 9
poison. New subparagraph 76A(2)(c), inserted by clause 14,
will provide for the test to be conducted or supervised by an
officer within the meaning of part 9 of the Corrections Act, if
the secretary so directs. To the extent practicable, a urine test
must be conducted or supervised by an officer who is the
same gender as that with which the person being tested
identifies or, if the person so requests, a different gender,
which accords with the right to non-discrimination under
section 8 of the charter.
Clause 17 of the bill amends section 78P of the Corrections
Act which requires prisoners on parole to submit, at the
direction of a specified officer, to breath testing, urinalysis, or
other test procedures approved by the secretary for detecting
alcohol or drug use. Under section 78P, a specified officer
may give a direction if the officer has reasonable grounds to
suspect that the prisoner on parole has breached a condition of
the parole order by consuming alcohol or drugs. Clause 17
inserts a new subsection 78P(3) to provide that a test or
procedure may be conducted or supervised by a specified
officer, if a specified officer reasonably believes that the
direction is necessary to ensure the reliability and accuracy of
the test or procedure.
Clause 20 of the bill amends section 99A of the Corrections
Act, which enables the secretary to direct an offender taking
part in a community correction program under the act, to
submit to tests to assess whether the offender is under the
influence of alcohol, any drug of dependence, or any
schedule 8 or schedule 9 poison. The secretary may only give
a direction under this section if the secretary considers it
necessary to do so for the management, good order or security
of a location (i.e. a community corrections centre, or a place
which an offender must attend for any purpose), for the safety
and welfare of offenders at a location, or in order for an
offender to perform unpaid community work at a location.
Clause 20 inserts a new subparagraph 99A(2)(c), providing
that the tests may be conducted or supervised by an officer
within the meaning of part 9 of the Corrections Act, if the
secretary so directs. The secretary may only give a direction
where there is a reasonable belief that the direction is
necessary to ensure the reliability and accuracy of the test or
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procedure, and, to the extent practicable a urine test must be
conducted or supervised by an officer who is the same gender
as that with which the person being tested identifies or, if the
person so requests, a different gender.
Compelling a prisoner on parole or an offender who is subject
to a community correction order to submit to alcohol or drug
tests, and supervising the conduct of the tests, engage the right
to privacy in section 13(a) of the charter. Privacy covers the
physical and personal integrity of a person, and therefore
includes the freedom from compulsory blood, breath or urine
tests. However, as the tests will not be unlawful or arbitrary, I
do not consider that the right to privacy is limited by the
powers in sections 76A, 78P or 99A. This is because the
powers are appropriately tailored to their purpose and
confined to specific circumstances. In the case of section 76A,
the relevant prisoner will be subject to a parole order
containing an abstinence, treatment or testing condition, and
the testing is therefore essential to ensure compliance with
that order. Section 78P will only apply to high-risk prisoners
on parole, and a specified officer may only direct a prisoner
on parole to undergo testing if they have reasonable grounds
to suspect the prisoner has breached a condition of the parole
order by consuming alcohol or drugs. Similarly, the power in
section 99A will only arise and is balanced against where it is
considered necessary for the management, good order or
security of a location or for the safety and welfare of
offenders at an unpaid community work location.
Section 10(c) of the charter provides that a person has the
right not to be subjected to medical treatment without his or
her full, free and informed consent. In my view, it is unlikely
that the forensic procedures permitted under these provisions
would constitute ‘medical treatment’ within the meaning of
the charter. In any event, even if such procedures did
constitute medical treatment, any limitation would be
reasonable and demonstrably justified under s 7(2) of the
charter because such tests are conducted in limited
circumstances, and for the important public purposes of
ensuring that the person is complying with any relevant
parole conditions or the conditions of participation in a
community corrections program, or to ensure the
management, good order, and security of an unpaid
community work site and the safety and welfare of offenders.
These measures, in turn, lessen the risk of the prisoner or
offender reoffending or posing a danger to the community.
The interference caused, if any, with the right not to be
subject to medical treatment without consent is relatively
minor, appropriately circumscribed, and proportionate to the
end sought to be achieved.
For these reasons, I am satisfied that the provisions relating to
alcohol and drug testing contained in the bill are compatible
with the human rights protected by the charter.
Amendments to parole scheme — privacy (s 13(a)) and
liberty of the person (s 21)
The bill makes various amendments to confirm existing
arrangements or improve the operation of the parole scheme.
For example, clause 10 inserts a new subsection into section 70
of the Corrections Act, relating to the obligations of the
secretary to provide assistance to the adult parole board. New
section 70(3) will provide that when so required by the board in
the performance of its functions, the secretary must report to the
board on any matter concerning an offender. This will facilitate
the secretary supplying to the board a parole suitability report
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for the purposes of the board making a decision to grant parole,
continue parole, or cancel parole.
To the extent that the requirement for the secretary to report
to the adult parole board may involve the disclosure of
prisoner’s personal information, in my view, any such
disclosure will not constitute an arbitrary or unlawful
interference with privacy. The limited circumstances in which
personal or confidential information may be shared are clearly
set out in the relevant provisions and are appropriately
circumscribed. I am satisfied that any interference with a
prisoner’s privacy that occurs will therefore be permitted by
law. Further, the ability of the adult parole board to gather
relevant information about a prisoner, for the purpose of
assessing their suitability to be released on parole, is not
arbitrary as it is for legitimate purposes that are relevant to
and necessary for the performance of the duties and functions
of the board, and to reduce the risk of a person being
inappropriately released on parole or having their parole
continued. For these reasons, I am satisfied that clause 10 of
the bill does not limit the right to privacy under section 13 of
the charter.
Clauses 12, 15 and 16 of the bill insert new subsections into
sections 74, 77 and 78 of the Corrections Act, to provide that,
when the adult parole board is determining whether to release
prisoners on parole after service of non-parole period, the
board must have regard to the record of the court in relation to
the offending, including the judgement and the reasons for the
sentence. These amendments will ensure consistency with
existing sections 74AAA and 74AABA, and will confirm
existing practices of the board. The liberty rights contained in
section 21 of the charter can be relevant to decisions by the
adult parole board in respect of whether or not a prisoner who
has served their non-parole period should be released on
parole. Section 21(1) of the charter provides that every person
has the right to liberty. Section 21(2) provides that a person
must not be subjected to arbitrary detention. Section 21(3)
provides that a person must not be deprived of his or her
liberty except on the grounds and in accordance with
procedures established by law.
In my view, however, sections 74, 77 and 78 of the
Corrections Act (as amended by clauses 12, 15 and 16 of the
bill) engage but do not limit the right to liberty of the person.
It is well established that the right to liberty of the person is
reasonably and justifiably limited where a person is deprived
of their liberty under a sentence of imprisonment, after
conviction for a criminal offence by an independent court
following a fair hearing. These provisions affect the granting
and cancellation of parole. They do not increase the limitation
on the right to liberty caused by the original sentence. Where
parole is refused or cancelled, the person is ultimately
required to serve the full sentence imposed by the court as
punishment for the offence and for the protection of the
community. There is no right or entitlement to release on
parole, nor to the continuation of a particular legislative
scheme for release on parole for the duration of a person’s
sentence.
Further rights that may appear relevant to decisions about
parole include section 25(1) of the charter, which provides
that a person charged with a criminal offence has the right to
be presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law;
section 26, which states 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 law; and section 27(2) that provides that a
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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.
In my opinion, neither a refusal to make an order for parole, nor
cancellation of parole, can be characterised as punishment. In
both cases, the prisoner is merely required to serve the full
sentence imposed by the court for the original offence.
Accordingly, I am satisfied that these amendments relating to
parole are compatible with the human rights protected by the
charter.
Offences relating to contraband — presumption of
innocence (section 25(1)) and protection against double
punishment (section 26)
Presumption of innocence (reverse onus)
Section 25(1) of the charter provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence has the right to be presumed innocent
until proved guilty according to law. This right is relevant
where a statutory provision shifts the burden of proof onto an
accused in a criminal proceeding, so that the accused is
required to prove matters to establish, or raise evidence to
suggest, that he or she is not guilty of an offence.
The right to be presumed innocent may be considered
relevant to clause 8 of the bill, which contains provisions
which place an evidential burden on a defendant.
The purpose of clause 8 of the bill is to ensure an appropriate
penalty and sufficient deterrence for the possession or use of
certain contraband items that pose the most significant risks in
Victorian prisons. This would address an issue with the
existing criminal offence in section 32(1)(c) of the
Corrections Act, which is confined to prohibiting the entry of
contraband into a prison and carries a maximum of two years
imprisonment. The possession and use of contraband is
currently a prison offence which is managed by each
governor using internal disciplinary processes, rather than
referred to prosecution (unless the contraband relates to an
existing criminal offence under other legislation, such as the
use of illicit drugs).
Currently, some types of contraband as a prison offence are
only punishable by a fine under the Corrections Act and
constitute a prison offence within the meaning of section 48
of the Corrections Act because it is a contravention of the
Corrections Act or Corrections Regulations 2009. The
possession of unauthorised items is a prison offence in
accordance with regulation 50 of the Corrections Regulations
2009. The disciplinary proceedings for a prison offence are
set out in section 50 of the Corrections Act. These
disciplinary proceedings include a reprimand, withdrawal of
privileges or being charged with a prison offence to be dealt
with at a governor’s hearing. If the governor’s hearing finds a
prisoner guilty of the prison offence, the governor may
impose a reprimand, withdrawal of privileges or a fine up to
one penalty point (one penalty point is $155.46 from 1 July
2016 to 30 June 2017 and $158.57 from 1 July 2017).
Under clause 8 of the bill, the most serious types of
contraband will now be punishable by imprisonment. The
new criminal offence is for possession or use of certain types
of contraband in prisons with levels of penalty based on the
gravity and seriousness of the contraband. This will address
contraband that poses the most serious security risk to prison
security, cause harm or death or is a conduit for engaging in
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further criminal activity, such as mobile phones or other
electronic communication devices.
Clause 8 of the bill inserts new section 31A(1) into the
Corrections Act to create an offence for prisoners to possess,
make, use, control, conceal, give or supply certain contraband
items inside a prison without a reasonable excuse. The
offence carries graduated levels of penalty, based on the
seriousness of the threat posed by the item. Under this
provision, category 1 items will include items that relate to
existing criminal offences, such as drugs, explosive
substances, child abuse material and weapons, as well as
electronic communication devices. Category 2 items include
drug paraphernalia, unauthorised prescription drugs,
electronic storage or recording devices and electronic devices
capable of processing information. ‘Possession’ is interpreted
as not just actual or physical possession, but would extend to
custody or control of the item.
Further, new section 31A(3) provides that in a proceeding for
an offence against section 31A, evidence that a category 1 or
a category 2 item is found in a room occupied solely by a
prisoner or on the person of a prisoner is evidence that the
item is in the possession of the prisoner.
New section 31A(1) requires the accused to raise evidence as
to their knowledge or belief in respect of certain matters in
order to avoid conviction. Section 31A(1) requires an accused
to raise evidence that they have ‘a reasonable excuse’. This
imposes an evidential onus on the accused. However, it does
not transfer the legal burden of proof because, once they have
adduced or pointed to some evidence that would establish the
excuse on balance, the burden then shifts back to the
prosecution to prove beyond reasonable doubt the absence of
the excuse raised, as well as each element of the offence.
Similarly, section 31A(3) does not create a reverse legal onus,
as it only requires an accused to raise reasonable doubt that
contradicts the presumption that they possessed the item in
contravention of section 31A(1), after which the prosecution
would still be required to prove the essential elements of the
offence. The evidential onus in section 31A(3) recognises that
the presence of a contraband item in a room occupied solely
by a prisoner, or on the person of the prisoner, is a prima facie
indication that the person has unlawfully possessed the item.
Further, the presumption is necessary to address the
difficulties in proving such offences in the prison
environment; there are no less restrictive options available in
these circumstances.
Courts in other jurisdictions have generally taken the
approach that an evidential onus on an accused person to raise
a defence does not limit the presumption of innocence. The
defences and excuses provided in new section 31A relate to
matters that will be peculiarly within the knowledge of the
defendant. Further, I note that the defences are included in the
bill to enable a defendant to escape liability in circumstances
of genuinely having a reasonable excuse or where there is
evidence that a contraband item was not in their possession
despite appearances. This reflects the need to minimise the
risk that a person may be convicted of an offence when they
are innocent of the conduct at which the offences are aimed.
For the above reasons, I am satisfied that the provisions of the
bill do not limit the right to be presumed innocent in
section 25(1) of the charter.
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Double punishment
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 they have already been finally convicted or acquitted in
accordance with law.
In addition to being prohibited under new section 31A in
clause 8 of the bill, it may be a separate criminal offence for a
prisoner to possess or use a category 1 or 2 item. A prisoner
may therefore be charged with both the contraband offence
and the substantive criminal offence. As noted above, this
aligns with the existing criminal offence in section 32 of the
Corrections Act, which prohibits the entry of contraband into
a prison and carries a maximum of two years imprisonment,
including entry of contraband that may be a separate criminal
offence under the criminal law, such as illicit drugs. A
prisoner who introduces, possesses or uses contraband into a
prison may therefore be charged with both the contraband
offence and the substantive criminal offence.
As noted above, the new criminal offence for possession or
use of certain types of contraband in prisons with levels of
penalty based on the gravity and seriousness of the
contraband. This will address contraband that poses the most
serious security risk to prison security, cause harm or death or
is a conduit for engaging in further criminal activity, such as
mobile phones or other electronic communication devices.
The new offence contained in section 31A reflects an existing
prohibition on contraband that forms part of the conditions of
the sentence of imprisonment under the administration of that
sentence under the Corrections Act. Section 48 of the
Corrections Act defines a prison offence to mean a
contravention of that act or the regulations, and hence
includes the existing contraband offence in section 32 of that
act and would apply to the new offence in clause 8 of the bill.
The contraband offence is a separate offence from any other
criminal offence that may apply. The rationale for imposing
discrete criminal liability for these offences is that possessing,
making, using, controlling, concealing, giving or supplying
these items constitutes a breach of the prisoner’s sentence of
imprisonment, being a breach of the condition of the
prisoner’s confinement under the administration of that
sentence under the Corrections Act (see Lecornu v. R [2012]
VSCA 137).
Existing section 16 of the Sentencing Act 1991 provides that
every term of imprisonment imposed on a prisoner by a court
in respect of a prison offence must, unless otherwise directed
by the court because of the existence of exceptional
circumstances, be served cumulatively on any uncompleted
sentence or sentences of imprisonment imposed on that
prisoner, whether before or at the same time as that term.
Accordingly, new section 31A does not constitute double
punishment and the right in section 26 of the charter is not
limited by the bill.
Clarification of conditions on whether or not to make a
parole order for prisoner who murdered police officer
Clause 24 of the bill also inserts a new transitional provision,
new section 127A, into the Corrections Act relating to
section 74AAA. Section 74AAA came into operation on
14 December 2016 to provide for additional conditions
governing the decision about whether or not to grant parole to
a prisoner who is serving a sentence for murder of a police

CORRECTIONS LEGISLATION FURTHER AMENDMENT BILL 2017
Thursday, 21 September 2017
officer. The provision applies in respect of a prisoner
convicted and sentenced to a term of imprisonment with a
non-parole period for the murder of a person, where the
prisoner knew, or was reckless as to whether the person was,
a police officer.
As outlined in the statement of compatibility for the Justice
Legislation Amendment (Parole Reform and Other Matters)
Bill 2016, section 74AAA applies to all prisoners sentenced
for such offending, and all existing applications for parole
from such prisoners, including those lodged but not yet
determined. That statement of compatibility acknowledged
that section 74AA was potentially incompatible with the
rights in sections 10(b) and 22(1) of the charter, in light of the
effect the limitation will have on certain individual sentenced
prisoners and the potential availability of less restrictive
alternative measures.
The new transitional provision inserted by the bill provides
that, to avoid doubt, the amendments referred to above apply
to a prisoner convicted and sentenced as mentioned in
section 74AAA(1), regardless of whether, before the
commencement of those amendments, the prisoner had
become eligible for parole, the prisoner had taken any steps to
ask the board to grant the prisoner parole, or the board had
begun any consideration of whether the prisoner should be
granted parole. The board may, in its discretion, treat any
steps taken by a prisoner to ask the board to grant the prisoner
parole, being steps taken before the commencement of those
amendments, as being an application lodged with the
secretary under section 74AAA(2). This amendment is
intended to put beyond doubt that section 74AAA applies to
all prisoners who meet the description in section 74AAA(1),
even if they became eligible for parole, took any steps before
that date to ask the board to grant parole, or the board had
begun any consideration of whether the prisoner should be
granted parole before 14 December 2016.
The amendment only operates to clarify the point from which
section 74AAA of the Corrections Act operates, spelling out
more clearly what was always the intended position in
relation to that provision. It does not extend the operation of
the provision. As such, it does not raise any new charter
issues that would alter the charter analysis contained in the
statement of compatibility for the Justice Legislation
Amendment (Parole Reform and Other Matters) Bill 2016.
Amendment of the Major Crime (Investigative Powers)
Act 2004
Clause 25 of the bill amends section 18 of the Major Crime
(Investigative Powers) Act 2004 (major crime act) to provide
statutory basis for established practices relating to the custody
of prisoners ordered to attend examinations of the chief
examiner.
Section 18 of the major crime act provides for an application
to be made to the Supreme Court or the chief examiner for an
order that a proposed witness held in custody be delivered
into the custody of a police officer for the purpose of bringing
the person before the chief examiner to give evidence at an
examination. After they have given their evidence, section 18
requires that the police officer delivers the prisoner to the
place of detention at which the prisoner was held or detained
at the time of the application for the order. Clause 25 of the
bill amends section 18(7) to provide that any police officer
(rather than the specifically named police officer) may deliver
the prisoner to the place of detention. Further, the
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amendments enable the prisoner to be returned to another
place of detention determined by the secretary (if it is a
prison) or by the Chief Commissioner of Police (if it is a
police gaol).
The bill also provides for police custody officers and escort
officers to supervise the person, whilst they remain in the
custody of the relevant police officer.
In my opinion, the amendments to custody arrangements for
the purposes of examinations under the Major Crime Act do
not limit any human rights under the charter. The bringing of
a prisoner in custody before the chief examiner does not alter
or increase the limitation on the prisoner’s liberty caused by
their original sentence or their freedom of movement. As
such, I am satisfied that the provisions do not limit the rights
in section 21 of the charter. I note also that police officers are
public authorities under the charter, and therefore must
comply with the obligations to act compatibly with and give
proper consideration to rights that are relevant to the
treatment of detained persons while the prisoners are in their
custody pursuant to these provisions, such as the right to
humane treatment when deprived of liberty (section 22 under
the charter).
Hon. Gayle Tierney, MLC
Minister for Corrections

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
In summary, the bill will amend the Corrections Act 1986 and
the Major Crimes (Investigative Powers) Act 2004 to:
introduce a new offence to strengthen the operation of
the corrections system by addressing the possession or
use of prohibited contraband in prisons;
create a new security officer role to provide security at
the adult parole board;
improve the operation of the parole system including
putting beyond doubt application of laws introduced last
year in cases of police murderers;
create an explicit power to remove electronic monitoring
devices or equipment;
clarify that provisions relating to discharge of firearms in
prison emergencies apply to police officers who are
authorised to exercise the powers of prison officers;
allow regulations to permit a trial of paid prisoner
employment scheme with a mandatory contribution to
victims of crime and their families;
make provision for community corrections officers to
carry out or supervise alcohol and drug tests;
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clarify the custody arrangements of prisoners appearing
before the chief examiner.

Stronger penalties for prison contraband
Contraband in prison must be stopped and deterred.
Contraband poses security risks, including to staff and other
prisoners. Contraband can also be used as a means of escape
and to organise crime. As a first step, the government recently
introduced legislation into Parliament in 2017 to ban ‘drones’
and helicopters from entering prisons, including to combat
contraband.
This bill goes further by targeting the worst types of
contraband found in prisons and on prisoners.
Currently, some types of contraband as a prison offence are
only punishable by a fine. This is manifestly inadequate.
Under this bill, the most serious types of contraband will now
be punishable by imprisonment.
The bill will strengthen prison security by introducing a new
offence for possessing or using certain contraband without
reasonable excuse. This will include making, controlling,
concealing, giving or supplying the contraband in prison.
The new offence will target the most serious types of
contraband, including explosives, firearms, weapons, drugs,
child exploitation material, mobile phones and other
electronic communication devices, called category 1
contraband. The offence will also apply to a second category
of contraband including unauthorised prescription drugs, drug
paraphernalia, electronic storage equipment and recording
(for example, photography) equipment which is not
communication capable. Contraband to which the new
offence applies will be split into these two categories with
penalties appropriate to the seriousness of the offence.
Category 1 contraband will attract a maximum penalty of two
years imprisonment, while category 2 will attract a maximum
of 12 months imprisonment. This broadly aligns with the
current maximum penalty to introduce contraband into
prisons which carries up to two years imprisonment.
Under the Sentencing Act 1991 if the prisoner is already
serving a sentence at the same time as receiving a term of
imprisonment for the contraband offence, the new sentence
must be served on top unless exceptional circumstances apply.
These amendments will ensure that the possession and use of
contraband in prisons carry stiffer penalties than in the past.
Corrections Victoria will continue to work closely with
Victoria Police in keeping our prisons clean of contraband
and prosecuting those who breach prison security.
Security at the adult parole board
The security of staff is vital to the safe operation of the
corrections system. The security of staff and members of the
adult parole board has become an issue due to the safety
incidents at the premises of the board when the prisoner’s
parole has been cancelled or while the prisoner on parole is
attending for interview by the board. Some of these incidents
have occurred before Victoria Police have arrived at the
premises where the adult parole board is sitting. The risk of a
prisoner on parole absconding in these circumstances will
also be addressed by these amendments.
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In order to ensure the safety of staff and members of the adult
parole board, the bill introduces a new class of security officer
in the Corrections Act. This will address specific needs of the
adult parole board and its staff who were consulted in the
development of this reform.
The new security officers will have the power under the
Corrections Act to use reasonable force, including use of
handcuffs, and also may be authorised under the Control of
Weapons Act 1990 to use oleoresin capsicum spray and
extendable batons. These powers are consistent with the
statutory powers available to manage prisoners in custody,
serious sex offenders in the community and high-risk prisoners
on parole in the community who are supervised by the security
and emergency services group of Corrections Victoria.
The bill also gives security officers power to arrest and detain
a prisoner on parole without warrant upon forming a
reasonable belief that the prisoner on parole has committed an
indictable offence, or upon cancellation of parole. The
officers will hold the prisoner and then hand them over to
Victoria Police upon their attendance, which is a similar
power held by protective services officers in designated areas
in the community. The bill ensures security officers use of
reasonable force includes enforcing a direction given by a
police officer (in addition to enforcing a direction given by
the security officer).
The new class of officers will be drawn from an existing pool
of prison officers from Corrections Victoria who have the
necessary skills and experience to undertake these functions
including returning prisoners to custody. The officers may
assist the adult parole board when required including on short
notice outside business hours. The government has worked
closely with the board in the development of this reform.
Parole amendments
The bill also makes amendments to improve or confirm
existing arrangements within the parole system.
Last year, Parliament passed legislation imposing strict limits
on the granting of parole for prisoners sentenced for the
murder of a police officer. Section 74AAA of the Corrections
Act, which commenced on 14 December 2016, restricts the
granting parole to such a prisoner to circumstances where the
prisoner no longer has the physical ability to harm any person
and has demonstrated they do not pose a risk to the
community. To put beyond doubt the application of these
requirements, the bill inserts a transitional provision into the
Corrections Act to make explicit that section 74AAA applies
to a prisoner convicted and sentenced as mentioned in
section 74AAA(1), regardless of whether, before the
commencement of those amendments, the prisoner had
become eligible for parole, the prisoner had taken any steps to
ask the board to grant the prisoner parole, or the board had
begun any consideration of whether or not the prisoner should
be granted parole. The board may, in its discretion, treat any
steps taken by a prisoner to ask the board to grant the prisoner
parole, being steps taken before the commencement of those
amendments, as being an application lodged with the
secretary under section 74AAA(2). The amendment confirms
the original intent of the legislation.
The bill also makes other amendments to improve or confirm
existing arrangements within the parole system, including:
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a.

confirming the power of the adult parole board to
require reports from the secretary to the department
to perform its parole functions, and to require
further reports or information, including reports to
assess suitability of prisoners to be released on
parole or to remain on parole;

b.

reflecting current practice by inserting a
requirement in parole decisions that the adult
parole board must have regard to the record of the
court, including the judgement and the reasons for
sentence, when making parole decisions including
cancellation of parole; and

c.

confirming the minimum number of members of
the serious violent offender or sexual offender
parole division of the adult parole board is at least
two members.

Removal of electronic monitoring devices
Electronic monitoring devices are used to monitor prisoners
in prison, parole conditions and community correction orders
(such as exclusion zones and curfews).
The requirement for electronic monitoring may be cancelled
or revoked or may expire. In most cases the removal of
electronic monitoring devices is conducted with the consent
of the offender. However, there is no legal power to remove
the electronic monitoring devices or equipment (such as an
ankle bracelet or device at a home) as the condition to wear
the device no longer exists.
The bill will allow electronic monitoring devices to be
removed from prisoners, prisoners on parole and offenders
without their consent. The provisions will also allow the use
of reasonable force to remove an electronic monitoring device
or entry to the premises of the offender or parolee to remove
any electronic monitoring equipment at the residence. If an
offender is arrested and taken into Victoria Police custody an
electronic monitoring device will be removed to prevent
tampering, misuse, stigmatisation or self-harm. The device or
equipment may be evidence of an offence, such as entry into
an exclusion zone or breach of a curfew.
Use of firearms
Under the Corrections Act, police officers may be authorised
to act as prison officers in the case of a prison emergency
such as a riot. Sections 55EB and 55EC of the Corrections
Act states the circumstances in which escort officers may
discharge firearms, and any requirements prior to discharge,
such as giving a warning. These conditions on the use of
firearms do not apply automatically to police officers who are
authorised to act as prison officers. The bill therefore
explicitly provides that these provisions also apply to
authorised police officers.
These amendments will clarify the power of Victoria Police
to respond to serious incidents in prisons including to allow
the use of non-lethal firearms when authorised with powers of
prison officers and escort officers.
The bill does not limit the existing powers and duties of
police officers when performing their role as police officers.
This amendment confirms existing arrangements between
Corrections Victoria and Victoria Police and existing
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provisions of the Corrections Regulations 2009 to keep
prisons safe and secure when responding to serious incidents.
Paid prisoner employment scheme
Paid employment of prisoners was recommended in the 2005
Victorian Ombudsman report Investigation into the
Rehabilitation and Reintegration of Prisoners in Victoria.
This bill takes the step of allowing for the commencement of
a trial of paid employment at the Judy Lazarus Transition
Centre, with the long-term goal of expanding the program to
other minimum-security prisons including low-security
prisons for women.
Importantly, prisoners participating in the scheme will be
required to make a contribution from their earnings to a pool
of funds for assisting victims of crime and their family
members. Contributions will be on a sliding scale, meaning
that contributions increase as earnings increase. Also, prisoner
access to their wages will be limited in order to ensure that
prisoners have financial resources available for their
post-release needs and provide a reduced strain on
post-release services, both state and commonwealth.
Limiting prisoner access to wages will also prevent other
inmates from abusing the system by targeting employed
prisoners or gambling.
All employers currently engaged in the prisoner work
experience program during 2017 provided skills in entry-level
jobs in the hospitality, construction, and fitness industries
responded to the invitation from Corrections Victoria to
provide information about a proposed trial of a paid prisoner
employment program.
All work prisoner employment placements must be assessed
as suitable by the Secretary to the Department of Justice and
Regulation. Prisoners excluded from the scheme include
prisoners sentenced for violent or sexual offences and a
prohibition on child-related employment.
These participants indicated that, based on their experience,
they would employ the prisoner currently working with them
on a paid basis under applicable state or federal award
conditions. All program participants also said they would be
likely to continue the employment of the prisoner upon release.
Alcohol and drug testing
Offenders in the community may be required to undergo
alcohol or drug testing such as part of the conditions on a
community correction order or parole order. Some of these
offenders have been found to be attempting to provide
substitute samples at pathology clinics.
In some cases suspicious pathology staff have felt intimidated
by offenders and this is clearly unfair.
The bill therefore includes new powers in the Corrections Act
for community corrections staff to supervise and carry out
tests. This will occur when the Secretary to the Department of
Justice and Regulation (or delegate) reasonably believes it is
required to ensure an accurate assessment of the alcohol or
drug use of the offender. These powers will only apply to
breath or urine tests. The bill will require tests be conducted
or supervised by an officer who is the same gender as that
with which the person being tested identifies or, if the person
so requests, a different gender.
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This amendment will ensure evidence of compliance with
parole orders and community correction orders can be
obtained safely, reliably and accurately.
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human rights as set out in the charter. I base my opinion on
the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview

Prisoners giving evidence for the purpose of the Major
Crimes (Investigative Powers) Act
Following consultation with Victoria Police, the bill also
clarifies the technical anomalies in the custody, transport and
supervision arrangements for persons in prisons or police
gaols who are required to give evidence at an examination
hearing before the chief examiner appointed under the Major
Crimes (Investigative Powers) Act.
Currently the individual officer who sought the examination
order must have carriage of the custody of the prisoner, which
is impractical and time-consuming for Victoria Police. In
practice, Corrections Victoria escort officer or other police
officers transport the prisoner in the presence of the officer
who sought the examination order.
The bill will allow any police officer, police custody officer,
prison officer or escort officer to take custody and return the
prisoner to a place of detention. The bill will also allow
prisoners to be returned to places of detention other than the
location where the prisoner was originally held — be that a
prison or a police gaol. Further, the amendments will allow
corrections staff and police custody officers to provide
temporary supervision support or assistance to Victoria Police
officers during the giving of examinations, including during
adjournments.

The bill repeals most of part 4 and all of part 5 of the
Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 (EMPA) and
modernises laws relating to oaths, affirmations, affidavits and
statutory declarations.
The bill also provides a statutory scheme for the certification
that a copy document is a true copy of an original. This
scheme must be expressly adopted in legislation or otherwise
before it will apply.
The bill also simplifies the words that may be used when a
child or a person with a cognitive impairment makes an oath
or affirmation.
Human rights issues
Human rights protected by the charter that are relevant to the
bill
The following sections of the charter are engaged by the
provisions of the bill:
section 8 — recognition and equality before the law
section 14 — freedom of thought, conscience, religion
and belief
section 15 — freedom of expression

This bill represents another step the government is taking to
ensure the smooth operation of the corrections system and
keep the community safe.

section 19 — cultural rights
section 17 — protection of families and children

I commend the bill to the house.
section 23 — children in the criminal process

Debate adjourned for Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern
Victoria) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 28 September.

OATHS AND AFFIRMATIONS BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Special Minister of State); by leave, ordered to be
read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006 (the ‘charter’), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Oaths and
Affirmations Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Oaths and Affirmations Bill 2017, as
introduced to the Legislative Council, is compatible with

section 18 — taking part in public life
Right to choose between making an oath or affirmation
The bill promotes freedom of religion, freedom of expression
and cultural rights by:
providing that a person who is required to take an oath
or an affirmation may choose whether to take an oath or
make an affirmation;
providing that a person may use a religious text when
taking an oath or affirmation, but is not required to do
so;
allowing a person to take an oath, even if that person’s
religious or spiritual beliefs do not include a belief in the
existence of a god.
Clause 7 of the bill provides that a person who is required to
take an oath or make an affirmation may choose either of
those alternatives. This ensures that those who have religious
beliefs and desire to take an oath and those who do not hold
any such belief and desire to make an affirmation, are treated
equally and are free to act in accordance with their religious
beliefs. The bill also therefore means that those from cultures
who feel it is appropriate to make an oath may do so, and
those from cultures who consider that is not appropriate, may
make an affirmation.
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Clause 10 also provides that a person may use a religious text
in taking an oath, but is not required to do so, and that a
person may take an oath, even if that person’s religious or
spiritual beliefs do not include a belief in the existence of a
god. It also provides that an oath is effective even if the
person who takes it does not have a religious belief or a
religious belief of a particular kind. This clause therefore
ensures that irrespective of a person’s religious beliefs, all
have equal access to participating in the legal process, and are
free to act in accordance with their religion or belief. It also
means that those from cultures who consider it is appropriate
to use a religious text or to refer to the basis of their beliefs
may do so, and those from cultures who do not consider that
it is appropriate may elect not to do so.
Modified oaths or affirmations
The bill promotes equality before the law and the rights of
children in the criminal process through providing for
modified ways of making oaths or affirmations.
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Clause 8 provides that an oath may be taken or an affirmation
may be made in accordance with prescribed words or in a
similar form, unless the oath or affirmation is required to be in a
particular form required by another act or by convention or
otherwise. Subsection 3 specifically provides that ‘a similar
form’ includes, in the case of a child or a person with a
cognitive impairment, the words ‘I promise to tell the truth’.
This will promote the best interests of the child by ensuring that
children have as much opportunity as reasonably possible to
make an oath or affirmation and participate in the legal process.
Section 25(3) of the charter deals with rights in a criminal trial
and provides that, ‘a child charged with a criminal offence has
the right to a procedure that takes account of his or her
age …’. As stated, the bill will confirm that a form of words
similar to those prescribed for an oath or affirmation will be
sufficient and therefore valid, so will promote the
participation of children in the criminal justice system in an
age-appropriate way.
Taking part in public life

Clause 15 provides that an administering officer may make
reasonable modifications to the process of taking an oath or
making an affirmation if the person taking the oath or making
the affirmation has a disability that prevents the person from
doing so in the usual way prescribed by the bill. For example,
a hearing-impaired person may read and sign an oath or
affirmation instead of saying it aloud. A person who is unable
to speak may be able to listen to an oath or affirmation being
read and nod assent. In this way those with disabilities are, as
far as possible, accorded equality before the law.
Clause 25 also requires that a person who swears an affidavit
or makes an affirmation must do so aloud, unless the person
has a disability that prevents them from doing so. Further,
clause 28 provides that if a person who is illiterate, blind or
cognitively impaired makes an affidavit, then the authorised
affidavit taker must certify that he or she read the affidavit to
the deponent. These clauses also therefore provide for those
with disabilities to be accorded, as far as possible, equality
before the law.
Clause 32 provides that any person who assists a person make
a statutory declaration must, amongst other matters, explain
the nature of the assistance provided to the person making the
declaration. This once again allows for as many people as
possible to have equal access to the law.
Clause 14 does however prevent some people from taking an
oath or making an affirmation. It provides that if it appears to
an administering officer that a person taking an oath or
making an affirmation is unable to understand the nature of an
oath or affirmation, then the officer must refuse to administer
the oath or affirmation. This is however a reasonable
limitation on both the right pursuant to section 8 of the charter
that every person is equal before the law and the right of
freedom of expression pursuant to section 15 of the charter, as
taking an oath or making an affirmation is a fundamental part
of our legal process and failure to understand the nature and
significance of an oath or affirmation means that it would be
inappropriate for a person to purport to take an oath or make
an affirmation.
This does not however necessarily prevent a person who is
unable to understand the nature of an oath or affirmation from
participating at all in the legal process, as a court does have
power pursuant to section 13 Evidence Act 2008, in certain
circumstances, to allow a witness to give unsworn evidence.

Clause 30 of the bill expands the list of those who may
witness statutory declarations to include those on the list
authorised by the commonwealth. This engages the charter
right to take part in public life (section 18 of the charter)
because a broader range of people who can witness statutory
declarations is likely to mean that people, such as those who
might live in remote or small regional areas, who previously
were unable to find easy access to an authorised statutory
declaration witness, are more likely to be able to do so. They
therefore will be more easily able to engage in some public
activities.
The Hon. Gayle Tierney, MP
Minister for Corrections

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
Most Victorians will at some time or another, make a
statutory declaration or provide a certified copy of an original
document to a business or government agency. They may be
buying a house, making an insurance claim or verifying their
identity for a permit or licence. Some might make an affidavit
setting out evidence to support a claim in a court or tribunal.
Every day, in our businesses, community organisations and
government agencies, Victorians rely on the integrity of these
legal documents to ensure honest, transparent dealings with
one another and the efficient working of our society.
That is why the laws about these legal processes need to be
crystal clear, accessible to all and easy to follow. They should
be straightforward and easy to apply in our local community
or in the global, digital economy.
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This bill consolidates, clarifies and updates the law relating to
oaths, affirmations, affidavits and statutory declarations.

other settings (such as swearing-in ceremonies) are broadly
the same.

Overview of the bill

The list of people authorised to administer an oath or
affirmation by the bill is not an exclusive list. Many other acts
specifically authorise people in certain positions to administer
oaths and affirmations and nothing in this bill affects that
authorisation. For example section 62 of the Juries Act 2000
authorises the juries commissioner to administer an oath or
affirmation for the purposes of that act.

The bill will repeal almost all of part 4 and all of part 5 of the
Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 (EMPA) —
and will modernise those provisions. It clearly spells out what
a person making an affidavit or statutory declaration must do
and what the witnesses must do. This will make these
processes more efficient and reduce the chance of procedural
error and costly mistakes.

Part 3 — Affidavits

The bill will also remove a number of provisions that can be
traced to Victoria’s Evidence Act 1890 which are obsolete.
There is no place, for example, in the modern Victorian
statute book, for special legal status to only be given to
countries if ‘under the dominion of Her Majesty’.

The Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 currently
sets out who may witness an affidavit both within and outside
Victoria for use in this state. However, it does not give much
guidance about the proper completion and execution of these
important documents.

The bill will also, for the first time, provide a clear, statutory
process which business and the community can use to certify
that a copy document is a true copy of an original.

The rules about affidavits are traditionally set out in
individual court rules, because they are used in courts. The
bill now sets out, in one place, the standard requirements that
apply to all affidavits for use in Victoria.

The bill will have a long commencement period to ensure
sufficient time to make any necessary changes to forms,
administrative processes, procedures and regulations or
legislative amendments.
The bill is in seven parts. I will outline the substantive parts of
the bill and the changes it makes to the existing laws in the
Evidence (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958.
Part 2 — Oaths and affirmations
Part 2 deals with oaths and affirmations — the solemn
promises at the heart of our legal system.
Many acts and conventions govern how oaths and
affirmations are made. The bill makes it clear that if an oath
or affirmation is required by other legislation or convention,
that process will not be affected by this bill.
Part 2 of the bill modernises how an oath or affirmation can
be made if no other laws specify what is required or, if a
process is prescribed, there are gaps in that process. It permits
certain things to be done but it is not mandatory.
For example, the Constitution Act 1975 does not provide for a
member of the executive to make an affirmation of office as
an alternative to an oath of office. The Constitution Act
cannot be changed to remedy this without a referendum. The
bill, on the other hand, provides an affirmation as an
alternative to an oath. Because the bill is not mandatory and
not inconsistent with the Constitution Act 1975, the two
pieces of legislation can be read together so that an
affirmation of office can still be made in these circumstances.
While Victoria’s Evidence Act 2008 governs how oaths and
affirmations are to be made in most legal proceedings, it is
part 2 of this bill that authorises who can administer those
oaths and affirmations.
The bill will not interfere with the powers of courts or other
bodies acting judicially when dealing with witnesses required
to make an oath or affirmation. Courts and bodies to which
the Evidence Act 2008 applies will retain the same powers as
they have now.
The bill also re-enacts some provisions of the Evidence Act
2008 so that the practices for oaths or affirmations in court or

The bill will apply unless a specific requirement of any other
act is inconsistent with the bill’s provisions. Courts and
tribunals can continue to make rules that tailor affidavits to
specific proceedings but under the bill there will be no
confusion about the basic requirements for a Victorian
affidavit.
The bill also authorises who can witness an affidavit in
Victoria. Victoria already has a fairly generous list of those
authorised to take affidavits, compared with some other
states. So the list of those authorised to take an affidavit will
remain as it currently is with a few anomalies corrected.
Regulations will be made under the bill when it commences,
to re-authorise affidavit witnesses currently authorised under
the Evidence (Affidavits and Statutory Declarations)
Regulations 2008.
The bill maintains the existing prohibition on witnesses
charging for signing and administering an oath or affirmation
for an affidavit.
Part 4 — Statutory declarations
The bill makes some significant changes to the laws about
statutory declarations. First and foremost the bill will expand
the existing list of statutory declaration witnesses to include
all those authorised to witness a commonwealth statutory
declaration.
This means no more confusion. If a person is authorised to
witness a commonwealth statutory declaration, they will
automatically be recognised as a Victorian statutory
declaration witness.
It also means that many more people will be able to witness
statutory declarations in Victoria. The expanded list will
include certain Australia Post staff and agents, nurses,
full-time teachers and more commonwealth and local
government public servants.
The bill spells out the basic steps for making a statutory
declaration, based on the existing practice of Victoria’s
honorary justices. It will allow a statutory declaration form to
be prescribed in regulations and the words of the declaration
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that must be said aloud, before the witness, will be
standardised.
The bill creates a new offence for falsely making a statutory
declaration instead of relying on the general offence of
perjury in the Crimes Act 1958. The maximum penalty for
the new offence will be five years imprisonment. This
recognises that making a false statutory declaration remains a
very serious indictable offence but is not considered as grave
as lying under oath.
Part 5 — Certification
Many legal and administrative processes require original
documents that establish identity, residence, qualifications or
other facts. If it is not feasible to give an original document,
organisations will usually accept a copy of the original
document if a trusted person or agency certifies that the copy
is a true copy of the original.
Many thousands of these certified copies are made every year
by honorary justices and others however, there has never been
a formal statutory process set out for certification of copy
documents.
The integrity of the certification process is critical. Those
relying on these copies must have confidence in the
authenticity of those documents and the facts contained in
them. False documents could be a precursor to fraud or other
criminal activity.
Some organisations or industries have their own rigorous
processes to ensure the integrity of copy documents. More
often the process is uncertain and depends on the practice of
the certifier.
The bill sets out clear processes that promote the integrity of
certified copies which organisations or agencies can adopt.
The bill’s processes and the list of authorised certifiers can be
adopted in legislation, regulations, rules or internal policies
and procedures. It will not be a mandatory scheme, as we
recognise that some organisations and industries already have
rigorous processes in place that meet their needs.
However, those relying on copy documents certified in
accordance with the bill can have increased confidence that
reasonable steps have been taken in the certification process
and the certifier has used their best judgement to determine
that the document is a true copy of the original document.
Part 5 is not intended to be applied to copies or extracts of
official records or registers issued by the body that creates or
holds those official records or registers — for example, land
titles issued by Land Victoria or a transcript of academic
results issued by the university that awarded them. Those
agencies have their own processes in place to authenticate
authorised copies of their own records.
However, part 5 of the bill will add value where a person, not
being the maker of the original document, can honestly certify
the copy document is a true copy of the original document
that they have inspected. This independent scrutiny when
copy documents are generated will promote document
integrity.
Accessibility
The bill modernises certain provisions in the Evidence
(Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1958 and provides that a
person may take an oath even if the person’s religious or
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spiritual beliefs do not include the existence of a god. It also
confirms that it is not necessary to swear an oath on a
religious text. This reflects the general approach to taking
oaths in the Evidence Act 2008 which is part of the uniform
evidence laws adopted in many Australian jurisdictions,
including Victoria. In this way, our laws respect the beliefs
and cultures of the Victorian community.
The bill also contains new provisions that aim to make our
justice processes more accessible to children and those with a
disability. Ensuring a child or person who is cognitively
impaired is comfortable when giving evidence is critical to
their full participation in the justice system.
In consultation we heard that young children who were
capable of giving sworn evidence, were sometimes confused
by and struggled with the words of the oath required in the
Evidence Act 2008. This could needlessly undermine their
confidence and even willingness to give evidence.
Accordingly, the bill provides that a simpler form of words —
I promise to tell the truth — can be used by a child or person
with cognitive impairment when making the oath and this
will satisfy the requirements of the Evidence Act 2008 and
the Oaths and Affirmations Bill 2017.
The bill also provides that an administering officer, affidavit
taker or statutory declaration witness may make reasonable
modifications to prescribed processes if the person taking the
oath or making the affirmation, affidavit or statutory
declaration has a disability that prevents the person from
doing so in the usual way.
For example a hearing-impaired person may read and sign an
oath or affirmation instead of saying it aloud. A person who is
unable to speak may be able to listen to an oath or affirmation
being read and nod assent. While this may seem like common
sense, by specifically authorising such reasonable modifications
we ensure that there is no ambiguity and that those with
disabilities are accorded equal respect and access to the law.
In conclusion, a modern economy and legal system needs
legislation that is fit for purpose. An inclusive community needs
legislation that is clear and promotes access to the justice
system. The bill is an important step to modernise and clarify
laws that affect all Victorians — now and well into the future.
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, 28 September.

RENEWABLE ENERGY (JOBS AND
INVESTMENT) BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Special Minister of State); by leave, ordered to be
read second time forthwith.
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Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the charter), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Renewable
Energy (Jobs and Investment) Bill 2017.
In my opinion, the Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment)
Bill 2017, as introduced to the Legislative Council, is
compatible with human rights as set out in the charter. I base
my opinion on the reasons outlined in this statement.
Overview
The bill establishes renewable energy targets for Victoria. The
bill also provides for annual reporting to Parliament on
progress towards meeting the targets.
Human rights issues
There are no human rights protected under the charter that are
relevant to the bill. I therefore consider that the bill is
compatible with the charter.
Hon. Gavin Jennings, MLC
Special Minister of State

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
The Andrews Labor government recognises that the energy
sector is rapidly transforming. The world is transitioning
towards renewable energy and it is vital that Victoria
embraces the transformation, seizing the significant
economic, environmental and social benefits for current and
future generations of Victorians.
This is an important step for the state. It is crucial that
Victoria makes best value from our abundant wind, solar,
biomass, marine and other renewable sources to drive
investment and create thousands of new jobs in renewable
energy right across Victoria.
The Andrews government sees the opportunities for our state
to leverage our position at the centre of the national electricity
market and bring on a pipeline of new renewable energy
projects together with a sustainable supply chain of goods and
services to support a clean energy economy.
This bill sets ambitious and achievable renewable energy
targets that will underpin the decisive action that the Victorian
government is taking to encourage investment in our energy
sector and to ensure Victorians continue to benefit from a
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renewable, affordable and reliable energy system into the
future.
Affordability, reliability and emissions-intensity have become
core concerns for households and businesses. Thankfully,
solutions to transition our energy system are available now,
helping to achieve a modern, renewable energy system to
support our economy and way of life.
Renewable energy is already the cheapest and cleanest source
of energy supply. Renewable energy, including energy from
wind and solar is now becoming the lowest cost of energy
available. Importantly, as Victoria generates more energy
from renewable sources it will drive the wholesale price of
electricity lower and result in a net benefit on electricity bills
for Victorian households and businesses.
Our approach to transitioning the energy system involves
setting long-term goals and electricity generation profiles
which enable a pipeline of projects and investment in new
technologies and electricity infrastructure to be deployed. The
government is investing in energy storage, and supporting
new and emerging technologies to ensure a reliable and
resilient electricity supply. Energy security will also be a key
feature of actions to meet the targets in this bill, and
weighting will be provided to projects and new technologies
that add to overall security.
This bill is part of a package of policy reforms designed to
deliver investment, employment and ensure a sustainable,
growing economy.
The Andrews Labor government is re-establishing Victoria as
a leader in renewable energy development. We have
significant wind and solar resources at our disposal and are
seeking to leverage these resources to position our state at the
forefront of energy transformation — in Australia and
internationally.
Our transition to a modern and renewable energy future is
already well underway. We are bringing forward investment
in renewable projects through our renewable certificates
purchasing initiative announced in August 2016. Our two
new wind farms have a total generation capacity of around
100 MW, which is estimated to be able to supply enough
renewable energy to power more than 80 000 Victorian
homes. The wind farms are expected to be operational by
2018, and will be located at Kiata near Horsham and Mount
Gellibrand near Colac. We are bringing forward 75 MW of
large-scale solar through the second round of our renewable
energy purchasing, of which 35 MW will be used to power all
of Melbourne’s 410 trams. We are also making energy
storage mainstream in Victoria through deploying at least
40 MW of capacity by summer 2018.
The Renewable Energy (Jobs and Investment) Bill 2017,
before you today, will legislate the previously announced
renewable energy targets for Victoria: 25 per cent of
electricity generated in Victoria will be sourced from
renewable energy by 2020 and 40 per cent by 2025.
Our ambitious and achievable renewable energy generation
targets — a significant increase from the current levels of
17 per cent — will require significant new generation by
2025, resulting in billions of dollars of new capital investment
and thousands of new jobs, mostly in regional in Victoria.
This is a major step forward. This bill is an essential
component of the government’s plan to build a world-class
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energy future that delivers real economic benefits for an array
of regional locations across our state.
This bill’s purpose is to establish renewable energy targets for
Victoria and support schemes that promote the generation of
electricity by means of large-scale facilities that utilise or
convert renewable energy sources into electricity. The
Victorian renewable energy target (VRET) scheme will focus
on large-scale generation projects to ensure best value for the
Victorian community.
The VRET scheme will complement the commonwealth
government renewable energy target scheme until 2020. The
design and flexibility of our scheme will deliver the best
projects at the lowest cost to Victorian consumers. The design
will also complement future national schemes.
Renewable energy sources including wind and solar and
other energy sources declared by the minister will
contribute to the targets. It is envisaged that except for
large-scale solar, the competitive processes under the VRET
scheme will be technology neutral subject to those sources
declared by the minister.
Whilst it is anticipated that the majority of increased
generation by 2025 will come from large-scale wind, solar
and other renewable energy — the Andrews government is
also empowering households, businesses and communities to
adopt renewable energy. We have supported delivery of a
new feed-in-tariff framework for selling excess electricity
back into the grid, including payment for the environment and
social value provided by energy. This has resulted in a
doubling of the payments received by solar households and
businesses. Over 300 000 solar installations that are already
on Victorian rooftops will also be contributing to Victoria
achieving the targets enshrined in this bill.
The bill outlines a number of important features of the targets.
First, the minister must report to Parliament annually on the
progress made towards meeting the renewable energy targets
as well as the performance of renewable energy schemes that
are helping to achieve the targets.
Second, the minister must publish in the Government Gazette,
the minimum amounts of renewable energy generation
capacity needed to meet the 2020 and 2025 targets.
To provide a signal of the investment required to meet the
2020 target, the minister will make a capacity determination
for the renewable energy target for 2020 by
31 December 2017.
Then by 31 December 2019, when more information is
available on policies at the commonwealth government level
as well as updated electricity supply and demand forecasting,
the minister must publish the additional new capacity needed
to achieve the target for 2025.
Renewable energy is a low-cost alternative to many other
power sources, and delivery of this large volume of
renewable power within the state over coming years will help
to feed more affordable power into the grid, keeping
downward pressure on electricity prices.
Finally, the new power sources will add to diversity of
supply, beyond the predominant current energy mix of brown
coal, gas and hydropower. This is vital in Victoria, which not
only has significant energy needs itself, but is an important
hub within the national electricity market.
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This bill will grow jobs, Victoria’s economy, and return
Victoria to a position of national leadership on renewable
energy.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mrs PEULICH (South
Eastern Metropolitan) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 28 September.

SERIOUS SEX OFFENDERS (DETENTION
AND SUPERVISION) AMENDMENT
(GOVERNANCE) BILL 2017
Introduction and first reading
Received from Assembly.
Read first time on motion of Mr JENNINGS
(Special Minister of State); by leave, ordered to be
read second time forthwith.
Statement of compatibility
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) tabled
following statement in accordance with Charter of
Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006:
In accordance with section 28 of the Charter of Human Rights
and Responsibilities Act 2006, (the ‘charter’), I make this
statement of compatibility with respect to the Serious Sex
Offenders (Detention and Supervision) Amendment
(Governance) Bill 2017 (the bill).
In my opinion, the bill, as introduced to the Legislative
Council, is compatible with human rights as set out in the
charter. I base my opinion on the reasons outlined in this
statement.
Overview
The bill amends the Serious Sex Offenders (Detention and
Supervision) Act 2009 (the SSODSA) and other acts, to
relevantly:
a.

establish the Post Sentence Authority (authority)
and provide for its functions and powers;

b.

abolish the detention and supervision order division
(DSO division) of the adult parole board (APB);

c.

provide for the coordination of services to eligible
offenders and offenders subject to supervision
orders (including interim orders), including by
multi-agency panels; and

d.

provide for the sharing of information between
relevant departments and agencies.
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Sex Offenders (Detention and Supervision) Bill 2009 and
amending bills.

New Post Sentence Authority
The bill will amend the SSODSA to establish the authority to
oversee the post-sentence scheme. The authority will be an
independent statutory body, governed by a board of up to
10 members. Members will be made up of retired judicial
officers, Australian lawyers and community representatives.
The authority will assume the functions of the current body
overseeing the scheme, the DSO division of the APB. The
provisions relating to the DSO division of the APB will be
consequently repealed by the bill.
The bill does not alter the role or substantive power of the
courts, the Secretary to the Department of Justice and
Regulation or the Director of Public Prosecutions under the
SSODSA.

That said, given the nature and extent of limitations on human
rights that may occur as a result of the exercise of the powers
being transferred, I will restate why these limitations are
considered reasonably justified and compatible with the charter.
Of the existing powers being assumed by the authority, the
power to give directions or instructions to offenders subject to
supervision orders has the greatest potential to interfere with,
and limit, human rights. The relevant rights and the degree to
which they are limited will depend on the specific direction or
instruction that is given. For example, if authorised to do so
by a supervision order made by the court, the authority may
give directions about:
where an offender can reside, including at a residential
facility under the SSODSA;

The authority is a public authority under the charter
Unlike the APB (which is declared by regulation 5 of the
Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities (Public
Authority) Regulations 2013 not to be a public authority for
the purpose of the charter), the authority will be a public
authority under the charter. As a public authority, the
authority will be obliged to comply with section 38(1) of the
charter. The authority will consequently be required to give
proper consideration to relevant rights when making
decisions, and to act compatibly with human rights.
Accordingly, the bill will increase the protection of human
rights generally in the SSODSA by requiring the authority to
make decisions which are compatible with the charter (noting
that section 20(2) of the SSODSA already requires
consideration of liberty, privacy and freedom of movement
when giving a direction under a supervision order).
Substantive limitations on human rights
The bill transfers the existing functions and powers of the
DSO division of the APB under the SSODSA to the
authority. This includes functions to:
review and monitor the progress of offenders on
detention orders and supervision orders;
monitor compliance with, and administer, the conditions
of a supervision order;
give directions and instructions to an offender in
accordance with any authorisation given under a
supervision order or the SSODSA; and
make decisions to ensure the carrying into effect of the
conditions.
The bill provides the authority with some additional powers
to request information from departments and agencies to
facilitate the preparation of its annual report (new
section 192ZE) and from responsible agencies to allow it to
oversee the performance of those agencies (new
section 192ZL). Other than these provisions, the bill does not
alter or expand the existing scope of the powers being
assumed by the authority, nor does it increase the existing
potential for those powers to be exercised in ways that limit
human rights. These limitations have been discussed
previously by the statements of compatibility to the Serious

the conditions upon which an offender can leave and/or
be absent from their residence (including being subject
to a curfew and accompaniment);
attendance and participation in treatment or
rehabilitation programs or activities;
abstinence from alcohol and drugs, and submission to
testing to detect use of these substances;
monitoring (including electronic monitoring) of the
offender’s whereabouts or alcohol use; and
limitations on use of technology (including mobile
telephones, computers and access to the internet).
The human rights that might be limited by these powers
include the rights to medical treatment without consent (s 10),
freedom of movement (s 12), privacy (s 13), freedom of
expression (s 15), freedom of assembly and association (s 16),
property (s 20), right to liberty (s 21) and humane treatment
when deprived of liberty (s 22).
In some circumstances, the primary limitation on rights may
arise from the relevant condition of the supervision order to
which the direction relates. In other circumstances the court
may impose a condition on a supervision order that gives the
authority broad discretion to give directions to the offender.
In relation to the substantive effect of these directions or
instructions on an offender, I am of the view that the structure
of the scheme and the inclusion of various safeguards ensure
that any resulting limits will be reasonably justified under
section 7(2) of the charter, on the grounds of enhancing
community safety. Serious sexual offences can cause
enduring harm to individuals and to families, can inflict
lifelong damage to victims’ wellbeing and may target the
most vulnerable in our community. It is the public’s
expectation that all possible steps be taken reduce an
offender’s risk of further offending and therefore reduce the
risk of harm to the community.
In order for a person to be subject to the exercise of the
authority’s powers, a number of threshold tests and
procedural conditions must be satisfied, which are
transparent, accessible and certain. Firstly, they must be an
eligible offender who has served a custodial sentence for a
serious sex offence. Secondly, an application for a
supervision order over that eligible offender must be made to
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a court by the secretary, accompanied by a report made by a
medical expert that addresses specific matters relating to the
assessment of the offender’s risk.
Thirdly, a court must be satisfied that the eligible offender
poses an unacceptable risk of committing further serious sex
offences if a supervision order is not made and the offender
remains in the community. The evidence justifying the
decision must be cogent, and a court must be satisfied by that
evidence to a high degree of probability. Additionally, even if
the test is satisfied, a court retains discretion as to whether or
not to make any order and may take account of any matter in
exercising its discretion, including the human rights of the
offender (subject to section 9(4) of the SSODSA). Fourthly,
once a supervision order is made, a court must ensure the
proportionality of the conditions of an order, and conditions
(other than core conditions) must be appropriately tailored to
an offender’s circumstances to constitute the minimum
interference with the offender’s liberty, privacy or freedom of
movement that is necessary in the circumstances to ensure the
purposes of the conditions. Finally, for the authority to have
power to give directions or instructions about the operation of
a particular order, this must be authorised by the relevant
court by way of explicit wording in the conditions.
Where the authority is authorised to give directions or
instructions, the authority is also obliged to ensure that any
direction it issues constitutes the minimum interference with
an offender’s liberty, privacy or freedom of movement that is
necessary in the circumstances to ensure the purposes of
conditions are met, and is reasonably related to the gravity of
the risk of the offender reoffending.
The authority will assume the statutory power to make an
emergency direction in circumstances where it is not
authorised by a court. However, this power can only be
invoked for specified reasons relating to situations of high
risk, and in urgent circumstances where it is not practicable to
bring the matter before a court. Any such emergency
direction is limited to 72 hours of duration and, if the
authority is of the view that the direction should continue for
more than 72 hours, the authority may recommend that the
secretary apply to the court for an urgent court review of the
conditions of a supervision order.
In addition to these statutory preconditions on the authority’s
exercise of power over offenders, the scheme incorporates a
number of safeguards to ensure any limitations of human
rights are, and remain, proportional to changing
circumstances. Supervision orders and order conditions are
subject to mandatory reviews by a court at specified intervals,
where the tests for making an order and imposing each
additional condition must be re-satisfied for the order to be
confirmed and for existing discretionary conditions to
continue. The parties to an order may also seek leave in
between periodic reviews to review an order or conditions if
new facts or circumstances have emerged or it is justifiable to
do so. Parties also retain rights to appeal any orders or
conditions to the Court of Appeal.
In my view, the above statutory preconditions and safeguards
ensure that any limitations upon human rights from the
authority’s exercise of power continue to be necessary and
relevant to achieving the stated community protection
purposes of the SSODSA.
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Exclusion of natural justice
I will now discuss additional human rights implications that
arise from the procedures of the authority when performing
its functions and exercising its powers.
The DSO division of the APB is not bound by the rules of
natural justice (section 69(2) of the Corrections Act 1986).
Consistent with this, the authority will not be bound by the
rules of natural justice (new section 192D(3)). The continued
rationale for the exemption is that it ensures the authority can
respond quickly and effectively when performing its
functions, including managing offenders subject to a
supervision order, under the SSODSA.
This means that the authority is not bound by the rules of
natural justice when giving directions or instructions to an
offender that may limit an offender’s rights. This includes
when exercising powers to impose a limit on the offender’s
right to liberty in section 21 of the charter, which may result
from giving directions to an offender on where they must
reside, their curfew and the conditions in which they may
leave their residence.
To balance the potential limitation on rights, the SSODSA
includes procedures in sections 122 to 127 with which the
authority must comply when giving directions. In summary,
those provisions state that the authority must notify an
offender of any directions or instructions that it gives in
relation to the offender (section 122), the offender may make
submissions within 21 days of receiving notice (section 123)
and is entitled to be heard at the authority’s meeting
(section 124), the offender may inspect documents relied on
by the authority (section 127), the authority must take into
account the offender’s submissions (section 125) and the
authority must give reasons for the decision it made after
hearing from the offender or reasons for any other decision at
the offender’s request (section 126).
Sections 122 to 127 of the SSODSA do not require a hearing
until after a direction has been given by the authority (and in
all likelihood, commenced operation). The rationale is that the
proper management of an offender’s unacceptable risk to the
community is dynamic and complex, and can require the
giving of prompt and timely directions in response to an
offender’s sudden change in circumstances or elevated level
of risk. It is critical that the authority is able to make prompt
and final directions that have an immediate effect, as any
delay in implementing a direction may expose the community
to an unacceptable risk of harm. For example, it would not be
appropriate to notify an offender before giving a direction if
there is a risk that the offender may abscond in order to avoid
the direction being given or the effect of the direction. It is
also important that the authority is able to discharge its
functions without being impaired or frustrated by challenges
to its procedures.
Section 24 of the charter provides that a party to a civil
proceeding has the right to have that proceeding determined
by a competent, independent and impartial court or tribunal
after a fair and public hearing. While the authorities have
interpreted ‘civil proceeding’ in section 24(1) broadly, it does
not extend to the kind of administrative decision-making that
will be undertaken by the authority. Accordingly, I do not
consider that the fair hearing right will be limited by the
exclusion of natural justice.
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However, section 192D(3) may have implications for other
rights protected by the charter. A number of charter rights
include a protection against arbitrary treatment, and according
natural justice through the hearing rule is an effective way of
avoiding arbitrariness. Procedural safeguards are especially
important in relation to the right to liberty, which requires that
a person must not be arbitrarily detained, and must not be
deprived of liberty except on grounds, and in accordance with
procedures, established by law.
Despite these concerns, I am satisfied that sufficient
safeguards exist to protect against an arbitrary exercise of
power by the authority. Specifically, the SSODSA:
contains procedures that provide an offender with
multiple opportunities to be heard; and
provides sufficient flexibility for the authority to
consider whether, in particular cases, additional
procedural steps may be appropriate in order for it to
meet its statutory obligations, including under
section 20(2), and its obligations under section 38(1) of
the charter.
Multiple opportunities to be heard
With respect to opportunities to be heard, the authority can
only give a direction if the court making the supervision order
authorises the relevant condition, after being satisfied that a
condition constitutes the minimum interference with an
offender’s liberty. The offender has an opportunity to be
heard on the initial making of the condition by the court,
including whether the authority should be authorised to make
directions on certain matters. An offender also has a right to
appeal against the making of a supervision order, and the
conditions imposed on the order.
Further, after the direction or instruction has been issued (and
most likely has commenced operation), the offender is
afforded the procedures in sections 122 to 127 of the
SSODSA, which includes being notified of the direction,
being afforded the opportunity to make written submissions
and attend an oral hearing, request reasons and respond to
those reasons. This in effect allows a person to submit reasons
to the authority as to why any direction should be overturned
or varied. The authority must consider these submissions and
confirm or vary (including revoking) the direction as soon as
practicable. The authority will again be required when
complying with sections 122 to 127 of the SSODSA to act in
accordance with the charter and give proper consideration of
human rights when exercising discretion under these
provisions.
If, after these processes, the offender still retains a grievance
with the operation of a direction, they may apply at any time
with the leave of the court to review any condition of the
supervision order (section 77 of the SSODSA). A court may
grant leave if it is satisfied that new facts and circumstances
have arisen that would justify the review or that it would
generally be in the interests of justice to review the conditions
(section 77(3)). This is in addition to the statutory reviews of
the supervision order that occur at mandated intervals.
Accordingly, during either type of review, an offender will
have the opportunity to subject the authority’s exercise of
powers to court scrutiny. The court has the power to override
the authority’s exercise of power through varying or
removing conditions, including the power to vary or remove
entirely the authority’s power to give directions on conditions
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concerning residence, curfew, accompaniment or monitoring
(although the authority will always retain its emergency
power of direction for the duration of a supervision order).
Flexibility in procedures
The SSODSA sets out the minimum procedural requirements
with which the authority must comply. It does not, however,
prevent the authority from taking additional procedural steps
in the exercise of its statutory powers as appropriate in the
circumstances of the matter that it is dealing with.
Further, section 20(2) of the SSODSA states that the authority
must aim to ensure that any direction constitutes the
minimum interference with an offender’s liberty, privacy and
freedom of movement and is reasonably related to the gravity
of reoffending.
As noted above, the authority will be a public authority under
the charter. Section 38(1) of the charter states that it is
unlawful for a public authority to act in a way that is
incompatible with a human right or, in making a decision, to
fail to give proper consideration to a relevant human right.
The authority must comply with section 38(1) when
exercising or not exercising, or deciding to exercise or not
exercise, any power under the SSODSA (or any other act).
Accordingly, when considered within the totality of the
scheme, I am satisfied that the SSODSA contains sufficient
procedural safeguards for the authority to act compatibly with
human rights, although it will not be bound by the
common-law rules of natural justice.
Power of authority to compel production of documents and
other things or attendance of witnesses
In addition to the powers provided in the SSODSA, the DSO
division of the APB has a range of powers under the
Corrections Act 1986, which will be provided to the
authority.
Clause 16 inserts new part 13A into the SSODSA which
grants the authority the power to:
compel the production of documents and/or information
by issuing notices, which will be enforced by making it
an offence to fail to comply with a notice without a
reasonable excuse;
direct a person to appear at an authority meeting or
appear via audiovisual link; and
require a person to give evidence or answer questions
under oath or affirmation, which will be enforced by
making it an offence to fail to comply without a
reasonable excuse.
Again, I note that the bill is transferring existing powers to a
new body, so it does not introduce any new potential to
interfere with human rights. However, in any event, I am
satisfied that these provisions are compatible with the charter,
for the following reasons.
Right not to be compelled to testify against oneself or to
confess guilt (s 25(2)(k))
Section 25(2)(k) provides for the protection against
self-incrimination.
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In my view, these provisions do not limit this protection. A
person can only be compelled to attend a meeting of the
authority or produce documents subject to written notice. The
notice must be served in accordance with specified procedural
steps and must clearly outline how a person may object to the
notice, including giving a reasonable excuse for failing to
comply. Reasonable excuse includes where the information
might tend to incriminate the person or make the person liable
to a penalty, and in such circumstances, a person is not held
liable for any failure to comply with a notice. Accordingly,
the protection against self-incrimination is not interfered with
by these provisions.
Restrictions on the bringing of proceedings
New sections 192ZA and 192ZB affect the circumstances in
which a person may bring legal proceedings in relation to
particular matters or against certain people.
New section 192ZA provides for various protections and
immunities for participants at authority meetings, such as
authority members, employees assisting the authority, legal
representatives and witnesses. The protection and immunity
granted is akin to that which would be granted to a person
with a similar role in a proceeding before the Supreme Court.
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against them. Similar, advocacy immunity is necessary to
uphold finality of decisions and to safeguard the role of legal
representatives at meetings before the authority.
I note that other oversight mechanisms are in place to ensure
that members of the authority exercise an appropriate level of
care in the performance of their functions. For example, the
authority will be required to comply with significant reporting
obligations and will be subject to a range of
whole-of-government legislation. For example, the Public
Administration Act 2004 (except part 3) will apply to a
member of the authority and the authority. The authority will
also be subject to the charter, the Equal Opportunity Act
2010, Financial Management Act 1994, Public Records Act
1973, and the Protected Disclosure Act 2012. Further, the
authority will be subject to oversight by the Auditor-General,
the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission
and the Ombudsman. Finally, the authority’s decisions,
including their directions and instructions on the conditions of
supervision orders, will be subject to the scrutiny of courts
during the periodic reviews of the supervision order.
Accordingly, I am satisfied that these provisions are
compatible with the charter.
Information sharing

New section 192ZB provides that a member of the authority
is not personally liable for anything done or omitted to be
done in good faith in the exercise of a power or the
performance of a function under the SSODSA or the
regulations (or the belief that an act was within the exercise of
such a power), and that any liability resulting attaches instead
to the authority.

Section 189 of the SSODSA has information-sharing
provisions that strictly regulate the use or disclosure of
information relating to court proceedings under the SSODSA
or the administration of SSODSA orders.
Clause 13 amends section 189 to permit further circumstances
of information sharing, including:

Right to a fair hearing (s 24)
Section 24(1) of the charter 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. In
other jurisdictions, it has been found that a broad statutory
immunity from liability which imposes a bar to access to the
courts for persons seeking redress against those who enjoy the
immunity may interfere with the fair hearing right.
In relation to new section 192ZB, I note that this provision
does not remove available causes of action, but instead shifts
liability to the authority, which in my view, does not result in
the imposition of a bar to bringing a proceeding and
consequently does not limit the right to fair hearing. I also
note that an individual could still initiate legal proceedings
against the authority or against the member, if the member’s
actions were not taken in good faith.
While new section 192ZA may impose a bar on bringing
legal action, the implied right of access to the courts is not an
absolute right, and can be subject to reasonably justified limits
under section 7(2) of the charter. The relevant immunities and
protections are appropriately granted in these circumstances,
with regard to the authority’s role in supporting the
implementation of a court ordered supervision order, and the
need for the finality of decisions and the maintenance of the
authority’s independence. The decisions of members in
discharge of the authority’s functions will affect the rights of
offenders, and it essential that members may make decisions
without fear of legal retribution. Similarly, it is in the public
interest that witnesses before the authority are able to give
their evidence freely for the higher interest of enhancing
public protection, without fear of collateral proceedings

specifying that any member of the authority or an
employee assisting the authority, any person delivering
services or advice to or on behalf of the authority, a
person or body from who a responsible agency seeks or
obtains advice, or a person or body prescribed as a
responsible agency is a relevant person who can share
information in the permitted circumstances;
allowing the sharing of information where a relevant
person believes on reasonable grounds that it is
necessary for preparing and reviewing a coordinated
services plan, or delivering services or providing for the
delivery of services in accordance with a plan;
replicating and transferring to the authority
information-sharing provisions which applied to the
DSO division of the APB under the Corrections
Act 1986.
The right to privacy
Section 13 of the charter provides that person must not have
their privacy unlawfully or arbitrarily interfered with.
Expanding or altering the scope of permitted sharing of
information will be relevant to this right. However, it is my
view that these amendments are appropriately circumscribed
so as not to authorise any arbitrary interferences with privacy.
The amendments are consequential in nature and allow for
existing information-sharing arrangements to apply to the
new authority and the new multi-agency panels. Appropriate
information sharing is important to ensuring the effective
operation of the authority and the ability of the new
multi-agency panels to meet their statutory obligations, which
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are critical to upholding the overall aim of enhancing
community safety. It is necessary that the SSODSA does not
contain any inappropriate barriers to the use or disclosure of
information required to effectively administer the
post-sentence scheme, provide rehabilitation and treatment
services to offenders and manage risk to the community.
These amendments permit use and disclosure in
circumstances that are consistent with the purpose for which
the information is collected under the scheme, and is similarly
consistent with whole-of-government standards on disclosure
of information as provided for in the information privacy
principles in the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014.
Further, the amendments remain subject to a number of
safeguards, including penalties for any unauthorised use or
disclosure of information and the requirement that relevant
persons develop guidelines in relation to accessing of
information to ensure that access is restricted to the greatest
extent that is possible without interfering with the purpose of
the legislation. Finally, the authority and multi-agency panels,
as public authorities under the charter, will be required to give
proper consideration to, and act compatibly with, the right to
privacy when making decisions regarding the nature and
extent of any information shared. For these reasons, I consider
that the amendments to information sharing will not limit the
right to privacy.
Freedom of information
Clause 15 will insert new section 192B into the SSODSA to
prevent the Freedom of Information Act 1982 from applying
to grant access to specified kinds of information held by the
authority, including details about supervision orders, personal
information of supervised offenders and victims and the
decisions made by the authority.
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existence of facts that, if they existed, would establish the
excuse. This is relevant to the right to be presumed innocent
in section 25(1) of the charter.
Right to be presumed innocent (s 25(1))
Section 25(1) of the charter provides that a person charged
with a criminal offence has the right to be presumed innocent
until proved guilty according to law. This right is relevant
where a statutory provision shifts the burden of proof on to an
accused in a criminal proceeding, so that the accused is
required to prove matters to establish, or raise evidence to
suggest, that he or she is not guilty of an offence.
In my view, these provisions do not transfer the legal burden
of proof, because once the defendant has adduced or pointed
to some evidence, the burden is on the prosecution to prove
the absence of the exception raised. Courts in other
jurisdictions have generally taken the approach that an
evidential onus on a defendant to raise a defence does not
limit the presumption of innocence. The exceptions that are
provided relate to matters within the knowledge of the
defendant (specifically, the excuse as to why they have failed
to comply with a notice to produce or attend, to take oath,
make affirmation or answer a question) and, if the onus were
placed on the prosecution, would involve the proof of a
negative which would be very difficult.
For these reasons, I consider that it is appropriate for an
evidential burden to be placed on a defendant in these
instances.
Hon. Gayle Tierney, MP
Minister for Corrections

Second reading

Freedom of expression (s 15)
Section 15 of the charter provides that every person has the
right to freedom of expression, which includes the freedom to
receive information and ideas of all kinds. This right has been
interpreted as including a right to seek information from public
authorities. However, freedom of expression is subject to an
internal limitation provision, and may be subject to lawful
restrictions reasonably necessary to respect the rights and
reputation of other persons, or for the protection of national
security, public order, public health or public morality.
It is not appropriate for certain types of information or
documents held by the authority to be publicly released. Public
access to this specified information may endanger the safety
and rehabilitation of offenders subject to the scheme, prejudice
the interests of victims and their families, interfere with the
assessment, treatment and supervision of offenders, prejudice
the containment of an offender’s level of risk, and frustrate the
authority’s ability to oversee the scheme and ensure community
protection. While the community may have an interest in
accessing such information, it is important that the integrity of
confidential and sensitive information be upheld, so that
assessment, treatment and supervision of complex offenders is
effective, and not frustrated or interfered with.
Reverse onus provisions
New sections 192Y and 192Z provide for offences with the
defence of reasonable excuse. To escape liability on the basis
of a reasonable excuse, the accused must present or point to
evidence that suggests a reasonable possibility of the

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

Incorporated speech as follows:
Community safety and protection are a key priority of this
government and are at the centre of the reforms contained in
the Serious Sex Offenders (Detention and Supervision)
Amendment (Governance) Bill 2017 (the bill).
The Serious Sex Offenders (Detention and Supervision) Act
2009 (SSODSA) seeks to enhance the protection of the
community by requiring the detention or supervision of
serious sex offenders who have completed their prison
sentence and who present an ongoing unacceptable risk of
committing a further sexual offence.
This bill is about ensuring that the post-sentence detention
and supervision system is supported by an independent,
rigorous and accountable governance framework that can
effectively seek to achieve and promote community
protection. It is also about promoting shared responsibility
and a whole-of-government approach to the delivery of
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services required to reduce the likelihood of reoffending and
better protect the community.
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The governance bill
Turning to the bill, the main purposes of the bill are to:

These are the most significant reforms to the post-sentence
scheme established under the SSODSA since its enactment
in 2009.

establish a new independent statutory body that provides
independent, proactive and rigorous oversight of the
administration of the post-sentence scheme;

Review of the post-sentence scheme
It is important to acknowledge the tragedy that gave rise to
these reforms. In 2015 an offender who was subject to a
supervision order committed heinous offences against
innocent victims. This offending understandably generated
significant public concern about the operation of the
post-sentence scheme.
In response, the government commissioned a panel of
experts, led by former Court of Appeal Judge David Harper,
to undertake the review of complex adult victim sex offender
management (Harper review).
The Harper review considered how to improve the legislative
framework for the post-sentence scheme to promote
community protection, how to improve the management of
complex adult victim sex offenders including those who may
be violent, and governance models to improve decision-making
and case management between the criminal justice and mental
health service systems in relation to these offenders.
The Harper review made 35 recommendations that proposed
significant and complex changes to the post-sentence scheme,
including to the legislative, governance and operational
mechanisms supporting the scheme. The government has
committed to implementing all 35 recommendations in
principle. We have already implemented a number of the
recommendations, this bill will implement more and
significant work is being undertaken to progress the
remaining recommendations.
Concurrently with the review and as an immediate response
to its findings the government acted to strengthen the
post-sentence scheme through a series of legislative
amendments and operational reforms. In 2015 the
government introduced the Serious Sex Offenders (Detention
and Supervision) and Other Acts Amendment Act 2015,
which strengthened the supervision and management of
serious sex offenders including through new police powers
and a new presumption against bail. A joint Corrections
Victoria and Victoria Police sex offender specialist response
unit was also established. In April 2016 the government
introduced the Serious Sex Offenders (Detention and
Supervision) Amendment (Community Safety) Act 2016 to
implement certain Harper review recommendations including
to make it absolutely clear that community protection is the
governing principle for the legislation, and to provide stronger
powers to support the management of serious sex offenders
including those who are also a risk of violent offending.
Further, we have made a significant investment in improving
the system committing a total of $392 million across the
2016–17 and 2017–18 state budgets.
Before turning to the reforms in the bill, I would like to thank
the members of the panel — the Honourable David Harper,
AM, Professor Paul Mullen and Professor Bernadette
McSherry — and all those who contributed to the work of the
panel for their efforts and for making a valuable contribution
to a creating a safer Victoria.

promote shared responsibility across government to
strengthen the delivery of services to offenders to
address their multiple and complex needs; and
reduce fragmentation and streamline the processes for
prosecuting offenders who breach their supervision
orders as part of a course of offending that involves
related summary offences.
These reforms are consistent with the four key pillars that
underpinned the recommendations in the Harper review.
Those pillars are (1) early intervention and continuity of care
to reduce the risk of serious interpersonal harm (2) reducing
the number of victims of serious interpersonal harm (3)
independent and rigorous oversight, and (4) responsible
service delivery and intensive case management.
New Post Sentence Authority
In line with the recommendations of the Harper review, the
bill establishes a new statutory authority called the Post
Sentence Authority. Creating a new body solely focused on
the post-sentence scheme will encourage independent and
proactive oversight and improve accountability for
decision-making.
The new authority will take over from the detention and
supervision order division (DSOD) of the adult parole (APB).
As noted in the Harper review, the APB has admirably
discharged its functions under the SSODSA. The reforms in
this bill will enable the APB to solely focus on its critical role
in administering Victoria’s parole system.
Membership and operations
The authority will be governed by a board of up to
10 members, led by a chairperson, and will be made up of
retired judicial officers, legal practitioners and community
representatives to ensure diversity of views. Members will be
appointed by the Governor in Council, on the
recommendation of the minister.
To enable the authority to respond quickly and effectively in
managing offenders subject to post-sentence orders, the bill
provides the chairperson with flexibility to determine when
and how meetings should be held.
The Department of Justice and Regulation will provide
secretariat support to the authority. The bill requires the
secretary to provide employees and any other assistance
necessary to support the authority in carrying out its
functions. In addition the bill empowers the authority to
engage independent contractors and agents to assist it to
perform its functions.
Role and functions of the authority
The authority will provide rigorous oversight and scrutiny of
the post-sentence scheme and be involved in the management
of offenders subject to post-sentence orders. Its functions will
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be a combination of the existing functions of the DSOD of the
APB and some new functions.
The existing functions that the bill transfers to the authority
include responsibility to:
review and monitor the progress of offenders on
supervision, detention and interim orders;
monitor compliance with and administer the conditions
of supervision orders and interim supervision orders;
give directions and instructions to an offender in
accordance with any authorisation given to the authority
under an order; and
make recommendations to the secretary in relation to
applying to a court to review the conditions of
supervision orders and interim supervision orders.
In addition, the bill confers an additional function on the
authority to oversee the coordination of service delivery to
offenders by responsible agencies. This is discussed in detail
in the context of reforms to improve interagency cooperation
and coordination.
The bill also strengthens obligations to report on the
performance and administration of the post-sentence scheme.
This is consistent with the Harper review’s finding that a key
area of improvement in the management of offenders is to
promote rigour in decision-making and increase
accountability.
To increase the accountability and transparency of the
post-sentence scheme, the bill requires the authority to
produce an annual report that will be tabled in Parliament.
The annual report will include all matters which the APB is
currently required to report on in regards to the post-sentence
scheme, as well as additional matters such as:
the number of eligible offenders within the prison
system;
applications made for post-sentence orders, and the
development and implementation of coordinated
services plans for offenders; and
details of any breaches of conditions of a supervision
order or an interim supervision order, including the
number of prosecutions commenced for a breach offence.
Powers of the authority
The bill ensures that, under the SSODSA, the authority will
have all of the same powers that the DSOD of the APB has
under the Corrections Act 1986. For example, the authority
will be empowered to compel the production of documents
and information by issuing notices, to direct a person to
appear at a meeting of the authority, and to require a person to
give evidence or answer questions on oath or affirmation. It
will be an offence to fail to comply with a notice of the
authority without reasonable excuse. These powers will
ensure that the authority can properly perform its functions
under the SSODSA.
In performing its functions and exercising its powers, the
authority will not be bound by the rules of evidence and may
inform itself as it sees fit. In addition, the authority will not be
bound by the rules of natural justice. These provisions will
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assist the authority to respond quickly and flexibly when
managing offenders subject to post-sentence orders. They are
consistent with the current provisions that apply to the DSOD
of the APB.
To provide a balance and ensure the scheme is non-punitive,
the SSODSA already contains a range of procedural
safeguards that the authority will need to observe when
making its decisions. Further, the authority will be a public
authority under the Charter of Human Rights and
Responsibilities Act 2006 and must act compatibly with, and
give proper consideration to, human rights in making
decisions.
For the avoidance of any doubt, the bill does not change the
roles or powers of the courts, the Secretary to the Department
of Justice and Regulation, the Director of Public Prosecutions
or other agencies under the post-sentence scheme, including
in relation to decisions to apply for a detention or supervision
order or a decision to make such orders.
Shared responsibility across government and interagency
cooperation
The Harper review found that effective assessment, treatment
and supervision of complex offenders requires effective
coordination between the agencies involved in their
management. Importantly, the review noted that
responsibility for providing the services that will reduce
reoffending and protect the community lies as much with the
mental health, disability and social services systems as it does
with any part of the justice system. More active involvement
by all responsible areas of government in the management of
offenders on post-sentence orders is required to effectively
protect the community.
Consequently, the review recommended the establishment of
multi-agency panels to coordinate services delivered to
offenders subject to post-sentence orders. The review
envisaged that the panels would include government
agencies, such as the Department of Justice and Regulation,
the Department of Health and Human Services, Victoria
Police and relevant non-government agencies.
To implement the Harper review’s recommendations, the bill
imposes obligations on responsible agencies — being the
secretaries of the departments of Justice and Regulation, and
Health and Human Services, the Chief Commissioner of
Police and any prescribed person or body (if any). The bill
requires these responsible agencies to:
act in accordance with a principle of shared
responsibility by providing reasonable assistance and
support to each other, sharing information, and taking
steps to resolve any issues arising in the delivery of
services to offenders; and
jointly develop, agree and review coordinated services
plans for offenders eligible for and subject to
post-sentence supervision orders.
The coordinated services plans will set out the agreed services
and interventions that will be made available to offenders
subject to supervision orders or interim supervision orders. In
practice, this means that each responsible agency will need to
ensure it is proactively seeking to deliver or provide for the
delivery of the agreed services. In addition, the process of
jointly developing, preparing and agreeing each plan will
promote better coordination and discussion between agencies
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about service delivery commitments and make the
commitments and responsibilities of each agency clear.
Importantly, each plan will specify the factors that are
relevant to the risk of the individual offender reoffending by
committing a further relevant serious sex offence or a violent
offence. These risk factors will continue to be assessed for the
duration of the supervision order, and the services and
interventions proposed to be delivered to the offender may
change accordingly, consistent with the conditions of the
offender’s supervision order.
To ensure that the reforms support the Harper review
objective of early intervention and continuity of care, the
reforms provide that the authority will commence oversight
of the delivery of services to eligible offenders once the
secretary or the Director of Public Prosecutions decide to
apply for a post-sentence order. Once an application for a
post-sentence order is made, the responsible agencies will
develop and agree on a coordinated services plan for the
eligible offender. If the eligible offender becomes subject to a
post-sentence order, the authority will continue to oversee and
manage the offender under the scheme. This will ensure early
planning and coordination of services relevant to the offender
and continuity of care for eligible offenders transitioning to a
post-sentence order. It also avoids unnecessary duplication of
resources and expertise between the authority and the
agencies that are involved in the management of, and delivery
of treatment and services to, eligible offenders in prison.

COUNCIL

4951

In the context of the post-sentence scheme, it is difficult to
identify a clear division between serious and less serious
breaches. Offenders subject to supervision orders have been
deemed by a court to present an unacceptable risk of further
sexual offending, and the conditions imposed are designed to
mitigate and control those risks. Consequently, all breaches of
supervision order conditions should be considered serious, as
they reflect a disregard for the order imposed by the court and
represent an increased risk of offending. Further, allowing
‘less serious breaches’ to be sentenced in the Magistrates
Court means the maximum penalty for the offence is lower.
This may diminish reforms designed to emphasise the gravity
of breaches of supervision order conditions and fragment
proceedings in relation to the same offender. Consequently,
the requirement for breaches to be prosecuted in the higher
courts (County and Supreme Court) where the offender can
return to the court that made the order and conditions has
been retained.
The Harper review recommended reforms to allow summary
offences related to an offence of breaching a supervision
order to be heard in the higher courts, at the same time as the
breach offence, instead of being heard separately in the
Magistrates Court. The recommendation was driven by
concerns about the potential fragmentation of matters across
different courts and the desirability of the court that imposed
the supervision order hearing matters related to an alleged
breach of the order that it imposed.

To meet the Harper review objective of responsible service
delivery, the bill empowers the authority to oversee the
performance of responsible agencies in meeting their
obligations to support coordinated service delivery.
Specifically, the bill empowers the authority to review
coordinated services plans and issue notices to responsible
agencies seeking information relating to the plans.
Responsible agencies will be required to respond to a notice
of the authority. This power also serves as an accountability
mechanism to oversee the coordination of service delivery by
responsible agencies to offenders. Further, the authority will
be required to report on the activities of responsible agencies,
including the number of coordinated services plans developed
and implemented for persons subject to supervision orders
and interim supervision orders.

Consequently, the bill requires the Magistrates Court to
transfer related summary matters when transferring a breach
offence to a higher court. The Magistrates Court will have
discretion to order that a proceeding is not transferred, if the
parties agree. Once the related summary offence is before the
higher court, that court will have the power to hear and
determine the charge for the related summary offence using
summary procedures. To allow flexibility, the higher court
will have discretion to transfer the matter back to the
Magistrates Court, if the court considers it appropriate to do
so. This procedure is broadly modelled on the existing
procedures that apply to the uplifting of summary matters
under the Criminal Procedure Act 2006, with appropriate
modifications to reflect the operation of the unique
procedures in the SSODSA.

The bill requires responsible agencies to create one or more
multi-agency panel(s) to support the exercise of their
functions and shared responsibilities. To support this, the bill
empowers responsible agencies to delegate their functions to
appropriate senior officers. This approach makes it clear that
the shared responsibilities for the delivery of services to
offenders sits with head of departments and agencies, and
allows for a practical and flexible implementation approach.

In addition, operational changes will be made to improve
efficiency, coordination and cooperation between agencies
responding to alleged breaches including developing
interagency prosecutorial guidelines and procedural changes
within Corrections Victoria and Victoria Police to streamline
the initiation and investigation of breaches.

Prosecution of supervision order breaches
The Harper review made a number of recommendations
designed to streamline the prosecution of the indictable
offence of breaching a condition of a supervision order.
The review recommended that less serious breaches should be
prosecuted in the Magistrates Court by Victoria Police or the
secretary, and that charges for serious breaches should be
initiated by Victoria Police and prosecuted by the Director of
Public Prosecutions in the County Court or the Supreme
Court. In addition, it recommended that guidelines should be
developed so that prosecutorial discretion is exercised
consistently across all agencies.

Application of the Freedom of Information Act 1982
To promote transparency and accountability in the
administration of the post-sentence scheme, the Freedom of
Information Act 1982 (FOI act) will apply to documents of
the authority.
However, the bill contains a clear list of the types of
information that are not appropriate to be publicly released.
This includes, for example, information that relates to decisions
made in relation to the management of an individual offender or
the monitoring and administration of a particular court order or
information. It is important that the integrity of this confidential
and sensitive information is upheld so that the assessment,
treatment and management of complex offenders is effective,
and not frustrated, or interfered with. The exemptions set out in
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the bill will work together with, and do not limit, the
exemptions that are available under the FOI act.
Other amendments
Clear and appropriate information-sharing provisions are
critical in ensuring the effective operation of the Authority
and the multi-agency panels. The bill makes several other
amendments to the SSODSA to facilitate information sharing
between agencies and the new authority and to support the
new panel arrangements.
The bill includes transitional provisions to ensure a smooth
transition between the authority and DSOD of the APB. It
also makes consequential amendments to the SSODSA and
other acts. For example, the bill ensures that the APB will still
receive copies of post-sentence orders in certain
circumstances so that it has all the relevant information in
respect of an offender if and when it considers a parole
application for the offender.
Further reforms
This bill is a further step in strengthening the post-sentence
scheme and is the first of a two-phased legislative program
for implementing the more complex reforms recommended
by the Harper review. We understand that ensuring the
effective implementation of the Harper review is critical to
the safety and protection of the community. That is why we
are ensuring that the new governance model is bedded down
and operating effectively before the second phase of reforms
comes into effect.
Nevertheless we are working to ensure the second phase of
legislative reforms is progressed as quickly as possible. The
second phase of reforms will include expanding the
post-sentence scheme to serious violent offenders, the
establishment of a new 20-bed secure facility, large-scale
operational reforms to support the expansion of the scheme
and to strengthen the existing management of serious sex
offenders and a range of other initiatives.
These reforms are critical to strengthening the operation of
the post-sentence system and keeping our community safe.
I commend the bill to the house.

Debate adjourned for Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern
Victoria) on motion of Mr Ondarchie.
Debate adjourned until Thursday, 28 September.

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

Mr Ramsay — On a point of order, Acting
President, I just need some guidance. I note there are a
number of members of Parliament wearing badges in
the chamber. My understanding is that there is a ruling
and a precedent and that the President has indicated
there will be no badges.
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Mr Jennings — They’re brooches.
Mr Ramsay — No, I am talking about badges that
have political messages on them. I am asking for
guidance, that is all. Otherwise we will come back at
the start of the next sitting week assuming we will all
be allowed to wear badges.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) — I
will take the matter up with the President. I will ask for
the President to deal with that first thing next sitting
week.

Homelessness
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing and concerns the fact that as we
approach the third anniversary of the last state election,
the Andrews Labor government has still not developed
a strategy to address homelessness in Victoria. I call on
the minister to acknowledge his government’s utter
failure in tackling homelessness in Victoria and to, as a
matter of urgency, formulate and implement a
homelessness strategy to assist the most vulnerable of
all Victorians.
Over the first two years of the Andrews Labor
government there was a 74 per cent increase in the
number of homeless people sleeping rough in the City
of Melbourne. This increase is visibly evident and
attracted international attention during the Australian
Open tennis tournament in January this year.
These figures come from the City of Melbourne
StreetCount 2016, a biennial collection of information
about people sleeping rough within the municipality. At
the time of the last StreetCount survey, a total of
247 people, including 195 men and 35 women, were
counted as sleeping rough, and as I have said, that is an
increase of 74 per cent on the 2014 figures and
coincides precisely with the change of government in
Victoria, highlighting the difference between the former
Liberal government’s proactive approach to assisting
those in need and the current Labor government’s
hands-off, couldn’t-care-less approach. Yet more than a
year after this appalling result, the Andrews
government still has not produced a strategy to address
homelessness and rough sleeping.
Labor has form when it comes to ignoring the need to
have a strategy to address homelessness and failing to
work with the sector to produce the best outcomes for
vulnerable Victorians. During the Bracks-Brumby
governments’ final term, the then Minister for Housing,
Richard Wynne, despite having promised a strategy,
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failed to produce one until just days before the 2010
election. This result was a strategy that was highly
criticised by the experts in the sector, who had not been
consulted in its development.
On winning government, I scrapped this flawed
strategy and worked with the sector to develop and fund
the Victorian Homelessness Action Plan 2011–15. The
action plan led to the development of three education
youth foyers and five work and learning centres being
established. Both these programs are really kicking
goals for vulnerable Victorians. We also funded
innovation action projects designed by experts in the
homelessness sector.
The funding for the action plan expired in July 2015,
and ever since the Andrews government has been
without a strategy to address homelessness in this state.
There has been a policy vacuum from this government
regarding homelessness and people sleeping rough. In
November 2016 the government announced a package
devoid of any underlying strategic focus and made up
of nothing more than thought bubbles so obscure it was
impossible to measure any tangible results the package
would provide. Not surprisingly, this rapidly thrown
together package has failed to reduce the number of
people homeless or sleeping rough, evidenced by the
number of Victorians still sleeping rough on the streets
of Melbourne.

Setting the Record Straight for the Rights of
the Child Initiative
Ms SPRINGLE (South Eastern Metropolitan) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Families
and Children. In recent years numerous inquiries and
reports have highlighted the extent to which our child
protection record-keeping systems have failed to meet
the identity, memory and accountability needs of
vulnerable children. These issues were examined at
length by the records and record-keeping practices
consultation paper of the Royal Commission into
Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. They
were also highlighted in the final Betrayal of Trust
report.
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In response to these systemic failings, Monash
University’s Centre for Organisational and Social
Informatics, working with a number of advocacy and
support organisations that work with care leavers, has
formed the Setting the Record Straight for the Rights of
the Child Initiative. The focus of the initiative is both
retrospective and prospective. It aims to address historic
failings and remedial actions but also looks towards a
future record-keeping system that is comprehensive,
child centred and accessible. The Setting the Record
Straight website notes that:
The immediate and lifelong needs of childhood out-of-home
care cannot be addressed by incremental changes to existing
record-keeping and archiving infrastructure. These have been
built for previous eras of child protection and welfare
designed for a different age, different values, different
principles, and a different technological paradigm.
Fundamental transformations are required.

The action I am seeking from the minister is for her to
meet with the initiative’s coordinator to discuss the
strategic objectives of the initiative and establish
mechanisms for ongoing input from the panel into the
government’s reform in this area.

Dalton–Childs roads, Epping, intersection
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety, and it is concerning the
Dalton–Childs roads traffic light upgrade in my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. There was
a photo in the local paper of the member for
Thomastown, the member for Mill Park and Cr Stevan
Kozmevski from Whittlesea council smiling gleefully
at the opening of this roundabout, but I have to say it
has turned into another government stuff-up.
My constituents are very frustrated. David said:
Sadly, it’s shocking … Worse than the roundabout was.

Steve said:
Dalton Road (either direction) is now worse for cyclists than
the old roundabout.

Dannielle said:
Poor record keeping, including the loss and destruction
of records, can be a serious barrier to care leavers
attempting to piece together their history, memories and
experiences. This in turn can contribute to the
vulnerability and disadvantage experienced by many
people who have spent part of their childhood in
out-of-home care. The final Betrayal of Trust report
noted significant impediments to care leavers obtaining
their records that still exist today.

It’s a disgrace now and takes a lot more time to get through.

Shelley said:
Took nearly 20 minutes to get from ring-road to Childs Road.

Julie said:
Ended up 15 minutes behind my usual time picking my kids
up from school.
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Sonji said:
It is so much worse.

Salvatrice said:
We thought it would help but turning right onto Childs from
Dalton now takes a while.

Sarah said:
Bring back the roundabout.

Joanne said:
It’s like a car park.

Tony said:
It’s still a disaster.

Amelia said:
An absolutely unstructured development. It now takes me
22 minutes to drive 3 kilometres … Waste of taxpayer
money.

Adrian said:
Cars in front of me were going straight ahead and doing a
U-turn opposite Aldi —

just to get around. Steph said:
It’s worse than before.

Donna said:
They definitely got it wrong.

Maria said:
Bring back the roundabout.

Jade said:
It is an absolute joke … You have just made matters even
worse than what they already were.

Narelle said:
… what would have taken 5 minutes with the roundabout
took me 28 minutes what a joke.

Tony said:
Someone needs to be held accountable for this mess. Fed up!

Dean said:
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Mr ONDARCHIE — These are all my constituents
who have written to me about this. Bec said:
It is a joke took me 35 minutes to get through them.

Robert said:
Big mistake …

Staci said:
In fact northern suburbs traffic is one big joke!

Goran said:
You’ve just made everyone’s journey home after a hard day’s
work even worse!

Sue said:
Still don’t understand some idiot’s concept of replacing the
roundabout with lights.

Melissa said:
… this project was a complete waste of time and money and
has actually created a bigger, more frustrating issue for
commuters and ratepayers.

Carolyn said:
It has added an extra 15 minutes onto my trip.

Karen said:
… you have created an intersection that will clearly have
major problems in years to come.

There is a host of them. Jacqui said:
It’s way worse.

Elizabeth said:
Traffic congestion is far worse than original roundabout
including at the peak of roadworks with lane closures!

Christie said:
Very, very disappointed.

George said:
Have you guys driven through this intersection during peak
times?

Neville said:
Whoever thought it was a smart idea to install lights there
should be sacked.

Bunch of Disney characters designed the thing. It’s shocking.

Mr Jennings — Who are these people?

Karina said:
Very disappointing … Much prefer the roundabout!

ADJOURNMENT
Thursday, 21 September 2017

COUNCIL

Robert said:
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Energy prices

A wonderful example of wasting road funds trying to ‘fix’
something that already worked.

Kylie said:
So much worse!

The action I seek is that the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety develop a solution that actually fixes this
problem and advises me what the outcome is so I can
advise my constituents.

Monash Freeway widening
Mr MULINO (Eastern Victoria) — I must confess
from the outset that my adjournment matter tonight is
going to have far less direct quotations from furious
constituents. It is about a project that also relates to the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety. It is actually a
major project in my electorate and beyond — the
M1 upgrade — which is involving a lot of road
segments being upgraded.
I must say the commentary that I am receiving from the
electorate is very positive. They are very glad to see
extra capacity going into this major arterial, possibly
the busiest road in Australia by some measures. It is a
significant project that links many different parts of
Melbourne. It is going to see upgrades all the way from
Chadstone through to Pakenham in my electorate, a
stretch of around 44 kilometres. Some parts of the road
are going to have extra lanes added, some parts of the
road are going to have ramps improved and so on. It is
a significant project, both because of population growth
all along that corridor but also because so many people
work in areas far away from where they live. Many
people, for example, who live in my electorate in
Pakenham, in Beaconsfield or in Officer work in places
along the EastLink corridor, or some work in the CBD.
People work throughout Melbourne. Many have
lengthy trips, so improving the effectiveness and
efficiency of this road is absolutely critical.
There is significant work already underway, as anybody
who has driven out to the east and back would know. It
is a significant project that is well underway, but there
are still significant amounts of work to be done. Much
work is yet to be done out in my electorate, out near
Pakenham, Pakenham South and that part of the
freeway. My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety to provide an update as to the
schedule of works on those parts of the project which
are yet to be completed and to provide a summary of
the benefits that will accrue to people in my electorate
as a result of the completion of this project.

Mr O’SULLIVAN (Northern Victoria) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and the
action I am seeking is that she come to Shepparton and
meet with the owners of Radevski Coolstores to discuss
the high energy prices that they are confronted with.
Radevski Coolstores in Shepparton East harvest and
store apples, pears and peaches for consumption. The
Radevskis have just recently gone through the process
of renewing their electricity contract for 2018. As part
of that process they got a couple of quotes.
Their current electricity costs are in the vicinity of
$288 000 per year. The lowest quote they got was
$473 000 and the highest quote was $483 000.
Whichever way they go, whether they go for the lower
or the higher quote, they are looking at an increase in
their electricity costs of 64 or 68 per cent in one year.
That is a lot of money — it represents $185 000 to
$195 000 in one year in just electricity costs. The
money could be used for expansion, for employing
people or for a whole range of things in terms of
expanding their business, making it more efficient and
so forth, but unfortunately a lot of that money will be
absorbed in the higher cost of electricity, which actually
delivers nothing for their business other than being a
higher expense.
What I am looking to have the minister do is come
along and meet with the owners of Radevski Coolstores
to gain an understanding of the impacts of the higher
prices on their business, including what it means for
jobs for their business, and to gain some sort of
understanding that the policies undertaken by the
government at this point are not working in terms of
providing competitiveness for businesses, particularly
those food-processing businesses which rely on energy
to operate in an efficient way. This business has been in
operation for more than 50 years. These increased
energy prices are really putting pressure on such
businesses to sustain themselves. I think we will see
increasingly through a hot summer and in the coming
years that a lot of these businesses will find that they
just cannot operate in this state because of the high
electricity prices that they are confronted with as a
result of the reckless policies undertaken by this
government.

South Morang railway line services
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Public
Transport. I am seeking action in relation to Northern
Metropolitan Region’s crowded South Morang train
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line. While we passed a motion yesterday calling on the
government to increase express services on the South
Morang train line, my understanding is that that may
not occur until the Mernda extension is completed —
until another 8 kilometres is put onto that South
Morang train line — and unfortunately my constituents
are not able to actually get on the trains now.
We know that Melbourne’s north is one of the fastest
growing areas in the country. South Morang itself is
growing by 170 people every week. Mernda, Epping,
Preston and South Morang all fall amongst
Melbourne’s highest growth suburbs, and population
density is increasing significantly along the length of
the South Morang line. As I said, passengers just cannot
get on the trains. When I spoke to a constituent who
had heard the debate yesterday, he told me the story of
how there is a gentleman in a wheelchair at his train
station and people actually have to get off the train
halfway through their journey to enable this poor fellow
in a wheelchair to get on the train. I think it is very kind
of those commuters to get off the train — and hopefully
get on the next train into town — but as I said, this is an
urgent matter, so I am asking the minister to not only
consider the express services, as mentioned in the
motion yesterday, but also to increase the frequency of
train services on the South Morang line.

Truck curfews
Ms FITZHERBERT (Southern Metropolitan) —
My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Road Safety, and it concerns truck curfews on
Beach Road and Beaconsfield Parade on the stretch of
road between Port Melbourne and Black Rock. We
have very recently seen an announcement that there
will be an extension of curfews for a 12-month trial
period, and I suspect that this was done on the run.
There had been some surveys done and also some
interaction with locals. This had been done some time
back, and I had been approached by constituents who
were very interested to know the outcome of this
because they were keen for some action on this front. In
fact the surveys and so on had been requested under
FOI, and it had been agreed that they would be handed
over in June. This did not happen. It proceeded to
VCAT, and — lo and behold — the documents were
made public right before a hearing was supposed to
happen.
A bit of publicity was evidently quickly organised, but
a lot went unsaid, particularly when you look at the
documents that were made public. I am referring to the
Beach Road Truck Curfew Survey: Community
Consultation Report, which is dated August 2017. In
the announcement a couple of issues from the surveys
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went totally unaddressed. First of all, what we see is
that there is a really poor understanding of what the
existing truck curfews are. I will just quote from
page 12:
There was a mixed reaction from the overall response to the
survey on the understanding of the existing truck curfews
with 34 per cent of respondents aware of the existing truck
curfews and the remaining 66 per cent are only either slightly
aware or unaware of the curfews.

The second issue that went totally unremarked upon in
the press announcements we saw recently is the
evidence of breaches of the existing truck curfew. This
is something that locals have been complaining about
literally for years, and it was indeed picked up in the
material that was put forward, but the government does
not appear to have said anything at all about how it
intends to address this issue — if in fact it intends to at
all.
It seems to me that there is a pretty basic
communication problem that has been highlighted by
this announcement. Most people do not know about the
existing truck curfews, and it does not seem that very
much is happening at all in relation to breaches of the
existing curfew. I ask the minister to provide an
explanation of how public awareness and compliance
will be addressed by the government as part of the truck
curfews.

Horse-drawn vehicle safety
Ms PENNICUIK (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads and
Road Safety, and the action I ask of him is that he
disallow horse-drawn vehicles as a class of vehicle
inside the Hoddle grid.
The City of Melbourne chose not to renew street
trading permits for horse-drawn vehicles from 1 July
this year. This followed consultation with horse-drawn
vehicle operators, the RSPCA, users of the carriages,
Victoria Police and VicRoads. The city found that it
was extremely difficult to regulate horse-drawn vehicle
behaviour through its local laws and that, with the
metro rail tunnel construction beginning, Swanston
Street and the Hoddle grid are not safe for the continued
operation of horse-drawn vehicles.
Greens councillor Rohan Leppert has said:
I support these findings and believe that the central city is no
place for horses, especially where it has been found that
welfare standards and road rules are all but impossible to
enforce through … local law …
I never want to see again what we saw in July 2015 when a
horse ran its head through a tram window.
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The world’s busiest tram route is just no place for horses.
But there is an important role for the state government here,
especially since 1 July.
There are a few horse-drawn vehicle operators still using
Swanston Street, and a few still conducting street trading in
the central city, in contravention of the City of Melbourne
Activities Local Law.
But City of Melbourne enforcement officers are not permitted
to stop or approach drivers of moving vehicles — only
Victoria Police can do that.
The state government needs to step in and use its powers —
which the City of Melbourne cannot — to make the central
city safer for all people, and remove horse-drawn vehicle
operations from the world’s busiest tram route …

I say that this is essential for the safety and welfare of
horses as well.
The mayor, Robert Doyle, has said:
It’s no longer appropriate for the horse-drawn vehicles to
operate in their current location on Swanston Street. This
civic spine should be primarily used for cyclists, trams and
delivery vehicles. The impact of the Metro Tunnel works
makes this change necessary now.

The RSPCA Victoria has also said it:
… has long held concerns for the welfare of … carriage
horses in this notoriously busy and congested environment.

The RSPCA said it has:
… been working with the City of Melbourne to address
animal welfare concerns and recently worked with its animal
management team to upskill them on good horse welfare
practices …
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In my electorate of Northern Victoria Region the
Victorian skills commissioner has established the
Mallee Regional Skills Taskforce to address skills
shortages facing the Mallee, part of Victoria’s food
bowl and a tri-state hub in the Victorian economy. This
work on skills shortages is important to my community
because we know that when they are not addressed in a
meaningful way, skills shortages not only put business
at a disadvantage but also hurt the most vulnerable in
our community, denying them opportunities to gain the
skills and qualifications required to have meaningful
work. In Mildura we have a large Indigenous
population, and unemployment, whilst falling, is still
far too high.
Minister, the action I seek is that you visit Mildura, talk
to training and skills stakeholders, including industry,
and have a meaningful dialogue with us on how the
most vulnerable in our community can get a shot at the
economic success story that is the Victorian economy.

Lyme disease
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) — My
adjournment matter this evening is to the Minister for
Health, Minister Hennessy. It relates to a disease called
Lyme disease. I want to bring this matter to the
minister’s attention because it has been brought to my
attention that a young woman has for three years been
battling the health system, as Lyme disease is not
recognised in Australia, for a proper diagnosis of her
having Lyme disease. Lyme disease is a disease that
has various symptoms, but if it goes untreated it can
have devastating effects.

In terms of this issue, it is essential for public safety and
for the safety and welfare of horses that horse-drawn
vehicles are no longer allowed to operate inside the
Hoddle grid, and I ask that the minister for roads take
action to disallow that.

The Lyme Disease Association of Australia describes
what Lyme disease is. It is:

Vocational education and training

usually a tick. It can have various symptoms, as I
mentioned, and when it gets to the chronic stage it can
have symptoms such as unexplained hair loss;
headache, mild or severe; seizures; pressure in head;
white matter lesions in the brain; facial paralysis;
tingling of the nose, tongue or cheek; facial flushing;
stiff or painful neck; twitching of facial or other
muscles; jaw pain or stiffness; dental problems; and
sore throat, clearing throat a lot, phlegm, hoarseness
and a runny nose. You can tell from that list that they
are very unpleasant symptoms and that some are very
serious symptoms.

Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) — My adjournment
matter is for the Minister for Training and Skills.
Vocational education and training in this state has been
through some big changes. Back in 2012 we saw the
massive over-enrolments presided over by those
opposite when in government. In 2013 and 2014 the
former government oversaw a massive slash-and-burn
exercise that was particularly harsh on TAFEs and on
vulnerable members of the community. These cuts
were felt particularly hard in the regions, and it is only
now, through the initiatives of the Andrews Labor
government and Skills First, that we are seeing a
recovery.

… an infection caused by bacteria Borrelia. The bacteria, a
spirochete, is transmitted when an individual is bitten by a
vector …

Madison is a young 26-year-old who, as I mentioned,
has been suffering from Lyme disease after being
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misdiagnosed as having glandular fever. In trying to
work out the diagnosis she has visited over 30 doctors.
This letter from her parents says:
At one particular doctors visit, my daughter sat in front of a
doctor, unable to eat, with a belly that looked like she was
nine months pregnant, transparent skin and hair falling out in
clumps and was told by the GP to practise mind-freeing
techniques.

After finally having a correct diagnosis Madison was
forced to have her treatment in Cyprus. Her parents
have spent over $20 000 in trying to get proper
treatment for their poor daughter and are very frustrated
and emotionally drained with what has occurred with
this ordeal. Madison’s initial symptoms arose following
a trip to America.
The action I seek from the minister is that the
Department of Health and Human Services ensure
appropriate and greater awareness of Lyme disease not
only among the public but also Victoria’s GPs through
organisations such as the Royal Australian College of
General Practitioners so that, despite Lyme disease not
being recognised here in Australia, these symptoms can
be made known to GPs and that earlier and more
accurate treatments can be applied to those people that
inadvertently and unfortunately contract Lyme disease.

Midland Highway upgrade
Mr RAMSAY (Western Victoria) — My
adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety. The action I am seeking from
the minister is for him to direct VicRoads to do some
immediate upgrades to the Midland Highway. I raise
the matter on the basis that last night tragically a young
woman from Bannockburn died on the Midland
Highway just outside Gheringhap. This was not a
one-off; in fact the Midland Highway has a very poor
record of accidents. In fact in April an elderly man died
in a two-car crash involving a caravan just a few
kilometres from Bannockburn. In February a two-car
collision closed the Midland Highway near Meredith,
with two people hospitalised. In 2015 a woman aged 52
died when the car she was driving hit a tree at
Gheringhap as well.
The Geelong Advertiser today had the headline ‘Killer
highway claims teen’. Very sadly we have seen not
only the Midland Highway but the Hamilton Highway
with a very poor record of accidents and deaths. I do
acknowledge that the Victorian government has
allocated $10 million for four passing lanes between
Bannockburn and Meredith, but it appears the main
problem areas associated with accidents and safety are
between the Geelong Ring Road and Bannockburn.

Thursday, 21 September 2017

There has been $2 million allocated between the federal
and state governments to plan a potential duplication. I
also understand there is some community unrest,
particularly around Batesford, for a proposed
duplication to go through that town. In fact there are a
number of options being considered for bypasses south
and north, and right through the centre of Batesford.
That will take some time, and I understand that
planning and consultation take time, but I think that
given the spate of accidents and deaths on this road the
matter is urgent. Victoria State Emergency Service
labelled the road’s condition as appalling and said
urgent upgrades were required on the Midland
Highway.
The action I ask of the minister tonight is for him to
immediately have VicRoads do an inspection,
particularly of the areas where these tragic accidents
have occurred, and to direct VicRoads to do some
immediate upgrades to make that section of the road
that has the highest accident records safe for
commuters.

Responses
Mr JENNINGS (Special Minister of State) — I
have three written responses to adjournment matters
raised previously by Ms Crozier on 22 August 2017,
Mr Finn on 23 August 2017 and Mr Leane on
23 August 2017.
In relation to tonight’s matters, Ms Lovell raised a
matter for the attention of the Minister for Housing,
Disability and Ageing seeking his response in terms of
his policy and calling on the Andrews government to
respond in relation to the needs of people who find
themselves homeless and indeed a series of reforms that
she suggests should be provided in supporting those
who are vulnerable in our community. I actually have
been provided with a ready reckoner during the course
of the adjournment, and I draw her attention to the
Social Housing Growth Fund, which is a $1 billion
fund to increase the supply of social and affordable
housing. In another initiative, the social housing
pipeline, we see $120 million allocated to that program.
The public housing renewal program is a $185 million
program. There is the family violence housing blitz,
which allocated $152 million in the 2016–17 budget.
Ms Lovell interjected.
Mr JENNINGS — Here we go. Good for you.
Financial support for the community housing sector —
Ms Lovell — That is because it did not produce any
results.
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Mr JENNINGS — Well, Ms Lovell, thank you for
your re-emergence. I do not know whether you are in
your place or not. You have just reappeared, and during
the course of your presentation, whilst you were
criticising the ineffectiveness of these significant
reforms that I have actually outlined on behalf of our
government, you took credit for initiatives that you
introduced that you say still have an enduring ability to
be kicking goals, as you describe it. I think it is a bit
hard to indicate that in fact your programs probably, in
terms of the quantum of resource allocation, actually —
Ms Lovell — Rough sleepers reduced under us and
they have increased by 74 per cent since you have been
in government.
Mr JENNINGS — Ms Lovell, I am not intending
to debate during the course of this evening. I will just
draw this to your attention. You can actually study it.
You can do an evaluation about whether the significant
investment made by our government trumps the
investment made by yours and —
Ms Lovell — Spending money does not mean you
get results.
Mr JENNINGS — Absolutely, I agree with you,
and the wisdom of policy decisions will be a legacy that
people will understand well into the future.
The issue Ms Springle raised for the attention of the
Minister for Families and Children implored the
minister to improve record keeping in relation to child
protection. I do not want people to think that I am
emulating my colleague the Minister for Families and
Children in relation to my dealing with the adjournment
debate tonight, because under normal circumstances it
is one-way traffic when I do the adjournment, but
tonight it has been two-way.
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Ms Patten raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport seeking her support for an
increased frequency of service on the South Morang
line and for more express services to be able to provide
for that increased train frequency.
Ms Fitzherbert raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Roads and Road Safety about the
implementation of a truck curfew between Port
Melbourne and Black Rock and the way in which that
would be complied with.
Ms Pennicuik raised a matter for the same minister in
relation to his support to augment whatever action has
been taken by the City of Melbourne to disallow
horse-drawn carriages within the Melbourne CBD.
Mr Gepp raised a matter for the Minister for Training
and Skills seeking her to travel to Mildura to work with
the Mallee skills consortia to deal with ways in which
the community can participate in economic activity and
develop skills that enable them to provide productive
work.
Ms Crozier raised a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Health seeking the circulation of
information and practice guidance to GPs through the
Royal Australian College of General Practitioners or
other services through the health system that at the one
time recognises the symptoms of Lyme disease and the
debilitating circumstances that may derive from it. It is
a very vexing issue in relation to professional practice
where in fact Lyme disease is perhaps a disease, as she
describes it herself, that is not recognised in Australia,
so that is a bit of a confronting issue and a perplexing
regulatory environment. Nonetheless we should be
sympathetic to those who have a series of symptoms
that in some jurisdictions would be considered to be —
Ms Crozier — And they think that they may have it.

Mr Ondarchie gave a litany of evidence from members
of his community in relation to a roundabout in the
northern section of his electorate and sought the
attention of the Minister for Roads and Road Safety.
Mr Mulino also sought support from the Minister for
Roads and Road Safety in relation to outlining to his
community the benefits of the M1 upgrade between
Chadstone and Pakenham and the updated schedule of
works and the benefits it will draw to his local
community.
Mr O’Sullivan implored the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change to travel to
Shepparton to meet the owners of Radevski Coolstores,
who have had increasing energy costs, and to
familiarise herself with their challenges.

Mr JENNINGS — I am not disputing it at all; I am
just outlining the history of it, as you know.
Ms Crozier — Yes, I do know; you’re a former
Minister for Health.
Mr JENNINGS — Yes, exactly. Mr Ramsay was
going to leave, but I am glad he stayed, because in fact I
want to congratulate Mr Ramsay on the earnestness of
his presentation today, because sometimes matters in
the adjournment debate are actually raised in quite
hysterical fashion, but he is actually in touch —
Ms Crozier — And you are not?
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Mr JENNINGS — No, no; he was in touch with the
gravity of the situation where tragically somebody died
on the Midland Highway in the last 24 hours, and there
has been a coincidence of tragedies that he refers to that
have occurred on that roadway and the Hamilton
Highway either side of Bannockburn in and around
Gheringhap. In fact he has acknowledged again
graciously, which is not always done, that in fact
$10 million has been allocated by the government to
improve the passing lanes between Bannockburn and
Meredith, and I thank him for recognising that. He also
indicated there is joint funding for $2 million between
state and commonwealth governments in relation to the
Geelong Ring Road to Bannockburn, and he would
hope that that work actually proceeds as quickly as
possible. The action that he sought was for the Minister
for Roads and Road Safety to implore VicRoads to do
an urgent appraisal of what works may increase the
safety to his community, and because he did it in such a
thoughtful, respectful way, I thought I should respond
in kind.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Melhem) — The
house stands adjourned.
House adjourned 7.03 p.m. until Tuesday,
17 October.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
Responses have been incorporated in the form provided to Hansard and received in the period shown.

8 September to 21 September 2017
Motorcyclist safety
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Purcell
Minister for Agriculture
6 September 2017

RESPONSE:
Victoria has introduced a new Motorcycle Graduated Licensing System for motorcycle learner permit and licence
applicants. The curriculum has a strong focus on understanding and adapting to road hazards, in both country and
metropolitan areas. In addition to classroom tuition covering road hazards, candidates must demonstrate safe riding
practices in a series of on-road assessments before being awarded a licence.
Because learner and newly licensed motorcyclists are over-represented in crash statistics, headlight use is
mandatory for learners and newly licensed riders in their first three years of riding. Headlight use is high amongst
motorcyclists generally, because most new motorcycles are designed so that the headlight illuminates automatically
and cannot be turned off.
Victoria has an ongoing program of consumer information to encourage the use of high-quality protective clothing
and helmets. Campaigns by the Transport Accident Commission and announcements by Victoria Police have
highlighted the importance of wearing safer clothing and Victoria Police has conducted operations to advise riders
on better clothing choices.
In regard to legislation, Victoria is committed to working in partnership with Australia’s other jurisdictions on
matters that affect travel between states and territories. There is agreement between Australian jurisdictions that the
Australian helmet standard and the European standard (both of which allow for open-face helmets) provide the best
level of protection for motorcyclists. Any moves to ban open-face helmets would require agreement between the
jurisdictions, and a willingness on the part of the Commonwealth to restrict trade by removing harmonisation with
an international standard.
At present, little is known about the relative safety performance of motorcycling jackets and pants and Victoria
needs more information about which products provide a safety benefit before any decision could be made about the
best approach to increasing their use. Victoria is a partner in a national research program to test motorcycle
clothing, in order to developing a consumer information program for motorcyclists. The program will assist riders
to make informed choices about the protective clothing they purchase.
The Motorcycle Safety Levy (MSL) was introduced in 2002, to fund safety projects for motorcyclists that would
otherwise not be implemented. Currently, a total of 262 projects valued at $72.71 million have been approved since
the program commenced to fund infrastructure, education and training, enforcement and enhanced data collection
and analysis. These projects include 193 infrastructure projects ($48.28 million) and 69 non-infrastructure projects
($24.43 million).
In regards to the condition of country roads, more than $530 million is currently being invested to make regional
roads safer and stronger. The Government has doubled its funding to repair regional roads from $114 million to
$260 million for pavement maintenance in 2017-2018. More than 850 kilometres of roads in regional Victoria will
benefit from a $260 million maintenance boost for repairs and resurfacing.
Over the past five years, the number of motorcycle fatalities (year to date, 6 September 2017) has trended
downwards in Country Victoria from 12 in 2013 to 8 in 2017. Country fatalities made up 44% of fatalities in YTD
2013, but only 31% in YTD 2017.
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8 September to 21 September 2017

Taxi and hire car industry
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Dr Carling-Jenkins
Minister for Agriculture
6 September 2017

RESPONSE:
The Taxi and Hire car Fairness Fund was open for applications for five months from November 2016 through to
April 2017. During this time, all taxi and hire care licence holders were written to several times by the Taxi
Services Commission encouraging them to apply, and outlining the application process. The community legal
centre, Westjustice, was engaged by the Government to provide assistance in completing applications and provided
advice to over 500 applicants. Factsheets on the applications process were made available in 11 different languages
and were distributed via a variety of stakeholder and community groups.
Any licence holders who did not apply for the Fairness Fund will still receive transitional financial assistance
payments of up to $250 000 depending upon the type and number of licences they hold.
The recent legislation passed by the parliament provided for over half a billion dollars in financial assistance to the
existing taxi and hire car industry. This remains the amount available and the Government is not considering
extending the financial assistance.

West Gate tunnel project
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Minister for Agriculture
6 September 2017

RESPONSE:
The Government has released the business case for the West Gate Tunnel Project. It was the first time a Victorian
Government had released a full business case at such an early stage of a major infrastructure project.
Extensive, independent transport modelling was included in the Environment Effects Statement for the West Gate
Tunnel Project and it shows the project will reduce congestion and slash travel times.
The transport assessment has been prepared by traffic experts and subject to rigorous review and comprehensively
refined in the two years since the business case.
This modelling is now subject to the scrutiny of an independent Inquiry and Advisory Committee and they have
been provided with extensive documentation, including hundreds of pages of transport modelling, to make their
assessment.
Veitch Lister Consulting (VLC) who prepared the transport model, has presented to the panel and been subject to
cross examination. VLC has also submitted documents to the panel, which show the modelling is comprehensive,
and fit for purpose.
The documents are Cabinet in Confidence and the government does not release cabinet in Confidence documents.
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Keppel Prince Engineering
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Purcell
Special Minister of State
12 October 2016

RESPONSE:
On 10 March 2017 the Andrews Labor Government announced its support towards Keppel Prince Engineering’s
$1.97 million expansion project at its Portland manufacturing facility. Support for the expansion program and
capacity building is being provided through the $500 million Regional Jobs and Infrastructure Fund, as well as the
Driving Renewable Energy Program. This government support has helped the company secure the expansion
project, creating 50 new jobs and retaining 80 local wind tower manufacturing jobs in Portland.
The expansion will allow Keppel Prince to achieve production efficiencies and reduce current bottlenecks within its
fabrication lines. New machinery will be installed to deliver productivity gains, reduce operating costs and allow
total production to increase to 175 towers per year making it more competitive against imported towers. The
upgraded facility will position the company to undertake further investment in its Portland site and grow its
manufacturing capabilities to meet the anticipated 50 per cent increase in national demand for wind turbine towers.
Much of the increased demand for wind turbine towers and associated job creation is a direct result of the Andrews
Labor Government’s Victorian Renewable Energy Target, which the Opposition wants to axe, along with the
associated jobs and investment.
This Government acknowledges the significant economic contribution Keppel Prince provides as a major employer
in the Portland area and is considered a key stakeholder in the renewable energy sector. Through government like
this, initiatives significant opportunities will be created for Victorian businesses, such as Keppel Prince, to support
the delivery of a pipeline of renewable energy projects to meet the ambitious targets set and capture the major
economic benefits generated including the creation of new and sustainable local jobs.

Heyfield timber mill
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Minister for Agriculture
23 August 2017

RESPONSE:
The Andrews Labor Government understands the vital role the Heyfield mill plays in the local community and
across the timber products industry.
That’s why we are committed to the mill remaining operational.
The Government reached an in-principle agreement with the Hermal Group to buy the Heyfield mill, subject to due
diligence checks.
The sale process is in the final stages of completion; the details of which are commercial-in-confidence.
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8 September to 21 September 2017

Australian Paper
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Minister for Agriculture
23 August 2017

RESPONSE:
Payments made by the State Government to Australian Paper arising from the State Government’s legislated
obligation to supply Australian Paper with timber from the designated forest area are not in the nature of fines
imposed under the terms of the wood pulp agreement.

West Gate tunnel project
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Hartland
Minister for Agriculture
6 September 2017

RESPONSE:
The Government has released the business case for the West Gate Tunnel Project. It was the first time a Victorian
Government had released a full business case at such an early stage of a major infrastructure project.
Extensive, independent transport modelling was included in the Environment Effects Statement for the West Gate
Tunnel Project and it shows the project will reduce congestion and slash travel times.
The transport assessment has been prepared by traffic experts and subject to rigorous review and comprehensively
refined in the two years since the business case.
This modelling is now subject to the scrutiny of an independent Inquiry and Advisory Committee and they have
been provided with extensive documentation, including hundreds of pages of transport modelling, to make their
assessment.
Veitch Lister Consulting (VLC) who prepared the transport model, has presented to the panel and been subject to
cross examination. VLC has also submitted documents to the panel, which show the modelling is comprehensive,
and fit for purpose.

Timber industry
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Dunn
Minister for Agriculture
7 September 2017

RESPONSE:
Following the recent listing of the Greater Glider as threatened under Victoria’s Flora and Fauna Guarantee Act
1988, the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) is leading work to ensure the
protection of the Greater Glider as a matter of priority. DELWP is preparing an action statement that will outline
research and actions to help the Greater Glider over the longer term. DELWP is also in discussions with VicForests
and my department, the Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources, on implementing
interim measures whilst longer term protections are being developed.
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Child protection
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Springle
Minister for Corrections
7 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION:
The Department of Justice and Regulation is preparing advice for the Attorney-General on the issues raised by
Sylvia Rowley’s story on the historic practices used to record child protection matters in Victoria. It is important
that these practices are examined thoroughly to determine the nature of the relevant issues and any action that may
be required. The Department of Justice and Regulation is working to prepare this advice as soon as possible.
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION:
The Attorney-General will consider any public statements about these practices when he has received detailed
advice from the Department of Justice and Regulation.

Firearm regulation
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Bourman
Minister for Corrections
7 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION:
There is a national collaborative approach to regulating firearms. This involves sharing information on firearms and
classification. I am advised that Victorian agencies work with all state and territory and federal agencies, including
the Australia Federal Police, with responsibility for the identification and classification of firearms. Victorian
agencies give and receive advice when required or requested, as do all other jurisdictions.
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION:
Victoria Police is responsible for regulating the Victorian firearm industry. The Government takes the advice of
Victoria Police in matters relating to firearm classification. Victoria Police takes its role very seriously in the
categorisation of firearms to ensure regulatory compliance and consistency with its State and Territory partners,
and where there may be some ambiguity on the classification of a firearm it will take steps to seek advice from
experts both at the State and Commonwealth levels. On firearm matters more broadly, the Government works
closely with the Victorian Firearms Consultative Committee.

Electorate office budgets
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:
RESPONSE:
No.

Ms Lovell
Special Minister of State
8 September 2017
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500 Startups Melbourne
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ondarchie
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
8 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION:
Unfortunately, no due diligence checks can account for the concealment of illegal activity. For more information on
LaunchVic’s approach to due diligence checks for their grant applicants, I refer you to Dr Cornick’s public
statements on the relevant requirements.

500 Startups Melbourne
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ondarchie
Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade
8 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION:
No awarding of contacts have ever been linked to or demanded any such clause. That you attempt to smear me is
one thing, but your attempt to smear and impugn the integrity of the LaunchVic board is both pathetic and
desperate.

Hazelwood Pondage
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Bath
Minister for Agriculture
8 September 2017

RESPONSE:
I thank the Member for Eastern Victoria for her question.
The total cost of removing barramundi and tilapia from Hazelwood Pondage using an external contractor was
$52 000 ex GST between the period from 4/3/17 to 1/9/17.
This is from a Target One Million budget of $46 million.
The work included water temperature and fish population monitoring, removal of fish, transport of fish and the
holding of fish in frozen storage.

Victoria Police sex industry coordination unit
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Dr Carling-Jenkins
Minister for Corrections
8 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION:
I thank the member for her question. From its commencement in 2012 SICU has played a pivotal role with law
enforcement partners to identify trends and develop intelligence in both the illegal and legal brothel industries.
SICU also works with other stakeholders such as Project Respect, Australian Catholic Religious Against Human
Trafficking in Humans, Scarlet Alliance and others concerned for sex workers.
I am advised by Victoria Police that SICU is currently being reviewed but only to determine its best fit within the
organisation and whether it should remain within the Transit and Public Safety Command or move into a new area.
The SICU will continue as a critical unit within Victoria Police.
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At this time it is envisaged that the Senior Sergeant’s position will be filled. This recruitment is appropriately a
matter for Victoria Police.
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION:
The overall resourcing of the unit will be determined following the conclusion of the SICU review.

Prison capacity
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Pennicuik
Minister for Corrections
8 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION:
In 2011, 2012 and 2013, the previous government expanded prison capacity, but did so through a significant
number of temporary beds at all security levels, as well as ‘double bunking’.
This expansion included 600 additional bunks into existing single cells (known as ‘double bunking’), 311 beds in
converted shipping containers, and at its peak 189 fold-out or surge beds.
Bunks have been taken out of the Metropolitan Remand Centre in line with the Walshe Review, however there are
bunks and beds in converted shipping containers still being used.
I am advised that 30 per cent of male prisoners are in ‘double bunked’ cells.
RESPONSE TO SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTION:
As I stated in my answer in the Chamber there has been substantial growth in Victoria’s prison system. This is due
to changes to bail laws, a significant increase in police numbers and reforms to Victoria’s parole system.
An increase in prison population is consistent with jurisdictions across Australia and across the world.
The Government is addressing this growth through significant investment in expanding amenities across the prison
system meaning prisons are better equipped to meet increasing demand in the prison system.
There is also work being done within the department and in coordination with a number of agencies to do forecast
planning of the system to cater for this prison population growth.
The opening of the Ravenhall Correctional Facility this year will provide further capacity in our prison system and
Corrections Victoria continues to assess and allocate all prisoners to the most appropriate prison.

Heyfield timber mill
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Bath
Minister for Agriculture
19 September 2017

RESPONSE:
No jobs were lost during the finalisation of the purchase of the Heyfield timber mill. Post the sale, twenty four
workers have agreed to take a voluntary redundancy package. The majority of these staff have secured other
employment, or are retiring. Latrobe Valley Authority Worker Transition Service support will be provided where
required.
The confirmation of a guaranteed timber supply of 80 000m3 a year over the next three years provides stability. The
board, once appointed, will review the best operating model for the sawmill that will protect as many jobs as
possible for the long-term.
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Caulfield–Dandenong line elevated rail
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Davis
Special Minister of State
19 September 2017

RESPONSE:
Residents are being offered relocation due to noise and flood lighting issues resulting from the operation of the
straddle carrier. All potential safety risks are independently assessed and there are no safety risks that would require
residents to leave their properties.
The Office of the National Safety Regulator (ONRSR) have been closely involved in the process and are satisfied
that the operation of the straddle carrier is in accordance with the Safety Management System and the obligations
under the Rail Safety National Law.
The disruption and requirements to offer relocation to nearby residents have been significantly minimised by the
elevated design as opposed to a trench based solution.

Anti-vilification legislation
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Patten
Minister for Corrections
19 September 2017

RESPONSE TO SUBSTANTIVE QUESTION:
The Victorian Government is keenly aware that the Federal Government’s decision to conduct a national marriage
equality postal survey is having a significant and damaging impact on the wellbeing of LGBTI Victorians. We have
allocated additional funding of $500 000 to meet immediate LGBTI mental health and wellbeing needs arising
from the survey process.
The Andrews Labor Government has taken legislative action on a number of fronts to improve the rights of LGBTI
Victorians in this term. We have removed the outdated and discriminatory offence of intentionally causing HIV
from the Crimes Act 1958. We have secured the passage of legislation to allow same sex couples to adopt. We
have amended the Relationships Act 2008 to: make it easier for same sex couples to register their relationship in
Victoria; to recognise couples who have formalised their relationships in other jurisdictions, including by way of
same sex marriage overseas; and ensure couples have access to ceremonial services similar to those provided to
couples married at the Registry. We also put forward legislation to remove barriers to new birth certificates for
trans and gender diverse Victorians, and legislation to reinstate the inherent requirements test in relation to religious
exceptions and employment.
We have made a formal State apology to those convicted under unjust and prejudiced laws against homosexual acts
prior to decriminalisation in 1981. This followed the establishment of the scheme to expunge convictions under
such laws which came into effect on 1 September 2015. The Government thanks Ms Patten for her demonstrated
support of our progressive legislative agenda and appreciates her advocacy on behalf of people affected by this
damaging survey.
The Victorian Government acknowledges the newly introduced federal laws, which are intended to increase
protections for LGBTI people during the survey period. We are constantly looking at ways to improve the
effectiveness of Victorian laws, and will carefully monitor how the federal protections are applied.
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Recreational boating
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Bourman
Minister for Agriculture
19 September 2017

RESPONSE:
Recreational marine licensing revenue for the period 01 July 2011 to 30 June 2016 totalled $72 626 832. Licence
fees are set to recover the costs of marine safety regulation and related compliance monitoring and enforcement
programs.
The boating facilities and safety education fee is collected at the time recreational vessels are registered or have
their registration renewed. Revenue from the boating facilities and safety education fee for the period 01 July 2011
to 30 June 2016 totalled $58 988 973.
During this period, $29.5 million has been directly allocated to a range of boating safety initiatives and
infrastructure projects through the Boating Safety and Facilities Program (administered by DEDJTR on behalf of
the Minister for Ports).
Administration of the licensing and registration schemes (provided by VicRoads under contract for Transport
Safety Victoria) accounts for approximately $25 million of the above revenue.
Additionally, annual state budgets allocate operational funds to Victoria Police and Transport Safety Victoria for
the delivery of safety and boating education functions and to undertake compliance monitoring and enforcement
activities.
The Office of the Director of Transport Safety (known as Transport Safety Victoria (TSV)) is the State’s maritime
safety regulator and has responsibility for the regulation of recreational vessels operating on State waters.
Victoria Police assist TSV with on-water compliance and enforcement activities.
None of the revenue received from recreational boat licensing and vessel registration was directly allocated to any
entity.
There are no duplicated enforcement activities. To the contrary, recreational compliance and enforcement activities
are well coordinated across the above mentioned agencies.

Political donations
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Wooldridge
Special Minister of State
20 September 2017

RESPONSE:
Political donations between different branches of political parties and associated entities will be subject to the
$4000 cap over four years. Donations to federal branches of political parties are subject to the existing
Commonwealth’s disclosure and regime and are a matter for the Commonwealth.
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GOTAFE
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Lovell
Minister for Training and Skills
20 September 2017

RESPONSE:
As this matter is ongoing I am limited in comments I can make at this time.
I can advise that as part of the Department of Education and Training’s regular monitoring of training data that is
submitted monthly by all Training Providers, issues emerged regarding some of the training delivery at Goulburn
Ovens TAFE.
GOTAFE has cooperated fully in resolving these matters and both the Department and GOTAFE are actively
working on resolving the issues.
I would like to add that the Department has not suspended, or instructed GOTAFE to suspend or stop,
commencements in any programs.
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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
and received by Hansard in the period shown.

9 September to 21 September 2017
Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Purcell
Minister for Emergency Services
22 June 2017

ANSWER:
The Victorian Government greatly appreciates the time and skills of Marine Search and Rescue (MSAR)
volunteers, including those who serve with the Australian Volunteer Coast Guard in Warrnambool.
Marine Search and Rescue in Victoria has made substantial strides forward and, with a strong foundation for a
vibrant volunteer MSAR sector, it remains a priority for the Victorian Government. The Victorian Government is
continuing to work through funding requirements and a means to sustainably fund the sector in the long term.
Emergency Management Victoria has recently completed a risk based Capability Assessment for all volunteer
Marine Search and Rescue Providers in Victoria. In conjunction with the Warrnambool Flotilla, EMV has
developed a Capability Plan for Warrnambool MSAR. This Plan provides for the existing ‘offshore capable’ vessel
to be retained at Warrnambool and when due for replacement, be replaced with a vessel of similar or greater
offshore capability. In addition, the Plan also identifies that Warrnambool requires an additional, smaller vessel for
training and use on inland waters.
Thank you for raising this matter with me.

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

Mr Mulino
Minister for Public Transport
8 August 2017

ANSWER:
I thank the Member for his question. On behalf of the Victorian Government, VicTrack is delivering the $20m
Station Car Park program and the $22m Road and Rail Minor Works program, which will deliver over 3000 car
parking spaces at stations across metropolitan and regional Victoria.
At Officer station, VicTrack is delivering 165 car parking spaces, and this work is expected to be completed by the
end of November 2017. Further, the car park at Berwick station will be expanded by 40 spaces, with works due to
commence later this year.

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

Ms Lovell
Minister for Health
8 August 2017

ANSWER:
I thank the former members of the Goulburn Valley Health board for their service to Goulburn Valley Health and
the Shepparton community. In particular, I would like to offer my thanks to those who took on leadership positions,
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namely Mr Ryan for his service as Chairperson and Ms Knaggs for her service as the Chair of the Quality and
Safety Committee.
As usual, the Member for Northern Victoria, Ms Lovell is wrong. There is currently an orderly transition of Board
members following the expiration of the terms of four members taking place on the Board of Goulburn Valley
Health. Rebecca Woolstencroft is eminently qualified to chair the Goulburn Valley Health Board. I would
encourage the Member to support the Board, and Chair, rather than seek to undermine.
After the tragic events at Djerriwarrh Health Service, I instigated a review led by Dr Stephen Duckett into quality
and safety in our health services. The report, Targeting Zero, detailed a range of issues, including recommendations
relating to board composition, tenure and appointments. I take these recommendations extremely seriously. In
making appointments to public hospitals and health services boards, I took a whole of health service and health
system view, with the recommendations of Targeting Zero in mind. My recommendations to the Governor in
Council regarding appointments are based on the skills and experience of the applicants and the particular needs of
Goulburn Valley Health and the community it serves.
Newly appointed and highly skilled Chairperson, Ms Rebecca Woolstencroft, along with the board and new
appointments will oversee the exciting redevelopment of Goulburn Valley Health. This $168.5 million project will
provide Shepparton and surrounding districts with a state of the art facility meaning that first class health care will
be right on the door step of this community. This is a project for which there was no progress under the previous
Liberal Government but which, I am proud to say, this Andrews Labor Government is delivering.

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

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
8 August 2017

ANSWER:
The long awaited Drysdale Bypass will improve safety and ease congestion through the centre of Drysdale by
providing trucks and Bellarine Peninsula traffic with an alternative route.
VicRoads has undertaken extensive community consultation, as well as undertaken traffic modelling to develop a
solution that will best balance the needs of motorists, pedestrians, cyclists and public transport that will ultimately
improve traffic flow at the Jetty Road, Grubb Road intersection in Drysdale.

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

Mr Finn
Minister for Public Transport
8 August 2017

ANSWER:
I thank the Member for Western Metropolitan for his continued interest in the Andrews Labor Government’s plan
to remove the dangerous and congested level crossing at Buckley Street, Essendon.
An Alliance of John Holland and KBR won the contract for the North West program of works. Under this contract,
the level crossings at Camp Road in Campbellfield and Skye/Overton Road in Frankston comprise the Initial
Works Package.
If these works are delivered well, the Alliance will then progressively remove the level crossings in the Additional
Works Package, which are at Buckley Street in Essendon, Glenroy Road in Glenroy, Bell Street in Coburg and
Moreland Road in Brunswick.
The North West Program contract relates to all six level crossing sites listed above, with the price for works at
Buckley Street, Glenroy Road, Bell Street and Moreland Road to be progressively developed as the Level
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Crossings Removal Authority (LXRA) confirms the contractor is meeting performance targets and should proceed
with delivery of each site.
LXRA is currently finalising design, which will factor in community ideas and feedback, and work at Buckley
Street will begin later this year.

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

Ms Hartland
Minister for Public Transport
8 August 2017

ANSWER:
Public Transport Victoria has recently installed an automatic door to the accessible toilets at Essendon station.
Transport For Victoria (TFV) has been asked to note the feedback regarding further opportunities to improve the
station facilities as part of any future works.
The Member for Essendon, Mr Danny Pearson MP, previously raised with my Office that options to improve
accessibility at Essendon station should be investigated, and this feedback has been passed to the Public Transport
Access Committee (PTAC).
PTAC provides the Government and TFV with independent advice on accessibility issues that affect many
passengers, and PTAC works to ensure the needs of all passengers are at the centre of transport planning and the
operation of Victoria’s public transport network.
PTAC meets regularly, and the Parliamentary Secretary for Public Transport, Ms Ros Spence, MP, attends these
meetings.
Further information on PTAC is available online at
<www.ptv.vic.gov.au/getting-around/accessible-transport/public-transport-access-committee/>.

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

Ms Fitzherbert
Minister for Public Transport
8 August 2017

ANSWER:
From 1 to 11 July 2017, 24-hours works were undertaken to build tram infrastructure on Toorak Road West
between Park Street, South Yarra and St Kilda Road in order to maintain a direct connection from South Yarra to
the CBD during construction of the Metro Tunnel project.
At various times, 23 residences — a mix of individuals and families — were temporarily relocated for up to one
week as part of these tram infrastructure works.
Melbourne Metro Rail Authority is working to minimise the impact of construction while delivering the Metro
Tunnel— a vital infrastructure project that will transform Melbourne’s public transport network and create up to
7000 jobs in the peak construction phase.
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Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Ms Wooldridge
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
9 August 2017

ANSWER:
VicRoads advises me that as a result of its investigation into Sherbourne Road, near Adam Crescent in Eltham, it
found no reported crashes involving pedestrians. However, VicRoads will continue to monitor this location for the
need for any improvements to enhance pedestrian safety.

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

Ms Shing
Minister for Education
9 August 2017

ANSWER:
The Permanent Modular School Buildings Program is an integral part of the Andrews Labor Government’s
$155 million investment in the Victorian School Asbestos Removal Program. With all identified high-risk asbestos
now removed from schools, the Government is focused on addressing material that could pose a risk in the future.
New, architecturally-designed permanent modular buildings offer a fast and efficient solution.
Moe (South Street) Primary School is one of the first of 100 schools to benefit from the program. Under this
program, the scope of building works is closely targeted to address buildings in the poorest condition with the
largest concentrations of asbestos that may pose a risk in the future.
The broader infrastructure requirements of all schools are considered through the budget process and when
determining future priorities for the capital works program. The Victorian Government will continue to use all
available data, including condition assessments and pre-existing project plans, when allocating funding in future
state budgets.

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

Mr Elasmar
Minister for Families and Children
10 August 2017

ANSWER:
The Caring Dad’s program an early intervention pilot program aimed at fathers experiencing drug or alcohol abuse
who have committed, or are at risk of committing family violence. Fathers attend voluntary group sessions over
17 weeks where they learn parenting skills and the impact of family violence on their children as well as the
importance of a respectful relationship with their children’s mother.
In May 2016 the Andrews Labor Government allocated $575 000 to Children’s Protection Society to begin a pilot
of the Caring Dads program. In June 2017 we allocated a further $4.6 million to the Caring Dads program with an
additional $1 million dollars contributed by the Gandel Foundation. This enabled the program to be expanded to
other providers across the state.
This program is part of the Andrews Labor Government’s commitment to implement all recommendations of the
Family Violence Royal Commission-including researching, trialling and evaluating intervention programs for
perpetrators, a record $1.9 billion package of measures to end family violence in Victoria was announced in the
2017-18 Victorian Budget.
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In the member’s electorate, participating fathers are from the local government areas of Darebin, Hume, Moreland
and Yarra.
The community organisations that deliver the Caring Dads program in the member’s electorate are the Children’s
Protection Society and Uniting Regen.
The North East Melbourne trial site is being run in partnership with Uniting ReGen, an alcohol and other drug
treatment and education agency. Within the alcohol and other drug sector ReGen is a leader in family inclusive
practice and workforce development. Their partnership with CPS in Caring Dads recognises the frequent
co-occurrence of substance use and family violence.
Evidence from other Caring Dads trials indicate that fathers who complete the program show a greater ability to
co-parent with the child or children’s mother and more frequently prioritize their children’s needs. The Victorian
trial of Caring Dads will add to the empirical evidence about the efficacy of the program through an evaluation
being undertaken by the University of Melbourne.
I thank the member for his interest in assisting fathers in the Northern Metropolitan Region who are experiencing
drug and alcohol abuse and at risk of committing family violence and his commitment to help them build their
parenting skills and to understand the impact that family violence can have on young children.

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

Ms Bath
Minister for Public Transport
10 August 2017

ANSWER:
The VAGO Report into V/Line Passenger Services confirms that the previous Government’s cost-cutting regime
put significant pressure on the operational capacity of V/Line, and shifted the focus of the organisation to saving
money, rather than maintaining the network and delivering the services passengers needed.
The Andrews Labor Government has restored funding to V/Line, invested in rolling stock and new services, and
has outlined a plan to continually improve regional public transport.
This Government has also successfully lobbied the Federal Government for the money owed to Victoria under the
Asset Recycling Agreement, which will fund our Regional Rail Revival package of major public transport
upgrades across regional Victoria.
There is more than $500 million to upgrade the Gippsland line, with $435 million for major upgrades between
Pakenham and Traralgon, and $95 million to replace the Avon River Bridge.

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

Ms Hartland
Minister for Emergency Services
10 August 2017

ANSWER:
The Coolaroo recycling plant fire is an example of the growing complexity of fires in Victoria, and the ongoing
challenges they present for emergency services.
On 15 August 2017, I announced that the Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) will conduct a
review of the fire at the SKM Recycling Plant in Coolaroo. This latest review is an important opportunity to
confirm that emergency services are working hard to do everything they can to respond should similar events arise
in the future.
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IGEM will work closely with relevant agencies and examine key aspects of the fire including the effectiveness of
the State Smoke Framework, air quality monitoring, firefighter occupational health and safety, and the
Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA) processes. The IGEM will also work closely with EMV, which is
undertaking a separate but complementary operational review into the incident.
The IGEM will deliver this report to the Government by the end of November 2017.

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

Mr Mulino
Minister for Local Government
22 August 2017

ANSWER:
I am pleased to advise that the three projects funded through the Growing Suburbs Fund are completed and already
making a difference in the day to day lives of the families and children who live nearby.
The Oakridge Recreational Reserve received $150 000 to rejuvenate the existing reserve. Works include upgrading
the playground, creating an active “kick-a-bout” space, landscaping and walking tracks.
Marshall Street Recreational Reserve received $100 000 for a playground, dog run and agility training area, picnic
and barbeque area, an active play “kick-a-bout” space, landscaping and pathways.
Wallaroo Reserve received $50 000 towards a $174 200 project that is designed to revitalise and activate the space.
Funding contributed to extensive upgrades to the reserve, including landscaping, native tree planting, installation of
safety barriers at the entrance and mural artworks. Totem poles will be decorated by the community with help from
an artist and installed at a later date.
These projects provide communities with spaces that support active and passive recreation opportunities, will
attract residents to spend more time outdoors enjoying the play equipment that is so important for children’s
development as well as provide open spaces for communities to come together.
The Growing Suburbs Fund is delivering results by bringing forward local infrastructure projects that meets the
needs and demands of local communities. These projects will contribute to building stronger, more resilient and
liveable communities.

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

Mr Morris
Minister for Public Transport
22 August 2017

ANSWER:
As part of the Ballarat Line Upgrade scope of works a new passing loop will be constructed at Millbrook to replace
the existing Bungaree Loop.
Over the last few months, Melbourne Metro Rail Authority (MMRA) has met with Moorabool Shire Council
officers on several occasions to discuss the scope of Ballarat Line Upgrades and the subsequent impact on the
Bungaree Loop.
The new loop will provide a more direct route for trains on the Ballarat line between Ballan and Ballarat, meaning
that trains in both directions will be able to offer a consistent journey time. Additionally the new Millbrook Loop
will replace the functionality of the Bungaree Loop as a passing location for trains. This makes the Bungaree Loop
operationally redundant, and saves the need to maintain 12 kilometres of additional track.
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The closure of the Bungaree loop will remove five level crossings on the Ballarat Line, one of which is located near
Wallace, the site of a fatality in 2011. As there are no stations located on the Bungaree loop, passengers’ ability to
access rail services will not be affected by the loop closure.

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

Ms Crozier
Minister for Public Transport
22 August 2017

ANSWER:
The former Liberal Government did not remove a single level crossing on the Frankston line. In contrast, the
Andrews Labor Government is removing thirteen, with three already gone, including the North Road level crossing
in Ormond.
A mixed-use development, including a supermarket and other retail, cafes and restaurants, as well as
accommodation, at Ormond station is being proposed.
The claim from the Member for Southern Metropolitan that the proposed development is a secret is clearly false as
she admits in her question that the proposal was subject to public hearings earlier this year. Following these public
hearings, an independent panel provided advice to the Minister for Planning, the Hon Richard Wynne MP, who
will give it his full and proper consideration prior to releasing his decision.
It must be noted that when the Member for Southern Metropolitan refers to the proposed 13-storey development as
a “sky tower”, she proudly supported a 31-storey development adjacent to a railway station in her electorate when
she was in Government.

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

Ms Bath
Minister for Industry and Employment
22 August 2017

ANSWER:
In May 2017, the Victorian Government announced that workers affected by the closure of the Carter Holt Harvey
sawmill would be able to access the support services established for workers affected by the Hazelwood closure.
These services are delivered through the Worker Transition Service provided by the Latrobe Valley Authority
(LVA). Support is tailored to the needs of each individual, but includes career counselling, skills development and
training, job search support, employment placement, access to community and peer support, financial advice and
advice on starting a small business.
I am advised that more than 100 Carter Holt Harvey workers have already availed themselves of these services.
Retrenched workers are a priority cohort for Jobs Victoria programs. As a result, if Carter Holt Harvey workers
require any additional support post closure, they can access local Jobs Victoria services. The full range of Jobs
Victoria services available to support Victorian jobseekers is accessible via the Jobs Victoria website:
http://jobs.vic.gov.au.
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Western Victoria Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Ramsay
Minister for Regional Development
22 August 2017

ANSWER:
The Murray Basin Rail Project will revitalise the Victorian freight network and boost local jobs and businesses in
the region.
We’re getting on with building the $440 million Murray Basin Rail Project with works already underway on the
second stage of the project, continuing the upgrade and the conversion of over 1000 kilometres of track to standard
gauge — providing better rail freight services and improved rail access to Victoria’s commercial ports.
The works will provide better rail access between the Murray Basin and Victoria’s major ports of Portland,
Geelong and Melbourne. It will also improve the performance of the rail network and increase the amount of rail
freight able to be moved.
The Portland–Maroona line is leased to the Commonwealth Government’s Australian Rail Track Corporation
(ARTC) and is ARTC’s responsibility.
The Honourable Member for Western Victoria may like to pose the same question of a Portland-Maroona line
upgrade to his Federal colleague and Member for Wannon, the Honourable Dan Tehan MP.

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

Mr Young
Minister for Agriculture
23 August 2017

ANSWER:
The Government is committed to improving hunters’ access to accurate and easily accessible information on
where, when and what they can hunt.
The hunting maps you refer to were developed by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning.
They are hosted on the Game Management Authority website. I understand that there are issues with some deer
hunting maps due to them not identifying areas over which grazing licences have been issued.
The development of a new map set for Victoria showing where different game hunting can occur on public land is
an important action of the Sustainable Hunting Action Plan. Development of this initiative is currently underway.

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

Ms Shing
Minister for Industry and Employment
23 August 2017

ANSWER:
I am pleased to confirm that workers from Carter Holt Harvey Building Supplies Group are not only eligible for,
but are indeed receiving support through Victorian Government employment services.
In May 2017, the Victorian Government announced that workers affected by the closure of the Carter Holt Harvey
sawmill would be able to access the support services established for workers affected by the Hazelwood closure.
These services are delivered through the Worker Transition Service provided by the Latrobe Valley Authority
(LVA). Support is tailored to the needs of each individual, but includes career counselling, skills development and
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training, job search support, employment placement, access to community and peer support, financial advice and
advice on starting a small business. And as you indicate, more than 100 Carter Holt Harvey workers have already
availed themselves of these services.
Retrenched workers are a priority cohort for Jobs Victoria programs. As a result, if Carter Holt Harvey workers
require any additional support post closure, they can access local Jobs Victoria services. The full range of Jobs
Victoria services available to support Victorian jobseekers is accessible via the Jobs Victoria website:
http://jobs.vic.gov.au.

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

Mr Eideh
Minister for Sport
23 August 2017

ANSWER:
The Victorian Government is proud to continue funding the first-class high performance sport programs at the
Victorian Institute of Sport (VIS).
We provide $6.7 million each year to the VIS to ensure it remains a leading provider of high performance sports
programs for talented Victorian athletes across metropolitan Melbourne and regional Victoria. I recently confirmed
this funding for the 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2019-20 financial years to provide certainty in forward planning and
allow it to support Victorian athletes in the lead up to the Tokyo Olympics.
The Government has also provided a one off $300 000 funding boost for a new outreach program to increase the
engagement of the VIS in our regions and investigate improvements required to enhance VIS data management
systems and processes.
Part of the commitment is $200 000 towards a Regional Community Outreach and Roadshow pilot that will see
VIS coaches, athletes and talent identifiers visit communities across Victoria to share expertise, knowledge and
resources, and engage with promising young athletes and coaches in regions which would otherwise find it difficult
to access VIS facilities in inner Melbourne.
As well as VIS coaching expertise and other high performance learnings being shared to improve community and
sub-elite sport outcomes, linking VIS athletes with state sporting associations, regional sports assemblies and
sporting clubs in both metropolitan and regional areas provides opportunities to inspire more people to get active
and join a grassroots sporting club.
Thank you for raising this matter with me and I trust this information has been of assistance to you.

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

Mr Finn
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
23 August 2017

ANSWER:
As the population grew under the Liberals’ watch without any spend on roads, the Andrew’s. Labor Government is
investigating options to improve traffic flow and improved connectivity along Point Cook Road between Dunnings
Road and Railway Avenue and expects to complete it by the first half of 2018.
Furthermore, the Government announced $1.8 billion for the Western Package of the Outer Suburban Arterial
Roads Program in November 2016. This program includes the duplication of Dunnings Road and Palmers Road
from Point Cook Road to the Princes Freeway and the upgrade of the Forsyth Road interchange. Together with the
new Princes Freeway diamond interchange at Sneydes Road, these combined road upgrades are expected to relieve
congestion on Point Cook Road by providing commuters with attractive alternatives that provide access to the
Princes Freeway.
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Eastern Metropolitan Region
Question asked by:
Directed to:
Asked on:

Mr Leane
Minister for Education
23 August 2017

ANSWER:
I was delighted to join you recently in visiting Melba College to see first-hand the difference this Labor
Government’s investment is making.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to an ambitious agenda to make Victoria the Education State. This
means building a world-class education and training system that fosters both excellence and equity.
The Shared Facilities Fund contributes to this by providing funding to develop community facilities on school sites,
in order to establish partnerships with local government and community organisations that improve the amenity,
liveability and resilience of communities.
Over $10 million has already been allocated to 10 exciting projects across the state, including $2.35 million for a
‘multiservice community hub’ at Kurunjang Primary School.
Kilsyth Basketball Association’s application to the Shared Facilities Fund is progressing well, and the Department
of Education and Training is working closely with the Association and Melba College towards a positive outcome
for the Kilsyth community.
Successful applicants will continue to be announced on a rolling basis and listed on the Victorian School Building
Authority website.

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

Mr Davis
Minister for Public Transport
7 September 2017

ANSWER:
The previous Liberal Government did not remove a single level crossing on the Cranbourne-Pakenham line. In
contrast, the Andrews Labor Government is removing fourteen, with the removal of nine currently under
construction.
The claim by the Member for Southern Metropolitan is wrong. No pylons on the level crossing removal project
between Caulfield and Dandenong are sinking into unstable ground.
In relation to the Member’s request that the Government provides advice as to the safety impacts on the local
community, I can confirm that these level crossings are the most congested and dangerous in Victoria and that their
removal will dramatically improve safety for the local community.

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

Ms Bath
Minister for Roads and Road Safety
8 September 2017

ANSWER:
VicRoads manages approximately 3500 kilometres of arterial roads throughout Gippsland. To do this effectively,
comprehensive procedures are in place to ensure that regular inspections are undertaken of the road network to
identify defects, treat any hazards and maintain roads in a safe and acceptable condition.
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This year the Government will invest $260.3 million to deliver maintenance, improvements and upgrades to
9 153 000m2 of regional roads across the State. Included in this package is $150 000 to resurface a three kilometre
length of Traralgon Creek Road between Callignee South Road and Rifle Range Road. These works will
waterproof the road, making it more resilient and provide an improved surface for all road users.
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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, 19 September 2017
Youth justice facilities
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Youth Affairs
Ms Crozier
6 June 2017

REPLY:
Keeping our custodial centres safe and secure is a priority for the Andrews Labor Government. When we received
the Review by the eminent Neil Comrie, we acted on it, not put it away in the bottom of a drawer like Mary
Wooldridge’s secret master plan for Parkville. That’s why we invested $58 million to strengthen and fortify
Parkville and Malmsbury youth justice precincts so they better meet modern custodial standards.
While the first phase of strengthening and fortification works at Parkville is now complete, the precinct is preparing
for the next phase of works. Likewise, Malmsbury is also preparing for further strengthening and fortification
works. Given the presence of contractors on site and the need to manage their security and the secure movement of
young offenders, unnecessary visits are an operational inconvenience. I point out to the member that her recent visit
to Grevillea required 15 contractors to stop working.
I am advised the member has already visited Parkville, Malmsbury and Grevillea youth justice precincts at least 4
times during this term of Government. This is more access than I was afforded during the entire term of the
previous Liberal government.
We are not in the business of conducting a youth justice custodial tourism program. We are focused on targeting
violent offending and keeping Victorians safe.
Your request is being considered in this context.

Construction supplier register
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Treasurer
Ms Bath
21 June 2017

REPLY:
I refer to the adjournment matter you raised on 21 June in the Legislative Council.
The Construction Supplier Register (CSR) is a prequalification scheme for suitably qualified contractors and
consultants interested in undertaking public construction works and services of Victorian Government departments
and agencies.
The CSR applies a set of consistent, transparent and nationally accepted standards of prequalification, including
occupational health and safety capability, industrial relations management, financial viability and experience. This
streamlines and improves the efficiency of the procurement process for suppliers of public construction.
The Government understands the transitional issues currently occurring in the Latrobe Valley, and is committed to
supporting and driving economic growth in the region. As a result, the Government provided $20 million to fund
the establishment of a dedicated Latrobe Valley Authority to lead the Government’s response and manage the
transition and the future economic development of the Latrobe Valley. The Authority is partnering with the

WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
4984

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 19 September 2017

community and businesses to deliver coordinated action across all levels of government to make a difference,
including through:
– working to get business conditions right to bring more jobs to the Latrobe Valley;
– building infrastructure that meets community needs and creates jobs, and
– assist industry to explore opportunities.
In addition, the Government has expanded the engagement of the Industry Capability Network Victoria (ICN) by
funding the appointment of a dedicated ICN officer for the Latrobe Valley. The Latrobe Valley ICN officer will
work with local companies, conduct workshops and other activities to better connect local businesses to project
opportunities. This includes connecting to state government procurements occurring in the Latrobe Valley as well
as other parts of Victoria.
More specifically in relation to the financial viability criteria of the CSR, it is important to note that any assessment
of a contractor’s financial viability is based on a range of financial information, not just ‘money held in a bank
account’. It considers key information such as a contractor’s annual turnover, profit, net worth and working capital.
In relation to net worth and working capital, the CSR requires these to be positive at the time of assessment as they
are well established indicators of solvency and liquidity. This information coupled with information on
performance on past projects assures and provides confidence to the Government of a contractor’s ability to deliver
project works and pay creditors without issue. It is also important as contractors working for the Government have
obligations under the Security of Payment Act to ensure prompt and fair payment to sub-contractors and suppliers.
The financial viability criteria used by the CSR is considered a minimum and appropriate standard for the
Government to properly assess the financial viability of a contractor. Furthermore the criteria is not intended to be
onerous, and allows for a wide variety and size of contractors to join the CSR. Relaxing the financial viability
criteria would further diminish the overall quality and integrity of the CSR.
It is important to note that pre-qualification on the CSR does not guarantee suppliers will be chosen for projects.
Suppliers are always determined through a rigorous tender process demonstrating value-for-money.
The Government is undertaking reforms to improve public construction procurement, which will include change to
the CSR to improve its function and efficiency. Reforms currently being considered can be found at the following
link: http://www.dthvic.gov.au/Publications/Infrastructure-Delivery-publications/Reforming-public-construction.

Frankston police numbers
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Police
Mr O’Donohue
23 June 2017

REPLY:
I note that Councillor Brian Cunial has also corresponded with my office in relation to this issue, and I will respond
to him directly.
With regards to your concerns about the crime rate in Frankston, in the latest Crime Statistics Agency Report, the
number of offences recorded in Frankston rose by 1.9 per cent. The number of police personnel per capita in
Victoria is climbing and will continue to climb. It continues to be above the police personnel in NSW. It continues
to be above the national average.
With regards to your concerns about Carrum Downs Police Station, I can assure you that Carrum Downs continues
to receive a 24 hour response, and in fact there is now increased proactive weekend police patrols in the Carrum
Downs area. Following a trial in 2016, the counter hours at Carrum Downs Police Station were reduced to enable
more proactive patrols, and more police to be out on the street. This model of policing supported by The Police
Association as well as Victoria Police. Additionally, as at 26 July 2017, the rollout of Police Custody Officers
across the state has saved more than 67 700 police shifts.
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Victoria Police has developed a new and sophisticated Staff Allocation Model (SAM), in consultation with The
Police Association, so we know how many police are needed and where. While the allocation of police resources is
a matter for the Chief Commissioner of Police, he has indicated that resource deployment will be determined by the
SAM.
The Chief Commissioner of Police has given assurance to the Government that the level of policing is continuously
monitored by respective command officers, with a view to ensuring community safety. The Southern Metro Region
Division 4 consists of the City of Frankston and the Shire of Mornington Peninsula. The City of Frankston is well
serviced by Police Stations at Frankston and Carrum Downs. The Shire of Mornington Peninsula is serviced by
24 hour Police Stations at Mornington, Hastings and Rosebud, with cluster stations at Dromana, Rye and Sorrento.
The Government has responded to concerns about crime in the community with a comprehensive strategy to
prevent, detect and disrupt crime. The Community Safety Statement, released in December 2016 outlines the range
of new investment, powers, tools and capability that Victoria Police will be equipped with to stabilise the crime rate
and begin to reduce the level of harm being caused in the community.
Central to the Community Safety Statement is boosting of police numbers right across the state. In total, the
Government is funding 3135 additional frontline police, over the next five years to support the police response to
crime in our communities. These extra 3135 police, which are on top of attrition, are the lynchpin of the Victoria’s
first-ever Community Safety Statement, which you can find at:
www.vic.gov.au/community-safety-statement-2017. html.
In line with the Government’s commitment to recruit 300 additional frontline police, the Chief Commissioner of
Police announced on 27 April 2017 that the first of these recruits would begin to roll out in Melbourne’s growth
suburbs from May 2017.
The Government and Victoria Police are committed to keeping the Victorian community safe.

Ballarat GovHub
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Regional Development
Mr Morris
8 August 2017

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government is bringing hundreds of public sector jobs to the regions with new GovHub
offices to be built in Ballarat, the Latrobe Valley and Bendigo.
The Ballarat GovHub funded in the 2017–18 Budget, will be home to 1000 government employees, including 600
new positions to the city. The project will be transformative and help revitalise a major part of the Ballarat CBD.
The new jobs will be integrated with 400 Ballarat-based jobs to create a new integrated government facility driven
by an operating model that encourages collaboration and innovation in government services. Departments and
Agencies that will be located at the new GovHub will be:
– Department of Education and Training
– Department of Justice and Regulation
– Department of Economic Development, Jobs Transport & Resources (DEDJTR)
– Consumer Affairs Victoria
– Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP)
– State Revenue Office
– VicRoads
– Service Victoria
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The Victorian Government will continue to work with unions and employees in the lead up to job relocations and
consolidations. Individuals impacted have been advised and unions and the departments are working through
processes required in Enterprise Bargaining Agreements. At the conclusion of these processes, more precise
information will be able to be provided on which jobs and functions will be located at the GovHub.
Lastly, to clarify your confusion raised in your Adjournment, the State Revenue Office will expand their total
number of jobs in Ballarat as part of the 600 new positions to the city.

Wallan bus services
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Public Transport
Ms Symes
9 August 2017

REPLY:
I was delighted to join the Member for Northern Victoria and the Member for Yan Yean at the Wallan transport
forum to discuss with community members what can be done to improve public transport in the local area.
What emerged from the meeting was the need for more local buses so that people can more easily connect to trains
at the station and to get into town to get to local shops and appointments.
Following the community forum, Transport for Victoria (TfV) has been asked to review the local bus network in
the area and identify any opportunities for improvement in the future. TfV will consider what can be done to
improve bus services so that residents in growing areas of Wallan are better connected to public transport.
I look forward to working closely with the Member for Northern Victoria to develop proposals for more bus
services to her community and give residents, particularly young people, more choice to travel on the weekend.

Metro Tunnel
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Public Transport
Mr Melhem
9 August 2017

REPLY:
The Metro Tunnel is Victoria’s key public transport infrastructure project and it will employ a record number of
workers, creating up to 7000 jobs for Victorians during the peak construction phase. The benefits for local
businesses will be substantial, with thousands of people working to deliver this transformative project.
There will be significant opportunities for regional job creation, with a planned pre-cast facility in Melbourne’s
west, attracting ex-automotive workers from Geelong and Ballarat. Regional areas such as the Latrobe Valley will
also be targeted for procurement of work packages.
Just like all other key infrastructure projects, the Metro Tunnel is creating thousands of jobs and supporting
Victorian industry through mandated local content requirements.
More information on the project and employment opportunities is available online at
<http://metrotunnel.vic.gov.au/>.
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V/Line services
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Public Transport
Mr Ramsay
10 August 2017

REPLY:
The 2016-17 State Budget includes $280.4 million for 27 new VLocity regional carriages to be built in Dandenong.
This brings the total number of regional carriages ordered by the Andrews Labor Government to 87. This stands in
stark contrast to the former government that cut millions of dollars out of V/Line, and failed to order a single
regional carriage for two years.

Energy prices
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change
Mr O’Sullivan
10 August 2017

REPLY:
The Andrews Labor Government understands the pressures Victorian manufacturers and businesses are facing
from rising gas and electricity prices, and is putting in place a range of measures to assist them.
Increasing gas prices are largely due to the high demand for Australian produced gas in export markets. Electricity
price rises have been driven by these higher gas prices and a tighter supply market resulting from inadequate
investment due to federal policy uncertainty.
As a member of the COAG Energy Council, the government is working with federal, state and territory
governments, market institutions and regulators to support the continued affordability, security and reliability of the
energy sector. In relation to gas, this includes a comprehensive domestic gas market reform package to reduce
prices and improve supply in Victorian and eastern Australian gas markets. For electricity, the COAG Energy
Council commissioned Australia’s Chief Scientist, Dr Alan Finkel, to conduct an independent review of the
electricity market, to recommend changes required to maintain the security, reliability, affordability and
sustainability of the national electricity market. The government is pleased to receive the final report, and is
working with the COAG Energy Council to progress the reforms from the Finkel Report as a priority.
Gas affordability and security of supply are important to Victoria. I welcome AGL exploring the provision of
additional gas to the south-eastern gas market through an import terminal.
From 2018–19, Victorians are expected to experience a price reduction as more renewable energy is built in the
State. Additionally, the Andrews Labor Government is delivering a wide range of incentives to encourage and
support businesses manage energy costs and become more efficient.
These include:
– Strengthening the Victorian Energy Upgrades program, which offers discounted energy-saving products and
services to businesses.
– The $6.1 million Boosting Business Productivity program, delivered by Sustainability Victoria, which helps
businesses to cut energy and materials costs, including managing the impacts of a volatile national gas market.
– The $1.76 million Better Commercial Buildings grants program, which helps buildings and tenancies identify
and implement energy efficiency upgrades.
– A $90 million boost to the successful Investment Assistance and Attraction Program, which will make funding
available to manufacturers and businesses to help manage the impacts of a volatile national gas market.
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– The $200 million Future Industries Fund, which provides a range of initiatives to assist Victorian
manufacturers, including:
– the $20 million New Energy Jobs Fund, which supports projects that create jobs, reduce emissions, and
drive innovation in new energy technologies;
– the Manufacturing Program, which can provide up to $500 000 to companies to implement new
manufacturing technologies and processes in their Victorian operations; and
– the Sector Growth Program, which provides grant funding for projects that drive growth, productivity and
competitiveness.
– Victorian Energy Compare, a new and improved independent price comparison tool to help Victorians save
money on their energy costs.
I understand that regional Development Victoria has engaged with the Bendigo Manufacturing Group, some of its
members businesses, and Gouge Linen and Garment Services.
I am committed to ensuring that Victoria’s energy market is working to deliver outcomes in the best interests of all
consumers, including large businesses.

Eastern Victoria Region sporting events
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Sport
Ms Shing
22 August 2017

REPLY:
The Andrews Government’s $85 million package of sports programs and infrastructure across the Latrobe Valley
will provide a significant boost to the community. With some of Victoria’s biggest sporting organisations involved,
including the Collingwood Football Club, the community programs will activate locals, bring visitors and build
capacity of local clubs and community groups through coaching clinics, training camps, active recreation initiatives
and major events.
To strengthen the economic growth and prosperity of the region, to enhance health and social wellbeing of the
community and to maximise the many great assets of the Valley, we are currently working with, and will continue
to work with, all levels of government, all local businesses and all community groups to promote the annual
calendar of sporting events, major games and outreach programs.
The $85 million package of sports programs and infrastructure package forms part of the Victorian Government’s
$250 million investment in the Latrobe Valley region. The delivery of community programs will drive maximum
use of the new sporting facilities, which are expected to create around 300 jobs in construction and 275 ongoing
jobs.

Drouin builder
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Planning
Ms Dunn
22 August 2017

REPLY:
Since February 2016, the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) has received and assessed a number of complaints
from property owners concerning building work within the McNeilly Rise Estate at Drouin, undertaken by
construction company Melbourne House and Land Constructions (MHLC).
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In August 2016, the VBA commenced an investigation into the conduct of MHLC, which involved numerous sites
and has identified a number of matters that fall outside the VBA’s jurisdiction. This investigation is nearing its
completion, and matters relating to 35 properties have recently been referred to Victoria Police for further action.
The VBA can offer assistance to owners of properties located in the McNeilly Estate who are seeking to bring
defective building work into compliance, and I encourage affected owners to contact the VBA in this regard.
Individuals who suffered losses as a result of the actions of MHLC and others involved in this scheme may also be
able to pursue civil action against MHLC, its directors and/or agents.
Amendments to the Building Act 1993 due to come into effect on 1 July 2018 will reduce the likelihood of similar
circumstances arising in the future. The amendments will introduce tighter registration requirements for building
companies, by ensuring only fit and proper individuals can be directors of registered building companies.

Active Victoria
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Sport
Mr Eideh
22 August 2017

REPLY:
Sport and recreation is a central part of Victorian life. 3.9 million adult Victorians participate in sport or active
recreation at least once a week. Victoria has 16 000 community sporting clubs, 580 000 volunteers and
9500 community sporting facilities.
Sport and recreation also plays a key role in meeting other Government policy objectives:
– It makes Victorians healthier. A 10 per cent increase in physical activity rates would reduce deaths caused by
inactivity by 15 per cent.
– It creates economic growth and jobs. Sport and active recreation contributed $8.5 billion to the Victorian
economy and 65 000 full time jobs in 2016.
– It builds community cohesion and connects people to social networks, and to other community and social
activities.
– Sport and active recreation is a key contributor to Victoria’s livability. This is central to attracting and retaining
the workforce that we need for our future knowledge and service based economy.
Sport and recreation in Victoria is an interconnected system with many key players, including local governments,
not-for profit sport and recreation associations and commercial providers.
Building a stronger sport and recreation system in Victoria-and increasing the health, economic, community and
liveability benefits it generates — requires collaboration across the not for profit and private sectors and the various
levels of government.
Active Victoria provides a starting point for this collaboration. It sets out a future vision for Victorian sport and
recreation that is:
– More active, with higher participation;
– More diverse and inclusive;
– Robust, flexible, sustainable and affordable;
– Broad-based and connected, and
– Collaborative.
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There has been a high level of engagement with sport and recreation organisations and local government, including
local government authorities in the Western Metropolitan region, in the development of Active Victoria.
My department will continue to engage with local councils and community sport and recreation organisations
across Victoria to promote Active Victoria and to make sure all Victorians can participate in sport and recreation
and enjoy the benefits that this brings.

Plan Melbourne: Refresh
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Planning
Mr Davis
22 August 2017

REPLY:
The Victorian Government established Infrastructure Victoria to deliver Victoria’s first ever 30-year infrastructure
strategy. It is statewide, evidence-based, covers all types of infrastructure, and has been developed with all
Victorians in mind.
The 30-year infrastructure strategy was delivered to Parliament on 8 December 2016. The Victorian Government
has up to 12 months to respond to the recommendations and create its own five-year infrastructure plan.
The Victorian Government will respond to the recommendations in due course and I do not propose to pre-empt
that response.
The changes to the residential zones are designed to promote modest redevelopment in the right locations. The new
minimum garden area requirement will preserve the openness and garden character of our suburbs, and will guide
the number of dwellings per lot.
The garden area requirement is mandatory. It will result in reduced runoff and pressure on drainage infrastructure
when land is developed.
The changes to the Neighbourhood Residential Zone and General Residential Zone introduce a maximum height
control of nine metres at two storeys and eleven metres at three storeys. This will ensure the low-scale character of
our suburbs is protected. These height limits cannot be varied, including at the Victorian Civil and Administrative
Tribunal.
The new height limits will result in development that is more sympathetic to typical Melbourne streetscapes.
I understand that a local government workshop on the zones was recently hosted by the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning. 24 councils were represented at this workshop, including Monash City
Council. This workshop process may identify opportunities for improvement to the operation of the provisions.
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appropriate ministers.

Thursday, 21 September 2017
Southern Autistic School
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Education
Ms Crozier
22 August 2017

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
Firstly, I wish to commend the teachers and staff of Southern Autistic School on the significant contribution they
make to providing educational opportunities for students with autism across the South Eastern Metropolitan
Region. Their valuable work supports the full and equal participation of students with disabilities in Victoria.
The Andrews Labor Government recognises that every student needs access to the knowledge and skills that will
shape their lives, regardless of their background or personal circumstances. We know, too, that providing a
first-class education for students starts with investing in school buildings and infrastructure. For this reason, we
have allocated more than $2.5 billion through the last three state budgets to build, upgrade and maintain school and
early childhood infrastructure across Victoria. However, it will take some time to upgrade all our school buildings
as we work to deliver the Education State, while responsibly balancing and prioritising the needs of over
1500 government schools.
The Government is mindful that enrolment growth pressures are being felt in a number of communities, and
particularly at Southern Autistic School. Each year, the Department of Education and Training reviews historic and
forecast demographic data and actual school enrolments to identify expected government school demand. This
includes data relating to projected growth of students with autism.
The Department of Education and Training provided Southern Autistic with two relocatable buildings earlier this
year to help manage enrolment growth at the school. However, I am aware of the expected future enrolment growth
and also potential site constraints and the Department is currently investigating suitable options to ease this
pressure.
I can assure you that we will continue to work closely with Southern Autistic School and Bentleigh Secondary
College to ensure adequate provision for students with autism across the South Eastern Metropolitan Region.

Eastern Transport Coalition
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Public Transport
Mr Leane
23 August 2017

REPLY:
I thank both the Member for Eastern Metropolitan and the Eastern Transport Coalition for the work they do on
behalf of residents in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne.
The Government is undertaking many transport infrastructure projects in the region, including the removal of four
level crossings on the Belgrave line, nine level crossings on the Cranbourne-Pakenham line and the Monash
Freeway upgrade.
I have met with representatives of the Eastern Transport Coalition and I have asked my Department to continue to
meet with them to progress their priorities.
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Taylors Hill school zoning
Raised with:
Raised by:
Raised on:

Minister for Education
Mr Finn
23 August 2017

REPLY:
I am informed as follows:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to making Victoria the Education State and that means ensuring all
Victorian families have access to a great school no matter where they live.
The Department of Education and Training works closely with all schools, including Taylors Hill West Secondary
College (interim name), to ensure they enrol students in line with the Department’s Placement Policy.
If students live outside of the Taylor’s Hill West Secondary College boundary, they may still apply for entry to the
school and their enrolment application will be assessed against the criteria in the Placement Policy, which can be
accessed on the Department’s website.
The Government is investing $35.2 million to build the brand new Taylors Hill West Secondary College. The new
school has been designed to inspire inclusive and high-achieving culture in its students, equipping them with the
skills they will need to thrive in a 21st century economy.
Taylors Hill West Secondary College is an addition to existing secondary school provision in the Brimbank Melton
area in which students may also access schools such as Copperfield College, Sunbury Downs College, Kurunjang
Secondary College, Creekside K-9 College, Brookside P-9 College and Staughton College.
Labor is investing more to build our government schools in three years, than the Liberals did in four years. Our
record funding boost of $2.5 billion in school infrastructure is repairing the damage done by four years of chronic
under-investment, where funding fell under the Baillieu and Napthine Governments to a mere $200 million a year.
The Department will continue to work with local schools to provide high quality education for local families.
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Answers to the following questions on notice were circulated on the date shown.
Questions have been incorporated from the notice paper of the Legislative Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
Headings reflect the portfolio of the minister answering the question.

Tuesday, 19 September 2017
Police
11 040.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): Have
any of the new 300 frontline police officers been appointed to the Eltham or Greensborough police
stations, if so, how many and to which stations.

ANSWER:
The Andrews Labor Government has announced a comprehensive strategy to prevent, detect and disrupt crime in
Victoria. The Community Safety Statement, released in December 2016, outlines our commitment to boost police
numbers right across Victoria. Through our unprecedented $2 billion investment in Victoria Police, the Andrews
Government is funding 3315 additional frontline police to prevent harm in our communities and hold perpetrators
to account.
The first 300 frontline police began to roll out into Melbourne’s growth suburbs from May 2017. Wyndham,
Brimbank, Hume, Moreland, Whittlesea and Casey will receive significant resources over the next 12 months and
these extra police will greatly strengthen local police responses in those areas. A further 106 specialist police have
also been allocated to deal with gang related crime and public order issues, as well as special response and
monitoring capability.
Melbourne’s north-west was allocated a substantial amount of police resources. In total, the North West
Metropolitan Victoria Police Region gained 238 of the 300 additional police officers deployed including 45 for the
new Mernda station. These resources will free up substantial police hours at all stations including Eltham and
Greensborough.
The allocation of police resources, including the remaining 2729 additional frontline police to hit the beat over the
next five years, will be determined by the newly developed Staff Allocation Model (SAM). The SAM was
developed in conjunction with experts in modelling and resource allocation, and in consultation with The Police
Association, so we know how many police are needed and where. It will also help police predict how many will be
needed in the future-so they can start planning for them now.

Families and children
11 268.

MS CROZIER — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: In the 2017-18 Budget, how much
was allocated for new output initiatives for foster carers?

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to making a difference to the lives of all children. Since coming to
government, we have been working to better support everyday people, from all walks of life, who offer their hearts
and their homes to children and young people in need.
Finding suitable foster carers for children and young people is an ongoing challenge; a challenge that under the
previous Government was ignored.
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Despite losing more foster carers from the system than were entering, the former Coalition government had no
strategy nor a coordinated approach to attracting, recruiting and retaining carers. This function was undertaken by
each individual foster care agency in Victoria.
This is why I announced a $1.5m recruitment strategy in the first 100 days of our government coming into office.
We also provided $3.2 million towards a foster care recruitment and retention strategy, including through a public
campaign and support program.
This campaign became Fostering Connections which brought 26 foster care agencies in Victoria together for the
very first time under one centralised marketing approach to the attraction, recruitment and retention of foster carers.
I have held a number of roundtables and discussions with foster carers across the State and listened to them directly
about both the challenges of being a foster carer but also the rewards of being a foster carer.
This is why our first budget provided $31.3 million over four years for an increase in carer payments — the first
increase in a decade. This has benefited our foster carers, kinships carers as well as our permanent carers.
The 2016-17 Budget further invested $16.2 million to provide increased support for carers and children. This
included a combined foster and kinship care training calendar, a new kinship care manual and flexible funding for
extraordinary expenses such as medical costs and transport.
Our Government Introduced Targeted Care Packages which provide wrap around supports for children or young
people in or at risk of entering residential care to enable them to live in a home based placement. As of
30 July 2017 405 Targeted Care Packages had been created. These packages have benefitted children and carers
including foster carers.
The 2017-18 Victorian Budget funded an additional 1982 home-based care placements and 100 more targeted care
packages through a further $59.6 million commitment.
Funding of $116 million has been allocated by this Government since 2015-16 to meet the need for additional
home-based care placements, including funding for caregiver payments. and client expenses.

Energy, environment and climate change
11 402.

MS DUNN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change): In relation to the Review of Performance Targets for Bushfire Fuel Management on
Public Land completed by the Inspector-General for Emergency Management in May 2015, particularly
in relation to bulldozing solid dead and drying wood and leaf fuel into large heaps which are subject to
rain wash and erosion, what instructions are provided to operators with regard to fire control lines.

ANSWER:
Forest Fire Management Victoria’s (FFMVic) Bushfire Management Manual — Planned Burning Control Line
Preparation Standards has procedures to guide on-ground operators in the establishment and maintenance of fire
control lines.
These procedures seek to minimise sediment wash off and erosion. Different methods are applied to reflect
different site conditions and types of land.
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Energy, environment and climate change
11 406.

MS DUNN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change): What are the implications of the huge quantities of carbon dioxide released by
massive forest burns for Victoria and Australia’s climate change mitigation obligations.

ANSWER:
Victoria has committed to reducing its greenhouse gas emissions by 15 to 20 per cent below 2005 levels by 2020,
and has a legislated target of net zero emissions by 2050. Australia has made international commitments to reduce
its emissions by 5 per cent below 2000 levels by 2020, and by 26 to 28 per cent below 2005 levels by 2030.
Progress against these emissions reduction commitments is measured using the National Greenhouse Accounts,
which include the State and Territories Greenhouse Gas Inventories. Under Kyoto Protocol accounting rules,
greenhouse gases released from planned forest burns and bushfires are counted in the ‘forest management’ category
(under the ‘Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry’ sector). Kyoto Protocol accounting rules allow exclusion of
the most extreme bushfires under special rules for ‘natural disturbances’.
In Australia and Victoria, the ‘forest management’ category as a whole has been a significant ‘carbon sink’ since
1990. This means that ‘forest management’ has removed more carbon dioxide from the atmosphere than it has
released.
Planned forest burns aim to reduce the impacts of damaging bushfires on communities, property and the natural
environment. Planned burns release some greenhouse gas gases into the atmosphere, but can reduce overall
greenhouse gas emissions from forest fires by reducing the incidence and extent of bushfires.

Public transport
11 408.

MS DUNN — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Public Transport): In relation to
the Ballarat Station redevelopment —
(1)
(2)

(3)

has the Government commissioned a business case on the redevelopment; if yes, will it be
publicly released;
has the Government analysed the impacts on established local businesses and the Council-owned
and restored Civic Hall, by the competition from the new Convention Centre included in the
precinct redevelopment; and
has the Government analysed the impact in the reduction of car spaces at Ballarat Station as a
result of the redevelopment.

ANSWER:
(1)

An Implementation Business Case was conducted in 2015 to investigate market-sounding, financial and
economic impacts of the Ballarat Station Precinct Masterplan (2014). The Implementation Business Case
contains commercially sensitive information and will not be released in the foreseeable future.

(2)

The Ballarat Station Precinct Redevelopment Implementation Business Case analysed the potential
commercial impacts of the site in 2015. As the study was conducted prior to the City of Ballarat’s
commencement of the restoration of Civic Hall, the impact of the restoration of Civic Hall was not included
at the time.

(3)

The total number of commuter car parks to be delivered at Ballarat Station as a result of the redevelopment is
405, which exceeds the number of car parking spots currently available.
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Police
11 409.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 October 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 October 2015 at 7.00 am there were eight female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 410.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 October 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 October 2015 at 7.00 am there were 107 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 411.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 30 November 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 30 November 2015 at 7.00 am there were 10 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 412.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 30 November 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 30 November 2015 at 7.00 am there were 204 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 413.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 December 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 December 2015 at 7.00 am there were 12 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 414.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 December 2015.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 December 2015 at 7.00 am there were 156 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 415.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 May 2016.
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ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 May 2016 at 7.00 am there were 10 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 416.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 May 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 May 2016 at 7.00 am there were 182 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 417.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 August 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 August 2016 at 7.00 am there were 11 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 418.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 August 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 August 2016 at 7.00 am there were 236 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 419.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 March 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 March 2017 at 7.00 am there were 11 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 420.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 March 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 March 2017 at 7.00 am there were 270 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 421.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 30 April 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 30 April 2017 at 7.00 am there were 10 female prisoners in police cells.
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Police
11 422.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 30 April 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 30 April 2017 at 7.00 am there were 163 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 423.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 May 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 May 2017 at 7.00 am there were 10 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 424.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 May 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 May 2017 at 7.00 am there were 181 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 425.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 30 June 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 30 June 2017 at 7.00 am there were 12 female prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 426.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 30 June 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 30 June 2017 at 7.00 am there were 194 male prisoners in police cells.

Police
11 427.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many female prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 July 2017.

ANSWER:
1 am advised that on 31 July 2017 at 7.00 am there were nine female prisoners in police cells.
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Police
11 428.

MR O’DONOHUE — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Police): How
many male prisoners were held in police cells at 7.00 am on 31 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that on 31 July 2017 at 7.00 am there were 263 male prisoners in police cells.

Emergency services
11 456.

MS WOOLDRIDGE — To ask the Minister for Small Business, Innovation and Trade (for the
Minister for Emergency Services): How many of the 30 new career firefighters who graduated in late
June 2017 will be located at the Eltham Country Fire Authority Station.

ANSWER:
Of the 30 new career firefighters who graduated in late June 2017, 4 graduates have been deployed to the Eltham
Country Fire Authority (CFA) Station.

Roads and road safety
11 474.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
5000

COUNCIL

Tuesday, 19 September 2017

Treasurer
11 477.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Treasurer): How many full time
equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies)
were working within the Treasurer’s office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that: budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament. The Andrews
Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting women into
leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Major projects
11 482.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Major Projects):
How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
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Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Water
11 483.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Water): How many
full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or
agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
In my capacity as Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, I recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Families and children
11 488.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: How many full time
equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies)
were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
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The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Mental health
11 490.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Mental
Health): How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Education
11 494.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education):
How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Roads and road safety
11 496.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments
or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
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In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment ‘drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Treasurer
11 499.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Treasurer): How many female
ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) were working
within the Treasurer’s office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that: budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament. The Andrews
Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting women into
leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Major projects
11 504.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Major Projects):
How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or
agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
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It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Water
11 506.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Water): How many
female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) were
working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
In my capacity as Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, I recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Families and children
11 511.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: How many female
ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) were working
within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Mental health
11 513.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Mental
Health): How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments
or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
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Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Education
11 517.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education):
How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or
agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Roads and road safety
11 519.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
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It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interest of all
Victorians.

Treasurer
11 522.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Treasurer): How many full time
equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies)
were working within the Treasurer’s office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that: budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament. The Andrews
Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting women into
leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Major projects
11 527.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Major Projects):
How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Water
11 528.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Water): How many
full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or
agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
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In my capacity as Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, I recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Families and children
11 533.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: How many full time
equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies)
were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Mental health
11 535.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Mental
Health): How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
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It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Education
11 539.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education):
How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Roads and road safety
11 541.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments
or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Treasurer
11 544.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Treasurer): How many female
ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) were working
within the Treasurer’s office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament. The Andrews
Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting women into
leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
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In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Major projects
11 549.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Major Projects):
How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or
agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Water
11 550.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Water): How many
female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) were
working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
In my capacity as Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, I recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Families and children
11 555.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: How many female
ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) were working
within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
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Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Education
11 561.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education):
How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment from departments or
agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Roads and road safety
11 563.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Agriculture (for the Minister for Roads and Road
Safety): How many new employees commenced work within your ministerial office (including those
working on secondment from departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
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It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Treasurer
11 566.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Treasurer): How many new
employees commenced work within the Treasurer’s office (including those working on secondment
from departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament. The Andrews
Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting women into
leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Major projects
11 571.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Major Projects):
How many new employees commenced work within your ministerial office (including those working
on secondment from departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Families and children
11 577.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children: How many new employees
commenced work within your ministerial office (including those working on secondment from
departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed that: Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
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Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Mental health
11 579.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Families and Children (for the Minister for Mental
Health): How many new employees commenced work within your ministerial office (including those
working on secondment from departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police officers, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Education
11 583.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Training and Skills (for the Minister for Education):
How many new employees commenced work within your ministerial office (including those working
on secondment from departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am informed as follows:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
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It is ironic that the member has asked fishing questions to Ministers including questions about female employment,
given the Coalition only has three women sitting on the front bench in each house of Parliament.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards — with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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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 Council.
Answers have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the appropriate ministers.
Headings reflect the portfolio of the minister answering the question.

Thursday, 21 September 2017
Planning
11 485.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business Innovation and Trade (for the
Minister for Planning): How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on
secondment from departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July
2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards-with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Planning
11 508.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business Innovation and Trade (for the
Minister for Planning): How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment
from departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2017.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
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This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards-with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s–push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Planning
11 530.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business Innovation and Trade (for the
Minister for Planning): How many full time equivalent ministerial staff (including those working on
secondment from departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July
2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards-with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.
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Planning
11 552.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business Innovation and Trade (for the
Minister for Planning): How many female ministerial staff (including those working on secondment
from departments or agencies) were working within your ministerial office, as of 1 July 2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards-with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through, the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Planning
11 574.

MR RICH-PHILLIPS — To ask the Minister for Small Business Innovation and Trade (for the
Minister for Planning): How many new employees commenced work within your ministerial office
(including those working on secondment from departments or agencies) between 1 July 2015 and 1 July
2016.

ANSWER:
I am advised that:
Budget allocation of staff is reported as per past practice.
The Andrews Labor Government is proud to stand in contrast to the Coalition on its record of hiring and promoting
women into leadership positions.
This is demonstrated by our Government’s policy to ensure women are better represented on boards-with a
requirement of reaching 50 per cent representation. This pledge has increased the number of women appointed to
paid boards in Victoria from 38 per cent to over 50 per cent in just two years.
In addition, Victoria’s first female Minister for Agriculture Jaala Pulford announced funding from the 2017/2018
Victorian Budget to re-establish the much loved Victorian Rural Women’s Network. It speaks volumes that the
former Coalition Government cut this vital service.
Minister Neville, Victoria’s first female Minister for Police, recently honoured Madge Connor, Victoria’s first
policewoman, to recognise her role as a pioneer for women in the force. In 2017, Victoria Police is proud to have
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more than 4000 women serving as police offices, and many more public servants, Protective Services Officers and
Police Custody Officers. A third of all police recruits are female and the current recruitment drive for 3135 new
police encourages women to sign up, as part the Labor Government’s push through the Community Safety
Statement to improve gender equality within Victoria Police.
These are just some of the many examples of our Labor Government’s commitment to pursuing the interests of all
Victorians.

Energy, environment and climate change
11 718.

MS DUNN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change): Post any planned burn activities, does the Department of Environment, Land, Water
and Planning (DELWP) or Forest Fire Management Victoria pay per kilometre for roadside hazardous
tree removal; if so, how does DELWP or Forest Fire Management Victoria ensure that excessive tree
removal does not take place.

ANSWER:
Hazardous trees are a safety risk impacting on the ability of the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning (DELWP) and Parks Victoria to undertake fire management activities, and on the use and enjoyment of
public land by the community.
Hazardous trees are removed only where there is no practical alternative to reducing the risk, and where it is safe to
do so. The ecological values of hazardous trees are assessed prior to appropriate risk mitigation strategies being
implemented.
Post any planned burn activity, a risk assessment and hazard identification is conducted by DELWP staff with
regard to hazardous trees. Any hazardous tree treatment conducted by contractors is done under the direction and
supervision of DELWP staff. Cost cannot be determined on a kilometre basis as the cost is dependent on the
complexity and amount of work required. Most often works are undertaken on an hourly rate for post burn
treatment.

Energy, environment and climate change
11 719.

MS DUNN — To ask the Special Minister of State (for the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change): Will the Minister make available to the public the burn plan that is specific to the
planned burn for West Boundary Road Burn 2HB R 031 in Providence Ponds.

ANSWER:
The operational burn plan for the Providence Ponds-West Boundary Track burn is available to the public by
contacting the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning Macalister District directly.
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Adjournment
Ambulance services, 4781
Ballarat bus services, 4853
Bills
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017,
4897
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers and
Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4737
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 4746, 4817
Members statements
Ballarat Hospice Care, 4727
Points of order, 4889
Questions without notice
Victorian Aboriginal Justice Agreement, 4742
Rulings, 4821

ONDARCHIE, Mr (Northern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Dalton–Childs roads, Epping, intersection, 4953
Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers and
Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4748
Constituency questions
Northern Metropolitan Region, 4890
Members statements
John Butler, 4864
Points of order, 4878
Questions without notice
LaunchVic, 4739
School cleaning contracts, 4814, 4815
South Morang railway line, 4830
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O’SULLIVAN, Mr (Northern Victoria)
Adjournment
Energy prices, 4955
Bills
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017,
4892, 4905, 4908, 4909
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Constituency questions
Southern Metropolitan Region, 4817
Members statements
Threatened species, 4788
Questions without notice
Corrections mental health facilities, 4887

Members statements
Northern Victoria Region police, 4727
Questions without notice
GOTAFE, 4812, 4813
Sheep and goat electronic identification, 4883, 4884
PATTEN, Ms (Northern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
South Morang railway line services, 4955
Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers and
Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4749
Business of the house
Standing orders, 4822
Constituency questions
Northern Metropolitan Region, 4816
Members statements
Alishia Mason, 4864
Australian marriage law postal survey, 4864
The Storyteller, 4864
Petitions
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Amendment (Pilot
Medically Supervised Injecting Centre) Bill 2017, 4787
Questions without notice
Anti-vilification legislation, 4744
South Morang railway line, 4826, 4832

PEULICH, Mrs (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Constituency questions
South Eastern Metropolitan Region, 4891
Members statements
Diwali festival, 4790
Jewish New Year, 4790
Rohingya refugees, 4789
Points of order, 4800, 4801
Standing Committee on the Environment and Planning
Reference, 4797, 4837
PRESIDENT, The (Hon. B. N. Atkinson)
Acknowledgement of country, 4721
Bills
Children and Justice Legislation Amendment (Youth Justice
Reform) Bill 2017, 4760
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Victoria, 4859
Distinguished visitors, 4739, 4811, 4890
Questions on notice
Answers, 4888
Questions without notice
Written responses, 4745, 4815, 4889
Rulings, 4745, 4812, 4813, 4815, 4861, 4885, 4889
Rulings by the Chair
Questions on notice, 4856

PENNICUIK, Ms (Southern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Horse-drawn vehicle safety, 4956
Bills
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017,
4899, 4904, 4906, 4907, 4908
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers and
Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4733, 4756, 4757, 4758, 4759, 4760
Worksafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017, 4915, 4920, 4921,
4922
Business of the house
Sessional orders, 4724

PULFORD, Ms (Western Victoria) (Minister for Agriculture and
Minister for Regional Development)
Bills
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017,
4902, 4904, 4905, 4906, 4907, 4908, 4909, 4910
Points of order, 4745, 4812
Questions without notice
Agricultural shows, 4888
Heyfield timber mill, 4741, 4812
Kangaroo control, 4886
Recreational boating, 4744
Sheep and goat electronic identification, 4883, 4884
Transurban, 4887
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Written responses to questions without notice
Australian Paper, 4964
Hazelwood Pondage, 4966
Heyfield timber mill, 4963, 4967
Motorcyclist safety, 4961
Recreational boating, 4969
Taxi and hire car industry, 4962
Timber industry, 4964
West Gate tunnel project, 4962, 4964
PURCELL, Mr (Western Victoria)
Law Reform, Road and Community Safety Committee
Reporting date, 4723
Members statements
Hampden Football Netball League, 4865
Marc Leishman, 4865
Questions without notice
Agricultural shows, 4888

Members statements
Fire services legislation, 4862
Questions without notice
Aboriginal Victoria, 4883
Political donations, 4739
SHING, Ms (Eastern Victoria)
Adjournment
Gippsland family violence services, 4855
Strzelecki Ranges timber harvesting, 4782
Constituency questions
Eastern Victoria Region, 4890
Members statements
Australian marriage law postal survey, 4863
Eastern Victoria Region basketball, 4727
Strzelecki Ranges timber harvesting, 4727
Points of order, 4821, 4833, 4878, 4885
Standing Committee on the Environment and Planning

RAMSAY, Mr (Western Victoria)

Reference, 4804, 4818

Adjournment
Glenormiston Agricultural College, 4853
Midland Highway upgrade, 4958
Bills
Domestic Animals Amendment (Restricted Breed Dogs) Bill 2017,
4895, 4905, 4906, 4909, 4910
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers and
Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4737, 4747
Planning and Building Legislation Amendment (Housing
Affordability and Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4773, 4779
Constituency questions
Western Victoria Region, 4747, 4891
Distinguished visitors, 4785

SOMYUREK, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Bills
Planning and Building Legislation Amendment (Housing
Affordability and Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4769
SPRINGLE, Ms (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Adjournment
Setting the Record Straight for the Rights of the Child Initiative,
4953
Water supply plastic contamination, 4781
Members statements
Rohingya refugees, 4725

Members statements
Road safety, 4790
Points of order, 4821, 4952
Standing Committee on the Environment and Planning
Reference, 4833
Statements on reports and papers
Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills Committee: community
energy projects, 4849

SYMES, Ms (Northern Victoria)
Bills
Drugs, Poisons and Controlled Substances Amendment (Pilot
Medically Supervised Injecting Centre) Bill 2017, 4822
Constituency questions
Northern Victoria Region, 4746
Members statements
Black Caviar Trail of Champions, 4791

RICH-PHILLIPS, Mr (South Eastern Metropolitan)
Bills
Worksafe Legislation Amendment Bill 2017, 4910, 4918, 4919,
4920, 4921, 4922

TIERNEY, Ms (Western Victoria) (Minister for Training and Skills
and Minister for Corrections)
Adjournment
Ballarat bus services, 4856
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Bolte Bridge safety barriers, 4857
Bus safety, 4856
Doctors in Secondary Schools, 4857
Eastern Domestic Violence Service, 4857
Gippsland family violence services, 4857
Glenormiston Agricultural College, 4857
Olinda Golf Course Precinct Plan, 4857
Ormond railway station development, 4857
Plenty Valley Cricket Club, 4856
Violence against women, 4857
Bills
Justice Legislation Amendment (Protective Services Officers and
Other Matters) Bill 2017, 4752, 4754, 4755, 4756, 4758, 4759
Questions without notice
Anti-vilification legislation, 4744
Corrections mental health facilities, 4887, 4888
GOTAFE, 4813
Parole eligibility, 4885, 4886
Written responses to questions without notice
Anti-vilification legislation, 4968
Child protection, 4965
Firearm regulation, 4965
GOTAFE, 4970
Prison capacity, 4967
Victoria Police sex industry coordination unit, 4966
WOOLDRIDGE, Ms (Eastern Metropolitan)
Business of the house
General business, 4723
Sessional orders, 4724
Constituency questions
Eastern Metropolitan Region, 4816
Members statements
Political donations, 4787
Petitions
Greensborough, Montmorency and Eltham railway stations, 4787
Points of order, 4745, 4815, 4885
Questions without notice
Political donations, 4812
YOUNG, Mr (Northern Victoria)
Questions without notice
Kangaroo control, 4886
Parks Victoria camping fees, 4810, 4811
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