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Wednesday, 20 February 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:34): 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 of 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.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Auditor-General’s Report on Professional Learning for School Teachers, February 2019 (Ordered to be
published).
Melbourne City Link Act 1995—
City Link and Extension Projects Integration and Facilitation Agreement Twenty-fifth Amending Deed,
pursuant to section 15B(5) of the Act.
CityLink Leases Amending Deed, pursuant to section 60(9) of the Act.
Exhibition Street Extension Eighteenth Amending Deed, pursuant to section 15D(6) of the Act.
Fourth Deed amending Master Security Deed, pursuant to section 15(2) of the Act.
Melbourne City Link Thirty-seventh Amending Deed, pursuant to section 15(2) of the Act.
Ombudsman—VicRoads complaints, February 2019 (Ordered to be published).

Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, listening then to the Clerk, as I understand it there are
some CityLink deed variations that are being tabled now. That is correct. I just wonder whether the
government might give an explanation as to why they are being tabled now rather than last year in the
previous Parliament when those documents were sought.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I think, Mr Davis, you might want to wait until questions without notice
and put that question then.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Notices given.
Members statements
The PRESIDENT: Before I call people for members statements, I just ask that people try to stick
to the 90 seconds, because people have been going over a little bit and it kind of irks me.
BILL HEALY, AM
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:44): Congratulations to Adjunct Professor Bill
Healy, who was awarded an AM in the 2019 Australia Day honours. Bill has had a distinguished
career as a social work academic, teacher and published author and in leading mental health policy as
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well as service delivery for those with mental illness in our community. His leadership abilities and
capacity to apply research insights in practical and tangible ways to improve services for oftenmarginalised populations are reflected in his numerous roles, including as a community member of
the Mental Health Review Board of Victoria and Mental Health Tribunal Victoria, chair of the board
of the Victorian Institute of Forensic Mental Health, otherwise known as Forensicare, and past chair
of the Mental Health Legal Centre and Mind Australia. Professor Healy is one of the pioneers of the
community mental health sector, has inspired a generation of social workers and made a genuine
positive difference in the lives of so many Victorians.
GEOFF ROBERTS, OAM
Ms WOOLDRIDGE: On a separate matter, I have known Geoff Roberts for over 10 years. He is
well-known and well-respected in my local community, particularly through his leadership roles with
the Rotary Club of Manningham and, via Bendigo Bank, Manningham Community Enterprises
Limited. Everyone who knows him is very impressed with Geoff’s vision, drive and extensive
contributions over many years, including his work with Doncare, Onemda, Alzheimer’s Australia
Victoria and the Night to Remember dinners. In fact every community organisation in Manningham
has had support in myriad ways as a result of Geoff’s work, and we are a stronger community as a
result. Ably supported by Jan, Geoff thoroughly deserves the OAM he was awarded in the Australia
Day honours for strengthening the fabric of the Manningham community and setting a remarkable
example of service above self.
SPIRIT OF ANZAC PRIZE
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (09:45): I rise today to congratulate Jorja Brown of Swan Hill, who
has been awarded the Premier’s Spirit of Anzac Prize. In a few months Jorja will have the opportunity
to represent Victoria on a study tour to Vietnam to visit sites where Australians have served. I would
like to congratulate Alannah Burns and Charlotte Thoolen, also from Swan Hill, who are among
20 regional finalists who will have the opportunity to visit Canberra and be invited to attend the
Premier’s Anzac Day luncheon. The Premier’s Spirit of Anzac Prize is open to all years 9 and 10
students enrolled in Victorian schools. The prize assists students to develop a range of skills and go on
unique travel experiences. Recipients of this year’s Spirit of Anzac Prize, and the regional finalists,
received their certificates at a special ceremony held last Thursday. I would like to congratulate all of
the Premier’s Spirit of Anzac Prize 2019 recipients and regional finalists. They should be very proud
of themselves. Finally, a very special shout-out to all the students who participated and put a great deal
of effort into researching, developing and presenting their entries.
YARRAVILLE AND SEDDON FESTIVALS
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:46): I would like to make a members statement about
the Yarraville Festival that occurred last weekend. It is a community-run event with the traders actually
doing the bulk of the work. The Seddon Festival unfortunately is not occurring this year due to the
traders having difficulty getting on board with the community. The Seddon Festival has been a 20-year
event, and unfortunately for the first time in 20 years it is not being held. I am glad that I am in
Parliament, and I am hoping that there are opportunities for the government to look at how they could
actually fund small community events seeing that the bulk of the work is done by the volunteers. I
want to again congratulate the Yarraville Festival on a wonderfully run event. To Carla from the
Feedback Cafe, thank you for your coffee. I hope from the bottom of my heart that somehow we can
actually help the Seddon Festival rise and we are able to do it next year.
WESTERN CHANCES
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:48): I wish to make a members statement today about the
incredible work of Western Chances, a not-for-profit organisation based in Footscray. Western Chances
works with young people right across Melbourne’s west. Their aim is to create opportunities, through
the power of education, for young people who may not be in a position, for a range of different reasons,
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to meet their full potential without some assistance. Through donations from local individuals, businesses
and through some modest government funding, this organisation literally changes lives, opening doors
for thousands of kids in the west who may not have the means to get there without this help.
Many of the scholarships and grants are modest in nature but make a real difference on a practical
level to the lives of these young people. For example, the scholarships help to pay for textbooks,
tutoring fees, specialist lessons and Myki cards. Since 2004 Western Chances has been able to assist
over 2845 young people and has awarded more than 6445 new and renewal scholarships. This is an
incredible effort. They have invested over $5.5 million. I had the opportunity to visit Western Chances
last week and meet their dedicated staff. They have achieved so much already, and I look forward to
working with them in the future and seeing the benefits of their work for many years to come.
DEAKIN UNIVERSITY
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (09:49): Recently I had the pleasure of receiving a briefing
from one of Australia’s most outstanding educators, the vice-chancellor of Deakin University,
Professor Jane den Hollander. I just want to congratulate Deakin University, who have moved their
headquarters to Geelong, which is significant, for the work they are doing in their Centre for Regional
and Rural Futures, which provides unique learning and research opportunities for students and
academics across regional Victoria that are so vital for the growth and prosperity of these communities.
The centre has a commendable track record of involvement in industry, industry bodies and
international and government research over the six years of its existence. A testament to their utility
and efficacy is that agriculture research development corporations such as the Cotton Research and
Development Corporation and the Rural Industries Research and Development Corporation are
funding research at the centre. Deakin is providing cutting-edge education for our students in rural and
regional Victoria and doing an outstanding job of leading education not only in the tertiary sector but
also at the secondary and TAFE levels in our Geelong region. I congratulate Deakin University.
GENEVIEVE O’REILLY
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (09:51): I had the pleasure last week of attending the
Wangaratta Women in Leadership Breakfast, which was attended by a diverse and engaging group of
women leaders from a range of industries and backgrounds. The guest speaker was Genevieve
O’Reilly, principal of Borinya and a leader whom I admire and had the pleasure of working with
closely in my time as a youth worker.
Borinya is an Indigenous word that means ‘ana’ or branch of a river which has parted from its main
course for a short time. This education facility works with disengaged youth. Their work is critical in
providing a safe learning environment during the very difficult times that many of our young people
face. I would like to acknowledge all of the Borinya staff and thank them for their important work. They
support not only youth in their school but also their families. They work with other specialised services,
and as a society we need to ensure they continue to be supported to meet ever-increasing demand.
Genevieve has reinvented herself numerous times, from being a member of the federal police to a pub
owner, a teacher and now principal. In all of these roles she has lived life on the edge, most notably
now in helping bring our young people back from their own edges and helping them find a firm place
to stand, a place to belong and the chance to reinvent themselves.
EASTERN DOMESTIC VIOLENCE SERVICE
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:52): I wish to make a members statement today to
speak about an organisation called the Eastern Domestic Violence Service. EDVOS is a not-for-profit
organisation that operates a specialist family violence service in Eastern Metropolitan Region across
the municipalities of Boroondara, Manningham, Whitehorse, Knox, Monash and Maroondah and the
Yarra Ranges shire.
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EDVOS provides a broad range of integrated services to support women and children who are
experiencing family violence. EDVOS prioritises the safety of women and children as a fundamental
human right whilst working to ensure perpetrators are held accountable for using violence. EDVOS
offers a range of specialist programs aimed at reducing the harmful effects of family violence, and I
might just make mention of just two of those programs today.
First, in May 2018 EDVOS launched a primary prevention program called Level Playground, which
aims to support parents, caregivers and early childhood educators to challenge rigid gender stereotypes
and gender norms in everyday interactions with young children. Level Playground is about building
awareness in the early years around gender equality and developing online resources for parents,
caregivers and early childhood educators to share.
A Place for Indi is another program, and it is about pet safety. This program first came about when an
11-year-old bull mastiff called Indi had to be surrendered by its owner to an animal welfare shelter
when her owner was fleeing from family violence because no refuges allowed women to bring their
pets. Sadly, family pets are often used by perpetrators of family violence as a means of controlling or
perpetrating violence. Fifty-three per cent of women in violent relationships reported that their pets
had been abused. I would like to commend the significant work that EDVOS does in supporting
women and children fleeing from family violence.
DRUG LAW REFORM
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (09:54): Although we have made headway into drug law
reform in Victoria, we are still far behind most civilised jurisdictions. This I heard when I attended the
Victorian Alcohol and Drug Association’s excellent conference. They brought out the outstanding
Professor David Nutt, who was the inaugural chair of the UK advisory council on drugs policy, which
I think is a body we should replicate here, as well as Professor Fiona Measham, probably the world
expert on drug safety testing services. Both spoke about evidence showing the effectiveness of harm
reduction in not only saving lives but also in saving money. As Mick Palmer said on the ABC on
Monday night as he lamented state governments’ refusal to give a trial to pill testing:
We went to Iraq on less evidence than what we’ve got about pill testing.

Back at the conference, the medically supervised injecting centre was used as a case study for harm
reduction. The nurses at the coalface spoke about the changes the centre was making to people’s lives.
It is not a silver bullet, but it is saving lives, and it is successful in moving our most difficult cohort of
people into health treatment, including hepatitis C treatments. We also heard from some of our
excellent committee staff from the Parliament, Yuki Simmonds and Raylene D’Cruz, who presented
on the drug law reform report that was presented last year.
I would like to thank all of the excellent alcohol and drug workers in our community. I will try and
provide them with the tools they need to effectively deal with what is a health issue rather than a
criminal one.
FEAST OF ST MAROUN
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (09:56): I rise to speak about a special event I attended
on 9 February this year. I was proud to be a part of the celebration to commemorate the feast day of
St Maroun, a Maronite Christian who was born more than 1600 years ago. This annual event is
organised by Father Alain Fares under the auspices of Our Lady of Lebanon parish church. There were
many parishioners present from all areas of the metropolitan region. It was a most enjoyable occasion,
and again I thank the parish organisers for their splendid efforts.
EPIRUS LIBERATION COMMEMORATION
Mr ELASMAR: On another matter, on Saturday, 16 February, I was proud to represent the
Minister for Multicultural Affairs, the Honourable Richard Wynne, at a celebration to commemorate
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the liberation of Epirus from the Ottoman Empire. Epirus is a north-western province of Greece. The
Epirotic Philanthropic Federation of Australia has established clubs across Australia who provide Greek
migrants, both old and new, with a practical meeting place and social linkages into the customs and
traditions of their former homeland. The event was extremely well attended and club representatives
from New South Wales, Victorian and South Australian branches were present on the night.
LATROBE VALLEY WASTE-TO-ENERGY FACILITY
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (09:57): Last week I attended a presentation by Australian
Paper (APM) to announce the outcome of a feasibility study which was funded by the state government
and the federal government—$7.5 million to explore the opportunity to open a waste-to-energy plant
in the Latrobe Valley to provide APM with its energy needs, whether that is gas or electricity.
I want to take this opportunity to congratulate APM and the state and federal governments for investing
in a feasibility study for waste to energy. In my understanding, their plan is ready to go. It will take
about 650 000 tonnes of waste from municipal waste in Victoria, particularly the south-eastern
suburbs. Now people may say, ‘Why would I be interested in the south-east?’. It is very simple: the
landfill in Hampton Park is due to close in 2025. Currently it takes about 550 000 tonnes of waste, and
I know where that waste is going to end up. It is going to end up in Ravenhall in my electorate, and
that is something I do not want to see happen. So I am pleased that APM Suez is looking at starting
construction shortly; they have received all the approvals, subject to some VCAT matter. I want to
congratulate Australian Paper Suez for actually leading and making sure no more waste ends up in
landfill and we actually convert that to energy and make use of it.
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:59): I move:
That the consideration of order of the day 1, for the resumption of debate on the motion for the address-inreply to the speech of the Governor, be postponed until the next day of meeting.

Motion agreed to.
Production of documents
TOORAK ROAD, KOOYONG, LEVEL CROSSING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (09:59): I move:
That, in accordance with standing order 11.01, this house requires there to be tabled in the Council by 12 noon
on Tuesday, 19 March 2019, a copy of all documents created or referred to by the Andrews Labor government
relating to the Toorak Road, Kooyong, level crossing removal project, including but not limited to:
(1) assessments of design options for removing either or both of the nearby Tooronga Road and Glenferrie
Road level crossings, including simultaneously or at a later stage;
(2) reports or assessments of all and any consultation with relevant local councils and communities
regarding design options;
(3) hydrological, engineering and design advice relating to design options; and
(4) sound and vibration attenuation studies, overshadowing impacts on neighbouring properties and
assessments of required vegetation removal relating to the government’s preferred design.

This is an important motion. The government has a level crossing removal program that is widely
supported in the community, and the level crossing removal program delivers some benefits to the
community. But there is always dispute about the best model in a particular location, and Toorak Road
is no exception. The question is: is this the best model and on what basis is the government making
that decision? It is my view that the government’s documents on this should be in the public domain.
We should be able to see the hydrological studies. We should be able to see the studies that look at
traffic flows, we should be able to see the studies that look at the overshadowing and other impacts on
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local communities and we should be able to see the process that the government has gone through to
reach this decision, and that is what this documents motion seeks to do—to use the powers of the
chamber to seek those documents. This should inform the public as well as this chamber as it proceeds
on a number of these matters.
The then Minister for Public Transport, Jacinta Allan, said last year that the Toorak Road level crossing
was one on which there would be consultation with Stonnington and the community. That has not
been the case, and the mayor has made that clear. I know that to be the case because I have spoken to
a number of the officials and others at the council, and I have spoken to many in the community. I
have in the last week heavily surveyed the community; I sent out thousands of surveys in recent days
to seek the view of the community on this exact matter. I have had many, many hundreds of responses
to those surveys. There is of course a range of different views, but universally the community is clear
that they were not consulted on this matter and they think they should have been. That, I think, is not
an unreasonable contention.
If government is to undertake major infrastructure work, it needs to do so with a weather eye to the
future. These level crossing removal projects are major projects that have an impact on the surrounding
area for decades and decades and decades to come. Taking time to consult the community is a sensible
way to go because you actually get a better outcome. That is the right way in which these things ought
to be conducted, and it is for that purpose that I am seeking these documents. I think that they ought
to be in the public domain.
The Premier made some intemperate comments in recent days and, in a sense, sort of slapped down
the mayor of the City of Stonnington, making clear to him that he was not going to be consulted
because he was not putting any money into the project. I make the point that it is Victorian taxpayers
money. Stonnington taxpayers are contributing to these projects, including this one. But even aside
from that point, I just would have thought it was in the interests of the community more broadly to get
the very best outcomes in terms of these major projects. If you are spending often hundreds and
hundreds of millions of dollars, you do actually want to get the very best outcome possible.
That is why I have brought this motion today, and given the urgency with which this is proceeding we
need to see those documents as quickly as is feasibly possible. I seek the support of the chamber to
achieve that.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (10:04): What we see again today—it being opposition business
day—is a repeat of a production of documents motion which we heard last sitting week. Despite what
the opposition did when it was in government—which was to refuse to provide information for reasons
which included but were not limited to cabinet in confidence, commercial in confidence, documents
which were legally privileged and documents which have never as a subject of convention been made
available—this is an ongoing effort to use process to confound progress. When we look at the
substance of this particular motion moved by the Leader of the Opposition we see that yet again we
have process seeking to hobble progress on large-scale historic infrastructure projects which are
intended to deliver fundamental material benefit to the way in which people live their lives, move
around on a daily basis and are accommodated by amenity in the way in which they travel to and from
work, to and from the city and around their communities.
I think it is important at the outset to go through not the reasons why Mr Davis has advanced his
rationale for seeking documents but in fact the reality of the situation around the removal of the level
crossing at this location. The reality of the situation is that the only feasible option is to elevate the rail.
Ostensibly to countenance a consultation process around an option which does not exist would not
only put process way before reality and way before progress but it would be misleading those
communities that might otherwise hold out hope that there is another option available.
What we see repeatedly when we hear the coalition talk about process and about what they would do
differently if they were in government is a set of principles, promises, undertakings or best endeavours
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that more often than not amount to a complete departure from reality. We saw this in the lead-up to
the last election where the jewel in the crown of the coalition’s infrastructure promise was to use the
$2 billion from the Snowy Hydro scheme not in regional Victoria but to make sky roads—effectively
to remove I think it was 50 or 55 of the most congested roads in metropolitan Melbourne by removing
intersections. If this is not a perfect example of that false hope, then I suspect we may be wasting our
time in continuing with the motion that we are here to debate today, because not only did that policy
proposal appear to be spun out of thin air but it had not been the subject of any consultation, it had not
been the subject of any engineering due diligence and it had not been the subject of any reasonable
costing and modelling. In fact it was roundly lambasted for ignoring the fact that because of the way
in which traffic moves along roads, the removal of traffic lights from intersections simply moves the
congestion from one point to another point without actually resolving the problem.
The motion that we have here today is another analogous example of a situation whereby those
opposite would in fact have it that if they had been in government—if you can cast your mind forward
hypothetically to 2023, because that is the earliest that any such removal of this nature at this site will
take place under a coalition government—and they got to the point where there was consultation in
relation to a proposed removal of a level crossing at this site, there would have been a possibility
created in the minds of those who were party to consultation that in fact there might well be rail under
road. People would offer their views in relation to this issue in good faith and spend their time, before
or after work and on weekends, attending meetings to put their views when in fact government—a
coalition government, in such a scenario in 2023—would have no such intention of ever delivering
anything along these lines, of ever delivering on any of those wishes as they may be expressed by
people in the local community, because it is simply not possible. It is not feasible.
What we saw in the lead-up to the election last year was the same sort of conjecture being raised at
pre-poll and at polling booths around the removal of three level crossings in Pakenham. We heard
people on the ground using their coalition wit and nous to try and convince people that, should seats
like Bass in fact be retained by the Liberals, they would put rail under the road. These were the
representations being made.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, this is a very narrow motion about the provision of
documents. I think we are hearing a large debate about infrastructure projects—a perfectly legitimate
debate, but much broader than what is a very narrow documents motion.
The PRESIDENT: Ms Shing, being the first government speaker, has more scope than others on
this. I do appreciate that the motion is around the passing of documents, but I ask Ms Shing to continue.
Ms SHING: Thank you, President. It is interesting to note the glass jaw that we are hearing now
and witnessing when it comes to infrastructure. Mr Davis has been very happy to regale the house
with stories of what it is that the coalition thinks is appropriate by way of process, and what we see on
the ground when push comes to shove in representing the views of the community and perhaps making
representations to the community is that the coalition is only too pleased to walk away from reality
when it comes to a promise that does not in fact ever have to be met or kept.
Mr Davis is fond of moving these particular documents motions, and again I intend to use the time
that I have available to me to talk not just about his mode du jour when it comes to seeking this
information but also the substance of the infrastructure project in question. It may well be difficult—
so difficult in fact that Mr Davis is leaving the chamber—for him to continue to hear about why the
removal of this particular level crossing is so important and why it is so important that it be delivered
with the engineering solution that has been identified by the government, that was identified by the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure and identified by the Premier, and indeed identified by a number
of other government MPs in the course of the announcement that was made last week.
The important distinction here around the issue of false hope and around the issue of not selling the
electorate a pup, as it were—although I have never really understood why that is a bad thing, because,

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
300

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 20 February 2019

being a dog lover, I have always thought that to be sold a pup would be rather a remarkable and
wonderful thing, but let us put that to one side, dear listeners, and continue with the substance of the
motion—is that the electorate has essentially been led to believe, if you were to take Mr Davis’s view
of it, that there is an alternative option available that must be the subject of consultation because it is a
feasible possibility. In fact, that is just not true. There is no feasible opportunity and no feasible option
that meets with engineering and safety standards for the purpose of this large-scale infrastructure
project that would enable rail to be delivered under road.
What we need to do—as we have done with the removal of these level crossings as part of the largest
ever infrastructure spend by about threefold in the history of this state—is to continue to consult and
engage on the things which are capable of change, which are capable of amendment and which are
capable of incorporating community views and positions, and to have that process be conducted in
good faith, not in a disingenuous fashion and not in a way that creates false hope. For those who are
not familiar with that particular site—and I must admit, being from regional Victoria, it is not an area
I frequent—there is no station there at this point in time, so to actually create the infrastructure that is
needed that design will actually need to be developed. The elevated design itself will in fact be the
subject of consultation in relation to how it presents to the world at large.
I note from some of the reporting last week when this announcement was made that people were
concerned about the value of their homes dropping as a result of this elevated rail solution. These are
not unfounded concerns. We saw that that occurred in relation to the extensive consultation process
around the removal of those level crossings on the Cranbourne-Dandenong line, those nine level
crossings that have been removed to allow for a number of different engineering solutions to be
implemented. But what we have also seen, despite any assertions from the Leader of the Opposition
about surveys and about overwhelming feedback, is an overwhelmingly positive reception to the
completed product once it has been undertaken. Of course there is reception—
Ms Taylor interjected.
Ms SHING: I see you nodding, Ms Taylor, and you would know better than most the impact of
these changes in the community and the fact that, as you have just indicated, people actually love
them—people love the removal of level crossings. It has been a bitter pill for those opposite to
swallow, because all along they failed either through their rhetoric or through their allocation of
costings to put their money where their mouth was when they were in government and to fund the
removal of level crossings. You can see if you hop onto various social media sites that the new Leader
of the Opposition—the current new Leader of the Opposition—
Mr Dalidakis: Who is it?
Ms SHING: I am just going to refer to the title, Mr Dalidakis. He has been out spruiking the
removal of level crossings and standing in front of sites with a safety vest on saying that all of a sudden
the coalition loves the removal level crossings. My how the worm has turned. It is an extraordinary
about-face from those who were only too willing to take up every opportunity available to them to talk
about how various solutions such as elevated road, various solutions such as elevated rail—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, this is a narrow motion. It is about documents relating to
one specific level crossing, and the reality is that the member is now straying wide and far around the
state on all different matters. There is generally latitude given to initial speakers, but there is not infinite
latitude in terms of what they speak about.
Ms SHING: Further to the point of order, President, I would just refer you to the points that are set
out under the opening paragraph of the motion, which in fact opens this debate up for all sorts of
discussion around engineering solutions, reports of assessments, design options and sound and
vibration attenuation studies, and I would therefore say that I am entirely within the scope of the
motion as it relates to projects of this nature.
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The PRESIDENT: Yes, Ms Shing, I think you do have some latitude around the application of the
removal of level crossings, but I would like to bring you back to this particular one in this motion.
Ms SHING: Thanks, President, absolutely. There is no shortage of material to discuss in relation
to this particular project, so let us confine ourselves to that, shall we.
In dealing with this particular site and in dealing with, as I said, the about-face and the immediate
enthusiasm, at least on the papers, from the coalition about certain types of level crossing removals,
we see that some level crossing removals are more equal than others. It would appear that when it comes
to this particular location apparently all of a sudden these documents are integral to understanding
level crossing removals at large and that as a consequence of the government not seeking to mislead
the public about this particular engineering treatement the opposition is now wanting to get its hands
on every document that it can possibly can, because, again to get back to my opening remarks, this is,
for the opposition, about nothing more than process at the expense of progress. Turning to the specific
site in question, the overwhelming priority, at least for this government—not for those opposite, who,
as I said, would never have started this before 2023—was to get rid of the crossing as quickly as
possible. That is consistent with the broad objectives to remove those dangerous and congested level
crossings and also to accommodate the significant population growth that is seeing our metropolitan
area, peri-urban areas and that interface expand exponentially. Road solutions do not actually work at
this site due to the proximity to the Monash Freeway and the requirement to maintain all of those entry
and exit points. The crossing itself is at the base of a hill adjacent to Gardiners Creek, and the flooding
risk in fact makes an extended rail trench unfeasible. Interestingly enough, this was exactly the case
as occurred at Pakenham, and yet it did not stop those opposite from being out there saying that in fact
they could put rail under road. A flood plain and gas pipelines mean that, for engineering purposes,
this is neither possible nor safe. Indeed it would be reckless to represent that that was an opportunity
there to be taken.
The geotech studies which were undertaken in December last year in fact concluded that an elevated
rail solution was the only feasible option, and that is the reason that this government has chosen that
design. There are a number of very significant benefits associated with choosing that rail-over-road
solution. It will in fact take less than a year to construct, which means that we will also avoid months
of closures to that rail line and to Toorak Road. This, if we think about the impact, the disruption and
the attenuation, which are referred to at points 3 and 4 of the substantive motion, substantively reduces
the inconvenience, the delay, the disruption and the change to routine for people who live in that area,
who work in that area, who rely upon that rail line and who use the adjacent roads.
What we need to make sure is that we also capitalise upon any and all benefits that are associated with
improving public space and amenity in the area. We need to be able to improve the pedestrian and
bicycle access through this area, as we have also done with the removal of similar level crossings along
the Cranbourne-Dandenong line. Mr Davis’s opening remarks and indeed the remarks of the
opposition on the public record about this particular level crossing removal have suggested that the
only feasible design is elevated rail and that the government should have consulted on the other options
anyway. It would not be appropriate, as I have said, for the government to consult on options that were
already known not to be feasible; it would be disingenuous. When we are talking about integrity in
government, those opposite are too quick—so quick—to get to their feet on any of these issues when
and as the opportunity strikes. Yet what they are ostensibly calling for now is something which would
deliver, in bad faith, a series of options and opportunities that simply do not exist to a public then
prepared to engage in consultation which would come to naught.
As we have been so clear about, we have consulted extensively on options that exist at other sites as
part of the level crossing removal program. Because there is no station at this site, there is no
requirement to consult on the design and features of a new station. However, consulting on the design
of the bridge, as I indicated earlier, and the public space it provides is an integral part of making sure
that there is that social licence, that there is that improved amenity and that there is that greater
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accessibility in accordance with the community’s wishes as a result of hearing from them, hearing
their direct feedback, taking that in good faith and considering it carefully in the design,
implementation and final resolutions of these solutions on the ground as they relate to this site.
Community information sessions will, as they have been for all other locations where options have
been available, be held, and that consultation period begins now.
When it comes to the argument run, often very long and often very hard in this place and publicly,
around people not having an understanding of the options available before the election, let us be very,
very clear: the government was completely up-front prior to the election on exactly which 75 level
crossings it was removing. And we will continue to deliver our election commitments. These are the
expectations that the community and public can legitimately hold—and should legitimately hold—in
the expectations they have around elected representatives. Again, it is about moving away from that
disingenuous view of the world whereby politicians can repeatedly say one thing and do another. One
of the most common mantras of the Premier and of indeed the successful Labor government prior to
our return was, ‘Do what you say and say what you do’. That is precisely what is occurring here, and
that is precisely the thing that seems to stick in the craw of those opposite in seeking the documents
which they are now seeking for the purpose of process and nothing more.
We released a very comprehensive framework prior to the election that outlined how we had
prioritised the removal of level crossings. The design for the removal of the Toorak Road level
crossing does not impact on any future design options at Glenferrie or Tooronga roads, and that is
another important point to note. Far be it from me to comment on any scare campaign or
misinformation that might otherwise be distributed in the community to mislead people into thinking
that these other two options were under threat as a consequence of this elevated rail solution for the
removal of this crossing on this site. Whilst all crossings are dangerous and cause congestion, the
crossing at Toorak Road, as I indicated earlier, is immediately adjacent to the Monash Freeway
interchange. It causes more widespread congestion than the other nearby crossings. People, as they
have very clearly indicated to us, have been very clear that they want all level crossings gone as quickly
as possible, and they want all of those level crossings removed with minimum fuss, disruption, chaos,
delay and change to their everyday routines. To understand how little the opposition in fact
understands about level crossing removals you only have to look at the press release put out last week
by the Leader of the Opposition. Amongst other things he has tried to claim credit for removing the
Anderson Road level crossing in Sunshine, which he said the Liberals had removed with a rail-underroad solution. Now, there are two problems with this. The Anderson Road removal was in fact funded
by the commonwealth—so let us not try for cross-pollination of credit here, although it is not the first
time and it will not be the last—and it was removed with a rail-over-road solution. So again it would
probably benefit those opposite to attend a site and to actually do an inspection before issuing releases
of this nature. Removing this level crossing, as I indicated earlier, would not actually happen under
the coalition until 2023, if at all.
We have so much work to do, and we have so much work to do not only in the information that we
are undertaking by way of community consultations and not only in relation to using the best possible
technology to reduce disruption and congestion and reduce the lack of amenity faced by communities
while that is taking place and while those crossings are being removed, but also to correct the
misinformation which is so readily used as part of that confounding of progress tactic by those opposite
in seeking to mine information, to gather detail to use to misrepresent positions in the community, to
create fear, to create concern, to create interpretations around infrastructure projects that either fail to take
into account relevant considerations or in fact to seek to outright deceive people who are relying upon
accurate information in order to understand the impact of large-scale infrastructure projects on them.
We will continue to work through this process around the removal of the Toorak Road, Kooyong,
level crossing project. We will continue to do so in accordance with the established practices set up by
the Level Crossing Removal Authority, auspiced by the Minister for Transport Infrastructure working
alongside the Minister for Public Transport, and make sure that we do so in a way that is not contingent
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upon false promises, that does not hinge on a tactical campaign associated with misinformation and
that does not in fact get lost in the weeds and long grass of consultations that are never intended to go
anywhere because in reality they cannot.
This is an unfortunate truth that the opposition I think is grappling with and will continue to grapple
with, and that is why I suspect that this is just another in a long line of documents motions that the
opposition will seek to move. They will say that it is on the basis of transparency and they will say that
it is on the basis of responsible allocation of taxpayers money, when in fact it is not about what they
are saying, it is about why. I think the reasons why they are looking for this information—for those
who are relatively new to this place and as a bit of a ready reckoner—are seen most clearly in a series
of document motions that were moved by the opposition in the last term of government which resulted
in the Leader of the Government being removed from this chamber for six months because the
opposition sought documents which it itself had refused in terms of similar classes of documents when
it was in government. It sought documents under the power of the Parliament to compel production,
and when these were not forthcoming it relied upon reasons including but not limited to executive
privilege, including but not limited to the existence of legal privilege convention and other matters,
and actually spat the dummy as it were, and this is what we see here again.
We will see, subject matter by subject matter, a cavalcade of production motions from the opposition
which are not designed to do anything other than confound progress with process. We will see that
this routine, rolled out as it is, is never intended to do anything other than oppose. In that sense when
we look at the wording of this particular motion it is very easy to read the substance, particularly of
(2), (3) and (4), and come to the view that in fact the opposition does care about ‘sound and vibration
attenuation studies’, that it does care about ‘overshadowing impacts on neighbouring properties and
assessments of required vegetation removal relating to the government’s preferred design’, that it does
care about ‘hydrological, engineering and design advice relating to design options’, that it does care
about ‘reports or assessments of all and any consultation with relevant local councils and communities
regarding design options’ and that it does care about ‘assessments of design options for removing
either or both of the nearby Tooronga Road and Glenferrie Road level crossings, including
simultaneously or at a later stage’.
When you read the language of this motion it is not in fact about any of these things, it is about an
opportunity for the opposition to claim in fact that the community has been dudded. The government
is in fact getting on with a solution that is realistic and deliverable, that was in fact part and parcel of
the announcement of the continued removal of level crossings in the lead-up to the last election and
that has in fact been resoundingly endorsed with a thoroughly strong mandate to continue this work,
and now to seek to unpick this is disingenuous at its highest.
To seek to say that because not all documents are or will be provided, notwithstanding extensive
community consultation and discussion about those things which are realistically capable of
meaningful consultation with the community, there is something fundamentally flawed about the
nature of this particular level crossing, its substance, its order in the proceeding of things, its allocation,
its cost and the way in which it will be undertaken—to say all those things—strikes me, and I think
not unreasonably, as being nothing more than a churlish attempt to confound the work that we are
doing in continuing to remove these level crossings.
Mr Davis referred in his opening remarks to having received hundreds and hundreds of comments and
survey results and indications from affected community members stating that they were deeply
opposed to the process that has been undertaken to date and deeply opposed to the solution which has
been announced around the creation of a rail-over-road solution. But in fact there is no way of checking
that. There is no way of actually confirming that the information—the hundreds of responses and
missives that Mr Davis has received—is in any way able to counter the tsunami of goodwill and
acceptance from communities along all lines where level crossing removals have been undertaken that
indicates very clearly not only that communities respond particularly well to the process and not only

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
304

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 20 February 2019

that communities have access to Level Crossing Removal Authority staff, information, resources and
community consultation sessions but also that they continue to have the opportunity to mitigate the
impact of the level crossing removal process on them personally.
That is why, when we took undertook a number of similar level crossing removals along the
Cranbourne-Dandenong line, ongoing consultation occurred with individuals, with households, with
streets and with communities throughout the entire process. It is very easy, if you look at social media,
to find one or two very loud voices complaining that the whole process has been substandard from
day one and that the whole process has been done in some sort of cloak-and-dagger fashion that has
left people badly off, that has ruined their house prices, that has ruined their amenity and that has
compromised their quality of life to an extent that they could not possibly have ever given the social
permission needed in order for this project to proceed. It is very easy to look at the odd account—let
us say on Twitter or Facebook—and see that this in fact became a tactical manoeuvre to say that
because a process was unfolding and consultation was occurring, and also because the very nature of
this infrastructure project involved noise, dust and disruption and there was inconvenience, the entire
thing ought not to have proceeded in the first place.
Notwithstanding the cost, notwithstanding the requirement to suspend disbelief about the way in which
rail under road might be feasible, notwithstanding flood plains, gas pipelines and existing
infrastructure that would make for stability challenges, the likes of which would blow out costs like
nothing else, we have an opposition which has the gall to try to claim the high ground in relation to
the allocation of taxpayers money for a site named in the motion which has a solution which is
significantly less expensive than one which the opposition might propose and which in any event
cannot be delivered.
This is pure politics. It is not even strategy; it is tactics. It is a repeated tactic to seek information which
does not make a material difference because in fact other solutions and options are not available. It is
a tactic to seek to engage in a bait-and-switch technique around the process already engaged in to
consult on design, on vegetation, on access and on pathways that in fact then, by extrapolation,
suggests that the entire project ought not proceed. This is mucking around the edges to seek to
confound, delay, disrupt and constipate the entire process, the entire program of infrastructure that
Victorians have been crying out for.
When we look not at what the motion says but why this information is being sought, and we look at
the tactics that underpin this in the context of these gotcha moments and these cries of ‘own goal’ and
the way in which we might then see that translate into a cute Facebook post, some sort of triumphant
tweet or some sort of press release or event involving people standing outside a station, let us not forget
that those opposite, no matter how much they try to claim that they really love level crossing removals,
were not prepared to countenance any funding for this particular removal until at least 2023. If you go
through their costings document—and I would urge people to do this—and do a bit of research in
relation to the information they released on this site prior to the election, you will see that there does
not appear to be anything allocated to the removal of this particular level crossing. So not only have
we got a reactive process-obsessed step around seeking documentation for this particular level crossing
removal, but we have also got an opposition that never intended to do anything about this particular
level crossing in real financial terms in the event that it had been elected at the end of last year.
Yet again we go back to the point being made in such strident terms by the Leader of the Opposition
that this is about the responsible use of taxpayers money. My question to the Leader of the Opposition,
and my question to the opposition at large around these tactics and around these documents motions
is: to what extent will you ever be satisfied of the merits of an infrastructure project or similar allocation
or any budgetary allocation upon the production of documents? I suspect that the short answer to that
question is ‘Never’. You will never be satisfied with the level of detail provided because fundamentally
the thing that underpins this particular motion is a desire to exercise some sort of right of social or
parliamentary veto around this project proceeding despite the fact that we have an express mandate to

PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
Wednesday, 20 February 2019

Legislative Council

305

deliver it. This is an important point because it goes to the heart of the opposition’s inherent nature of
opposition. If you want to develop solutions and if you want to develop a brand as a viable alternative
government, then do not just say, ‘Don’t do this’. Do not just say, ‘You haven’t considered a railunder-road solution’ when it is not practically feasible. Come up with something. Let us have a
conversation. But this is not a conversation. This is the opposition standing on the sidelines in a highvisibility vest for a cheap media opportunity to talk about how it is reasonable to claim that the
community has been dudded on this particular project. Nothing could be further from the truth. We
are not going to stand here in this chamber and give commitments around opportunities that do not
exist. We are not going to stand here, we are not going to stand in front of a level crossing, we are not
going to stand up on a building site and say, ‘We will do this. We will countenance the idea of rail
under road’ when it’s not possible, because that is a fundamental disrespect to the people who are
relying upon accurate information from government. That is a fundamental disrespect to the allocation
of taxpayers money and the requirement to allocate it in the most prudent and responsible way possible.
We move to section 2 of the motion about reports or assessments of all and any consultation with
relevant local councils and communities regarding design options. When you put yourself into the
mind of the writer of this particular section about design options, there is only one design option. There
is only one design option for fundamental geological and engineering reasons associated with that
particular site. To spend taxpayers money on a fanciful frolic into the realms of fantasy would be
disingenuous, would be inappropriate, would lack integrity and would in fact make a mockery of the
requirement for government—to use that phrase I did earlier—not to sell them a pup.
When we look at the request to provide, pursuant to section 4 of the motion, ‘sound and vibration
attenuation studies, overshadowing impacts on neighbouring properties and assessments of required
vegetation removal relating to the government’s preferred design’, let us look at the end which is being
sought by that particular means. We either remove the level crossing or we do not. We have chosen to
remove the level crossing. We chose to announce a total of 75 level crossings that we would remove as
part of a suite of election commitments that we offered to Victorians before November last year, and
when we did that we made it clear that this particular site’s level crossing needs to be removed. For
reasons around the physicality of the site and its proximity to the freeway, it is abundantly clear why
we need to remove this level crossing. For reasons associated with data and detail on the dangerousness
and the congestion associated with this level crossing and that infernal noise of boom gates being down
for too long during peak periods, we see that it makes sense to remove this level crossing.
The opposition cannot have it both ways, because the effect of this motion is to infer that there are
options available other than the one which is being proposed, and if they are saying that options other
than the one being proposed should be explored, then effectively they are saying, ‘Let’s stymie this
process. Let’s remove any gains we may make around the speed, the efficiency and the safety by
which this level crossing might be removed. Let’s do that for the sake of process and of consultation
around something which does not exist as an option. Let’s do that. Let’s do that for the sake of being
able to stand up and say, “We have consulted”’.
That is not meaningful consultation. Consultation, as far as its legal definitions go in various
jurisdictions, boils down to the nature of consulting with any and all affected communities in relation
to decisions prior to final decisions being made. This is in fact what will happen to the extent that
change is possible. Consultation infers an iterative process, a discussion whereby people may then say,
‘Let’s go with another option that might be taken into consideration prior to the reaching of a final
decision by the decision-maker’ and that that then occurs as a good-faith process. Well, newsflash,
you cannot have good-faith consultation where the decision-maker is unable to deliver the outcome
but represents that it may indeed be possible. Numerous jurisdictions have investigated and assessed
this particular idea, and good-faith is not present in circumstances like this.
So essentially the motion as expressed, the motion as spoken to today by the Leader of the Opposition,
is a motion that seeks at its heart to achieve an end that is founded in bad faith, and we are not going
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to do that. So in seeking the documents, we do not intend to acquiesce to the nature of the motion. We
do not intend to represent to communities that this level crossing will be removed with anything other
than the treatment that was announced by the Premier and the Minister for Transport Infrastructure
last week. We do intend—and we have begun—to consult with communities around the things which
are capable of being changed as a consequence of that community feedback. The mandate is there for
removal of this level crossing. The only way that this level crossing can be removed, the only way that
we can remove these safety risks and this congestion, is the way that it has been announced. And so
as the community consultations and sessions continue I would urge those opposite to get involved, to
have their say, to make sure that those hundreds of survey responses and all of that constituent and
community feedback to which Mr Davis alluded is incorporated into the mix around the way in which
external designs, pathways, access, vegetation and amenity are incorporated into the final design. This
would be a better show of good faith than anything set out in the substantive motion. This would be
some indication that the opposition are at least prepared to try to provide viable alternatives on behalf
of the people who have elected them his speaks more to the integrity of an opposition than any motion
of this nature might ever do.
I do not think—cynical me—that that is how it will roll. What I think will happen is that in relation to
this particular motion speakers will talk about the outrage of people who have not been able to explain
to government why it is that the rail should go under the road and why it is that that must be the
prevailing outcome. That will be turned into some sort of tactical opportunity. That will be exploited
in the course of a 24-hour news cycle to talk about arrogance or hubris or how the Andrews Labor
government in fact does not care about what Victorians want. That will be used to distort the reality
of what is available as an engineering and geotechnical solution as part of this infrastructure program.
That will come at the expense of these communities properly understanding the way in which they
can meaningfully become involved and should meaningfully become involved. That will confound
the work of the community sessions which are being held. That will obfuscate the nature of the detail
being made available to people whose lives will be affected in the course of this particular project.
That will show the opposition up—not for what they are seeking in the course of this motion but for
the reasons that underpin it.
I suspect that we will go around and around and around with a series of document motions akin to this
one on potentially every level crossing. Essentially the opposition refuses or is unable to accept the
mandate that was granted at the election to remove this level crossing and to continue with the work
to remove a total of 75 level crossings. It will claim in the interests of transparency, accountability and
the appropriate use of taxpayer funds that these are appropriate questions to ask in order to hold the
government to account.
I am waiting for those claims to be made. I am waiting for the opposition to continue to suspend its
disbelief about why it is that these projects are necessary, why it is that these projects have
overwhelming community support and why it is that these projects are a necessary part of delivering
infrastructure that moves Melbourne from not just being a city but also to having the infrastructure
required of a metropolis within the context of population growth of that size and with the increasing
demands that we all know we have.
We will, as I said at the outset, provide information in the best possible way to have the best possible
impact on those who will be affected. We will, as we have done with other level crossing projects and
as the Level Crossing Removal Authority has gotten progressively more efficient at doing, engage
with people on a real level. It will not be around cute motions like this that we do the work that matters
most. It will in fact be based on the idea of good-faith discussions that are intended to avail the
community of the best possible information so that they know full well the impact of these
infrastructure projects on them.
As we saw with the Cranbourne-Dandenong line removals and as we saw with the process of the
voluntary sales of properties, a number of people who were affected did in fact take up that offer to
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negotiate with government over the sale of their properties. A number of people also chose to
understand the impact of level crossing removals on their individual premises and on their quality of
life, and they chose to negotiate alternative options with government to minimise the impact on them.
That is exactly what responsible government needs to do. These are the obligations of government to
deliver wherever there is interference, encumbrance and inconvenience occasioned by these projects
that are necessary to accommodate our growth and to accommodate those people who reasonably
expect to be able to get work using public transport, who reasonably expect to be able to traverse the
city without being stuck at boom gates and who reasonably expect that governments will not lead them
astray around options for level crossing removals that simply are not there.
The texture and the tenor of this particular motion do little to assuage any concerns that the community
may legitimately have. Of course there will be questions. Of course there will be queries. People will
want to know—and deserve to know—the impact of this project on them. But the invitation and the
wording of this motion for us to conclude that there is any option available other than rail over road is
not founded in good faith and it is not founded in any proposition that assists the community to better
understand the impact of this infrastructure on them.
We need to proceed by giving communities the respect they deserve around information and around
process. This motion is not founded in respect of process. This motion is founded in a fishing
expedition, which is all too familiar. When the coalition is in opposition this is what they do. They
seek documents and they seek to create a stick or a cudgel by which to confound a process, to interrupt
it, to short-circuit it or to exact some form of political end which interrupts the flow of government
business and which hobbles any mandates that might otherwise exist.
This is not a hubristic position taken by government around the infrastructure projects that we are
talking about. This is the reality of the situation for the site identified at the outset of this motion. This
is the reality for that site, as it sits within the context of those 75 level crossings proposed to be removed
and which we will remove. This is about the question of government exercising its mandate to deliver
on promises that Victorians have fundamentally supported, because they are good for the economy,
because they are good for jobs, because they are fantastic for communities, because they create greater
amenity and because they mean that people are no longer stuck in traffic. People will be able to cross
a road without needing to take a detour. They will see that their neighbourhoods become joined where
previously they were split by railway lines.
In this situation we have a freeway, and this freeway cannot be changed. This is infrastructure that has
been in place, which has been expanded and which has been a big part of the spine of freight and
logistics and vehicular movements throughout the city for an extremely long time. What we can do in
the delivery of this infrastructure piece and this level crossing removal, however, is make sure that we
are delivering something in a site-specific fashion which is responsible, which is safe, which meets
our election promises, which is executed in a way that meaningfully and authentically and in good
faith brings the community along with us and which, to the best extent possible and to the best extent
practicable, removes or reduces any inconvenience, loss, damage or delay that is suffered by people
in the immediate vicinity while those construction works are taking place.
That is what our level crossing removal program is about. That is what the Level Crossing Removal
Authority continues to become progressively better at. That is why we are able to continue with this
historic program of infrastructure works, and that is what we will continue to do, notwithstanding what
I imagine to be additional motions of this nature—to produce documents—from the opposition time
and time and time again for no apparent reason, other than to give false hope or to create opportunities
outside this place that are based in nothing more than conjecture and false hope.
We need collectively to do better than that. We need to make sure in delivering our infrastructure
projects and in delivering things which will long outlive any contribution we may make in this place
that we are doing them properly—that we are doing them in a fashion which befits the responsibilities
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that we hold here in this place. We need to embark upon the work that we are doing with a greater
sense of duty than that which this motion might suggest.
I look forward to hearing further contributions about why it is that these documents are so crucial and
so necessary and why it is that these documents should be sought, whether it is in the public interest,
whether it is in the interests of accountability or whether it is the interests of economic responsibility.
I look forward to hearing an argument made in a term other than one which enables me to conclude
that there is no good faith sitting at the heart of these motions, and I doubt that I will. I doubt very
strongly that I will hear anything—that anyone in this chamber will hear anything—in relation to the
documents motion that in fact does nothing other than achieve a cheap three-word slogan, the manner
of which we have seen too many times before, which underpins why so many people have so much
fundamental mistrust of politicians.
Bottom line, this level crossing will be removed. Bottom line, the level crossing will be removed at this
site in a way which enables rail to be delivered over road. Bottom line, the community will be engaged
and consulted with and be part of conversations on the things which are capable of incorporating
community feedback. But, bottom line, there is a very clear mandate for this level crossing to be
removed. There is no other option available, and for the coalition to suggest obliquely or directly that
might not be the case speaks to nothing more than the bad faith in this exercise that we will see time
and time again and which we have no reason to expect will ever change. We oppose this motion.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (11:00): We have before us in this place another
filibuster of David Davis’s. The motion before us—
Mr Atkinson interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: The honourable Bruce Atkinson is not in his place, Acting President. I have
waited four years to be able to say that, but nevertheless, as he departs the chamber I have now finally
had that opportunity.
On opposition business day, at a time when the opposition have the opportunity to use their time to
scrutinise the actions of government and to hold government to account for what we do, Mr Davis
comes into this chamber and continues his attempt to mask the significant problems in his own side’s
history of a lack of infrastructure spend. They are very good at cutting infrastructure; that is their
history. They are not very good at building infrastructure. So Mr Davis has come into this place—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, this is actually a very narrow motion. It relates to
one level crossing and the provision of documents surrounding that. A general discussion about other
parties and their views on infrastructure is far beyond the scope of such a motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Mr Davis, I understand that, but he has just started.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Mr Davis again wants to try and chew up my time and my opportunity as a
member of this place to speak against his attempt to filibuster and to abuse this chamber in a way that
is not how it was designed. The crossbench over the coming time will see through what Mr Davis does
on these days. They will work through the issues that Mr Davis presents, and they will see a pattern,
if they have not already seen a pattern emerge—a pattern where, sadly, Mr Davis attempts to hold the
government to account in a way that he was never prepared to be when he was a minister, and given
his record I understand why he would not like to be held to account for that. But the fact remains that
we as a government over the last four years have invested significant amounts of Victorian taxpayers
money to build infrastructure and to get the state moving again, and the level crossing removal project
has been a very, very popular project with people.
What I would like to do very much is point out that we had documents motions in the previous
Parliament that Mr Davis and his colleagues put in relation to level crossing removal projects along
the Cranbourne line—the so-called sky rail, or, as Mr Davis would say, ‘Sky rail’. Now, Mr Davis
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would do well to remember what happened on 24 November, some months back. In order to assist
him, allow me to read some statistics that I believe are extremely pertinent. Mr Davis, as you would
remember, Acting President, continued a campaign of fear and misinformation that the worst tyrant
that could control media would have been proud of, such was his misinformation campaign. But the
people saw through that. He ran a very nasty campaign up and down the Cranbourne line about sky
rail, but let me just, for your benefit, Acting President, read to you the results of the 24 November
election from the people along the sky rail route who rejected Mr Davis’s campaign of fear—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, election results from different areas of the state
are hardly relevant to a motion about a simple request for documents about one particular level crossing.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Mr Davis, thank you for your point of order.
Mr Dalidakis, I need to bring your attention back to the motion, thank you.
Mr DALIDAKIS: If I may, Acting President, on the point of order, in Mr Davis’s contribution on
the motion he made a number of comments about community concern and community reaction to the
proposed level crossing. What I am proposing, should you allow me, Acting President, is to
demonstrate that in fact community reaction to previous projects was indeed support. I believe that in
his contribution he has misrepresented that support in the community, and I wish to reiterate it.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Thank you, Mr Dalidakis. I have already ruled on it.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Thank you, Acting President. As I was suggesting, Mr Davis’s misinformation
campaign previously was one that was rejected by the people of Victoria along the sky rail route. In
Caulfield the Liberals had a swing against them of 6.4 per cent, in Oakleigh it was 8.2 per cent, in
Clarinda it was 4.6 per cent, in Dandenong it was 6.4 per cent and in Cranbourne there was a 9.8 per
cent swing against them. That was along the Cranbourne line.
They also attempted to run a similar campaign of fear and disinformation along the Frankston line.
The swing against the Liberals in Bentleigh was 12.9 per cent; in Sandringham it was 9.5 per cent; in
Mordialloc it was a massive 12.8 per cent; in Carrum, 12.8 per cent; and in Frankston, 3.8 per cent. So
what we see—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, I think the member is flouting your ruling. In fact
he is now reading through election results around the state. That seems to me to be quite beyond the
scope of a straightforward documents motion on one level crossing.
Mr DALIDAKIS: On the point of order, Acting President, in fact I listened very intently to your
ruling and I chose not to give the election results, just the swings against the Liberals to indicate their
lack of support for the fear campaign that they ran. I mentioned no election results or that we won
those seats handsomely, just the simple fact that people ran away from the Liberals repeatedly.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Thank you very much, Mr Dalidakis.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I will move on. What we can see from those results is that the Victorian people
rejected a campaign of fear and misinformation. They rejected the repeated entrees into this house by
Mr Davis and others in the last Parliament for similar documents motions and other charades, where
they used their time very unwisely. It appears that Mr Davis has not learned the lessons of the past. He
is repeating the same mistakes. Long may he repeat them—for the next four years—because while he
continues to be focused on himself and not the people of Victoria, we will continue to deliver
infrastructure projects like the level crossing, which is in my electorate of Southern Metropolitan
Region, as it is, I acknowledge, in Mr Davis’s electorate as well. I will give him credit for finally
bringing a motion to this place that deals with his own electorate for a change. That is about as generous
as I will be with you, Mr Davis.
The motion before us of course is conceived out of his own, again, political desires and has nothing
whatsoever to do with good public policy. We have already demonstrated in the initial announcement
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by the minister and the Premier why the rail-over-road design was preferred and indeed adopted by
the Level Crossing Removal Authority—for clear engineering purposes, for the efficiency of the
removal and replacement and indeed to ensure that we minimise the amount of disruption to the local
residents and the travelling public, who are both commuters on the rail line and commuters on the
road. We have ensured that through this project we can try to maximise the delivery and minimise the
disruption. So what Mr Davis has going on here is a fishing expedition.
Do you know what I would love to be able to do? I would love to bring a documents motion to ask for
every text message in relation to this level crossing in Mr Davis’s phone, because I reckon that would
be really interesting reading. There would probably be a few expletives: ‘Oh, my God. They’ve done
it again. They’re actually delivering infrastructure in a blue ribbon Liberal seat. Wow! They’re
managing to actually do infrastructure in areas that they’re not really representing’. Of course Michael
O’Brien in the other place—
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President, this motion is a very narrow motion. We are now
hearing from—
Mr DALIDAKIS: Like you, Mr Finn—narrow.
Mr Finn: Well, they certainly cannot say that about you, Mr Dalidakis. We are now hearing fairy
stories from the darkest recesses of Mr Dalidakis’s particularly dark mind. I have to say that it really
is way beyond time that this chap was brought back to the motion before the house.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Mr Dalidakis, I ask you again to stick to the motion.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Thank you, Acting President, and let Hansard forevermore be on eternal watch
for what Mr Finn says in this place, because it will be to his eternal embarrassment in years to come—
no-one else’s.
The very fact of the matter is that this level crossing project was announced by us in the lead-up to the
election very clearly. This level crossing project is a project that will disentangle one of the most
blocked road-rail arteries where there is a level crossing in place in my electorate. We of course
announced that the Neerim Road and Glen Huntly Road crossings will be removed as some of the
additional 25 level crossings that we committed to during the campaign. I look at Mr Hayes and I see
somebody that will appreciate the unclogging of those arteries. Similarly this level crossing is an
important one to remove. I also acknowledge that the level crossings at Tooronga Road and at
Glenferrie Road similarly will need to be removed at a point in time, but those are different level
crossings to the one we are discussing today—although Mr Davis would like to consider this in his
motion of course, because he has mentioned them.
But what happens in Cranbourne is, believe it or not, good enough for what happens in Kooyong.
People in different socio-economic seats do not get different outcomes because they have different
financial standings. In fact the engineering design is what dictates what we do and where we do it. We
have evidence by looking at what we need to do at different places—for example, Gardiner station,
which Mr Davis loves to take credit for but did not deliver. Let us be very clear about that: he did not
deliver. He says, ‘We paid for that’. Well, the arrogance of the man is outrageous. The Victorian
taxpayers funded the works that we have done, not Mr Davis or the Liberal Party. In fact they did not
fund the Gardiner station level crossing removal—we funded it in our budget because it was a design
change to what was originally put forward by the coalition.
I note that I have limited time because of the points of order that the opposition raised, so I want to
make one point very clear. The mayor of Stonnington has said publicly that there was no consultation
with Minister Allan, and yet in his letter of 19 February—not so many days ago—he noted that in fact
there had been a previous meeting with Minister Allan where the design of the level crossing had been
discussed, and that date was 7 June 2018. It is very important that that be put on the record, as is the fact
that he omitted me from being cc’d on that letter as well despite me being a representative in that area.
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Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (11:16): I rise to speak to this motion. Generally I am very
supportive of the level crossing removals, not to deal with the planned doubling of the population that
the government seems to be intent on but to deal with the conditions that already exist on our major
arterials, carrying so much traffic in and out of the city. At this particular location here on Toorak Road
the bottleneck is absolutely mind-bending some days, and people try to avoid this crossing for that reason.
Yes, there have been some very successful level crossing removals, and this one has to be done, but
what worries me about what has gone on and about what I am hearing is the lack of consultation on
the options and the government saying, ‘Well, there is only one option so we don’t really need to
discuss it with the community’. Number (2) on Mr Davis’s motion about consulting with relevant local
councils and communities regarding the design options is what I would like to see fleshed out even if
the government comes forth and says, ‘Look, for many good reasons overheading the railway is the
only way to go on this’. There are amenity impacts and visual impacts on the area—it is already a very
busy area and there are already a lot of amenity impacts on residents there—so to say, ‘This is the only
option, we’re going to charge ahead with it’, is what concerns me.
I have been on a local council and have had governments come to the council and say, ‘This is what
we’re proceeding with. This is the best option for these reasons’. To go out to the community and say
that I think is good leadership. It is taking the community with the government on the project rather
than leaving it up to the community to say, ‘Well, look, maybe there is an option for undergrounding
it but we’re not being given any information about doing it that way’. When they see the south-east
freeway, the Monash Freeway, has already been running underground successfully there for many
years—and I know that this is on the other side and I take the point that there is a flood plain there and
there may be some obstacles to do with the gas; I have not been informed about that—I really think it
is fair enough to inform the community about that and say, ‘Well, this really does seem to be the best
option for these reasons’, and put it out there rather than just putting it through. I do not know if that
really is the intention, to just put it through without discussion—they say the discussion will come
afterwards about how we arrange the vegetation and the paths and things like that—but the major
decision is about whether we go over the road or under the road. People seem to think there is an
option of going under the road—well, let us have it in front of us why it should be so.
It is hard to delve into mind-reading about why Mr Davis is moving this, but to bring the information
before the house, I do not mind. I certainly do not want to delay any capital works that are going to
take place in unblocking Toorak Road and getting the traffic moving there. I am very aware of the
time taken to travel across that intersection, and if you hit trains, it takes a lot longer. We have seen
the beneficial effect of removing level crossings in many other parts of Melbourne, which I am sure
most of us think is a good thing. That is all I have to say on the issue.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:20): In 1 minute I will just say
this is an important motion. It is a documents motion. It is about transparency and it is about putting
these documents in front of the community so that they can be informed and make reasonable
judgements and decisions. If it is the case that only one option is possible, the documents will
presumably show that, but my information is that that is not the case, so let us just see. Therefore
please support the motion.
Motion agreed to.
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WEST GATE TUNNEL
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:21): This is another
straightforward documents motion. I move:
That this house:
(1) in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in the Council
by 2.00 p.m. on Tuesday, 5 March 2019, a copy of all documents in full, signed by or on behalf of the
government of Victoria, concerned with or relating to the West Gate Tunnel project, including but not
limited to:
(a) the West Gate Tunnel project agreement, without redactions;
(b) any other contract, agreement or treaty signed by the current government with Transurban PL or
any member of the Transurban WGT Co Pty Ltd consortium which seeks to vary, change or alter
the tolling arrangements, time periods, charges, indexation or other tolling matters under the
Melbourne City Link Act 1995 or which would seek to later vary tolling arrangements under the
Melbourne City Link Act 1995; and
(2) notes that, pursuant to section 15(3) of the Melbourne City Link Act 1995, either house of Parliament
may revoke a variation of the agreement.

This motion is essentially similar to one moved in the chamber in the early part of last year. The
government did not provide those documents in the period from last year through until the election.
The government had signed a deal with the Transurban-related consortium. Some of the documents
around the contract are on the website, but many are not and there are substantial redactions. This
chamber has a significant role under the City Link Act 1995, which allows either house of the
Parliament to disallow changes to the Transurban tolling arrangements. The act is quite clear. There is
a very short time period and requirements for the tabling of those documents, and then either
chamber—unlike the EastLink Project Act 2004, which requires both chambers to disallow it—could
disallow those changes.
The community is concerned about the size of the tolls, and whilst this is not about those specifically,
it is about the changes to them and how the government intends to fund the project. It is extraordinary.
With the tolls that are intended to be extended for more than 10 years under this arrangement and tolls
on existing CityLink roads—that is, the tunnel, the Bolte Bridge, the M1 and the Tullamarine Freeway,
which are all the existing CityLink roads—the government’s stated plan is that there will be a 10-year
extension for Transurban and there will be an increase in tolls of more than 4.25 per cent each year
beginning this year and running for 10 years, so a compounding increase in tolls. That will be on the
existing roads and will be used to cross-subsidise the tunnel. There will also be access charges to the
city and a tolling arrangement on the new tunnel.
The opposition has made it very clear that we have no objection to the tolling of new roads, but we do
think that this material ought to have been public a long, long time ago. It is extraordinary that the
government flouted the chamber in the last period. It is extraordinary that the government did not
choose to bring that material to the public to make some sensible understandings of what precisely
was proposed.
The government today tabled some related documents. I see on the list of papers tabled:
Melbourne City Link Act 1995—
City Link and Extension Projects Integration and Facilitation Agreement Twenty-fifth Amending Deed,
pursuant to section 15B(5) of the Act.
CityLink Leases Amending Deed, pursuant to section 60(9) of the Act.
Exhibition Street Extension Eighteenth Amending Deed, pursuant to section 15D(6) of the Act.
Fourth Deed amending Master Security Deed, pursuant to section 15(2) of the Act.
Melbourne City Link Thirty-seventh Amending Deed, pursuant to section 15(2) of the Act.
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I freely admit I have not read these; I have been in the chamber since they were tabled. But they will
be a significant focus over coming days because they are the deed variations that we need to see to do
our work. But we also need to see the context and we need to see what the government intended in
terms of its full contract with Transurban and its consortium, and we also need to see any of the
arrangements that have been signed by the government parallel to this. We know that the Department
of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources Annual Report 2017–18 was withheld in
the lead-up to the state election and tabled in the Parliament in this period, not in the previous period.
I urge people to read the Auditor-General’s commentary on that DEDJTR report. He made a number
of points about commissioning additional analysis and work, and that is directly relevant to some of
the material that we are seeking here.
It is clear from the secretary’s notes in the annual report that there are also arrangements that have
been entered into with Transurban that are not fully understood by the community. You can only read
those aspects of the DEDJTR report in the attendant notes. To the extent that it is clear that there is
further material there, it is not seen by the public and it ought to be seen by the public. This is a major
piece of infrastructure. We support additional infrastructure. This is not, of course, the road that the
government went to the election with in 2014. They had a small $500 million slip-road. This is a
multibillion-dollar project with some public money, some private money and some tolling money
involved. We welcome sensible infrastructure projects, but they do need the transparency so that
decisions are able to be made and we can understand what is important.
These additional documents give context and understanding to the documents that are tabled today
and to the documents that will play a significant role in the chamber’s decision under its obligations
under the Melbourne CityLink Act. I believe it is very much in the public interest for these documents
to be available. I do not believe the claims of commercial in confidence are appropriate here, especially
when the chamber has a specific role to make decisions about whether to allow or disallow them.
Inherent in the Melbourne CityLink responsibility that is given to both chambers of the Parliament is
the ability to scrutinise and understand what is going on and to understand the deals and the
arrangements that the government has struck and for the chamber, in a sober and thoughtful way, to
make assessments in the public interest.
The increase in tolls that is proposed is very significant: more than 50 per cent over a decade and the
extension of the tolls a decade beyond the initial period. That has a very significant impact on families
and businesses. It has a very significant impact on the cost structures of people coming from country
Victoria, a very significant impact on the cost structure of families and the community that commute
every day. I think those families who live in Tullamarine and in the south-east of Melbourne who use
the Bolte Bridge, who use the Tullamarine Freeway and who use the tunnels from the east of
Melbourne and from the west of Melbourne all have a legitimate right to see this information and to
understand the deals that have been struck on their behalf. It is our chamber’s job to sit and make a
square and sensible decision in the public interest, but we can only do that if we are informed, and
hence this documents motion today.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (11:30): Well, we are now two for two in relation to the documents
motions from the opposition, and as predicted we have heard those magic words ‘transparency’,
‘accountability’ and ‘in the public interest’. We ought be running a bingo card or two here to liven
things up a little, but it is predictable. What we have heard Mr Davis say in his opening remarks goes
to his role as Leader of the Opposition and that tactical approach of seeking to confound progress with
process when he referred to how in his view, to paraphrase him, commercial in confidence ought not
to apply and that the opposition supports sensible infrastructure projects. But what these things indicate
very, very clearly is that when they are in opposition it is fine to make these claims, it is fine to take
that moral high ground and it is fine to live in an ivory tower around these issues of transparency and
accountability and the public interest, as long as they are never required to be delivered by the coalition
when they are in government. Again, it goes to the fundamental purpose that underpins the nature of
motions like these.
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Unfortunately, when he got to his feet for the sake of the process that we are engaged in today in
discussing this documents motion, Mr Davis indicated that he had not read the materials that were
tabled this morning.
Mr Davis: I indicated that I had been in the chamber.
Ms SHING: Mr Davis indicated that he had been in the chamber. I recall Mr Davis walking out
during my last contribution, and in fact I remarked on the fact that Mr Davis had left the chamber. I
trust that that was in fact to get across the detail of what was introduced and tabled in this place this
morning and indeed in the other place as well.
What I would like to do at the outset is to go through the context by which this information was tabled
and the detail of what has actually been tabled, because when we look at that information, when we
look at what has actually been provided there, we see that in fact the greatest level of transparency and
accountability around this market-led proposal has been delivered in the context of the process to date,
as well as this additional information which has been tabled. Today we have tabled in both this
chamber and in the Assembly the CityLink deed amendment, and we have introduced into the
Assembly the West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic Management) Bill 2019. The exposure
drafts for both the bill and the deed were made available in 2017 after the contract signing. That is
some three years after the reference made by Mr Davis to the Department of Economic Development,
Jobs, Transport and Resources report and the initial scope of the West Gate Tunnel project in 2014.
Let us jump forward some three years in relation to the matters Mr Davis referred to in his opening
remarks. The CityLink concession deed amendments refer to the mechanisms by which funding
sources are given effect as part of the funding of the West Gate Tunnel project. What they do is in
effect adjust various CityLink tolls during the remaining term—that is, to 2025—including a fixed
4.25 per cent per annum toll escalation for 10 years from 1 July 2019. As the Premier indicated in
comments this morning, to paraphrase him, motorists do need in fact to pay for some component of
this project, because for this not to occur would require moneys to be diverted from infrastructure such
as schools and hospitals to fund this delivery. Extending the CityLink concession by 10 years, from
2035 to 2045, will enable this market-led proposal to be delivered, and it will enable that equity to be
struck on this infrastructure project in the allocation and apportionment of funding between state and
private contributions. The CityLink concession deed amendments also implement a centralised
operating model, with a single Transurban entity providing operations and maintenance services
across both CityLink and the West Gate Tunnel. This essentially establishes a centralised operating
model to provide these services on a marginal cost basis to CityLink and achieve material cost savings
across both CityLink and the project.
When we go back to Mr Davis’s opening remarks and we talk about transparency, accountability and
the public interest, we have a situation of hypocrisy like just about no other. I was in this chamber
when we were seeking to obtain information around the east–west link and that cost-benefit analysis
of what it would deliver as far as public benefit for the allocation of funding concerned. I believe, if
my recollection is correct, that after extensive work the business case was released—a 12-page
document—and it was dot points. It was a PowerPoint presentation essentially, with a couple of
pictures and triangles and dot points on a business case that returned just over 40 cents in the dollar.
That was after the then government, now opposition—including those members who have moved and
spoken on many documents motions and who are now seeking that we produce information—fought
against it tooth and nail.
To go back to the deed amendment and what has in fact been tabled this morning, there is a
modernising of a number of the provisions in the CityLink concession, and that is a really important
thing to focus on. It removes key aspects of the material adverse effect regime and reduces the basis
upon which the CityLink parties can make a claim on the state for that material adverse effect on
CityLink as a result of transport network changes implemented by the state. It enhances the handover
regime to reflect a more detailed contemporary process. It includes a KPI regime for CityLink. It
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improves the variations and modifications regime. It introduces a subcontracting regime to give the
state additional oversight in respect to CityLink subcontracts, and it provides for toll infringement
management arrangements to reduce the impact on people experiencing hardship or special
circumstance to be legislatively secured. The other thing that it does is resolve a range of historical
CityLink concession issues. These include arrangements for the groundwater management system;
updated CityLink financial models, including undertaking ring fencing audits; and clarifying the
operation of contractual leases relating to insurance coverage requirements and additional concession
fees, recognising, in that course, the expert determination process.
The West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic Management) Bill 2019, which has been introduced
in the Assembly, provides for the imposition, collection and enforcement of tolls for the use of the
West Gate Tunnel. It introduces reforms to the toll enforcement process for all Victorian road
operators, including ConnectEast for EastLink and any future toll road operators; it provides the court
with the discretion to waive prescribed administrative costs for unregistered vehicle offences for
people experiencing acute financial hardship and special circumstances—those special circumstances
may, for example, include situations of family violence; and it enables early collection of tolls by the
West Gate Tunnel Corporation by allowing the use of additional driver data to make additional contact
for debt recovery prior to the use of infringement notices and prosecution and by increasing the time
available for the West Gate Tunnel Corporation to make this contact. The debt collection activities of
the West Gate Tunnel Corporation will be subject to a debit collection framework, and that will then
be approved by the responsible minister. There is only one criminal proceeding that may be
commenced or infringement notice issued in respect of an offence constituted by the driving of any
one vehicle in a toll zone in any seven-day period or such longer period as prescribed.
The bill, which Mr Davis would be wise to read and get across, as well as the context of information
which is being tabled today, provides for the creation and enforcement by electronic means of an
offence relating to the use of a heavy vehicle in a no-truck zone, including establishing a better freight
fund to receive the proceeds of fines and infringement penalties arising from the no-truck offence. The
fund will provide moneys to be dispersed for transport programs and projects to benefit the local
community. These are the things which Mr Davis will be in a position to read once he has spent some
time out of the chamber doing the things which he obviously considers so important as to warrant his
urgent attention, notwithstanding that he is still here in the chamber now. The project benefits
themselves, an important part of this discussion, were referred to by Mr Davis in his opening remarks.
This tunnel project will in fact keep the congestion from becoming more insufferable for Victorians
than it already is by providing that alternative to the West Gate Bridge and increasing resilience and
reliability right across the M1 corridor. When the West Gate Bridge stops, as we saw last year when a
truck jackknifed at the top of it, the whole of Melbourne essentially grinds to a standstill. That key risk
is evident as long as there is only one crossing, and that is why it makes good sense from an engineering
and from an infrastructure perspective to be doing this particular project.
As far as manifest benefits go, these are well-known but again were not the subject of Mr Davis’s
opening remarks. However, they warrant a contribution and they warrant a reference. There will be
fewer vehicles on the West Gate every day, with up to 28 000 fewer vehicles on the West Gate Bridge
every day; up to 7500 trucks off the West Gate Bridge on any given day; up to 9000 trucks off innerwest streets per day; 50 per cent more capacity on the West Gate Freeway from the M80 interchange;
up to 20 minutes in travel time savings between the city and Melbourne’s west; up to 13-minute travel
times on trips between the west and the port of Melbourne; a CBD bypass through the Wurundjeri
Way extension, removing through traffic from streets in the CBD grid, including Spencer Street and
King Street; a 10 per cent reduction in cars on Spencer Street; and a 5 per cent reduction in cars on
King Street. These numbers are actually really important. More consistent and reliable travel times are
another big part of the deliverables under this particular market-led proposal and the project which is
now going ahead. So traffic will move better with express lanes from the M80 to the bridge, and
SmartRoads technology will enable us to use controlled speeds and lane use to maximise flow and
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minimise congestion, including when there are incidents that have taken place on that part of the
network. As part of this particular project we have also upgraded the Monash Freeway, which will
provide and is providing safer, faster and more reliable journeys. In that context and as part of the
overall arterial network we see that there are more reliable trips for 200 000 daily motorists on the
Monash and there is room for an extra 2000 vehicles per hour during the peak, a reduction of travel
time by up to 10 minutes a day and a 20 per cent reduction in crashes that cause serious injury. Further
benefits also include 24/7 truck bans in the inner west to improve local amenity. Again it is something
that Mr Melhem has just remarked has been particularly good news for people who live and work in
that area. Improving local amenity is something that we have heard a lot about in this particular
chamber from people who have either experienced the difficulty and congestion themselves or had
representations from numerous groups within that part of the west.
Walking and cycling connections are another big part of this particular project, with 14 kilometres to
be delivered, including nine new and upgraded cycling and walking bridges. There are new open
spaces and parks approximately the size of four MCGs, so it is about 9 hectares being delivered in
total, and we are greening the west by planting more than 17 000 trees. In the course of this particular
project old noise walls will also be replaced along the West Gate Freeway, and that will result in lower
noise levels.
The freight benefits are also significant. They include direct freeway connections to the port of
Melbourne’s Swanston and Appleton Docks by Mackenzie Road and Appleton Dock Road; a nonresidential route to the port for overheight and placarded loads; 50 per cent more capacity on the West
Gate Freeway from the M80 interchange; and express lanes from the M80 interchange to the West
Gate Bridge for quicker, safer trips, with roads, ramps and interchanges purpose-built for highproductivity freight vehicles.
As I indicated in earlier remarks, and as has come up in the context of an earlier documents motion
today, a big part of the reason and the rationale for proceeding in this manner includes the benefits that
are delivered to jobs and to the economy, which along with travel time savings are significant. So
combining that with greater connectivity to the port, the CBD and greater surrounds improves that
access for those in the west and provides higher productivity and opportunities for businesses to grow
right along the M1 corridor. This further complements the boost to the gross state product of around
$11 billion, with about 6000 jobs, including 500 apprentices, cadets and trainees and up to 150 jobs
for former auto workers. There is a minimum local content target of 93 per cent for the design and
construction of the tunnel, roadworks and elevated structures and also unimpeded freeway access to
the port of Melbourne for 6 million standard containers per year, which is one-third of the national
containerised trade, and improved access to Webb Dock.
As far as the council funding is concerned it will be split between Maribyrnong and Hobsons Bay
councils. There is $11 million there to be split. In Hobsons Bay public open spaces in Brooklyn will
benefit from the package, including the Brooklyn Reserve, DN Duane Reserve and Rowan Avenue
reserve, with both the Donald W McLean Reserve in Spotswood and the WLJ Crofts Reserve in
Altona North to also see improvements to sporting facilities and public open space. The construction
of the new sports pavilion at the Donald W McLean Reserve has been committed to as part of the scope
of the West Gate Tunnel in improving the local amenity for the communities there, and in Maribyrnong
the Footscray wharves and promenade will also be upgraded to revitalise the waterfront. In addition
to this there is $50 million in funding to be provided to the City of Melbourne to revitalise local roads
and public spaces in West Melbourne, and this includes new parkland and open space along Moonee
Ponds Creek and an expanded master plan to map out how the catchment can reach its full potential.
So again when we look at what this particular project is delivering, the way in which it has been
developed and the way in which it has evolved, we see that in the release of the summary value-formoney assessment report there is a demonstrated approach to a value-for-money analysis. The
assessment report itself shows that the project is fully funded. Transurban’s proposal is near the top of
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the state’s benchmark range. We also see that in relation to this particular project it makes good sense
in the context of the split of funding that has been set out in line with market-led proposals and
guidelines and in line with the way in which that has been delivered as part of that proposal as the most
transparent in Australia.
So the state is in fact positively satisfied that this project meets all requirements under the guidelines.
The assessment that has been referred to in earlier contributions and more broadly, and is included as
part of the documents and the amendment which was tabled today and contemplated within the scope
of the bill, has concluded that the proposal has unique elements and delivers value for money and key
benefits for Victorians. That goes directly to the point raised by Mr Davis in his opening contribution
that the opposition supports sensible infrastructure projects. But that support obviously comes at a
cost, because again, as is typical of the opposition’s tactical approach, these documents are being
sought for a purpose which does not involve—despite the assertions of Mr Davis in this regard—
transparency or accountability or the public interest. These documents are being sought as part of yet
another fishing expedition and as part of yet another attempt to secure information to enable those
quick three-word slogans, those media conferences, those gotcha moments and those things which
actually do not achieve anything for the communities who will benefit from these projects. As I
referred to earlier, this is a characteristic of the coalition only when it is in opposition. When in
government there is nothing to be released and there is nothing to be seen. We have released a record
number of documents and information, without being compelled, as part of a process of greater
transparency in the course of what we have done in this last term of government. Now returned, we
will continue that process of being far more forthcoming with the information that is provided to the
public domain and that is shared with stakeholders. For Mr Davis to come here and to say that he does
not believe that commercial in confidence should apply here simply is not good enough, because to
make those claims here again flies in the face of everything that he and his coalition colleagues have
said against such motions when they have been in government. It flies in the face of the purpose for
which these documents are being sought. There is no higher purpose, no noble intent, in relation to
seeking this information or these documents.
The disclosure of information pursuant to (1)(a) is:
the West Gate Tunnel project agreement, without redactions …

This would seek to have carte blanche access to everything that might otherwise be the subject of a
legal or procedural cover that appropriately exists for various reasons, including but not limited to
commercial in confidence, to public interest immunity, to cabinet in confidence and the way in which
these documents are negotiated, exchanged and transacted by governments every day.
If Mr Davis is suggesting, as it may be inferred that he is, that this information should be provided, we
would have to also understand the risk and compromise that might come with the release of this
information in the manner sought to further or to future market-led proposals of this nature. That is not
something that concerns Mr Davis. It is not something that concerns the opposition. These are not
important matters, because they do not relate to any sort of strategic or long-term plan. It is just a
tactical game—it is a gotcha moment. It is using the opposition business of the day again to roll out
the fishing line and to seek information that is so broad that in fact one might contemplate that there is
no proper reason anywhere in this motion to constitute good faith.
The wording of (1)(b) is of particular interest. The motion requires production of ‘all documents in
full, signed by or on behalf of the government of Victoria, concerned with or relating to the West Gate
Tunnel project’—again there are some issues there around the breadth of the way in which that has
been worded—but (1)(b) specifies:
any other contract, agreement or treaty signed by the current government with Transurban PL or any member
of the Transurban WGT Co Pty Ltd consortium which seeks to vary, change or alter the tolling arrangements,
time periods, charges, indexation or other tolling matters …
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What is an ‘other tolling matter’? When again we have a time frame set out in this motion—5 March
2019—and the motion is worded in such a clumsy fashion as to potentially contemplate delivery or
production of anything that includes the word ‘toll’, ‘tolling’, ‘money’, ‘road’ or ‘vehicle’, then in fact
this search and this process may well, if the coalition has its way and if the opposition has its way, go
on forever without actually delivering any public benefit, any public interest, any transparency or any
accountability, which is the basis upon which Mr Davis has made this claim for discovery.
There is again a curious irony in the way in which this documents motion has been put. It is predictable.
It is a matter of routine of course that the opposition will continue to move documents motions of this
nature and in effect seek to have the Parliament and the chamber do its work for it. I have no doubt
that the opposition will, if their form in the last Parliament was anything to go by, use other structures,
including the committee structure, to do exactly that.
These are processes which again constitute an irresponsible direction of the Parliament’s resources
away from the work associated with meeting our obligations, duties and responsibilities within this
institution. They again diverge, distract and constitute bait-and-switch processes for tactics at the
expense of government continuing to do its work. Again the sorts of searches being contemplated, the
sorts of documents being contemplated and the sorts of documents that may or may not even be in
existence are all captured by the scope and the breadth of this net that has been cast with the specific
wording of this particular motion.
Today’s date is 20 February, and 5 March is the date set out in this particular motion. Between
20 February and 5 March at 2.00 p.m. Mr Davis is seeking ‘all documents in full, signed by or on
behalf of the government’—it is pretty extraordinary that this is something that is being sought here—
‘concerned with or relating to the West Gate Tunnel project’. Then it goes on to say, ‘including but
not limited to’. When you add the words ‘including but not limited to’, you are saying, ‘Yes, we’d like
all of that but everything else as well’.
To go back to the point which I made in relation to an earlier documents motion, when will it ever be
enough? The bottom line in my view, as I would speculate and as others would reasonably speculate,
is that it will never be enough. There will never be sufficient documents provided to the opposition to
satisfy their requirements—I would say in bad faith as they are made—to provide information under
the guise of the public interest and transparency and accountability to satisfy them until they have
come up with what they are looking for, which is a smoking gun of sorts. They are looking for
something to hold up to say, ‘Actually, this entire project doesn’t make sense’. It is interesting that that
should happen, because what we saw with the business case for the east–west link—with those triangles
and that 11-page PowerPoint presentation that was supposedly a business case that they released under
great sufferance—was in fact something that showed absolutely no commitment to transparency,
absolutely no commitment to the public interest and absolutely no commitment to providing in good
faith information that would satisfy a reasonable public expecting that information. So it is a little rich
for us to hear this. It is not the last time; we will continue to hear these sorts of motions.
The West Gate Tunnel project in and of itself, as indicated by the amendment and as contemplated by
the scope of the bill that has been introduced, provides that very real additional piece to our
infrastructure landscape that will enable government to deliver what is required by our growing
communities. It will allow government to deliver what is reasonably required and expected from our
populations along the freeways—the M1, the M80—into the west and down to the south-east. These
are reasonable and legitimate investments that have been made and considered carefully. The fact that
the opposition sees fit to demand these documents indicates that they have no reason other than a
tactical one to seek to confound this progress—this long-awaited second crossing—and that they seek
to confound what work we are trying to do in the name of a cheap political stunt.
I urge people to look at the wording of this particular motion, drafted as it is on the notice paper. I urge
them to look beyond what is there to why the documents have been sought, given the context and the
form and the history that the opposition has shown to date in motions of this nature. I urge them to
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look very closely at things like the time frames and phrases such as, ‘concerned with or relating to’,
‘including but not limited to’, ‘without redactions’ and ‘any other contract’. I urge them to be very
clear about the reasons and the motivations that underpin this sort of documents motion, and I urge
them to understand the proper basis upon which the government will continue to deliver these
infrastructure projects in the way that it is. I would also welcome an opportunity to hear from Mr Davis
and indeed the opposition again once they finally have gotten around to reading the materials which
go to the very heart of this particular matter. The government will not be supporting this motion.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Questions without notice
WALLINGTON LAKES
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:00): My question is for the Leader of the Government,
representing the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The TLC Homestead agedcare facility in Wallington is about to fill in two lakes on site to transform them into car parking. Both
lakes, which have been there for over 20 years, have formed unique habitats and are home to hundreds
of waterbirds, frogs and turtles. The filling in of these lakes with earth will smother the frogs and turtles,
killing them under an avalanche of earth—no escape, smothered to death. The drought conditions also
leave very few options for the waterbirds to relocate. These are all native species, including the eastern
long-necked turtle, once abundant but whose numbers are now in serious decline. Further, the lakes
are also important to TLC’s residents, providing them with calming scenery and giving them access
to the live environments they otherwise might no longer have ready access to. Will the minister listen
to the calls of the local community and urgently intervene to stop the filling of these lakes?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:01): I thank the member for
his question and his concern about this matter. His passion and his consideration of protecting habitat
and protecting species across the landscape is something that should be supported and recognised as a
significant factor in terms of our obligation to protect environmental values and protect wildlife and
other species in Victoria. Certainly the government accept that responsibility as part of what we bring
to government, recognising the need to do this, so we share that concern.
I do not know a lot about this matter apart from a couple of key factors, so I am going to rely on my
colleagues to provide support to you and give you greater information about it. What I do understand
is that this matter had been subject to a planning approval process and that the City of Greater Geelong
did actually provide planning approval for this matter and any review of that decision will need to be
factored through the planning approvals process. The statutory role that could have been played,
should have been played and perhaps potentially could be played into the future ultimately depends
on planning approvals rather than necessarily intervention by the minister under any state or
commonwealth act in relation to the protection of biodiversity.
But when I was briefed on this matter I did understand that in fact information about habitat protection
and other native vegetation offsets that were associated with the planning approval—it may not be to
the member’s satisfaction—were identified as part of the planning approvals process. He can make
his assessment about whether they are an adequate protection of those environmental values if he is
furnished with a briefing on that matter. I am happy to facilitate that briefing. I am happy to actually
ask my ministerial colleagues the environment minister and perhaps more importantly the Minister for
Planning in relation to clarifying the status of this matter now and into the future.
FREIGHT INDUSTRY
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:03): My question is to the Minister for Roads and
Minister for Road Safety and the TAC. Minister, can you outline how the Andrews government is
improving strategic freight corridors in Melbourne’s west?
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:04): Thank you very much for your question. I am very pleased
to provide the house with an update on what the government is doing to work with our freight industry,
particularly as it relates to the western suburbs, in particular an area where the intersection of the freight
industry and community has a long history and a sometimes challenging history. I take the opportunity
to congratulate Dr Cumming on her speech yesterday, where she touched on some of these issues and
some of her personal involvement with these as well.
What I am very pleased to indicate to the house today is that we are making great progress on a promise
to deliver and improve our strategic freight corridors. We have now completed two important bridge
upgrades in Melbourne’s west. This is a $3.2 million project, the Princes Freeway bridgestrengthening project, and is very much about making conditions better for high-productivity freight
vehicles, particularly those travelling between Geelong and the port, a very busy area indeed for freight
activity. These projects have involved strengthening bridges at two locations on the freeway: over the
Werribee River at Werribee South and at Railway Avenue in Laverton.
We are very committed to continuing to work with our freight industry. The way the freight industry
operates is of course something that has changed quite a bit with the advent of ecommerce—so much
movement and activity on our roads, not the big long-haul vehicles of overnight journeys so much as
a proportion of freight effort by often lots of smaller vans buzzing around the streets getting products
to everybody and delivering everything that everyone needs all the time. It is an incredibly important
part of our economy.
My predecessor, Luke Donnellan, and the former Minister for Public Transport, Jacinta Allan, worked
together on a Victorian government freight strategy, which was released last year, developed in very
close partnership with industry. That will continue to guide our work and our investment. I think it is
also important to note the appointment of Minister Horne as the Minister for Ports and Freight,
escalating the freight industry and its issues to a higher level. I am very much looking forward to
working with Minister Horne at the intersection between our roles, with my responsibilities managing
the road network and her responsibilities in further developing and supporting the freight industry. I
have had the opportunity to meet a couple of times with Peter Anderson of the Victorian Transport
Association. This is an industry that through previous roles, both before being in the Parliament and
particularly in the last four years in my previous ministerial responsibilities, I have had some interaction
with, but absolutely I am the first to admit that there is lots for me to learn about the needs and issues
of paramount importance to our freight industry. Thank you for the opportunity to provide the house
with an update on those particular bridges, those strengthening projects, and making sure that our
freight industry is well-supported, that communities can be confident the government is very conscious
of its responsibility to make sure that our freight networks are as efficient as possible and that our nonfreight networks are only minimally impacted by freight activity, or only as much as is required.
ANDERSON STREET, YARRAVILLE, LEVEL CROSSING
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:08): I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the
Minister for Public Transport. It relates to a dangerous level crossing in my electorate where I believe
children are being put at risk. The crossing I refer to is at Yarraville station, where it was recently
reported that one child a week is almost hit by a train. This in itself is an alarming statistic. The
underpass, which was a safe option for all commuters using the station, was filled in on the day I was
elected to council on 15 March 1997. I think it is time we revisited this issue before someone is killed.
There have been calls in the past for the underpass to be reopened, and I totally agree. At the very least
it should be considered. I ask the minister to investigate the reopening of the Yarraville station
underpass as a matter of urgency.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:09): I thank the member for her question and her interest in the
safety of pedestrians, including young ones in the area of the underpass. The minister responsible for
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this particular issue and this potential project is Minister Horne, so I will seek a written response in
accordance with our standing orders from the minister. But I certainly take the opportunity to indicate
to the house the importance the government places on our level crossing removal project for reasons
of safety and for reasons of flow and less congestion. There has been great progress made to date on
our level crossing removal project. We have now announced locations for all 75, and Minister Allan
is hard at work knocking them out one at a time—sometimes four or more at a time—and will continue
that pace. The sooner we get those 75 done, the sooner we will be able to identify future works. But
of course for some communities who would like such things resolved sooner rather than later it is
incumbent upon us to be able to explore alternatives in the meantime that will ensure safe movement.
One of the things that I am very keen to work on with my transport ministerial colleagues and indeed
our transport parliamentary secretaries, Vicki Ward and Ros Spence, is around that part of the transport
journey that is the bit between home and, say, the train station or the bus stop—that sort of first-mile,
last-mile concept, which is the difference between whether or not people are jumping into the car for
that really quite short journey, whether they feel that they can safely and comfortably make that first
part of the journey some other way for all the reasons such as managing congestion but also for some
of the health and community benefits that arise from people being able to independently move around
where they live. Thank you for your question, and I will get that written response from Minister Horne.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:11): I thank the minister for responding in the best
way that she could at this time. In relation to the level crossing removal project, I would hope that your
government would actually look at the surrounding area of Yarraville. Obviously we heard today from
the opposition about a project in the east. Within the west I would hope that there are opportunities for
this government to work with the local community, the traders and the council to find innovative
solutions for that crossing in Yarraville. It is a very iconic village. It is not necessarily needing an
underpass or an overpass. There might be funds needed to look at parking solutions and to make access
a much safer option, so I thank the minister and the government for hopefully looking at this project
as a priority, as somebody was almost killed just recently. For me, when I drive over it with my five
children in the back, I am always concerned that I am going to get stuck and wonder what I would do
with my children in the back of my vehicle.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:12): That is perhaps more a comment than a question, but
ensuring the safety of all users on our road network is of paramount importance to our government. It
has been a very challenging year in terms of the numbers of lives lost already at this early point of the
year, particularly when compared to a record low number of lives lost last year, so we continue to do
everything that is within our power to make sure our road and transport networks are as safe as we
possibly can. While we have this tens of billions of dollars major project infrastructure program, it is
also incredibly important to ensure the best user experience for people of all ages in the community as
they get about their business.
PARENTING SERVICES
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:13): My question is to the Minister for Health. Can
the minister please outline to the house what the Andrews Labor government is doing to provide more
support to Victorian parents, many of whom are dealing with the challenges of being first-time parents?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:13): I thank the member for her question and her continued interest both in her previous role and
in her new role in supporting new parents, and particularly acknowledging the very significant
influence on the child’s wellbeing and development during those early years. Of course that single
biggest influence is in fact parenting. There is no doubt that raising families can be a challenging time
for many parents, particularly for first-time parents, and we know that we can support parents to deal
with the wide range of practical challenges that they might face. This is why the Andrews Labor
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government has committed to providing parents with a range of initiatives to support them and their
children in those vital early years.
Recent parenting survey data tells us that sleep and settling in particular is one of the biggest challenges
facing new parents, and around one in two parents report problems with their child’s sleep. This can
lead to postnatal depression, isolation and stress for parents, as well as impact on the child’s
behavioural, mental and physical development as they grow older. This is why the Andrews Labor
government has committed to a $232 million package of support, with particular focus on a range of
initiatives to support sleep and settling issues. This will include things like a baby bundle of essential
items for new parents and additional first-time parent groups, with a focus on making them more
inclusive of fathers, and we know that many fathers have not had the opportunity to participate in these
groups in the past. We are expanding our fantastic maternal and child health service in Victoria to
provide more home-based support to enable an additional 7000 vulnerable families to receive more
support in this way.
We will also expand our maternal and child health phone line to enable sleep specialists to provide
advice to parents, particularly in the middle of the night when many of those phone calls are made to
that free service. I want to alert members who might not be familiar with it that we have a free maternal
and child health phone line available 24 hours a day, every day of the year. That is important to
promote to your constituents as well. It gives invaluable advice to parents on many, many issues, but
sleep is certainly one of the big ones, particularly for parents in those first few months.
We are also going to build seven new early parenting centres to deliver a range of critical services,
including day stays, longer residential stays and more support at home, as well as refurbishing two
existing services—that is, Tweddle and the Queen Elizabeth Centre. I want to acknowledge them for
the really fantastic work that they do in supporting families not only in their communities but right
across Victoria. By making this commitment we are actually going to not just build new early
parenting services in growth areas but also enable families in regional communities to have access to
residential services in their communities for the first time. Currently everyone needs to travel to
Melbourne to access these types of services.
We are also going to provide free baby car seat fitting and safety checks as well as basic newborn first
aid training for all new parents each year. This broad package of supports will make a huge difference
to the lives of Victorian mums and dads, particularly first-time parents. I want to thank the member
for her interest in this really important issue of ensuring people are getting access to credible, evidencebased services in our community through the supports that our government will offer.
SEX WORK REGULATION
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:17): My question is for Mr Somyurek,
representing the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation. Due to outdated
regulations most of the sex work in Victoria operates in the black market. There are severe unintended
consequences of this state of affairs. For example, according to an article in the Age dated 23 March
2015, many years before he murdered Jill Meagher Adrian Bailey allegedly raped and assaulted
several sex workers who did not trust police enough to give evidence. The Victorian Labor platform
for 2018, under the section headed ‘Human rights and equal opportunity for all’, states that Labor will:
•

recommend that the Victorian Law Reform Commission consider decriminalisation of all sex work in
Victoria as per other systems recognised internationally by human rights organisations.

Would the minister be able to report on the progress towards this important commitment?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:18): I will pass your question on. Are you sure it is to the consumer affairs
minister, though?
Mr Limbrick: Yes.
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Mr SOMYUREK: Okay, I will pass it on.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:18): Further, as a step towards improving
relations between sex workers and police, would you consider reinstating the Sex Work Ministerial
Advisory Committee and including Victoria Police on this committee?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:19): I will pass that on as well.
STEELVISION
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (12:19): My question is to the Minister for Regional Development,
Minister for Agriculture and Minister for Resources. Minister, Steelvision is a Melbourne-based
company that sought to expand its business after securing a subcontract with Lendlease for work on
Parliament House in Canberra. It also secured a contract to manufacture pre-cast prison cells. Last year
Steelvision was awarded a grant through the government’s Latrobe Valley Economic Facilitation Fund
for the establishment of a new manufacturing facility at Morwell that was expected and indeed
required to create 53 new jobs. Since then the company has faced financial difficulties and has entered
into voluntary administration. Can you please explain the due diligence process and detail what
assistance the government is providing to local businesses affected by Steelvision’s voluntary
administration and the grant allocation?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:20): I thank Ms Shing for her question and her ongoing advocacy for
businesses affected by the Steelvision voluntary administration. These are of course difficult times for
Steelvision’s 50 former employees and their families and a number of small businesses in the area.
Steelvision also has a number of workers at its Morwell site employed through a labour hire firm.
The government’s worker transition service is liaising with the administrators to deliver coordinated
information sessions for the retrenched workers to help set them on the path to getting a new job. For
those in the valley, the Latrobe Valley Authority is ready and able to assist in a variety of ways.
Business support services through the Latrobe Valley supply chain transition program are being
extended to local suppliers significantly affected by Steelvision’s financial difficulties. Regional
Development Victoria continue to meet with all of the affected businesses, and a shout-out to RDV on
the ground; they do a great job in this space. This will provide the local companies with the support
that they need to plan for the future. The program provides intensive support to equip supply chain
companies with options and strategies for transition and assistance to implement key
recommendations identified in business plans.
Ms Shing asked about the due diligence process, and it is a very important point and something that is
important for the government to explain. I would say that all investments that we make have some
degree of risk, including grants to businesses, but I do not think this means we should shy away from
this important work that we do. The government undertakes due diligence on each application. The
financial risk assessment includes a direct commercial bureau report which checks for court
proceedings and any unpaid debts and liabilities and the like. Official credit reports raised no red flags,
but given what has actually gone on to eventuate, we are of course having a look at the processes in
regard to this particular company.
We do remain committed to identifying and supporting business growth and new jobs in the valley.
Ms Shing, I know you talk a lot about the good work that the government is doing in this space, and I
confirm our commitment to growing jobs in the valley; we will not stop doing that.
SCHOOL DENTAL SERVICES
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:22): My question is for the Minister for Health.
Minister, according to the Department of Education and Training’s own website, principals and
teachers are required ‘to take reasonable steps to minimise the risk of reasonably foreseeable harm’ to
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students. It has been brought to my attention that teachers have expressed concerns about the
government’s free dental in schools policy, with teachers being required to supervise children through
the screening and treatment process. Minister, the Department of Education and Training has
expressed serious concerns regarding the dental vans in schools policy as it will remove teachers from
the classroom to supervise children in the vans. What action has your department undertaken to resolve
those serious concerns?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:23): I am truly, truly astonished that Ms Crozier has come in here today and criticised a fantastic
election commitment by the Andrews Labor government to actually provide free dental treatment to
every primary and secondary school aged child attending a government school in this state. I am totally
gobsmacked by this question, because we know that this is not only going to save Victorian families
hundreds of dollars in terms of dental care that they will not now need to pay for out of their own
pockets, but we are actually going to improve the dental health and oral hygiene of Victorian children
in our state through this groundbreaking program. I make no apology for the fact that we are actually
putting this program in place. It will provide free dental care to more than an estimated
650 000 Victorian children every year.
This is what you can expect from a party that at a national level has slashed the national dental funding
by 30 per cent. That is what we have seen from the federal coalition, so they are certainly making no
effort whatsoever to help people access public dental in Victoria by slashing funding at a federal level.
We are going to work with dental practitioners, and I have already had conversations with their peak
body about this important reform, and we are going to have conversations with the education sector
about the implementation of this issue. But this is a $395 million commitment that is going to make
huge improvements to the dental care of Victorian schoolchildren, and we are ecstatic about this
initiative. I know that my colleagues on this side of the chamber are thrilled that they are going to be
able to talk about the rollout of this initiative in their local communities and what it means for their
local schools.
We are working on the implementation issues around this program at the moment. Of course that will
involve discussions and consultations with a range of people about that implementation, but I can tell
you that this is a fantastic initiative that your constituents as well, Ms Crozier, will be thrilled about.
For you to come in here and actually criticise this is just truly gobsmacking.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:26): I note the absence of the minister trying to
provide a reasonable answer to a very legitimate question. My supplementary is: Minister, the
Parliamentary Budget Office noted the commitment of the $395 million that you just quoted would be
partly funded by the commonwealth government to the tune of $128 million. Since then, has your
department identified any additional costs to taxpayers for teachers providing the required supervision
in the dental vans to ensure they and the schools meet their duty of care to students?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:27): Goodness me! I think the children in Southern Metropolitan Region deserve better than
Ms Crozier in terms of people who actually support the rollout of this program in her electorate and in
every electorate right across the state. This is a really important initiative that we are very proud to be
rolling out. I know Mr Dalidakis and Ms Taylor are going to be talking about the rollout of this
initiative to the constituents of Southern Metropolitan Region. If there are particular concerns from
schools—and I look forward to hearing from them about this particular issue—we are going to work
with our educators about the rollout of this particular program. But in terms of the funding, that was
clearly set out in Labor’s Financial Statement. Yes, there is a federal rebate, but they have slashed
dental funding. It is about time Ms Crozier stood up for Victorian patients— (Time expired)
Dr Cumming: On a point of order, President, can we stick to time?
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The PRESIDENT: Yes. Good point. I actually would appreciate it if members in the chamber
could stick to the time limits. Thank you, Dr Cumming.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I have ruled on the point of order.
TAFE FUNDING
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (12:29): My question is to the Minister for Training and Skills
and relates to the rollout of the government’s free TAFE initiative. Minister, how will Labor’s free
TAFE initiative assist in ensuring Victoria has the skilled workforce it needs to build the infrastructure
projects this government is investing in, such as the West Gate Tunnel project?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:29): I thank the member for her interest in this area and indeed her commitment to the
west. As the member would be aware, this government is getting on with delivering its record
infrastructure projects. Whether it be the West Gate Tunnel project, the Metro Tunnel project or the
level crossing removals, this government is getting on with it.
In fact, Victoria University Polytechnic is also making sure that we have the courses available for
locals to be enrolled in that lead to jobs with our infrastructure projects. Victoria University
Polytechnic is providing certificates II, III and IV in civil construction projects, and this will meet the
growing needs of our massive infrastructure projects. They are training our local people directly so
that they can contribute to the additional labour needs that we have for the West Gate Tunnel project.
In fact, 6000 jobs will be generated as a result of that project alone. Of those, 500 will be apprentices,
trainees and graduates, so we are making sure through the Victorian Major Projects Skills Guarantee
that a whole range of younger people and workers in transition get the jobs and that they are not left
behind when we have got major infrastructure projects underway.
The certificate III in civil construction is part of our free TAFE initiative and part of the 50 free TAFE
courses list. Free TAFE will train skilled workers for in-demand jobs that we have right across our
major infrastructure projects, whether it be concreters, plumbers, rail track workers, construction
managers or of course building surveyors. This government has free TAFE so that it aligns with the
jobs that are needed in terms of our major infrastructure projects, as well as providing the courses we
need in the area of social services for the national disability insurance scheme and the rollout of the
prevention of family violence programs. But we are also making sure that construction jobs and the
skills related to construction are very much part and parcel of what we deliver.
This is in stark contrast to what we saw when the previous Liberal government was in power when we
saw 2400 TAFE teachers sacked, 22 campuses closed and a billion dollars taken out of the training and
skills system in this state. We had a government that had no commitment to TAFE. In fact they have got
no credibility when it comes to providing skills and training to Victorians. Indeed, they have continued
in their absolute disregard for and disinterest in the development of training and skills for Victorians and
certainly have no interest in aligning the delivery of skills and training with the jobs that are available—
jobs that this government is creating. We are very proud to continue with this great initiative.
REGIONAL GROWTH FUND
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:33): My question is to the Minister for Regional Development.
Minister, in 2010 the then Liberal-Nationals government committed $1 billion over eight years
towards the Regional Growth Fund (RGF) that expires at the end of this financial year. Can you tell
regional communities what is going to replace this important fund?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:33): I thank the member for her question. It is a great honour to be the
new Minister for Regional Development, following on from my wonderful predecessor, who spent

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
326

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 20 February 2019

four years working very hard in the regional development portfolio and using the RGF to create
hundreds and hundreds of jobs. Our regional economies are doing really well. Job creation is what the
Labor government is all about and will continue to be. The investment in regional Victoria in relation
to roads and in relation to hospitals and schools is something that I am very proud of, and we will
continue to support regional Victorian job creation.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:34): I note the minister’s response. My supplementary is: given
your refusal to recommit the funds, how will local governments, regional businesses and local
community groups build community infrastructure, grow regional businesses and create new jobs in
regional Victoria that we need to grow?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:34): This government is absolutely committed to regional job creation,
regional job investment and regional infrastructure, and we will continue to get on with the job of
creating more jobs than any state government has for regional Victoria.
RECREATIONAL FISHING
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (12:35): My question is to the Minister for Fishing and
Boating, the Honourable Jaala Pulford. As many of my constituents are keen fishers and love to go
and enjoy fishing on the weekends and love to eat fish as well, what has the Andrews Labor
government done to support recreational anglers in Melbourne’s west?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:35): I thank Mr Melhem for his question and for his interest in
our recreational fishing work and policies and our Target One Million plan. You might ask, you might
all wonder, what there is in the way of recreational fishing in Melbourne’s west. There are lots of
iconic fisheries all over Victoria, and Target One Million is about basically creating an awesome
fishing opportunity for everyone no matter where they live. There are loads and loads of things that
have been going on in Melbourne’s west to support rec fishers, and I am really excited to be continuing
in the role with responsibility for fisheries, albeit in a new constellation separate from the agriculture
portfolio and now with boating, where we have got some very exciting election commitments to
deliver. We will be in this term continuing with the same level of enthusiasm for fishing and fisheries
as we have had over the last four years, with a new native fish hatchery among the highlights and some
big changes at the Gippsland Lakes. But the member’s question was very much about what is going
on in the west, and so—
Ms Bath: Are you talking to Gippsland Lakes fishermen?
Ms PULFORD: Yes, I am, actually.
Ms Bath: Have you had conversations with them?
Ms PULFORD: Well, they keep cancelling the meetings. That is actually very funny; they keep
cancelling the meetings. They have some slightly unusual thing going on with their representative
organisation—
Ms Bath interjected.
Ms PULFORD: If I could just take up the member’s interjection—I will come back to you—the
member is asking whether or not we are meeting with the licence-holders in Gippsland. This is a very
important issue, so I will take the opportunity to quickly respond to that question, though I note
Ms Bath did not take her question opportunity to ask that. She just wanted to have some ridiculous
and slightly embarrassing shot at the government for the best regional unemployment ever. We have
on two occasions now offered to meet with the licence-holders in Gippsland. The meeting was
cancelled at their instigation in December. There is another meeting scheduled for 4 o’clock this
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afternoon, so that is in about 3½ hours. Again we have had a whole lot of people saying, ‘Oh, no, we
don’t want to meet. Our representative body says we shouldn’t meet with you’.
Ms Bath: So are you saying they don’t want to meet with you?
Ms PULFORD: Well, they keep cancelling meetings, so we are getting this approach where they
are saying to the media that they want more information and no-one is telling them what is going on,
but whenever we try to talk to them about what is going on they cancel.
Anyway, back to fishing in the western suburbs. The Victorian Fisheries Authority, our wonderful
team at the VFA, are delivering a project that is around reviving the recreational fishery in the
Maribyrnong River, with quite a significant investment—$820 000 of investment—over three years.
What is going on there is the stocking of 300 000 estuary perch, a new boat ramp at Flemington,
30 woody fish habitat reefs, some fish population and fish habitat mapping and improved land-based
access and facilities. We do know that Victorians love to fish in the Maribyrnong River, and today
133 000—
Members interjecting.
Ms PULFORD: Did we want to get back to answering Ms Bath’s question, because—
The PRESIDENT: No, we don’t want to go back to that!
Ms PULFORD: Right. So the baseline fish population surveys occurred. We have already stocked
133 000 estuary perch, and over the last—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I am on my feet. I agree with Mr Dalidakis; I cannot hear the minister
either. I think it is coming from both sides of the chamber, so Mr Melhem, maybe stay away from fish
in the future.
Ms PULFORD: With respect, President, I do not like that ruling at all. But 29 waterways in the
west have been stocked for fishing, including the Maribyrnong, the Barwon River, Wurdiboluc, Pykes
Creek, Werribee, Melton, Spavin Lake and Navin Lake. There is a great fish-catching opportunity for
everyone in Victoria, no matter where they live and no matter how inexperienced an angler they are.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:40): I would like to thank Minister Jennings for offering to pass on
Mr Meddick’s question to the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. Also,
Ms Pulford will pass on Dr Cumming’s question to the Minister for Public Transport and will get a
written response as per the standing orders. Also Minister Somyurek will pass on Mr Limbrick’s
substantive question and supplementary question to the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and
Liquor Regulation, and I ask Minister Mikakos if she could supply a written response as per the
standing orders to Ms Crozier’s supplementary question.
Dr Ratnam: On a point of order, President, I would like to request that a question I asked on
5 February 2019 be reinstated. It was a question to the Minister for Health. The response I received I
believe did not reflect the question I actually asked. For the record the question I specifically asked the
minister, and it is reflected in Hansard, was if the government had sought advice from her department
about introducing pill testing in our state. Instead the question that was reflected in the answer that I
got was, ‘Has the government sought advice in regard to pill testing?’, which is quite a different
question to the one that I actually asked and is recorded in Hansard, so I would like the question to be
reinstated and a further written response provided, please.
Ms Mikakos: On the point of order, President, if I could provide clarification, that question was
actually directed to Minister Foley and it was Minister Foley’s response that I provided to the member.
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The PRESIDENT: Before any more points of order, I just want to alert the chamber that there is
no longer a sessional order for requesting a further written response. You can request it, but there is
nothing in terms of a standing or sessional order to empower me to ask the minister to provide a further
written response. But I am happy to take more points of order.
Dr Ratnam: On the point of order, President, if I could respond briefly to the minister, the question
I asked specifically was to the Minister for Health about advice that her department had provided the
government on pill testing, so it was a question specifically to the Minister for Health, and that was
reflected in Hansard. It was asking if there was any advice provided by the Department of Health and
Human Services to the government about pill testing.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you for your view on that clarification, but as I said, there is nothing
that empowers me in the new standing orders to request of the minister a further written response.
Ms Patten: On a point of order, President, thank you but I think you have probably answered my
point of order, which is also a request for a reinstatement. I asked the health minister to tell us what
agencies she had discussed pill testing with, and I got a message saying they had done a whole bunch
of harm reduction initiatives—not apposite to the question.
The PRESIDENT: Yes, and you did crystal-ball my response, Ms Patten, as the standing orders
have changed. I just remind all members of the chamber that that particular standing order has been
altered, and I thank you for your help.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:44): My constituency question is for the Minister for Health.
A review of the 2015 Goulburn Valley Health (GV Health) master plan was carried out by the
department between March and May 2018, with results of the review to be finalised by last June. To
date, nearly 12 months after it commenced, the review of the master plan, which is needed to progress
stage 2 of the hospital redevelopment, has not been finalised nor fully costed. The building of stage 1
is scheduled for completion in September 2020. To ensure sufficient time for planning work to be
undertaken to allow building work—
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! There is too much noise, and I cannot hear Ms Lovell. Are you happy
to take it from where you left off, Ms Lovell? Thank you.
Ms LOVELL: Thank you. To ensure sufficient time for planning work to be undertaken to allow
for building works, with stage 2 of GV Health to commence immediately following the completion of
stage 1, funding for stage 2 would need to be allocated in the 2019–20 budget. Can the minister please
explain the failure of the government to finalise and cost the review of the master plan, and will the
minister ensure that funding is allocated in the 2019 budget to allow for planning of stage 2 and a
continuous build of the hospital?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:45): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Higher Education, representing the Minister for Education. Last week I had the pleasure of meeting
principal Gavin Walsh of Chilwell Primary School and school council president Phil Joyce. Gavin and
Phil expressed their gratitude to the state government, who have granted the school additional funding
for much-needed capital works. Whilst the funding is welcome, the process of planning a purposeful
building within the school has stalled, with the Victorian School Building Authority (VSBA) no longer
communicating with the school community. School staff and parents believe that in order to maximise
student outcomes it would be more suitable to use the funds to build up, and not out, in order to save
space around the playground. This revised plan would also allow for a more engaging educational
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setting for students. I am seeking information from the minister as to why the VSBA has stalled
communications with Chilwell Primary School, and I ask if the minister is able to communicate the
school’s concerns to the VSBA so they can be given the opportunity to re-tender the planned upgrades
in order to ensure that staff and students are getting the most suitable building for their school.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:46): My matter is for the
attention of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services, and it concerns the inability and
unwillingness of Victoria Police, apparently, to enforce parking restrictions despite repeated requests
to do so from a number of my constituents living in the vicinity of BlueCross Broughtonlea aged care,
at 9–17 Broughton Road, Surrey Hills. I am advised, and there have been a number of pieces of
correspondence on this, that it has become not infrequent practice for a very large garbage truck to
park in the no-parking zone outside Broughtonlea from 5.30 a.m. and remain there, with its engine
running loudly, until 7.00 a.m. or even longer—all the while illegally parked and all the while denying
much-needed sleep to the constituents. They have approached the member for Burwood, Mr Fowles,
and he has done nothing; he sent them away. So what I am seeking from the minister is to investigate
why there is a slow process here and why Victoria Police does not appear to be prepared.
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:47): My constituency question today is addressed to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan in the other place. Frustration is growing in my
community among patrons of the Hurstbridge rail line services. Despite upgrades down the line at
Rosanna and Heidelberg, those further up the line still face long waits between services travelling on
the single lines from Hurstbridge to Greensborough. Single-line sections and the irregular service are
having a flow-on effect to interconnected services on the new Mernda line, which services exploding
populations in Whittlesea. It is a fast-growing problem. Last week the national authority Infrastructure
Australia released its latest Infrastructure Priority List for Australia. The Hurstbridge line was
identified as a major problem. I note second-stage upgrades on the Hurstbridge line are scheduled to
begin in 2020. I ask the minister to expedite second-stage upgrade work on the Hurstbridge line and
extend the line duplication to include sections between Montmorency and Diamond Creek.
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:48): My constituency question is to the Honourable Jacinta
Allan in her capacity as the Minister for Public Transport. As reported on Channel 7 news last night,
and as some of us have known for quite some time, parking at Sunbury railway station is at a premium.
In fact parking generally in Sunbury has been for quite some time at a premium. Locals have to get to
the station before dawn in order to secure a car park. Anybody coming after that can well and truly
forget it. With the continued growth in Sunbury and commuters from the Macedon Ranges travelling
to Sunbury station to access the train, the situation is getting worse on a continuing basis. During the
recent election campaign the government gave commitments to the Sunbury community to extend
parking at the railway station. Minister, when will work on this project begin?
The PRESIDENT: Mr Finn, I just want to clarify, I am wondering if that should be directed to the
Minister for Transport Infrastructure. I am looking towards the government. We will make sure that
is directed to who you—
Mr Finn: Jacinta Allan, whatever she is.
The PRESIDENT: I was trying to be helpful, Mr Finn. We will get it to the correct minister.
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:50): My question is to the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change in the other house. Local councils is my electorate of Northern
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Metropolitan Region are caught up in the recycling crisis perpetuated by the failure of SKM Recycling
to manage its storage facilities, to the extent that it can no longer take any more recycling and my
constituents are faced with having their recycling sent to landfill. The recycling crisis has been present
for over a year, and the government has manifestly failed to step in as the business model is failing.
Suggesting this is a problem for local councils to solve is an abrogation of responsibility by this
government. My question is: why has the government not set up a temporary storage facility for
recycling to ensure recycling is not sent to landfill while it also urgently pursues longer term solutions?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:50): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Health. Many people were surprised at the pre-election announcement of a promise to build a
community hospital in Point Cook. Given the costs involved through purchasing the land and
eventually building on it, would the money not be better spent on improving the services, particularly
the maternity ward, at the Werribee Mercy Hospital, which at present is only able to meet the needs
of 40 per cent of the Wyndham community? This question was raised with me during the election, as
well as being raised with me via an email just recently. I do not feel comfortable raising the person’s
name in the chamber without getting their permission, but I think it is appropriate as a member for
Western Metropolitan Region that I raise these concerns that I heard through the election. I would love
a response for my constituent.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:51): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change. I would like her to justify the use by Parks Victoria of their
new so-called humane poison, PAPP, in baits to kill foxes in public spaces like the Belfast Coastal
Reserve and Tower Hill in western Victoria, especially given the poison’s potential for indiscriminate
outcomes. Given numerous non-target victims like wedge-tailed eagles, kites, barn owls and family
dogs were eradicated in Parks Victoria’s previous fox-killing baiting efforts using the lethal
1080 poison, I would like the minister to guarantee that the hundreds, if not thousands, of 1080 baits
have been removed in these public spaces.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:52): My constituency question today is for the Minister for
Disability, Ageing and Carers in the other place. On 1 July this year the remaining states, except for
Western Australia, will be joining the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. Right now clients
along the border are missing out on disability services because when a provider from across the border
wants to take on a client they are required to have an extra safety audit. In addition, there is concern
that another federal audit will be required when the new scheme commences. Because of this, clients
are not being taken on. My question to the minister is: will the government work with stakeholders to
reduce the red tape burden on disability service providers in border regions?
SOUTH EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question is to the
Minister for Roads and is regarding Hallam North Road in Endeavour Hills, in particular the section
between Heatherton Road and James Cook Drive, which is one of the major north–south connectors
through Endeavour Hills. Leading up to the election the government made a commitment to add an
additional lane in each direction to Hallam North Road as part of the so-called south-eastern roads
upgrade package. However, no commitment has been made on the delivery of that package other than
it being completed by 2026. So my constituency question to the Minister for Roads is: will she provide
an assurance that the Hallam North Road upgrade will be completed in this term of Parliament?
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Production of documents
ENERGY SUPPLY
The Clerk: I lay on the table two documents in full in response to the resolution of the Council of
6 February 2019 relating to Victorian power supplies. I have also received a letter from the AttorneyGeneral relating to the request, which notes that the government has not been able to fully assess the
remaining documents falling within the scope of the order and that the government will endeavour to
provide a final response to the order as soon as possible.
Sitting suspended 12.55 p.m. until 2.05 p.m.
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Debate resumed.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (14:05): I rise to speak on the motion moved by Mr Davis.
It takes me back to a similar motion Mr Davis moved in the last Parliament. It is more or less the same
motion which then moved on to become the revocation motion, which was an attempt at least to put a
halt to the whole project and to stop everything. Thankfully we were able to get around the act of, in
my view, sabotage that Mr Davis and his colleagues in the last Parliament tried to commit to stop
progress and to stop investment in infrastructure projects. Sadly when they were in government last
time, which is now over four and a half years ago, they basically made more or less zero investment
in new projects in the state of Victoria. They just sat on their backs and did nothing.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Deputy President, in this debate, which is a very narrow debate about
a set of documents for a project, it is important to stick to the pertinent points rather than a broad spray on
infrastructure around the state. This is about one project and about the documents related to that project.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Mr Melhem, you have only just started, but I would encourage you
to stick to the motion.
Mr MELHEM: On the point of order, Deputy President, I thought I was talking about the project,
and I was talking about the same motion Mr Davis moved, as a matter of fact, on the West Gate Tunnel
project. Mr Davis did actually stray in his contribution this morning; he did not just confine himself to
the documents. But nonetheless the motion proposed by Mr Davis is basically saying, ‘Let’s go for
another fishing exercise to try and look at how we can frustrate the government’s program and how we
can revive what we tried to do last time’. This is basically trying to put a halt to progress in this state,
particularly on the West Gate Tunnel project. Mr Davis’s point (2) of the motion asks that this house:
notes that, pursuant to section 15(3) of the Melbourne City Link Act 1995, either house of Parliament may
revoke a variation of the agreement.

There we go; Mr Davis has disappeared. He has just left the room again. I can foresee Mr Davis’s next
move: ‘How can we put up another revocation motion to basically change the agreement, cancel the
agreement, and perhaps cancel the project?’. Nothing would surprise me, because that is the entree if
you look at point (2) of Mr Davis’s motion. I just want to say that the West Gate Tunnel project was a
project put forward by Transurban and was assessed as a market-led proposal, and it went through
various guidelines as required by the market-led proposal guidelines. In fact—
Mr Finn: You were on the committee. You heard it.
Mr MELHEM: Mr Finn, you should be ashamed of yourself. You should be supporting the project.
You should be advocating for the project. You should talk to your colleague Mr Davis about it.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Stop being destructive. Stop trying to stop things.
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Through the Chair. Mr Melhem, I draw your attention to the
fact that this is about documents, not about the project itself, so if you could please return to the motion.
Mr MELHEM: Well, it is about the project, Deputy President.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is about requesting documents about the project, not the merits
of the project.
Mr MELHEM: Well, I am sorry, but—
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is a very narrow motion, and I ask you to stick to the motion.
Mr MELHEM: I must be on a different planet. In the last Parliament on every documents motion
we were allowed to speak on the actual project. You might say it is narrow but it is not. In fact I will
just point out to you that what I have just said on point (2) goes well beyond the documents and talks
about the whole project itself and the agreement. It talks about if the house might decide to revoke an
agreement or amend an agreement. Therefore we need to talk about the merit of the project. We need
to talk about what this motion is really about. It is about why he would ask for documents, not just to
look at them but to talk about whether or not this project stacks up or not. That is the only reason you
would ask for documents, so therefore that is why I am talking about it.
When this project was put together, a market-led proposal was subjected to the various guidelines
which are set out—the most transparent in Australia. All the supporting information was put together
and submitted by Transurban in March 2015. The business case for the project is right out there, and
I think most of the documentation that this motion is even looking at is part of the business case
anyhow. So to me it is nothing but another fishing exercise by Mr Davis and the coalition to look at
how they can frustrate the project. It does concern me a great deal when I read point (2) of that motion
and basically see that the intention behind it is again to basically frustrate progress.
There are hundreds and hundreds of people employed on this project as we speak, and that number is
going to grow to over 6000 people directly and indirectly. This project has been ticked off by every
single commentator about why we need a project like this and why we need to get trucks off our
residential streets in Yarraville, Williamstown and Footscray, including Somerville Road and Hyde
Street. The benefits are getting trucks off the West Gate Bridge and an estimated 28 000 cars no longer
being required to use the West Gate Bridge; they will be able to use the alternative, which is the tunnel.
All the city councils affected by the project in the western suburbs, like Maribyrnong council, Hobsons
Bay council and Brimbank council, are all supportive of the project.
I think from memory, Mr Davis, when similar motions were put to the house in the previous
Parliament the argument was about what funding model should be used. I point to one of the motions
that related to what sort of tolling is attached to the agreement. We went through that a great deal last
time in relation to that point. These sorts of projects have got to be paid for somehow. Either they are
fully funded by taxpayers up-front or we put some sort of tolling system in place to fund it. There was
an argument from last term, I think, about whether only the users pay the toll specifically on that project
or we extend the current CityLink contract by a further 10 years to pay for the construction of the West
Gate Tunnel. Now, the government is not going to be apologetic about it. We decided to go with the
second option of extending the current contract with CityLink for a further 10 years to fund the project.
Mind you, there was a similar proposal put by a former Liberal government to fund the widening of
the Tullamarine Freeway. They actually suggested extending—Mr Davis is back in the room;
welcome back, Mr Davis—the tolling, from memory, by one or two years to fund that project. So
basically it is not unusual to do that, but because this is not Mr Davis’s idea everything else is a bad
idea, and so it is a bad idea. For the life of me I cannot understand Mr Davis revisiting the same issue
again and again. We spent days debating the same issue back in the previous Parliament and he was
about to have another go. Last time, with the support of the Greens, the motion got up and, as I said
earlier, that nearly brought the project to a complete standstill. He tried to have another go, but I think
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the numbers changed a bit and he did not proceed with the second motion. Now we are revisiting the
same issue again for the third time. He is seeking the same documentation which we dealt with in the
previous Parliament. If we want to talk about the relevance of this motion, we can talk about why we
are coming back and revisiting the same issue again and again when it was dealt with in the previous
Parliament. I suppose Mr Davis loves to move motion after motion seeking documents from all over
the place. Maybe he has got some devious plan to do what he did in the last Parliament so that, if the
Leader of the Government does not comply to Mr Davis’s satisfaction, he will try to have him stood
down for six months, as he did to the Leader of the Government in the previous Parliament.
Mr Jennings was stood down—basically kicked out of the house—for six months because the
coalition did not receive the answers they wanted. Maybe this is a cunning plan by Mr Davis to do the
same thing, but good luck getting the numbers on this one.
The reason I am speaking on and opposing the motion is I do not see the advantage in going through
the same thing again and again and again. Those opposite are saying, ‘We don’t care about
commercial-in-confidence for some of the documentation’ because the motion talks specifically about
needing to have all the documents that relate to the project tabled, with nothing taken out and nothing
blacked out even if some of it might be cabinet-in-confidence or commercial-in-confidence. Let us
say the motion is passed and let us say that the Leader of the Government has furnished all the
documents but in order to comply with our obligations under commercial-in confidence or cabinet-inconfidence we are technically in breach of the resolution. The motion itself, the way it is written, I
think there is going to be some difficulty in complying with it. Clause (1)(a) refers to ‘the West Gate
Tunnel project agreement, without redactions’. So basically, if we have to take something out under
legal obligation, we will be in breach. I think Mr Davis is asking Mr Jennings, the Leader of the
Government, to comply. The way he is going, maybe it will be grounds for Mr Jennings to be kicked
out of the house for another six months, in this Parliament.
I think Mr Davis knows that even if the house agrees with his motion, the government will not be able
to comply with it as it is. But I do not think that is of concern to Mr Davis. He is basically on another
fishing exercise. I say get on with it. Let the project go ahead. Let us build the project. Let us get it
finished as planned in 2022. It has seen significant progress already. We have got the first boring
machine being assembled as we speak. I am pleased that the Premier and Minister Allan were there
yesterday to witness the assembly of the boring machine. The second boring machine will be coming
shortly to start digging on the other end so both ends will be done and project will be progressing on
time. I am looking forward to the project being delivered on time and on budget so we can improve
travel times for my constituents in the west of Melbourne, for the people of Geelong, for the people of
Ballarat, for the whole economy really. There will be better access to the airport.
I think it is a great project, and I think the coalition should stop using documents motions to try to
frustrate major infrastructure in Victoria. I think it sends the wrong signals to investors and to
everyone, because the main reason for motions like this is just to frustrate the process. As I said,
members need to refer to what happened in the previous Parliament. That is exactly the intention of
these motions, and therefore this motion should be opposed.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14:19): I would like to speak to this motion. As a former
councillor with the City of Maribyrnong, I have been briefed numerous times about this project. As a
22-year representative of the western suburbs, I understand the needs of the west, including the truck
problem and the community wishing for a project for a second crossing to occur.
I might just provide a little bit of history, especially for the brand-new crossbench. Former Labor
governments—the Brumby and Bracks governments—once upon a time came up with a project called
WestLink, knowing that there are difficulties with the West Gate Bridge crossing. This became a
shovel-ready project. The government at that time spent $50 million to make it a shovel-ready project,
and the WestLink project actually went up to the federal government to find the additional funds which
were needed, which was around about a billion dollars. At that particular time it went up to the Julia
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Gillard government and Infrastructure Australia then said that it was number nine on the priority list.
Tony Abbott at the time said that if he got elected, he would put a billion dollars towards that project.
He was elected. He put a billion dollars towards that project, saying that western Victoria—country
Victoria—needed to get their produce out of western Victoria, through the western metropolitan
suburbs, through Footscray, over the West Gate Bridge and into Docklands to get it overseas. He saw
it as a priority at that time.
Then what happened in the way of political football was a Liberal government was elected here, and
they saw that billion dollars and thought, ‘Why would we spend that billion dollars in the west? Let’s
make it into the west link project’. They drew up those contracts rather than just doing the shovelready project that was WestLink. WestLink would have been a very simple approach. It was well
consulted on in my community. It went from Docklands underneath Footscray. There was much angst
at the time. A lot of residents in West Footscray even sold their houses because they thought it was
going to be a short tunnel and were concerned, and the community rallied hard for a much longer
tunnel that would come out in the Brooklyn area, if not a little bit further away, to link up with the
Western Ring Road.
Then the political football occurred. At the last election the Daniel Andrews government came out and
said that obviously they did not want the east–west link component. The community voted for the
Daniel Andrews government, and they scrapped that contract. My community has actually been
desperate—the WestLink project could have occurred 10 years ago. The WestLink project could have
already been built and there could have been a solution for the western suburbs of Melbourne. During
that election campaign the Andrews government were going to just build some ramps. Looking at the
complexities of the project, they have come up with this West Gate Tunnel project, which is almost a
combination of WestLink and the ramp concerns. I do not want to play political football with the
western suburbs of Melbourne, nor do I want to play football with western Victoria—the country
Victorians that need to get their produce out of their areas and into Docklands. My community has
suffered for many years with the trucks going through and going past schools and has lobbied
rightfully. Funnily, not this Daniel Andrews government but at the previous election, when there was
Matthew Guy, both of them came out at that time promising that, if either of them were elected, they
would actually have strict controls and strict restrictions in the Yarraville area.
I am not wanting either side of this Parliament to play political football with the western suburbs
anymore. My community wants something done. I am hoping that there is a project that goes ahead,
and it looks like that is what they have started. This government, the Daniel Andrews government, has
been voted in quite strongly with projects—such as level crossings, such as this West Gate Tunnel
project—but I hope that even with the project in its current form this Daniel Andrews government
continues to talk to the Hobsons Bay community and the Maribyrnong community, especially in the
Millers Road area. Millers Road residents still have concerns. I feel that this project still needs a little
bit more tweaking. The Hobsons Bay City Council and community have still got concerns about noise
barriers, but I think these things can continue to be discussed and negotiated throughout this process.
I sat on a council that was in debt, the reason being that councils at that time were never shown
contracts that were signed. I do not want to stifle a process; I believe that we should be transparent,
yes, so we can actually make an informed decision. So please, both sides, stop playing political football
with the western suburbs. Please give us the project or give us the infrastructure that we deserve in the
western suburbs, because the west deserves it.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (14:27): I will be extremely brief.
This is an important motion, this is an important project and this information should be in the public
domain. The disgraceful behaviour of the government in not providing much of this detail a long while
ago should be renounced in my view. But certainly in this case it is a very simple motion, and the
documents should be provided in full as quickly as possible.
Motion agreed to.
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Committees
LEGAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (14:28): I move:
That this house requires the Legal and Social Issues Committee to inquire into, consider and report, no later than
13 August 2019, on the effects of allowing suitable people in the community to obtain and use items designed
for non-lethal self-defence in the wake of a number of random attacks on women, resulting in their murder.

It is pretty straightforward from my perspective. This is a committee referral. This is not asking for
anything to be changed; this is asking for the Parliament, who should investigate these things, to
investigate these things. It is not the first time I have raised the issue, but this is the first time I have
brought a motion like this onto the floor. It has come in the wake of a number of horrific public attacks
on young women who—whether they would have used this or not is immaterial—did not have this
option. Obviously there are a lot more unreported attacks—not necessarily just murders, but attacks—
where people are in a position to defend themselves.
You will find that in Victoria there is quite a paradox with self-defence. I think I might have mentioned
this earlier, but section 462A of the Crimes Act 1958 allows you to defend yourself with reasonable
force depending on the situation, but the various other acts actually prohibit you from having anything
at all to defend yourself with. That is a paradox in that it is great if you are a 6-foot-tall bloke like me
and someone who is shorter than you and less skilled has a go at you, but if you are not, what do you
do? The police have been on the record in regard to home invasions about ‘just wait for it to be over’.
That is not really an option when someone is trying to hurt or kill you.
We find the police are upgrading their weapons to reflect the changes in society. We find that they
need to be prepared for changes—and I am not at any point criticising that—yet we, being the general
people, are not allowed anything. This is not about a pathway to guns; this is about a pathway to things
that the average person can use and that can be reasonably expected to disengage you from an attacker
and give you some room.
Interestingly enough, in the course of doing this motion I found some rather interesting technology
changes. Back when I went through the Victoria Police Academy they taught us how to use OC spray,
and even a secondary dose is not a lot of fun. One of the problems is when you are not a police officer
and you are without a radio and people around you. Yes, you might spray someone. What happens
then? There are now OC sprays that, when you fire them, launch a report—it is in America, after
9/11—and send a GPS location. So not only are you able to defend yourself; the police will know
where you are. Also, it does not prohibit misuse but certainly will make people think again if they
know they are going to have a police officer cruise up and ask them what is going on. While I am
talking about tasers and pepper sprays, it is not limited to them. It is limited to anything that would be
considered non-lethal or less then lethal. Let us have the look at what the criminals are up to. I did a
5-minute Google search yesterday and came up with this: taser seized by police, reported 30 January
this year; taser seized by police, reported May 2014—among 6000 other weapons; taser seized by
police, reported 28 November 2018; taser seized by police, reported 23 November 2017; pepper spray
seized by police, reported 21 December 2018, along with a rocket launcher of all things; and pepper
spray seized by police, reported March 2018, along with other drugs and weapons. The criminals have
already got these weapons. Sadly, they are amongst illegal guns and drugs and all these other things,
but to say that this is going to cause a flood on the illegal market—it would be a ripple at best because
the illegal market has already got them.
There is the ability in Western Australia to carry OC spray or methods to defend yourself as long as
they are reasonable. That is quite an interesting concept for the simple reason that what is reasonable
to me might not be reasonable to someone else and what is reasonable to someone else may not be
reasonable to the police. But to cut a long story short, if I were a young female walking through a park
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alone at 3.00 a.m. and I had some pepper spray on me, that would be reasonable. If I was the same
person in the middle of Parliament station at peak hour, that may not be quite as easily explained. I
had someone tell me recently that, ‘Yes, you can have it, but no, you can’t use it in WA’. Well,
unfortunately for that person, you can, and there has not been a rash of people being sprayed with it.
There has not been a rash of thefts. It is completely disingenuous to think this is going to be a problem.
I do understand that this is not a silver bullet. It is not going to fix violence in our society, but what it
does do is give people an option—that is the key; it is an option—to use it or not. Until we consider
this on a parliamentary level we are not really in a position to say yes or no. That is why I am raising
this as a potential committee referral. As a Parliament we need to look into what we could use. Will it
do what we want it to do? I feel fairly safe in saying that it will because we do not give this stuff to the
police just because it looks funky on their hips. It is there for a reason.
A lot of the other stuff is not useful until after a crime has been committed. I was recently shown what
almost looked like an ID card holder or safety card, I think it was, where if you rip a corner off it or
rip the cable out of it, it sends a GPS signal to a control room and then they start hearing you and things
like that. It is not much use when you are in the middle of being attacked, but it does show that there
are options out there that we are not even thinking about yet. The technology is changing. Obviously
just spraying something into somebody’s eyes or giving them 40 000 volts is an end result, but there
are ways and means of making sure that the misuse of these things is reduced to an absolute minimum.
In the interests of being brief, I am just going to finish up here by saying that we can ignore this. We
can decide not to support this motion. But I do not want to have to raise this again after yet another
person has been murdered without this having been an option for them.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (14:36): I rise to speak to Mr Bourman’s motion that
effectively says that we allow suitable people to obtain and use items designed for non-lethal selfdefence in the wake of a number of random attacks on women. The victims of the four most recent
attacks we are talking about—Jill Meagher, Eurydice Dixon, Aiia Maasarwe and Masa Vukotic—all
died in Northern Metropolitan Region, so these are my constituents that we are talking about.
Can I tell you that when I went to the silent memorial for Eurydice, when I went to the march for Jill,
when I sat on these steps for Aiia, no-one said, ‘Can we have some mace spray?’. No-one said, ‘We
need tasers’. No-one said, ‘We need guns’. They said, ‘We need to stop the violence’. They did not
say, ‘We need to defend ourselves’. If this proposed inquiry was actually about how we stop violence,
then I would be the first to sign up for it, but I do not accept that women somehow have to take
responsibility when they are walking through Princes Park, which is 150 metres from my home, and
that we have to carry weapons to walk through that park, and I do not accept that we should accept
that, so I cannot support this motion.
I also raise the fact that this is not this first time we have had this motion before a parliament. In fact
Fraser Anning raised it last year, and I think we just finished a defamation case between Senator
Leyonhjelm and Senator Hanson-Young on this exact motion. Senator Hanson-Young called out
Senator Leyonhjelm and said, ‘No. Just stop women from getting killed. Don’t say that women have
to protect themselves and that women are somehow responsible for the violence that is perpetrated
against them’. The Liberal Democrats raised almost the exact same motion in Western Australia just
recently. Again, it was voted down. So parliaments around Australia have debated this, we have
discussed this and we have said, ‘Actually, more weapons in our society is not the answer. Less
violence in our society is the answer. Changing the mindset that causes people to feel they have
permission to rape women, to sexually assault women, that is what we need to change’.
My heart bleeds and I am still on the verge of tears when I think about Eurydice, Jill, Aiia and Masa.
I know that they are but a tiny, tiny percentage of women who are assaulted and killed, because most
of it happens in women’s living rooms, in their bedrooms, in their homes. That is where women are
killed in Victoria. Now, are we supposed to keep mace and tasers in our bedrooms? Is that the answer
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to stop our husbands, our brothers, our uncles from killing us? Is that what we are supposed to do? No.
What we as society must do is change the attitude.
I commend this government and I commend previous governments for working on this and looking
at how we can change this. There was the Betrayal of Trust inquiry held during the previous Liberal
government and the Royal Commission into Family Violence held during the last government. There
was the wonderful work that Fiona Richardson did and will always be remembered for. That is what
we have got to be doing. We have got to be saying no to violence, not yes to tasers, not yes to mace,
not yes, women should be more fearful or suggest that women have to carry mace on their way home
from work. I walked home from work last night. Thankfully I actually did feel quite safe, and I do feel
safe. I certainly am alert. I do not necessarily put headphones in. I will walk in a well-lit street. I will
do those things, and it annoys me that I have to. It annoys me that I cannot walk down the much nicer
street that is a block down that has more trees on it, but I will walk on the main street. But asking me
to carry a weapon is not what I want this Parliament to do. I want this Parliament to change our young
men, to change our society so that no man—or woman for that matter—feels that violence is the
answer or feels that they have permission to attack someone.
This is something that is discussed around the world. In Canada recently they were discussing it. I
think the National Rifle Association runs ‘fabulous firearms for women’ programs. We know that
more women are killed by guns than have ever killed anyone by gun. I know Mr Bourman is not
talking about guns, and I accept that fact, but when we look at saying that women should have weapons
to defend themselves, my sense is that if I was carrying a weapon to defend myself, being all of
5 foot 4 inches tall, I suspect that that weapon may well be used against me, and I would rather use
my wit and my senses to do this. The other thing I think we should also recognise is that, despite what
the Herald Sun tells us, crime is actually in decline. There are actually less violent crimes in Victoria
today than there were. There was actually a recent survey—and this is an interesting one because this
is not looking at police; this is actually looking at victims—asking, ‘Have you been a victim of crime?’.
We know that sexual assault crimes are so under-reported. Most people do not report a sexual assault
crime. Yet that survey found that crime had gone down, and this was asking people, ‘Have you been
a victim of crime?’. I actually think those are very interesting statistics when you look at them.
I will finish there, because I would like to hear other people’s thoughts on this. I do not support this. I
support Mr Bourman’s tenet that he wants us to be safe, and I appreciate that. I understand that this is
coming from a good place, but from my position we do not need more weapons in our society; we
need better attitudes.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (14:43): It is a pleasure to follow on from Ms Patten and also
from Mr Bourman, because this is a motion that does come from a very good place—a place about
having a discussion around how we protect our women in this community, and I thank him. We need
men to be talking about this in a very important way, so I thank him, and we in the government thank
him for being one of those men who is concerned—deeply concerned—and has the courage to talk
about it, and I thank Ms Patten for her words. The government will be opposing the referral of this
matter, but it is done in the context of, again, recognising the good behind the intention of this and also
the member’s lifelong commitment to dealing with violence against women.
To follow on from Ms Patten, I was the member for Brunswick at the time of Jill Meagher’s murder.
She was murdered in an inner city street off Sydney Road having been out with her mates, and that is
a road and a street that anyone who has grown up in the inner city or spent time there has walked a
thousand times—a million times. Similarly, Eurydice Dixon was murdered in what had been my local
park that my kids walk through. The horror for the entire state but especially for those of us in those
communities is impossible to put into words. The fear that one has for their children, their daughters—
my daughters—has been grave, but it is nothing compared to the pain of the families of those beautiful,
beautiful, beautiful young women who were so horrifically taken at the start of their lives. These are
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really difficult conversations and they are very serious conversations, and again I thank the member
for having this conversation.
It was after the horror of Eurydice’s murder and the Premier was speaking about it, when he said it is
not women who need to change their behaviour but men who need to change their behaviour, that I
came in and my 15-year-old daughter and all of her friends were discussing this very issue and saying,
‘Yes, this speaks to me. It’s men who need to change their behaviour’. I think that the family violence
royal commission, the Betrayal of Trust report and shining the sunlight and the spotlight on these
behaviours is really making a difference in our generations that are coming through. These horrors,
such horrendous horrors, that people are facing—the way in which we are responding and discussing
these things has changed markedly, and I hope, together with seriously good public policy, that this
will therefore change the attitudes particularly of young men. Respectful Relationships right
throughout schools is teaching our young boys about how to behave properly, and we are shining that
spotlight on the greatest threat to women in the home—family violence—increasing those penalties,
increasing the services and giving women safe places to go.
While the intention behind this motion is noble, the concern that the government has around it is that
it has the grave potential of making the community less safe by giving people pretty much unregulated
access to weapons and unmanageable access to weapons. Untrained people carrying weapons
unmonitored would see a greater amount of weapons floating around our community with people who
are not trained to use them and do not know how to use them, and that could potentially have the
impact of those weapons being used on themselves.
Most importantly, we have to listen to Victoria Police on these issues, because they of course are
tasked with our frontline safety day in, day out. Our focus has always been on making sure that Victoria
Police have the proper resources that they need and the numbers that they need, and I will come to that
in a moment. Currently our weapons laws make it an offence to arm oneself with a weapon, including
a non-lethal weapon, in case of an attack. Exemptions for spray, for example, have only been issued
to police, who are properly trained to deal with those matters, and to the ones who need to be called in
certain situations—authorised officers and correctional services staff carrying out official law
enforcement duties. Victoria Police is the sole organisation to grant an exception to possess and use
tasers. The advice that Victoria Police are giving us and that they have shared in other inquiries and in
the community is that arming oneself with a weapon on the off-chance of an attack is prohibited,
because it does increase the number of weapons being carried in the community. It potentially places
people at greater risk of an escalation of violence. There is a lot of research around what happens in
the first 10 minutes of an incident and people getting hot-headed. To have easy access to weapons in
what could otherwise be a situation that may be de-escalated is of concern to Victoria Police. Again,
it has the potential to place more community members at risk.
We have a really strong ethos here in Victoria and in Australia—and I pay tribute to John Howard and
the work that he did post the horrors in Tasmania—about wanting weapons off the street. We want
people to be able to walk around and live their daily lives safely and not be subjected to there being
more weapons on the street. From the government’s perspective the current laws strike the most
appropriate balance in keeping Victorians safe. Clearly it is drummed into everybody that you must
call 000 if you are in danger—and I will go through in a moment the investments that the Andrews
Labor government has made in police to ensure that when those calls are made we have got properly
trained officers with access to the right equipment, including lethal and non-lethal weaponry which is
the finest in the world.
Our approach must be to continue to drive crime down, and that is through the resourcing of our police.
We have made the largest investment in police in the state’s history. We are recruiting and deploying
an extra 3135 police. We know—we have seen the pictures, we have seen the police minister down
there time and again—the Police Academy is full and will be full for years and years and years to
come. There are now more than 1700 additional sworn police officers on the beat than when Labor
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came to office, and there are thousands more rolling out. We know that when we are walking those
streets at night, Ms Patten, whether it is in the inner city or in our rural and regional towns, the thing
that makes women feel the safest is knowing that there is somebody to call and be there when they
need them. The visible police presence, putting more police on the front line and, really importantly,
having a much more diverse police force—25 per cent to 30 per cent of police are now women—and
having those dedicated family violence units, means this is a modern responsive police force that
reflects the community which it serves. That in turn plays an important role in what we were speaking
about earlier, about making sure that we are giving our young boys and men the tools, the skill sets
and the respect agenda for life which will reduce those attacks on women and that perception of women.
While we are discussing the family violence epidemic that continues to cause great grief to families
and to women and children, I would like to pay tribute to Fiona Richardson, a very, very dear friend
of mine, who was a real trailblazer, along with the Premier, in changing the way in which the state
looks at family violence, deals with family violence and responds to family violence by putting women
and children at the centre and breaking those cycles. Her legacy and that of this government, and the
support from those on the crossbench and the other side of the house, has led to a remarkable change
in the way in which we are tackling law and order issues affecting women and children in this state.
The government has made a $2 billion investment in police, and we have the additional 100 protective
services officers which will now form the mobile squads. Again it is about the visibility of police in
our communities—not just on the streets, not just at the end of the line and not just in our homes but
also on our train stations and on our public transport network, because again that is really important
for women to feel safe. It also acts as a deterrent to crime.
There has been a reduction in crime in Victoria. It has been significantly as a result of these investments
and this approach. That includes fewer Victorians being reported as a victim of a physical assault,
face-to-face threatened assaults and the like. It shows that historically Victoria is a safer place than it
was 10 years ago, not that there is not more to be done—there is more to be done every single day—
and not that those changes in any way diminish the grief of our community at the loss of those women
and the loss of such incredible women in such horrendous circumstances. But we have put our money
where our mouth is. We have put our policy settings where our mouth is, and we are now seeing the
benefits for the community as a whole, with Victorians feeling safer and the crime rate coming down.
For me it is the words of the Premier that ring around this chamber: it is not women’s behaviour that
needs to change, it is men. All the nuts and bolts, the boots on the ground, the guns in the holsters and
the tasers in the belts are all really important parts of that. But while we do not have equality and
respect right throughout our society in the way in which women are treated in their homes, in our
streets, in our workplaces and in our boardrooms, how we are paid and how we are raised—the fact
that in certain professions there are still only very small numbers of women who are welcomed—this
is all part of the conversation. The safety of women does depend on women being viewed as equals
and not as playthings, not as dispensable objects and not as objects that are seen as being of less value
than the men who seek to do them harm. That harm can be in the most grotesque form of violence in
a park, with a young woman leaving a comedy show and never, ever making it home. She would have
walked that park thousands of times. She went to school around that oval. Her home was about
100 metres from it. All her family and friends lived around that park. She should have been safe in
that park, and she would have felt safe in that park, because that is my park. Similarly with Jill Meagher.
But we know, and research tells us, that the violence against women takes many, many forms and
begins in very small and seemingly innocuous places. Our respect agenda must go from police
protecting women in the parks, on the streets and in the nightclubs to our very successful campaign
about how women are spoken to, how they are dismissed and how our young men and women are
being raised in a school system that teaches that women are equal and that they deserve respect. From
that, huge change will come.
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Again, we do thank Mr Bourman for wanting to talk about these issues, for tackling hard policy
questions around these issues, because it is this debate and discussion that helps drive the change we
need to keep our young women safe.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:58): I thank the other members for their
contributions on this very important topic. I also thank Mr Bourman for raising it. I speak on this issue
in terms of individual rights. I have said in this house before that the philosophy of liberalism—my
philosophy and that of the Liberal Democrats, and also the philosophy of our civilisation—is that
people have ownership of their own bodies. This is a fundamental right. This is why assault is illegal,
this is why rape is illegal and this is why murder is illegal. People do not have the right to interfere
with other people’s bodies.
It naturally follows from that, and this is also part of the law, as Mr Bourman outlined, that people
have the right to defend themselves from harm. So if someone attacks me, I have the right to defend
myself from harm. Anyone who feels vulnerable and is being attacked has the right to defend
themselves from harm. One must ask: if one is a vulnerable member of our society and they have no
means to defend themselves from harm, does their right actually exist? f a human right exists and they
have no means of enacting that human right, the human right does not exist, in my opinion.
This is not just my view. If we look at the Victorian Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities, it
says it. This is referring to Mr Bourman’s motion. He actually wants to put this to a committee. He is
not trying to legalise pepper spray or legalise non-lethal means of defence at this point; he wants it to
go to a committee for discussion. I quote from the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights
Commission:
The Victorian Government, local councils and other public authorities must not knowingly be in breach of
these rights, and must always consider them when they create laws, develop policies and deliver their services.

If I may refer to what the commission says about section 21 of the charter of human rights under the
heading ‘Your right to liberty and security of person’:
The right to security means that reasonable steps must be taken to ensure the physical safety of people who
are in danger of physical harm.

It is my view and I think the view of many in our society that ‘reasonable steps’ may include something
such as non-lethal self-defence. I would like this question to be debated in a committee, which is what
Mr Bourman is asking for. I would implore all of you who support individual rights and would like
this question discussed further to assist by moving this issue to the committee for further discussion.
I think it is unfortunate that this particular motion has been wrapped up in the context of a particular
gender. I think there are lots of people in society, including members of my own family, who have
expressed a desire to be able to have some form of means of protecting themselves from harm. This
includes my own wife and people in my own family—they want means to be able to protect themselves.
Actively denying those means, in my view, is a denial of human rights to those people. This is what
we are talking about, because banning them from any means of protecting themselves is denying them
access to a right that they have. I think this is a very important question that needs further debate.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (15:01): I am pleased to also rise to speak on this motion on
behalf of the opposition. The issues that sit behind this motion are indeed extremely important, and I
think the fact that the member has moved this motion and it has given rise to such debate is a reflection
of the concern that many in the community have around community safety, and that is borne out by
the fact that crime is up by around 10 per cent under the Andrews government. Following the gang
violence we have seen in recent years a number of individuals, a number of community groups, have
started or did start the concept of citizen patrols.
It is a view of the Liberal-Nationals coalition that the first priority when it comes to resourcing or
having weapons or such that Victoria Police should have the tools and resources that they need to keep
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the community safe. That is why we support the long arms that Victoria Police will have shortly. That
is why one of the election commitments we made prior to the last election was the rollout of 4000 extra
tasers to Victoria Police across the state so that all operational patrols would be equipped with a taser
following the rollout of tasers to 37 regional 24-hour stations by the Baillieu and Napthine governments.
It is important that the community is safe and it is important that people feel safe. Members have
spoken about some of the tragedies that have really impacted the Victorian community and indeed
Australia in many ways, but of course besides these well-known tragedies there are many other silent
tragedies or horrific crimes that have impacted the community so much, and I agreed with Ms Patten
when she talked about victims of crime and the need to stop violence.
Of course it has been shown over time that many of these horrific crimes have been committed by
recidivist offenders. That was the case in the tragedy of Jill Meagher. As a result of her horrific, tragic
death there has been significant reform to the parole system in Victoria. There have been wellidentified failings when it comes to the bail system. There has been some change to the bail system,
and we would urge the government to continue with those reforms to ensure that community safety
comes first. There have been, we believe, failings when it comes to the sentencing regime—there is
room for further reform when it comes to the sentencing regime. And of course there is behavioural
change required to stop the violence, to stop criminality and to address the causes of criminality. So
this is a very complex but very important issue.
But when looking at this issue of violence, when looking at the issue of these tragic murders that
Mr Bourman has referred to in the motion, the Liberal-Nationals coalition believe the priority should
be giving police the resources and tools they need; creating the legislative framework that makes the
parole system the best it can be and the safest it can be, that makes the bail system the best it can be
and the safest it can be and that creates a sentencing regime that puts the interests of law-abiding
citizens first; and also making investments in programs that help address the causes of criminality and
drive behavioural change to reduce crime over time. This is an important debate, but the LiberalNationals believe the priority for further consideration lies elsewhere.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:06): I will be brief. I propose to always be brief when I speak
in this place, and some other members might wish to consider the merits of being brief.
Good intentions will save no lives. Hoping and wishing will save no lies. Declaring that men should
change their behaviour will save no lives. There are many advocates for the rights of women in this
place but apparently that advocacy does not extend to the rights of women to defend themselves. The
right to self-defence is a real human right, but it is meaningless if you lack the means to defend
yourself. Women and the elderly are at a disadvantage that non-lethal weapons could address. I do not
understand what people’s problem is with giving women agency for their own defence. I want to give
people choice, not take it away. In the weeks or months to come another woman will be attacked and
killed in Melbourne while walking home. Ending violence is a worthy goal. However, if you are
waiting to end violence you will be burying a lot more people. Anyone who votes against this motion
should not come back here wearing ribbons or crying tears. If you support women’s rights and you do
not support this motion, you should hang your head in shame.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15:08): I was not sure how I was going to feel about this
debate until I had heard from other members. Respectfully, Mr Bourman, because your motion
actually mentioned women rather than everybody, I was not quite sure how I was going to feel. But
after listening to the debate I felt the need to share something with the house. When I was a teenage
girl in year 7 I was waiting for the bus to go to Braybrook in Dynon Road, a very busy road, and I had
a very large man approach me and try to drag me into his car. I was probably like your at the time,
Acting President Patten, about 5 foot 4 and about 40 kilograms. I ran across the traffic to get away
from this man and ran all the way home. At that time my father was still alive, and we went to the
police station. I tried to identify the person. I went to school, obviously quite upset, and then my father
gave me what I felt was good advice: to carry a bottle of deodorant while I was walking around, and
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to hold that in my hand so if that occurred again I could spray that into the person’s eyes. I was unaware
that what I was doing at that time is illegal. Listening to this debate, I hear that the good advice that
my father gave me back then apparently I cannot do now.
I have served in the Australian Defence Force. I have also trained as a security guard and worked in
clubs and pubs. I have been trained to use these kinds of devices. I have been trained to use handcuffs,
Acting President Patten—how is that; you would like that. What irked me about this motion was the
element of just women. I am concerned for the disabled in my community. I am concerned for the
most vulnerable, my elderly community, and I am concerned that they will not have options at their
hands to be able to defend themselves.
This is just a motion to go to a committee to review this issue and to get further information to see if
this is something that the community would actually want. To say that we should not go to a committee
to have this conversation, I am a little bit disturbed to hear from the government that they would feel
that that should not be an option. I do not have the answers, but I would like to hear from experts in a
committee and get further information rather than doing a Google search and rather than trying to find
answers by other means. I would like to hear from my community if this is what they would like. I
will leave it at that. I am going to be brief, and I would urge others, rather than taking an hour to talk,
to try to be succinct—5 or 10 minutes—and get your points across so more of us can speak.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (15:12): I rise today to make a contribution in relation to the
proposed reference to the Legal and Social Issues Committee around this motion. In doing so I think
it is important not only to note the variety of different contributions and positions that have been
advanced in this chamber on this particular issue in the course of this debate, but also to understand
the policy holes, gaps or mischiefs that are sought to be corrected by way of this particular reference.
In doing so I think it is really important that we gather the spectrum of ideas from around the chamber
to best understand the impact which a proposed idea of this nature would have in order to understand
what is being proposed and why.
I am looking at Mr Bourman’s motion and the way it has been drafted. I think that as a direct or even
indirect consequence of the way it has been drafted there are so many, I would say, issues associated
with the choice of language in this motion that it is nigh impossible to support in its current form. It is
impossible by virtue of the operation of terms like ‘suitable people in the community’ and by virtue of
the reference to ‘items designed for non-lethal self-defence’—and again picking up on the fact that,
by reference to Dr Cumming’s contribution, a can of deodorant was not in and of itself designed for
non-lethal self-defence and yet that is in fact the object that Dr Cumming referred to in her contribution
around proposing that this matter be sent to committee. Again, we could look at this as being
something which has come about in the wake of or as a consequence of the number of random attacks
on women resulting in their murder.
What I would like to do in talking about this last and I think most profound part of the motion,
‘resulting in their murder’, is to talk about the range of circumstances in which these items designed
for non-lethal self-defence would not have any application or effect at all, because these random
attacks on women that lead to harm, whether that is physically, whether that is psychologically,
whether that is sexually or whether that is in fact something that leads to a fatal outcome, occur more
often than anywhere else in our homes, occur at the hands of people we know and occur in a context
and an environment which somewhere at its genesis had an element of trust, of love, of co-dependence,
of cohabitation or indeed of a relationship with a family member—by blood, by family, by marriage,
by association. We women are being abused, threatened, humiliated, denigrated, injured and rendered
bankrupt; we are having our quality of life compromised; and we are being killed—every single day.
Every time that I have gotten to my feet in this chamber to say the name of yet another woman who
has been killed either at the hands of someone she knew or indeed as a result of some random attack,
it has been with a sense of increasing despair, dismay and frustration, because ultimately a motion like
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this seeks to address the symptoms of a problem which we must tackle if we are to be serious about
the issue of treating women with respect.
A number of other contributors in this chamber have gone to the fundamental nature of the issue of
gender inequality. When we look at the 1700 pages of the Royal Commission into Family Violence,
those 227 recommendations and that $1.9 billion worth of funding, we see that the genesis for the issue
lies in fact in the inequality and the power imbalance that exists between men and women. We must
in fact look to more than a cosmetic fix—and I am very, very clear about what this would be—to
tackle the fact that we are being killed and to tackle the fact that it is so ingrained in our psyches as
girls, as teenagers, as women, as parents, as members of families to look out for potential threats, to
try to memorise numberplates, to try to understand when we walk home from the station where the
brightly lit paths might be, and we do all of this every single day because from the very earliest age
we are taught and we understand that threats are everywhere.
Again, when we look at the statistics we see this blossoming conversation and this capacity to at last
be frank in a way that may yet, if all of our efforts continue, result in the intergenerational change that
we so sorely need. The policy mischief, the shortcomings, the holes and the gaps in this particular
issue which we are trying to remedy is to fix the violence against women that most often occurs—not
always, but most often—in a circumstance where it is simply not possible to say, ‘Honey, stop beating
me up for a second, I’m just going to go and grab some mace’. These are situations where it is very,
very easy to understand how it is that women need help and assistance but where the solutions being
proposed do not match the problem as it has been identified.
We now have an increasing availability of technology through organisations like the Women’s
Information and Referral Exchange, through Safe Steps, through Respectful Relationships, through
Domestic Violence Victoria. We have a number of initiatives that exist to be able to provide women
with opportunities to seek and find help where and as they need it to identify and escape violence. And
yet we continue to be murdered and we continue to lose our lives to our partners, to people we know.
We continue to lose our lives in our homes—the very places that we should reasonably expect to feel
safe in. When we look at the statistics—again, I do not have them to hand and I apologise for any
inaccuracy—involving 62 women or thereabouts having lost their lives in Australia last year, we see
that overwhelmingly this occurred at the hands of men and at the hands of men who were known to
these women.
When we contemplate the idea that in fact non-lethal self-defence might be something that fixes this
problem, we ignore what the cause is; we ignore what the roots are. This cannot be fixed through
equipping women with the resources to deflect a physical attack under certain circumstances where
there is a constellation of matters in train that enable a women to exercise that right of self-defence.
The reality is it does not work that way. The reality is that for long-term abuse there are often several
attempts to leave. The reality is that frequently the family pet will be targeted, that frequently locks
will be changed, that frequently bank accounts will be frozen, that frequently a woman will be so worn
down, to the point of worthlessness, that she does not think she has any capacity to leave and has been
gaslighted so extensively that in fact she sees that there is no-one to blame for the violence but herself.
These are the problems that we need to tackle and these are the symptoms that need to be addressed
unless and until we engage in intergenerational change that not only calls out these issues but delivers
the resources to challenge that imbued sense of inequity, that tribalism around blokes that meant that
until recently you did not have to call out any everyday sexism, you did not have to call out any
denigration against women, even if they were your wife or your mum or your partner. Indeed if you
were told to wash your mouth out, a common phrase would be, ‘Would you talk to your mother with
that mouth?’. Well, you know what? It is not just about your mother, it is not just about your sister, it
is not just about you as a man in relation to other women; it is about other women in and of themselves,
of their own standing. We see the everyday discussions around challenging, naming and stopping
violence against us continue to be directed toward what we as women can and should do rather than
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what society needs to continue to do. Unless we have these conversations and improve to an acceptable
standard, then we are removing the opportunity to be better than simply reactive.
I think that in this conversation around the nature of power imbalance, the nature of gender inequity,
motions like these offer a form of false hope that says that in fact if only women had been smart
enough, brave enough, courageous enough, well-trained enough, well-resourced enough or wellplaced enough to use the can of mace, to use that can of deodorant in Dr Cumming’s example, to use
that random object or indeed, in the terms couched in this motion, to use an item ‘designed for nonlethal self-defence’—if only we had done that—then perhaps we may not have been affected, injured,
abused, assaulted or even murdered in the way that we have been. What that then does is put the onus
back on women, saying that it is our fault that we are being put in these positions and that in fact there
is the capacity to abrogate responsibility for the actual cause of the issue. The cause of the issue is the
way in which men behave and are permitted to behave within the culture of the community and the
society in which we live now and the way in which we have lived for generations that says, ‘This is a
man’s world, and in fact a stiff upper lip is crucial. You need to make sure you don’t show emotions,
but every now and then you might have a dust-up because you’ll just boil over’. That is not okay. It is
unfair on our men and it is often fatal for our women, and it ruins so many lives.
I think in the context of saying that a capacity for women to hold some sort of item designed for nonlethal self-defence is going to fix, ameliorate, alleviate or prevent the problem simplifies it to a level
where we as parliamentarians are not engaging in the root causes of what brings this about. We know
that the vast majority of women who experience violence experience it in the context of their domestic
environments. We know from the royal commission that it will take several attempts for a woman to
leave her home in order to successfully get away from violence. We know that it is an extremely
complex psychological and emotional landscape for a woman, and often her children, to move away
from that environment and to then move through it to get the financial, the social, the interpersonal
and the physical safety that she deserves, that her children deserve, that we deserve, in order to recover
and to survive. And we know this because we have heard time and time again from witnesses in the
royal commission. We have heard time and time again from those people who have been victims and
survivors of family violence that it is much more complex than simply copping a whack. What we
know is that until and unless we bring everyone along with us, this work—this idea of arming women
and this idea of it being our responsibility to take care of ourselves—is in fact a pyrrhic opportunity,
if it is an opportunity at all.
What we need to make sure is that we are mature enough as a Parliament to have these conversations
about the hard work, the work that goes on over many years across many communities in rural and
regional contexts, throughout our migrant communities, our Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
communities and our culturally and linguistically diverse communities, with children and young
people and with the elderly. We need to make sure that in every context possible we challenge the
prevailing norm that says that this sort of power imbalance is somehow sanctioned or condoned or
acceptable, because we all deserve better from this. We all deserve better in the context of
understanding—to go to some of the points made earlier—that harm against anyone is not acceptable
and that the cause of this harm, the cause as identified in the 227 recommendations of the family
violence royal commission, lies at the heart of that imbalance.
So rather than sending this matter to a committee to look at physical ways, irrespective of whether or
not they are available to a woman at that particular time in the context of a random attack—whether
from someone she does not know or, more predictably, from someone she does and someone she trusts
and someone she may love and continue to love after such an attack—I would propose that we
continue to look at ways to provide that defence through a change in the way in which we engage with
the issue of violence against women more generally. We oppose this motion.
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Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (15:28): Much has been made about the content of my motion,
but I look here and I see nothing—nothing at all—that says this is ‘instead of’. I see nothing at all that
says we should not continue with the other ways of decreasing violence, and to say otherwise quite
disturbs me. There is only one other person in this place apart from me that has been a police officer,
and whilst I personally have never been the victim of a domestic violence incident, I sure as hell have
been to a lot of them, and I do not stand for it. If you look at my maiden speech, you will see I do not
stand for it. I will never apologise for anyone, regardless of their gender, for doing anything like that.
Whether it is against your wife, your husband, your children, your mother, your father or whomever,
violence is not acceptable.
Moving on to some details, this is a committee referral only; this is a question. A couple of people
were saying that I said, ‘Spray for everyone’. No, that is not the case. This is asking for a conversation.
This is saying, ‘Whilst we are trying to fix this with intergenerational discussions and changes, what
are we going to do?’. Then we get to the point of why police have weapons. Police have weapons
because they cannot de-escalate everything. Police have weapons because at some point in time they
have to go and defend themselves or someone else. So in the end we are not telling people they must
have them, but why should we not allow them the option or at least discuss it?
I will finish by saying one thing: it is all fine and good to say, ‘Don’t attack women’. Of course I agree
with that; I do not attack anyone. But try arguing and reasoning with a psychopath or try arguing and
reasoning with someone having a psychotic episode. At some point in time there are people that you
just cannot reason with, and that is when these sorts of things come in handy. I commend this motion
to the house.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 6
Barton, Mr (Teller)
Bourman, Mr

Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr

Limbrick, Mr
Quilty, Mr (Teller)

Noes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Dalidakis, Mr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr

Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms

Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Shing, Ms
Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms (Teller)
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
Wooldridge, Ms

Motion negatived.
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, Acting President, I draw to your attention, and that of the
clerks, the time provided to get to this chamber from the annexe is 5 minutes. I just draw your attention
to the last division when I got to the door as it shut. Because of my injury and the need to use two lifts,
both of which were being used at the time by other members of Parliament, it was physically
impossible to get here—4 minutes; sorry, I stand corrected—in the time the bells rang and I got to the
doors as they shut. I ask the house to give some consideration to those 4 minutes for those who, like
me, may have an injury or are not able to get here in that express time.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Ms Patten): Thank you, Mr Ondarchie. That raises a good point. I
suppose when we start debating sessional orders we can put that on for discussion.
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ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (15:39): I move:
That this house:
(1) notes the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 came into operation on 2 July 2018;
(2) accepts this legislation is now in operation and that ridesharing services are a legitimate part of the economy;
(3) further notes that:
(a) on 9 October 2017, long-held taxi licences effectively became worthless and the Andrews Labor
government began issuing licences for the nominal fee of $52.90 and tens of thousands of licences
have since been issued;
(b) the Andrews Labor government paid completely inadequate compensation of $100 000 per licence
for the first licence and $50 000 each per licence for three subsequent licences to a maximum of
$250 000;
(c) the so-called Fairness Fund was poorly administered, as noted by the Ombudsman, and did not
provide adequate or fair support for the many cases of severe hardship;
(4) further accepts that the High Court has found that taxi licences operating in Victoria prior to the
Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 coming into operation were property and that the
removal of property by the action of government where the value of compensation was substantially less
than the actual value of those property is unjust and wrong; and
(5) requires that the Economy and Infrastructure Committee meet within 14 days of its establishment to
review the government’s processes, decisions and payment mechanisms, and subsequently report within
four months after the committee first meets on the impact on asset holders and their families, including
their health and wellbeing, and on what further compensation is justified to fairly make up for the
government-driven destruction of lawful assets.

Many in this chamber know my view, and the opposition’s view, of the changes that were made to
commercial passenger vehicles. Long-established taxi licences saw their value fall to virtually nothing.
The issuance of many thousands of licences in a short period added to and compounded that, and there
is a long-term issue about the management of the issue. This reference is not fundamentally about that
long-term issue, it is about what occurred, what is fair and how people’s assets should be treated by
government. I firmly believe in the thrift and industry of many people, many of them migrant families,
who over decades worked hard and accumulated assets—legitimate, lawful assets that were regulated
by the government. They were issued those licences by government, often for the payment of a direct
fee. The licences were then further traded in a lawful manner. The High Court has ruled in cases—and
I have made long reference to those cases in this chamber before and do not propose to do so today—
that these assets are real property. In my view, morally, whatever the state’s constitution says and
whatever the law says precisely, we need to have a situation in a modern, industrialised, western
society where assets cannot be taken and unfair compensation paid.
The Fairness Fund was subject to extensive examination by the Ombudsman, and its administration
was not up to scratch. I will not go on with a long description of that as I have laid those matters out
in this chamber in previous points. I believe the Economy and Infrastructure Committee is the correct
committee to review this. It can look at the government’s processes, decisions and payment
mechanisms and subsequently report to the chamber on the impact on asset holders and their families.
As I say, many of these families had worked for decades in some cases accumulating assets in a thrifty,
honest and praiseworthy way to build up their family’s position. The truth of the matter is that there
have been terrible incidents that have occurred. Whilst I fully accept that it is impossible in regarding
any specific incident without very close examination to be precise about the causes, it is clear that the
cluster of incidents that have occurred in families that held taxi licences—the cluster of incidents that
includes suicide and other terrible incidents—is such that in all probability there is some impact that
has gone on there. A number of these cases have resulted in terrible, terrible outcomes. A point of this
reference is to look and see what has actually happened to the health and wellbeing of a number of
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those licence-holders. Clearly there have been impacts on the industry overall, but it is this impact on
licence-holders, their families and those who held assets that I am particularly interested in at this point.
I think a separate and important focus is to look at the regulation and the proper parameters for the
industry going forward. There is a legitimate piece of work to be done on how the industry should be
structured and what greater flexibility can be put in place. But this in a sense looks back and asks,
‘Was what happened right?’. Even in the circumstances where you can answer that question in the
absolute affirmative, was it right that inadequate compensation was paid? What can be done now to
rectify that point?
I am also conscious that there is a significant legal case that has been brought by some sections of the
industry, and that is a legitimate point. There are grounds, it seems to me, under administrative law
that would legitimately be points for courts to look at. But notwithstanding any of that, this is actually
a matter, in the end, of morality. It is actually a matter of what is right for those families and what is
the right way for the state to treat what were state-regulated assets. The principle that you cannot just
take those assets without proper compensation is, I think, a fair one.
It is also true that the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities touches on some of this. It is
notable, and I have made the point in this chamber before, that there is a significant weakness in that
charter. It accords a whole series of rights to individuals in our community, in many cases quite
properly so, but it is weak when it comes to property rights. It is true that the charter is only an
instrument—there is no formal power for direction of government by the charter. A court can
determine that something has occurred or not occurred, and if it infringes the charter, it certainly may
embarrass the government, but the charter does not in itself give rise to a capacity for redress. I think
it is a legitimate point, however, that the weaknesses in the protection of property in the charter could
well be addressed in the longer haul.
This motion, however, simply says there has been an injustice and it should be looked at closely and
fairly and the relevant committee of this chamber would be the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee. This motion is framed in such a way that when the membership of the committee is settled
and the committee moves forward with its respective references, this is one of the references that is on
its list. It should then get working and do what it needs to do to establish the facts as it sees them and
come back to this chamber with recommendations and points as to how we deal with this historic
problem of unfairness to those who held state-regulated assets.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:48): I have some amendments to this motion. I would
like to have those amendments circulated now if I may. I move:
1.

Omit all the words in paragraph (3)(a) and insert in their place ‘the Andrews Labor government began
issuing licences for the nominal fee of $52.90 and at 31 January 2019 licences issued increased to
11 807 taxi licences and 50 152 hire car licences;’.

2.

In paragraph (3)(b) omit the words ‘completely inadequate’.

3.

In paragraph (3)(b) after the words ‘maximum of $250 000’ insert the words ‘and a $1 levy per trip was
raised, to cover transition cost’.

4.

Omit all the words in paragraph (3)(c) and insert in their place ‘the Fairness Fund was established to
support the many cases of severe hardship;’.

5.

Omit all the words in paragraph (4) and insert in their place ‘acknowledges that the High Court has found
taxi licences to be property; and’.

6.

Omit all the words in paragraph (5) and insert in their place ‘requires that the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee meet within 14 days of its establishment to review the government’s CPV (commercial
passenger vehicle) reforms and subsequently report within six months after the committee first meets
regarding the operation of the CPV reforms and investigate further reforms to ensure Victorians benefit
from the best functioning CPV industry possible.’.

I am pleased to present the amendments to this motion for a number of reasons, but particularly
because it is the main reason I was elected into this place and I think it is one of the most important
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jobs I need to do here. Many of you are unaware of the history behind the motion, so let me give you
just a brief overview of what has happened over the last five years. The massive changes to the
industry, make no mistake, were to accommodate Uber.
Let me just tell you what has happened with Uber around the world. There is a furphy going around
in this country that Uber is taking over everything. That is simply untrue. It is not a knight in shining
armour that is taking over the world and providing quality, good value service to its customers. In the
10 years they have been operating they have not been able to turn a profit. A report from Goldman
Sachs to its investors in relation to Uber in the US said that they do not believe Uber will turn a profit
till 2030, and then only if driverless cars become available. How incredibly optimistic.
Uber has been forced to sell its businesses in Russia, where it retains a small shareholding; China;
South-East Asia; Singapore; and Hong Kong. They have pulled out. In Europe their UberX model—
what they called ‘UberPop’—is out of Germany, Italy, Greece, France, Spain and Portugal. They have
gone back into some of those jurisdictions but are complying with the local laws.
The European Union has ruled that Uber is a taxi service and should be treated as such. In the past few
weeks tribunals in Paris have ruled that Uber drivers are actually employees. In London Uber has lost
a number of appeals against having drivers classified as employees. London is also a jurisdiction where
Uber had its licence cancelled for appalling behaviour and records of assaults against customers. Uber
does not want employees, because the ruling that they are employees makes the Uber model unviable.
In New York City they have just set a minimum wage for Uber and Lyft drivers at $17 an hour. Also,
New York City has applied caps on the number of vehicles on the road because the oversupply of
Ubers is pulling people off the public transport systems and causing major congestion issues. We are
already seeing serious congestion issues in Melbourne’s CBD, with vehicles hovering around like
seagulls looking for a cold chip at the beach.
Prior to the emergence of the illegal rideshare service Uber, taxi and hire car operators, drivers and
licence-holders were operating lawfully under the previous regulatory environment. There were no
restrictions on the numbers of commercial passenger vehicles entering the market. When Uber
launched in Australia in 2014 there were legitimate avenues for Uber and their drivers to lawfully
purchase commercial passenger vehicle licences and embark on a business venture, but they chose not
to. They were supported and encouraged to drive without CPV licences by Uber. In fact Uber was
paying for infringement notices for those caught driving illegally.
They unlawfully competed in the market from 2014 until August 2017, when changes to the legislation
paved the way for the Uber workforce to enter the industry with minimal licensing costs. In this time
Uber used a predatory pricing model to gain market share to penetrate the market. The taxi industry
was hamstrung, bound by regulated, metered fares determined by the Essential Services Commission.
Taxis could not legally compete on price to foil any advance in competition. As a driver myself, my
business was severely harmed and my income dropped 30 to 40 per cent.
Prior to August 2017 both taxis and hire cars fell under highly regulated commercial passenger vehicle
licensing conditions. Hire car licences were non-assignable and could be purchased directly from the
regulator—formerly known as the TSC, the Taxi Services Commission, now known as Commercial
Passenger Vehicles Victoria—for a one-off fee of $40 000. However, the cost of legitimate entry into
this industry did not suit Uber or their underlying business model, which relies on a constant stream
of transitory workers who would otherwise be reluctant to invest in capital. How many Uber drivers
invested $40 000? I guess none. Uber was certainly not offering to pay the fee.
Taxi licences, on the other hand, fell into two general categories: perpetual licences and nontransferrable annual licences. There were approximately 3500 perpetual licences in circulation in
Victoria, with the remaining licences actually owned by the Victorian government, which they leased
out at up to $23 000 per annum. In fact the Victorian government was the largest holder of taxi
licences, with around 2000 licences. Perpetual licences could be transferred on the open market and
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were able to be privately leased at the going rate of about $2000 per calendar month, pegged by the
cost of annual government permits. Leasing had the advantage that the cost could be paid monthly
rather than upfront, which made it less of a burden to enter the market. Approximately 70 per cent of
perpetual licences were leased, providing many with a revenue stream to service loans, cover living
expenses and provide an income in retirement.
Over time these perpetual taxi licences acquired value—market forces; scarcity means a rise in value.
At the initiation of the Fels inquiry in 2011, the value of perpetual taxi licences had increased to around
$500 000, with an annual return of around $30 000 if they were leased. After implementation of the
Fels reforms the government introduced an unlimited supply of annual permits at $23 000 per annum,
and the value of licences fell to around $300 000. These licences had given exclusive business rights
in the commercial passenger vehicle industry, yet they became irrelevant because the laws protecting
those rights were being ignored.
In August 2017, when a bill passed in this place to deregulate the industry, all existing taxi and hire car
licences were revoked and replaced with a single annual permit priced at $53.80. In compensation the
government offered an arbitrary transition package of $100 000 for the first taxi licence and $50 000
for a maximum of three more held under a single entity, but nothing if you had worked hard all your
life and you owned more. Similarly, hire car licences were paid at $25 000 for the first and $12 500
for up to three more. Those still facing financial hardship were offered a means-tested fairness fund.
Thousands, including me, were so disheartened by the whole process we did not even bother to apply.
There have been many precedents of government licence buyouts or structural adjustment packages
where the government has bought back each and every licence at a set price determined independently.
The fishing industry is but one example.
There has been some debate about whether taxi licences are actually property. There is no debate. In
Federal Commissioner of Taxation v. Murry (1998) 193 CLR 605, the majority of the High Court said:
The licence is property …
…
A taxi licence is a valuable item of property because it has economic potential. It allows its holder to conduct
a profitable business and it may be sold or leased for reward to a third party.

A taxi licence was considered income-bearing property and could be held as collateral against
borrowings within the banking sector. Many were included in superannuation and investment funds,
so by revoking those licences without due compensation the government has left many people in
significant financial hardship. I am among many who are paying off loans for a licence that we no
longer own and from income no longer derived from the licence itself. Many who established
themselves as self-funded retirees have found themselves seeking a pension and selling their homes.
The devastation and financial ramifications are far-reaching.
I just want to talk about the regulator. The taxi and hire car industry has completely lost confidence in
the regulator. We made the mistake of believing that because we were doing everything correctly and
we were meeting our legal obligations that we would be protected from others breaking the law. That
simply did not happen. This has brought about two serious court cases. There has been a legal action
in the Supreme Court over the last 12 months between the regulator and a taxi group, which is ongoing.
I have to declare my interest in the second one because I brought the legal action to Maurice Blackburn,
along with my colleague André Baruch. That class action is going to be the largest class action this
country has ever seen. At this stage we have 4500 registrants, and that will probably double whatever
else we have seen previously.
The point that we would like to make about what has happened here in Victoria is that no other state
or territory in Australia has compulsorily revoked licences—none. We cannot find anywhere else on
the planet where this action has happened either. Over $1 billion in property has been seized. Stripping
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private property from people to accommodate a multinational corporation reluctant to require their
workforce to invest in business capital was unheard of until now. Let us not beat around the bush:
these changes were to accommodate Uber, and it was not fair.
Every state and territory in Australia is struggling with how to accommodate new technology and
compensate their existing industry. We acknowledge the Andrews government has paid in excess of
$400 million to the taxi and hire car industry through transition payments and the Fairness Fund, but
there is certainly a view in the industry that while we thank them for their deposit, we are looking for
the balance of the payment for the property which has been seized. We now seek payment of the balance.
Not only is this about licence values; it is also about the ability of drivers to have an income. I speak to
all drivers—taxidrivers and our new CPV licence holders—and they are all struggling. Since the taxi
reforms, taxidrivers, generally speaking, earn below the living wage—as low as $10 an hour. They earn
no sick pay or superannuation, they have no holiday pay, and there are questions about where they
work and whether they have workers compensation. There is no award to protect them. In 2019 we
have to ask ourselves as a society: how do we think this is acceptable when this would be unacceptable
for the vast majority of Victorians? I think this is a classic case of unintended consequences. In an
effort to be seen as a progressive state Victoria jumped on the shiny new technology without giving
enough due consideration to the effects it would have on the existing established industry.
It is no longer possible to build a career as a commercial passenger vehicle operator because the industry
is flooded with a transient and disgruntled workforce. There are now 11 876 cabs on our streets. There
are over 50 192 cars, including original hire car services and newcomers Uber, DiDi, Ola and GoCatch.
We also estimate that there are over 92 000 drivers out there scratching for work. CPV drivers are
truly the bottom of the food chain. For consumers, on the surface this seems like a fantastic situation.
Oversupply in a free market leads to a huge drop in pricing. It is now cheap to split a ride to the city
between a few friends, but cheap rides come at a cost, and that is usually paid by those working in it.
We now have a commercial passenger vehicle industry that is essentially self-regulated. While the
previous industry was somewhat over-prescribed, there is a long history of introducing regulations to
ensure safety for both passengers and drivers. Touting has been made legal. Before deregulation it was
illegal for drivers to approach people and offer them rides. Now we find drivers at airports, at major
events like the grand prix or the tennis and at the MCG, and up and down Collins Street offering rides
with the often unspoken understanding that they are legitimate drivers. This is a serious safety issue.
How do you know if you are actually getting into a legitimate vehicle? We have also heard reports of
sinister individuals masquerading as rideshare drivers and picking up passengers who have not paid
attention to the car they stepped into.
By deregulating the industry the government has opened Pandora’s box. This is just the tip of the
iceberg of issues we see in an industry that is now economically, socially and environmentally
unsustainable. I accept that the industry has evolved. We are all in this together now—taxis and hire
cars—and despite the bad blood over the past five years we must now work together to fix the
problems we now face. The former taxi and hire car industry deserves proper compensation. All
drivers deserve to work in an industry where they can earn a fair wage, with fair benefits, for their
effort, and the public deserves a safe and reliable commercial passenger vehicle network. I commend
this motion to the house.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (16:03): I rise to speak in support of the amendment put
forward by Mr Barton. In doing so, I would just like to acknowledge some of the points Mr Barton
made in his contribution. No doubt it is difficult when a new provider comes along in an industry. One
such as Uber is a worldwide organisation and a multibillion-dollar organisation at that. I note also that
Mr Barton’s contribution did indeed detail some of the courts around the world that have had to review
Uber in other countries and also the impacts that the arrival of the new provider as a ridesharing service
has had on taxi services in other parts of the world as well. It is a fair thing to say that Uber has been
a great disruptor that has come to the transport industry, particularly for taxidrivers.
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The Andrews Labor government is always open to discussing ways that it can improve the commercial
passenger vehicle industry with interested parties. We certainly welcome the amendment that
Mr Barton has foreshadowed today.
In saying that, with the reforms that have been taken place, I just want to comment on the fact that the
Liberals voted to legalise ridesharing. They voted to remove taxi licences, but they also voted against
providing any financial assistance to former taxi licence holders, so the Liberal concerns about the
Fairness Fund need to be considered alongside the fact that they voted against the Fairness Fund
existing at all. The Liberals went to the last election with zero dollars for former taxi licence holders.
All they promised was $600 000 for Jeff Kennett to talk about it. When those opposite were in
government they cut the value of taxi licences under the Fels reforms and did not provide one cent of
compensation to the taxi industry.
The government believes that the reforms have been successful. We have more taxis, more ridesharing
and, most importantly, more wheelchair-accessible vehicles on the road, which improves access and
accessibility for those who are disabled. But we are always open to constructively looking at how we
can do things better, and we welcome these sensible amendments by Mr Barton.
Just in general terms, the government believes the substance of the reforms has been a huge success.
They are a win for passengers, delivering more choice, better services and improved safety. We set
out to provide a level playing field by allowing the taxi industry to compete with new entrants into the
market, and that is exactly what has happened. By reducing the cost of operating a taxi each year by
$25 000, there are now more taxis on the road than ever before. Our latest figures show that there are
more than 7000 taxis on the road compared to less than 6000 taxis 12 months ago. Cutting the cost of
running a taxi will mean reduced fares and improved services for passengers. The four biggest
ridesharing operators in the world are now operating in Melbourne. Fares are cheaper and more
flexible, which is great for the consumer. We are seeing both the taxi industry and the rideshare
industry improve as a result of those reforms.
Mr Barton and Mr Davis also commented on compensation, and I just wanted to comment on that.
The $1 levy has been operating successfully since 1 July 2018, and taxpayers have not been required
to apply a $1 surcharge to each trip. The levy has been calculated on a total number of trips, and
businesses have been able to spread the cost across long and short-distance trip prices. So far around
$350 million has been paid out to licence-holders in compensation. Licence-holders were given
$100 000 for their first licence, $50 000 for up to four subsequent licences and $25 000 thereafter.
In regard to the Fairness Fund, the government established this Fairness Fund to assist those operators
who were in the greatest need as a result of the need to regulate and make changes to the industry.
Around $55 million has been paid out to just under 700 successful applicants to the Fairness Fund.
Over half of all applicants to the fund were successful, and the department made every effort to work
with applicants to ensure their applications would be adequately processed. The Andrews government
is responsible with taxpayers money, and it exercised due diligence to ensure that the money was
reserved exclusively for applicants that were entitled to it. The Victorian government was the first
government in Australia that offered good faith payments to people affected by these reforms. We also
provided free legal support and psychological counselling for any eligible applicants who applied.
The Andrews government has empathy for all who were affected by the introduction of ridesharing
platforms into the commercial passenger vehicle market in Victoria. As I commented before, it has
indeed been a disruptor. We welcome this referral to the Economy and Infrastructure Committee
because we know how important this issue is to so many Victorians, and it is only appropriate that the
new changes continue to be monitored.
For former licence-holders, drivers and passengers commercial passenger vehicles play an important
role in many people’s lives. I touched before on the issue around disability access, and I just want to
highlight some more points in regard to that because it is quite important. A particularly pleasing
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outcome of the taxi reform has been the increase in wheelchair-accessible taxis, with an increase of
around 40 per cent from 636 vehicles to more than 870 vehicles from the period 2017 to 2018. The
number of new taxi licences includes 187 new wheelchair-accessible vehicle licences granted—an
increase of 29 per cent. Therefore at the end of December 2018 there were 941 wheelchair-accessible
vehicle licences compared to only 636 prior to 9 October 2018, so that is a great improvement in access
to those vehicles for people with a disability. In addition, the number of wheelchair-accessible vehicles
doing wheelchair trips has increased by 9 per cent, resulting in an additional 3162 wheelchair trips—
a 4 per cent increase—in April 2018 compared with September 2017. We are confident that these
reforms have been successful in increasing accessibility across the commercial passenger vehicle
industry, and we welcome the committee looking into it.
As I said before, the government is always open to discussing ways it can improve the commercial
passenger vehicle industry with interested parties. We welcome Mr Barton’s amendments and look
forward to working with him and all the crossbenchers in achieving sensible outcomes for Victorians,
but we will not be lectured by the Liberal Party, who have never supported the taxi industry before.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:10): I rise to support the motion moved so ably by Mr Davis
this afternoon. This is an area that I have taken a great deal of interest in for a number of years. I think
you and I, Acting President Bourman, actually served on the Economy and Infrastructure Committee
when we reviewed this particular issue the first time. You will recall that we were in unanimous
agreement that this matter should be revisited. We actually gave the government at the time an out if
they wished to take it. The government, opposition and crossbench members all agreed that this matter
should be revisited. Unfortunately the government—as we had come to know its bloody-minded
ways—decided that it would push ahead regardless of the impact on so many people who were going
to suffer as a result of that.
I would like to begin my comments this afternoon by offering my condolences to the families of those
people in the taxi industry who have either died as a result of the pressure that they have been put
under or indeed have taken their own lives. I know a number of those families personally—there are
a number of those families who live in the west of Melbourne—and it is tragic beyond words to see
what has happened to them and to their families over the last two or three years. This also could have
been avoided so easily. Those men could still be alive now if they had not been subject to the—I am
tempted to say—almost bastardry that they have been subjected to over the last few years. I do get a
little bit emotional about it because they were good people who are no longer with us and they should
still be with us. As I said, it could have been very much avoided, and I just want to express publicly
my condolences to their families and to their friends, many of whom are in mourning and obviously
will be for many, many years to come.
As I said, in the west of Melbourne there are many taxi operators. I know quite a few personally. I
have known quite a few for quite some years, but in recent years, particularly since I was chairman of
the Economy and Infrastructure Committee, I have got to know a lot more for obvious reasons. These
are good, hardworking, taxpaying Australians who did no more than work hard to prepare for their
retirement. They were working with a view to paying off their homes pretty much like the rest of us—
pay off their homes, put their kids through school and eventually retire and not be a burden on the
taxpayer. They would be able to look after themselves in their retirement.
Then of course the changes came. That nest egg, that retirement package they had prepared for
themselves, was gone. Can you imagine that? I ask members to imagine what that would be like. I am
sure there would be some members, particularly members who were elected post-2004, who would
be in that situation, and I am one of them. You work and you prepare for your retirement. You put
away money, and you do not want to be a burden on the taxpayer. You do not want to be on the
pension; you want to be able to look after yourself. All of a sudden the government legislates one day
and all the money you have got is gone. Imagine how you would feel. Well, that is what happened to
the taxi operators in this state.
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It was, I have to say, probably one of the most diabolical things I have seen done by government.
People talk about big government being a danger and big government being merciless when it comes
to the individual and to business. Is there anything that displays that more than in this particular
instance? I have always been, as members of this house would be aware, a very strong supporter of
small business. Small business is the backbone of this nation. Without small business we would be in
a lot of trouble. But here we had a situation where small businesses—and that is what they were—
were just crushed into the ground under the jackboot of a government that was going to get its own
way come what may. That is what happened. As a result we saw the human tragedy, we saw the
economic despair and we saw the financial ruin of many, many good people. That is something that
nobody in this house or in the other place from the government should be proud of.
This government likes to get up and say, ‘Oh, we’re getting things done. We’re so proud of ourselves.
We’re getting things done’. I would ask in this particular instance: at what cost? At the cost of human
lives. At the cost of the financial future and security of good hardworking Australians, many of whom
I have to say had come from perhaps Italy or Greece 40, 50 or 60 years ago—70 years ago in some
instances. All they wanted to do and all they knew what to do was to work hard. Their view was that
Australia was a great land of opportunity. They had been taught and had learned that if they worked
hard, Australia would give them the rewards that were their due. They found out in the last few years
that that is not the case in Victoria. That is a particularly sad situation.
I have spoken to a number of operators who, having lost everything, have also lost faith in Australia.
I am not sure what is worse; I am not sure which is the greater tragedy: losing everything you have got
or losing faith in your nation, particularly one as great—or it should be—as Australia. It saddens me
enormously to see and to hear those reports.
So I support this motion, and I have to say to members that I also support the amendments from the
crossbench that have been put forward. I am delighted to hear the government will also support the
amended motion. I am particularly looking forward to the committee’s revision of what has occurred
over the last two or three years, because it is something that needs to be reviewed. It is something that
needs to be looked at with a little bit of retrospection, I suppose. There were predictions of what would
happen back before the changes. Sadly, many of those predictions have come to pass. That is sad. We
need to look back over the last three or four years and see what has occurred, particularly to taxi
operators, because whilst we may not be able to give them their assets back, we might not be able to
give them their money back and we certainly cannot give them their lives back, we just might be able
to give them some degree of justice by highlighting the hardship that they have felt and are feeling—
the hardship that they are going through.
I support the motion. As I mentioned, we will not be opposing the amendments. I hope that we will
get this motion through very, very quickly and, when the committee system is up and running, we will
get this review underway. I very much look forward to seeing the results of what I believe will be in
many instances a quite heartbreaking review of what has occurred over recent years.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:21): In reply, I want to thank
members for their contributions, particularly Mr Barton. I understand his long commitment to this
sector, this industry, and the people in it. I can indicate that the opposition, as Mr Finn has said, will
not oppose Mr Barton’s amendments and welcomes them. This is a process where genuine
improvements like this can be made. I think we can sometimes get a good outcome. Certainly I think
he speaks for many in the sector, as do the people who spoke to Mr Finn’s committee in terms of the
impact on so many families, migrant families in particular. I can think of dozens and dozens of
individuals and families that I have met over the recent period who have a terrible grievance here but
also a hope that this can be treated in a fair way and that we can get to a position where justice is done.
Amendments agreed to; amended motion agreed to.
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES
Reference
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:23): I am pleased to move this
motion. Noting the time now it is unlikely that we will get to complete the motion, but we can at least
put on record a number of key points about it. I move:
That when the joint investigatory committees are established, pursuant to section 33 of the Parliamentary
Committees Act 2003 this house requires the following matters to be referred to the joint investigatory
committee specified:
(1) to the Family and Community Development Committee to inquire into, consider and report, within
12 months of the committee’s first meeting, on the safety of Victorian hospitals and health services,
including what regulatory, industry and practical steps should be taken to ensure that Victoria’s hospitals
and health services are the safest in the world;
(2) to the Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills Committee to inquire into, consider and report, within
12 months of the committee’s first meeting, on the impact of mobile phones and electronic devices,
including the range of games available, on the learning and health of Victoria’s children, including, but
not limited to, whether the use of mobile devices in classrooms is beneficial or detrimental and whether
statewide policy should be implemented;
(3) to the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety Committee to inquire into, consider and report on the
impact of mobile phones and electronic devices on road safety and whether the evidence supports, or
not, additional regulation of road users and pedestrians; and
(4) to the Environment, Natural Resources and Regional Development Committee to meet formally within
two weeks of its establishment to inquire into, consider and provide a final report within 12 months of
the committee’s first meeting and provide any urgent interim reports that the committee deems necessary
on the impact of the crisis in municipal and industrial recycling and waste management, in particular to
examine the serious issues Victoria, Victorian municipal councils, communities and families are facing
following the withdrawal of earlier recycling options, including decisions announced by the Chinese
government in July 2018—

2017; I should correct that date—
and including, but not limited to, the government’s management of the municipal and industrial landfill
levy and the associated Sustainability Fund.

The point of these motions is as follows. These four committees, which the government in its
Parliamentary Committees Amendment Bill 2019 seeks to abolish, are committees with esteemed
histories in the Parliament in their current form and in their predecessor forms. I am going to lay out a
little of that history so that people understand the importance of these committees. Very often
contentious issues in the community—socially contentious issues or economically contentious
issues—or issues that require broad community agreement can be handled successfully by a joint
parliamentary committee in particular. Sometimes a relevant committee of one chamber or another or
sometimes a select committee could do some of that work, but often if you want to get a durable
outcome—an outcome that genuinely reflects the political consensus and points of intersection—that
requires the involvement of both chambers of our Parliament and deep community involvement. These
committees, each in their own way, have an esteemed history in that respect, and it is worth putting
some of that on record so that the people in this chamber and elsewhere know a little of that history.
The Family and Community Development Committee conducted the Betrayal of Trust inquiry. That
was a committee that was chaired at the time by Ms Crozier. It had a foundational report that actually
lifted the lid on terrible abuses that occurred. It did this in a totally bipartisan way, and I pay tribute.
Mr Jennings and I were both in the chamber at the time, and there was an extreme generosity across
the chamber and a recognition that Victoria had led the way with that inquiry and was a significant
part of sparking a national royal commission. So I pay tribute, as everyone in this chamber did, to the
members of that committee and to the witnesses that came forward to that committee who had had
some of the most horrifying experiences that had very often been covered up for decades. This
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committee provided the opportunity and the vent for that public debate and provided recommendations
and ways forward for the Parliament and the government of the day and the broader community, and
it made recommendations for organisations outside of government as well. That is the sort of role that
these committees can play, and I would argue that the fact that this crossed the chambers, crossed the
Parliament in all its iterations and was able to act in a very community interested way was a very good
thing for the community and that committee’s esteemed history.
It goes broader than that. When I was a new backbencher—one or two years ago!—we did an inquiry
into ageing and the planning that was required by the state—
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: It is deadly serious; I am not being jocular about this. It is a significant issue
confronting the community, and I am trying to be quite serious about it. That was one of those
foundational reports that actually was able to provide guidance for many years to come to some in the
different sectors. The Community Development Committee, a predecessor of this committee, also did
enormous work in the development of the Medical Treatment Act 1988. I am just trying to put on
record some examples of the work of these committees.
Famously the Road Safety Committee provided enormous leadership in Australia, in Victoria and
worldwide on road safety reform. Back in the 1970s and 1980s that committee led the way with advice
in a bipartisan way across the chambers so that it was at a point where it could take evidence from the
relevant experts, understand that evidence, take evidence from the police or other relevant groups and
then come forward with a way to improve road safety. In this case seatbelts were one of the early
recommendations, and the fact that you had a bipartisan committee across the chambers making at the
time very controversial recommendations was a powerful way forward. It was a powerful committee
that was able to lead the way for our state.
Some of us remember the 1034 death toll, the campaign that was run by one of our major newspapers
and the community-supported buy-in, and that committee was central to that process of bringing the
road toll down. It was the same with the drink-driving legislation that was pioneered here in Victoria.
The Road Safety Committee was central to having the political strength and consensus to have
governments move on some of these points, and that is why the opposition is very cautious about
diminishing or losing the role of these committees and is actually seeing that there is a sensible way
forward on some of these, and this motion lays out a number of important references.
There is a lot to be done to make sure that our hospitals are safer. Patients face significant challenges
in our hospitals, and there is no reason why the Family and Community Development Committee
could not do much of the work to take evidence, develop consensus and find ways forward that would
have broad political support and come back to the Parliament, both chambers, with recommendations
to government and to the community, in effect. That would put us, in my view, in a very strong position
to move with certain reforms in that sector. The reference that is here to the Law Reform, Road and
Community Safety Committee to inquire and report on the impact of mobile phones and electronic
devices on road safety is a classic example of a committee reference that could lead to a strong and
clear way forward. I think many have views about these matters around the use of devices, whether
that is impacting on the road toll, how it is impacting and what the appropriate mechanisms and
penalties are to deal with that. Well, let us get to the bottom of the evidence. Let us actually understand
that evidence. Let us test that evidence, let us get the experts in to provide the very best data and
information and then let us have a group of MPs from across this chamber and across the other
chamber so that there is broad agreement in the Parliament on some things that are designed to help
put the community in a better position.
Many of these points become contentious, but by providing a mechanism for an all-party committee
and particularly an across-chamber committee you can actually get to a point where some of these
longer term challenging issues can be dealt with in a way that is fair and locks in a community
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consensus. A position or point of tension that can be agreed to by all parties is often a very durable
position that gives a government, any government of whatever colour, a strong base to go forward and
legislate on and to run parallel programs of various types.
I would argue that the crisis we face in recycling at the moment would also fit squarely into that
category. Our municipal councils are reeling at the moment. There is a statewide problem. There is a
national problem, I agree with that, but this is not fundamentally something that the state can absolve
itself of responsibility for. The option of adopting a reference of this type would see the relevant people
from this chamber and the relevant people from the other chamber work together to take evidence,
talk to the recycling industry, talk to those who have ways forward, talk to those who are in councils
and very much part of the kerbside recycling, and look at ways of using the resources that are available.
We know the government is sitting on a half-billion-dollar war chest of money collected through the
levy on waste, and that money is a very significant resource that should have been deployed. I do not
absolve any government of some responsibility in that, but we do face a particular crisis in this matter.
We need to deal with this, and we need to deal with it quickly. Hence this motion is written in such a
way that there can be interim reports which would put the government in a position to have some early
advice as is appropriate.
I know many of the councils—and I have spoken to a number of them on these matters—are deeply
concerned about where this is going to end. We have seen great uncertainty, and I think what we need
is a certain way forward. We need a bipartisan way forward—an all-party way forward—in this matter,
and this is a mechanism to achieve that. Some will say, ‘No, what we should do is we should go with
the government’s position and remove these four committees—lose that mechanism to use the
Parliamentary Committees Act and those four associated committees—to achieve what we want to
achieve on these committee references’. I think it is an opportunity for the chamber to demonstrate its
commitment to the community interest and the community’s position on these matters.
So I have moved this now and I am under no illusions. I know that this is a debate that will take some
time. People will have views on not only the substance of the motion but also the individual items that
are listed there. Some may have suggestions and improvements for those, but nonetheless they are, I
think, four very reasonable references on important topics, each of them, and they are also important
in the sense that they point directly to the significant role that these longstanding committees have had
and can have in the future. I think our Parliament will be poorer and our community will be poorer if
we lose that ability to do the work across the chambers and across the community.
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (16:38): The chamber will not
be surprised that I am opposing Mr Davis’s motion for a variety of reasons. Mr Davis actually suggests
to the chamber that he is acting in the name of scrutiny and across the Parliament in the traditions of
the best considerations that parliamentary committees bring, and he actually calls for bipartisanship in
the way in which we deal with this matter.
The reason why I think this is a slightly disingenuous resolution is that he put this on the notice paper
yesterday, and he actually wants to line up something which runs counter to conversations that have
been taking place in the Parliament for the last four years about the desirability of changing the
parliamentary committee structure to accommodate the needs of political parties and Independent
members to be able to have effective representation and participation in committees. For him to
suggest that this motion is consistent with conversations that have taken place with his party leadership
during the course of this term is somewhat disingenuous, because conversations that I have had with
the leadership of his party in the other place have indicated an openness to participate in the changes
to the committee structure that are currently the subject of a bill that is in the Legislative Assembly,
and we would hope it would pass the Legislative Assembly and come to this place for us to debate
next sitting week. Indeed in the last 24 hours I have received a team sheet from the opposition in
relation to members that they wish to see comprise the committee structure that is part of that bill—
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not the committee structure that Mr Davis is actually supporting with his motion today but the
committee structure that is being debated in the Legislative Assembly.
In terms of who is actually trying to be bipartisan in relation to this matter and who is trying to be
opportunistic in relation to this matter, I would actually put to the chamber that in fact the government
made it clear during the last term that it wanted to rationalise the number of committees across the
Parliament, and when this was raised this term the indications were that there was a level of agreement.
That was conveyed to me before the bill was introduced. If that is a view that has changed in the
opposition, then maybe that could have been conveyed to the government and to the chamber in a
different form than Mr Davis’s motion.
What I am indicating to the chamber is if we want to have bipartisan consideration, if we want to have
full consideration of these matters, do not put something on the notice paper and then come into the
chamber and pretend that there is conflict in relation to the committee structure, or change your
position so that there is, and introduce a motion that depends upon a committee structure and then go
on, without any conversation across the chamber at all, to introduce references that would comprise
the work for those committees. If the piece of legislation that is before the Parliament passes, these
committees will not even exist. I think that falls short of the benchmark that Mr Davis means for full
and informed participation in a bipartisan process across the Parliament.
I tell you, Mr Davis, I am interested in sessional orders that may change the way in which this chamber
may work in light of being bipartisan or allowing for views to be shared or reasonable representation
in committee structures or reasonable representation in all the forms of debate of this place, whether it
be questions or whether it be participation in committee. I am happy to discuss with opposition parties,
discuss with you, discuss with the crossbench the intentions of the government before they are
introduced into the Parliament so in fact no-one is surprised and something does not actually turn up
on the notice paper one day and is debated the next. Ultimately that is an old paradigm of doing work.
I actually think it is an inefficient way of doing work. It leads to conflict and division and apprehension
across the Parliament, and that is a very old-fashioned way.
Can I suggest to you that the methods of the last Parliament adopted by the opposition were not terribly
successful when it came to electoral support. I would actually encourage a new paradigm. A number
of the new crossbench are already saying, ‘Let’s have a new paradigm about the way we work. Let’s
actually be upfront with one another, not stand one another up. If we’ve got pieces of legislation, we’ve
got motions, let’s actually share them’. I join you in your rhetorical call for bipartisanship and actually
being upfront, but I—
Mr Davis: And I said that I didn’t expect us to be voting on this today.
Mr JENNINGS: I am happy to vote on it today, and I am happy to vote it down because in fact I
think it is not consistent with the reform agenda in terms of the parliamentary committees that the
government currently has on the notice paper in the other place. It is inconsistent with the structure. It
is presumptuous in relation to the range of references that you actually want to preload. There is no
certainty that those committees will in fact be maintained or comprised in this Parliament. In my view
it would have been wise to have a discussion about these matters rather than putting something on the
notice paper and hoping to prejudice the outcome of the Parliament considering these matters more
fulsomely. The government will oppose the motion. We think we should remove this from the notice
paper at the earliest opportunity so it does not confuse the issue about who is trying to find a way for
this Parliament to operate in a bipartisan way and with fair dealing in relation to the structures of
committees, participation in committees and the way in which references are made to those committees.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (16:45): I am very pleased to rise to speak on Mr Davis’s motion,
and in doing so I find it quite disappointing, but not surprising, that the government would vote this
down. In my opinion this government will be an arrogant government. Rather than choose to do the
work that we are put here to do, the work of investigating and evaluating various topics in a range of
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different committees, they are happy to shut committees down and indeed find some additional
finances for their own MPs. What we are here to do is create and sustain work that serves our
constituencies and that serves the people of Victoria. What we have seen in the past, in the various
committees listed in this motion, is that a great deal of good work has been done. Indeed good work
has been done for the people of rural and regional Victoria as well, and I want to go into a couple of
examples of those. Specialists have been able to come in and there has been analysis. Community
members have had their voices heard in committees and been able to lay bare on the table some very
pertinent issues—issues that needed addressing and have been addressed in these committees over
many, many years.
If we go to the first committee listed, the Family and Community Development Committee, back in
2011 there was the inquiry into violence and security arrangements in Victorian hospitals that dealt
with the incidence, prevalence, severity and impact of violence in our hospitals and our emergency
departments. Again, the key to these sorts of investigations is to provide advice and to improve (a) the
quality of the care that is given, (b) the safety of the care that is given and (c) the safety of the staff who
are presented with a range of people walking in the door on a daily basis. We have seen, unfortunately,
that there has been an escalation of violence in our health systems. This has been brought about by a
range of reasons, whether that be stress in people’s lives, mental health or the increased prevalence of
drugs, including ice. We have seen time and time again hospital staff being confronted with and having
to deal with a range of very serious issues. We have seen this in the past, and this committee dealt with
some great issues in the past. Again, this is one we want to look into in the future.
In my electorate of Eastern Victoria Region only recently we saw a very serious escalation of violence
within the Flynn ward at the Latrobe Regional Hospital, where a highly violent patient became violent
and the hospital had to go into lockdown. Indeed police were called and a critical incident response
team was called with the dog squad. These incidences need to be addressed. There is not a quick fix
and they need to be analysed in full. That is why the likes of this inquiry by this joint committee of
Assembly and Council members needs to be addressed. This sort of committee can look into staffing
levels and security arrangements and also look at the training and actions that occur within the staff as
to how to deal with our violent and aggressive patients. These measures are highly important to address
and, as I said, it is important to address them in our localised rural and regional locations. The other
reference that I would like to talk to is the Law Reform, Road and Community Safety Committee. As
we heard from Mr Davis, this committee, over a long period of time, delved into and created some
great outcomes for the safety of road users and our Victorian public. Back in August 2006 the Road
Safety Committee conducted an inquiry into driver distraction on the road. So many of the recent
deaths on roads come down to a variety of things, but driver distraction is certainly one of them. The
inquiry back then looked at the mobile phone use of drivers, its impact on crashes and how crashes are
caused. It reviewed the existing laws at a time when there needed to be legislative change, because of
the fact that mobile phones had become very much a part of our lives.
Recommendations handed down back in 2006 by the Road Safety Committee looked at measures
around the collection of data, the implementation of driver education campaigns and safer in-car
mobile phone technology. This is incredibly important. We see so many deaths on our country roads.
Some of them are because our roads are not kept and maintained in a safe and proper manner—they
have potholes and verges that are not maintained—but some accidents are to do with driver distraction.
Members of the house may recall that I had an accident a number of years ago, and while I am in no
way laying blame, there must have been some form of driver distraction or driver error on the part of
the other gentleman by the fact that the accident occurred in broad daylight. One wonders what we
need to continue to do to further support and educate our drivers in relation to safety.
Unfortunately there are still people texting in a variety of inappropriate ways whilst they are driving
along both our country and city roads. You can see people at stoplights quite often texting, and it is
frightening to see. In truth the level of distraction is almost to the degree of a drunk driver. According
to Transport Accident Commission data, 18 to 25-year-old drivers remain well overrepresented in road
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trauma numbers, so committees that take appropriate measures to delve into these topics and to come
up with proper recommendations to help secure the safety of our constituents and the wider community
are so, so important.
The other committee that appears in the motion today is the Environment, Natural Resources and
Regional Development Committee. It is to look into the huge issue around our municipal waste. Our
recycling that we all put into our yellow bins is just stockpiling and stockpiling, and the government
seems to be sitting on their hands and nodding in another direction to say, ‘It’s not our fault; we’re
addressing this’. Well, in actual fact we know that there are councils right across this state that are
having to stockpile. They are renting warehouses in order to stockpile that waste. We all do the right
thing by putting it into our yellow bins, but it is becoming an environmental hazard, and it is also
wasting time and money that could be better spent. This committee would certainly address some of
those issues and delve into this.
I am happy to let somebody else say a few words before 5 o’clock. I go back to the premise that we
are here in this place to work for our constituencies. When we go into schools and communicate within
schools, we are often asked, ‘Is it always just about question time? Is there always angry banter?’. The
community deserves and expects our joint committees to have a fulsome discussion and a fulsome
probe into a variety of issues. This is one way to do that. I support Mr Davis’s motion in its entirety.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (16:54): I am pleased to speak on this motion moved by
Mr Davis, and I do so by saying that joint house committees are renowned for their detail and in-depth
inquiry into matters of importance, matters that cannot ordinarily be handled in the general cut and
thrust of robust chamber process. To extinguish four joint house committees begs the question that
hubris and blatant arrogance has gotten in the way of sound, transparent and good government. Why
would this government be afraid of legitimate, expert inquiry? What do they have to hide?
I wish to make particular mention of the Environment, Natural Resources and Regional Development
Committee. To abolish this committee is to say that this government does not care about rural and
regional Victoria, let alone the environment. There are so many vital issues that need to be examined
and that could be explored by this committee to improve the outcomes for those who live, work and
contribute to a better community outside the narrow tram tracks from where this city-centric
government emanates. Issues that should be included are better and innovative waste management,
the use of landfill levies, extractive industries, roadside vegetation, enabling infrastructure to facilitate
sustainable regional development and decentralisation, state land and vegetation management, energy
planning and delivery, fire prevention, the Great Ocean Road and other iconic natural landmark
management et cetera.
This committee has done some excellent work in its three years of existence. I note the inquiry into
the management, governance and use of environmental water; the inquiry into the sustainability and
operational challenges of Victoria’s rural and regional councils; the inquiry into the control of invasive
animals on Crown land; and the inquiry into the CFA training college at Fiskville. As a former rural
councillor I can say how galling it was to know that our ratepayers were contributing around $1 million
a year to the Sustainability Fund, which the EPA benefits from, in the form of a landfill levy, only to
find that a portion of it got wasted on solar panels for trams in a recent budget. In fact they spent
$166.2 million of this landfill levy in the last budget, but are we all better off as a result? Currently this
government is sitting on half a billion dollars via this EPA levy, which has all been provided by
Victorian ratepayers, and it would surely be a very good use of this committee to investigate a proper
use of this money. The Municipal Association of Victoria president, Mary Lalios, has raised issue with
this levy money the government is sitting on.
I thought it might also be constructive to learn what current and former members of this house think
about the importance of committees. Mr Edbrooke, the member for Frankston, on 20 June 2018 said,
‘I think one of the most rewarding things you can do in Parliament is committee work’. Jenny
Mikakos, member for Northern Metropolitan Region and now Minister for Health, on 23 February
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2016 said, ‘I think all of us who participate in parliamentary committee inquiries know that we all
learn so much about various issues. You really get immersed in the issues by listening to the people
who are so directly affected by these issues’. Ben Carroll, the member for Niddrie, on 26 February
2015 said, ‘in many respects committee inquiries inform what the laws of this state should be’. A
former member for Eastern Victoria Region, Mr Scheffer, on 12 June 2014 said, ‘One strength of
parliamentary committee inquiries is that they produce reports that contain a record of what experts,
community organisations and affected citizens have experienced and consider the issues that are the
subject of the inquiry’. Mr Perera, the former member for Cranbourne, on 17 April 2013 said, ‘By
definition, joint investigatory committees are set up to conduct in-depth investigations of matters of
public importance before decisions are made on pieces of legislation to be introduced in this
Parliament, therefore committees play an important role in our democratic system of government’.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Statements on reports and papers
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Report 2017–18
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:00): I rise to speak on the Department of Health and Human
Services annual report for 2017–18. Of course the Department of Health and Human Services is the
department that is responsible for raising the budget for housing and homelessness in this state. It is
actually quite a sad tale of what has happened in both the housing and the homelessness area over the
past four years, the first four years of the Andrews government between 2014 and 2018. In January
we saw the Report on Government Services released, and that revealed that actually in Victoria the
number of social housing units had decreased by 204 units over those four years. By 204 units I do
not mean physical units, but I mean units of housing, so they could be houses, they could be units and
they could be apartments.
Four years ago in 2014 when I was the housing minister the Report on Government Services showed
that there were 80 705 social housing properties available in Victoria, and in 2018 that had fallen to
80 501. The Report on Government Services also revealed that Victoria’s spending per person on
social housing has actually fallen each year over the past four years as well. That is down from $95.92
per person to only $82.94 per person. Just $530 million was actually spent in Victoria in the past year
on public housing. This was less than half of the expenditure of New South Wales, which was at
$1.37 billion, which was $173.35 per person. It was also less than half of the national average spend
on public housing. Western Australia actually spent $829 million and Queensland $628 million, both
with smaller populations than Victoria.
In the same period that the government spent less and disposed of houses, demand for public housing
or social housing actually grew in Victoria, with the waiting list increasing by 5524 people between
December 2014 and December 2018. When we left government and I left that ministry there were
34 320 families on that waiting list, and we had actually got that back down by over 6000 families,
but Labor allowed that to blow out by 5524 to 39 844 families on the social housing waiting list by
December 2018.
Homelessness has also been a significant problem over the past four years. It became a visible blight
on our state and was the subject of quite significant media coverage. In 2014 when I was the housing
minister the street count in the City of Melbourne showed that there were 142 rough sleepers sleeping
in the city. I was still concerned that this was too many and I had got that down, but I was worried that
it was still too many. In 2016 that figure blew out to 247 people sleeping rough in the City of Melbourne,
an increase of 74 per cent. In 2018 it was slightly better than the 2016 figures—these counts are done
every second year—it was 210, but that was still 48 per cent more than it had been in 2014.
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Just very quickly in relation to my home town of Shepparton, in a report released by the Council to
Homeless Persons, Shepparton was number one in the state for regional electorates for having people
sleeping rough on the streets, with 372 people who were homeless in Shepparton. More than half of
the top 20 worst electorates for rough sleepers in the state are in regional areas, and that is a blight on
this government. Public housing waiting lists in Shepparton between December 2014 and December
2018 increased by 504 people—that is 94 per cent—and there are now 1041 families waiting for social
housing. Just to put that in context, there are only 1648 social housing units in Shepparton, so we
would need to increase that by 63.2 per cent just to house those on the current list. This is a failure of
the Andrews government and something that needs to be addressed in this state.
GIPPSLAND SOUTHERN HEALTH SERVICE
Report 2017–18
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:05): I rise to make a few comments this afternoon on the
Gippsland Southern Health Service 2017–18 annual report. In doing so I would like to pay homage to
those taking on all voluntary board or committee positions across our state, particularly in rural and
regional Victoria. They do such a fantastic job donating their time, their understanding and their
particular expertise to make our hospital boards working operations and certainly support the hospital
CEOs, staff and community.
Alex Aeschlimann is president of the Gippsland Southern Health Service board, which encompasses
Korumburra and Leongatha hospitals. It is very important. The Leongatha Hospital has had a long and
chequered career. My eldest son was born in the old Woorayl and District Hospital, but the new
hospital was built in 2013. It was actually promised and committed to by the Honourable Peter Ryan.
It was a $30 million complete rebuild, and indeed the Honourable David Davis opened that hospital
back in December 2013. It is certainly a state-of-the-art hospital and one that we in Leongatha are very
proud of.
But of course all community hospitals, whether they be brand-new or whether they be in great disrepair
and ageing, require a great number of people who are able to work together to provide the best level
of service in an environment where often the distance from Melbourne creates its own problems. One
of the priorities for all governments, both federal and state, needs to be the health of our rural and
regional citizens. It is really important that this board continue to do work in that area, particularly to
enable important services such as oncology to be provided.
The chemotherapy unit in the Leongatha Hospital is a really valued unit and very important to our
people. Twenty-odd years ago if you needed to have chemotherapy treatment, you had to go to
Melbourne, creating a great deal of distress and distance for people who had to commute for that very
vital service. Now we have a service in Leongatha, and the Latrobe Regional Hospital also provides
an oncology department.
With respect to that, it is about creating, supporting and sustaining services in our regional area. Indeed
I would also like to pay homage to the Foster hospital, which is called the South Gippsland Hospital
now, and their CEO and board, for doing an amazing job in coming up with a program that will
improve the birthing suite, improve the midwifery department and also improve the incredibly aged
theatre that is there. It really is communities working for their people, and it is so very important.
One thing that this board has had to deal with and will have to deal with on an ongoing basis is the fact
that the Korumburra campus of this hospital is certainly ageing. It will also have to deal with the
question of what to do with Hillside Lodge Korumburra, the aged-care facility there. The aged-care
facility is certainly ageing, and there will be a time when it is not actually functioning to the right
capacity and needs to be repurposed.
I put on notice that the government needs to continue to work with our rural and regional hospitals to
provide the best service that they can. One of the concerns that the board has in general terms in South
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Gippsland is that there is leakage of our patients, who are often travelling to Melbourne to get specialist
services when there are indeed still services in the local area. It is very important that our local doctors
continue to promote the local services that are based at various hospitals, including Leongatha. It is
important that we reduce that leakage so that people can by all means have a choice, but when there is
an even choice they can choose those specialists so we can retain them in our services and retain them
to be utilised. Leongatha Hospital has two surgeries and they need to be able to have a regular program
to support people.
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, JOBS, TRANSPORT AND
RESOURCES
Report 2017–18
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:10): I am pleased to make a
contribution to the statements on reports and papers section of proceedings tonight, specifically on the
Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources 2017–18 annual report. I have
made a number of points about this report already today with respect to the concerns expressed by the
Auditor-General in a section of the report—I draw people’s attention to that—with respect to the
government’s costings and arrangements for the West Gate Tunnel.
I want to also point to the deal that was done in that period by that department at the time specifically
to sign the franchise agreement with Metro Trains Melbourne and to set new parameters and rules
around that. What we know is that the government’s claim that these new contracts will crack down
on operational practices such as city loop and station skipping have been unsuccessful. We know that
since that time 773 station skips have been reported. On the Alamein line there have been 41 skips; on
the Belgrave line, 51; on the Craigieburn line, 37; on the Cranbourne line, 46; on the Frankston line,
90 station skips; on the Glen Waverley line, 94; on the Hurstbridge line, 30; on the Lilydale line there
have been 135; on the Pakenham line, 87; on the Sandringham line, 20; on the Mernda line, 37; on the
Sunbury line, 36; on the Upfield line, 18; on the Werribee line, 43; and the Williamstown line, eight.
I will just explain what this is. It is a train that is due and scheduled and timed to stop at a station and
simply does not—it just sails on through. You can wave at it, you can call to it, but you cannot get on
and you cannot get off. I say that commuters expect reliability, they expect punctuality and they expect
cleanliness, but they do not expect station skipping. They do not expect to be left at the station with
the train sailing on by even though the train was due to stop at that station and that is why they have
arrived at that station at that time to catch the train.
It is even worse for people who are on the train who plan to get off at the scheduled stop and the train
sails on through, skipping on through the station. Labor said when this franchise agreement was signed
that they would stop station skipping. It has not stopped. We now know there have been 773 occasions
of station skipping in the period since the new franchise agreement was signed. We know there is a very
significant impact on commuters. People are seeking to go to appointments, people have work and people
are coming home to collect their children. These station skips are completely and utterly unacceptable.
The government said they would stop. The government said they would be banned. The government
said that was the end of them. In fact that is not the case. The new Minister for Public Transport,
Melissa Horne, was asked if she would review the botched contracts signed by her predecessor, Jacinta
Allan, and assure passengers that the government will deliver on their promise to stop station skipping.
She has dodged that. She did not appear to have any idea in the chamber about what was going on
with station skipping. She seemed to be completely out of her depth and at sea.
This is a situation where the government made a solemn promise that it was going to crack down. It
made a solemn promise that it was going to abolish, stop and ban station skipping, and yet now we
know that this station skipping is happening all over the metropolitan area. We know that there have
been 773 occasions of station skipping since the new contract was signed. It is simply not good
enough. The government has failed on its own measures. I hear people say, ‘It’s the privatised system’.
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Well, this government signed the contract. This government signed the franchise agreement. This
government—Jacinta Allan and Daniel Andrews—set the rules for the new Metro contract, and they
said there would be no station skipping. They said the station skipping would be stopped. Well, I say
commuters, passengers, expect to be able to get to a station and get on the train that is scheduled to
stop there and catch that train. If they are on the train, they expect the train to stop at the station where
it is scheduled to stop and they expect to be able to get off at that station and go home or go to their
appointment. I say that station skipping is not good enough, and I say the government has botched this
and the government is not delivering for commuters.
Adjournment
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (17:15): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

WEST GATE TUNNEL
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (17:15): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister
for Roads and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, the Honourable Jaala Pulford. The West Gate
Tunnel project is one of Victoria’s most vital infrastructure projects, and the west is the fastest growing
area in Victoria. We need a second river crossing in order to service the imminent population boom
and associated traffic. The addition of four new lanes on the freeway between the M80 and the West
Gate Bridge will also assist in alleviating congestion and increasing amenity for my constituents living
in the west. Over 6000 jobs are expected to be created throughout the life of the project. I am delighted
that the Andrews Labor government is providing good, reliable jobs for people in my electorate, many
of them recently retrenched auto workers.
As part of the construction of this project a section of the freeway was modified in order to allow for
two additional lanes for cars travelling inbound and outbound. However, that has created some
problems recently, so in order to facilitate this change, new line markings have been painted on the
road. However, the old line markings remain on the road, often causing confusion for drivers. The
concern I have is that this may cause serious incidents. I will give you an example. On Sunday night
there was a half-a-dozen-car pile-up on that road. I drive that road every day, and there is a clear
confusion between the old markings and the new ones. Someone at VicRoads obviously forgot to
basically blacken the old line markings or use dedicated markings—for example, yellow markings—
so drivers could be told, ‘Use the yellow markings instead of the white markings’. At the moment you
could be driving in a lane where you have got four line markings on the same lane, and that is what I
think contributed to the accident on Sunday night.
So the action I seek is that in order to avoid a potential tragedy on that important road the minister
instruct VicRoads to investigate how this issue can be best rectified and to act upon that advice swiftly
to ensure that the confusion around these line markings is eliminated and we avoid some major
incidents or potentially loss of life.
VICTORIAN MANAGED INSURANCE AUTHORITY
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:18): I wish to raise a matter for the
attention of the Assistant Treasurer in his capacity as minister responsible for the Victorian Managed
Insurance Authority. This follows contact I have had from a person involved in the domestic building
industry in relation to their capacity to obtain domestic building insurance from the Victorian Managed
Insurance Authority, which is now the sole provider of domestic building insurance in Victoria. This
matter has led to litigation between this builder and the VMIA, and the minister in his capacity as
minister responsible for the VMIA has also been joined to that matter.
Victorian government agencies are obliged by a policy document known as the model litigant
guidelines to ensure that when they are engaged in litigation with Victorian citizens they act in a way
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which puts them forward as a model litigant. That means that they engage with the other parties to
proceedings in a way that is honest, in a way that ensures the expeditious dispatch of the matter before
the court and in a way where the asymmetry of the size of a government agency versus the other party
to a proceeding is not used to beat the other party into submission. In this instance, having seen some
of the correspondence between the legal representatives for the VMIA and the plaintiff in this matter,
I think it is important that the Assistant Treasurer, as a party to the proceeding and also as the minister
responsible for the VMIA, ensure that the VMIA does adhere to those model litigant guidelines, which
were put in place by the cabinet in I think around 2008—so they have been in place for well over a
decade—and which do require Victorian government agencies to act in good faith when they are
parties to litigation.
As I said, some of the correspondence I have seen to date between legal representatives and the
plaintiff in this matter suggests that a reminder of those model litigant guidelines would be worthwhile.
The action I seek from the Assistant Treasurer, both as defendant in the matter but also as the minister
responsible for the VMIA, is that he ensure that the Department of Treasury and Finance, in
representing his interests, and the VMIA directly adhere at all times to those model litigant guidelines
in the dispatch of this matter.
TRAFALGAR VICTORY FOOTBALL CLUB
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (17:21): The matter which I wish to raise this evening is for the
attention of the Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events in the other place, Minister Martin
Pakula, and it relates to the Trafalgar Victory Football Club, which, again, boasts a really wonderful
record around attracting people to its facilities and creating the best possible opportunities for players
from all over the area to come together and to play, I think it is called, the beautiful game. I cannot say
it in Spanish, but I am going to give it a go in terms of that terminology in English being there. Minister,
I am deferring to you and your expertise, which you may wish to—
Ms Mikakos: Not in Spanish.
Ms SHING: Okay, well, there you go. I cannot do it in Spanish, but the beautiful game is played
in earnest at Trafalgar Victory Football Club. It really is a wonderful place for people to come together
to practise, to play and to train in soccer and therefore to improve their opportunities to compete, and
also for young people to maintain and build good healthy practices right through to masters level as
well. There is also a really wonderful female contingent at the club, but unfortunately the facilities do
not make the grade as far as being accessible or fit for purpose or modern or updated. This is something
that has been the subject of lengthy discussions with Baw Baw Shire Council around the way in which
facilities might be upgraded and improved.
The action that I seek from the minister is to work with the Trafalgar Victory Football Club to ensure
that all available options for funding are identified, whether through the Community Facilities Fund,
whether through the female sporting facilities upgrades that are available or indeed whether through
the Latrobe Valley $85 million sporting initiative, which is intended to create better community
sporting facilities and resources across a range of codes and locations within the three shires that form
the Latrobe Valley region. In this regard I look forward to any and all assistance that the minister, the
minister’s office and indeed Sport and Recreation Victoria can provide to maximise the opportunities
that the Trafalgar Victory Football Club has to access all available funding and to work alongside and
encourage the Baw Baw Shire Council to also cooperate and facilitate improvements at this club,
which are so needed now and into the future.
COMMUNITY ACCESSIBILITY TRANSPORT PROGRAM
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:24): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Health,
and it concerns the need for increased funding of the community accessibility transport program that
operates within the Hume region. The action I seek from the minister is for her to provide a commitment
to increase funding for the community accessibility transport program to ensure the Shepparton office
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can return to providing a daily service between Shepparton and Melbourne five times per week,
Monday to Friday, for the benefit of clients needing to attend important medical appointments. The
Hume region community accessibility transport program provides a range of transport options for
elderly and disadvantaged members of the community. These services include driving clients to and
from medical appointments within the Hume region as well as specialist appointments in Melbourne.
The program has vehicles located in Wodonga, Wangaratta, Shepparton and Seymour. In most cases
this service is the only means for some clients to attend important medical appointments.
Funding for the program is made up of state government funding for clients under the age of 65. The
federal government funds clients over 65 years of age. The current funding streams from both
governments are inadequate, which has resulted in the need for a cut in services provided to clients.
The state government currently provides funding of between $145 000 and $150 000 per year to the
community. This amount pales in comparison to other states of Australia, including in Queensland,
where the state government provides eight times more funding for the service than its Victorian
counterpart does. Because of a lack of state government funding, the Shepparton program has been
forced to cut Melbourne trips from five days per week to only twice a week—on Tuesdays and
Thursdays. I have been contacted by several distressed constituents from Shepparton who cannot
utilise the program as they are unable to schedule specialist medical appointments in Melbourne on
Tuesdays and Thursdays due to their specialist not taking appointments on those days.
The Andrews Labor government should support the most vulnerable members of our communities
and provide additional funding for this very important program. Therefore the action that I seek of the
minister is for her to provide a commitment to increase funding for the community accessibility
transport program to ensure the Shepparton office can return to providing a daily service between
Shepparton and Melbourne five times per week, Monday to Friday, for the benefit of clients needing
to attend important medical appointments.
DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (17:26): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Agriculture. Minister, there are many farmers and communities in my electorate, particularly in East
and Central Gippsland, who are doing it incredibly tough because of the drought that has affected and
devastated so many. I appreciate that this government has already provided around $30 million in
drought support to farmers in our communities and continues to provide grants of up to $5000 for onfarm infrastructure projects to help farmers manage the impacts of drought. I would love to show you
around some of the communities which are doing it the toughest. Therefore the action that I seek is
that you come and visit my electorate and sit down with some of our farmers to hear firsthand about
the impact of this terrible drought.
MENTAL HEALTH FUNDING
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (17:27): My adjournment matter is for the attention of the
Minister for Mental Health. The action I seek is for the minister to make publicly available the amount
of funding provided to each of the initiatives listed on the health.vic.gov.au website’s ‘Prevention and
harm reduction’ programs page. Ideally this should include all past expenditure as well as information
for the current financial year and forward estimates. I would also be interested to know if there is
information that can be provided that points to specific outcomes or KPIs that have been achieved
from this funding.
Just quickly, for those that are unfamiliar with it, the items on that page include the needle and syringe
program, Harm Reduction Victoria, DanceWize, the Drug Overdose Prevention and Education program,
Good Sports, the Prevent Alcohol and Risk-related Trauma in Youth program and various initiatives
through the Australian Drug Foundation, including ‘Drug facts’, the ‘DrugInfo line and email service’,
‘ADF search’ and other research. There currently appears to be no information readily available
publicly on either program funding or outcomes. The lack of initiative-by-initiative funding data on
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the public record was certainly confirmed to me recently through checking with the parliamentary
library, the Department of Treasury and Finance and the Department of Health and Human Services.
I do not intend to use this contribution to make specific arguments either for or against pill testing, but
given the current prominence of that debate, I think it would be particularly timely—and I would be
grateful—if the minister could consider changing government practice and begin disseminating the
various forms of data to which I am referring, not only in the name of offering greater practical
information about each of the government’s initiatives in the area of prevention and harm reduction
but also to give increased insight into their cost effectiveness.
WILLIAMS LANDING RAILWAY STATION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:29): I wish to raise a matter for the attention of the Minister
for Public Transport, and it concerns an email that I received on Sunday evening from a constituent
by the name of Anita Battocchio. She wrote to me in the following manner:
Today my brother’s bike was stolen from the designated bike racks during daylight hours. The PTV Metro
officers claimed that this is getting worse and the amount of bikes being stolen is increasing daily, he also
mentioned that there is nothing much that can be done, although they have CCTV cameras they often cannot
access the recordings—

which I have to say does seem a little bit self-defeating, to understate things. The email goes on:
Following this incident a police file was logged, however I am concerned about the amount of bikes being
stolen and vandalised; if we are to be encouraged to reduce carbon emissions and ride our bikes then proper
lengths need to be taken to deter theaft/vandalism at these local train stations.
I personally ride my bike every day to the station however on the Point Cook side of the freeway—

this is at Williams Landing station—
there is no secure bike cage, like on the Williams landing side. I am also aware that there is a long waiting list
for bike spots in this cage. I feel that this is something that’s needs addressing; if wider path ways were built
along plamers road to encourage walkers and bike riders then the community needs to have the confidence
and assurance that’s their bikes won’t be stolen or vanderlised while locked up at the station. This concern is
for the safety and comfort of this community.
Vandalism and theft should not be acceptable and certin lengths need to be take to ensure these incidents are
minimised. I am concerned that this is just the beginning, crime always starts small and then tends to grow
until it’s hard to manage.

We have a major problem here, it would seem, and I am calling on the Minister for Public Transport
to call a meeting of all parties, including the law enforcement side of things, Public Transport Victoria
and all of those who would be involved in a blitz on crime at Williams Landing station. It is clear that
the problem needs to be jumped on from a very great height very, very soon, and I ask the minister to
call that meeting to emphasise the need to protect people and their property at Williams Landing station.
SEA-TO-SUMMIT HIKING TRAIL
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:32): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and the action I seek is that the minister direct VicForests
to immediately cease logging along the proposed sea-to-summit hiking trail. Eight days before last
year’s election Labor announced its plan to create what they called an iconic multi-day hiking trail in
East Gippsland. The 120-kilometre sea-to-summit trail will run from the Gippsland coast to the alpine
forests through Victoria’s largest remaining unspoiled wilderness. In announcing their plans for this
trail, however, they forgot to mention that their government had already marked this area for multiple
logging coupes, and they failed to provide any protections for the forests that surround the trail, leaving
them at risk of continued deforestation. In fact they never even informed their own forestry corporation
about this proposal, with VicForests saying that they had not been told or consulted about the planned
trail. So it comes as little surprise to hear that this month logging has already commenced along the
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route of the proposed trail. At this rate the government’s world-class hiking trail will be nothing but a
barren track surrounded by stumps, logging trucks and burnt landscapes.
East Gippsland is unique—the only place on mainland Australia where native forests run uninterrupted
from the coast to the mountains. Our forests are home to rare plants and native animals, provide clean
air and water to Victorians and store enormous amounts of carbon. When Victoria is already the most
deforested state in Australia, we need to protect the part of our state where old-growth forests still
remain, not continue turning them into paper. I know that Victorians love our forests and want to see
them protected so that we and future generations are able to visit and hike through preserved native
forests. I ask the minister to direct VicForests immediately to cease all logging along the proposed seato-summit trail.
BELFAST COASTAL RESERVE
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:34): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and it concerns the total irresponsibility and
carelessness of Parks Victoria in their implementation of a fox baiting program at Belfast Coastal
Reserve without proper consultation or justification. I call on the minister to order Parks Victoria to
immediately cease their poisonous baiting programs in public spaces and prove that her agency has
removed all existing lethal poison baits—both 1080 and PAPP—in these public spaces.
Recently I met with constituents in the Killarney coastal area who were rightly furious at having
received a letter from Parks Victoria alerting them to a baiting program a week after baits were laid.
What sort of consultation is this? Not only did Parks Victoria not consult the residents who would be
affected but they are clearly careless and incompetent in their application of baiting programs. They
claim the objective is to save plovers from foxes, but Birdlife Australia’s data shows that only 7 per
cent of nest failures are due to foxes anyway. The truth is Parks Victoria is a classic example of
bureaucratic overkill. They created this problem by interfering in the natural order of things. Plovers,
horseriders and family dogs existed happily before Parks Victoria decided to fence off native
vegetation, dune areas and nesting sites.
There were devastating consequences of Parks Victoria’s actions between September and October last
year when they used 1080 poison. Numerous non-target animals, such as barn owls, wedge-tailed
eagles, kites and even domestic dogs, died the cruellest of deaths. Clearly Parks Victoria recognised
their own failure as they recently changed their baiting program to a supposedly more humane poison,
PAPP. But do not be deluded, PAPP is no less lethal—the death is just a little less horrendous than
from 1080 poison. However, while Parks Victoria is busy laying new poisonous baits, there is no
evidence that they have removed the existing lethal 1080 baits. A return to a commonsense,
community-based approach is necessary to resolve the disruption caused by Parks Victoria if we want
to properly protect the Belfast Coastal Reserve, the local fauna, its residents and their pets.
COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY RYE BRIGADE
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (17:37): I raise a matter for the attention of the Minister for
Police and Emergency Services, and the action I seek is that he investigate and fund a new satellite
CFA station and truck at St Andrews Beach, a satellite station of the Rye CFA. The Liberal candidate
for the Assembly seat of Nepean, Russell Joseph, committed with Brad Battin $790 000 for a new
satellite station and truck at St Andrews Beach. I have also met with the Rye CFA, who do a fantastic
job. They are a very active, committed group of CFA volunteers who provide great coverage for the
Rye area. They are keen to provide more coverage to the St Andrews Beach area, which, as I am sure
you are aware, President, has become much more popular, with the brewery that has opened and with
Peninsula Link providing easier day access for tourists from Melbourne, and it is important that there
is coverage there from a CFA perspective. The action I would seek is that the minister investigate,
meet with the Rye CFA and commit in the upcoming budget to a new satellite station and truck for
St Andrews Beach.
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INLAND RAIL PROJECT
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:38): My adjournment item is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure in the other place. The inland rail project represents the biggest rail infrastructure project
in 100 years. With 1700 kilometres of rail connecting Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane this project
offers a great opportunity to improve the efficiency of freight transportation and trade within Australia.
After some debate between the Victorian and federal governments over investment in the project,
$235 million has been allocated to upgrade the existing line to Albury. One of the goals of the track
upgrade is to provide dual tracks all the way between Melbourne, Sydney and Brisbane. Part of the
project is the upgrade of the rail crossing over the Murray River at Albury-Wodonga. This is a heritagelisted bridge that is unsuitable for the upgraded service as the arches do not allow for double-stacked
containers. Given the higher cost of upgrading such a bridge as this at a future time, there is potential
for a significant cost saving in getting it right the first time around. The current plan raises the height
of the bridge arches and reduces the track from two tracks to a single one, creating a bottleneck. With
such a large infrastructure project, why is a new bridge not being built now to a standard that would
allow for a flow of traffic in both directions like the rest of the line? My request is that the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure meet with the Australian Rail Track Corporation, ARTC, and report back to
the house on why we are not building a new two-track bridge straightaway.
RESPONSES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:40): This evening I have received a number of adjournment matters: from Mr Melhem directed to
the Minister for Roads; from Mr Rich-Phillips directed to the Assistant Treasurer; from Ms Shing
directed to the minister for sport, who has a very long title but I will just refer to him as the minister
for sport; from Ms Garrett directed to the Minister for Agriculture; from Ms Maxwell directed to the
Minister for Mental Health; from Mr Finn directed to the Minister for Public Transport; from
Dr Ratnam directed to the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from
Mrs McArthur directed to the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; from
Mr O’Donohue directed to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; and from Mr Quilty
directed to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure. I will refer all those matters to those ministers,
who will provide written responses to those members.
Ms Lovell raised a matter for my attention. She raised an issue related to a program in the Hume
region, the community accessibility transport program. She raised concerns on behalf of her
constituency about accessing support through that particular program. I look forward to having a
further discussion with Ms Lovell about this particular program so we can establish a little bit more
detail about the provider, because she did not mention that in her adjournment matter. But I will advise
the member, for the benefit of her constituents, that there are a range of supports that are provided by
my department to assist patients to access specialist appointments. There is the Victorian Patient
Transport Assistance Scheme, which subsidises patient self-travel to Melbourne if they meet the
distance criteria that are required for eligibility. I can provide further details to her to enable her
constituents to explore that particular option.
The other matter that I think might be of relevance is that the government made an election
commitment in relation to improving access to specialist appointments for Victorians living in rural
and regional Victoria. We are aware that there are issues of accessibility, and that is why we made a
commitment at the last election to deliver 500 000 more public appointments for patients living in
rural and regional Victoria. This is really designed to enable specialist doctors to come to communities.
It might well be that some of those appointments happen through telehealth mechanisms, but it will
also enable more medical practitioners to actually come to these communities to enable patients to access
these types of supports and services within their communities without needing to travel to Melbourne.
This will be a very significant improvement for Victorians living in regional Victoria. I will have more
to say about that over time. But it will be a very significant investment of $136.3 million over four
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years to enable those appointments to occur for a range of conditions, whether it is heart conditions,
cancer or other health conditions. That will be very important for those communities.
I look forward to getting a little bit more information from Ms Lovell so I can come back to her about
the specifics that she has raised with me so we can establish whether it is a program potentially that
sits under the home and community care program or the national disability insurance scheme. Once I
have got that information from the member I will be able to assist her further.
I have not received any written responses this evening.
The PRESIDENT: The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 5.45 p.m.

