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Wednesday, 6 March 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.36 a.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:37): 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 Aboriginal communities
who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament this week.
Ms Mikakos: On a point of order, President, I wish to raise a matter relating to the adjournment
debate last evening. I was not in the chamber at the time. It relates to a matter raised by Ms Lovell
directed to me relating to a mother and baby unit in Goulburn Valley Health. I just wish to advise the
member and the house that that matter actually sits with the Minister for Mental Health, to enable the
papers office to be able to direct that adjournment to the correct minister.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you; that is helpful. Ms Lovell is happy for that to go there.
Petitions
Following petition presented to house:
CALDER PARK DRIVE OVERPASS
Legislative Council Electronic Petition:
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council on the
need for a grade separated intersection on the Calder Freeway at Calder Park Drive in Keilor. A business case
for this project, including design detail, environmental approvals and acquisition overlays has been with the
Minister for over 12 months, but no priority has been publicly allocated nor has any construction funding
been approved. As the safety risk remains, and local and regional population growth continues apace, the lack
of this intersection will become a serious community safety hazard and economic penalty.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to urgently reconsider
their refusal to approve funding for the Calder Park Drive Overpass Project so that construction can be
undertaken at the earliest possible date.

By Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (259 signatures)
Laid on table.
Papers
ROYAL COMMISSION INTO INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO CHILD SEXUAL
ABUSE
Victorian Government Annual Report 2018
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:39): By leave, I move:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the Victorian Government Annual Report 2018 for the Royal
Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse.

Motion agreed to.

COMMITTEES
552

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 6 March 2019

Committees
SCRUTINY OF ACTS AND REGULATIONS COMMITTEE
Report on the Statute Law Revision Bill 2018
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (09:40): Pursuant to section 35 of the Parliamentary Committees
Act 2003, I lay on the table a report on the Statute Law Revision Bill 2018 from the Scrutiny of Acts
and Regulations Committee, including an appendix. I move:
That the report be published.

Motion agreed to.
Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Documents under section 15 in respect of Statutory Rule Nos. 11 and 13.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Notices given.
Members statements
ROBERT LOWE, SR
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (09:53): Recently I had the pleasure of meeting with Peek
Whurrong elder Robert Lowe, Sr, from Warrnambool, along with Richard Riordan, the member for
Polwarth. Robert is a well-respected gentleman with strong community connections. He has
contributed his time and knowledge for over 40 years, mostly in a voluntary capacity, to create a better
understanding of cultural heritage. Some of the organisations he has worked with include Victoria
Police, the RSL, Rotary, Warrnambool Community Garden, Friends of Swan Reserve, the Department
of Justice and Community Safety, the Department of Health and Human Services, Warrnambool
Magistrates Court, councils and shires, the Warrnambool Art Gallery, Clontarf Academy, Deakin
University, South West TAFE, Brauer College, Warrnambool College and many more. A testament
to Robert is the long list of awards he has received, the most recent being the Premier’s award for
Victorian Senior of the Year for service to the south-west community and the prestigious writing prize,
the David Unaipon Award, for his memoir The Mish. Robert, Richard and I discussed cultural heritage
issues, protocols, the protection of sites of cultural significance, challenges and opportunities. We look
forward to an ongoing dialogue with Robert as an invaluable source of Indigenous cultural knowledge.
LAKE BOGA PRESCHOOL
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (09:54): Last week I had the pleasure of attending the Lake Boga
Preschool sod turning with the principal of Lake Boga Primary School, Joe Summerhayes, and the
mayor of Swan Hill Rural City Council, Cr Ann Young. We were ably assisted by about seven very
eager and beautiful preschoolers. The $340 000 provided by the Andrews Labor government will
increase capacity at the precinct, provide a consultation room for maternal and child health services
and deliver extensions to the existing toilets, kitchen and office space. Investments like these form a
crucial part of delivering our commitments to universal three-year-old kinder and the development of
educational hubs.
TATURA PRIMARY SCHOOL
Mr GEPP: On another matter, it was great to again visit Tatura Primary School and officially open
their $2.5 million permanent modular building. It was a real treat to see so many of Tatura’s families
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and students present on the day, as well as five former principals who also attended what was an
exceptional and very exciting day. I also had the exciting pleasure of meeting Ruth, who first attended
the primary school back in 1935 and who now has a great-grandson as a student at the school.
Congratulations to Tatura Primary School, principal Susanne Gill and the students. It is a great school
community, and I am pleased to support their efforts.
KERANG PRIMARY SCHOOL
Mr GEPP: On another matter, I was also delighted to be taken on a tour of Kerang Primary School
by the principal, Brenton Taylor, and student leaders following on from the announcement of $400 000
from the government for refurbishments to the main administration building, entrance and classrooms.
I look forward to seeing these changes and continuing to talk with this great school about their ongoing
needs.
NATIONAL DAY OF ACTION AGAINST BULLYING AND VIOLENCE
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:56): I just want to note that 15 March has been
nominated as the day to recognise the importance of bullying and the problems that it creates in so
many workplaces, certainly in schools and even in this very place, this Parliament. In fact
Commonwealth Women Parliamentarians wrote to me, when I held a different role, indicating their
concern about bullying in Parliament, of women members of Parliament in particular.
Beyond that, I am concerned that where we have instances of bullying or harassment or intimidation
in this place, it sets a very bad example to the rest of the community. Indeed workplace harassment
and intimidation and bullying are an absolute no-go zone which results in a great deal of distress to
many people, and sadly, in workplaces and in schools, often leads to suicides. We need to do more in
terms of the examples that we set. We need to do more in terms of the legislation that we actually
pursue. We need to do more in terms of encouraging, as leaders in the community, people to recognise
that bullying has very severe consequences—sometimes fatal. And certainly a large number of
schoolchildren—some 25 per cent in a year, according to Bully Zero—report that they have felt
unsafe, intimidated, harassed or bullied at school. We need to address that issue.
CLEAN UP AUSTRALIA DAY
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:58): I would like to just acknowledge the Clean Up
Australia Day efforts on the weekend. There are obviously many groups within the community that
take the time to actually pick up rubbish. I am one of those odd people in that when I walk past litter I
bend down and pick it up. I am that odd person at the beach that picks up other people’s rubbish. I am
that crazy woman in that when I have my children at the playground and I see rubbish everywhere I
pick it up.
I would like to acknowledge all of the community members that came out over the weekend to pick
up rubbish. It was obviously a very hot day. With bushfires and everything else they have to do, people
still made the effort to come out and show that they care about the environment, picking up rubbish in
their local area, because we all know that that rubbish ends up in our waterways. People should not
litter. It is a real blight on our culture, on our community, that people actually do this. It is not the
responsibility of other people to go around picking up the rubbish of others. I thank them for picking
up the rubbish.
AUSTRALIAN INTERNATIONAL AIRSHOW
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (09:59): It was a delight, in my capacity as Parliamentary
Secretary for Jobs, to attend on several occasions the extraordinary, spectacular Victorian air show.
Once again Victoria has delivered an incredible international event at Avalon. Hundreds of thousands
of spectators enjoyed the amazing skills of pilots and their planes, which was wonderful for our
community, but more importantly the air show is a huge opportunity for businesses from around the
world and defence organisations to showcase the latest in defence technology, aerospace technology
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and STEM, and this year there was a particular focus on STEM careers and education, and a further
focus on women in STEM. We know that we have a major problem there, with only 17 per cent of
women in STEM careers.
It was terrific to meet many of these businesses with our newly appointed defence industry advocate,
John O’Callaghan, who is already making a very significant contribution to growing our defence
industry here. In my wonderful capacity of wearing both hats, I also met some local Eastern Victoria
Region participants; for example, Latrobe City Council, who is working very well with local
businesses to showcase how the council is working with engineering and local science/technology to
create an aviation centre of excellence in the Latrobe Valley.
PADDLE OUT FOR THE BIGHT
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (10:01): I rise today to thank the thousands of people who
gathered in solidarity at their local beaches on the weekend for Paddle out for the Bight. These events
were held to protest the establishment of an oil rig in a marine national park, with the potential for an
environmental disaster far in excess of the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. I went to the beach near my
home in Torquay and witnessed community action at its best—thousands of diverse people with
different backgrounds gathering with one thing in common: that we will do everything in our power
to protect this planet we love and value and we will not allow the safety of our precious environment
to be sold off to international companies with no regard for everyone who lives here, humans and
animals alike.
DUCK HUNTING SEASON
Mr MEDDICK: Today I would also like to thank the dedicated Victorian duck rescuers who in
less than two weeks time will selflessly volunteer to rescue injured and maimed native waterbirds on
the opening morning of the duck shooting season. Duck rescuers represent a diverse cross-section of
our community, from paramedics to nurses, teachers, firefighters and vets. When people rescue ducks
they take on a task that the responsible bodies will not do. They are like the Red Cross of the Victorian
wetlands, entering what is a war zone for our wildlife and doing all they can to help them. I have the
highest respect for duck rescuers and look forward to the day that their work is no longer necessary.
CYBERSECURITY
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:02): Over the past few years we have seen a significant
increase in cyber attacks within Australia. Businesses and governments have suffered infiltration,
damage and loss due to these infringements. Most recently, Cabrini Hospital, Toyota, LandMark
White and even our parliaments and political parties have been the targets.
As these attacks are becoming more commonplace, some of these are of an organised crime nature but
alarmingly more are state sponsored. With state-sponsored cyber attacks, how do they differ from
other forms of warfare? They may not involve tanks or missiles, but still the aim of warfare is to
influence, control or damage a nation. As such, we must view them on the same level as any other
kind of hostility and invasion. Governments may appreciate the seriousness of a state-sponsored cyber
attack. However, have we had in place the required strategies, regulatory frameworks, common
standards and tangible capabilities, all aimed at achieving harmonised countermeasures across the
relevant sectors?
I also believe that there is not an embrace from the general public and businesses of the grave nature
of cyber attacks. As such, I implore people to reconsider their views on cybersecurity. And we have
to face and address the question of how could we engage with a country in pursuit of greater relations
when that state has consistently and knowingly tried to undermine and damage our critical
infrastructure, economy, democracy and, through them, our sovereignty.
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LILLIAN MCSWEENEY
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (10:04): Today I rise to pay tribute to all of the volunteers
who work tirelessly and devote many hundreds of hours in their local communities. As we celebrate
International Women’s Day this week, we would do well to thank and congratulate the women in our
communities for the work they do. Some are there for a short time as they take a break from careers
and parenting. Some do it all—working, parenting and volunteering at schools and sporting clubs.
Some are in it for the long haul. In particular I want to acknowledge a local lady who has made an
outstanding contribution. Lillian McSweeney, from Diamond Creek, received an Australia Day award
recently for an incredible 45 years of volunteer work in her community. Lillian has volunteered at her
local kindergarten, primary school, soccer club and high school. She has worked with the RSPCA and
charities supporting children with Down syndrome, and was at one time one of our much-loved and
valued school crossing supervisors. Forty-five years is quite a career, and I have no doubt her
community has benefited immensely from her efforts. I congratulate her on her award and her
outstanding service to the people of Diamond Creek.
AUSTRALIAN LEBANESE MEDICAL ASSOCIATION
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (10:05): Last Saturday night I attended the Australian
Lebanese Medical Association annual ball at Luxor reception centre in Taylors Lakes, which is in my
electorate, along with Ms Crozier. ALMA was established in 2012. It is a not-for-profit organisation
that seeks to represent Australian-Lebanese health professionals practising in Australia. Its
membership is incredibly diverse, including general practitioners, physiotherapists, chiropractors,
dentists, pharmacists, medical researchers and nurses. ALMA provides an important forum for
professional and social engagement for its members while also educating Lebanese Australians about
medical issues, particularly around heart conditions and drug and alcohol awareness. ALMA does
some amazing charitable work for the community, both in Lebanon and here in Victoria. Some of its
work over the years has included donating 11 ultrasound machines to medical centres and hospitals in
Lebanon as well as donating 13 defibrillators to Lebanese religious centres in Victoria.
The promotion and fostering of strong links between our medical institutions and those overseas is
vital. In 2016 ALMA launched the first-ever interhospital Lebanese Australian relationship between
Monash Health and St George Hospital in Beirut. One Lebanese doctor has already finished their
placement at Monash Health and returned to Beirut while another two doctors are set to begin this
year. I want to take this opportunity to congratulate and commend the leadership of its national
president, Dr Walid Ahmar, and the state president, Dr Sue Hosn, for the great work they do for our
community. I congratulate all the organisation’s members on their good work as well.
Address to Parliament
GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
Debate resumed on motion of Ms TAYLOR:
That the Council agree to the following address to the Governor in reply to the Governor’s opening speech:
May it please the Governor:
We, the Legislative Council of Victoria assembled in Parliament, express our loyalty to Australia and the
people of Victoria, and thank you for the speech which you have made to the Parliament.
We declare that we will faithfully carry out the important duties entrusted to us by the people of Victoria, to
advance the best interests of all sections of the community.

Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (10:07): I move:
That debate be adjourned until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
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Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (10:07): I move:
That the consideration of notice of motion, general business, 49, be postponed until the next day of meeting.

In doing so I point out that this is a motion that has a number of sessional orders attached to it. This is
a postponement. It is a procedural motion, and I just want to make 3 or 4 minutes of very brief
commentary about the discussions that have happened between the various parties. Our motion laid
out some changes for question time and some additional matters around committees. I think some of
these have now been accepted by the government, and we welcome that, and I think by crossbench
members on a reasonable front as well. The government has come forward with a set of proposals. I
might say that the proposal I have in front of me is a little different from the one we saw on Monday.
I welcome some of the changes that have occurred since Monday. The government has indicated, and
there have been discussions between Mr Jennings and me, that it will bring forward its motion on
Tuesday of the next sitting week, and we will support many parts of that motion. We will not support
all of it. I put on the record now so that people know that there are matters that we regard as outstanding
and that we think are worthy of debate in the intervening period. We will seek to reach as many
compromises as we can throughout that period. We think by and large the committee size of seven for
committees such as the Economy and Infrastructure Committee is the right number, and we think that
gives a reasonable proportionality to the house, but we do have some concerns. I understood, and I
just put this on record now, that the order of business in the government’s motion would be 5 o’clock
as a close on a non-government business day. That is not quite what is reflected here, and we will have
further discussions about those points. Notwithstanding all of those matters, if the crossbench has
further improvements to these, we are certainly prepared to listen to those, and I hope that the
government in the spirit with which we have discussed this in the last 24 hours will also be willing to
discuss these matters and countenance further improvements in the motion put forward by
Mr Jennings today. In that spirit I am postponing this notice of motion today for discussion hopefully
on the next sitting Tuesday on the related matters in Mr Jennings’s motion.
Motion agreed to.
Motions
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (10:11): I move:
That, in accordance with the Melbourne City Link Act 1995, this house revokes the:
(1) Fourth Deed Amending Master Security Deed, pursuant to section 15(3) of the act;
(2) Melbourne City Link Thirty-Seventh Amending Deed, pursuant to section 15(3) of the act;
(3) City Link and Extensions Projects Integration and Facilitation Agreement Twenty-Fifth Amending
Deed, pursuant to section 15B(6) of the act; and
(4) Exhibition Street Extension Eighteenth Amending Deed, pursuant to section 15D(7) of the act.

It would be easy for members to wonder what is the subject of the motion that I have just moved,
which seeks to exercise a very important power which has been vested in each house of Parliament
with respect to the contractual arrangements in relation to CityLink, though this matter is actually not
about CityLink; it is about the West Gate Tunnel project and the way in which the West Gate Tunnel
project is funded. I say at the outset that this motion today and the house’s determination of this motion
today is not about whether the West Gate Tunnel is a good thing or a bad thing. It is not about whether
the West Gate Tunnel proceeds or does not proceed.
The West Gate Tunnel, as we know, is a project that is under construction. It is a project to provide an
alternative connection across the Yarra River, an additional connection to the West Gate Bridge. It is
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a project which is on schedule for completion around 2022, and it is a project which will proceed and
should proceed. It is important that we have a duplicate crossing of the Yarra River from east to west,
and it will be in Victoria’s interests that that project proceed and be completed as efficiently and as
quickly as possible, and that is something that this side of the house is very keen to see occur. So the
motion before the house today is not about the project. The project is going ahead, the project should
go ahead and the project will be completed. The motion before the house today is about how that
project is funded and whether the project is funded through the state at a cost which is minimised for
Victorian taxpayers or whether that project is funded through tolls being imposed on CityLink users,
which will result in Victorian motorists paying tens of billions of dollars in additional tolls.
This project currently is costed at just under $6.7 billion. It has a small capital contribution being made
by the state of Victoria—small being around the $2 billion mark—with the balance funded through
Transurban as the builder and proposed operator of the West Gate Tunnel. Transurban will seek to
recover that capital contribution through tolls which are levied on the West Gate Tunnel and through
new tolls and extended tolls on CityLink. That is the subject of this motion today: whether increased
tolls and extended tolls should be imposed on CityLink users for a road they are not actually using.
As members will be aware, Victorian motorists pay CityLink tolls for the use of what is known as the
southern link, which is the Toorak Road part of CityLink through to the tunnel and the Exhibition
Street extension, and they pay CityLink tolls to use the Tullamarine Freeway aspect of CityLink. For
a motorist, those tolls are currently capped at $9.30 per trip. Under this deal that the government has
reached with Transurban, the users of the Tullamarine Freeway and the users of southern link—that
is, the Toorak Road part and Exhibition Street extension part of CityLink—will see their tolls rise by
4.25 per cent per year for each of the next 10 years and be extended by 10 years to pay for the West
Gate Tunnel, whether they are using that West Gate Tunnel or not. And it is our belief that that is not
an appropriate mechanism to be funding the West Gate Tunnel. The West Gate Tunnel should be
funded through funds from the state and funds from West Gate Tunnel users, not through funds taken
from users of other toll roads which are unrelated to the West Gate Tunnel. So the motion I have
brought today has the effect of using a mechanism which exists in the Melbourne City Link Act 1995
to revoke amendments which have been made to the existing CityLink deeds.
When CityLink was built in the mid-1990s, the Parliament at that time elected to allow the government
of the day to enter into a concession deed between Transurban, as the CityLink operator, and the state
to set out the way in which tolls would be collected on CityLink, the level of those tolls and the duration
of those tolls. The Parliament of the day empowered the government to amend that deed from time to
time, with the caveat that the Parliament could, if it elected to, revoke those amendments. And what
we have with the situation now is that in the last sitting week the current government tabled
amendments to the existing CityLink deeds. The effect of those amendments to each of the deeds that
are listed in the motion today is to allow Transurban to increase the tolls on CityLink at a rate of
4.25 per cent per year from 1 July this year for the next 10 years, rather than increasing with CPI,
which is the current requirement, and to extend those tolls from 2035, when they are currently due to
end, through to 2045, as a means of part funding the cost of the West Gate Tunnel.
Now this is very clearly and very substantially in the interests of Transurban. Transurban has gone to
the Victorian government—gone to the Victorian Labor Party, apparently, prior to the election when
they came to government—with this proposal for the West Gate Tunnel, and subsequently on election
to government the Labor Party has negotiated this deal with Transurban, which sees Transurban build
the West Gate Tunnel in return for a very substantial increase in its tolling revenue from CityLink.
And we accept that Transurban is going to do that. Transurban’s biggest business risk is the fact that
its current entitlement to CityLink tolls ends in 2035. So Transurban is going to seek to increase that
for as long as possible and increase the escalation on tolls as much as possible. It is with that in mind
that Transurban has gone to government and said, ‘We will build you this West Gate Tunnel if you
allow us to have longer tolls and higher tolls’. And this government has agreed and said yes. Our
proposition is that that is not the best way to be funding the West Gate Tunnel. The funding mechanism
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which is currently in place with the agreement of government, in the words of commentators such as
Terry McCrann, will see around $45 billion in tolls collected from Victorian motorists between now
and the proposed end of CityLink tolling in 2045. This is to fund a project in nominal terms costing
$6 billion. We do not believe giving to Transurban a concession to collect a further $45 billion of tolls
is the best way to fund a $6 billion project. We will see tolls for motorists increase from the current
trip cap of $9.30 to some $21.29 by 2045, with a 4.5 per cent escalation on tolls for the next 10 years
and then reverting to CPI. And we will see revenues from CityLink increase to more than $2 billion
for Transurban under this deal out to 2045.
The deal the government has entered into generates a very significant windfall for Transurban. It is
interesting to reflect on information provided by Transurban to the stock exchange, because it is a
great shame of this government that in fact Transurban discloses far more information about this deal
to its investors and to the stock exchange than the Victorian government discloses to the Victorian
taxpayers through this Parliament. I would say to members, if you want to get a better understanding
of this deal, the best source of information is not the Victorian government through the Victorian
Parliament; the best source of information is in fact Transurban through the Australian Stock Exchange.
We see through that that this is a very strong deal for Transurban, a very profitable deal for Transurban,
but it is not a good deal for taxpayers. Transurban has been very successful in its operation of CityLink
and in fact the most recent results from Transurban indicate that CityLink is generating a return of
earnings before interest, taxation, depreciation and amortisation of 88 per cent of revenue. So that is
88 per cent of the tolling revenue—last year that was $780 million—flowing through to the bottom
line of Transurban. CityLink is a very profitable road for Transurban, and they want that to continue.
They want that extension to the deed to ensure that they can have that level of profitability continue
beyond its current scheduled end in 2035. Hence they have come forward to the government with this
deal to build the West Gate Tunnel in exchange for this extension of tolls and this increase in tolls.
We saw the government prior to the last election announce its intention to double state debt from
around 6 per cent of gross state product to 12 per cent of gross state product. We have also seen over
the last five years this government be the beneficiary of record windfall revenue. The property market
in particular has tracked far ahead of Treasury forecasts, resulting in windfall gains in stamp duty
revenue and windfall gains in land tax revenue, much of which has been squandered. This government
has allowed much of that revenue to be built into the cost base of the state rather than being used for
capital investment. So the government, in putting this deal together for the West Gate Tunnel, has had
the opportunity to budget fund the balance of the West Gate Tunnel capital, rather than relying on this
Transurban mechanism. Instead of taking that opportunity, it has, as I have said, squandered much of
that windfall gain, and therefore it has come forward with this Transurban deal.
Importantly, in putting this Transurban deal together, the government has given Transurban an
undertaking. That undertaking is that if these concession deed amendments are not allowed by
Parliament, if this tolling arrangement is disallowed by Parliament, there is a default mechanism in the
contract. That default mechanism provides that the state will contribute through a payment scheme the
capital for Transurban, and the advice from the briefings that the opposition obtained from the
Treasurer’s office last week is that that amount is around $4 billion. So basically we have a proposition
from government. The government has effectively allowed two funding mechanisms for the West
Gate Tunnel. Its preferred funding mechanism is the tolling regime through Transurban, which sees a
further $45 billion in tolls collected from Victorian motorists. If the Parliament does not agree to that,
the government has already built into the contract an alternative funding mechanism which sees the
state contribute in round figures $4 billion to Transurban in recognition of their capital contribution to
the West Gate Tunnel.
The proposition is a relatively straightforward one for the Parliament. The project will proceed. The
project is under construction. The project needs to open and will open in 2022 to provide that necessary
additional east–west connection across the Yarra River. So the question for the Parliament today is a
fundamental one. Do we want a funding mechanism to Transurban which sees tolls extended on
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CityLink for 10 years and increased to the rate of 4.25 per cent per annum rather than CPI, which will
see CityLink users who are not West Gate Tunnel users pay $45 billion in round figures in extra tolls
from now until 2045, as assessed by Terry McCrann? Or do we want to use the alternative funding
mechanism, which is in the contract, which sees the state debt fund the balance of the project through
its capacity to borrow at cheaper rates than Transurban with the cost borne by all taxpayers across the
budget rather than just hitting CityLink motorists with the $45 billion.
Transurban has always got a good deal out of Victoria. It is running CityLink, a road which generates
a return by Transurban’s own estimates of 88 per cent of revenue for the most recent set of results
released to the market. The most recent set of results from Transurban also show that vehicle traffic
on CityLink grew by 7 per cent in the first half of this financial year for heavy vehicles and 4 per cent
for cars in the first half of this year. This is a massive revenue stream for Transurban. Even estimating
traffic growths of only 1.5 per cent, versus the 4 per cent for cars and 7 per cent for heavy vehicles
which was achieved in actuality for the current financial year—even if it is only 1.5 per cent out to
2045—we will see the sort of revenue that Terry McCrann has forecast and estimated in his assessment
of this project. We do not believe that is appropriate. That places a disproportionate burden on
CityLink users whether they use the West Gate Tunnel or not. These are people in Gippsland, these
are people in the south-east of Melbourne who commute from Toorak Road into the city and these are
people in the west and north of Melbourne who use the Tullamarine Freeway, whether they use the
West Gate Tunnel or not. This is a very sweet deal for Transurban. It imposes a very disproportionate
cost on CityLink users for an extended period of time to 2045.
There is an alternative mechanism in the contract which provides for the Parliament to not accept this
deal by supporting this motion today and to default to debt funding from the state for the balance of
the project. We believe that is a more appropriate mechanism for the funding of the West Gate
Tunnel—for that burden to be carried at a far lower level by all taxpayers rather than by CityLink users
who are not necessarily users of the West Gate Tunnel.
When the Melbourne City Link Act was put in place in 1995 the Parliament very deliberately provided
each house of Parliament with the capacity to reject variations to the CityLink concessions. That was
put in place very deliberately in the recognition that in making contracts the government needed the
capacity to move quickly and therefore make concession deeds. But it also recognised that the
Parliament should have the power to provide scrutiny, to provide oversight of those concession deeds
through the capacity to revoke them. This is an important power that this house today is being asked
to exercise.
The government often says that this is just about process, that blocking the project is about process.
Process is important. The Parliament in its wisdom enacted legislation which allows this house to
participate in the process, to provide scrutiny, to provide oversight and to ensure that a deal which is
done is in the best interests of Victorians. It is very easy to see that the Transurban deal is in the interests
of Transurban: it is going to deliver $45 billion, in round terms, of revenue. It is very much in the
interests of the government because they do not need to borrow to pay for this road and that makes
their books look better. But we do not believe it is in the interests of Victorian taxpayers to be slugged
with $45 billion in tolls rather than addressing $4 billion in additional borrowings. It is a good deal for
Transurban, it is a good deal for the government. We can see why they have signed the deal. It is not
a good deal for Victorian taxpayers. That is why this house should exercise its scrutiny function, should
exercise its revocation power as vested in it under the Melbourne City Link Act and say to the
government through this revocation motion: you have two funding mechanisms in place, the expensive
tolling mechanism or the cheaper debt-funding mechanism and we as a house say you should use the
cheaper mechanism, you should use the debt-funding alternative, the budget-funding alternative, and
avoid this massive impost on taxpayers out to 2045.
I urge the house to support this motion. This does not in any way stop the West Gate Tunnel or inhibit
the West Gate Tunnel. It will be completed; it will be opened in 2022, and it should be. This is about
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who pays for it and how much they pay for it. The better deal for all Victorians is for this to be budget
funded through the government’s capital account rather than through this windfall for Transurban, and
I urge the house to support this revocation motion.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (10:31): I think Mr Rich-Phillips is usually a very
thoughtful contributor to this chamber, and I must say that on first glance he is certainly significantly
more thoughtful in his contributions than his colleague Mr Davis in his opposition motions, so there
is something to be grateful for. I acknowledge the history of Mr Rich-Phillips in this chamber as one
of being largely constructive over his time as a government minister and now entering his fifth year as
an opposition shadow minister. I note that his motion—again unlike Mr Davis’s—is actually quite
succinct. He has managed to convey what he wants to achieve in a way that ensures that people cannot
really by any possibility misconstrue what his end goal is, except on this occasion.
It appears to me that Mr Rich-Phillips has, through his motion, attempted a form of financial vandalism
in Victoria. I am surprised by that given the positions he has previously held and given his desire to
make an appropriate contribution but also to be financially prudent. Far be it from me to suggest that
he is being financially imprudent, but that is exactly what I am suggesting. His motion here is designed
to actually attack the government for getting on with the job of delivering a second major crossing
over the Maribyrnong River. I say ‘major’ because, as we all know, there are minor crossings over the
Maribyrnong as well. This will add a second major crossing for people predominantly from Geelong
and beyond. Maybe that is one of the problems. Maybe Mr Rich-Phillips does not appreciate the issues
of traffic flow from the west. Maybe Mr Rich-Phillips needs to travel from Geelong and beyond.
Mr Gepp interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Well, I think he has flown over the west in his plane, but I am not sure he has
driven from the west into town. We have a project that is going to deliver significant benefits to people
right throughout Melbourne—a project that we took to the election. I know that this is a difficult
subject for Mr Rich-Phillips and his colleagues as they face four more years in opposition, four more
years of sitting on the benches to my right, four more years of having to put up with me and others on
this side lecturing them on what winning government actually means. On this particular occasion it
means implementing our policies. There is nobody on the other side of the chamber that can for a
moment suggest that we have not publicly, strongly, repeatedly gone to the people with the West Gate
project. In fact this was a project that we took to the election in 2014. We have now had—
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: No, we talked at length about the project.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Mr Finn is full of voice today, Acting President. He was not full of voice on
Good Friday. He was not full of voice when it suited him to lie to this chamber, to misrepresent himself
and his faith to this chamber—
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President, Mr Dalidakis has used an unparliamentary term,
and I ask him to withdraw.
Mr DALIDAKIS: On the point of order, Acting President, I am not sure how it is unparliamentary
to point out that he asked for a pair on Good Friday and then reneged and walked back into this
chamber—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Order! I uphold Mr Finn’s point of order, and I ask
you to withdraw.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I will withdraw. Let me rephrase that.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Thank you. And let us get back to the subject.
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Mr DALIDAKIS: He had a crisis of conscience in seeking to leave this chamber on Good Friday
because his religion prevented him from working on the day.
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President—
Mr DALIDAKIS: Yes, you can seek points of order—
Mr Finn: Sir Les Patterson over there seems to have completely lost the track of what he is
supposed to be speaking about. Perhaps the bar opened a little bit early for him today. Perhaps he has
got the Coolgardie safe over there working overtime or something, but clearly what he is speaking
about just at the minute has absolutely nothing to do with this motion, and he needs to be brought back
to the matter before the house.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): I know Mr Dalidakis was objecting to a few
interjections, but I ask him to come back to the subject.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Thank you, Acting President. I have another 53½ minutes, less interjections
and points of order taken by Mr Finn, and let me say that I will not take a point of order on his
allegation of drinking, because it makes him look like a goose. It makes him look bad. It actually paints
him in a picture for Hansard for time immemorial, and if he wishes to live by that standard, then again,
he can go back to church on Sunday and repent for something else. He can now repent for something
else, because he uses his religion every day in this place, and when he gets called out for his hypocrisy,
he does not like it. He has to live with it, and he will answer to his own maker in time.
Now, let me talk about this. In 2014 at the election—
Mr Finn: You’re just a turd.
Ms Shing: Can we get that withdrawn?
Mr DALIDAKIS: It reflects on him.
Mr Finn interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Let the crossbench see you in all your glory. You are a joke, Mr Finn. You
continue to be a joke, and the people of the west unfortunately are receiving less than they deserve
with your representation in this place.
Now, in 2014 when they lost the election we had discussed a second major works project for the road
freight into the port. We went to the election with that and we won the election. The project that we
now see before us today was the project that we took to the 2018 election. Let me just confirm that:
2018. I acknowledge that the project is a different project to the one that went to the 2014 election.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: In 2018 not only did we win the election, Mr Rich-Phillips, which galls you
beyond belief, but we were returned with an increased majority. We were returned with an increased
majority both in the Legislative Assembly and in this place, the Legislative Council. Now, that might
be an inconvenient truth for you, Mr Rich-Phillips, but I know that as a man of financial background
you can do your numbers and you can see that numbers went up from 47 to 55 in the lower house, 14
to 18 in this place and this project was a project that we went to the electorate with. This is a project
that we stand by. It was a project that was endorsed by the electorate. In fact we won the seat of South
Barwon. Now, why is that important? Because South Barwon was one of the only seats on the edge
of the Geelong municipal area into the hinterland that we did not represent, yet we won that electorate
too, and the West Gate crossing that we are discussing and debating right now has a benefit for people
through the west of this state. It means that if something happens along the West Gate Freeway, there
is another major crossing that people will be able to utilise to move around town.
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What we see here is Mr Rich-Phillips coming into this place wanting to usurp the rights of the people
of Victoria to choose the government that they wanted to represent them and to build the infrastructure
that we went to the election with.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: This might be inconvenient for you, Mr Rich-Phillips, but it is another four
years of opposition for you. That will make it eight years in opposition before you get the next
opportunity to go to the people of Victoria. Across those two elections, across those eight years, we
have a mandate, a mandate to build infrastructure in this state. We have a mandate to get on with the
job which we are doing, not just the level crossing removals, not just the road upgrades that we are
doing, not just Melbourne Metro—we do not just have to do road, we can do rail—we can do
infrastructure removals, we can do infrastructure additions and we can do a whole range of things. We
can invest in our hospitals, we can invest in our education in our schools, we can do a lot of things that
you did not do when you had the chance to be in government, which is why you are now in opposition.
Now, what we have got before us is a major piece of infrastructure. It is a major piece of infrastructure
that the people, less than six months ago, voted on. Here you come into this place saying, ‘I know
better than the people of Victoria; I am going to tell you what you should do’, as distinct from getting
on with the job of what the people told us they wanted us to do.
The West Gate project that we are talking about is composed of three things: the West Gate Tunnel,
which will build four more lanes on the West Gate Freeway; twin tunnels under Yarraville; and a new
bridge over the Maribyrnong River that links to an elevated road above Footscray Road taking people
where they need to go from the city’s west and the city’s north into the city itself. Stage 1 includes the
Monash Freeway upgrade, with 30 kilometres of extra freeway lanes and the completion of one of the
longest continuous intelligent transport systems on that freeway. And of course there are the Webb
Dock access improvement works which will enhance access to the newly developed Webb Dock at
the port of Melbourne, including direct access for trucks from Webb Dock to the freeway network.
This is a piece of great infrastructure. It is a piece of infrastructure that Melbourne has needed and
waited far too long to get. Yet Mr Rich-Phillips comes into this place with this motion, as succinct as
it may be, which seeks to revoke the fourth deed, to revoke the Melbourne CityLink Thirty-Seventh
Amending Deed, to revoke the CityLink and Extensions Projects Integration and Facilitation
Agreement and to revoke the Exhibition Street Amending Deed. They are all interlinked. They are all
part of a decision to build.
One of the things Mr Rich-Phillips knows, and I know that he knows this because he is financially
literate, unlike some of the others on his side, is that if you take a little bit from column A and you put
it into column B, and you take a little bit from column C, you need to replace those amounts. So if he
wants to come in here and claim that that money should not be spent through a deed, well, the money
has to come from somewhere. Unfortunately Mr Rich-Phillips apparently lives in some kind of
utopian world where he just has to snap his fingers and money will appear. Well, he can chase the
rainbow to find the pot of gold at the end of it but somehow infrastructure needs to be paid for.
Infrastructure can be paid for in a number of ways. It can be paid for through taxes, it can be paid for
through levies or it can be paid for through tolling. Of course if you want to be a free market economist,
if you want to be a proponent of free market economics, Mr Rich-Phillips, then you have to take the
good with the bad, because user pays is the epitome of the free market.
Mr Rich-Phillips comes from the party that imposed CityLink onto Melburnians. He gets up and says,
‘People on CityLink should not have to help pay for the project for the West Gate’. But guess what?
People have been paying for projects that the opposition did when they were in government back in
the 1990s, long before any other project came before this place. The hypocrisy that Mr Rich-Phillips
is operating under is not new to me because I have been in this place for four years already. The
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crossbenchers will be able to judge me by what I say today and what they see over the next four years,
because I promise them that the hypocrisy that they will see from those opposite over the next four
years will reinforce what I am telling them right now.
‘Do as I say, not as I do’—that is the reason you are in opposition, Mr Rich-Phillips. Let me just point
out that there are four more years of it. By the end of this term you will have been in opposition for
eight years, and since 1999 a whole lot more. And guess what, Victoria is a better place for it. We are
a more tolerant, a more inclusive and a more vibrant community. And guess what else, we have a lot
more infrastructure because we have been doing things. We have been getting on with life. We have
been building the infrastructure we need, and this infrastructure before us is critical to ensuring that
Melbourne, as it expands and grows, has the infrastructure to expand and grow with us.
Acting President Elasmar, I know that, like me, you are a big supporter of immigration. I know,
because I know you personally, Acting President—and I am not reflecting on the Chair either way—
that you have been able to contribute to our society beyond your position in the Parliament. You speak
three languages, maybe four. You are a man of education and culture, and you have brought that with
you, and we are better off for it. But let me tell you that Melbourne is growing and Victoria is growing.
By 2030 or 2035 Melbourne will be a bigger city than Sydney. By the early 2040s Victoria will be the
biggest state in Australia, bigger than New South Wales. But to do that, to be an encompassing and
welcoming community, to be a community that supports that growth in population and supports that
growth in livability, we need to have the infrastructure that can provide that support to our people.
This second crossing does exactly that. Mr Rich-Phillips wants to somehow lessen our quality of life.
He wants to somehow change our quality of life. He wants to take us back to a time when this crossing
did not exist. He wants to say that he knows better than the Victorian people, and he wants to impose
his views on this Parliament when this Parliament was only formed on 24 November, a few short
months ago.
The benefits of this project are enormous. As I look to the clock, I have another 42 minutes to speak,
and I look forward to regaling you, Acting President, and others with the benefits of this project.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Yes, we will absolutely get there. The interjection from my colleague Ms Shing
from Eastern Victoria Region shows she understands how this project will even benefit her
constituents in eastern Victoria and how it will make their lives better when they need to use that
infrastructure.
Indeed, let us talk about the infrastructure. The north-east link will enable people to go from the east
of Victoria right through to the west uninterrupted. That too will have a form of tolls on it, and I look
forward to Mr Rich-Phillips coming back to this place and telling us that again he knows better than
the people of Victoria who also voted for that infrastructure project. There are lots of infrastructure
projects we can talk about. There are the 75 level crossing removals; there is the widening of the
Tullamarine and Monash freeways; the creation of this project, the West Gate Tunnel; and the creation
of the north-east link. Those are just some of the road projects. They do not include the billions of
dollars that we are investing in our road network across both metropolitan Melbourne and rural and
regional Victoria. It does not include the Melbourne Metro, with 9 kilometres of underground rail,
almost doubling the capacity of our city loop. It does not include the rail loop that we went to the
election with that will provide an orbital rail service across Melbourne’s outer, linking nearly every
train line, except the Sandringham train line, so that people can get around Melbourne in a far more
convenient and efficient manner. There are a lot of projects that we can talk about, but I know that we
are here today to talk about the revocation motion in relation to the West Gate Tunnel project.
But let us talk about those benefits. The tunnel will assist Melbourne in moving both people and
freight, because of course what the West Gate Tunnel is about is providing an easier, simpler
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alternative for our trucks to be removed from our city roads and for them to be able to access the port
in a far more efficient matter. Of course efficiency used to be a tenet of liberalism. It used to be a tenet
of free market economics to make sure that you are using both your capital and your resources as
efficiently as possible, but we have seen both the opposition in this state and the government federally
choose to turn their backs on the very policies that they claimed were the basis of liberalism: the ability
for individuals to govern themselves and the ability for individuals to choose their own destiny—
policies that my colleagues from the Liberal Democrats spoke of at length in both of their inaugural
speeches. The ability for individuals to choose to use a road that is tolled or not is a choice that they
can determine. If they wish to be more efficient in their time, they can pay for it. If they choose not to
and then do not pay for it, than that is a choice that they are able to make.
The Liberal Party should be grateful that the Liberal Democrats are here to try and steer them back
onto a pathway of liberalism. It should be an opportunity for them to self-reflect and say, ‘The reason
the Liberal Democrats have been elected to this Parliament is that we have strayed from our doctrine’.
The Liberal Party have strayed from the ethos with which they were created. Robert Menzies probably
would not even get preselected for their party today, but he would get preselected by the Liberal
Democrats because he was a man that supported the rights of the individual over the collective. I
welcome the Liberal Democrats to this Parliament. I am not sure that I agree with a lot of what they
have got to say, but I certainly agree that they have got their right to say it, which is something that is
a major tenet of liberalism.
Ms Shing: Even though Voltaire never said that.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Never let the truth get in the way of a constructive contribution.
We will see up to 28 000 less vehicles on the West Gate Bridge every day. Think about that for a
moment. As a result of the creation of this new infrastructure—whichever way you want to count it—
up to 28 000 vehicles will choose to use other infrastructure, including the West Gate Tunnel. Truck
numbers are expected to be reduced by 7500 per day on the West Gate Bridge. I see that Dr Cumming
has entered this place. Trucks on inner-western streets will be reduced by 9000; 9000 trucks will be
taken off the inner-city streets of the west. Given your passionate speech about the west in your
inaugural contribution, Dr Cumming, I know that you will value getting those streets back for local
communities. I know that you will appreciate that. As a result, we will be able to increase capacity on
the West Gate Freeway by up to 50 per cent from the M80 interchange. There will be up to 20 minutes
saved in travel time between the city and Melbourne’s west and an expectation of up to 13 minutes
saved in travel time on trips between the west and the port of Melbourne.
There is an old saying that time is money. Apparently not with the opposition, because they bring
motions in this place that take up a whole lot of time and waste a whole lot of money. But what I can
say is that whilst time is money for everyone else and not for Mr Rich-Phillips and his colleagues, a
13-minute saving for commercial transport into the port to off-load or load and then to get on with
their job—per truck, per movement—is a significant amount of time saved. If that means we are able
to encourage that through this infrastructure, then that is something that everyone in this place should
be proud of. That is something that everyone in this place should be applauding, not trying to revoke
and not trying to be some kind of financial terrorist trying to put big black holes in budgets, moving
pots of money from pot A to pot B and pot C. These projects do have to be paid for. Government can
either borrow funds or seek payment from a later stage annuity. People can choose to try and use
tolling as a means to an end. You can do a combination of all these things, or there are other ways.
You can seek to have public-private partnerships, but those PPPs also still need to be paid for.
Ultimately the projects need to be funded, and what Mr Rich-Phillips is trying to do is tell the
government how we should fund these projects. Well, let me tell you, it is a bit rich for Gordon RichPhillips to tell us how we should fund this project from the benches of opposition. If Mr Rich-Phillips
was so good, he would be on this side of the bench, not on that side. I apologise, Mr Rich-Phillips.
You took umbrage at that. It is your colleagues’ fault that you are in opposition, not yours. I understand
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that. You opposed a whole lot of the policies that you went to the last election with. You opposed the
race baiting and the nastiness of the crime campaigns that the opposition took to the last election. I
know that you did not personally support that, Mr Rich-Phillips, so I do place on the record my
apologies to you for insinuating that you were supportive of that. Mr Finn, though, did support those
race baiting policies.
Mr Finn: On a point of order, Acting President—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Order! I can read Mr Finn’s mind. Mr Finn, you do
not need to put your point of order. Mr Dalidakis, can you please get back to the subject. Is that what
you want, Mr Finn?
Mr Finn: You should set up a tent and do readings.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Back to the motion, Mr Dalidakis, please.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Thank you, Acting President. I am mildly amused that a member of the
opposition would call a point of order on me apologising to one of his colleagues for besmirching him
as being entertained by Liberal Party policy at the last election. Needless to say, Acting President, my
respect for you is so great that I will continue on the motion. I will stop apologising to Mr Rich-Phillips,
because we know that Mr Finn was the one agitating for all those nasty policies and it was not
Mr Rich-Phillips at all. The point is that Mr Rich-Phillips came into this place, a few months after they
were returned to opposition and we were returned to government, with a desire to tell us how we
should use the levers—at our opportunity—to fund this infrastructure project. I am as shocked as
everyone else in this place, to be honest with you. Nonetheless, we will move on.
One of the other opportunities, one of the other benefits, one of the other parts of the project is to have
the CBD bypass, through the Wurundjeri Way extension, removing through traffic from streets in the
CBD grid, including both Spencer Street and King Street, with a 10 per cent reduction in cars on
Spencer Street and a 5 per cent reduction in cars on King Street. I do not have the figures at my disposal
about what that means in terms of vehicles, but anyone that has driven along either Spencer Street or
King Street knows that that is a significant number of vehicles. What does that do? It improves traffic
time. Being able to reduce the traffic flows in different parts of the city removes the traffic congestion
and makes our roads more efficient and makes it easier for people to get around and live their daily
lives through their jobs or personal needs altogether.
Beyond that, there are express lanes from the M80 to the bridge; there is smart road technology—
which I have already alluded to; and of course there are more reliable trips for up to 200 000 motorists
per day. It also, as I have said, has a range of benefits. I want to now talk about the amenity of the
project. Mr Melhem, who recently left the chamber, is a very strong supporter of Melbourne’s west.
He is such a strong supporter of the west. He is, sadly, a Western Bulldogs supporter, although he has
tasted premiership glory far more recently than myself, as a sad, somewhat pathetic St Kilda supporter.
I pay tribute to my parents for raising me as such. Not sad and pathetic, but certainly a St Kilda
supporter nonetheless.
Mr Finn: You became pathetic all by yourself.
Mr Bourman interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I am happy for Mr Bourman to make character assessments of me.
Mr Bourman: I’m agreeing with you, Mr Dalidakis.
Mr DALIDAKIS: But I won’t be taking character assessments from a bloke that uses his faith in
a mischievous and an ugly way in this place.
But coming back to the motion at hand, the ability to have a 24/7 ban on trucks in the inner west will
significantly improve the amenity of Melbourne’s west. As I look across the chamber I see Mr Hayes
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sitting there, another one of our new members of Parliament in this place, representing Sustainable
Australia. I can only imagine that if he was not representing Southern Metropolitan Region, he would
be a massive supporter of this project in Western Metropolitan Region because of the amenity it will
bring back to the local streets by taking trucks off the streets. In his inaugural speech Mr Hayes made
it very clear that the livability of our suburbs was critical to him putting himself forth for public office.
As Ms Cumming returns, she too will be able—
Dr Cumming: Dr Cumming.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Ms Cumming.
Dr Cumming: Dr Cumming.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Doctor—you have earnt it, absolutely—deserves the right to represent an innercity area devoid of 9000 truck movements per day.
Of course one of the benefits that I am yet to have discussed in the first half-hour of my contribution,
that I move onto now, is the ability to create both walking and cycling connections. I know that
Dr Ratnam is a big proponent of cycling—
Members interjecting.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Dr Ratnam also deserves her honorific. She will appreciate that there is an
additional 14 kilometres, including 9 kilometres of new and upgraded cycling and walking bridges.
Dr Ratnam does not represent Melbourne’s west, but because she is the sole Greens member in this
place she will no doubt make representations on behalf of people that share her political philosophies,
and they are reducing in number. She will attempt to make that representation. I know that she, whilst
she has issues with some projects, will support increased cycling and walking connections.
Of course it is not just the infrastructure that we are building; it is also the amenity that we are
providing—new open spaces, new green spaces. Nine additional hectares—the size and equivalent of
four MCGs—will be created for people in the inner city to enjoy, and people from outside the city to
go and enjoy as well.
There will be an additional 17 000 trees planted as a result of this project—17 000. Now one of
Dr Ratnam’s colleagues in the last Parliament, the 58th Parliament, Samantha Dunn, would have
loved that fact. She would have loved that there will be 17 000 more trees planted and grown, creating
obviously a far better, far more environmental area that is far more pleasing to the eye and far more
pleasing to live within as well.
We are upgrading existing infrastructure as well. We are looking to replace old noise walls along the
West Gate Freeway that would result in lower noise overall for existing residents along that
carriageway. This is also important, because we have existing residents that we need to be mindful of,
and if we can upgrade the infrastructure that they have to live beside, then it makes their lives a lot
better for it. We should be proud of our opportunities to upgrade that infrastructure also.
All of these benefits that I have spoken about already are benefits that Mr Rich-Phillips wants to take
away. He wants to be the Grinch; he wants to steal back and take away from the public. He wants to
be the Grinch that encourages gridlock, encourages traffic mayhem—
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Yes, I had not thought of that, Ms Shing. That is a wonderful, wonderful
observation. Gordon Rich-Phillips could be synonymous with the Grinch by name and by title. He is
trying to take away the ability of people in Melbourne’s west to live in an environment with less trucks
on the roads, with less truck movements on the roads, with more parkland to live in and with more
trees to observe that create a better visual amenity. He wants to take all this away, and then some. Of
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course we have not even spoken about the fringe benefits of the infrastructure: the direct freeway
connections to the port of Melbourne’s Swanson and Appleton docks via MacKenzie Road and
Appleton Dock Road; a non-residential route to the port for over-height and placarded loads, of which
there are many; 50 per cent greater capacity on the West Gate Freeway from the M80 interchange;
express lanes from the M80 interchange to the West Gate Bridge for quicker and safer trips; and of
course roads, ramps and interchanges purpose-built for high productivity freight vehicles, because we
know that for the port of Melbourne, which is the busiest port in Australia, to continue to maintain its
position and role as the major port for goods importation and exportation out of this country, we need
to have a better system for trucks as they also innovate, improve and become more efficient, potentially
becoming larger and carrying more. We need to allow for that, and this project does exactly that. This
project allows for us to do the very best and be the very best that we need to be, not just for this
generation but for future generations. This is an intergenerational project.
From 2010 to 2014 those opposite were over here. They did nothing—not one infrastructure project—
which is why in 2014 they were sent over there and we came back here. On 24 November 2018 we
were returned to these benches, not because voters think I am a good bloke, not because they think I
am good-looking, but because the Premier represented a government that got on with doing things.
We invested in our TAFE sector, we invested in our education community, we invested in our hospital
and healthcare network, and guess what we did also, Acting President? We saw unemployment be
reduced from nearly 7 per cent to 4.6 per cent, come the election.
That did not happen by accident. It happened because we were investing in massive infrastructure
projects, creating an environment where people wanted to move their businesses to Melbourne to
create opportunity. That is why Melbourne has had a net growth rate larger than that of any other city
in Australia for the last 12 or 13 years. That is why Melbourne will be bigger than Sydney; that is why
Victoria will become the largest state in Australia by early 2040—because people are flocking here.
Net migration from interstate is up, not just migration from overseas. That is because they see what
Melbourne has become: a truly international, cosmopolitan city that provides for its inhabitants and
the people that come and visit. It provides a quality of life where people work to live. It provides an
opportunity for us to give the infrastructure that they need to get around and do the jobs that they want.
We are investing in free TAFE, which is going to provide us with the tools of trade, the people to do
the work on these projects, because we need to send a signal to the market, to the people, that we value
the work that they do and need the work that they do to undertake these projects. It is all interrelated.
On 24 November last year we were given the honour by the people of Victoria to go forward and
implement these projects as we have been talking about this morning.
I was just talking about jobs and the economy. I talked about the fact that the unemployment rate
dropped significantly from nearly 7 per cent to approximately 4.5 per cent or 4.6 per cent on the day
of the election, but let me tell you that the boost to gross state product is expected to be in the order of
$11 billion. Let me just repeat that: $11 billion is the expected boost to our GSP as a result of travel
time savings combined with greater connectivity to the port of Melbourne, the CBD and surrounds,
providing greater access to jobs for those in the west and higher productivity and opportunities for
businesses to grow along the M1 corridor.
It is expected, in terms of pure jobs creation from this project, there will be up to 6000, including—
and this is a number that we can all be proud of—500 apprenticeships, cadetships and traineeships and
up to 150 jobs for former auto workers. These are the auto workers that those opposite, with their
Canberra colleagues, ran out of town when they closed our automotive industry and chased Ford,
Toyota and Holden out of this country. This project, a project that Mr Rich-Phillips—the Grinch—is
trying to stop, will provide 150 auto workers the opportunity to be re-employed. That is 150 families
that will not wake up tomorrow fearing for how they are going to earn an income to be able to put
bread on the table and pay for the accommodation to look after their children; 150 families that will
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not have to live in fear about what tomorrow brings because they know that this project will deliver
for them today.
These are things that this Parliament should be proud of, not looking to revoke. These are issues that
this Parliament should be supportive of, not looking to create some kind of economic vandalism. These
are projects that our community voted for, not allowing members of Parliament to grandstand and use
this time, this place and our resources for a meaningless motion that simply tries to usurp what the
voters of Victoria elected us to do only a few short months ago. The minimum local content—
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): I know you have got 20 minutes, Mr Dalidakis, but
I acknowledge and welcome a former member of this house, Ms Truong. Sorry for interrupting.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Please do not apologise, Acting President. You are right to acknowledge the
work that Ms Truong did in this place in the short period of time that she had after replacing the Greens
member before her, Colleen Hartland. I would like to acknowledge the work that Ms Truong did in
her time in Parliament representing the people of the west. I miss her in this place as well. Again, we
did not always agree on everything, but I have got to say that she was a genuine representative for
Melbourne’s west in this place, and I hope that one day she gets the opportunity again to represent
somebody, somewhere, in this place.
As I was about to say, local content in construction is also important. What local content does is that
it provides opportunities for people, beyond the project itself, to be involved and to feel as if they are
contributing to a project that is of state significance and that involves intergenerational opportunity.
Ninety-three per cent of the design and construction of the tunnel, roadworks and elevated structure
will involve local content, and that is a minimum. We in fact may well get beyond 93 per cent. But
how fantastic it is for us to be able to say that a minimum of 93 per cent of the design, construction,
roadworks and elevated structures of this project will be supplied by people and products that are here
in Australia—in Victoria as well. That is something else we can be proud of. We are making sure, as
best we can, that jobs and opportunities stay here at home, for this project’s benefit.
Of course in terms of freight up to 6 million standard containers per year will have improved,
unimpeded freeway access to the port of Melbourne. To put that into some kind of context for you,
bear in mind that I noted before that Melbourne is the largest port in Australia. Those 6 million
containers per year are one-third of our national container trade—one-third! Again, Melbourne and
Victoria do the heavy lifting for the rest of this country. That is something we can be proud of. That is
something we should promote to our brothers and sisters in other jurisdictions across this country—
that we provide the infrastructure and that we provide the opportunities that give them jobs and give
them economic growth.
In fact what Mr Rich-Phillips is trying to do is attack not just Victoria. As you can see from this
demonstration, he is also attacking the rest of the country, because Victoria is the major port for
Australia. By stopping us trying to streamline and make more efficient and create more opportunities
for our transport and logistics sector, he is actually hurting New South Wales, Queensland, Tasmania,
South Australia and even Western Australia—maybe not Canberra so much. There is not a whole lot
of logistics in Canberra, other than goods being imported to their little region. But Mr Rich-Phillips’s
revocation motion before us has a far greater effect in a far wider circumference than just the state of
Victoria. He has unfortunately—maybe unwittingly, if I was being generous—effectively said, ‘I wish
to unleash the gods of economic vandalism beyond the borders of Victoria’.
For somebody who has always prided himself on his financial literacy, I can only hope that that is an
unintended consequence of his motion and that he was unaware of it. I will give him the benefit of my
generous spirit and suggest that he was unaware of it and that was an unintended consequence, but it
is an unintended consequence that we need to be very mindful of. When one domino falls onto a line
of others, we have seen what can happen. This revocation motion could well be the first domino in
some kind of unintended, cataclysmic domino event for the rest of our country.

MOTIONS
Wednesday, 6 March 2019

Legislative Council

569

Of course this project has been supported by the councils of Maribyrnong and Hobsons Bay. An
additional $11 million will be provided between them. In Hobsons Bay public open space in Brooklyn
will benefit from the package, including in Brooklyn Reserve, DN Duane Reserve and Rowan Avenue
reserve. If Ms Truong was in the chamber right now, I would ask her about those reserves, but she is
not, so alas I cannot. Of course both Donald McLean Reserve in Spotswood and WLJ Crofts Reserve
in Altona North will also see improvements to their sporting facilities and public open space. The
construction of a new sporting pavilion at Donald McLean Reserve has been committed to as part of
the scope of the West Gate Tunnel. In Maribyrnong, the Footscray Wharf and promenade will be
upgraded to revitalise the waterfront, and $50 million of funding will be provided by the City of
Melbourne to revitalise local roads and public spaces in West Melbourne, including 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.
It is an economic play. It is a community play. It is a cultural play. It spans the length and breadth of
our society in a way that few projects can, improving the opportunities for residents to move around
their communities without fear of a B-double coming up behind them or screeching its brakes while
they are trying to get to sleep. It provides us with an opportunity to improve Melbourne’s west
immeasurably and improve our economic opportunity eternally.
Of course the bill establishes the framework for the operation of the West Gate Tunnel when the road
opens in 2022. We have a plan before us. We have an infrastructure program and we have an
opportunity to try and ensure that we meet the requirements that we were elected to meet and that have
been instilled in us from one election to the next.
In terms of tolling reforms, one of the things that Mr Rich-Phillips objects to is that we are introducing
reforms right across the network to try and make this system fairer. Now, I know those opposite get a
bit touchy when we talk about CityLink, because they were the original architects of CityLink. They
were the ones that saddled us with decades upon decades of tolls as citizens of this state. In fact I had
only just started driving when CityLink came about, but did they think of me or my children when
they put decades of tolling upon us?
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Yes, Mr Rich-Phillips, I am much younger than I look. It is true. The beard
does add a few years; there is no doubt about that. But what we must do in terms of making the tolling
system fairer is apply the tolls equally, so our tolling reforms will apply across CityLink, EastLink and
the West Gate Tunnel project. The bill reduces the number of tolling offences for which a person can
be prosecuted to one in seven days, down from the current arrangement of one per day. Road operators
will be provided with more time and better data to recover tolls before the use of infringement notices
and prosecutions. So we are also trying to make the heavy hand of regulation a much lighter touch.
Unfortunately my colleagues from the Liberal Democratic Party have sought relief from my
contribution, but I am sure they would be supportive of that part alone if not the other parts of the bill.
They are now re-entering the chamber. I was talking about the lighter touch of regulation as a result
of our tolling reforms, reforms that I am sure that our LDP representatives will support to remove the
heavy-handed touch of infringement notices in our court system in recouping the collection of
effectively private sector income.
Of course the courts will be given discretion to waive court administration fees where individuals are
suffering hardship. I am not sure there is a person in Parliament that would seek to try and make
somebody’s life more challenging and more difficult if they are suffering severe financial or personal
hardship at that point in time. Of course in developing the bill the government worked with the
community and legal groups on these impacts of infringement notices in relation to hardship customers
and also the blockages in our court system. The reforms are particularly targeted at people, as I said,
experiencing financial or other hardship, such as family violence or indeed mental illness, and of
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course we must never discount the impact that financial hardship and mental illness play across our
community and across society.
While it is not completely relevant to the motion before us, I have dealt with kids in hardship at
Caulfield community school. These are kids that are often on their last chance in our higher education
system, and some of them have chosen not to attend school because they cannot afford their Myki
fees, and their concern about being hauled up by infringement officers at the train station nearest to
the school has meant that some of them just do not go to school. These are people that sometimes fall
through the cracks, but it is our job to make sure that they do not. It is our job to lift them up and to
make sure that they are protected. If we are not here to look after those that can least look after
themselves, then I question why anybody would put themselves up for representation in this place in
the first instance. So these reforms have a genuine impact on people in hardship, people that are
suffering and people that are affected and may have to go through the courts, and maybe we can make
their lives a little bit healthier, a little bit simpler and a little bit easier for them.
In my last few minutes allow me just to recap. The bill of course provides for imposing, collecting and
enforcing tolls and toll administration fees.
Dr Ratnam interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I think Dr Ratnam wants me to start from the beginning. Dr Ratnam, if you
want to move a motion to extend my time by an hour to start from the beginning, I am happy to do so.
Dr Ratnam: I’ll think about it.
Mr DALIDAKIS: All right. While we let Dr Ratnam think about moving a motion to extend my
time, let me go through what the bill does. It allows for the operator, in this case Transurban, to fix,
charge and collect tolls and request an enforcement agency to commence enforcement for tolling
offences if tolls remain unpaid. We make no apology for that.
We know that private tolling is one of the most efficient ways of building infrastructure. It removes
the direct cost to the taxpayer, and it moves the cost to the person using the infrastructure. This is one
of the most efficient ways to use capital at our disposal in government. We need to ensure that more
trucks use the freeway, which is why we are banning trucks from using local routes. It is why we are
trying to encourage a greater depth and a greater use of our freeway system, rather than worrying about
local residents fearing for their lives as 5000 B-doubles are finding their way through local
communities.
And of course there is value for money. This project was a market-led proposal that was assessed by
both government and independent contractors as being value for money for the Victorian taxpayer.
The biggest cost component of this will be the construction, representing over 70 per cent of the total
project cost, and that was subjected to a most rigorous open market, competitive tender process. There
is much for us to be supportive of and much for us to be understanding of, but importantly this project,
as I have said on a number of occasions, provides long-term intergenerational infrastructure that people
have been calling out for for more than 50 years.
I know that Neil Mitchell has long argued on his program for a second major crossing over the
Maribyrnong. I know it is often reported—most news bulletins, most mornings—that where there is
an incident on the West Gate Freeway it impacts upon everybody, beyond Geelong and right through
Melbourne’s west and inner north.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: My colleague Ms Shing reminds me of a traffic incident the day after the
opposition moved a motion about the West Gate, which caused massive inconvenience to the
travelling public. We cannot avoid incidents on our public freeways. We are not in a position to dictate
to motorists what they do and how they do it. We can provide frameworks—they are the road rules.
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We can provide infrastructure—they are the tollways or the freeways. We can provide public transport
through Melbourne Metro. We can provide all manner and any number of different ways for people
to transit. But one thing I can tell you is it is very difficult to get freight and logistics around Melbourne
without having a road network that allows them to do that.
This motion before this place will clog up our roads, will lock up our transport and logistic arteries
and will remove infrastructure that people voted on in 2018. It will change infrastructure that people
voted on in 2014, and of which Mr Rich-Phillips, instead of being a wrecker, should be a supporter. I
note, as I finalise my comments in relation to this motion, that the motion I come back to, notice of
motion 48 on the notice paper in the name of Mr Rich-Phillips, is effectively a motion to attack our
way of life, to consign Melbourne to potentially decades of lost opportunity, to consign Victoria to
decades of lower growth and to provide a level of economic vandalism which we have not seen for
some time.
I am surprised that Mr Rich-Phillips has his name associated with this motion. I could imagine other
economic vandals in the opposition preferring to have their names associated with this motion—
people like Mr Davis, for example, who has a lack of regard for economics in this place. But Mr RichPhillips has always held himself to be one of the most financially literate and has always put himself
forward as one of the most financially prudent members of the opposition. How he allows his name
to be associated with a motion in this place that is the exact opposite I find most disconcerting. This is
something the people of Victoria rejected only a few short months ago. It is a motion that this house
should reject with the notion and the understanding that the people of Victoria voted for this project.
This political grandstanding has taken up the time of this place on opposition business day when the
opposition and the crossbench could actually bring forward motions that have some kind of
opportunity to improve Victoria, not make Victoria worse and not denigrate what we are trying to do
in terms of building the infrastructure that we need.
It gives me great pleasure to oppose this motion with every fibre that I have, because this does not take
Victoria forward. It takes us back, and where it takes us back to is a place that we do not want to go.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:30): I too would like to acknowledge my former
colleague who is in the house today, the former Greens MLC for Western Metropolitan Region, Huong
Truong, who was a tremendous representative for the people of the west and for the Greens. It is truly
significant that she is here today to witness this debate—the continuation of a debate that began in the
last Parliament. She championed the Greens’ opposition to the West Gate Tunnel project, and she
championed that opposition from a place of deep understanding of the needs of the people of the west
and the residents that she spoke so widely to. She took the time to talk to them, to listen to them and
to understand that they have been asking and advocating for and demanding action to ease congestion,
to get trucks off the road in the west, to have more open spaces, to have cleaner air and to have better
bike paths. But they do not want to be held ransom by this dodgy, polluting toll road in order to get
the benefits that they deserve. I want to thank her for her work in this place, and we will do our very
best to continue the incredible legacy that she began and I am sure will continue in years to come.
The Greens will be supporting this motion. We have been on the record as opposing this polluting,
dodgy toll road since it was first announced. This is a project that was not taken to an election before
it was dumped onto Victorians as a done deal. It was a project that a corporate giant, Transurban, took
to the government as an unsolicited bid. The government then proceeded to do a deal with Transurban
in secret and presented it to the public and this Parliament as a fait accompli. It told us the details and
legislation would come later. This is the promise they gave us last year. This is the wrong way to do
things; this is an arrogant way of doing things. So now, post election, the government brings us the
details, and this Parliament is now doing its job. This is what we are here to do, to scrutinise and
interrogate the details of the government’s plans and to ensure that whatever deal is done is done to
benefit the public and all Victorians. This one does not, and that is why the Greens are supporting this
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revocation motion. I will come to the impact of the toll deed but first would like to outline the context
in which we make this decision.
The West Gate toll road is a bad project that will damage Melbourne’s livability and it is being paid
for by a secretive deal done by Premier Daniel Andrews with Transurban. Victorians will funnel
billions in profit to Transurban for a toll road that will entrench car usage and increase pollution and
congestion. I have spoken in this house before about the problems with the West Gate Tunnel. We
know it will do nothing to solve congestion but instead will pour thousands of cars into the inner city.
The West Gate toll road will be gridlocked just 10 years after it is built. What does that solve?
No other smart, modern city in the world is building new mega toll roads and driving traffic into the
CBD and inner suburbs. The only way to move large numbers of people quickly in a growing city is
with fast, frequent public transport. So Melbourne’s second river crossing should actually be a train
line that will reduce traffic, not increase it. This project also ensures trucks will remain the primary
option for moving freight for decades to come, creating more and more pollution in the west. Children
in the west are already being hospitalised with breathing problems at rates 70 per cent higher than the
Victorian average. Sending trucks underground does not stop them from spewing diesel pollution into
the air we breathe. The people of the west deserve better. This is a dodgy secret deal that will take
money out of the pockets of Victorians and put it into the super profits of a private company for
decades to come. Under this secretive deal Victorians will pay billions more for the toll road than its
costs to build. This government’s record is one of doing secret deals for private companies like Crown,
the gambling industry and Apple. The deals found in these deeds are a win-win for a private company
and a lose-lose for all Victorians.
In 2017 Transurban made $6 billion in revenue, including $687 million in tolls from Victorian drivers
alone, and contributed not one dollar in company tax. Transurban exploits their dominance, gouging
86 per cent profit margins on CityLink and leaving people with little other choice. And the with West
Gate Tunnel deed Transurban is not only getting an additional toll road to gouge Victorians with for
years to come but are guaranteed an extra 10 years of CityLink tolls. Instead of Victoria being able to
potentially end the CityLink tolls early under the super profits clause, the government is giving
Transurban an extra 10 years of tolls on CityLink. But there is more: Transurban also gets to increase
tolls by 4.5 per cent—way above inflation.
The reality is Victorians will be paying for this road either way, and that is an important point to
remember in this debate. The government has tried to strongarm this Parliament on multiple occasions.
It has repeatedly said that if this toll extension is not passed, then it will have to pay for the road through
the budget. But the reality is that the deal done by Premier Andrews with Transurban will mean that
Victorians will pay for it either way: either up-front via the budget now or via tolls for decades to
come. It is a lose-lose proposition for Victorians and a win-win for Transurban. The people who will
be paying those tolls for a decade longer under this secret deal with Transurban are the many thousands
of Victorians going to and from work, making their way, in many cases, from outer suburbs that have
been built without public transport, which has then made them dependent on car use. In many cases
these Victorians are the ones doing it the toughest in our state, with longer commutes and rising
transport costs. These are the Victorians we should be looking out for, but it seems the government
would rather look out for its corporate mates and the likes of Transurban than ordinary Victorians—
so much so that this deal by the government slugs these Victorians with tolls for another decade.
It is not even a full user-pays system as it slugs people who may not even use the West Gate Tunnel
with more tolls for longer. The Greens believe major transport projects should be funded by the state.
We do not support this project or any toll roads, but as a principle the state should pay for transport
infrastructure, preferably public transport. Public-private partnerships like this one with Transurban
have been shown time and time again to be terrible value for the community while lining the pockets
of CEOs and multinational corporations. Labor rushed to sign the West Gate Tunnel contract and is
now trying to force Parliament to agree to a deal engineered to maximise the profits of a private toll
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road company. If the government does not want to pay for the toll road, then scrap the project and
build Melbourne Metro 2 instead.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (11:38): I rise today to speak on this motion. I am actually
genuinely conflicted here. I am all for infrastructure, but I am a bit nervous about the tolling
arrangements. I actually came in to listen to the contributions and of course the Greens manifesto.
After Mr Dalidakis’s lengthy contribution I am still none the wiser about anything except his footy
team and things like that. Back in 2014 I did an interview with ABC, I think it was—it might have
been with Raf Epstein—and they posed the question: trains or lanes? They were obviously trying to
put me into the left or the right or whatever.
Ms Shing interjected.
Mr BOURMAN: Trains or lanes. Anyway, moving right along. Thank you for the translation,
Ms Shing. My theory was and still is: why can’t we have both? Unlike other people I do not think we
should have one in exclusion of another. This city has grown since the 1830s and 1850s, and it has
grown organically and without much thought. You can see that in the traffic. The traffic is atrocious.
I have a car now with a little indicator of how much time I spend moving and how much time I spend
idle. About a quarter of my time in that car as I go through Melbourne is spent idle. That is a quarter
of my time sitting there doing nothing. Anything that would help has got to be a positive, whether we
are taking them off for public transport or whether we are just getting cars and trucks to move a bit
faster is a point of contention for later. I have travelled overseas a fair bit. I have been through quite a
few different freeway systems. I have yet to experience the joy of autobahns with no speed limits, but
most places, and some of the places we even deride, like America, have excellent freeway systems,
because back in the 1950s Eisenhower had a vision and did it. We are now 60 or 70 years later and we
are seeing them still working.
The positives, I guess, are everything I have said: jobs—lots of jobs. But it is the tolls and the tolling
arrangements that worry me—the tolling arrangements for the private company. When the West Gate
Bridge was done all those years ago the government paid for it. The government tolled us, and then
one day when they caught up, the bridge tolls disappeared, for which I am thankful. You can imagine
trying to toll it by chucking in a few coins these days. It would be bedlam.
What also worries me is tolling one road to pay for another. It is generational tolling. It is getting to
the point now where people driving down roads know nothing but tolls on those roads. One of the few
things that I was awake for in Mr Dalidakis’s contribution was when he said that people can use them
or not use them, that it is entirely up to them.
At this stage I am still going to be listening. I am still going to be trying to figure out where to go. This
is an important issue. This is something that will affect many, many generations, whether it stops or it
starts.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (11:41): I have been keenly listening as well to honourable
members in the chamber.
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Perhaps that as well. I appreciate your candour in expressing concerns et cetera,
and certainly I will attempt to address those concerns as I speak to this particular motion, which I do
not support, I should say, in this moment. I think we have to be a little bit careful with the arguments
put forward by the opposition and the underlying intent behind them. I agree with Mr Dalidakis that
they were presented very eloquently; however, I think we have to be careful about isolating and
obscuring arguments without looking at the overall picture and the overall benefit for all Victorians,
which I think is of concern to everyone in this chamber. I do not think there is any argument about the
fact that multimodal transport options are the optimal method for moving people and for reducing
congestion, not only in Australia but overseas as well. I visited Holland late last year. They have
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fantastic transport networks but they also have significant highways and they still have congestion on
those highways as well. I think we have to be a little bit careful about it being glossy overseas, with it
all being perfect. If we are going to make those comparisons, they need to be very detailed and specific,
so that we are properly comparing. I am not saying that to discredit the argument, but sometimes we
can say, ‘Overseas they have mastered the art of getting rid of all congestion’. Having been there
myself, to New York and other places, yes, there are wonderful multimodal initiatives, which are also
being invested in here, but that does not mean that Australia has it all wrong. We, the Dan Andrews
Labor government, are certainly trying to make up for lost time in terms of correcting some of those
congestion issues and addressing population increase, which is significant.
The other thing I was going to say and I will go into in a lot more detail—I can see that members are
wanting a lot more detail and I am happy to provide that—is one issue that was reiterated multiple
times by Dr Ratnam in trying to infer that there is some sort of dodgy deal, with all these corrupt
individuals.
Ms Shing: It was stated outright.
Ms TAYLOR: It was stated outright that we have this terrible intent towards our own Victorians,
our own people, the people in my electorate of Southern Metropolitan Region and in the western
suburbs—that somehow we want to do wrong by them. It is almost a little bit insulting because the
fact is we actually care deeply about our fellow Victorians and want to do the right thing by them. I
do get a bit concerned when people try to infer that we do not have good intent, that we are not trying
to do the right thing. Ultimately, we all pay as well. We are part of this; we travel on those highways.
So I was a little bit taken aback by that.
I should point out factually that the details of the concession deed were made public well ahead of the
election back in 2017, so I think that is an unnecessary slur on the Dan Andrews Labor government. I
do think it is important to be really, really clear and factual in our discussions when we are talking
about a project that has massive significance for the Victorian population.
What I was also going to say is that I think we do have to be very realistic about this if we are talking
about real numbers. By virtue of this motion, we would effectively rip $4 billion out of our budget.
That would in effect get rid of school proposals, hospitals and public transport. I know those opposite,
including Dr Ratnam, have expressed a great need for public transport. We are all in furious agreement
about that. With that $4 billion black hole, how are we going to fill it? Just from the air, somewhere
else? I do not know that that would be the most responsible decision for the Dan Andrews government
to make, actually. I think that would be a rather horrendous decision. I know that at the end of the day
you do have to pay for the infrastructure.
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: That is right; we do not just print money. We actually have to follow the money,
we have to manage the budgets. I suppose if the opposition had wanted to rip out the $4 billion from
schools, hospitals and public transport, they might have liked to have brought that to the attention of
the Victorian public ahead of coming to the election, because you cannot have it both ways. You
cannot say, ‘Well, we don’t want the Victorian public to have to pay that, but somehow we’ll magic
up the schools and the hospitals and the public transport. That will come from somewhere out there,
some magical source’. It is not magical. At the same time we are being very, very up-front and
transparent and at least you can see exactly where the taxpayer dollars are going.
In terms of looking at the overall picture for the benefit of those travelling on the toll roads, we also
have to look at the significant tolling reforms which were alluded to by the Honourable Mr Dalidakis.
We know that on those reforms, in the course of developing the bill, the government worked with
community and legal groups—not underhandedly, but very up-front, out there consulting directly,
saying, ‘This is what you are going to see through this project’. That is not dodgy in my book. I do not

MOTIONS
Wednesday, 6 March 2019

Legislative Council

575

know—maybe I am naive—but to me that seems a pretty up-front way of negotiating with fellow
Victorians. This negotiation was about the impact of infringement notices and how they can cause
hardship for customers and our courts.
The reforms are particularly targeted at people experiencing financial or other hardship, such as those
experiencing family violence and mental illness. Isn’t that what Labor values are all about? We are
here to look after all Victorians, and particularly to focus on those most vulnerable who will be
impacted one way or another or can be impacted through major infrastructure projects. For instance,
one of the reforms is that the bill reduces the number of tolling offences for which a person can be
prosecuted to one in seven days, down from the current arrangement from one per day. It is just
contributing that element of fairness—and at the end of the day that is what Labor is all about. To infer
that again it is a dodgy deal behind closed doors and that we have not consulted with the community
et cetera is a bit rich and something that I certainly cannot accept.
Also, looking at the overall picture here, I think that is something we need to do. It is very dangerous
to look at these kinds of projects in a very isolated way, at how they will impact a limited number of
people. Let’s look at how these projects will impact the majority of Victorians, because at the end of
the day that is the way taxes should be collected and used.
With regard to freight, I have to say that in my former life I was a representative for workers on the
docks, so I saw a lot of the freight.
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes. I saw a lot of the freight coming in and out of there all day long. Sometimes I
would even try to walk from the city just to avoid some of the issues with traffic and congestion. Some
of the walkways et cetera are not so safe. They are not set up for accessibility, even for workers who
might have to commute to and from those areas. Quite a few of the workers in the docks also like to
take their bikes. These are some of the significant considerations that have been taken on board by the
Victorian government.
Again, when we are looking at that issue of multimodal transport, we have to factor in all the different
ways that the workers themselves, who access those ports and actually get jobs and their livelihood
out of that area, are able to get to and from work. If you look at jobs and the economy, what will this
project deliver? The boost to gross state product will be $11 billion. This is what I mean about looking
at the whole picture, not just one isolated, convenient little point that in effect is really just a political
stunt. This was taken to the election, so I think it is a bit rich at the end of the day to try and pretend
that somehow there was a little balloon that popped and, ‘Hey, here’s a proposal’. It is not brand-new.
There has been significant consultation on this issue.
On jobs created, again, jobs bring money to our fellow Victorians. There will be up to 6000, including
500 apprenticeships, cadetships and traineeships, and up to 150 jobs for former auto workers, which
is a point that Mr Dalidakis was referring to before. And there will be a minimum local content target
of 93 per cent for design and construction of the tunnel, roadworks and elevated structures. Very
importantly, there will be that unimpeded freeway access to the port of Melbourne for six million
standard containers per year.
I have had a lot of other lives and I did briefly live in Yarraville and Kensington, so I understand the
need for there to be a lot more trees. There is a lot of dust and it can get pretty hot in summer. I have
seen it; I have walked around there myself. I quite enjoyed it; it is a lovely place to live. Unfortunately
it was for only a brief period of time. I am not immune to what it is like to live in the west and some
of the difficulties with trucks going through the smaller streets and the pollution et cetera. It is
wonderful—and I know that this is something across Victoria generally—that there will be 24/7 truck
bans in the inner west to improve local amenity. Now, talking about environmental aspects, which are
very, very important and close to my heart, walking and cycling connections: 14 kilometres, including
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nine new and upgraded cycling and walking bridges. If that is not multimodal transport, I do not know
what is. Having walked along Footscray Road—literally walked it—I have seen cyclists going along
there and other parts and thought, ‘Gee, they really need a safer option, even for walking as well’.
For new open space and parks there are 9 hectares, the size of four MCGs. Hey, that is what we are
talking about, right? That is open space. Greening the west by planting more than 17 000 trees and
replacing old noise walls along the West Gate Freeway will result in lower noise limits. I think that is
really important too. I understand that there is nothing more irritating than having that terrible heavy
truck noise. That can actually distress people in many ways. So it is very, very important that all these
things have been considered in this project as well.
Time is money, but there is also the safety aspect. There will be more reliable trips for 200 000 daily
motorists, room for an extra 2000 vehicles per hour during the peak and reduced travel times by
10 minutes per day. If you have got a business—and I know the opposition say they are concerned
about small business and big business—
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: I don’t know, because if they were, they would want to improve travel times, surely,
and make travel more efficient all round. And there will be a 20 per cent reduction in crashes that
cause serious injury. So if we are looking at safety, which I think we can all agree is very, very
important, then we need to factor that in too.
Now, the other point that I was going to get to in the 2 minutes that I have left is the transparency
aspect. I just want to be really, really clear about that. This project was a market-led proposal that was
assessed by the government and independent contractors as being value for money for Victorian
taxpayers. I think it is a bit rich again to suddenly be selective socialists and say, ‘Oh, suddenly we
don’t want Transurban to receive income from this et cetera’. I find that a little bit obscure. They are
not looking at the whole package. The biggest cost component of this project, the construction,
represents over 70 per cent of the total project cost. This was subject to a most rigourous open market
competitive tender process. The Victorian Labor government’s market-led proposal guideline is the
most transparent in the country.
Mr Davis interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: The process was in fact first created by the opposition. The government has
publicly released an unprecedented level of public disclosure, demonstrating the government’s
commitment to transparency. So, business case for the proposal, tick; project agreement—the key
project contract—tick; environment effects statement, tick. The market-led proposals project summary
outlines the key information on the project, including the design, scope, the procurement process,
value-for-money proposition and commercial terms of the agreement between the state and
Transurban. We have a summary of the value-for-money assessment completed by PwC Australia,
the proposed amendment to the City Link concession deed agreed as part of the market-led proposal
process and an exposure draft of the West Gate Tunnel bill. We also released a summary value-formoney assessment report demonstrating the state’s approach to— (Time expired)
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (11:56): I rise to speak on this. It is very much a concern to
me. Mr Dalidakis waxed lyrical for his appointed time and raised a couple of interesting things.
Generally I am very much in favour of catching up on our infrastructure. We have got an infrastructure
lag and an infrastructure gap, so I am supportive of what the government is doing in the way of
infrastructure, but the question I rise to speak about on this is: is this the way to fund future
infrastructure projects?
Here we have the state contributing some $2 billion or so towards the overall cost of the funding and
relying on Transurban to supply the rest. Motorists will be paying generational tolls on this for 10 years
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and then another 10 years, and those tolls will be rising. So I can see a great benefit here to CityLink
and to their investors but not to residents, taxpayers or to the state, really.
In the Age three weeks ago the government was boasting that they were going to build 50 000 new
housing lots and 12 new suburbs, all beyond Melbourne’s urban rail network. They are unashamed
about the population expansion, yet we are facing, in the outer suburbs and these new suburbs,
overcrowding in schools, not to mention our roads, which are congested, and underservicing by public
transport. Dr Ratnam mentioned the need to consider public transport as well.
So we have got huge infrastructure costs coming up. People in the outer suburbs have nowhere near
the same standards of infrastructure as people living in the inner city, and there is massive and
continual underfunding going on. Yet the government presses on with its plan to double the size of
Melbourne: ‘Melbourne at 8 million in 2050’, they talk about. Under the current projections we have
met Melbourne 2030. The projection of 5 million by then came to pass last year, so we are well ahead
of the projections on population growth. Is this the proper way to pay for freeways and funding into
the future? What we propose is a betterment tax as being the way to go about funding proposals like
this and also to deal with population growth in the future; wherein developers and companies that are
making money out of this continual expansion, which they very much support, pay a fair share of the
costs of the infrastructure. So that is increasing taxation on increasing site value and seeing proper
contributions to a developer contributions fund.
We have had in the past decade Melbourne’s population growing at the rate of 2000 people every
week, week in and week out. This government, like others before it, has been very happy with this
extraordinary population growth and it far exceeds the growth we were experiencing in the
20th century. Now in the 21st century it has been ramped up to 2000 a week. But before that, when
we were looking at immigration figures of around about 90 000 a year, Melbourne really was one of
the world’s most livable cities.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Questions without notice
HOMELESSNESS
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:00): My question is for the minister representing the
Minister for Housing, Ms Symes. Recently my office had the pleasure of meeting Jenny Smith and
Kate Colvin of the Council to Homeless Persons. Both Jenny and Kate explained the growing
homelessness crisis facing Victoria, in particular in my region of western Victoria. In my constituency
alone there are around 2055 homeless people. One suggested way to address this growing issue of
homelessness is to legislate a requirement for a percentage of all new housing developments to be
either public or affordable housing. Is the minister able to provide any insight into whether or not the
Andrews government supports the achievable figure of 10 per cent that is supported by the Council to
Homeless Persons?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:01): I thank the member for his question, his interest in this very important
area of policy and his interest in resolving homelessness issues. It is certainly something this
government is committed to. I will indeed take his question to the relevant minister, Mr Wynne, and
he will provide an answer accordingly.
REGIONAL EMPLOYMENT
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:02): My question is for the Minister for Resources and my
colleague from Northern Victoria Region, Minister Symes. Minister, on matters that touch on a
number of your portfolios, can you inform the house of recent discoveries in the resources sector in
our electorate of Northern Victoria Region and more broadly on this government’s commitment to
support local communities and jobs?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:02): I had better get a bit fitter; I have just run up the stairs and I am puffing
a bit. Thank you for your question, Mr Gepp. One of the best things about being the Minister for
Agriculture, Minister for Regional Development and Minister for Resources is that country jobs are
basically at the centre of all of my portfolios. It is something that I know many of us share a passion
for, so thank you so much for your interest.
I would like to take the opportunity in the resources portfolio to inform the house that it was recently
the 150th anniversary of the discovery of the Welcome Stranger nugget, the largest known nugget to
be found anywhere in the world. Of course there is a replica in the building, just around the corner
near the library, for members to have a look at. The sheer size of it is quite remarkable.
Mr Gepp, coming back to the topic of gold, gold is booming in the state of Victoria. While I probably
would not call it a gold rush just yet, it is certainly generating not only a lot of buzz but heaps and
heaps of jobs in our regions. At the Fosterville gold mine, for example, we are seeing production jump,
and future projections are at record levels in Victoria. This is really great news for Bendigo and
surrounding communities. I know you have a strong interest in Bendigo, being your home. There are
really, really positive signs coming from that area.
We are currently sitting on some of the best regional employment figures the state has ever seen. The
government has created more jobs in regional Victoria than ever before, and it is something that I am
committed to ongoing work on. In terms of other jobs outside the resources portfolio, last week I was
in Carisbrooke to announce some support for a hydroponic glasshouse there in relation to tomatoes.
That is going to produce an additional 40 full-time jobs in that region. When you understand the size
of these communities that are not very big, 40 jobs is really, really big, so that is really good news for
that community too.
Part of my trip was to see the silo art in that region. The tourism numbers, visitation and job creation
that are coming from that wonderful project are another example for our country regions. Although
we hear talk about the struggles with the drought, dry conditions and things, there is a lot of positivity
in the jobs market, and we are a government that is committed to growing that. So thank you for your
question.
GOVERNMENT BANKING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:05): My question is to the
Minister for Regional Development. Noting the minister’s responsibilities under the Regional
Development Victoria Act 2002 and noting the government’s plan to force local state government
institutions such as schools to place any cash reserves in the Sydney-based Westpac Banking
Corporation at the expense of local bank branches, including community-controlled community
banks, will the minister explain what the impact on the grants programs of local community banks is
and will there be more or less community grants and thereby more or less regional development?
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I have a concern that that may be a question for the Minister for Finance.
Mr DAVIS: President, it is about the impact of a government policy on regional activity. The
minister’s act that she is responsible for under the administrative orders, the Regional Development
Victoria Act, lists its function as to facilitate new investment. It lists its functions to facilitate the
operation. It lists one of its aims as being for the minister to facilitate consultation between public and
private sectors and communities about economic and community development—
The PRESIDENT: I think you are about to have a win. The minister can answer the question
around the impact on regional communities.
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:07): I thank you for your question. I do not believe I am the relevant
minister for the specifics of your question. However, I will take it on board and provide you with a
written answer tomorrow. I can have a think about the impact element of your question in a more
general sense, but I think your question would be better directed to the Minister for Finance, because
it is not my responsibility in relation to the banking question.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:07): I thank the minister for
her commitment to come back—
A member interjected.
Mr DAVIS: No, no. I am about to be generous too. I thank the minister for her commitment to
consider the matter and I understand that she will come back having considered it, which I think
unfortunately means that she has not as yet considered the impact. I therefore ask, because I have a
further point: can the minister assure the house that the government’s centralisation plan will not be
negative in its impact on the viability of country community bank branches?
The PRESIDENT: Once again I believe that is a question for the Minister for Finance. Maybe the
minister might be generous as well and offer to pass that question on to the Minister for Finance.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:08): Thank you, President. I will seek to address the member’s
supplementary question as much as I can as it affects my portfolio. Again, I point out that I do not
think he has directed his question to the right minister, but I will have a crack.
The PRESIDENT: You will get a written response.
RURAL AND REGIONAL AMBULANCE SERVICES
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (12:09): My question is for the Minister for Health, and it relates to
the impact of the fires which are continuing in eastern Victoria. It has reminded us all of the really
important and life-saving work being undertaken by our emergency services workers, who help us
when we are at our most vulnerable and who can have an immeasurable impact on the lives of entire
communities. So my question to the minister is: how is the Andrews government ensuring that
residents in rural and regional Victoria have the capacity to get access to life-saving healthcare
services, again with specific reference to the current fire and emergency situation in the region?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:09): I want to thank the member for her question, and I acknowledge the continued advocacy that
she is making on behalf of her constituents, who are currently experiencing the trauma of these
ongoing bushfires. My thoughts are with all of those individuals as they are facing very, very
challenging circumstances.
I take this opportunity as well to recognise our more than 2000 firefighters from the CFA, Forest Fire
Management Victoria and the MFB who are currently working to manage fires across the state. We
back our firefighters, unlike those opposite, who wish to politicise this matter whilst we still have
ongoing fires. I also want to take this opportunity to thank and acknowledge the work of all of our
emergency services personnel, including Ambulance Victoria staff who have been involved with the
response over the weekend and into this week, as well as Department of Health and Human Services
staff who have been involved in working in our relief centres. I thank them for the important work that
they are doing.
As the member would be well aware, the Andrews Labor government is very proud of its investment
in health services across regional Victoria. This has included a record amount in our ambulance
services of almost three-quarters of a billion dollars during our first term. We have made commitments
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to invest a further $109 million to continue to expand our paramedic workforce and to build new
ambulance branches.
I was very pleased just recently to visit Winchelsea to inspect the new ambulance branch on Willis
Street—the town’s first-ever ambulance branch—where construction recently kicked off. I was also
pleased to turn the sod with local paramedics at the new Terang ambulance branch that will be colocated with the Terang hospital. The town’s existing branch was built back in the 1970s and no longer
meets the needs of a modern ambulance service. There will be spacious and purpose-built branches
built at both of these locations that will feature a drive-in-and-out garage base for vehicles, rest and
recline areas and modern amenities. I take this opportunity to also note that the Terang branch will be
converted from being a single-crew to a dual-crew branch, and we have made some commitments
around doing this in a number of other regional locations as well.
What we are doing is providing modern facilities for our paramedics to ensure that they are better
supported, and this does lead to improved response times and more lives being saved in Winchelsea
and Terang and other regional locations as patients get the emergency care they need sooner.
The member would also be interested to know that the Andrews Labor government is supporting
Ambulance Victoria through a range of health, safety and wellbeing initiatives for our paramedics.
We have invested funding specifically to support these measures. Just last Sunday I had the honour
and privilege of presenting 135 Ambulance Victoria graduates with their practising certificates. There
were 135 humans, I should add, and one dog that graduated at this ceremony. These new paramedics
will be based in metropolitan Melbourne, Barwon, Grampians, Hume, Loddon and Gippsland. I also
had the pleasure of presenting the adorable Bruce, Ambulance Victoria’s first-ever peer support dog,
with his practising certificate. That was thrilling, and I know that Ms Shing, who is such a huge dog
lover, would understand its importance. (Time expired)
RESIDENTIAL PLANNING ZONES
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:14): My question is to the Minister for Regional
Development, for the Minister for Planning. The March 2017 Reformed Residential Zones booklet
states that further guidance on the reformed residential zones will be provided by 30 June 2017. As
Boroondara council advised me, this further guidance is now overdue by over a year and a half. Is it
not the case that these reformed residential zones will further substantially weaken the protection of
neighbourhood character and residential amenity, and when will the government provide this
guidance?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:14): Thank you, Mr Hayes, for your question for the Minister for
Planning. I will not even attempt to answer that. I will pass it on, and he will provide a written answer,
in accordance with the requirements of the house.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): My supplementary question is also to the minister
via the Minister for Regional Development. In addition to the reformed residential zones, does the
government intend to further amend the planned development approval process as part of Plan
Melbourne? Will those amendments undermine neighbourhood character, diminish resident and thirdparty rights and reduce the level of transparency and consultation presently required for planning
approvals? Will these planned reforms further remove planning powers from local communities and
councils?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:15): Thank you for your supplementary question. I will indeed pass it on,
and I am sure Mr Wynne will be pleased to respond.
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WARRAGUL PEDESTRIAN SAFETY
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (12:16): My question is for the Minister for Roads and Minister
for Road Safety and the TAC. Minister, can you please outline any measures you are aware of to
improve pedestrian safety in Gippsland?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:16): I thank Ms Garrett for her question and her interest in
pedestrian safety. In my reasonably short period in this new portfolio responsibility I have received so
many approaches from members of Parliament, from different communities and from all kinds of
people everywhere I have been about the issue of pedestrian safety. Of course making sure that people
feel safe as they move about is so important to relieve congestion in our communities and for all the
health and wellbeing benefits of being able to get from A to B. The question of safety, in particular
around schools, is something that has probably come up every day I have been in the role and
something that is of great interest and importance to the community, so I do thank you for the
opportunity to update the house and to provide some information about a couple of new initiatives in
eastern Victoria, in your region. I take this opportunity to announce today that we are funding two
pedestrian refuge islands on Normanby and Albert streets in Warragul. They will be delivered in
partnership with Baw Baw Shire Council. The funding includes $72 000 for the Normanby Street
refuge to service the local bus stop, which is used by school students. As I indicated, I think when we
send kids to school we certainly want to know that they are moving safely about those very busy areas
at those very busy times of the day, where kids and increased traffic are interacting. This project is
about improving safety and access across the thoroughfare for school students but also for all
community members, including those in nearby residential estates.
I also indicate that the government has allocated $54 000 for a refuge on Albert Street, which is close
to the Mawarra centre, which provides important disability services for people in Warragul. The new
refuge island will provide a safe crossing point for all pedestrians who use this busy road and,
importantly, allow people who are using the Mawarra centre to move more safely and independently
between two different buildings used by the service in the Albert Street area.
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms PULFORD: Members might not have been able to hear because she is quite close to me, but
quite near Bunnings?
Ms Shing: Just adjacent to Bunnings.
Ms PULFORD: I live quite near my local Bunnings, and I can tell you there are people coming
and going all the time, particularly at this time of the year when people are preparing various bits of
their backyard or their home as well. So for people at the Mawarra centre, for people at Bunnings, for
people just moving around the area doing their business, it will be safer for them to do so.
Our approach to supporting pedestrians to be able to move more safely is mainly in recognition that it
is very important to the Victorian community. There are also some wonderful health and wellbeing
benefits and congestion benefits that come from it, so it is certainly a focus of my work. I had the
opportunity to meet with people from Victoria Walks to talk about the need for greater strategic
planning and policy work on separating pedestrians from cyclists as well as other modes used by road
users: cars, trucks, motorcycles—everybody, really. Making sure that everybody is able to go about
their business safely is an important part of the work we do. There are a couple of great projects here
for your and Ms Shing’s community.
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WHEELCHAIR-ACCESSIBLE COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:20): My question today is for Minister Pulford,
representing the Minister for Public Transport. I ask the minister to please clarify the government’s
commitment to provide better wheelchair-accessible vehicle (WAV) transport to the disabled in
regional Victoria. The commercial passenger vehicle regulator’s website states that the scheme reflects
the regulator’s:
… ongoing commitment to expand and maintain the accessibility of WAV services in urban, regional and
country Victoria. The Scheme subsidises the purchase costs of a WAV, to make it a similar cost to a
conventional unbooked service (taxi) …

I was recently contacted by a Wodonga service keen to expand its wheelchair fleet to meet a growing
demand in its area. However, after going through the application process they discovered, despite the
information on the regulator’s website, that the subsidy is only available to replace existing services,
not for expansion. My question is: will the minister reconsider and extend the subsidy to allow existing
taxi operators to expand their fleet of new dedicated wheelchair-accessible vehicles in regional
Victoria?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:21): I thank Mr Barton for his question and for his interest in
the needs of many people in the community, particularly those in regional Victoria in this instance, to
access commercial passenger transport vehicles. This is important. It was certainly something that we
were very mindful of as the legislation was debated at great length through the Parliament in the
previous term, and it is a reform that has been challenging for many in the community. I know it is
something that Mr Barton has great knowledge and passion about and will be very interested to work
with the government on.
This question is to my colleague Minister Horne, and I will seek a written response from the minister,
but if I could just indicate to the house that the number of wheelchair-accessible vehicles has
significantly increased in Victoria since the commercial passenger vehicle reforms. This is, we believe,
in part due to reducing the price of licences and removing some of those barriers to entry for new
operators.
The wheelchair-accessible vehicle subsidy scheme is operating successfully in assisting regional
operators to replace, as you indicated in your question, ageing wheelchair-accessible vehicles. There
are no plans at the moment to expand the subsidy, but I would indicate that we are very open to
working with Mr Barton and others in the industry to improve and increase wheelchair-accessible
vehicles in regional Victoria. It is not an uncommon experience, whilst you might have a statewide
response to a particular measure, that there might be thinner markets in some regional communities.
That is something our government always takes very seriously and would seek to be responsive to. I
will seek a further and more detailed response from Minister Horne for the member.
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:23): Thank you, Minister. I want to stress the importance
that these vehicles meet the highest safety standards and that they are operated by professional drivers.
They need commercial passenger insurance, to be permanently branded, to have tamper-proof cameras
and fixed meters and to meet the requirement of holding an annual roadworthy certificate. They are
transporting some of our most vulnerable citizens, and I would not support cowboys in vans riding
into town. Can the minister assure the public they will maintain the high level of safety in the
multipurpose taxi program which is supplied by the taxi industry to ensure we provide the best services
to our most vulnerable?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:23): I can certainly confirm that we do not want cowboys in
vans, that that will not be the approach that the government is taking and that the safety of commercial
passenger vehicle users is of the highest priority for our government. I note absolutely and agree that
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our responsibility is perhaps even higher for people who are particularly vulnerable. But, that said, we
want a very high safety standard for everyone, recognising that it occurs in a slightly different context
for people perhaps with mobility issues or other challenges. We are committed to ensuring strict safety
standards, and we will work with industry and with advocacy groups to ensure that any changes will
be consistent with this objective. Again, I will invite perhaps some further comments and context from
Minister Horne in her written response.
LEARN LOCAL PROVIDERS
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (12:24): My question is to the Minister for Training and
Skills, the Honourable Gayle Tierney. It relates to Victoria’s Learn Local providers, who are often at
the forefront in helping vulnerable learners find pathways into training and employment. Minister, can
you please advise the house on the steps the Andrews Labor government has taken to support our most
vulnerable learners and, indeed, Learn Local providers across Victoria?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:25): I thank Mr Elasmar for his question, his continued support for community
education and an opportunity, I might say, to talk about Learn Locals, often the unsung heroes in our
local communities. The Andrews government is absolutely committed to supporting the critical role
that adult education plays in our local communities and indeed the connections that Learn Locals have
with their own communities and the need for those connections to also continue on into jobs and
indeed TAFE and higher education.
Learn Locals are at the grassroots level. They understand what their local community needs are and
have got the agility and flexibility to run courses that are quite unique to the local community, so there
is a synergy between Learn Locals and their local communities that I do not think any other providers
have. They are at the forefront of picking up trends within their local communities in terms of
disadvantage and also coming up with solutions to improve the status of local community members.
One of the things that I have been wanting to do is draw stronger linkages between Learn Locals and
indeed what the government’s priority areas are in respect of skills and training attainment and indeed
the jobs that we are creating. Part and parcel of that is to also look at literacy and numeracy. Literacy
and numeracy is a major area of work that Learn Locals do.
I am really pleased that Maria Peters headed up the inquiry of the independent panel on literacy and
numeracy, and now Maria is the chair of the Adult, Community and Further Education Board. So it is
a very good synergy that we have, having someone who has over 30 years of experience in adult
learning as well as in the vocational training area and higher education. Learn Locals are so important.
We have made sure that we have introduced a regional loading of 20 per cent. I made an allocation of
$5 million for literacy and numeracy in August, and we have also increased the teaching hourly rate.
We understand the importance of Learn Locals and the importance to local communities of their
success.
GOVERNMENT BANKING
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:27): My question is to the Minister for Health. Minister,
Heywood Rural Health is required to participate in the Andrews Labor government’s central banking
system initiative. Heywood Rural Health have $2.8 million worth of accommodation bonds deposited
with the Heywood branch of Bendigo Bank. The Heywood branch of Bendigo Bank is a community
bank and the only bank in Heywood. Minister, Heywood Rural Health stands to lose up to $30 000 per
annum as a direct result of the Andrews Labor government’s central banking system initiative. What
consultation did the government undertake with Heywood Rural Health to explain, one, the impact of
this required move to a centralised banking system and, two, what, if any, compensation would be
provided for losses suffered by the health service as a result of this move?
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Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:28): I thank the member for her question. The member should be well aware that the Andrews
Labor government has been delivering record funding for our health services, and this includes
regional health services. We are about ensuring that we can deliver the very best services, including
the very best public health care, to all Victorians closer to home, and that includes the member’s
constituents as well.
We are introducing a change that will effectively reduce back-of-house costs in order that we can
deliver more of the things that matter to Victorians. A central banking system is being established to
enable surplus funds held by departments and general government agencies to be more efficiently
managed, which will provide significant savings to the state budget. Reducing the number of term
deposit bank accounts held by each public entity, including of course our health services, will create
significant savings for the state budget. We do not take any taxpayer dollars for granted. We will
continue to expand the service and infrastructure offerings that Victorians need, but at the same time
we will make sure that every dollar spent is being put to the very best use. Victorians would expect
nothing less of us.
What I can advise the member is that these changes will mean better value for money for Victorians,
lower fees and an anticipated additional $125 million in savings across government to invest back into
our local communities. I can give the member an assurance that the central banking system will not
result in a loss of income for our health services. No health service will be disadvantaged by this
change. Whilst the central banking system interest rate—
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President—
Ms MIKAKOS: Do you not want an answer?
Members interjecting.
Mr Davis: Whilst the minister is talking about centralised banking, the question was about
consultation with Heywood about these changes.
The PRESIDENT: My understanding is that there was reference to the central banking system in
the question, and I find that the minister is being relevant to that.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you. If members actually want answers, perhaps they should settle down
and listen in, because they need to get comfortable over there for the next four years. I know that they
are very angry, but they need to just settle in, because it is going to be 4 minutes for the answer and it
is going to be four long years. So settle in. Strap yourselves in.
I want to assure the member that no health service will be disadvantaged by this change. Where the
central banking system interest rate is lower than what the health service currently earn on their term
deposit investments, the government will ensure that they are not disadvantaged. Any funds raised
through local philanthropic donations or community fundraising will not have to be held in the central
banking system. Health services will be able to maintain transactional banking relationships with the
bank of their choice, and health services are encouraged to support their local community by
maintaining transactional banking arrangements locally.
What I can also advise the member is that the Heywood Rural Health Service has received a 25.9 per
cent increase in funding during the last four budgets of the Andrews Labor government compared to
when the coalition were last in office. If she is actually interested in supporting her constituents, I
would urge her to get on the phone to Greg Hunt, a fellow Victorian and part of the member’s coalition,
and urge him to reverse the $201 million he has ripped out of Victorian health services through
retrospective funding cuts—money that has actually been paid to health services, that has been spent
by health services, that has been retrospectively cut out—not to mention the $2.1 billion that they are
proposing to rip out of Victorian health services through a totally inadequate hospital funding
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agreement. We will continue to invest in the services and the infrastructure that regional health services
need, because it is only Labor governments that do so.
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:33): I note the minister said that Heywood Rural Health
could use ‘the bank of their choice’, but the bank of their choice is the Bendigo Bank. It is the only
bank in Heywood. These are small communities, and Bendigo Bank provides the only choice of
banking. Will the minister assure Heywood Rural Health that it will receive ongoing additional
funding that matches any moneys lost due to the Treasurer’s central banking initiative?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:34): I know the member is new to this house, but I would encourage her to go back and read the
answer that I just gave in response to her substantive question, because I did in fact address this
particular point.
DROUGHT ASSISTANCE
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:34): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture. Minister, our
electorate officers are being inundated by calls from farmers who want to access the drought hardship
support payment, but they are being told by Agriculture Victoria that they can only register as an
expression of interest. Minister, why did you announce this initiative if you were not ready to deliver
it? You mentioned yesterday that you were in Gippsland 10 days ago. This is the initiative.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:35): I thank the member for her question and the opportunity to talk about
the government’s drought support package for about the sixth time in two days. We have a $43 million
Victorian drought package available for Gippsland and northern Victorian farmers, and Agriculture
Victoria are on the ground with Rural Finance counsellors, making sure that people have access to
those. In relation to the federal government drought support, we are working through the access to that
as quickly as possible with Minister Littleproud.
If you have got any farmers that have specific access issues, please bring them to me, because in terms
of accessing our drought infrastructure package, they are being processed within five to 10 days. You
have to put in an expression of interest to make sure that you qualify, and then you apply for your
money. Five to 10 days is how quickly we are processing them. I have had good feedback in Gippsland
and other parts of Victoria about access to what is available. Regarding what you are raising, I would
probably need more detail about specific cases because it is certainly not the feedback that I have had.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:36): I will gladly elucidate with an example. My office spoke to
a Gormandale farmer yesterday who is trying to hold on to 80 beef calves so that he has some stock if
and when an autumn break arrives. This farmer can no longer afford $200 per bale of hay. This farmer
contacted Agriculture Victoria, and they advised him that the process would not be a quick one and
that there was no time line. This is what they advised him. Minister, will you publish a time line to
allow farmers to plan this appropriately?
Ms Symes: Sorry, but you didn’t tell me what he applied for.
Ms BATH: Minister, you came to Gippsland and said that there would be cash payments of $2500
or $3500. This gentleman is seeking to access your drought program, and there is no consideration
around a time line. He was told that it would not happen in a short space of time.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:38): Yes, in relation to the cash payments, as opposed to the drought
infrastructure grants. The drought infrastructure is five to 10 days. In relation to the cash payments that
I announced 10 days ago, they will be coming online within days—probably two weeks. I will get you
a specific time line as requested. I think that is certainly an appropriate question to ask, and I will get
that for you.
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WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:38): As far as today’s questions are concerned, I thank Minister Symes for
her offer, as per the standing orders, to get a written response to Ms Bath’s supplementary question.
For Mr Grimley’s question to the Minister for Housing, a written response is required. A written
response is required to Mr Davis’s supplementary and substantive questions to Ms Symes about her
responsibilities. Also a written response is required to Mr Hayes’s substantive and supplementary
questions to the Minister for Planning. I thank Ms Pulford for the written response from the Minister
for Public Transport to both Mr Barton’s questions. I believe that is it.
Constituency questions
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:39): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Housing. Figures released following the 2016 census show an alarming number of Victorians are
homeless. In fact some 20 per cent of Australia’s homeless population are Victorians. This equates to
about 25 000 people living rough. They have nowhere to live and are totally reliant on emergency
accommodation. We are in autumn and coming into winter. In July 2018 the former Minister for
Housing, Martin Foley, said that the state government was planning 6000 new social housing units
over the next five years. Areas of Braybrook and Maidstone were missed in this plan. In 2017, when
I was the mayor of the City of Maribyrnong, Mr Foley promised to work with council to come up with
a strategy for Braybrook and Maidstone, as there were obvious needs that were being ignored. Because
there were clear issues with the quality—
The PRESIDENT: You have run out of time, but have you had a chance to ask your question?
Dr CUMMING: No, I have not. I am sorry.
The PRESIDENT: Maybe ask your question, and then we will call it quits.
Dr CUMMING: My question is to the new minister. What are the current plans for renewing and
replenishing the social housing stock in Braybrook and Maidstone, and will the minister work urgently
with Maribyrnong City Council to come up with a strategy for Braybrook and Maidstone?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is for the Minister for Public
Transport. The railway crossing on Dhurringile Road on the outskirts of Tatura is currently controlled
only by stop signs applicable to northbound and southbound traffic. Residents have called for better
safety measures at the crossing for many years after witnessing multiple near misses and some
accidents. A mixture of large trucks and other heavy haulage equipment, pedestrians, cyclists and other
motorists use Dhurringile Road daily. In October the Liberal-Nationals coalition pledged to upgrade
the level crossing on Dhurringile Road by installing flashing lights and boom barriers as well as a
guarded pedestrian crossing. Will the minister prioritise the safety of users of the railway crossing on
Dhurringile Road, Tatura, and provide a commitment to match the coalition’s pledge to fund the
installation of flashing lights, boom barriers and a guarded pedestrian crossing at this railway crossing?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (12:42): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Health, the Honourable Jenny Mikakos. Last month in this place I spoke in support of legislation to
improve nurse-to-patient and midwife-to-patient ratios. These adopted changes will see an extra
600 nurses and midwives employed in Victorian public hospitals. Nurses and midwives can now
devote more time to each patient, resulting in safer care and better health outcomes. We will now begin
work on more amendments to the Safe Patient Care (Nurse to Patient and Midwife to Patient Ratios)
Act 2015, which will deliver an extra 500 nurses and midwives, taking the total to 1100. I am also
pleased that more than 150 nurses and midwives will soon commence work at Sunshine Hospital. My
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question for the minister is: what impact will this legislation have on health services that operate across
my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:43): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Education. I refer the minister to the shocking situation at Essendon North Primary School where last
week children were exposed to asbestos dust. It is a disgrace that this was allowed to occur, and I am
sure the minister will understand how distressed and concerned parents are. It is a pretty basic
expectation of any parent to think that they can send their children to school without them being
exposed to potentially life-threatening substances. Minister, what actions are you taking to ensure these
children have the highest level of medical care to ensure they are not adversely impacted by the
appalling exposure to asbestos?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:44): My constituency question is for the Minister for Roads.
Minister, the McMahons Creek pedestrian bridge at Reefton was removed in July 2017 due to safety
concerns. Children are now being forced to walk across the vehicle bridge on a blind corner next to
buses and logging trucks. VicRoads previously agreed to replace the bridge but have apparently
forgotten. My question is simple: when will a new pedestrian bridge be built?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:44): My constituency question is for the Minister for
Local Government. I have just heard from a distraught constituent of Western Victoria Region,
Mr Adrian Mohr, and he is one of many who have these problems. Adrian is a 62-year-old farmer
from Meredith who is facing a 2019 Golden Plains shire rate bill of $5500. State-imposed annual
valuations are exacerbating this rural rate burden. Adrian has to work two extra jobs to avoid going
into debt, one of which is as a relief school bus driver on dangerous local roads. He would prefer to
use his rate money to employ shearers and harvesters. Meanwhile the shire council is spending
$10 million on a new civic centre. What is the minister doing to alleviate this unfair rate burden on
Adrian and other rural ratepayers?
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (12:45): My question is to the Minister for Higher Education
representing the Minister for Education. Last week I met with Scott Diamond, the principal of Surf
Coast Secondary College. Whilst the school is achieving better outcomes for students year on year,
learning is often slow due to poor internet speeds and limits. Due to poor resourcing the school is only
able to provide each student with 150 megabytes a month. This is an unfortunate issue affecting most
regional secondary schools. My question is: as most student learning now takes place online, can the
minister provide any insight as to whether or not the Andrews government intends on providing
schools in Western Victoria Region with additional funding to purchase new internet programs that
offer greater internet speeds and limits?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:46): I am a bit perplexed as to where I should address
this constituency question because of the division of responsibilities within the government, but it is
either to the Minister for Transport Infrastructure or the Minister for Public Transport, and I do not
want them handpassing it one to the other. But the reality is that Heatherdale railway station has a
problem with inadequate facilities—in fact, no facilities—for the drop-off and pick-up of disabled
passengers. I think in terms of our railway stations that is a very important issue. I know that you,
President, have been engaged on this issue previously and it does not seem that you have been able to
get a response either at this stage. So my question to the minister is: when can we expect to have a
disabled drop-off and pick-up area at Heatherdale railway station?
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NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:47): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Planning. Last night Melbourne City Council voted to oppose the demolition of the Yarra building,
which the government wants to knock down to make way for a new Apple megastore. They were
overwhelmed with over 1000 submissions in support of their action. Heritage Victoria has received
over 3500 submissions opposing the demolition of the Yarra building. Just this week one of the
original architects of our world-class public square condemned the plan for the Apple store. This is on
top of more than 100 000 Victorians having signed a petition opposing the Apple store. Melburnians
treasure Federation Square as a place of civic and cultural importance. We love our public square and
do not want our precious space to be commercialised. Minister, will you listen to the thousands of
Victorians who are adding their opposition to the demolition of the Yarra building for an Apple
megastore and stop this project from progressing?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:48): My constituency question is for the Minister
for Ambulance Services, and it relates to the time line for employing graduate paramedics at
Ambulance Victoria. A constituent has written to me about her granddaughter being accepted by
Ambulance Victoria immediately following her graduation as an ambulance paramedic and being AV
tested and being placed on the waiting list in December 2017. However, she is yet to receive a
placement. She notes that there has been limited communication from Ambulance Victoria about the
wait to be placed in a job and that a long period between training and commencing work could lead to
a decline in the skills of graduates. In addition, graduates are required to pay an annual registration fee
to maintain their paramedic registration while on the waiting list hoping to get a position. So I ask:
what is the average waiting period between being accepted by Ambulance Victoria and commencing
employment, and can communication be improved for those who are waiting to commence their
careers as paramedics?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:49): My constituency question this afternoon is
for the Minister for Public Transport, and, like Mr Atkinson, I am confused when ministers swap
between themselves. I have asked this question of the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, who has
referred me back to the Minister for Public Transport. It concerns the total car parking at South Morang
train station in my electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. There is a gravel car park that is no
doubt going to suffer from the oncoming wet weather as we approach the winter season. This car park
is full every day and it has not been eased by the train line extension to Mernda and the associated car
parking. A Public Transport Victoria lease of this temporary parking lot on the Westfield-owned land
opposite the station is set to expire in September 2019. My question for the minister is: what plans
exist to give certainty to residents that appropriate car parking will be available post-September 2019?
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:50): My constituency
question today is for the Minister for Transport Infrastructure in the other place, and it concerns the
level crossing removal proposed at Toorak Road, particularly pedestrian and cycle access. I know that
at a public meeting recently the issue of pedestrian and cycling access was raised, and it is pretty clear
that the government’s current proposal, which has not been released in full detail—we obviously are
awaiting documents from the government on that—will see what appears to be a worse outcome for
pedestrians and cyclists and that government has not worked through the issues that are required there.
So I ask the minister to provide an assurance that there will be proper consultation with the council
and the community and that the pedestrian and cycling outcome will be enhanced safety, not safety
being put at risk.
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Motions
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Debate resumed.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:51): Continuing on the debate about the tolls, I was
talking about Melbourne’s population growth and how the government have been more or less
greeting that with some happiness and glee—they are extending suburbs further out, with 12 new
suburbs to be serviced—and how the government have, like others, been happy about this
extraordinary growth. It is extraordinary growth, because this growth rate has been ramped up in the
last 15 years or so. But the government has totally failed to reflect on the damage to Melbourne being
caused by this rapid population growth—damage to our housing affordability, our open spaces and
our vegetation cover. High-rise and urban sprawl are turning Melbourne into a parody of its former,
relaxed self.
One of the worst impacts has been in the area of traffic congestion. VicRoads says there was a 16 per
cent increase in traffic over the decade to 2016. It was nearly all added to the city’s freeways. Our
freeways are burgeoning and, as with all megacities, are not coping. The idea that this increase in
population could be catered for by public transport has been a pretence and a charade. It just has not
happened, and it is not going to happen.
So the government says we have to build the West Gate Tunnel at great cost, but the government does
not actually want to pay the $6.7 billion cost. Some say it is more than that. It wants motorists to do
that—and that is what this bill does—but not all motorists. It wants CityLink users to do it, and that is
our problem with this. As Terry McCrann pointed out in the Herald Sun a couple of weeks ago, most
of these tolls will be paid by:
People forced into living in the outer suburbs by Melbourne’s dramatic population growth—all fodder for
CityLink’s tolls.

I am pleased that Mr McCrann has correctly identified Melbourne’s population growth as being the
problem and being dramatic. You would think a Labor government would be more concerned about
the financial situation of outer suburban motorists, most of whom are not well-off and most of whom
probably vote for the Labor Party. Mr McCrann says that the amount of tolls which will go to
Transurban in the 10 years of the toll extension from 2035 to 2045 proposed by the measures we are
debating here is $22 billion. Rather than borrowing $6 billion now, the government plans to fit up
motorists with an ongoing $22 billion for later. A buy-now, pay-later approach sells out the future. It
is all too common in our approach to population growth. ‘Let’s have the hit now and leave the cost to
the future’—to future generations, fellow members. It is like taking performance-enhancing drugs;
boost now, but the serious consequences all come later. And so it is with this infrastructure
requirement.
We are spending on infrastructure. It is long overdue, but with the plans ahead of us we have got to
finance more and more infrastructure costs at an exponential rate, and here we are, saying, ‘Well, that’s
okay. We’ll just slug motorists on freeways for it’, but it is not really addressing the long-term problem.
What the government should be doing is making the beneficiaries of population growth pay for the
cost of it, rather than fitting up the poor old motorists. Property developers who make super profits on
rising land values should be paying for infrastructure that is the consequence of this rapid population
growth. And as we suggest, there should be a betterment tax on site values that grow as permits for
development are issued, which are often on-traded without the development happening and the profits
put in developers’ pockets, and now we expect motorists to cough up the difference.
The federal government is running the high migration program which drives Melbourne’s rapid
population growth. Mr Dalidakis made reference to immigration here. We are not anti-immigration at
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all; we just want to see it go back to what we call the normal levels. Many migrants will be feeling the
costs of what the government is trying to do, slugging the motorists.
Now, I dare say government members will say, ‘Yes, we agree with you. They should be paying for
it, but they won’t’, meaning the federal government should be paying for it. To which I say back to
you: why don’t you clearly withdraw your support for the high migration program and the ramping up
of our population until they agree to pay the costs of it? The state government here is driving the
getaway car for the federal government’s policies. We are picking up the costs in Melbourne of that
high population growth, which the government welcomes, saying we will all be in a disastrous
financial situation if we turn the tap down slightly.
The government opposite says it has got a mandate for this bill. We are not opposing the bill at this
stage but merely the way it is being funded. But the truth is we all come into this place with a mandate,
and I come in here with a very strong mandate not to support Melbourne’s rapid population growth or
take part in aiding and abetting it. The Premier says the West Gate Tunnel money will come at a great
expense to schools, hospitals and the like. Indeed, but that is precisely the choice the government needs
to make. Do we want to continue to have rapid population growth soak up all the government’s money
with its infrastructure demands, or do we put our money into fixing problems and make this a better
state to live in? And there is much that could be done.
The government says that these measures scrap historical clauses in the current CityLink deed, which
compensates Transurban if the state builds a project which diverts traffic away from its toll roads. It is
true that the Kennett government did the wrong thing by Victoria and Victorian motorists by putting
these clauses in there. However, the state government should just deal with these clauses. They should
not require motorists to pay another $22 billion to Transurban. The idea that we can just keep building
our way out of congestion is wrong. It has not worked yet, it has not worked in other cities, as has been
mentioned today in debate, and it is not going to work here. If you continue to add over 100 000 people
per year to Melbourne, year in, year out, congestion is just going to get worse, not better. We need to
deal with the underlying causes of the problem, not tinker with bandaid solutions.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. to 2.02 p.m.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (14:02): I move:
That the debate be adjourned until later this day.

House divided on Mr Finn’s motion:

Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms (Teller)
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr

Finn, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs
O’Donohue, Mr

Ondarchie, Mr
Patten, Ms
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr (Teller)
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 22
Cumming, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Grimley, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Motion negatived.

Leane, Mr
Maxwell, Ms
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms (Teller)

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms (Teller)
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14:12): What a day! Where do I start? From the
beginning? I have got 45 minutes. Should I take it all up? No.
How do I start? I will reflect. Almost 18 years ago I remember in Jeff Kennett times when he
announced that Francis Street was a freeway. Reflecting on some photos—no iPhones back then—I
have got a photo of myself with my daughter Violet on my hip and I am pushing my son Willem in a
pram to a rally in Francis Street about truck traffic in Yarraville. It was almost 18 years ago, so this
conversation about looking for a solution for trucks in the west is a conversation that has been going
on for 18 years—18 years with various different governments talking about it and obviously, as I have
stated previously in this Parliament, with my support and previous governments’ support around
WestLink.
WestLink is obviously what the community hoped for—hoped for 10 years ago and wishes that a
government had actually allocated the funds and built. WestLink would have meant that there was a
tunnel from the ports coming up in the Brooklyn area west of Sunshine. It would have meant no
housing acquisitions, it would have meant that the Maribyrnong River was protected, it would have
meant Stony Creek was protected.
The previous government went to an election saying that they were going to put half a billion dollars
towards Rod Eddington’s transport strategy for Victoria, putting ramps off the West Gate Bridge.
Everybody knows that the West Gate Bridge is a very old piece of infrastructure. It is 40 years old. It
originally started with two lanes and has now expanded to what it is today. The government currently
spends in the order of about $11 million a year just keeping that very old piece of structure intact to
allow for crossing from western Victoria. Sadly, there are not any other western crossings.
This government obviously changed the ramp project into the West Gate Tunnel project. They
obviously had conversations with Transurban. The last government was voted in knowing that the
community knew that they were ripping up the east–west link project. This current project—that has
started, mind you—is a $6.7 billion project, obviously a larger expense compared to what a WestLink
project would have been. With this current project the state government is looking to put in $2.7 billion
and Transurban $4 billion. Is it value for money? What I can understand from listening to my
community in the last couple of years as this Transurban project has come up is that they are desperate,
absolutely desperate, for a second river crossing in the west.
What does this mean not just for the western suburbs of Melbourne but for western Victoria? I look to
Mr Meddick and Mr Grimley and Bev here, who all look after western Victoria. This project is about
the country Victorians who produce large amounts of produce, milk and the like that need to actually
get to the ports and get out internationally. That is what it is about. Respectfully, this is not just about
the western suburbs; this is about the whole of the west of Victoria, from Portland to the rest of western
Victoria. There are five upper house members here who look after Western Victoria Region.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Amen. As I was saying, I am not 100 per cent happy with this project and nor is
my community. My community has concerns that this project is a great solution for Francis Street and
for the people in Yarraville, but the Maribyrnong Truck Action Group (MTAG) have argued very
strongly to get bans on trucks in the City of Maribyrnong. This government has made an undertaking
that they will continue their promise of truck bans when this project occurs. They have also promised
that they will continually monitor what occurs in truck and traffic movements in those areas to be able
to continually finesse and make sure that those traffic problems in the western suburbs will be addressed.
I know that the Millers Road people are not happy with this. I know that they have concerns, and I
know that the Spotswood and South Kingsville residents groups also have concerns around barriers.
They have concerns around Spotswood Football Club and the kindergarten that is in that area. They
want better noise management improvements, seeing that this is encroaching into Spotswood. I know
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that the Hobsons Bay City Council is looking for solutions to help Millers Road, looking at solutions
to do improvements on the Grieve Parade off-ramps, wanting the majority of the truck movement to
go down Grieve Parade and enter the West Gate Bridge. We do not want, nor do the residents of
Yarraville or Maribyrnong want, the burden to shift from Francis Street to Millers Road. They want
proper solutions and are looking at the Grieve Parade solution to make sure that we are not shoving
the problem from one area to another.
I found it interesting to hear earlier from Dr Ratnam around the Greens’ response to this project. I had
MTAG in my office only last week to discuss this and how I could assure them and the Maribyrnong
community that those bans were going to stay in place and were guaranteed. The Treasurer as well as
the Minister for Transport Infrastructure have assured me that those bans will be honoured and they
will be in place. What I found intriguing from MTAG was regarding the Greens. The Greens have lost
support in the western suburbs of Melbourne for the very reason that MTAG, for many years now,
have been pushing for good air quality and looking for solutions. MTAG started as a group that I
remember standing at protests with about bans on trucks 18 years ago. They have morphed into a very
good working group that have been working with industry and with trucking groups to look for newer
trucks, because newer trucks mean cleaner trucks. They are looking for solutions around air quality.
MTAG have been pushing very hard to make sure that Transurban does the right thing with air quality
and that when this tunnel is produced there will be proper air filtration systems in place, similar to
those in Europe. This will guarantee better air quality for the western suburbs of Melbourne. To get
the dirty diesel trucks out of our local streets and having that dirty diesel filtered through a filtration
system will hopefully mean better air quality in the west.
When it comes to what Dr Ratnam was saying earlier around the Greens opposing this project, that is
where they have lost their support. For me, having been newly elected along with two ALP members,
Ms Stitt and Ms Vaghela—who was elected into a position formerly held by the Greens—the reason
is that the Greens have not been listening to the community about trying to negotiate outcomes for the
west. You cannot be idealistic. You have to be realistic. I feel that being realistic and voting for this
motion, and losing $4 billion, would be totally irresponsible, but this government has made it very
clear that the project has started and it wishes it to finish.
Ms Taylor earlier made some great points about how Transurban and the last state government
negotiated with the local community around cycling solutions and looking at cycling solutions for our
inner-city western suburbs. You must understand that the western suburbs have been neglected for a
long time with infrastructure and the money that has gone into it. We want cycling solutions in the
western suburbs. We are so close to the city that we are able to cycle in.
Ms Taylor said she went to the Netherlands only last year. I went to the Netherlands two years ago.
We might not be in Europe, but as a growing city we have to look after our cycling infrastructure and
we have to look after our pedestrian infrastructure. We have to make improvements in the western
suburbs so that people feel safe to cycle around, they feel safe to walk around and they feel safe to
push a pram around. At the moment my community does not feel safe because there are big trucks
going through Footscray and Yarraville. They shoot through all the time. How can you feel safe to
cycle, walk or push a pram when these trucks are absolutely everywhere? All trucking companies want
is a good route—that is all they want—and, respectfully, I wish to give them that good route.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: No. I repeat that I have assurances from this government that monitoring will
occur quarterly. The west does not have enough river crossings to cope with the way it is growing at
this time. MTAG has pushed very hard on the need for safety. It has pushed very hard for health
solutions, and it has pushed very hard to get environmental initiatives off the ground. It has fought
very hard for clean and better air filters.
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I will continue to push hard for Millers Road residents, as I know they do not want to see this road
destroyed by this project. I will push very hard for the Grieve Parade solution and work closely with
the Hobsons Bay City Council to make VicRoads and this government look to the needs of Grieve
Parade, to improve on and off ramps in that particular area to improve truck movements. We need to
look after the Spotswood area with noise attenuation barriers and not just accept a cheap and nasty
solution for the Spotswood Football Club. It deserves proper new and upgraded facilities. The
kindergarten at Spotswood deserves to be able to make children feel that they are not affected by this
very large project.
I am a very big supporter of WestLink. MTAG is a very big supporter of WestLink. The Don’t Destroy
Millers Road group is a supporter of WestLink. They know that WestLink would have been a
wonderful solution. I still hope in my heart that one day I will actually see the WestLink project built,
because I know this West Gate Tunnel project is not going to solve all the problems of the west. This
is only one river crossing, but multiple river crossings are needed for the western suburbs. WestLink
is one of the other solutions we need to work on with governments of the future—
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Don’t shake your head, Phil, because I tell you what—
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: No, WestLink is something that a Brumby government was going to do. I have
had assurances from Tim Pallas, Martin Foley and Martin Pakula and others who were working on
the WestLink project that that project is not lost. The overlays are there, but the West Gate Tunnel
project is where the money is going at the moment. I am not short-sighted; I see WestLink as
something for the future. Phil, you might not be here when WestLink is built.
Mr Dalidakis: There’s a very good chance that I won’t be.
Dr CUMMING: Do you know what? Maybe I will be. Maybe I will be 80 and sitting here. But I
also thought that the Bulldogs were not going to win the grand final. I am so glad that in my lifetime
I have seen the Bulldogs win a grand final, but I am also hoping that WestLink will be built in my
lifetime. WestLink was the project that was not going to upset the Maribyrnong River, it was not going
to upset Stony Creek or the residents of Spotswood. It was not going to upset the residents in Altona
or those on Millers Road. It was the perfect project for the west. The Liberal Party played political
football with it, but it is not lost to my community. I have to acknowledge that this Daniel Andrews
government has been voted in twice now and it is not on the table.
I am not going to oppose the West Gate Tunnel project for the very reasons that I am not going to live
in a fantasyland thinking there is something else on the table and that there are other solutions. I hope
in the future that there will be a WestLink project. I know this project is not perfect and it is not going
to solve all the problems of the west. It really hurts me that I have to vote for this motion knowing that
it is not a perfect project and that it absolutely ruins the vista of Yarraville Gardens and the
Maribyrnong River. The project is a huge blight. It is a heavy-looking project going through Yarraville
and Footscray. Obviously a WestLink tunnel under Footscray would have been perfect. It would not
have been such an eyesore.
I know that the larger community is absolutely sick of being stuck in traffic. If there is one traffic
problem in the west, the West Gate Bridge is closed and the west becomes gridlocked. It can take
hours just to get into the city or out to the other side of the city. We are desperate for a project for the
west, and this is the project on the table. Sadly, and with a very heavy heart, this is the only option we
have. This is not a perfect project. I feel I have said enough.
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Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (14:34): I will be brief. We are not opposed to this tunnel; we
think it is a positive for western Melbourne. We are not opposed to toll roads; we like the idea of user
pays. We are open to a toll on the tunnel. We do not mind private companies building roads; in fact
we like it. It answers the old question: who will build the roads? We accept that the government has a
mandate for the project. We have concerns about trucks being forced to pay the tolls, but, as was
mentioned earlier, if travel times are reduced, the cost to consumers may not be so high. We have
concerns about cross-subsidisation, but there is an argument that the traffic effects will be felt across
the whole network, so that could maybe be addressed. We have concerns about the secrecy. The
government should release the entire contract, including all the schedules, for public scrutiny.
Victorians are sick of secret deals hidden behind commercial-in-confidence. There should be no more
commercial-in-confidence deals between government and companies. Everything should be in the
open all the time.
But ultimately our big problem with this agreement is the massive transfer of wealth from Victorian
drivers to Transurban. The future value of borrowing $4 billion now, with the most generous back-ofthe-envelope calculation, is $10 billion, compared to a figure which is variously $21 billion,
$25 billion or $45 billion that Transurban will reap. This is just tax farming, handing off future big
costs for small benefits now. So the Liberal Democrats will somewhat reluctantly support this motion.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:36): I firstly thank the members who have
contributed to this motion throughout the course of this day. This motion is not about support or
otherwise for the West Gate Tunnel. The West Gate Tunnel is under construction, the West Gate
Tunnel will be built and it will provide the additional connectivity we require from east to west across
the Maribyrnong and the Yarra River. The motion we are talking about this afternoon is purely about
how we pay for the West Gate Tunnel, which is being built and will be completed in 2022.
Mr Quilty in his contribution just now succinctly summarised the proposition which is before the
house this afternoon. The government, in putting together the West Gate Tunnel agreement with
Transurban, has advanced as its preferred model a funding model which extends Transurban’s
concession deed for CityLink to allow it to collect tolls for an additional 10 years from 2035 to 2045
and allows Transurban to escalate those tolls at the rate of 4.25 per cent from 1 July this year for a
period of 10 years and then at CPI beyond that. As a number of commentators have said and as
Mr Quilty has just indicated, the nominal value of tolls between now and 2045 on that deal is estimated
at around $45 billion, of which more than $20 billion relates to the extension and escalation under this
proposal between Transurban and the government.
But the government has also covered its bases in the project agreement insofar as if the Parliament
chooses to exercise its capacity under the Melbourne City Link Act 1995 to disallow those proposed
tolling changes, there is a default mechanism in the project agreement, and that default mechanism
essentially provides that the state will make the capital contribution to this project—the $4 billion or
thereabouts balance in addition to what the state has already contributed to the West Gate Tunnel. So
the proposition before the house this afternoon, in considering whether to exercise its legitimate power
under the Melbourne City Link Act 1995 to disallow these tolling changes for CityLink, is whether it
is appropriate for the West Gate Tunnel, which is going to be completed and is going to operate, to be
funded via an extension of the tolling concession on CityLink, which does not relate to the West Gate
Tunnel—we are imposing tolls on road users of southern link and western link to pay for the West
Gate Tunnel to the tune of more than $20 billion in additional tolling revenue—or whether we accept
the state making a $4 billion additional contribution and then funding that through the ordinary budget
funding and debt funding mechanisms which are available to the government, I might add on far more
preferential terms than are available to CityLink in its borrowings.
The proposition before the house today is a simple one. The West Gate Tunnel should be built. The
West Gate Tunnel will be built. We heard Dr Cumming talk about some of the benefits of the tunnel
for her constituents, including the diversion of trucks off local roads onto the major arterial. All of that
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will occur irrespective of the funding model that is adopted. The motion today is purely about the
funding. Do we slug CityLink users with tolls for an additional 10 years, so an extra $22 billion-odd
in additional tolling, or do we accept the state making a further $4 billion capital contribution? In total,
as Mr Quilty said, borrowing rates would be no more than $10 billion, which is a far better proposition
for Victorian taxpayers. We accept it is not as good a deal for Transurban. We accept it is not as good
a deal for the Victorian government, who would have to bring this onto its budget sheet when it
currently does not have to, but it is a far better deal for Victorian taxpayers. I would urge the house to
support the revocation motion this afternoon so that this project proceeds as it is now but on the basis
that it is not through slugging CityLink motorists.
House divided on motion:

Ayes, 18
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Crozier, Ms
Davis, Mr
Finn, Mr (Teller)

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr (Teller)
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Quilty, Mr
Ratnam, Dr
Rich-Phillips, Mr
Wooldridge, Ms

Noes, 22
Bourman, Mr
Cumming, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr (Teller)

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr (Teller)
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms

Motion negatived.
Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reference
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (14:48): I move, by leave, in an amended form:
That this house requires the Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into, consider and report, by
Tuesday, 13 August 2019, on the crisis in Victoria’s recycling and waste management system, partly resulting
from the China waste importation ban, including, but not limited to:
(1) the responsibility of the Victorian government to establish and maintain a coherent, efficient and
environmentally responsible approach to solid waste management across the state, including assistance
to local councils;
(2) whether the China National Sword policy was anticipated and responded to properly;
(3) identifying short and long-term solutions to the recycling and waste management system crisis, taking
into account:
(a) the need to avoid dangerous stockpiling and ensure recyclable waste is actually being recycled;
(b) the cleaning and sorting capabilities and the processing capabilities in Victoria and the potential to
expand the local recycling industry;
(c) how to better enable the use of recycled materials in local manufacturing;
(d) the existing business model and economic challenges facing the existing industry;
(e) the quantifiable benefits, including job creation and greenhouse gas emissions reduction, of
pursuing elements of a circular economy in Victoria;
(f)

the existing Sustainability Fund and how it can be used to fund solutions to the waste crisis;
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(4) strategies to reduce waste generation and better manage all waste such as soft plastics, compostable
paper and pulp, and commercial waste, including, but not limited to:
(a) product stewardship;
(b) container deposit schemes;
(c) banning single-use plastics;
(d) government procurement policies;
(5) relevant reviews, inquiries and reports into the waste and recycling industry in other Australian
jurisdictions and internationally;
(6) any other related matters.

We are in a recycling crisis. Few Victorians would have not heard by now about the mess we face.
The decision that saw a major recycling collector being told not to accept any more recycling has
further destabilised our industry and recycling system here in Victoria. Many councils across the state
and hundreds of thousands of Victorians now remain unsure about the future of recycling.
Victoria has a long, strong history of recycling. Brunswick council, under the leadership of the late
Mike Hill—right here in Victoria, in my region of Northern Metropolitan—is renowned for
introducing the first kerbside recycling system in Australia. It is now deeply ingrained in the way we
protect our environment, but the industry has been flagging issues for some time. We have ended up
in this situation due to the lack of ambition and foresight from multiple governments. This motion is
about taking responsibility for the waste crisis that we currently face in our state. When recycling is
being sent to landfill, and that landfill is polluting our land and choking rivers and oceans, we can no
longer deny that a crisis is exactly what this is.
Our failure to invest in our local recycling industry, coupled with waste importers overseas cracking
down on what they accept, has left us with more waste than we can manage. And what a lot of waste
that is. Victorians generate about 13 million tonnes of waste each year. At our current rate we are
expected to reach 20 million tonnes a year by 2043. Of this, we send nearly a third to landfill, and the
rest is recycled. But the local recycling system we have in Victoria is not designed to process large
amounts of recycled material. Instead, it has been set up to mostly receive bulk mixed materials—
everything that we put into our recycling bins—and ship it overseas.
Since China announced it was cracking down on the amount of waste it accepted from other countries
due to widespread contamination of recyclables, our system has suddenly had to deal with much more
recycling than it is used to handling. So the ban has thrown into sharp relief just how undeveloped and
ill equipped our local recycling system is to deal with the amount of waste we produce. Recycling
companies have been stockpiling material, unable to ship it anywhere yet unable to process it here.
SKM has stopped accepting material at some of its sites due to concerns that large amounts of
stockpiled plastic are a fire hazard. Some of our councils are advising residents not to put any items
into their yellow bins; others are sending our recyclable material straight to landfill.
It is no longer good enough to rely on other countries’ willingness to take in our waste and recycling,
and it is no longer good enough to pretend it is up to councils alone to resolve this crisis and to continue
the status quo of our current approach to waste management, because the crisis we are in shows that it
is clearly not working, especially because we know we can do better. A crisis is a time for big ideas
and bold solutions. We know that there are solutions, some of which I will outline below, and we
know that they are practical solutions, given that other countries and jurisdictions have been able to
implement them very successfully. So we are asking the committee to look at strategies for Victoria
to reduce waste generation and better manage all waste, such as soft plastics, compostable paper and
pulp, and commercial waste.
Now is the time to reshape and grow our recycling industry so the materials we collect here can be
remade and resold right here in Victoria. Now is also the time for us to look seriously at plastics. Our
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use of disposable plastics has skyrocketed in the last decade, and we manage to recycle just 25 per
cent of the plastics we use, with the rest ending up as landfill or, worse, in our waterways and oceans.
While our bottles and cans are currently going to landfill, Victorian glass manufacturers are buying
clean, uncontaminated bottles from South Australia, where they recycle their bottles with the help of
a container deposit scheme. Last year the Greens introduced a bill in this Parliament to establish a
container deposit scheme right here in Victoria. This was the third time we had attempted to introduce
such a scheme and the third time that our proposal had been voted down by the old parties.
It is time for change. We can use this waste inquiry as an opportunity to move towards a circular
economy, to create new local jobs and industries and to transform our society to one that is a lot more
sustainable.
We understand that the government is currently sitting on around $500 million in its Sustainability
Fund, collected from local councils in landfill levies, that it could be using to solve our plastic waste
and recycling crisis. Our councils agree with us that we need to change. On Monday mayors and
councillors from eight different councils stood with us in support of this inquiry and to call for action
on waste and recycling. I urge all in this chamber to join with us and with our local councils and
support this motion and this inquiry to fix our waste crisis and move towards a strong recycling
industry here in Victoria.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (14:55): I also rise to speak on the motion moved by
Dr Ratnam in relation to the reference to the Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into,
consider and report by Tuesday, 13 August 2019, on to the crisis in Victoria’s recycling and waste
management system. This is an issue I have had a keen interest in over the years—waste management
and recycling—whether it was in my previous job or in my current position in Parliament. I think it is
fair to say the issue of recycling and waste management has been of ongoing interest to me and is an
ongoing issue this government has been trying to tackle over the last four years, since we got into
government. When I say ‘trying to tackle’, it is not just by talking but by actually doing things. It is
definitely an issue that has been on our radar, and we have been taking practical steps to make sure we
actually get a long-term solution to deal with the issue.
I get it that in recent times the Chinese government decided that they no longer wanted to accept
contaminated recycling goods from countries around the world, including Australia, although I think
Australia sent only a small portion of the recycling product that was sent to China. The reason for that
is obviously that they have decided that they do not want to deal with this issue because of the cost
and they would rather just deal with clean recycling product. Their economy has basically reached its
peak. The need for that material is no longer a priority for the Chinese economy, and there is obviously
the issue of cost. So they have made their decision to stop importing any recycling goods—and I will
just underline that means any contaminated recycling product from Australia and other countries in
the world.
That is obviously regrettable, and it has had a major impact on the Australian and in particular the
Victorian recycling product, which we used to export to countries like China. So yes, there is a problem
in Victoria, but can I just say it is not at a crisis point where you are saying it is the end of the world,
because it is not the end of the world. But definitely we need to take immediate action. I do not want
to be misread as saying we can sit back, do nothing and pretend there is no problem; there is a problem.
The problem is twofold. I want to separate the issue we currently have with SKM and the whole issue
about recycling. There are two issues. In relation to the recent notice by the Environment Protection
Authority Victoria (EPA) to SKM, basically instructing them to stop stockpiling recycling product in
their warehouses and their operations in northern Melbourne and Laverton, that was because of some
safety concerns. I will make no apology about putting that notice out. We have all complained about
the EPA over the years—I was one of the complainers, and I am still sometimes critical of the EPA—
but I think the EPA in this instance are doing their job to make sure we do not have a disaster waiting
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to happen. We know that in that particular workplace there was a major incident not long ago, a major
fire, and we do not want another one. Let us not forget the other major fire we had in Stawell with the
stockpiling of tyres. That site has been cleaned up; I think Mr Gepp was talking about it the other day.
The last truck has left Stawell, and they have cleaned it up. That was a major problem. Again, those
tyres were stockpiled because we could not export those tyres and we could not use those tyres
ourselves. They used to use those tyres, for example, to make cement at one of the big cement factories
that I used to deal with in my previous job, near Geelong, which has closed down now. They do not
use the tyres in the process of making cement anymore.
So we have got some issues. The first issue is we need to put community safety first. That is why the
EPA has finally made the right decision, in my view, and I want to congratulate it on the action it has
taken to issue a notice which states that the company should stop stockpiling waste because we do not
want another fire, which would put at risk not just the workers at SKM. I dealt with those workers in
my previous job; they are members of the AWU.
I want to give SKM credit. They are trying to make their business successful, and they are under
enormous pressure to try and make a dollar. They are in it to make a dollar, and there is nothing wrong
with that. They are employing people, so we support that. They receive, from my understanding,
around 50 per cent of the recycled goods in Victoria. The ban by China is obviously putting enormous
pressure on their business. I feel for them in the situation they find themselves in. SKM will be working
closely with the government and local councils to try and find a more long-term solution to this
problem. We have to make sure that this does not put unnecessary pressure on SKM’s operation and
profitability and viability, I should say, going forward. We want them to stay in business. Secondly,
and most importantly, we do not want to put the community or the workers at risk. Thirdly, we need
to find a long-term solution for the recycling issue which we are facing today.
I have been speaking to a number of councils who are affected by the current situation. I was in
discussions with Wyndham council last week. My understanding is that Visy has jumped in to provide
assistance. The council has signed a six-month contract with Visy to fill the gap and overcome the
situation the council is in because they cannot send their recycling to SKM. Visy have jumped in to
fill the gap, and I think that is a welcome thing. I do not want people to say, ‘We need to refer that to
a committee to inquire on it and write a report’. There is some merit in doing that and having some
fresh eyes on the issue. If it goes to a committee, I am looking forward to the committee looking at the
issue—and I think it is broader than just recycling—and coming up with a report on the sort of action
the government should take, and the industry should take, going forward, to address this issue.
But we should not be sitting here waiting for a committee to conduct an inquiry and write a report in
relation to this issue. This is about what we are doing about it now. The government is actually doing
a lot of things as we speak to address the issue of waste and recycling. It has been and always will be
a commitment of this government that the recycling issue is a top priority, and I think the commitment
by this government, in particular by Minister D’Ambrosio, in relation to recycling is second to none. It
is a top priority of the government to make sure we run some effective education programs on this issue.
We are going to start by reducing waste. Whether it is plastic, paper or just general waste, the whole
principle driving this government and Minister D’Ambrosio is to make sure we go out there and
educate people about how they can reduce waste. That is the number one priority—how we reduce
waste. That should be the key. Without going to a committee, the question has to be asked and pushed
hard: how can we achieve the goal of being able to reduce waste? That is the number one priority. We
are always going to have waste. There is always going to be a need for the use of plastic, glass and
that sort of packaging material. That is not going to disappear. It is always going to be there. The
question then becomes how we are going to reduce this waste and then recycle it.
Talking about recycling and the current Chinese ban, the Chinese are still using clean recycling
materials—clean glass, for example. They will pay top dollar for it. Maybe one of the issues we need
to start seriously looking at is educating our citizens that there are good buyers out there for clean
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recycling product. If you have your pasta sauce bottle and you rinse it, you will get a good price for it.
That is what they do in a lot of European countries and a lot of other countries around the world. If
you clean glass or clean plastic, you will get top dollar for it. The Chinese will still buy those products,
but they will not buy them if they are contaminated. As I said, it suited their economy and their business
plan for a number of years to buy contaminated products because their economy was growing so fast,
but now I suppose you could say they have become a bit fussy because they only want to buy goodquality products, which is fair enough. That is their call and that is their decision. So maybe they are
some of the things we need to start looking at.
The government has invested more than $37 million to boost the recycling industry through a
Recycling Industry Strategic Plan, and some of these changes will take a bit of time. It does not just
happen overnight, but we are actually putting money and heavy investment into making sure that we
are finding solutions and we are looking at solutions. So the strategic plan will bring government
investment in waste and resource recovery initiatives to over $100 million over the last four years,
more than any previous Victorian government. So the talk that we are not doing much or we are not
doing anything is just not true—we are.
The other thing I talked about is what we do with our recycling products—what we do with our glass,
for example. Let us talk about glass. I think as recently as a few months ago on the Tullamarine
Freeway thousands of tonnes of glass were used out of our recycling products to seal the road on the
Tullamarine Freeway. That is made of glass. So when you are driving over the Tullamarine Freeway
you are driving over glass because recycled glass is converted back to sand, because that is what you
make glass with. Glass comes from sand, so you turn that back to sand. As they say ‘ashes to ashes’,
so glass back to sand.
The Tullamarine Freeway has mountains of glass. If you are driving past Laverton on Somerville
Road, Visy Industries have got a huge operation there and there are mountains of sand stockpiled there,
and it is good to see that VicRoads has now changed its standard and is encouraging its contractors,
particularly in the asphalt industry, to start looking at using that recycled material and making roads.
That is something I was involved in advocating for in my days in the union, because some of those
recycling bottles could be made into new bottles by Allied Glass. There is one operation in Spotswood,
there are another two in Adelaide, one in Sydney and one in Queensland, and the glass industry is
basically shrinking.
They only take the good product, so if they are contaminated with too much colour, these glass bottles,
they reject them. We are talking about the container deposit, and I think that is a great idea, but that is
not necessarily the only solution or the final solution. It may be one of the solutions. The solutions
have to be: what do you do with the product at the end of the day? Where does the product finish up?
Going back to the issue about reusing, the ones we cannot reuse can go to making new bottles, and the
ones we cannot use to make new bottles we will make roads with now, which is a good thing. So it is
very pleasing to see that VicRoads has done that, and I am hoping that will continue and maybe
expand, because we have got a lot of road projects happening in Victoria. I think we will probably
need a lot of glass. We have got heaps of it, and we can use that to basically seal our roads and make
roads from that recycling product.
On the issue in relation to paper recycling and other recycling, I think it is important to note—again
going back to the Chinese ban which has caused the current crisis we are dealing with today—the
matter about making sure it is not contaminated. Some of the industry now is waking up to that, and I
think it is a matter of repackaging some of the recycled material. Where you are able to sort out a clean
product or non-contaminated product in one pile, then you can deal with that and sell it at a premium
price. Then on the other hand you look at finding another solution for the contaminated product, and
that solution could be exploring other methods such as the government is exploring through waste-toenergy management in Melbourne, where they are looking at other options.
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I, for one, definitely do not want to see these products finishing up in landfill. The last thing we want
to see is any of that product finishing up in landfill. Unfortunately from time to time some of these
products might finish up in landfill, at least in the short-term until a more permanent solution is found.
So going back to the investment the government is putting in, some of the $37 million in funding will
provide $13.5 million for a short-term relief package for local councils, which has already been done;
a further $13.9 million to increase the quality of recycled material, which I talked about, in relation to
an education campaign; $4.2 million to improve the productivity of the recycling sector and
procurement; and $5.5 million to develop and market recycled material with supported development
of end-market and recycled material. There are a lot of things already happening in relation to recycling.
I think the other part of the motion talks about waste management in general, and I am pleased that we
are now looking at other options as an alternative to landfill, with the announcement that Australian
Paper, which have received funding from this government of $2.5 million and $2.5 million from the
federal government—and they have put in $2.5 million themselves—are developing a 650 000-tonne
capacity plant to convert waste to energy.
Last night Wyndham council approved another permit, or licence, for another company, Recovery
Energy, to open and operate a plant in the western suburbs for waste to energy. I want to congratulate
them on the good work they have done, as well as Wyndham council for granting them that licence
last night at the council meeting. There are things happening about recycling and about waste, so it is
not like the government is sitting back doing nothing about it, but some of these things will take a bit
of time.
So in conclusion I just want to make the point that it is like we are being lectured about the
government’s commitment in relation to recycling, and I do not want it to be seen that the only people
who care about recycling and waste management are the Greens. Certainly that is not the case. So that
is a snapshot of some of what this government is doing in relation to recycling and waste management.
We will see what happens with the motion and whether it is agreed to and referred to a committee. If
that is the case, I look forward to the work of the committee. But make no mistake, this government is
committed to addressing the current issue of recycling. Actions speak louder than words. With those
words I will leave it at that, and I will be interested to hear the comments from the other speakers. I
will conclude on that note.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (15:15): I rise on behalf of the opposition to support the motion
moved by Dr Ratnam. We need to address this issue as a matter of some importance. In fact my
concern about this motion is that it does not express the sort of urgency that we need. For that reason,
at the beginning of my contribution I am proposing to amend the motion of Dr Ratnam. I move:
That after the words ‘inquire into, consider and’ insert ‘provide an urgent interim report, as the committee
deems necessary, on the current circumstances in municipal and industrial recycling and waste management,
and provide a final’.

If you could circulate that, that would be a marvellous thing.
Dr Cumming interjected.
Mr FINN: We have Mr Jennings’s best interests at heart, so he will be pleased to hear that. We
would not want to do anything which would cause him any grief or concern.
Dr Cumming: Let’s hope you’ve got Victorians at heart.
Mr FINN: Indeed. Well, Mr Jennings of course is a Victorian, report has it. Thank you very much.
It does seem to me that, if Daniel Andrews, the Premier, was serious about this recycling crisis that
Victoria faces at this current time, he would sack Minister D’Ambrosio and he would appoint
somebody who actually knew what they were doing, because clearly the way things are going at the
moment we do have a major crisis on our hands. We have a minister who has not the first idea what
to do about it—she has not any ideas. She is seen on television or heard on radio from time to time in
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a dithering manner trying to explain what she believes is the situation, but nobody is any the wiser as
a result of that. So I think it would be a very, very good thing if the Environment and Planning
Committee was to report on this matter and to provide some solutions, because quite frankly we know
the problems, and the problems are getting worse by the day.
I put out my recycling bin every fortnight, and I know there is a fair chance that that is all going into
landfill. It is a real concern to me, particularly given that there are some people who would like to turn
the western suburbs of Melbourne into a dirty great tip. We have seen the Ravenhall expedition—it
would certainly take an expedition to get around it. If the plans for the Ravenhall tip expansion go
ahead as is suggested, it will be a tip that we will be able to see from the moon. This thing is absolutely
huge, and of course the smell is equal to it as well. So we have to accept the fact that more recycling
is urgently needed, not less. We have to find ways of dealing with our recycled waste, and indeed we
have to find ways of dealing with waste, full stop, because just dumping it in the ground is not a proper
solution. I know that some places overseas have high-temperature incinerators where waste can be
incinerated, and it seems to work well for them. Maybe that is something that the committee could
look at. There are a number of possibilities, and I am sure a number of possibilities that I am not aware
of, that need to be examined by this committee. But it is important that we do come up with a solution.
As we know, and as Dr Ratnam referred to, the Sustainability Fund is there, at somewhere around half
a billion dollars. It is controlled by the Treasurer, and as we know, we should never get between this
government and a dollar. But he is sitting on that vast sum of money, and it is probably time that he
used some of it to address the issues that we are addressing today. So it is important that the committee
have the capacity and the wherewithal to examine the sorts of issues to which I refer.
I speak on a regular basis to people in the west of Melbourne, in my electorate, about the problems
that they face with tips and with landfill, and they are demanding an answer. They have been
demanding an answer for a very long time. There is only one sure way of getting a big crowd in the
west at a meeting, and that is to talk about waste dumps, to talk about landfill. People will come from
everywhere, because this is a major issue in the west. Indeed it should be a major issue across Victoria.
I know Mr Ondarchie has expressed to me his concern about what has been going on in the north of
Melbourne as well, where these huge tips are being built, and of course we have had the situation
where in recent years we have had a couple of fairly substantial fires in those landfills that have caused
major problems. These are issues that need to be examined carefully and in terms of the recycling need
to be examined as a matter of urgency, because we cannot be having a lend of ourselves, as it were,
saying that we are the clean, green recycling state and dumping the recycling in landfill. That is not
going to work for anybody. So I commend the amendment to the house, and once it is amended I am
hoping the house will see fit to pass this particular motion so that we can have a proper and a thorough
examination of this issue.
It might surprise some in this house to see me agreeing with the Greens, but on this occasion we do
indeed agree. This is something that is very basic. This is the sort of environmental issue that we should
be addressing, not the other airy-fairy stuff. We need to talk about the real everyday practicalities that
we face in dealing with waste, particularly recyclable waste, and I am very, very hopeful for a proper
inquiry by this committee. Looking at the wording of Dr Ratnam’s motion, which pretty much covers
everything known to humanity, I would say that this is a wide and thorough examination and one that
I look forward to seeing. I certainly commend my amendment to the house, and once amended, as I
say, I strongly commend the motion to the house. Let us get this inquiry underway, and let us find the
sort of solutions that the government has been unable to come up with to this point.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:25): I am happy to rise to speak to Dr Ratnam’s motion,
which I very much support, and the amendment to it. What we have got here in Victoria with the waste
and recycling situation is a loss of faith. That is why this is very urgent. I was talking to my sister this
morning. She told me that the cleaners at her school were putting waste and recyclable material and
general landfill waste all into the one bin. She said, ‘Hang on, you’ve got to sort that out. You’ve got
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to put the recycling into this bin and the waste into that bin’. And they said, ‘Oh, we’re not doing that
anymore. It’s going to the same place now. They can’t recycle anymore’. I know that quite a few
people have this feeling that it really is not worth sorting your rubbish out anymore because we cannot
send it off to China anymore. We know that there are great stockpiles of waste and recyclable material
commingled and building up at various warehouses in the inner suburbs and open spaces at council
depots, and sorting is urgently required.
Landfill costs $62 a tonne and the cost is rising. We have been requiring councils to pay a landfill levy
of over $100 million a year into the Sustainability Fund, yet that Sustainability Fund has not been used
for advancing our efforts in waste management or recycling. We could be using that fund right away.
It is not being used; it is sitting there. It is helping the government with their bottom line and some
minor expenses come out of it for the Victorian commissioner for environmental sustainability and
things like that, but we are not using the money in this fund, which we could be using to encourage
industry or at least to start sorting through these mountains of so-called recyclable material that are
building up.
As in many other areas, the government wholeheartedly embraces rapid population growth, but it is
essentially clueless about how to deal with the consequences that come with it. As a community we
are not living sustainably. Our score on sustainable living seems to get worse every year, and a big
part of sustainability is looking after our own waste. Population and pollution are the greatest threats
to our species. Population growth and not being able to deal with the pollution we create is what kills
off most species, and I would say these two aspects of what we call growth are threatening our lifestyle
on this planet.
Sustainable Australia believes that we need to take care of our own waste. Frankly, it should not be
whether or not China or anybody else is prepared to take our waste; we should be able to reduce, reuse or recycle our own. This so-called waste that is able to be recycled can be the basis of a whole new
suite of industries and generate lots of new jobs and employment. Only 12 per cent of our plastic waste
is recycled. The rest goes to landfill or is regarded as waste.
The National Waste Report 2018 showed 12 per cent of plastics in Australia are recycled, with the rest
sent to landfill. Re-using plastics will not only reduce the need for substantial capital investment but
also contribute towards a reduction in industrial carbon emissions. So when China stopped taking
Australia’s recyclable plastics back in 2018, it became apparent how dependent our industry, our socalled recycling industry, was on shipping waste overseas. This action disrupted the export of more
than 600 000 tonnes of material that we were sending outside of Australia to be dealt with every year.
We need to improve our whole network of recycling—from single-use plastic bags—and start
promoting re-usable materials and better recycling schemes. I am glad we have introduced a notion of
urgency for this, because there are things we can do immediately, like ban the sale of single-use plastics
and immediately introduce a container deposit scheme that covers plastic and glass containers. Even
Hobart City Council just recently—in the last week or so—has voted to pass a ban on single-use
plastics by the year 2020. This ban would prevent all businesses within the Hobart region from selling
takeaway products with single-use plastics, including coffee cup lids, straws and plastic containers.
This is something we could move on right away. I think the kids have already set an example, putting
disposable plastic straws in the target, and lots of businesses have already responded by replacing them
with paper or cardboard straws.
The German system of recycling, where glass and plastic bottles are returned, sterilised and re-used,
is getting widespread praise in Europe and overseas. The re-use of a product is far less energy intensive
than putting it through a recycling process, taking it back to its basics and then reforming it again. It
eliminates any risk of the product ending up in landfill. In France the government has introduced tax
incentives to encourage businesses to use recycled materials. These are things that I believe we need
to look at here.
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Closer to home, South Australia has had a bottle deposit scheme for bottle recycling. New South
Wales, the ACT and the Northern Territory have recently followed suit. The Victorian government
really needs to develop a clear manufacturing strategy that encompasses a total solution for our
population that has been growing too fast, hoping that someone else would take care of our waste
when this is really our responsibility. We have got to look at re-using, recycling and repairing. This is
already being done in other places. Plastic can be used in road making and there is the ability to use
60 per cent recycled products in making asphalt, similarly with building products, insulation and
prefabricated materials for walls. We cannot wait any longer. We should be attacking packaging—it
should be discouraged. I know there are German regulations where if you buy packaging at the
supermarket, you can return it to the supermarket and it is then used by the supermarket to go back
into recycling. We need to think of ways of spreading the responsibility for returning recyclable
material and having it processed and it becoming part of our industry of the future. Really this is our
responsibility. We need to act on it now. I commend the motion to the house.
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (15:33): I rise to speak on the motion moved by
Dr Ratnam. I think there is one thing that we can all say in this chamber, and that is from listening to
the speakers today it is pretty clear that we all understand the importance of recycling. Recent events
such as the change in policy and China’s National Sword policy and also some local events including
a recent fire at SKM Recycling’s Coolaroo site have crystallised the need to take some further action.
What I can tell you is that the Andrews Labor government is keenly aware of its obligations in regard
to its recycling responsibilities. If you look at those responsible for carrying out the majority of these
works, local councils are best placed to do that obviously because they are aware of their local
community’s needs in regard to recycling. In fact, if you look across a number of different local
government authorities, you will find different requirements for recycling. They are not all consistent
and they are not all the same, and that is because there might be different requirements.
Of course our priority will always be the safety of our communities. Badly managed stockpiles of
rubbish are a hazard to the community and an unacceptable fire risk. They also present health concerns.
We recognise the challenges facing the sector, and that is why we are investing to help the recycling
sector transition to a more efficient and resilient model. More than $37 million has already been
invested to boost the recycling industry through the Recycling Industry Strategic Plan. These changes
will take time, but they are about putting the whole sector on a strong footing so it can continue to
thrive, support jobs and improve our environment in the longer term.
A number of actions from our $37 million plan are already under way, but this is not a problem with
an overnight solution. It is quite complex. The strategic plan brings the government’s investment in
waste and resource recovery initiatives to over $100 million in the last four years, which is a very
significant investment and more than that of any previous Victorian government. This is in comparison
with the previous coalition government, who approved less than $15 million over four years from the
Sustainability Fund.
As I touched on previously, although the primary responsibility rests with SKM Recycling as a
company that works with local councils, we are assisting affected councils to ensure kerbside recycling
collection continues, so Victorians should keep recycling as normal and do what they can to minimise
waste. While we are very disappointed by the disruption to recycling services, we cannot compromise
on safety. As I mentioned earlier, protecting public health and safety is a priority for the government.
In response to the large fire at SKM Recycling’s Coolaroo site in July 2017 the government established
the Resource Recovery Facilities Audit Taskforce. As a result of these inspections and following
repeated warnings and notices, on Thursday, 14 February, the Environment Protection Authority
Victoria directed SKM Recycling to cease accepting recyclable materials at its Coolaroo and Laverton
North facilities. This direction will remain in place until SKM is compliant with rules about how
recyclable materials must be handled, processed and stored.
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Just in regard to an issue that I touched on previously, the introduction of China’s National Sword
policy, which is an issue that Dr Ratnam has raised in her motion, we recognise that changing global
markets have put new pressures on parts of the recycling industry. However, facilities processing and
storing materials still need to operate safely and in accordance with the law and relevant regulations
and guidelines. In 2017 the Chinese government announced the introduction of new trade measures
that imposed strict quality standards on the import of low-quality mixed recyclable materials, including
plastic, paper and cardboard. Previously China received over half of the world’s recyclable materials.
While we process most of our own recyclable materials here in Victoria, we are still affected by
changes to global commodity markets. This is not a problem of the Victorian government’s making,
but we do have a vital interest in ensuring the sustainability of the recycling industry in Victoria. That
is why, as I touched on earlier, we have developed the $37 million Recycling Industry Strategic Plan.
In terms of the strategic plan and infrastructure funding, in 2018 the Andrews Labor government
released the Recycling Industry Strategic Plan, as I discussed earlier, and committed $37 million to
boost Victoria’s recycling industry. That $37 million in funding will provide $13.5 million for a shortterm relief package for local councils, which will improve contracting and procurement processes and
as part of that will include an industry relief package; $13.9 million to increase the quality of recycled
materials, and that will also include aspects around an education campaign and investing in recycling
infrastructure; $4.2 million which will go to improve the productivity of the recycling sector through
collaborative procurement; and $5.5 million that will go to develop markets for recycled materials—
in other words, to support the development of end markets for recycled materials.
The commitments in the strategic plan bring the government's investment in waste and resource
recovery initiatives from the Sustainability Fund to over $100 million; as I said, more than any
previous Victorian government. We are also investing at record levels in programs to develop markets
for recovered resources, to facilitate private investment in resource recovery infrastructure and to
further educate householders and businesses about how to better manage and use their waste.
Just on the issue of banning single-use plastics, this is an issue that the Victorian government already
addressed in October 2017 when the Premier did indeed announce a ban on single-use plastics. We
received 8000 submissions and we conducted an extensive public consultation process. Over 96 per
cent of those submissions that we received supported the ban on single-use plastics. This was and is a
significant step in reducing plastic pollution in Victoria. Banning single-use plastics will slash waste,
reduce litter and help protect marine life in Victoria’s pristine waters. However, it is important to allow
retailers and consumers sufficient time to adjust to the proposed bans.
I think everybody in this house would be aware of some of the challenges that were associated with
the introduction of the single-use plastic bags ban. It is obvious to say that some people were caught
by surprise by that and needed to adjust accordingly just in having awareness about by bringing their
own shopping bags with them when they attended shopping centres. Sometimes they were caught
unawares. A little bit of pain was felt by that but, as with any new initiative, once it is there it just takes
some getting used to and adjusting when you are thinking about going to the shops and bringing along
your own reusable bags.
Also in June 2018 we announced the development of a plastic pollution plan, which is to prioritise the
most effective actions to reduce other types of plastic pollution, such as beverage containers, balloons
and cigarette butts, which often end up in our waterways and stormwater drainage outlets. That is
disappointing but also the focus for that is on single-use and other problematic plastic items as well.
To help guide this plan we have established a reference group of government, industry, community
and environmental representatives. The reference group is helping to establish priority areas for action
and is providing advice on the most effective strategies to tackle plastic pollution. The plan is expected
to be finalised in mid-2019.
At a national level, Victoria continues to work with other Australian jurisdictions and the Australian
Packaging Covenant Organisation to address problematic packaging items. In 2018 Australia’s
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environment ministers endorsed a target to make 100 per cent of Australian packaging recyclable,
compostable or reusable by 2025 or earlier. The Australian Packaging Covenant Organisation has also
developed additional targets, including for phasing out problematic and unnecessary single-use
plastics through design, innovation or introduction of alternatives.
I might turn now to the container deposit scheme, which has been touched on in Dr Ratnam’s motion
and has been the focus of other speakers in the chamber today. The Andrews government is keeping
Victoria clean through a variety of evidence-based litter programs. We are not complacent and we are
always looking for ways that we can do more of course. Any new scheme needs to be a good fit for
Victoria and the benefits need to outweigh the costs.
We have heard from members of the community that a container deposit scheme would be a good
thing in Victoria, and indeed it does have popular support, but we are continuing to monitor the
development of the container deposit scheme in New South Wales and other jurisdictions to learn
from any issues they have faced. That in fact places Victoria well to learn from any issues and take
learnings from any other schemes. That places us quite well to make sure that whatever scheme is
developed is done in consultation with various stakeholders and delivers excellent results for Victoria,
as we would expect. A scheme could create higher value recyclable materials and reduce litter, but
there is potential to also create new issues or unintended consequences. Consequently, we need be
sure that any benefits of the scheme would indeed outweigh any negatives and that it is a good fit for
Victoria.
In December 2018 a further $1.5 million was awarded to 10 projects through research, development
and demonstration grants in Victoria. This funding will help stimulate markets for recovered resources
in Victoria by supporting research into product development and performance. The research,
development and demonstration grants are part of the broader $4.5 million market development
program, which helps to build new strong domestic markets for Victoria’s recovered resources.
Funded projects to date include Yarra City Council which was awarded $200 000 to trial a separate
glass collection with 1000 residents, using the collected glass in asphalt to demonstrate performance
in municipal road construction. That trial is actually going on now. RMIT University was awarded
$200 000 to develop a premix concrete mix which incorporates recycled plastic and rubber, so again
another grant to encourage innovative uses of recycled material which is significant and important.
In conclusion, I want to take the opportunity to thank the Victorian Greens for allowing me to brief
them on the waste and resource recovery policies of the Andrews Labor government. As you heard,
they are quite significant and detailed and considered. It appears that perhaps there has not been much
of a focus on some of the transformative initiatives that the government has been funding over the last
two years, which is why it is a good opportunity for me to outline them to the house today. Of course
we do support the transition of the recycling industry in the wake of the changes to global markets.
The electorate have judged the government on our record of delivering for the state of Victoria and
consequently also back many of the important initiatives that the Labor government has delivered, and
they will continue to do so.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (15:46): I would like to thank Dr Ratnam for bringing
this motion to the Council today. If she had not done it, I would have done it. This is a 100 per cent
passion of mine, and if anything, I think I probably would have gone harder at this in some ways. It is
a lot more measured, so thank you Dr Ratnam. Also Mr Finn, I am in agreeance with you for a
change—this is not a Greens issue, it is an environment issue. It is a whole-of-Victoria issue, and I see
this as an issue where we are at a crisis point.
As I said in my inaugural speech, and I will repeat again, I have sat on waste management boards for
20 years. I have sat on a council for 21 years. I am going to give this house a bit of history. In that time
I first sat on the Western Regional Waste Management Group, and there were regional waste
management groups virtually everywhere. Governments of the past thought, ‘You know what, this
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problem has arisen before’. The last time it arose, this recycling crisis, it was a paper recycling crisis
when China would not accept our paper. That was probably over 15 years ago. At that time, 15 years
ago, the government realised that we needed to take waste management out of local council hands and
look at regional projects and regional contracts. Mr Jennings would remember Mr Thwaites—and that
would have been 10 years ago, if not closer to 15. That is when governments thought about starting to
collect waste levies and looking at a whole-of-Victoria solution.
I want the community to realise that this is not about councils. It is not councils that have created this
problem, and it is not councils that you should blame for not having the right waste solutions and not
picking up your recycling. You should be looking squarely at the state government, and now that I am
part of this state government I will promise that we will have a solution within the next four years. We
will actually spend a large amount of that waste levy on a solution. I do not mean the amounts that I
have heard raised today. Those amounts do not go far enough into this waste problem and this
recycling problem.
As I was saying earlier, regional waste management groups consolidated into a larger group to make
a metropolitan waste management group called the Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery
Group. That is when the state government decided that 31 metropolitan councils should start working
together to look for solutions for Victoria. At one stage I was voted onto its board. I have also chaired
those forums, so my knowledge of waste is fairly extensive.
When it comes to local councils and the Municipal Association of Victoria, they want the state
government to invest in and support waste reduction and improve resource recovery. They want an
investment from the landfill levy income to be used to develop appropriate policy settings to support
and expand on the local resource and recovery industry and marketplace. Councils want to develop
and deliver a statewide waste education campaign targeting waste minimisation and improving
recycling behaviour. Councils across Victoria want the government to adopt targets and to do
something about recycling material. They also want the government to advocate for and support and
develop greater markets, and they want it to look at a container deposit scheme. This is not something
that the Greens have created. All councils across Victoria are looking for these approaches.
When it comes to the Western Metropolitan Region and LeadWest priorities, we want a centre of
excellence for waste management and resource recovery. The west takes a significant proportion of
Melbourne’s waste. While this creates many challenges, it also presents wonderful opportunities for
innovation. The state and commonwealth governments could assist in realising these opportunities by
making the west a centre of excellence for waste management and resource recovery. This would
create jobs and significantly reduce the impact of waste in the communities. This could include and
support innovative approaches to convert waste to energy.
Wyndham City Council produces over 500 000 tonnes of landfill every year, including landfill from
suburbs in the west of Melbourne. Through current holdings and additional waste received Wyndham
landfill sites produce over 77 000 tonnes of carbon dioxide annually. Wyndham proposes to abate a
large amount of these emissions through the implementation of an innovative waste-to-energy facility.
This centre of excellence for waste management and resource recovery has been planned and the cost
is estimated at anything from $25 million to $150 million. That is the kind of investment needed for a
centre of excellence to convert waste to energy in the west of Melbourne. A business model has shown
that 5.25 per cent of waste could be diverted to a waste-to-energy facility generating 3 megawatts to
10 megawatts of energy per day. This could abate 160 000 tonnes of carbon dioxide annually through
waste elimination and avoided energy usage. This government has many times talked about waste
outages, and here are solutions under its nose. It has the money to put towards turning waste into
energy, so why not make this a priority? As I said, this proposed system is estimated to cost between
$25 million and $150 million up-front in capital expenditure depending on its scale.
Let us talk about the Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery Group. Its vision, which was created
over 10 years ago, is to reduce waste and maximise resource recovery in the metropolitan region of
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Melbourne. It works closely with 31 metropolitan councils to plan for waste management, resource
recovery facilities and services across metropolitan Melbourne. It facilitates the joint procurement of
facilities and services to provide better economic, environmental and waste management outcomes for
councils. It helps build the capacity and knowledge of councils and their communities of world’s best
practice waste minimisation and the opportunities and options available for improved services and
infrastructure. Melbourne’s population is growing and so is its waste. The federal and Victorian
governments need to look at what has been set up by the Metropolitan Waste and Resource Recovery
Group’s activities and implement some of its plans.
I want to remind the government that this problem has been kicking around for 10, if not 15, years,
with waste levies collected by local councils and put into the government’s coffers. If it had been
looking for solutions, this crisis need not have happened. I remind the government of its own
framework, the Victorian Waste and Resource Recovery Planning Framework. The government
developed a Victorian waste and resource recovery planning framework under division 2AB of the
Environment Protection Act 1970 to ensure that waste is managed in a strategic, streamlined manner
with infrastructure placed in the right place at the right time. The key objectives of the framework
include to provide a long-term strategic plan for infrastructure at state and regional levels. This is the
government’s plan that it has not implemented. The objectives also include that the framework should
facilitate the integration of the Statewide Waste and Resource Recovery Implementation Plan, which
it has, but the government is actually meant to implement it. Also, it enables infrastructure planning to
be integrated with land use and transport planning and policy. The government has all of that. It has
the plan. The statewide plan is there. It just needs to be implemented.
Sustainability Victoria on behalf of the Victorian government has an objective of providing direction
for the management of waste and resource recovery infrastructure in Victoria for the next 30 years. I
am going to take a breath because it makes me mad to think that this has been going on for as long as
it has. Dr Ratnam, how long have I got?
Dr Ratnam: 33 minutes.
Dr CUMMING: Okay. I am going to wrap it up then. It is not really hard for the government to
look at its own plan, which really spells it out. I am going to say it again so that everybody knows. The
plan provides a roadmap to ensure that Victoria has the infrastructure and efficiently manages the mix
and volumes of waste for the next 30 years. There is a plan that has already been written; it is there. It
identifies the infrastructure needs and how they will be met over the next 10 years for waste and
recovery for each region. It is written in the plan. As I said earlier, I have sat on waste boards. I have
been part of these talkfests. I have been consulted by governments. All the work has been done. This
is meant to stimulate markets for recovery and resources. This is meant to improve the recovery of
organic materials. This is meant to facilitate and improve infrastructure. The Victorian market
development strategy for recovery and resources—the plans are all there. It really just needs political
will to spend the money and actually say yes to a piece of infrastructure. I believe everybody in this
place will vote for Dr Ratnam’s motion, and I believe that because this needs to be the government’s
number one priority. Waste recycling needs to have a Victorian approach. We need to take it out of
the hands of local councils doing individual little things, individual education projects. We need to
look at regional contracts. We need to look at large infrastructure projects. The waste problem is huge.
I take it from what the crossbench and other members have said earlier today that the community has
lost faith in waste and recycling. We need to restore that faith. We need to get to a point where Victoria
is cleaner again and our waste and recycling is managed appropriately, but we need this government
to make it a number one priority. I do not see any problem with actually having this inquiry and making
sure that by the end of this government in four years time the community, the Victorians out there,
actually have some kind of certainty about their recycling and their waste and we get Victoria back on
track when it comes to recycling and waste.
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Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (16:01): I am pleased to speak on this motion moved by
Dr Ratnam and the amendment moved by Mr Finn. It is obviously important that we address this issue,
and I can see no better way of doing it than through the Environment and Planning Committee. I hope
it still exists; but anyway, we look forward to it inquiring into this matter and reporting back urgently.
The state government is sitting on about half a billion dollars in the Sustainability Fund, which the
Environment Protection Authority Victoria seems to access. This money has been collected from
ratepayers through a garbage levy. The Corangamite shire, in which I was previously a councillor,
contributes approximately $1 million to this fund a year. I am not sure what the good members of the
Corangamite shire get out of this fund, but I do know that it has been used for solar panels on trams
and an IT system, I think. Again, we seem to mostly focus on matters inside the tram tracks here rather
than what happens outside the tram tracks, especially over the West Gate.
But waste should not be seen, in my view, as a problem but rather an opportunity. I do not think we
need to reinvent the wheel on this. There are waste-to-energy projects around the world that seem to
be working reasonably well. I understand that Sweden these days has to import waste to process
energy. How good is that in reality? In my Western Victoria Region electorate there are three very
enterprising businesses that have joined together with Barwon Water to turn waste to energy. It may
have a way to go in being wildly successful, but at least it is a beginning, and that is important.
We certainly need the Environment and Planning Committee to inquire into, consider and provide an
urgent interim report, as the committee deems necessary, on the current circumstances in municipal
and industrial recycling and waste management. That is critical, and I am fully in support of Mr Finn’s
amendment to Dr Ratnam’s motion. We have to get the recycling and the waste problem sorted. It is
not just a matter for local councils; it is a matter for each and every one of us, and it is certainly a
matter for government. We can do this better and we can do it right. We can all benefit, and the
community and the environment can be better off at the same time. So it is my pleasure to support the
amendment moved by Mr Finn to the motion moved by Dr Ratnam.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (16:05): I will be brief. We support the motion to refer this matter
to a committee, but I will make a few more remarks about it. Australia no longer has much of a
recycling industry. The viability of recycling, like many other industries, is largely a function of energy
prices. Our green friends and government energy policy have driven energy prices up and industry
out. A strategic mistake was made in allowing the offshore industry to be concentrated in China, and
China’s National Sword policy gives us a glimpse of a future of not so soft projection of economic
power by our large trading partner to the north. If we cannot get power prices down—and apparently
higher power prices are a policy objective of the green left—then the solution to our recycling crisis
is to find more destinations for our unwanted packaging. When we think about shipping our recycling
overseas we should remember that sea freight is the cheapest and also the lowest carbon intensity form
of freight.
I note that some recycling has or has had an economic value—local governments made money from
selling it. While currently the value has fallen, we can expect that it will rise again in the future. There
should be no issue with stockpiling some of this recycling in anticipation of the price rise. And what
better place to stockpile it than underground? Future entrepreneurs can mine the landfill for these
valuable resources.
Imposing a container deposit scheme will have several impacts. The vast majority of containers are
currently recycled through a relatively efficient local government waste collection process. A new
scheme will divert a portion of that recycling from this program and place it with individuals carting
it to collection centres in their own vehicles—the most carbon-intensive form of freight. A portion will
not be diverted, which means that the government will get to pocket the cash, making it another
government cash grab. This is a cash grab that will impact particularly on the regional voters of
northern Victoria, who have the furthest to travel with their individual waste and so will be the most
likely to have to forfeit their deposits.
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Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (16:08): I am very interested in having this issue
referred to a committee, and I look forward to seeing the outcomes of that committee and maybe even
participating in the committee. I have an interest in these policies because I too, like everyone else,
care about the future of recycling and the environment in Australia. But I also have an interest in
looking at not only whether policies sound good but whether they have good outcomes for everyone
involved.
One of the policies mentioned in this motion is the container deposit scheme, which, it has been noted,
has been rejected a few times already by previous governments. Dr Ratnam herself said that the old
parties rejected it. Well, some of the new parties might reject it too. These behavioural economic
policies that have this sort of authoritarian aspect to them—‘You do as we say, or we’ll punish you’—
often have various unintended consequences. With this particular one I, and I am sure Dr Ratnam and
many others, at the moment voluntarily put recycling in our bins because we have been convinced by
reason and persuasion that it is a good thing to do. If a container deposit scheme, for example, became
law, I would no longer do that, as would many other people in Victoria. We would change our
behaviour, as is the intent of such a policy. The first thing I would do, as I imagine would a million
other households in Victoria, is I would go out and buy another container and put the 10-cents-acontainer bottles and plastic jars and whatever into this new container.
Then of course we have the problem that our recycling process is fragmented. The recycling company
that is employed by the local council no longer has economies of scale. They have all sorts of problems
with that, so that will reduce the overall efficiency of recycling by the council. We also have the
problem that I will have to drive to some recycling depot to get my money back in my car, which is
currently fossil fuel powered. I went to have a look at an electric car on the weekend, a Tesla. It is
very, very expensive still, I am sad to report. They are still $140 000, so way beyond my reach, and I
am sure most Victorians cannot afford that. So they will be driving their fossil-fuelled cars out to the
recycling depot. Indeed my parents, who live in Gippsland, will have a much bigger problem because
they live 20 or 30 minutes away from their recycling depot, so they will be driving for an hour in total
to take their recycling to get their deposit back.
But some people do not have cars, or some people will not obey this policy, and therefore it will end
up as a tax, which will increase poverty for those people who cannot or choose not to take their
containers back. The general outcome of this policy will be that we will have lots of people driving
around with plastics in their cars or we will have increased poverty. So I see lots of bad, unintended
consequences from policies such as this, and I would like us to investigate those in detail before
implementing anything.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16:11): I just rise briefly to thank everyone for their very
valuable contributions. I think I can safely say that this motion has support from all sides of this house,
and I really welcome that. It is a real admission of the urgency of the crisis that we face, and I am so
glad there is agreement. There have been some very good points of view canvassed, and sometimes
they have been different points of view, but this inquiry will give us the opportunity to really examine
what is currently happening. I am supportive of the amendment moved by the coalition too calling for
an interim report. There is such an urgent nature around this and it will be good to get some interim
findings early on so we can get on with implementing some of the recommendations and findings. I
look forward to getting the support of everyone in this chamber for the matter going to a committee
very, very soon. I am looking forward to getting on with it and doing everything we can collectively
and in agreement to salvage, preserve and grow our recycling system right here in Victoria.
Amendment agreed to; amended motion agreed to.
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ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reference
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16:14): I move:
That this house:
(1) acknowledges that flammable cladding on the exterior of the buildings was instrumental in the Lacrosse
apartment fire and the recent Neo200 tower fire;
(2) notes that the:
(a) cladding on these two buildings and hundreds of others across Melbourne is the same material as
the cladding on Grenfell Tower, where a fire killed 72 people;
(b) government’s loan scheme to remove the dangerous cladding places the financial burden on
apartment owners and owners corporations, instead of those responsible for allowing dangerous
cladding to be used on buildings;
(3) requires that the Environment and Planning Committee meet within 14 days of its establishment to
inquire into, consider and report within four months after the committee first meets on the adequacy of
the government’s response to the identification of buildings throughout Victoria that are at risk due to
flammable cladding, including, but not limited to:
(a) the cladding rectification agreements;
(b) the impact on home owners being required to fund cladding rectification and the impact of loan
arrangements, including the impact on credit ratings and finances;
(c) the impact on apartment prices and insurance premiums;
(d) the response of local councils to the government’s cladding rectification agreements scheme;
(e) alternative policies for ensuring the dangerous flammable cladding on Victorian buildings is
replaced in a timely manner, including where the burden of cost should lie;
(f)

the impact of the government’s response on home owners facing financial hardship; and

(g) any other matters the committee considers relevant.

I welcome the opportunity to talk to this motion. It is another urgent matter of public importance that
needs the scrutiny of this Parliament, as the response to date has not been anywhere near adequate—
another crisis that could have been avoided had the government taken action when the issue was first
identified. The issue first came to my attention when I was a councillor at the City of Moreland. The
fires at the Grenfell Tower in 2017 brought this issue to global attention with the tragedy that unfolded
and so many lives affected. But there were even earlier warning signs about the disaster that was
waiting to happen. Right here in Melbourne the Lacrosse building caught alight in 2014. It was also a
building fitted with flammable cladding.
In response to the fires, the Victorian government established the Victorian Cladding Taskforce, with
the aim of investigating the extent of non-compliant external wall cladding on buildings statewide and
making recommendations for improvements to protect the public and restore confidence that building
and fire safety issues were being addressed appropriately. Yet today in 2019 there are still too many
Victorians living in buildings that have flammable cladding. And now we have had another fire—just
last month—on the Neo200 tower on Spencer Street, which shows that there are still too many of us
living at high risk of dangerous fires in our buildings. It should not take a death for us to act, so I am
moving this motion to ask the Environment and Planning Committee to consider the adequacy of the
government’s response to the cladding crisis so that we can take action before the crisis escalates to a
whole other level that we do not want to see.
The interim task force that has been convened identified that nearly 1400 buildings may contain
flammable cladding. A City of Melbourne audit also found that out of 170 buildings, three were issued
with building notices to fix the cladding immediately. But this could be the tip of the iceberg.
I am hearing from so many residents and owners who are completely distressed. They may be living
in buildings that have been found to have high-risk cladding, or they may not have been captured in

COMMITTEES
Wednesday, 6 March 2019

Legislative Council

611

the audits but are reasonably confident from other advice that their building is at risk because they
have got the cladding on their building. Their insurance premiums are going up, their home values are
going down and they are wondering if they will have to sell their homes, because many of these people
are first home owners and they cannot afford the rectification costs. They are mired in legal
proceedings, being told not to talk to people. They are completely distressed that no-one is assisting
them, despite this not being their own fault.
The government’s response has been to set up a loan scheme where residents can take out loans to pay
for the cladding rectification and then be paid back through their council rates, but the scheme the
government has set up is voluntary, so residents can only access the loans the scheme sets up if their
council opts into the scheme. We have heard that most councils are refusing to participate because the
financial and legal risks of being involved are just too high. We have reports that not a single loan has
been granted under the scheme to date, which points to the scheme just not working. Many residents
are being left in limbo, unable to secure funding to remove the cladding but unable to move forward
or sell until the cladding is removed. Builders are deliberately going into liquidation, we believe, to
avoid having to pay out costs attached to replacing the cladding.
The Greens do not believe that owners should have to bear the burden of paying for rectification and
re-cladding if it was the developers, builders or surveyors who were instrumental in allowing the
cladding to be installed in the first place. When residents are living in danger and with significant
mental and financial stress, the government should take responsibility for what is happening. The
Greens have proposed that a cladding rectification fund be immediately introduced so that owners and
residents can access the funding to rectify their cladding, with the government to then get into the legal
proceedings to recoup those costs. We believe that that is a much better way to rectify the crisis that
we face. It should not be up to individual owners and residents to pay the up-front costs when they
cannot afford them, which results in the cladding not being rectified, and what we are left with is a
situation where people have to live with high danger every single day because the government is not
taking responsibility.
We have had a recent case in VCAT that determined that actually builders, surveyors, architects and
the like are liable for damages and are liable for rectification payments. It has taken years to come to
that resolution, and in the interim residents have been left in limbo and in complete financial distress.
What we do not want to see happen when thousands of buildings are identified as needing cladding
rectification works is those owners getting mired in legal proceedings and then hoping for the best—
hoping the case goes their way—while their home prices are devalued and they, many of them first
home owners, are forced out of their homes.
Just talking about the legal situation at the moment, during the time the task force began its work the
Victorian Building Authority had been trying to get the builders of the building that caught fire in 2014
to retrospectively pay to replace the cladding on that building. On 22 December 2017 the Supreme
Court actually found that the Victorian Building Authority did not have the power to direct a builder
to fix building cladding work once an occupancy permit had been issued for a building. The legal
ruling has been interpreted to mean that builders cannot be held liable for rectifying or paying for the
replacement of flammable cladding or the implementation of other safety measures on buildings where
the cladding has been used. However, as I mentioned, a further VCAT ruling in just the last few weeks
found that there were a number of people who were liable, which has caused even more confusion
about what the appropriate course of action should be. This has left Victorian residents on their own
without the government intervening in a systemic failure of this regulatory system, a systemic failure
that has been caused by the deregulation of this system. The checks and balances that used to be
involved—that were built into our building system—have been weakened to the point that no-one is
held liable and residents are left to fend for themselves.
We know that often damages are awarded after the owners have had to spend thousands of dollars on
legal proceedings and undergo years of court action. The estimated cost of rectification per apartment
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is $60 000, and that adds up to the cumulative total of hundreds of thousands of dollars to rectify each
individual building. And there is a requirement that 75 per cent of owners have to agree to pay for the
work for it to proceed. These have proven to be impossible barriers to overcome.
In the interim, councils may order buildings to be fixed in high-risk cases, so you have owners who
have got building rectification orders from councils, without the means to rectify their buildings, living
in danger—an impossible situation that we should not be putting Victorians in. This poses a serious
issue for those owners who are not able to meet the financial burden of approximately $60 000—
sometimes more—and there are buildings in which not everyone has the financial means to meet this
burden.
The government has responded by saying that individual owners need to take out loans. We know this
is not working. I strongly recommend that this Parliament takes this issue really seriously. We are
hearing from people every single day that this problem is only deepening, and the response to date has
not been adequate and is not working fast enough. I urge others in this chamber to support this motion.
Let us put a spotlight on this issue so we can together start thinking through the solutions that will
support Victorians who are in an impossible situation, living in such high-risk conditions, which is
absolutely not acceptable. Let us get on with it. Let us support this inquiry and try to find a solution
that can protect those Victorians who are in danger and in complete distress.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (16:23): I am pleased to be able to make a contribution on this
motion. I, as well as everybody else in this chamber, understand the very serious nature of the cladding
problems that emerged in Victoria in late 2014 with the Lacrosse building fire, and of course we saw
the horror and devastation wrought in the London fire in 2017. Since the Lacrosse issue emerged,
which I can say was a couple of days before I actually became the emergency services minister in
2014, the government has worked assiduously and tirelessly to address what is an incredibly
complicated issue. It is a worldwide problem that people are grappling with, and Victoria is ahead of
many jurisdictions, and ahead in Australia, in dealing with this incredibly complicated and difficult
problem. At the heart of dealing with these issues is of course always the safety of residents—of people
who are occupying homes which may be subject to cladding issues. That has been the focus from the
beginning, and it remains the focus. The list of what the government has done, in the previous term
and to date, is very long, very extensive and of course ongoing as we unscramble this egg that began
decades ago and was left unattended by successive governments until the action we took in 2014.
Just to take you back, in the time that I have allowed to me, at the time of the Lacrosse fire—and
clearly that was a terrifying incident—there were a range of issues which show again how complex
this problem is, because we had overcrowding in the particular apartment in which the fire started.
What I am pleased to report through all of this is that because of the safety measures taken in our
building code by successive governments on both sides of the house, which certainly differentiates us
from the Grenfell fire, the sprinkler systems all worked and the mediation measures all worked. We
have not suffered any loss of life, thank God, but of course we can never, ever be complacent, which
is why all of this work is being undertaken.
Just to go back to where we were in 2014, an audit was immediately instigated by the government,
working closely in conjunction with not just with the Victorian Building Authority (VBA) but also
our fire agencies, in particular the MFB, given that most of these buildings are located within MFB
boundaries. This was a very comprehensive and also very painstaking process. Primarily, this desktop
audit was looking at the review of building documents, and those initial findings demonstrated
unfortunately that over half of the buildings did not have sufficient evidence of compliance with the
National Construction Code. Again, when we look at the complexity of this issue, I know I spoke at
length in the other place about legislation that the Minister for Planning had introduced around
registration of trades and licensing of trades, and one of the issues resulting from a lack of regulation
on our construction sites has been that this material has been allowed to come in. I know that my good
friend here, Mr Meddick, has experienced this in his previous life working in the construction
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industry—that the failure of regulation on these matters had led to this material coming in unchecked.
That legislation is again just one piece of the incredibly complicated puzzle that the government has
been navigating every single day to try and make sure that Victorians are kept safe. That needed to
change, and that of course is a complex legislative process that has to be gone through. There was a
lot of consultation with key stakeholders, which led to that legislation being introduced and hopefully
led to that flowing through. But that again is just one small part of how we are addressing these very
difficult issues. The desktop compliance audit was done immediately on the issues surrounding the
Lacrosse fire, and there were of course independent assessments of what had happened during that fire
by our fire agencies. Emergency Management Victoria was involved in that, working closely with the
Victorian Building Authority, and the then Minister for Planning—and current Minister for
Planning—had active oversight of those matters.
Since that time, since we had that comprehensive desktop audit, the Victorian Cladding Taskforce was
established. This is incredibly critical in tackling the nature of these issues, and that task force
developed a comprehensive risk assessment tool—an inspection process for the statewide cladding
audit. Let us just remember here, we are talking about really untold numbers of buildings. How do you
get boots on the ground to go out and inspect those buildings? What tools are they using to do so?
Again the full resources, the full focus of government was on these really complicated issues. Again
the safety of people was paramount. Not for one moment does anybody within the VBA or our fire
agencies or anyone in the government not understand how distressing this is for people who have been
directly touched by it or who have concerns about their properties. We understand that this is a hugely
significant issue. It is an issue about safety and concern for your welfare and that of your family and
your pets. It is also a concern around the value of the property which you may have purchased.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
Statements on reports and papers
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, JOBS, TRANSPORT AND
RESOURCES
Report 2017–18
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:30): My matter for the reports
section tonight relates to the performance of our passenger rail system. I want to note the Department
of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources annual report 2017–18, tabled in this place,
which was withheld by the government before the election. What that report has in it is recognition of
the new franchise agreements signed by the government. The performance of the rail system, both
country and city, is entirely the responsibility of this Labor government, which has been in power in
one iteration or another for 16 of the last 20 years.
In the metropolitan system, the January data—the most recent performance data—is appalling. What
it shows is that 2151 trains did not turn up as expected. These are train services that were either
cancelled, shortened, bypassed or skipped. That is an increase of 86 per cent relative to the
performance in our last period of government. For the 12-month period from February 2018 to January
2019, which is the most recent 12 months, the total number of cancellations went up massively to
22 112 over that period. Comparing the recent January to previous Januarys, there was a 65 per cent
surge in the number of cancelled, shortened, bypassed and skipped services—that is, comparing
January 2017, January 2018 and January 2019. The 2019 punctuality result of 91.5 is the lowest result
for the month of January since Labor came into government in November 2014. Things are going
backwards. Things are deteriorating. The performance of the metropolitan system is falling, and the
punctuality benchmark has not been met. I think people expect reliability. They do not expect station
skipping, and I have spoken in this chamber about the government’s failure on that, where station
skipping occurs and the trains go past. They do not pick up people who expect it, and they do not drop
off people who legitimately expect that that service will allow them to get off the train at that location.
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The V/Line performance is no better, I might add, and we have heard in recent days about the failure
of the government to properly scope the new VLocity trains. The trains are too heavy, so they have
had to go back to deal with this. This is the oversight of government—the government-tendering
section, Transport for Victoria, a body that is in some crisis at the moment—but that body oversighting
the tendering clearly got the scoping wrong. How on earth do you send a train out that is too heavy for
the tracks on which that train has got to travel? This is Monty Python-esque really, isn’t it? You think
about the hospital without patients. You think about the sort of thing we are hearing here with trains
that are too heavy for the tracks on which they have got to run.
So I say the previous Minister for Public Transport and the new Minister for Public Transport have
simply got it wrong. They are not up to it, and the performance of V/Line of course is itself very bad,
with all lines not reaching the punctuality mark. In fact all except the Swan Hill and Echuca lines are
not meeting punctuality targets. There is 71.6 per cent punctuality on the Warrnambool line; 85.4 per
cent on the Shepparton line; Seymour, 90.3 per cent; and 67.9 per cent on the Gippsland line. These
are poor performances across a number of these lines. They do not pass muster on the Albury line,
with 68.6 per cent. The V/Line all-line performance is 86.4 per cent on punctuality.
The cancellation rate is also very high, with 120 on the Geelong line and 343 across all V/Line lines
in January 2019. Again, this is performance that the community are not satisfied with, and they have
every reason to be angry. So we have metro services in crisis. We have country services in crisis. We
have deterioration in performance. We have a government not scoping things properly and not getting
the outcomes the community deserves.
Adjournment
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (16:35): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

NIXON–WYNDHAM STREETS, SHEPPARTON
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (16:35): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Roads
and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and it relates to the badly needed safety upgrades at the
intersection of Nixon Street and Wyndham Street in Shepparton. The action I seek from the minister
is that the minister release the findings of a road safety audit conducted at the intersection of Nixon
Street and Wyndham Street in Shepparton with a view to installing a traffic signal mast arm on the
south-east corner of the intersection applicable to westbound traffic in Nixon Street.
Wyndham Street is part of the A39 Goulburn Valley Highway as it travels through the city of
Shepparton. The intersection of Nixon Street and Wyndham Street is controlled with traffic signals
facing all four directions. Traffic signals facing north, south and east are attached to mast arms, placing
the signals high in the air in clear view of motorists. Motorists traveling west on Nixon Street
approaching Wyndham Street do not face a traffic signal mast arm and are forced to rely on traffic
signals at normal ground level, one slightly obstructed from view by a tree.
I first raised this issue in May 2018 with the then minister after a serious collision at the intersection
between a car and a truck resulted in a woman being hospitalised with three broken ribs. The
intersection directly to the west of Wyndham Street and Nixon Street is Welsford Street and Nixon
Street. In the 2017–18 year this intersection was upgraded and traffic control signals were installed,
including a highly visible signal mast arm facing westbound traffic.
When westbound traffic approaches Wyndham Street at the Wyndham Street and Nixon Street
intersection, motorists are becoming confused, as the Welsford Street mast arm signal is more visible
than the lights that are actually applicable to them. It is believed the May 2018 collision was caused
when the injured motorist drove through a red light at Wyndham Street after becoming confused by
the more visible green light at Welsford Street.
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In his reply to me in July the then minister stated that no crashes had been recorded at the intersection.
Clearly this is incorrect, considering a serious collision caused me to raise the issue in the first place.
The minister also stated that VicRoads would conduct a road safety audit on the intersection, yet seven
months later no safety upgrades have been made at this intersection and no audit results have been
released to the public.
The installation of a traffic signal mast arm at the intersection of Nixon Street and Wyndham Street
for westbound traffic would avert motorist confusion, improve signal visibility and help prevent
further collisions at this intersection. Therefore the action that I seek from the minister is for the
minister to release the findings of a road safety audit conducted at the intersection of Nixon Street and
Wyndham Street in Shepparton, with a view to installing a traffic signal mast arm on the south-east
corner of the intersection applicable to westbound traffic in Nixon Street.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call the next adjournment item, I remind members in the chamber,
particularly the new members, that there is a joint sitting in the Assembly chamber at 6.15 p.m. It is a
simple process of making your way into the chamber just before 6.15 and finding a seat wherever
there might be room.
MERNDA RAIL BRIDGE
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (16:39): My adjournment matter this afternoon is for
the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, Jacinta Allan, in the other place, and it concerns the new rail
bridge over the Mernda railway line at the corner of Plenty Road and Gordons Road, South Morang,
that was built as part of the Mernda rail extension project. This bridge has been open in Melbourne’s
north for less than six months. It was opened with some fanfare in August 2018, but the Level Crossing
Removal Authority have asked builder John Holland to fix defects, including some cracks that have
appeared on the road surface and on the bridge itself.
It was opened less than six months ago. I remember that at the time this bridge was being built I
stopped and talked to the contractors late at night, many of whom were saying they were under
enormous pressure to get this thing opened before the election. So it was a bit of a rush job, they
thought, and here we are less than six months after this bridge was opened and the cracks have started
to appear on the rail bridge itself, affecting both motorists and commuters on the Mernda railway line.
As you would expect, the government of the day are saying, ‘It’s not us; it’s John Holland, the
contractor. It’s their problem’. But quite rightly the commuters on the train service and the motorists
who use that road are saying—even as recently as today I have had an email into my office—that they
are worried about the cracks that are appearing on this rail bridge and are noticing many people in
high-vis vests patching them up as quickly as they can. So the action I seek from the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure is for her to make a statement assuring passengers on the Mernda railway line
and motorists who use Plenty Road and Gordons Road that it is safe for the commuters on the railway
line and the motorists who use that road.
BOX HILL TRANSIT INTERCHANGE
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (16:41): My adjournment today is directed to the Minister
for Public Transport, Minister Horne. I would like to invite the minister to visit Box Hill interchange
with me one peak-hour morning and witness the extreme overcrowding at peak hour and take the
opportunity to share information with the local council and stakeholders on the transport needs in the
area. They and I are particularly interested in how plans for the Suburban Rail Loop and the north-east
link will impact the already oversubscribed Box Hill transport hub.
Box Hill is a booming suburb and is becoming a second CBD. It is a hub of health services, education
facilities and government departments. It is also an area of intense development, with VCAT
overriding council repeatedly to allow high-rise apartment buildings. One in particular will be
20 storeys high. At present there are over 170 000 residents in this small area of my electorate, and the
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population is growing fast. The proposed Suburban Rail Loop will have major consequences, as initial
plans show it will link into the main Lilydale-Belgrave line at Box Hill. The new north-east link also
promises more traffic and flow through this bustling area, so I invite the minister to take this opportunity
to bring local stakeholders up to date with future plans for this dated and busy interchange at Box Hill.
WORLD NAKED BIKE RIDE
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (16:42): I wish to raise a matter this afternoon in the
adjournment for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I have been contacted by a mother
of four young children in my electorate who is very concerned about a gathering that will be held here
in the city of Melbourne on 16 March. It is being billed as a naked bike ride, and whilst it might be
amusing to some, I think it is a fair and reasonable thing for parents to be able to take their children to
the city, to a park or to a movie or to lunch or whatever without being confronted by blokes on bikes
not wearing any clothes.
I have to tell you I have actually witnessed this before myself, and it is not the most pleasant experience
one could possibly endure. I had my three daughters with me on this particular afternoon. We were
going down to see a show downtown, and unfortunately we saw a show up this end of town. Quite
frankly, they did not know which way to look. They were horrified. The twins were eight and our
oldest was, I think, about 11 at the time, and they did not know which way to look. I was particularly
amazed that day because there were police officers who were facilitating this exhibitionism—
A member: What were they doing?
Mr FINN: Facilitating it. They were pushing people back and facilitating the bike riding by the
bare-butted bikers onto the steps of this building. It occurred to me at the time: surely to God, if you
or I, President, ripped off our clothes on the steps here, we would be arrested. Why wouldn’t—
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: It is clearly a breach of the law, and here were police officers on this particular day
facilitating the breaking of the law. Now, I am not asking the minister to interfere in police operational
matters—not at all—but I am asking the minister to ensure that police on this occasion actually enforce
the law. This is illegal activity that will take place, and I merely ask the minister to ensure that the
police do their job and enforce the law on this occasion.
The PRESIDENT: I hope they at least had helmets.
SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY HOUSING
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (16:45): My matter this evening is important but probably
not as interesting as Mr Finn’s. It is for the Minister for Planning, and the action I seek is an expansion
of the inclusionary housing pilot program that has been going on, as well as an increase in the social
housing percentages. It is sad. It is a disgrace that Victoria spends less than any other state on public
and community housing. Just 3.5 per cent of all dwellings fall into this category. This is despite
Melbourne boasting over 200 hectares of government-owned land that could host 30 000 homes,
according to the University of Melbourne. So I am joining with a number of organisations, being the
Victorian Council of Social Service, the Council to Homeless Persons, the Community Housing
Industry Association Victoria, Domestic Violence Victoria, Tenants Victoria and the Victorian Public
Tenants Association, to work alongside them in building 3000 extra homes each year—effectively a
new Whittlesea each year.
Now, this can be done by expanding how we use public land, but it can also be expanded in lots of
more novel ways like build-to-rent programs or by setting incentives for developers to introduce social
housing into their developments. There is a whole range of tools and levers that we have. But we have
to act now. At the moment the government has announced that it will build 100 new houses. That does
not go anywhere near—that is a drop in the ocean—what we need. There were 80 000 people looking
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for housing over the last four years. Twenty thousand sought help from homelessness services just last
year, and one in three of them was turned away. So we have an absolute crisis, and I know any of us
who walk around the city can see that crisis firsthand. It is in our suburbs, but particularly we see it in
our streets. So the action that I am seeking is for the government to extend the inclusionary housing
pilot program and set up some ambitious social housing percentages in the surplus government
residential land sales.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (16:48): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Local Government and concerns the gross inequity endured by rural and regional ratepayers. The
current property tax system, especially as it affects rural and regional ratepayers, is deeply flawed and
discriminatory. Rural townspeople and farmers alike face considerable injustice compared to their
metropolitan cousins. The system punishes those with assets but ignores income levels, it values land
on factors such as future development and aesthetics but not profitability and it consequently penalises
property owners outside the tram tracks.
The 2018 report entitled Inquiry into the Sustainability and Operational Challenges of Victoria’s Rural
and Regional Councils noted that a Stonnington council resident in Toorak pays $962 in rates on an
$800 000 property, while a resident in Donald in the Buloke shire in my region would pay a whopping
$6990 in rates for the same $800 000 property. At the same time, Stonnington council collects nearly
twice the amount in animal registration fees and parking fines as Buloke does in rates. This $22 million
windfall, courtesy of dogs and fines, in Stonington is virtually Buloke’s entire projected revenue for
2019–20. But guess what? Stonnington only needs to spend about $5 million on road maintenance on
its 260 kilometres of roads, while poor old Buloke has to spend $8 million—and that is probably
wildly insufficient—along 1100 kilometres of sealed, 650 kilometres of gravel and 3800 kilometres
of earth roads across the entire shire. A total of 5550 kilometres of road that equates to just $1400 per
kilometre, compared with Stonnington’s ability to spend $19 230 per kilometre on their road spend.
Not only are rural townspeople victims of this inequity but also farmers, who have seen a 52 per cent
increase in some cases in property valuations and huge consequential rate increases. These state
government-imposed annual valuations create huge rate imposts at a time when farmers are
particularly doing it tough for various reasons. The Local Government Act 1989 also limits councils
in their ability to widen the differential rate. So I call on the minister to outline what he is going to do
to end this unfair and discriminatory country versus city system of property taxing.
NORWOOD SECONDARY COLLEGE
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (16:51): My matter is for the Minister for Education,
Mr Merlino, in the other place, and it concerns Norwood Secondary College. The school has
appreciated a couple of visits by the minister to look at their circumstances in respect of their building
infrastructure, much of which is approaching 60 years of age and is riddled with asbestos, which seems
to be a bit of an issue today in terms of schools and the program the government had to remove asbestos
from schools. The minister has certainly shown some concern about asbestos in at least one of the
buildings at that school and has also, I think, noted that the facilities are aged and well past their useby date and do need replacement.
This school obviously is delivering quality education in fairly difficult circumstances to over
1000 students. It is important that the school is able to start looking at its options for the future. So the
action that I am seeking from the minister is that at this stage, rather modestly, the school wants to be
in a position to pursue a master plan that would allow for the planning of the replacement of those
buildings, which is probably a two-stage effort given that it is a sloping site and there are some other
site constraints in respect of the school. As I said, it is a fairly modest ask after 60 years and after a
couple of visits by the minister, who has actually seen some of the issues there, to seek the opportunity
to undertake a master plan for that school.
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HAZELWOOD HOUSE
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (16:53): My adjournment this evening is for the Minister for
Disability, Ageing and Carers in the other house, the Honourable Luke Donnellan. It relates to a place
called Hazelwood House, which is an aged-care facility in Churchill. The action I seek from the
minister is that he work with the community, the service provider and Latrobe City Council to ensure
that there is continuity of an aged-care facility in this wonderful town of Churchill. The people of this
region feel very connected to this facility because back in 1990 they raised over $750 000 to go with
a federal government grant to enable this facility to be built. That is a huge personal investment that
this town has.
This is a town of 6000 people, so it is no small number of people that are living in Churchill. As we
know, the town has been in operation as a satellite residential town for the power industry since
Hazelwood opened. There are a number of people who are ageing at this time and are almost ready to
look at a facility or send their loved ones into a facility—a great facility. At the moment Hazelwood
House operates with 38 residents and is managed by Benetas. Benetas have announced just recently
that they are going to relocate the residents of Hazelwood House into Traralgon’s Dalkeith Hostel by
mid-November this year. The Churchill and district residents are quite indignant. They feel the loss of
an aged-care facility in this town is just unacceptable. We know that when you have community
connections to an aged-care facility, when family can make regular contact, even daily contact, and
go and help and support family members—maybe help with dining or just being in constant contact—
it adds to the value of their life. What we see is moving to Traralgon can be quite an impediment for
our local people, and it is a town that often struggles in terms of socio-economic standing.
The Churchill & District Community Association—who I have met with—Cr Darrell White and the
minister for a whole range of things in the federal sphere, Darren Chester, met the other day. The
Churchill & District Community Association came up with a very strong motion relating to supporting
the continuation of aged-care facilities in Churchill—namely, Hazelwood House. They call on the
federal government to not allow aged-care facilities to relocate away from Churchill and also call on
the provider to suspend the proposed relocation. They are adamant that they need to continue a facility
here, and I ask the minister to work with the community, the provider and the stakeholders to make
sure that this facility remains open.
AMBULANCE TRANSFERS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (16:56): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Health, and it relates to the ambulance service payments and guidelines. This is an issue I know
Ms Wooldridge is very familiar with, as she raised it with the former Minister for Health,
Ms Hennessy, on a number of occasions but was unsuccessful in her bid to get the minister to meet
with Day Hospitals Australia. I am hoping the new minister, Ms Mikakos, will be willing to do so, as
Day Hospitals Australia provide thousands of services to Victorian patients and are an integral part of
the Victorian health system and delivery of care. These various day hospitals, of which there are
around 50 in Victoria, cater for a range of procedures, such as endoscopy, orthopaedic, ophthalmology,
paediatric, dental, gynaecological, urological and plastics procedures. They also provide care and
management for a number of mental health patients, who at times are at their most vulnerable and who
are sometimes using these services as inpatients or for mental health day programs—very vital
programs for many Victorians.
The ability of these services to enable Victorians to have choice is something we on this side of the
house strongly believe in. Enabling patients to access private health services to take the load off our
public system where our sickest and most vulnerable members of the community require the expertise
of a range of health professionals is vital for our health system to remain viable. On occasion, patients
that attend the services require an ambulance for an emergency if they become unwell, to be
transported from the day hospital to an emergency department or for admission to a public hospital.

ADJOURNMENT
Wednesday, 6 March 2019

Legislative Council

619

The day hospitals are footing the bill for that transfer. At times patients are unaware of their ambulance
cover, and Ambulance Victoria is billing the day hospitals for the services rendered. At times these
bills have been waived, but in other circumstances the day hospitals have been left with out-of-pocket
expenses that amount to tens of thousands of dollars. As was raised by Ms Wooldridge, Ambulance
Victoria conducted a clinical review of services, and I am of the understanding that in 2015 KPMG
also undertook a review of funding for Ambulance Victoria.
Day Hospitals Australia are seeking a meeting with the new minister to review the current guidelines
so that these vital services can have this billing issue and confusion resolved. The action I seek
therefore is that the minister do this: meet with Day Hospitals Australia as a matter of priority.
ST KILDA MUMS
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:59): My matter for the
adjournment today is perhaps for the Premier, and he can direct it to whomever he wishes. It relates to
St Kilda Mums, a very important group of mothers—volunteers—who do extraordinary work
supporting families. I note that while it might well be volunteers that this relates to, I am seeking
assistance with an actual grant for St Kilda Mums to make sure that they are able to continue. I note
that there is an urgent appeal out by St Kilda Mums:
We are in danger of becoming homeless
It’s true! Our leases on Vale Street expire at the end of May. If we can’t raise the money we need for the first
year’s rent on a bigger warehouse then we can’t sign the lease.
We have nowhere else to go.

They are seeking donations, but I believe they are also seeking assistance from government. This is a
remarkable group. Five mothers began this service, particularly the CEO, Jessica Macpherson, who
saw the need and volunteered to sort, launder and package preloved goods for rehoming to families
that might need them. The presentation of goods is particularly important, and Jessica and the other
mums only want to rehome items that they would be comfortable receiving for their own children.
That is a key value of St Kilda Mums. Once the goods are rehomed, they assist the families in question.
I note that Jessica Macpherson, the founder and CEO, was awarded a Medal of the Order of Australia
on Australia Day this year. That is very important recognition for the work that not just she has done
but others have done with the St Kilda Mums service.
They have operations at three branches: St Kilda Mums, Geelong Mums and Eureka Mums. There are
more than 2500 volunteers in place. They were dealing with more than 50 000 nursery items, worth
more than $6.8 million, for 18 535 babies and children last year, so the scale of the operation is
significant. This is about helping families and reducing waste.
The challenge, as I say, for St Kilda Mums is raising the money for a new home where they can
increase their impact. They need a larger building and they need certainty and predictability. It is a
role for government to support a voluntary organisation of this type and to ensure that the money is
leveraged in a way that provides fantastic support.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr DAVIS: It would be a tragedy. We certainly had a commitment to support it before the last
election, and I would encourage the government to match the coalition’s commitment and more, if
necessary, to ensure the viability and future of St Kilda Mums. I do not want to see St Kilda Mums go
under and that enormous contribution of volunteers be lost. I seek that the Premier direct this to
whichever minister is best placed to assist. I think it might be the Premier because it is overarching.
Maybe it is volunteers in some way, but it is a bit more than that because it is capital support they may
well need.
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RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT: Minister, we will do some research before you get to Mr Davis’s matter, maybe
suggesting the best outcome.
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (17:03): Thank you, President. There were 10 adjournment matters this evening. The first
one was from Ms Lovell, seeking the release of a road safety audit with a particular reference to an
intersection in Shepparton. That is directed to the Minister for Roads and Minister for Road Safety
and the TAC. The second matter was from Mr Ondarchie to Minister Allan, seeking a statement from
the minister to assure the public that the Mernda rail bridge is safe. The third was from Mr Barton to
Minister Horne, and it was a request that the minister visit local stakeholders in his electorate in relation
to the Suburban Rail Loop. The fourth was from Mr Finn to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services. He colourfully outlined an event that he witnessed some time ago and said that there is to be
a further action on 16 March. He is seeking that the minister for police encourage the police to enforce
the law on 16 March.
Ms Patten sought from the Minister for Planning an expansion in social housing and to extend the pilot
program. Mrs McArthur had a matter for the Minister for Local Government, wanting the minister to
outline the government’s position on property tax as it pertains to rural versus suburban properties.
The seventh matter was from Mr Atkinson to Minister Merlino, wanting the minister to allow for a
master plan to be developed for a particular secondary school in his electorate. Ms Bath raised a matter
for the Minister for Disability, Ageing and Carers, seeking that the minister provide an assurance that
there will be continuity for an aged-care service in Churchill. Ms Crozier had a matter for the Minister
for Health, seeking that the minister meet with Day Hospitals Australia. The last matter was raised by
Mr Davis, and I seek your guidance, President, as to where that matter can be referred. It was seeking
a grant for St Kilda Mums.
The PRESIDENT: We are at a point of a bit of confusion, so I think we should just accept that
Mr Davis is directing it to the Premier. I am sure he will know which particular minister to send it to.
The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 5.06 p.m.
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Joint sitting of Parliament
SENATE VACANCY
Members of both houses met in Assembly chamber at 6.18 p.m.
The CHAIR (Hon. SL Leane): Order! I would like to start the joint sitting by inviting proposals
from members for the appointment of a person to hold the place in the Senate rendered vacant by the
resignation of Senator the Honourable Jacinta Collins.
Mr ANDREWS (Mulgrave—Premier): I propose:
That Mr Raffaele Ciccone hold the place in the Senate rendered vacant by the resignation of Senator the
Honourable Jacinta Collins.

Mr Ciccone is willing to hold the vacant place if chosen. In order to satisfy the joint sitting as to the
requirements of section 15 of the commonwealth constitution, I also declare that I am in possession of
advice from the Victorian state secretary of the Australian Labor Party that the nominee is the selection
of the Australian Labor Party—the great Australian Labor Party—the party previously represented in
the Senate by Senator Collins.
The CHAIR: Before I call for a seconder of the proposal, I acknowledge that the President of the
Senate, the Honourable Scott Ryan, is in the house.
Mr M O’BRIEN (Malvern—Leader of the Opposition): I second the proposal.
The CHAIR: Are there any other proposals for the vacancy?
As there has only been one person proposed, I declare that Raffaele Ciccone has been chosen to hold
the place in the Senate rendered vacant by the resignation of Senator the Honourable Jacinta Collins.
I will advise the Governor accordingly.
I now declare the joint sitting closed.
Proceedings terminated 6.20 p.m.

