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Wednesday, 20 March 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.35 a.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:35): On behalf of the Victorian state Parliament I acknowledge the
Aboriginal peoples, the traditional custodians of this land which has served as a significant meeting
place of the First People of Victoria. I acknowledge and pay respect to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past and present and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
community who may visit or participate in the events or proceedings of the Parliament this week.
Petitions
Following petitions presented to house:
BUSH NURSING CENTRES
Legislative Council Electronic Petition:
The Petition of certain citizens of the State of Victoria draws to the attention of the Legislative Council the
funding shortfall for our Bush Nursing Centres across the state of Victoria. Management of legislated quality
and compliance, along with incremental changes to award pay rates and nursing Enterprise Bargaining
Agreements, mean that Bush Nursing Centre budgets are out of balance and unsustainable, with current health
funding inadequate to meet these requirements.
Ask anyone living in a rural community and you will quickly realise the immense value, respect and reliance
they have on Bush Nurses and their Centres. There are emergencies which have occurred that were it not for
our Bush Nurses, the patient would have died, as the speed in which these highly trained individuals can
attend an emergency is crucial. However, it’s not just emergency situations that the centres are vital for. They
also provide services that mean if people develop a serious health problem they can stay in the area, rather
than having to travel huge distances or even moving away.
The petitioners therefore request that the Legislative Council call on the Government to address the funding
shortfall to Bush Nursing Centres in rural Victoria, to ensure this vital service (which in Balmoral has been
running for over 90 years!) remains sustainable for the future, and prove that the health and wellbeing of all
Victorians matter.
We request that Health Minister meet with the Centres and their representatives to discuss how this funding
shortfall can be solved and request the support of the Victorian Government.

By Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (422 signatures)
Laid on table.
BILLS STREET, HAWTHORN, REDEVELOPMENT
To the Honourable the President and members of the Legislative Council assembled in Parliament:
We, the undersigned Citizens of Victoria, call on the Legislative Council of Victoria to note:
•

The Victorian Government is intending to intensely redevelop the Bills Street public housing estate
and likely allow redevelopment of surrounding areas including the University of Melbourne
campus site with high rise, high density buildings that would not be in keeping with the area.
We therefore call upon the Andrews Labor Government to rethink its approach and instead ensure that:
•

Boroondara City Council remains the responsible authority for planning decisions relating to both
the Bills Street public housing estate and neighbouring University of Melbourne sites;

•

a two to three storey height limit applies to both sites; and

•

both sites are redeveloped incorporating a sensible component of new public housing, not sold off
to private developers to realise super profits from the sale of public land for the State Government
and University of Melbourne.

By Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan) (53 signatures)
Laid on table.
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Papers
PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Commissioner for Environmental Sustainability Victoria—Strategic Audit of the implementation of
environmental management systems in Victorian Government 2017–18.
Crimes Act 1958—Chief Commissioner of Police’s forensic sampling authorisations, pursuant to
section 464Z(2) of the Act.
Crown Land (Reserves) Act 1978—Minister’s Order of 15 January 2019 giving approval to grant a lease at
Domain Parklands Reserve.
Judicial Entitlements Act 2015—Advisory opinion to the Attorney-General, January 2019, pursuant to
section 33 of the Act.
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Greater Dandenong, Whittlesea and Yarra Ranges Planning Schemes—Amendment GC123.
Macedon Ranges Planning Scheme—Amendment C128.
Yarra Planning Scheme—Amendments 261 and 262.
Subordinate Legislation Act 1994—Legislative Instrument and related documents under section 16B in
respect of Determination of Fees for Bus Driver Accreditation, Annual Permissions, Annual Registrations
and Accredited Drivers, under the Commercial Passenger Vehicle Industry Act 2017 and the Transport
(Compliance and Miscellaneous) Act 1983.

Business of the house
NOTICES OF INTENTION TO MAKE STATEMENTS ON REPORTS AND PAPERS
Notices given.
Members statements
ROCHESTER SECONDARY COLLEGE
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (09:39): Last Wednesday it was my privilege to join student leaders
Grace, Fraser, Yolanda, Robert and Jessica along with principal Melissa Gould, former principal
Bernie Altmann and parents, staff and students to officially open the new science, arts and
multipurpose building at Rochester Secondary College. It was made possible thanks to $5.3 million in
funding from the Andrews Labor government.
ECHUCA CUP
Mr GEPP: On another matter, I had the pleasure to represent the Honourable Martin Pakula,
Minister for Tourism, Sport and Major Events, in attending the 2019 Echuca Cup over the Labour Day
long weekend. It is always a great day at the races, and I was warmly received by those present. It was
a great day enjoyed by everybody.
I WISH I’D ASKED PROJECT
Mr GEPP: On a further matter, I also had the pleasure recently to attend the launch of the I Wish
I’d Asked story van at Lemnos in Shepparton. I Wish I’d Asked is a Pick My Project and, at its core,
is designed to tackle the issue of loneliness amongst senior Victorians. It connects kids from schools
around the Shepparton area with seniors in the Shepparton district. It is unique in terms of the work
that it does. There is no other pilot like this in the nation. We are all working hard to make it as
successful as we can so that this can be rolled out right across the state of Victoria, but also importantly
right across the entire nation, so that the issue of the 75 per cent of seniors in this state who identify as
being lonely at some point after retirement can be tackled.
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NEW FACILITIES LAUNCH PROTOCOL
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:41): At the time when I actually had the role of
President, I took the view that any member who was elected to this place—no matter how they got
here, no matter what franchise they had from the electorate—was of equal status and indeed was
entitled to exactly the same opportunities as any other member in this place, be they from the official
opposition or obviously from the government. It concerns me that over many years—and it is not just
this government that is at fault—we have had this situation where there are openings of buildings or
public facilities that have been funded by taxpayers that are a government responsibility but not a
partisan government responsibility. It is my view that where there is a school opening or the opening
of another facility in the public realm that has been funded by the taxpayers, all members of Parliament
who are relevant to those electorates in which those facilities are located ought to be invited to the
opening or launch event. Now, it is up to those members also to abide by our protocol and not to try
to upstage government members or particularly ministers who are involved in the opening of these
facilities, so there is a quid pro quo. We all need to be respectful of that process, but indeed it is
outrageous in my view that we so often have facilities opened and members are excluded from
attending.
VICTORIAN BUSHFIRES
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (09:43): It has been a profound privilege to work with communities
throughout the Gippsland area who have been affected by fires that are still continuing to burn and
specifically to meet with and hear directly from people in the Tonimbuk and Bunyip North areas who
have seen firsthand yet again, often in many cases for the third time, major fires sweep through the
Cardinia area into the Baw Baw shire and also down through to the Latrobe Valley. These are testing
times for so many people, and it is an absolute tribute to the people who have worked so hard on the
ground in relief centres, providing resources, reaching out through donations and making themselves
available to volunteer to work to repair and to recover property, lost stock, lost possessions and to help
people back onto their feet. It is work that continues, and I look forward to continuing to see the very
best of our communities shine as people come together in this collective effort.
LATROBE VALLEY YOUTH HUB
Ms SHING: It has been a really wonderful thing to see the Latrobe Valley youth hub continue to
go from strength to strength, with a recent camp for members of the Latrobe Valley youth hub and
youth space. To see them gathering confidence, having access to wonderful, positive role models and
becoming leaders themselves is an absolute joy and again a true motivating factor for me as an MP.
DONNA BOWMAN
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (09:44): Recently I attended a very special event at
Truffleduck in Fyansford, Geelong. The Those Left Behind fundraising luncheon officially launched
Donna Bowman’s 3000-kilometre walk around Victoria to raise awareness and funds for mental health
and for those left behind after the suicide of a friend or loved one. Donna lost her husband, Tony, who
sadly took his own life on their Elaine property last March. He was a retired police officer, who had
worked in a number of regional towns across Victoria and served as a member of the Australian
Federal Police. Donna’s walk left Geelong police station en route to Colac on the first anniversary of
Tony’s death. Donna hopes to raise $1 million, with all proceeds going to the Victoria Police
psychology unit to improve resources for clinicians supporting police members and their families
struggling with mental health issues. I was honoured to attend Donna’s campaign launch and wish her
every success on her walk for Tony and those left behind. I also offer my heartfelt condolences to all
those affected by suicide, especially those in the police force and those affected by mental illness.
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AFRICAN-AUSTRALIAN MULTICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT AND YOUTH
SERVICES
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:46): I rise today to congratulate the AfricanAustralian Multicultural Employment and Youth Services, known as AAMEYS. AAMEYS is a
leading community group in the west of Melbourne helping African-Australians to better integrate
into Australian society. In 2016 the government announced its intention to recruit an additional
3000 sworn officers into Victoria Police. AAMEYS held meetings with then deputy commissioner
Andrew Crisp to identify how to include new recruits from African backgrounds. It was recognised
that there were significant cultural barriers for African-Australians to become sworn officers.
AAMEYS partnered with Victoria University, Jesuit Social Services, Maurice Blackburn, Australian
Multicultural Education Services, MatchWorks and Victoria Police to develop a 15-week program to
address this. The program was funded by the Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions. The first
group of young African-Australians successfully completed their 15-week course last Thursday. I
would like to congratulate them and wish them all well, and I hope to see many of them in uniform in
the future.
INTERNATIONAL MOTHER LANGUAGE DAY
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (09:47): On 23 February 2019 I had the pleasure of
representing the Minister for Multicultural Affairs, the Honourable Richard Wynne, at the
International Mother Language Day event hosted by the Victorian Bangladeshi Community
Foundation at Encore Events Centre in Werribee. Joining me were councillors and parliamentarians,
including Sarah Connolly, the member for Tarneit. According to UNESCO it is a day observed to
promote the preservation and protection of all languages used by peoples of the world. I must thank
the people of Bangladesh for the creation of this day.
It is vital to understand the importance of language. Language is not only a way for us to communicate;
it is a crucial aspect of our cultural identity. It is critical to promote preservation and protection for all
languages, because languages are a gateway to other cultures. We are all lucky to live in such a
culturally diverse nation. According to the 2016 census 425 languages are spoken in Australia and
over 260 are spoken by Victorians. Western Metropolitan Region is a diversity hub, and I am glad to
see that many languages are becoming part of the Victorian School of Languages. I also want to
acknowledge and commend the effort of the Victorian Aboriginal Corporation for Languages for
preserving precious Aboriginal languages. I urge all Victorians to encourage their children to join a
second-language program to ensure that our future leaders are well-versed and understand the
multicultural society that we live in. I cherish the close friendship I have with the people of
Bangladesh, and I congratulate them on their distinguished work.
LEVY’S BEACH
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:49): I rise today to commend some incredible people in
western Victoria whom I recently met with. They are not just constituents; they are the traditional
owners of the land that we met on. But sadly we were not meeting in celebration. The First Nations
elders in Warrnambool have long been holding a camp at Levy’s Beach against racehorses training on
land that Uncle Robbie Lowe has identified as containing sacred burial sites. I met with him, Aunty
Lee-Anne and Uncle Tommy to learn from and support them. Since colonisation began, Indigenous
communities have witnessed their own land being forever altered. The fact that racehorses are being
allowed to trample over a site where men, women, children and even babies should be resting in their
Dreaming is simply unacceptable.
I took with great seriousness the task assigned to me, of carrying and handing to the Premier a message
stick and letter, inviting him to meet on country to hear the stories, the history of the site where this
training is taking place and why it is so important to preserve it. As Uncle Robbie Lowe said so
perfectly, ‘These matters appear complex, but we believe if you sit here with us, in this precious
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country, the solution is much clearer’. We cannot ever make up for what happened in the past, but we
can work on a dignified future; in fact it is our obligation to. This government has worked hard to
listen to the voices of Indigenous communities, to work on a new era of understanding, cooperation
and respect. I hope they will now heed the calls to meet with these elders on country and make the
right decision to cease racehorse training on their sacred ground.
NATIONAL DAY OF ACTION AGAINST BULLYING AND VIOLENCE
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:51): Last Friday schools across the country participated
in a national day of action against bullying. Over 2.4 million students from 5726 schools across
Australia united to spread a very powerful message. I am proud to say that many schools in my Eastern
Metropolitan Region took part—there are too many to list. Bullying is never okay. Bullying is a misuse
of power. It is ongoing and repeated and it causes harm. We can all take action every day to stop it.
Call it out when you see it. Stand by friends who experience it. Tell someone if it is happening to you.
Life is very different for young people today than when I was at school. They did have schools when
I was that age! Our use of social media takes bullying out of the schoolyard and it follows them into
their homes, into their safe places. Approximately one in five young people under 18—20 per cent—
report bullying in any one year. I thank everyone involved in this conversation, and I encourage school
communities to say, ‘Bullying. No Way!’ and take action every day.
INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY
Mr ELASMAR (Northern Metropolitan) (09:52): On Thursday, 7 March, many of my
parliamentary colleagues attended the celebration for International Women’s Day in our Federation
Room in this Parliament. It is timely to reflect on how far women have progressed in all arenas of
endeavour in the 21st century and how hard they have fought for their voices to be heard and
supported. We are all mindful that more needs to be done for women to achieve full and total equality,
and I am sure that today’s women are more than up to the task of achieving these goals.
HON. WILLIAM ALBERT LANDERYOU
Mr ELASMAR: On another matter, last week a great Labor hero was laid to his final rest. His
name was William Landeryou. Bill was born and raised in impoverished circumstances. Nevertheless,
he rose to become a cabinet minister in the Cain Labor government back in the early 1980s. Bill was
a hero to the union movement, having been the secretary of the storemen and packers union before he
entered Parliament. He was the Leader of the Government in this house. My regret is I never had the
opportunity to work with him. My sincere condolences to his family. May he rest in peace.
AUSTRALIAN BOSNIAN ISLAMIC CENTRE
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:53): The shocking and violent events in New Zealand have
left many feeling powerless and unsure what to do in the aftermath of such a terrible attack on the lives
of innocent people peacefully worshipping. Along with so many good people in my community, on
Sunday I visited my local mosque. I attended the Bosnian mosque in Deer Park and sat quietly listening
to the imam—a peaceful man and a proud Australian—as he patiently explained some of the traditions
of Islam and answered people’s questions about his faith. When asked what people could do to support
our local Muslim community, the imam said that being there in such numbers on Sunday was a great
comfort to his community. A young woman also answered by asking us to speak up for members of
her community when they are abused and vilified in the street. She gave an account of being called a
terrorist on public transport because she was a Muslim. It is shocking to think that this happens to our
fellow Australians in their own country. The message is: do not tolerate this kind of bigotry; call it out.
I am so proud of our Muslim community and the leadership role they play and the fact that Australians
everywhere have rallied around our Australian Muslim brothers and sisters. I offer my thanks to the
Australian Bosnian Islamic Centre, and I offer my deepest condolences to all those touched by this
shocking event.
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Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:55): I move:
That the consideration of order of the day 1, for the resumption of debate on the motion for the address-inreply to the speech of the Governor, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
Motions
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (09:55): I move:
That, pursuant to sections 15(3), 15B(6) and 15D(7) of the Melbourne City Link Act 1995, this house partially
revokes the:
(1) Fourth Deed Amending Master Security Deed;
(2) Melbourne City Link Thirty-Seventh Amending Deed;
(3) City Link and Extensions Projects Integration and Facilitation Agreement Twenty-Fifth Amending
Deed; and
(4) Exhibition Street Extension Eighteenth Amending Deed;
to the extent necessary so that the provisions for setting, adjusting and escalating tolls, howsoever described,
and the final expiry date, and dates of handover and handback, if any, are returned to those in place on
14 February 2019.

The wording of the motion is somewhat complex, but the intent of the motion is very clear. The
proposition I am putting to the house this morning is in relation to the West Gate Tunnel project, which
has been something that has been the subject of considerable discussion in this Parliament and in the
Victorian community in recent weeks. The effect of the motion I am moving today, if it is carried, will
be to remove the proposed changes to the existing CityLink toll road which this government has agreed
with Transurban in order to partially fund the construction of the West Gate Tunnel.
As we know from the debates in the last sitting week and last night, the government has entered into
an agreement with Transurban to build the West Gate Tunnel. This project is under construction. This
project will be completed around mid-2022. So the project is underway, and it will provide an
additional east–west connection for Melbourne across the Yarra River and across the Maribyrnong
River. It is a project which is now costing $6.7 billion, with the state contributing $2.7 billion and with
Transurban contributing capital of $4 billion. This project, as I said, is under construction. This project
will open in 2022, and the completion of this project is not the matter the house is dealing with today.
The project will go forward; the project will be completed and will start operation.
In reaching that agreement with Transurban, though, the government agreed to allow Transurban to
toll the West Gate Tunnel, which is obviously entirely appropriate for a toll road. That is not in
contention. The other aspect, though, that the government agreed with Transurban was to allow it to
both increase tolls on CityLink—that is, Transurban’s existing toll road—and extend tolls on CityLink
for a period of a further 10 years. This side of the house believes that it is inappropriate to slug the
users of the CityLink toll road to pay for the West Gate Tunnel toll road. The concept of user pays is
well recognised in Victoria, but this is not user pays. This is the opposite of a user-pays system,
whereby the users of a different road network are being taxed to pay for the construction of the West
Gate Tunnel.
Yesterday we saw the Parliamentary Budget Office, which was established last year and is
independent of government and independent of members of Parliament, release its assessment of this
deal. The Parliamentary Budget Office found that the cost of the West Gate Tunnel deal to CityLink
users would be an additional $37 billion in tolls—$37 billion of revenue which will accrue to
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Transurban from their contribution of $4 billion of capital for the West Gate Tunnel. On any measure
that is not a good deal for users of that road. It is certainly a good deal for Transurban, and they have
been very good at getting deals out of government in their interest. It is arguably a good deal for the
government, which does not have to carry the West Gate Tunnel on its books, but it is not a good deal
for users of CityLink and it is not a good deal for the people of Victoria, people from across Victoria
who currently use the Tullamarine Freeway, the Monash Freeway, the Domain and Burnley tunnels
and the Exhibition Street extension. It is not a good deal for road users from across the state to be taxed
an additional $37 billion to pay for a $4 billion contribution for the West Gate Tunnel.
The government, in putting together its deal with Transurban, put an alternative funding mechanism
in place. That alternative funding mechanism was that if this Parliament did not approve the extension
of tolls on CityLink, the government would default back to a mechanism with Transurban whereby
the state would effectively contribute the $4 billion of capital, which it has the capacity to do within
its capital budget. As discussed last sitting week and as discussed last night, the proposition before this
house today is a simple one. The West Gate Tunnel will be built. It will be opened, everything going
to plan, in 2022. The proposition therefore is: should the state contribute the $4 billion of capital which
is currently being contributed by Transurban, or should we continue with a deal which sees Transurban
contribute $4 billion and road users pay an additional $37 billion in tolls over the period to 2045?
The motion is similar to one we considered last week. However, it has some important differences.
Under three provisions of the Melbourne City Link Act 1995 either house of Parliament is empowered
to revoke any amendment to the CityLink concession deed. As I outlined last night, when CityLink
was established in the mid-90s the agreement was made between the government and Transurban, and
any amendment to that agreement was then subject to disallowance or revocation by either house of
Parliament. In doing the West Gate Tunnel deal the government has made amendments to that
CityLink concession deed to extend it for a further 10 years from 2035 to 2045 and to change the rate
at which tolls increase from the currently listed CPI to 4.25 per cent per annum for the next 10 years.
The Melbourne City Link Act allows this house or the other house of Parliament to revoke those
amendments, and last sitting week the house considered a total revocation of those amended deeds so
that if the house had supported that resolution, the CityLink deeds—there is a suite of four deeds under
consideration—would have defaulted back to those which were in place before the amending deeds
were made.
The proposition before the house today is a different proposition. It recognises that under the
Melbourne City Link Act 1995 either house of Parliament can revoke an amending deed in whole or
in part. Last week we looked at the proposition of a complete revocation. Today what I am putting to
the house is that it should consider a partial revocation, and the revocation we are seeking today has
been narrowed to consider two key aspects of the CityLink amendments. The two key aspects we are
seeking this house to revoke today are specifically the increase in the length of the tolling concession,
which has been extended from 2035 to 2045, for CityLink in Transurban’s favour—we are seeking
that that extension in time be set aside—and the escalation of tolls above CPI. The mechanism to do
that, by way of this motion, is to say that in respect of the time period the hand-back and handover
dates for CityLink, and the final expiry date for the CityLink agreement, should revert back to that
which was in place before the current amending deeds were signed. As members of the house may be
aware, the deeds which were tabled in this Parliament in February were signed on 15 February.
Therefore with this motion we are seeking to reset the dates in the amending deeds back to the dates
which existed on 14 February, before the amendments were signed. Likewise in respect of the tolling
regime and the escalation of tolls, which are described in a number of ways in the different deeds, we
are seeking to reset the government’s proposal for a 4.25 per cent escalation by reverting back to the
framework which was in place on 14 February, before the amending deeds were signed.
The reason I have chosen to frame the motion in this way is that it recognises that the deeds as they
existed prior to the current amending deeds are not straightforward documents. It is not simply a case
of saying that under the old system tolls went up by CPI, because the arrangement was far more
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complex than that and varied over the 20 years that the CityLink concession had been in place. The
cleanest way for this house to indicate its intention not to support an extension of time and not to
support the further escalation of tolls at 4.25 per cent as proposed under the West Gate Tunnel deal is
to simply say the tolls and the time frame revert back to what they were prior to the signing of the
amended deeds on 15 February.
The house should be clear as to what it is doing. In debating this motion today, and hopefully
supporting this motion today, the house is indicating to the government that it does not support
extending tolls on CityLink by 10 years and it does not support escalating tolls on CityLink at 4.25 per
cent, being above the CPI mechanism, which is in the existing contract.
The proposition is a simple one. The West Gate Tunnel is going to be built. The West Gate Tunnel,
everything going well, will open in 2022. Should users of CityLink pay $37 billion in tolls to fund that
road, or should the state instead put in place the $4 billion capital contribution that is currently being
made by Transurban from state capacity and therefore avoid that $37 billion impost on road users?
We do not believe that the $37 billion, as assessed by the Parliamentary Budget Office as Transurban’s
return on its capital investment, is appropriate. We do not believe it constitutes good value for money
for road users. We believe that it is in the interests of all Victorians that that capital contribution be
state funded. The state of Victoria is in a far stronger position to borrow those funds at an affordable
rate and minimise the overall cost to taxpayers than Transurban is through it borrowing and imposing
the tolling mechanism that has been proposed in this deal.
The proposition is a simple one. Do we support a state contribution of $4 billion to the West Gate
Tunnel, or do we support imposing $37 billion of tolls on CityLink users? We believe it is a
straightforward proposition. The road will be built. The West Gate Tunnel will open in 2022. It is a
question of what is the best value for money for all Victorians and the best value for money for
CityLink users. We are very clearly of the view that not extending or increasing CityLink tolls is the
best way for this project to proceed. On that basis I would urge members of this house to support
today’s partial revocation motion, which would see that $37 billion toll impost avoided and a far better
outcome for all Victorians.
Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (10:10): I rise to once again sadly take up this
chamber’s time to deal with an issue that we dealt with last parliamentary sitting week. And why am
I doing that? Because the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips is being decidedly dishonourable and
tricky. He is using and abusing this chamber, because two weeks ago we undertook a debate in this
house on a revocation motion and he has decided to slightly alter that today to be a partial revocation
motion. So we are in effect still debating the very same subject matter that we did two weeks ago,
which ordinarily would not be allowed in this chamber. But through a sleight of hand, through a
technicality, through an abuse of privilege and an abuse of parliamentary process, it is not the same
revocation motion; it is a partial revocation motion. The substance is exactly the same, the outcome is
exactly the same, but he is now looking to try and use and abuse this Parliament, waste the
crossbenchers’ time, waste his colleagues’ time, waste our side of the chamber’s time on effectively a
process—
Mr Rich-Phillips: On a point of order, President, it is unparliamentary for Mr Dalidakis to accuse
another member of abusing the Parliament. Mr Dalidakis, since he started, has gone down a path of
language such as that, and I would submit to you that it is unparliamentary for Mr Dalidakis to use
language of that nature to describe proceedings in this place and a member bringing a motion in this
place.
Mr DALIDAKIS: On the point of order, President, if it may help, I am happy to withdraw the fact
that I said that the honourable member was being dishonourable. However, for the rest of what I said,
I believe that it is entirely in keeping with our standing orders and has not reflected poorly on this place
at all.
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The PRESIDENT: Mr Dalidakis is within his rights to question the actual tactics and the
procedure but not the member and his intentions, so thank you for that withdrawal.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Thank you, President. I am happy to continue. Can I say that like my erstwhile
learned colleague Mr Quilty, who always begins his contributions by saying, ‘I’ll be brief’, well, let
me be brief in the next 56 minutes that I have available to me. I will try, as best I can, to not be repetitive
to a great extent. I will try to inform the chamber as to the reasons why we yet again oppose this
motion, but I do note that many of the members in this place were here listening to me two weeks ago
and I apologise in advance. None of you should be forced to listen to me for another hour. I get told
this by my children repeatedly when I am at home. They also do not like it when I get on my soapbox.
But here we have a genuinely questionable use of our parliamentary system to be able to once again
waste this Parliament’s time in what is not an abuse of process—for fear of Mr Rich-Phillips being
offended by that term—but an interesting use of tactics. Now of course tactics are open and available
to all of us. We see it on sporting fields, where teams look to waste time at each and every opportunity
and to try and frustrate their opponents as best they can.
Mr Gepp interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Yes. My colleague, with Mr Finn re-entering the chamber, reminds me that we
saw those tactics used when we went from Maundy Thursday into Good Friday through the
filibustering during the committee stage of the legislation we were then debating.
The point that I am trying to make is that this Parliament, two weeks ago, already dealt with this matter.
It unequivocally voted against the opposition’s stunt. For those that are unaware, let me take you on a
brief history lesson of what has happened. We went to the election on 24 November 2018 with this
project as part of our election commitments. Four years earlier we went to the election in November
2014 with a different project but nonetheless with a project that did something similar—it took trucks
off our roads and created another opportunity for them to go into the port from the West Gate. It
removed those trucks off the freeway system that leads into the city predominantly. That project, over
the course of the last four years—the last term of Parliament, the 58th Parliament—was changed as a
result of a bid, reviewed by Treasury, by Transurban to create another significant rail crossing for our
commuters, which, I think we can all safely agree, is a good thing. Indeed it is a great thing. We can
all agree. Even I, representing the people of Southern Metropolitan Region, can comfortably say that
it is a project that will benefit all of Melbourne.
Sadly for the crossbench, Mr Rich-Phillips has left the chamber so he does not have to listen to me.
He has chosen not to listen to me, but I am thankful that you all have, nevertheless.
Mr Gepp: It is morning tea at the Australian Club.
Mr DALIDAKIS: It could be morning tea at the Australian Club. He could go with Mr Tim Smith.
Does Tim Smith have reciprocal rights from the Melbourne Club?
Mr Gepp: I think he does.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I think he probably does too. ‘I do not want to be a member of any club that
would have me as a member’ is the great saying from Groucho Marx, I think. I pay homage to the
career that he had, lest I have a career in humour the way that he did.
Again I implore the crossbench—both those who considered voting for this revocation motion last
time and did not and those who did vote for the revocation motion—to very strongly consider what
they will do now, because in this Parliament, which will be another four years long, they will see these
stunts from the opposition time and time again. Send them a message. Send the opposition a message
that the use of this Parliament is to do good things and to challenge government where we need to be
challenged, but it is not to waste our time with these types of stunts in order for them to be able to put
out a media release.
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In the immortal words of John Kennedy—the football coach, not the member for Hawthorn—‘Do
something’. Just do something. Say, ‘I did this’. Say, ‘I did that’. Just do something. Because I tell you
what: the reason that they are in opposition for another four years is because from 2010 to 2014 they
did nothing. And yet here we are debating an infrastructure project about which the Honourable
Gordon Rich-Phillips has the temerity to say, ‘Oh, we support the project. We support the project. We
support the project’. Well, no, they do not. They are economic vandals. They are economic ecoterrorists. That is what they are. What they want to do is to challenge the funding source of the project.
Well, let me tell you, they are not in government. Government has a responsibility to the people.
The project, whether people like the project or not or the funding source or not, was very clear to
Victorians at the election in 2018, and not only were we returned, but we were returned with an
increased majority both in the Legislative Assembly, the house that delivers government, and also an
in terms of our numbers here in the Legislative Council, although without having an absolute majority.
There are so few of them that they could fit in a minibus. The crossbench almost outnumbers them,
which is why I focus my comments on our crossbench, because the respect for our crossbench is
greater than what the opposition deserves right now.
If my colleagues from the Liberal Democratic Party, who are the libertarians, the saviours of our
political souls across the state of Victoria, have any backbone, when it comes time for them to make
their contributions or to vote, they will remind those who are also named Liberals—but they are not
liberals in the true sense of the word, in the way that you guys are—of what liberalism is all about.
You will also remind them that the institution of Parliament is not their plaything. It is a tool and an
instrument of democracy, and using a sleight of hand, putting cards up your sleeve and then pulling a
card out to try to improve your hand is actually not how you play the game. Coming into this place
and saying, ‘This is not the same revocation motion we debated two weeks ago because it is a partial
revocation motion’, is ridiculous. It is actually embarrassing. As Mr Rich-Phillips knows, I have a high
degree of respect for his personal contribution to this place despite not agreeing with his politics on a
lot of things. I have a high degree of respect for his contribution as a minister, as brief as it was.
Mr Rich-Phillips: Longer than yours.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Six months longer than mine. But let me tell you, Mr Rich-Phillips, the worst
day in government is better than the best day in opposition. You have four more years of opposition
during which you can think about that.
The situation is that this is a major project that the opposition attempted to block repeatedly in the
58th Parliament. Dr Ratnam here is my independent verification of the truth, because she was part of
the previous Parliament. A number of times they used planning as a means to try and stop this
project—which the Greens may have been a part of, but we will leave that just to one side. Through
David Davis at the time, they attempted to use and manipulate the instruments of the Parliament to
down tools for the construction. For them to come in here and have a Damascus moment of, ‘We now
support the project’, is really a stretch. It is like trying to suggest that we would have all been happy if
Collingwood had won the grand final last year—and I would not have been happy.
Mr Barton: Steady.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Sorry. I love Collingwood, Mr Barton, especially when they are losing. No-one
would respect, and Mr Barton would not respect, a supporter of an opposition team saying that they
liked Collingwood. In fact most Collingwood supporters I know like the fact that they are hated. They
enjoy the fact that they are hated.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Dalidakis, can you get back to the motion.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I will draw the conclusion back to this motion, President.
The PRESIDENT: I was about to hold up the yellow card here, as a Collingwood supporter.
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Mr DALIDAKIS: I know that you are a man of the black and white faith, and I pay respect to the
Chair in that position as well. Let me come back to the analogy. You cannot pretend to be something
that you are not. You cannot pretend to like something that you do not. You cannot pretend that you
are in favour of something when you have said repeatedly that you are not in favour of it. We are in
this situation today because Mr Rich-Phillips and his colleagues have decided that they will try again.
It is up to the crossbench to say to them that it is not appropriate to come into this place and use sleight
of hand to waste this chamber’s time. Partial revocation or full revocation, it is nonetheless the same.
Two weeks ago I stood before you and I said there are a number of ways that projects and infrastructure
can be funded in this community. Option 1 is to have them fully funded by the taxpayer. Option 2 is
to do a PPP, which invariably is a cost to the taxpayer. Option 3 is to do a completely self-funded,
privately funded project. All three require the funds to be allocated. So whether you take a little from
column A, a little from column B or a little from column C, you must still take the funds accordingly
in order for the project to be funded.
Let me put something simpler: if we have schools that need to be funded, if we have level crossings
that need to be removed, if we have trains, rolling stock and trams that need to be purchased, if we
have hospitals that need to be built, if we have roads that need to be maintained and if we have other
assets and facilities in the community that need to be costed, we need to find those funds from
somewhere. If we do what Mr Rich-Phillips is wanting and pass this revocation motion, it will have a
detrimental impact upon the rest of the budget allocation.
That means in Mr Quilty’s area of Northern Victoria Region there will be repercussions. That means
in Southern Metropolitan Region, which Mr Hayes represents with me, there will be repercussions.
Every action has a reaction. Every time the opposition try to tell us what we should do, I point out to
them that—contrary to their claim yesterday that a colleague of mine from Western Metropolitan
Region who is not present at the moment was somehow being disrespectful to this chamber by pointing
it out—we won the election; it is a fact. This project was part of our election campaign. It was part of
our election pitch. It was what we went to the election with, and we were returned with an increased
majority.
It is like the kids in the cot who throw their toys out and then say, ‘I want somebody else’s toys. I want
more toys, and I want the toys that I threw out back in to throw them out again’. That is not how it
works. It is just not how it works. Yet here we are today faced with a situation not of our creation. I
will come to the substance of the partial revocation act and deal with some of the issues as well.
If you look at the exact wording of this motion versus the wording of the motion two weeks ago, you
will find very little difference, which again reinforces the very fundamental point that I am making
that this is an abuse of process, and it saddens me. I would probably expect this from Mr Davis, to be
honest. I would not expect this from Mr Rich-Phillips. I thought that he was better than this. I wonder
whether he thought this up at the Australian Club. I wonder whether he thought this up over a cognac.
He would have had to be having a discussion with someone—I am not sure they allow mobiles in the
Australian Club. Not being a member of a men-only club, I would not know what their rules and
regulations are. In fact, being of Hellenic and also Jewish background, I am not sure I would have
been allowed in many of these clubs either. But that is okay; I am a member of the St Kilda Football
Club. They will have me. Then again, that is not exclusive and has led to a life of disappointment,
largely. But that will change. I have got no doubt that by the time I die I will have seen a second
premiership.
I am happy for Mr Rich-Phillips to pull me up on this, because I know that he is a stickler and does
not want me to mislead the house, but I am pretty sure the only word that is different in this motion
from the motion of two weeks ago is the word ‘partially’. Mr Rich-Phillips is nodding his head against
that. Maybe there is a comma, maybe there is a full stop or maybe there is some other slight variation
on what it was two weeks ago, but you nevertheless get the impression that I have both scorn and
disdain for this motion, and you would be correct. I am not sure that Hansard will adequately convey
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the level of scorn I feel or the umbrage that I take in spending time talking to this motion, but let
Hansard forever in written form acknowledge that I have utter disdain for this motion.
To have now spent nearly 22 minutes talking about the contempt—
Ms Garrett: Fine minutes.
Mr DALIDAKIS: My colleague the Honourable Jane Garrett has suggested that it has been a fine
contribution thus far. I would suggest she has probably not been listening that closely. Suffice to say
she has made a great contribution since she joined us in this chamber, and I am privileged to sit next
to her and also to Mr Gepp. At the same time the Honourable Gordon Rich-Phillips, a member for
Eastern Victoria—
Mr Gepp interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Eastern Metropolitan Region—I was about to give him a larger geographical
footprint than he deserves. I wonder whether this member for Eastern Metropolitan Region—
Mr Atkinson: On a point of order, Acting President, the point of order is relevance. I have sat here,
and we have been through all sorts of ridiculous analogies. We have been through all sorts of wanders
through football teams and all sorts of things. The member has indicated that he wanted to go to the—
Mr Gepp interjected.
Mr Atkinson: As in the last two weeks, the main contribution by a government speaker has been
just total filibuster rather than to actually address—
Mr Gepp interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Please, Mr Gepp. Mr Atkinson is to continue
without interjection.
Mr Atkinson: There is this criticism of the fact that the opposition is using process. That is what
this house is all about. It is all about process and it is all about scrutiny, so that does not really wash.
The point is that this contribution has been total filibustering rather than tackling the substance of the
motion—
Mr Gepp: You presided over the worst filibustering this Parliament has ever seen. It was a waste
of the 58th Parliament.
Mr Atkinson: On a point of order, Acting President, I seek a withdrawal of Mr Gepp’s interjection.
Mr Rich-Phillips: On the point of order, Acting President, Mr Gepp, by way of interjection, was
reflecting on the conduct of the President in the 58th Parliament, which is entirely disorderly and
inappropriate—to reflect on the conduct of the former President—and I would suggest that those
comments should be withdrawn.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Further to the point of order, Acting President, I do not believe my colleague
reflected poorly on the former Chair or on anyone. He made a claim that under the previous Parliament
there had been some of the most egregious filibustering that has gone on in this place. He did not
reflect on the former President in relation to that filibuster, just that there was a filibuster in and of
itself, for which I can recite many pieces of legislation to support that claim as well.
Mr Atkinson: On the point of order, Acting President, he actually mentioned me as President.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): I did not hear it, to be honest with you, but I think it
is all clear now. Mr Gepp, I ask you to withdraw, please.
Mr Gepp: I withdraw.
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Mr Atkinson: To finish the point of order, to help the house, my point of order is on the relevance
of much of this material, and I do hope that the member goes back to the substance of the motion,
which he indicated to the house he was wanting to do.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Thank you, Mr Atkinson. Mr Dalidakis is the lead
speaker from the government side, but I do ask Mr Dalidakis to get back to the motion.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I suspect the member is a little upset for a number of reasons, because I have
not mentioned the Melbourne Football Club.
Mr Atkinson interjected.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Order! Mr Dalidakis, please!
Mr DALIDAKIS: Thank you, Acting President. I was just supporting you, Mr Atkinson.
Mr Atkinson: No, you are making this place absolutely ridiculous.
Mr DALIDAKIS: Let me take up the interjection. The member claims that I am abusing this
process with my contribution. Well, let me tell you, the abuse of this process is the motion itself. We
voted on this motion. We voted on this motion two weeks ago and we are back here because he has
had a tantrum; he has thrown his toys out of the cot and he is now trying to get the toys back in the
cot. All because we went from a full revocation motion to now a partial revocation motion.
This goes to the substance of why we are here today. It goes to the substance and the matter of this
process, of this abuse. This is why I am so aggrieved by this. This is why I am upset. This is why I
sound affronted, because I am. This Parliament has precious time in which we can debate matters
important to the people of Victoria, not to try and relitigate matters that have already been run and won
or run and lost depending on how you look at this, depending on what your perspective is, whether the
glass is half full or half empty, whether you say tomato or tomato, potato or potato. They lost the
revocation motion two weeks ago, not last Parliament, not next Parliament, not a month ago, not three
years ago—last sitting week. Here we are, one opposition business day forward and we are debating
almost exactly the same revocation motion.
Let me tell you that if the honourable Bruce Atkinson is truly aggrieved by my contribution, then let
him go into the party room and say, ‘This nonsense must stop’. This abuse of the Parliament should
not occur. It debases each and every one of us every time we come into this place and every minute
that we waste. I might have 60 minutes as the lead speaker, because I am entitled to that until the new
sessional orders come in. That is not an abuse of this place; it is using the ability of the process here.
An abuse of this place is repeating a motion that was voted on two weeks ago; that is an abuse, and
Mr Rich-Phillips should think about that. There is not a motion in this place about health care. There
is not a motion in this place about child care. There is not a motion in this place about educational
standards. There is not a motion in this place about public transport access. There is not a motion in
this place about population density and how we are accommodating people. There is not a motion in
this place about how we are trying to build the infrastructure that the people of Victoria tomorrow
need today. No, there is an attempt at a revocation motion to stop an infrastructure project.
They stand up there and say, ‘We support the project’. You cannot have your cake and eat it too. You
cannot say you support the project and try and remove the funding source by which that project is
going to be built; that is not how it works. In the last Parliament, of which the Honourable Gordon
Rich-Phillips was a member, time and time again on opposition business day he passed motions to
stop the West Gate Tunnel proceeding. So do not come into this place and tell us that you are now, in
a road to Damascus moment, supporting the project when in actual fact you are trying to say, ‘I am
taking away the funding source and the project can continue’. He is from Eastern Metropolitan Region;
he is not from Western—
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Mr Rich-Phillips: South Eastern.
Mr DALIDAKIS: South Eastern Metropolitan Region—even further away from this project. But
let me tell you, the people of Geelong want this project. One of Mr Rich-Phillips’s colleagues, Andrew
Katos, is no longer in the other place; he has been replaced by a wonderful member called Darren
Cheeseman, representing the Labor Party. Why did that happen? Let me tell you why that happened:
because we had policies in place that the people of South Barwon wanted to support, including a
second crossing over the Maribyrnong River. This project delivers that; this project guarantees that.
They tried to stop this project repeatedly. They tried to stop this project ad nauseam. They attempted
to filibuster, they attempted to stonewall, they attempted to become economic terrorists of a like that
would make their Liberal Party predecessors turn in their graves. The father of the Liberal Party,
Robert Menzies, would not even recognise Gordon Rich-Phillips and his colleagues today and what
they are trying to do. He is one of the people that saw the Snowy Hydro built, a major piece of
infrastructure. Under what Mr Rich-Phillips is proposing today it would never have been built. These
people say one thing, and then they do another. They come into this place, they pretend to represent
people and they really just represent themselves. They struggle with the fact that on 24 November last
year the people of Victoria concluded and decided that they wanted what we were offering. Whether
you liked it or not, whether you agreed with it or did not, is irrespective. They wanted us to deliver
reform. They wanted us to deliver infrastructure. They wanted us to deliver services. They wanted
everything that we were offering, and we are doing that. And now Mr Rich-Phillips and his colleagues
go, ‘Just ignore what they said on 24 November last year’. Just ignore the fact that we were returned
with an increased majority. Just ignore the fact that these projects are actually going to improve the
lives of Victorians. ‘That is no longer relevant to today’.
Seemingly Mr Rich-Phillips wants to sully his career of parliamentary dignity and parliamentary
achievement as a minister by turning to half-baked stunts, abuse of process, sleight of hand and
manipulation of Parliament in order to achieve the greatest level of economic terrorism this state will
have seen. It really does sadden me. Now, obviously politics is what Parliament is about. But it is not
the politics of envy because they are in opposition; it is the politics of achievement. It is the politics of
contribution. It is the politics of being able to do something that betters our lives, that improves Victoria
for tomorrow in order to make sure that our future generations of Victorians—those yet to come to
this state, those yet to be born in this state, those yet to determine that Victoria will be their future and
their home—have the facilities and the infrastructure with which they can live.
I have no doubt that people come into this place because they want to make a difference, a positive
contribution to both the Parliament and the people of Victoria. I myself travelled that very same path.
I left my career in the private sector. I left my life in the private sector. I exposed myself and my family
to the public sector because I decided the greater good was to try and come into this place and improve
Victoria for my children and other children. And you had better believe that when I sat around the
ministerial table in the last Parliament every decision that I took as a cabinet minister I decided as to
my own children’s wellbeing: ‘Is this good enough my own children?’. If the answer was yes, it was
good enough for everybody else’s children. If I could determine that the decisions I was helping to
take in Victoria, that I was helping to shape in Victoria, were things that I believed were in my family’s
best interest, then clearly they should be in the best interest of every family. God forbid you do not
love your children and family the way that I love mine. That was my standard. That was the way that
I helped make decisions.
I was part of a government in the last Parliament that determined that this infrastructure project would
improve our lives going forward. Yes, there is a cost to that. The Minister for Roads, the
Honourable Jaala Pulford, in answer to a question yesterday in this place during questions without
notice acknowledged that there will be some people that do not like that decision. Clearly she was
probably referring to Mr Rich-Phillips. There are always going to be people that are naysayers. There
are always going to be people that attack. There are always going to be people that undermine. There
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are always going to be people that go left when they should go right, that go straight when they should
go back, that move forward when they should stop or stop when they should move forward. Mr RichPhillips is always one of these people in opposition that takes the wrong opportunity, the wrong call.
As I said, I held Mr Rich-Phillips in high regard personally. I have never doubted before today his
motives. I did not approve of the revocation motion two weeks ago, if you remember my contribution.
I thought that it was childish and I thought that it should not occur, but I do not believe—and Hansard
will be my record—that I accused him of sleight of hand or of abusing a process to do so, because as
a member of this place he was entitled to move that motion whether I agreed with it or not. But what
we have today is absolutely black and white in its difference from that. It is an abuse of process. It is
an affront to this place. People in this place should be as upset as I am about the fact that this
Parliament’s time is being wasted, that this Parliament’s time is being taken up debating a motion that
we had just two weeks ago and had knocked off. A revocation by name is a revocation by name. A
partial revocation is still a revocation by name. The use and abuse of the word ‘partial’ does not in and
of itself suggest that this is a new motion, and I am greatly disheartened by Mr Rich-Phillips’s conduct.
Now, the contribution is even more staggering when you consider—and maybe Mr Rich-Phillips
would like to interject at this time and explain to me how in the opposition parties’ election costings
they included the cost for the project and yet now are trying to take the same cost that they accounted
for out of the government’s control. I am looking to Mr Rich-Phillips for an interjection to explain
that. Maybe he and I should have that discussion over cognac in the Australian Club—except I will
not attend the Australian Club, so you will be drinking alone, I am sad to say.
Mr Rich-Phillips interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I shall not take up the interjection of Mr Rich-Phillips suggesting that I am
somehow not worthy of entrance to the Australian Club. Suffice to say, he is welcome to it, and he is
welcome to welcoming Mr Julian Burnside into the Australian Club. I think he is looking for a club
now. He has left the Savage Club. Mr Burnside might be looking for a club.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, Acting President, this is actually a very narrow motion on a partial
revocation of a set of toll deeds. It has got nothing to do with clubs or other matters that Mr Dalidakis
has now strayed wildly in to. I think it has got nothing to do with the Australian Club, and he should
be brought back to the relevant points.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Mr Dalidakis, I ask you again to not invite the
opposition to interject but to just get back to the motion, thank you.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I thank you, Acting President. Clearly Mr Davis was not here for the substantive
part of my contribution, because what I had just suggested was that Mr Rich-Phillips and I could
discuss how the Liberal Party at the election costed the project and now are wanting to remove that
costing of the project. I thought maybe we should have that discussion over a cognac at the Australian
Club, but I was not going to go to the Australian Club. I am not being paid to mention the Australian
Club as many times as I can, although if people want to yell out ‘Bingo!’ every time I do, that would
at least keep this contribution amusing. Men’s-only clubs of course are not amusing; they are limited
by their very nature.
Mrs McArthur interjected.
Mr DALIDAKIS: I am not going to take up that interjection for obvious reasons. Let me say that,
again, there is a range of things. I have said—lest Mr Davis go back to his place and suggest I am
being repetitive—that we took this project to the electorate as an integral part of our large infrastructure
agenda. It is an unprecedented transport infrastructure program that will indeed change the way that
Victorians commute, get around town and get on with their lives, and it is an important project for that
very reason. The changes to the deed secure key funding for the West Gate Tunnel project. We have
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said all along that the project will be paid for by tolls or by taxpayers and that we get the best value
when it is paid for by motorists.
I look to Mr Quilty, who is one of the few people paying due respect and interest to what I have got to
say, and I thank you, Mr Quilty. I would have thought that a natural tenet of the Liberal Democratic
Party would be a user-pays philosophy—if you use the infrastructure, you pay for the infrastructure.
And that is what we have. We have on this occasion infrastructure being built and being utilised by
those that will utilise it. I know that that is a foreign concept to the Liberal Party, but I would have
thought that the Liberal Democrats would have been supportive of the rights of the individual over the
collective—the rights of us to be able to allocate funding to one project and not to another and to find
funding for one project and try and spread funding and risk through another. That is naturally what
happens in government. It is no different from the way that we manage our budgets at home. If we
have $100 to spend at home, we work out where that money should go. If we want to borrow money
for a capital project—a renovation to our house—and we get another $100, then we have spread our
ability to spend money accordingly. That is no different from what we do here in the state of Victoria,
only on a slightly different scale and with slightly more demands on how we spend that money, both
in terms of operational expenditure and in terms of capital expenditure.
As we work through this matter we need to determine what the opposition is actually wanting to
achieve. What is the opposition wanting to get out of this in terms of outcomes? What is the opposition
wanting to say to the people of Victoria to demonstrate that they have heard, listened and heeded what
the Victorian people had to tell them less than six months ago? That is an interesting question in and
of itself. I do not have an answer for you. I am most unaware of that. Maybe Mr Rich-Phillips should
go to the library and see whether he can find an answer as he departs the chamber.
The fact of the matter is that months ago Mr Rich-Phillips, as the then shadow Minister for Finance,
stood up and in his election costings for the Liberal-National party coalition said that they supported
the concession deed. To the crossbench, let me reiterate: at the election the coalition, in their election
costs, supported the concession deed. You also need to ask why they have determined—now that they
are in opposition—that what they were proposing when they were in government is not good enough
now that they are in opposition.
In some respects, even if you might not agree with what I am about to tell you, it is not dissimilar from
a motion that they moved in the last Parliament, where they moved that we release documents about
the Australian grand prix contract that they had signed in government and refused to release. If you
can work that one out, you are cleverer than me. You are probably already cleverer than me anyway,
but try and work out why they asked us to release a contract that they signed and refused to release
when they were in government. They are doing the same thing here with this revocation—excuse me,
partial revocation—motion. At the election, Mr Davis, you chose to include the concession deed in
your election costings, yet you stand with your colleague Mr Rich-Phillips in this place now and want
the concession deed removed. ‘Do as I say, not as I do’: that seems to be the mantra of the coalition.
It seems that the once-great Liberal Party has been brought down to a rump, with not much greatness
and an inability to preselect somebody like Robert Menzies, who would be too far to the left probably
even to be preselected for the Greens. Yet he was the Prime Minister who helped preside over one of
the greatest infrastructure programs and assets that this country has had, the Snowy Hydro.
Now, the costs of this project are indeed significant over the life of the asset, and those costs must be
paid for somehow. This is what I was saying earlier about how you fund asset infrastructure and how
you arrive at an outcome that supports the revenue side with the expense side of the model. This is
about how you reach a conclusion about what you do and how you do it. What this does is it allows
us to do a range of other activities beyond just the construction of the physical asset itself. The physical
asset—the second major crossing, because there are other individual crossings over the Maribyrnong
River—is worthwhile in and of itself. There is the ability to remove 15 000 truck movements from the
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streets of Yarraville and Footscray every day and the ability to create bike paths and walkways
alongside the new project, save for, obviously, the tunnel aspect of it—but still, those abilities continue.
There is the opportunity for us as a community to continue to reinvest in ourselves. Ultimately this is
what investment in infrastructure is about. It is about investing in ourselves, about supporting our
ability to grow and about nurturing that growth to ensure that we can find a way forward to see the
population growth and density in our state be accommodated. There is an increasing need to provide
relevant infrastructure that ensures that the cost of living is met by a mode of living. We can do
infrastructure investment in road and we can do infrastructure investment in rail. It is not an either/or
proposition. You do not have public transport at the expense of everybody else, in the way of
Dr Ratnam. You do not have the infrastructure of roads at the expense of public transport, as it is with
the coalition. You can actually walk and chew gum at the same time, and the people of Victoria expect
that from us.
The people of Victoria have elected us again on the strength of our election policies. Our policies that
we took to the electorate less than six months ago provided for the continuation of Melbourne Metro,
the continuation of the West Gate Tunnel, the beginning of the Suburban Rail Loop, the beginning of
north-east link, the reinvestment in our road and maintenance budget and forecasts across both
metropolitan Melbourne and rural and regional Victoria, the growth in our schools and the
maintenance required for new schools to be built, and the hospitals that my colleague the wonderful
Minister for Health, Minister Mikakos, talked of in this place just yesterday, with the new Joan Kirner
Women’s and Children’s Hospital in Footscray servicing the burgeoning requirements and needs of
the people of the west and beyond. If my recollection holds—and I am happy for Minister Mikakos to
correct me—I believe she said 7000 babies a year will be born. I was listening. Even though I am from
the Southern Metropolitan Region, I know that other Victorians in other regions require the same level
of support and services that people in my region do. After all, we are all Victorians.
I repeatedly said in the last Parliament, ‘I am a Victorian first and a member of the Labor Party second’.
Sadly those opposite will only ever be Liberals first and Victorians second. Never once have they
stood up to their colleagues in Canberra and demanded a level and a quality of infrastructure spend in
Victoria that matches what has been done in New South Wales for their own party. What we have
here is an example of that. I did not mean to touch upon it, but let me just expand on that for a moment.
If the federal government in Canberra had invested in an infrastructure spend here in Victoria the way
that they have in New South Wales, we may not have needed tolling on this project. If the federal
government had said, ‘We want to be the partner on this project and not have a private tollway
operator’, well, then we would have had a different funding source. But sadly the federal government
did not do that. Scott Morrison, Tony Abbott, Malcolm Turnbull, Joe Hockey, Josh Frydenberg, the
prime ministers and the treasurers—I think I have named them all, but there could be some more from
the last couple of hours that I am unaware of—all sought to ensure Victoria received, from my
recollection, 9 per cent of infrastructure spend against our little state’s gross state product being 26 per
cent of this country’s GDP. And yet we received 9 per cent of infrastructure spend. Work that one out.
We might be in this position because the federal Liberal Party chose somehow, because we were a
Labor government and Victorians were worth less than our jurisdictional neighbours—because of the
colour of this government as distinct from the New South Wales one—to treat us differently. This is
not about the Labor Party; this is about Victorians. This is about providing the level of infrastructure
that our Victorian people need and deserve, and the federal Liberal Party have been found wanting.
The federal government has been found to have treated us in a lesser way than we deserve as people,
as Australians.
Instead of putting up a stunt, a partial revocation motion, what about a motion condemning the federal
government for their lack of infrastructure spend? No, you are not going to see that, because they are
Liberals first and Victorians second. Let me tell you, should the federal government change, I will be
fighting for Victorians every day of the year to get our fair share of funding, and I will always place a
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Victorian’s needs over and above my political party because I am elected to this place to represent
Victorians. I am not elected to this place to represent my political party. I represent my political party
and our values, our policies and our election commitments that we made on 24 November last year,
but I am here to deliver for Victorians. Mr Rich-Phillips would do well to remind himself of that fact.
I suggest that Mr Davis should remind himself of that fact; he has been a member of Parliament almost
longer than I have been alive. Maybe he has forgotten why he entered Parliament in the first place.
Each and every one of us has a responsibility to this place to uphold the institution that we hold dear
and to be custodians of this Parliament for but a short time, whether it be 22 years in the case of
Mr Davis, whether it be 26-plus years in the case of Mr Atkinson or whether it be five years in my
case. We are custodians for a very short time in the history of this Parliament. Coming into this great
place and using a sleight of hand to say, ‘This is not the same revocation motion as two weeks ago
because we have included the word partial’ does all of us a disservice. It disrespects this place and the
processes that we uphold, and it actually disrespects the Victorian people, who voted for this project
overwhelmingly.
In southern metropolitan, Mr Hayes, we increased our representation by two seats in the lower
house—the seat of Hawthorn and the seat of Burwood. We deserve the opportunity to continue with
our agenda of economic reform, of infrastructure delivery and of social progression. All this partial
revocation motion does is tear down the fabric of which this government has been built and tear down
the fabric of which this Parliament has been built. It turns us into a circus and ridicules the very
foundations that our democracy is founded on. That is not something for which any of us would be
held in esteem. I can only hope that Mr Rich-Phillips rethinks this motion over both my contribution
and the contribution of others to come and withdraws this motion. This motion is in bad faith. This
motion, as I said, does us all a disservice. It should not leave anyone in this place with pride that we
are debating something in Parliament that allows us to debate the process by which this bastardisation
is occurring.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:09): The Greens will be supporting this motion. I have
spoken at length throughout a number of debates, particularly the debate on the full revocation motion
that came to this house in the last sitting week, so I will not repeat all the reasons we are supporting
this motion and restate all the reasons we oppose this mega toll road project that we have been debating
quite substantially this week and will continue with the West Gate Tunnel (Truck Bans and Traffic
Management) Bill 2019 as well. But just in summary, as I have stated on the record in this place before,
the Greens believe this is a bad project. It is a sweetheart deal for Transurban and a bad deal for
Victorians. We know that Victorian taxpayers are going to be paying for this mega toll road either
way, either through high tolls for longer or through the budget. We know now that the sweetheart deal
done by the Andrews Labor government and Transurban will deliver nearly $40 billion to Transurban,
according to the Parliamentary Budget Office.
This motion seeks to ease some of the financial pain that the government is inflicting on future
Victorians, Victorians who are being asked to live in outer suburbs without adequate public transport,
which is also a failure of inadequate transport infrastructure planning in the state. We have to do more;
we have to do better. Mega toll roads are not the way. Secretive deals with mega corporations are not
the way to create better transport solutions that are so desperately needed for this state. The Andrews
Labor government needs to rethink this project. It begins with rethinking this deal it has done to hand
millions and billions of dollars of Victorians’ money to a private company for decades to come. We
will be supporting this motion.
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (11:11): It is a good opportunity to revisit, unfortunately, things
we had already debated two weeks ago in this place. But the importance of not losing sight of some
of the benefits of this project for not only the people that I represent, together with others in this place,
in the Western Metropolitan Region, but for many people beyond the Western Metropolitan Region
in the west of our state and in the north-west of our state because this project is a game changer. For
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far too many years, people in Melbourne’s west have been crying out for major improvements to traffic
congestion. I am a local western suburbs resident, and for the past 25 years I have actually lived
through and seen the rapid growth in our region and the impact that that has had on our travellers and
on our road system. It is at capacity. Commute times have actually blown out, particularly for those in
the outer west.
Of course this is not a project that is in isolation from the investment that this government is making
in our rail and public transport system. It is not just a one-size-fits-all solution. Every local in Western
Metropolitan Region knows that it just takes one incident anywhere on our road network in the west
for gridlock to occur, whether that is on the Deer Park bypass, the West Gate Freeway, CityLink or
the Bolte Bridge. It does not matter where; one small incident can actually create gridlock right across
the inner west. Sometimes people just give up even trying to get into the city on days like that. They
do a U-turn, they drive home and they try again a bit later. This is the reality that people in Melbourne’s
west have been dealing with for far too long, and this government has come with an integrated
proposal, a project that is actually going to significantly change that picture for people who live in our
rapidly growing western suburbs.
Currently the only alternative to the West Gate Bridge to get over the river is to actually go through
our inner-western suburban streets where people live. Footscray Road or Dynon Road are the only
alternatives at the moment to the West Gate Bridge. What happens when people get in their cars in the
outer west and the north-west at 6, 6.30—earlier and earlier—or 7 in the morning is they listen to the
traffic report on their radios and if there is an issue on the West Gate they get on those arterial suburban
roads through the west, and it creates havoc. The people who live in places like Francis Street and
Moore Street in Footscray are living an absolute nightmare with the level of traffic on their streets and
the number of trucks that are using that as a rat run to get from the port to the freeway network and to
other parts of our city and our state.
I apologise in advance, particularly to the crossbench, for what I am about to do, which is to bring you
back to some of the benefits of this project. You heard these only a couple of weeks ago because this
is a repeat of the debate that we had in this place in the last sitting week, but I think that it is important
to bring people back to the very reasons why this project is so important for the people of Western
Metropolitan Region and indeed people right across our city and right across our state. This is an
integrated project. It is an integrated solution not just for traffic congestion in the west but for traffic
movement between the west and the east of our city across the M1 corridor, incorporating that vital
second river crossing that I have already mentioned. It includes the West Gate Tunnel, building 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 be in the city’s north. This is a game changer in terms of the alternative routes that people will
have when they are coming in from the west or the north-west of the city.
In terms of the other parts of this integrated project, it is very important—and there are many people
in this place who represent areas beyond Melbourne’s west—that this will also include an upgrade of
the Monash Freeway. It includes 30 kilometres of extra freeway lanes and the completion of one of
the longest continuous intelligent transport systems on the Monash Freeway. It is not unusual for
something to happen in the tunnel. You finally get over the West Gate Bridge and you are into the
tunnel, but because of the network in our city it can actually impact the whole freeway network. This
is actually designed to break open that congestion and have free-flowing traffic across the freeway
network in Melbourne.
Another element of this integrated project, and an important one, is the Webb Dock access
improvement works, because we do know that trucks on our roads in the west are a major problem.
This part of the project enhances access to the newly developed Webb Dock at the port of Melbourne,
including direct access for trucks from Webb Dock to the freeway network. That is incredibly
important because it will get those trucks off our suburban streets.
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In terms of those trucks, up to 7500 truck movements a day will be removed from our suburban streets
in Melbourne’s west. We will have 28 000 less vehicles on the West Gate Bridge. In the inner west
there will be 9000 trucks off our inner-western suburban streets per day, something that I know people
in this place have been fighting for for not just years but decades, and all of us in Western Metropolitan
Region—my colleagues Mr Melhem and Ms Vaghela, my colleague Dr Cumming and even my
colleague Mr Finn in his heart of hearts—know this is a really important project for the people that we
represent in Melbourne’s west.
There will be 50 per cent more capacity on the West Gate Freeway. In the CBD there will be a bypass
through the Wurundjeri Way extension, removing through traffic from streets in the CBD grid,
including Spencer Street and King Street. We all know, those of us that drive in from the west, that
they are the bottlenecks. Once you get off those major city arterials like Dynon Road and Footscray
Road you get bottlenecked on Spencer Street and King Street.
This project is integrated. It will be consistent and have more reliable travel times. The M80 to the
bridge will have smart road technology to control speed and lane use, including during major incidents,
which is something that we obviously have to work on as our population continues to grow.
Importantly for people in the inner west, and right across the west, there are going to be significant
improvements to our amenity as a community. We will legislate for 24/7 truck bans in the inner west
to improve local amenity. There will be investment in walking and cycling connections—up to
14 kilometres—including nine new and upgraded cycling and walking bridges. That is incredibly
important because there are many people who now use various forms of transport to get from where
they live to the city, including an ever-increasing number of bike users who need to be in a safe space.
We will get new open spaces and parks—9 hectares, or the equivalent of the size of four MCGs—as
part of this project. There is the greening of the west with the planting of more than 17 000 trees. We
will replace old noise walls along the West Gate Freeway, resulting in lower noise levels. I reject the
notion that this is not a good project without many, many benefits for people in the Western
Metropolitan Region.
In relation to jobs and the Victorian economy, this project, over its life, will boost the gross state
product by $11 billion. It will create up to 6000 jobs during the construction phase, including 500 for
apprentices, cadets and trainees. Most importantly there are up to 150 jobs for former auto workers,
who have borne the brunt of the failure and the loss of that industry in Australia. There is a minimum
local content target of 93 per cent for the design and construction of the tunnel, roadworks and elevated
structures.
These are really significant things for our state. They generate revenue, they generate gross state
product and they create quality jobs where people can get access to ongoing employment. These are
critically important projects for the future of this state. I would argue that far from being unpopular,
this was a key election plank among the major infrastructure projects that the Andrews Labor
government took to the election. It was very strongly supported by voters in Melbourne’s west. Those
of us that were out in the election campaign, on the booths, talking to voters know this. This was one
of the major issues that people raised with us day in and day out: ‘What are you going to do about
traffic congestion in the west?’.
As I said earlier, this project is not in isolation from the investment that this government is making in
relation to the Metro Tunnel and our public transport network. We understand that it is not enough just
to tackle congestion on our roads; we need to make sure that people have options for good-quality
public transport services across the west.
There are many benefits to this project. It is a game changer for people right across Melbourne’s west.
It is a game changer for people commuting in Melbourne’s west but also further afield in the state’s
west and north-west. It is a game changer for the communities that have endured gridlock in the inner
west from trucks doing a rat run through our streets. It is a game changer for jobs in our state. It is an
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integrated solution that will significantly ease congestion, not just for those road users in the west but
also for those right across the freeway network.
We need to get on with this project. We need to stop playing political games in this place in relation
to this project. We need to ensure that this goes ahead after years and years of indecision about the
major freeway networks to our west. I know that is what the people of Melbourne’s west expect us to
do. I know that is what they expect of their elected representatives in this place.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (11:24): I rise to speak on this because the opportunity has
been given to me by the partial revocation motion. I am generally not in favour of revisiting decisions
that we have already made, but this is an issue that I am very passionate about, and if it is going to be
raised, I am going to speak to it. I beg your indulgence if you have heard some of the points that I want
to make, but I get the chance to make them and I hope that they sink in. What I am really concerned
about is not the tunnel itself at this stage but the method of funding behind it and how the government
plans to deal with the problem of population growth going into the future. They are planning on a
doubling of the size of Melbourne over the next 30 years. I think that is a foolish plan, but anyway—
I will address that in what I talk about.
For the past decade Melbourne’s population has been growing by at least 2000 people every week.
That is 2000 people every week in Melbourne seeking accommodation and using transport. Last year,
because it was a very big year for Melbourne, it was 130 000 people in the year. That is about
2500 people per week over that year. This government, like others before it, has been very happy about
this extraordinary and unprecedented population growth and the seeming economic growth and GDP
growth that comes with it, but our GDP per head is slipping. While in the figures and on the largescale it looks good, individually, for all of us, it is not as rosy. This growth is far in excess of the
average growth that took place during the latter part of the 20th century, when Melbourne was really
one of the world’s most livable cities and was named as such.
The government has totally failed to reflect on the damage to Melbourne being caused by this rapid
growth—damage to our housing affordability and damage to our open spaces and our vegetation
cover. The high-rises and urban sprawl breaking out all over are turning Melbourne into a parody of
its former self as the most livable city; we are slipping down the scale to number two or maybe number
three. When people say, ‘Why don’t we have a city more like Shanghai or more like New York? We
could cope with density if we had more infrastructure, more freeways and the like’, I tell you what:
New York is a long way down the scale of livable cities, and I do not think you would want the
problems of congestion, housing and lifestyle that those people who live in one of those major
megacities face.
One of the worst impacts has been in the area of traffic congestion. The issue of traffic congestion out
in the west has been raised to do with the tunnel. Traffic congestion is appalling in my area in Southern
Metropolitan Region. Driving across southern metro, a journey that used to take 20 minutes or half an
hour, now takes three-quarters of an hour to an hour. Traffic congestion is in the west and it is in the
north—it is all through Melbourne. We have had a 16 per cent increase in traffic over the last decade,
and it has nearly all added to the city’s freeways.
The idea that this increasing population could be catered for solely by public transport is an illusion.
It has not happened so far, and it is not going to be possible in the future. We are going to be using
cars for some time—cars and road transport. The government says, ‘We have to build the West Gate
Tunnel at a cost of $6.7 billion’. It has trumpeted this as a great thing, but imagine what we could do
with $6.7 billion if we were not building the tunnel. How much could we do to help combat Indigenous
disadvantage? How much could we do to work on treating drug and alcohol addiction? How much
could we do to help make tertiary education affordable? The government says, ‘We couldn’t live
without poker machine revenue’. Well, it could if it was not spending so many billions on the cost of
runaway population growth and the infrastructure it requires.
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It is too late to put the brakes on population growth. Well, we could still do it, but the cost of it has
already occurred. The old plan was called Melbourne 2030, which estimated 5 million people in
Melbourne by 2030. That 5 million came about in the year 2017, so we are miles ahead of schedule
there and we are trying to catch up on the infrastructure. We have to do that. We have to do the tunnel
and works like that to catch up on the infrastructure. But are we going to keep doing this in the future
and are we going to keep raising the revenue to pay for it? Because the revenue needed for
infrastructure is going to expand exponentially with the continued high and rapid population growth
that seems to be the policy of this government. Maybe the federal government seems to be having a
tiny little bit of a rethink this morning. Anyway, the government does not actually want to pay this
$6.7 billion cost; it wants motorists to do it. That is what this bill does. And it is not all motorists; it
wants CityLink users to do it, which means motorists in some other parts of Melbourne will be paying
for the tunnel.
CityLink contributes the largest proportion of the costs if you look at the breakdown of the costs in the
papers that we were provided. As Terry McCrann pointed out in the Herald Sun a couple of weeks
ago:
Who pays most of these tolls?
People forced into living in the outer suburbs by Melbourne’s dramatic population growth—all fodder for
CityLink tolls.

I am pleased that Mr McCrann has correctly identified Melbourne’s population growth as ‘dramatic’.
You would think a Labor government would be more concerned about the financial situation of outersuburb motorists, most of whom are not well off and most of whom vote for Labor. Mr McCrann says
that the amount of tolls that will go to Transurban in the 10 years of the proposed toll extension from
2035 to 2045, proposed by the measures we are debating here, will be $22 billion. So rather than
borrowing $6 billion now, the government plans to fit up motorists with the $22 billion bill later. This
‘buy now, pay later’ approach sells out the future. It sells out our future. It is all too common an
approach to the problem of population growth—‘Let’s have the economic hit now and leave the costs
for future generations to pay’. It is like taking performance-enhancing drugs—a boost now, but there
will be serious consequences later.
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. The plan of the government for the financing of
this tunnel is bad news for motorists, but it is a gold mine for Transurban. Sustainable Australia wants
to implement a policy of making property developers make a greater contribution to infrastructure
provision than they presently do. Our policy reads:
Capture for the public the land value gains … from planning and rezoning, rather than gifting them to private
sector developers. This would include:
Charging a 75% developer betterment tax on the total land value gain (between current use and the new
approved use) at the time of a new planning approval. This tax reflects the fact that the value of the new
property rights allowing higher value developments is created by the community.

So what the community loses in infrastructure it loses in amenity, and the costs of providing
infrastructure, which are enormous, are paid for out of that windfall property profit that developers
make. They make a profit on building the building and selling that on, like most manufacturers, but
they also make a profit on the value of the piece of land, which goes up enormously once an approval
has been given to intensive development there. Property developers who make super profits on rising
land values should be paying for the infrastructure that is a consequence of rapid population growth.
In any case, the federal government, which is running the high migration program which drives
Melbourne’s population growth, should be paying for infrastructure. That is a point that Mr Dalidakis
made in his rather long dissertation, but I think he was on the money there. He was really on the
money—
Mr Ondarchie: It was long. You do agree it was long?
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Mr HAYES: Yes, I do, and I agree with him that the federal government should be paying for their
policy of high population growth. Government members say, ‘Yes, we agree with you. The feds
should be paying for it, but they won’t’, to which I respond: why don’t you say to the federal
government that you will withdraw support for their high migration program until they agree to pay
for the cost of it? hey say it is the state’s problem to come up with infrastructure, and that that is the
key to fixing the population problem. No, it is a two-handed problem. They are saying let us have this
ultrahigh population growth for economic reasons, but the states have to find a way of dealing with it.
The government says it has a mandate for this bill. Well, it may be true to claim that, of course, but I
do not know that they have a mandate for the funding that the bill requires. And the truth is we all
come to this place with a mandate, and I was very clear that I do not support Melbourne’s rapid
population growth and would not be aiding or abetting it by seeking to load up motorists in this way
to pay for it or expanding tolls out into the future. Will we do it again? Will we slug motorists again,
out into the future, to pay for more infrastructure, which will be required if we keep growing the
population the way we are? The Premier says the West Gate Tunnel money will come at the expense
of schools, hospitals and the like. Indeed, that is precisely the choice the government needs to make.
Do we want to continue rapid population growth, soaking up all the government’s money with
infrastructure demands, or do we put our money into fixing problems and make this state an even
better state to live in?
The Premier says that these measures scrap historical clauses in the current CityLink deed which
compensate Transurban if the state builds a project which diverts traffic from its toll roads. Here, with
this bill, they are certainly compensating Transurban with this new arrangement—$22 billion paid for,
over time, by motorists. The idea that we can just keep building our way out of congestion is wrong.
It has not worked, and it is not going to work. If you continue to add over 100 000 people to
Melbourne, year in, year out, congestion is only going to get worse and not better, no matter how many
tunnels, roads and bridges you build. We need to deal with the underlying cause of the problem, not
tinker with bandaid solutions.
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (11:36): I am very pleased to speak on this motion. Every
Victorian knows what it feels like to be caught up in traffic. We all get caught up in traffic on a daily
basis, but when it comes to the western suburbs it is a nightmare. Getting caught up in traffic is
stressful. It is frustrating. It is a waste of time, just like it is a waste of time today that we are repeating
the same thing again and again and again to convince the opposition of why this project is so important.
At times we see road rage. There are reasons why we see that. It is because people get frustrated on
roads. If you heard the inaugural speech that I gave in Parliament, I spoke twice about removing
congestion on the roads. There was a reason for that. During the election campaign what we heard
from the people was that road congestion is the biggest problem they face every single day.
The result that we saw at the election on 24 November showed the faith of western suburbs people in
the Andrews Labor government. They have the faith that this is the only government that can deliver
on infrastructure. We would really have to be blind not to see the infrastructure that is going up all
over Melbourne. If you go anywhere, you will not say that work is not being done by the Andrews
Labor government. Residents of my constituency and beyond in the outer western suburbs have been
limited to the West Gate Bridge to travel from the west to the east. They have waited long enough for
an alternative to the West Gate Bridge. The western suburbs have grown rapidly, but the
infrastructure—specifically the roads—has not been upgraded to match the rapid growth.
The Andrews Labor government is not wasting a minute of time to build the vital West Gate Tunnel
project, and I agree with my fellow Western Metropolitan Region member Ms Stitt. Every word that
she has said I agree with. She is very passionate about delivering what we promised to the constituents
of the western suburbs, but this is not just about the Western Metropolitan Region. This is about
delivering a project which is for all Victorians.
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This project presents an integrated solution for east–west traffic movements across the M1 corridor,
incorporating Melbourne’s vital second crossing of the river. We have heard about all the benefits that
this project is going to deliver, but in case we are still not sure I am going to repeat all those benefits,
because I am very excited. This project includes the West Gate Tunnel, stage 1 of the Monash Freeway
upgrade and the Webb Dock access improvement works. The West Gate Tunnel will involve building
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 in the city’s north. The Monash Freeway upgrade stage 1 will include 30 kilometres of
extra freeway lanes and the completion of one of the longest continuous intelligent transport systems
on the Monash Freeway. The Webb Dock access improvement works 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.
Consider all the benefits that are going to come with this project. There are so many, but I am just
going to highlight some of the major ones. I think we all have heard that when the West Gate Bridge
stops, Melbourne stops. That says it all. The West Gate Tunnel will keep Melbourne moving by
providing a vital alternative to the West Gate Bridge. It will increase the resilience and reliability of
the M1 corridor. This project will reduce the number of vehicles on the West Gate Bridge every day—
the staggering number is 28 000 vehicles every day. It will divert 75 000 trucks off the West Gate
Bridge every day. It will remove 9000 trucks from inner-west streets per day. It will save up to
20 minutes of time in travel for commuters between the city and Melbourne’s west, Geelong and
Ballarat. It will also provide time savings of 13 minutes on trips between the west and the port of
Melbourne. This project will offer more consistent and reliable travel times. Traffic will move better
with express lanes from the M80 to the bridge, smart road technology will control speeds and lane use,
including during incidents, and the list goes on and on.
I will fight for the people of Western Metropolitan Region and other western suburbs because this is
not their problem; this is all of Victoria’s problem. They face problems on roads every day. For people
of the western suburbs, coming to the city should not be a nightmare. Coming to work should not be
a nightmare.
As part of this project the Andrews Labor government has also upgraded the Monash Freeway to
provide faster, safer and more reliable journeys. This includes providing more reliable trips for
200 000 motorists daily and room for an extra 2000 vehicles per hour during the peak.
I want to reiterate again that there was a reason we were re-elected at the last election. People in the
western suburbs want infrastructure. They have been treated like second-class citizens for a very long
time. They have waited for way too long.
Other benefits of this project will include improved local amenity. It will offer better walking and
cycling connections and provide new open space and parks, greening the west by planting more than
17 000 trees, and it will replace old noise walls along the West Gate Freeway, resulting in lower noise
limits. The project will also offer freight benefits to Victorians. It will provide direct freeway
connections and will provide 50 per cent more capacity on the West Gate Freeway from the M80
interchange. It will provide express lanes from the M80 interchange to the West Gate Bridge for
quicker and safer trips.
This project is also beneficial for jobs and the economy. The travel time savings combined with greater
connectivity to the port of Melbourne, the CBD and surrounds will provide greater access to jobs for
those in the west, higher productivity and opportunities for businesses to grow across the M1 corridor.
This project will create up to 6000 new jobs, including 5000 apprenticeships, cadetships and
traineeships, and up to 150 jobs for former auto workers.
We are getting on with delivering the infrastructure that Victoria needs. The project has been subjected
to the most rigorous planning process possible through the environment effects statement process and
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has commenced construction. Significant works have been undertaken along the West Gate Freeway,
and the first of the two tunnel boring machines, which is one of the biggest ever manufactured in the
world, has already arrived in Melbourne and will be ready to be in the ground by midyear. Let us get
on with this project once and for all and deliver what all Victorians deserve.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (11:47): I rise today as a member for Western
Metropolitan Region, a community that will greatly benefit from the West Gate Tunnel, while also
knowing that the west of Melbourne is a funnel for the whole of western Victoria and an area which
all of country Victoria brings their produce through to get to the ports. It will also benefit northern
Victorians as they come through the ring-road and then connect to the West Gate to get into the city.
Listening to yesterday’s debate and today’s debate on this particular topic, as well as the debate last
time we actually sat, I feel like it is groundhog day again. For me it is quite upsetting to hear the Liberal
Party again not wanting a project for the western suburbs, again wanting to—
Mr Finn: That’s just nonsense. You know that, Catherine. That’s just nonsense.
Dr CUMMING: Mr Finn, you do not even live in my electorate, the electorate that you represent.
Mr Finn: On a point of order, President, I know that Dr Cumming is new to the chamber, but she
should be aware that she should not mislead the house in the way that she has just done. Perhaps you
could just bring her up to date with the rules of the house.
The PRESIDENT: I think that if Dr Cumming wants to move a motion on a member’s situation,
whatever that be, it would have to be by way of a substantive motion. I call her back to the debate.
Dr CUMMING: I must have hit a nerve, Mr Finn. That is what happens when a Liberal represents
the west of Melbourne who does not live in the area and who does not understand the area—
Mr Finn: That’s just crap.
Dr CUMMING: Well, I must have hit a nerve, Mr Finn, because the Liberals, you and your mates,
would happily just provide infrastructure in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne, and you would do
nothing in the west if you had the opportunity.
The PRESIDENT: Order! There are a couple of things going on that may be a bit unparliamentary.
I am not too sure if I caught Mr Finn calling another member a liar, but I will give him the benefit of
the doubt. Mr Finn knows that that has been ruled out a number of times. I call Dr Cumming back to
the debate.
Dr CUMMING: Not a problem, President. I have obviously hit another little blue nerve, but that
is fine. A little blue nerve—
Mr Finn: No, you’ve just told another whopper. That’s why. You’ve just told another whopper.
Dr CUMMING: Whopper? I have not actually opened my mouth, Mr Finn, but I have got a whole
hour, and you can continue to feel free—
Mr Finn interjected.
Dr CUMMING: That is okay. Let that be for another time, Mr Finn. Obviously I am hitting a
nerve today because you and your party would happily cost the community billions of dollars by
playing this game again. Let us get this very straight. With all the arguments that I have heard today
and also with your mates in The Nationals and the other representatives you are going to drag in to
vote with you who will actually do nothing for their communities in country Victoria—
Mr Finn interjected.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Dr CUMMING: Call him to order.
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The PRESIDENT: That is what I am about to do. Mr Finn, I think you need to withdraw the
statement about Dr Cumming being bought off.
Mr Finn: I am happy to withdraw, but it was in fact a question, not a statement.
The PRESIDENT: Thank you for your withdrawal.
Mr Finn: Though I bet you she has.
Dr CUMMING: That is not a withdrawal. Sorry, President, I take umbrage to being called a liar,
knowing that I am not, as well as to the assumption that I am being bought off.
The PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, there was a withdrawal. But, Mr Finn, you followed it up, as
you are known to do. I think, in taking into account the number of the interjections you have made on
Dr Cumming, if you give a global withdrawal, that would be fantastic, and then we could all move on.
Mr Finn: I am very happy to globally withdraw. If she wants to talk about integrity, perhaps we
could bring Derryn Hinch into it.
The PRESIDENT: No. Can you withdraw without any extras, please.
Mr Finn: I withdraw.
The PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming to continue on the motion.
Dr CUMMING: Obviously, as I was saying earlier, what the Liberal Party will try to do is bring
others into this debate who should be representing their communities, representing country Victoria
and representing their local electorates. I do understand that certain individuals in this chamber do not
respect their local electorates and instead pull a party line. They do not care about the western suburbs
of Melbourne; they just pull a party line and engage in political pointscoring. Fair enough.
But I am going to go into the facts. With what the Liberal Party have brought to this debate, again, like
I have said, it feels like groundhog day. Let us get into this. This report is pretty much what the Liberal
Party has brought to us. This is what they believe is independent advice based on public information.
It goes into the limitations of that advice, and I will read out the limitations that are on page 2:
This advice uses publicly available information and documents. The Officer did not use information and
documents requested from public sector bodies or legal advice to form an independent judgement. A
consequence is that the Officer is unable to accurately determine the value of the financial liability accrued
by the Victorian government to Transurban in the event that the Amending Deed is revoked.

In other words, if this amending deed is revoked, it is not known what it is going to really cost the
community. The report continues:
This independent advice is subject to uncertainty including projected growth in traffic volumes, discount rates,
vehicle type splits subjected to toll revenue collection and the time of use of toll roads.

It then expects you to go into appendix E, and it talks more about the uncertainty. It says:
… sensitivity analysis provides further information and the impact of changes in these factors to the
independent advice.

It goes on to say:
If the Amending Deed is revoked the State may need to provide compensation to Transurban.

In other words, the Liberal Party would like to give Transurban a huge cheque by way of revoking
these deeds and providing more compensation to Transurban for not doing what could possibly be
done by way of looking after the roads after they are built. It also talks in quite simple terms about
what is actually written in the contract. There is a CPI increase of 4.25 per cent per annum. That applies
from 1 April 2019 to 31 March 2029, with tolls escalated to CPI after that. It is pretty clear—black
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and white—what the Liberal Party would like to do. Another blank cheque to Transurban in the way
of compensation due to amending the deeds.
I would also like to explain that this advice is based on a range of assumptions that are incorrect and
have been prepared without the benefit of the actual project information. I would also like to explain
that when forecasting Transurban’s revenue the Parliamentary Budget Office (PBO) has not
considered the ongoing cost of the following: the capital cost. Hello, everybody! These are the major
life-cycle replacement works during the life of this asset. It has also not considered the operational
cost, the maintenance cost and the end-of-term asset hand-back cost, which is making good on the
asset when returning it in a proper condition.
The PBO has also not considered the impact of various toll products on the project and that CityLink
provides discounts for multitrip users, the using of certain vehicle types or origins and destinations,
for drivers driving certain distances across one or both roads and for certain trips at night. This means
toll revenues are overstated by the PBO. The PBO methodology has not considered dramatic traffic
modelling and therefore has not taken into account various traffic impacts on future transport
networks.
As the PBO report itself makes clear, the PBO’s analysis is based on publicly available information
and documents. In particular it is worth reading, as I said at the start, the disclaimers in the report under
the heading of ‘Limitations’. The limited information used by the PBO and the assumption the PBO
has elected to make mean that the report is inaccurate in a range of ways. You are absolutely guessing,
and if you do revoke this, you do not understand what kind of compensation you will be paying
Transurban. In other words, you would like to write Transurban a blank cheque to make a frivolous
argument within this chamber.
In other words, you do not mind costing the community billions of dollars to frivolously make things
up on the run. Who in their right mind would actually play with a contract on the run? Who in their
right mind would try to make amendments to deeds and other changes when they do not understand
the ripple effect it is going to have on the community or how much money it is going to cost the
community?
I find this totally irresponsible of the opposition. I find it totally irresponsible of anyone who votes
with the opposition on this, especially The Nationals and especially anyone who represents country
Victoria. The people of western Victoria are the people who will be benefiting from this as they travel
through the western suburbs. As northern Victoria—
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
The PRESIDENT: I acknowledge a former member of the chamber in the gallery, Mr Daniel Young.
Questions without notice
WESTERN HIGHWAY TREE REMOVAL
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (12:00): My question is for the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure. Traditional owners in western Victoria are concerned about major works set to restart
on the Western Highway duplication between Buangor and Ararat. The traditional owners of the land,
the Djab Wurrung, have told me that significant sites are under threat. This is women’s land and
includes birthing trees and scarred trees, as well as artefacts—places where women’s business has
been conducted, sacred to culture and connection to land. As you may have seen in the past 24 hours,
over 100 people from First Nations have set up camp on the site in a desperate attempt to stop works
proceeding. Let us be clear: the Djab Wurrung are not against highway duplication and understand the
importance of the project for road safety. However, they are against the project being built over and
through culturally sensitive lands when other options are available. Will the minister delay works to
hold a consultation with Indigenous elders and planning authorities to ensure sacred sites and objects
are not destroyed and agreement between all parties can be reached?
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Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:01): I thank Mr Meddick for his question to Minister Allan,
which I will take on her behalf in this chamber. I have had conversations with Mr Meddick. I am aware
of his interest in this issue and his contact and conversations with members of the Indigenous
community in the electorate that we share. This is a significant project that the government is
committed to delivering, but it is important to note, I think, the great significance of parts of this land
to members of the Indigenous community and particularly, as Mr Meddick pointed out in his question,
areas that are particularly significant for women in that community. I thank him for his interest in that.
Noting that works have stopped, I would also indicate to the house—Mr Meddick knows this—that
the Minister for Transport Infrastructure has been meeting with and discussing this with Mr Meddick,
and I know there are other members in this place who also share an interest in the resolution of this
issue. The completion of this project and the delivery of this project are very, very important to the
communities of western Victoria, and as the government has been doing for quite some time now,
Major Roads Projects Victoria will continue to engage constructively with Indigenous community
leaders on this issue. But I will seek a written response from the relevant minister for Mr Meddick.
THIS GIRL CAN WEEK
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:03): My question is for the Minister for Health and
Minister for Ambulance Services. Minister, research tells us that most Victorian adults are not getting
enough physical activity to benefit their health, but on top of that, less women than men are getting
active. We have also seen recent research show half of the women surveyed had stories to tell about
being harassed and judged while they were exercising. We know physical activity, alongside lowering
alcohol consumption, not smoking and good nutrition, is a key factor in preventing a broad range of
health issues like obesity, heart disease, stroke and more. What is the government doing to promote
physical activity for women’s health and wellbeing?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:04): I thank the member for her question. The Andrews Labor government is committed to
improving the health and wellbeing of all Victorian women, and the member is correct that physical
activity is a key preventative health measure, not only for the diseases and the conditions that the
member mentioned but also more broadly for things like preventing chronic disease and helping with
depression, anxiety and self-confidence.
This week marks VicHealth’s inaugural This Girl Can Week, running from 18 to 24 March, and it is
dedicated to encouraging more women to give physical activity a shot or to return to activity after
having a break. We know that by the age of 14 girls are leaving sport at twice the rate of boys, and that
flows through to adulthood, where we now see less than half of Victorian women getting enough
exercise each week. So This Girl Can will host a range of fun, free or low-cost and non-judgemental
activities hosted by gyms and sports clubs right across Victoria tailored to women and girls who want
to get active but are not sure about how to take that first step. As the member noted, women’s ability
to participate in physical activity and exercise is further impacted by women’s ability to feel safe and
welcome in all activity settings, whether they be at the local netball courts or the gym, walking their
dog in their local neighbourhood or playing at the Whitten Oval or the MCG.
This is why it is terribly disappointing to see amazing female athletes like Tayla Harris, the Carlton
AFLW player, experience harassment online and trolling in response to a stunning and beautiful photo
that highlights her strength, her flexibility and her amazing kicking prowess. She is an amazing athlete
and she is an amazing role model for girls right across Victoria, and the fact that our social media
platforms allow these vile comments is just not good enough. But I am sure that Tayla’s poise and her
athletic prowess will continue to inspire women and girls right across Victoria. I want to commend
her for everything that she is doing to promote women participating in the AFLW but also for the fact
that she is such a strong role model for young girls in our state.
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Our women and girls need great role models to look up to, but you do not have to be an AFLW player.
You do not need to be an elite athlete or a marathon runner to make the most of a healthy and active
lifestyle. This initiative of VicHealth is incredibly important, and I commend them for the importance
that they have placed on this particular program to encourage all women and girls to smash antiquated
stereotypes during this particular week and to give women access to the types of activities that they
feel most comfortable in. I encourage all members to promote the activities of This Girl Can Week
and the campaign not just this week but throughout the year.
BUSHFIRE PREPAREDNESS
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:07): My question is for the Minister for Agriculture and
Minister for Resources. The latest figures from Forest Fire Management Victoria’s 2017–18 annual
report show hazard reduction burning and treatment of less than 75 000 hectares. This is less than
20 per cent of the recommended fuel reduction targets set in the 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal
Commission report. At this rate it is going to take 100 years to finish the job just once. In the wake of
the recent bushfires that burnt more than 100 000 hectares and destroyed 29 houses, how many
hectares are expected to undergo fuel reduction in the 2019–20 year?
The PRESIDENT: I think that that should be directed to the Minister for Police and Emergency
Services, Mr Quilty, so I will ask the minister to respond on her behalf.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:08): I concur; thank you for your advice, President. Fire mitigation is not
actually me, although obviously the agricultural sector and regional Victoria benefit from such
activities. It is generally a matter for the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in
conjunction with the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. I do not represent either minister,
but let us take it on notice. We are happy to facilitate an answer.
The PRESIDENT: So this minister will pass it on to that minister, who will pass it on to that
minister, and you will get a written response as per the standing orders. Did you want to ask a
supplementary question?
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:08): So a supplementary question to whichever minister:
according to a report in the Weekly Times, fuel reduction carried out on the 75 000 hectares cost more
than $1400 per hectare, a huge rise on the previously reported costs of $30 to $300 per hectare in 2003.
What is the main reason for the huge increase in the cost of fuel reduction?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:09): We will do our best to facilitate an answer to Mr Quilty’s question.
YOUNG FARMERS
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (12:09): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture.
Minister, young farmers are the future of Victoria’s agriculture industry. Can you update the house on
what the government is doing to support young farmers to ensure they have the best chance to thrive
in their careers?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:09): I welcome the question from Ms Garrett and her interest in
agriculture, our very exciting young farmers and the future of the Victorian agricultural industry
because of them. I agree that it is really important to support young farmers. We want to encourage
more young people to pursue a career in agriculture. It is vital to the future of the industry and to ensure
that Victoria continues to be the leading state in agriculture in the nation.
After meeting with the Young Farmers Advisory Council just last week, I can tell you that the future
looks very bright. Under the chair of Sarah Thompson, the group hail from every corner of our state.
If you want an introduction to anyone in your area, I would really welcome it. They are young, they
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are passionate and they are optimistic about the future of agriculture, and in fact after meeting them I
was even more excited about the best portfolio in the government, that of the Minister for
Agriculture—maybe on par with my other two, but I have a soft spot for agriculture. But I got even
more excited about the great job I have been given the honour to represent. They are a fantastic bunch,
so I am really proud to say we are committed to supporting the next generation of Victorian farmers.
I would like to congratulate my predecessor, Jaala Pulford, and also Jacinta Allan before her in
establishing this group. It was an election commitment in 2014, and it was an honour to meet them. If
you want me to hook you up with them in your region, I highly recommend it. Not only are they a
great source of advice to the government on all things affecting young farmers—entry, education,
succession, climate change, mental health, connectivity, innovation and other issues—but what I
discovered was that these people are not only advocates for agriculture but are also advocates in their
communities. They are really passionate about living in their regions, and they really want things to
be great for everyone and to make sure that young people have the opportunity to stay in the country
and be successful.
We will continue to work with our young farmers on initiatives to grow the exciting agricultural sector
and attract more young people to the industry. What we have already been doing is making it easier
for young farmers to get their start on the land by doubling the young farmer stamp duty free threshold
in July last year. It means farmers under the age of 35 buying their first farm pay no stamp duty on
purchases up to $600 000, and they also get stamp duty discounts on first farms valued between
$600 000 and $750 000. We have made it free for people hoping to enter the food and fibre industry
to study agriculture, dairy production and horticulture at TAFE, and the pre-apprenticeship course in
horticulture is also fee free.
I am proud to say that we went to the election promising even more support for our young farmers.
We are providing $6 million to upgrade the agricultural colleges around the state because we think
that young people should not have to leave home and pursue education opportunities in the city. They
should have great facilities in country areas. We are providing $1.2 million to develop and promote a
certificate III in shearing qualification at selected TAFEs from 2020. And of course we are providing
$500 000 to continue the Young Farmers Scholarship, which allows young farmers like those I have
been meeting in my role, including the advisory council but also out in the regions, an opportunity to
keep improving their skills and knowledge and shoring up Victoria’s reputation as a fantastic place to
do agriculture.
COUNCIL BUILDING INSPECTORS
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:13): My question is to the minister representing the
Minister for Planning. Is the minister aware of what the Builders Collective of Australia has called a
‘tsunami of disputes’ about building faults in VCAT between builders and developers on one hand
and average Victorian home owners on the other? Is it correct that the majority of these disputes are a
direct consequence of the deregulation and privatisation by the Kennett government of councils’
building inspection function? Has the government’s continuation of this outsourcing of building
permits substantially contributed to the lowering of building standards, which has in turn led to the
current cladding debacle and other building failures? Will the minister consider rebuilding home
owners’ confidence that the buildings they have purchased are safe and fit for purpose by reinstituting
council building inspectors?
The PRESIDENT: Mr Hayes, you have the right to ask one question. I think you might have asked
three or four from my memory then. Would you want the minister to concentrate on one particular
question?
Mr HAYES: Yes. Will the minister consider rebuilding home owners’ confidence by reinstituting
council building inspectors?
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Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:14): I thank Mr Hayes for his question and his ongoing interest in planning
matters. I am sure the minister in the other place, the Honourable Richard Wynne, will be more than
happy to respond to the main question, and he will probably give you commentary on the other ones
that you have provided.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (12:15): My supplementary is: is it the case that the
aluminium cladding debacle, which has left hundreds and possibly thousands of Victorian home
owners facing tens of thousands of dollars in unforeseen repair bills and legal bills, could have been
avoided if Victoria had had council building inspectors required to certify that buildings were safe and
fit for purpose? This is the question: will the minister reconsider the government’s position on
deregulation, particularly in regard to the planning and building industries? Will he not only return
councils’ power over building permits through responsible building inspectors but return councils’
power to deliver real control over what is built by allowing councils to set mandatory built form
controls in all activity centres?
The PRESIDENT: Mr Hayes, I have a similar issue. If you could ask one of those questions which
is supplementary to your original question, a minister will address that.
Mr HAYES: Yes, I suppose I am reiterating the first question in there but also adding a second
question about real control over built form by allowing councils to set mandatory controls in all activity
centres.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:16): Thank you, Mr Hayes. I will pass on your question, and I am sure
that a full, substantive answer touching on many of the issues you have raised will be provided.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATION REVIEWS
Dr KIEU (South Eastern Metropolitan) (12:16): My question is to the Minister for Small Business.
In 2019 and 2020, occurring approximately every 12 years, the Victorian Electoral Commission is
conducting representation reviews for 31 councils. Can the minister update the house on the council
representation reviews being carried out by the Victorian Electoral Commission?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:17): I would like to thank the member for his question and his ongoing interest in
matters of electoral representation. Representation reviews carried out by the Victorian Electoral
Commission (VEC) are an important mechanism for ensuring voters in a municipality are adequately
represented by their council. The preliminary reports for Glenelg Shire Council, Moyne Shire Council
and Southern Grampians Shire Council were released today. These reports put forward the VEC’s
initial preferred electoral structures for public consideration. This is to test whether the option the VEC
has developed is appropriate and will enable voters’ interests to be adequately represented at the
council level.
The preliminary reports for Ararat Rural City Council, Colac Otway Shire Council and Golden Plains
Shire Council will be released on 27 March 2019. The preliminary reports for Benalla Rural City
Council, Moira Shire Council, the Borough of Queenscliffe, Boroondara City Council, East Gippsland
Shire Council and Nillumbik Shire Council will be released in April.
I would encourage the members of the house to inform their local communities about these reviews
and the opportunity to provide a submission on the appropriate number of councillors for their council
and whether their council should be unsubdivided or subdivided into wards. Council elections are vital
for local democracy. The right electoral structure increases accountability to voters and ensures fair
and equitable representation. I look forward to receiving the final report from the Victorian Electoral
Commission.
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NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION HEALTH SERVICE AMALGAMATIONS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:19): My question is to the Minister for Health.
Minister, last June it was reported that there would be no amalgamation for the health services of
Numurkah, Nathalia and Cobram, yet ads have been put in local papers as recently as last week for
community consultations for a proposal to join together the health services. Minister, why are you
personally forcing these amalgamations against the community’s wishes?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:19): I thank the member for her question. The question that she has posed is total nonsense. There
is no surprise there, because that is what we have become accustomed to from this member. I am aware
that Nathalia District Hospital, Cobram District Health and Numurkah District Health Service are
exploring a possible merger, and consultations on the proposal are ongoing. These are conversations
that are being driven by the health services themselves, rather than by me or by my department. Whilst
I will not prohibit health services from entering into these discussions, let me say from the outset that
I will not consider or even entertain any merger proposal that involves either a reduction in service
offering, a reduction in service locations or a loss of jobs. Any proposed voluntary amalgamation of
health services must be approved by me and must show to me that there will be a benefit to the
community.
I am of the view that strong partnerships between health services are essential to ensuring functioning
rural health services. Benefits can include joint service planning and joint workforce planning, such as
a wider range of work opportunities to help in attracting good doctors, nurses and allied health
professionals. We know that this is not an easy challenge in regional Victoria. It can lead to improved
professional development opportunities for staff, as well as reduce back-of-house costs—for example,
duplicated IT systems—which allows for reinvestment into direct service delivery.
I am aware that there have been some locals who have been concerned about the proposed merger,
and I encourage them to engage directly in these consultations. But I point out to the member that in
fact I have been inundated in recent days with correspondence from locals who are indicating to me
their strong support for this. I would encourage local community members to become involved in these
consultations. But I can assure them that I will be looking at these matters very carefully, and I have
given them that assurance about how I will be looking to ensure that there is in fact a benefit to those
communities.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:21): Minister, the community was told one thing in
June last year, yet it appears that you have reversed the earlier position and are now pursuing forced
amalgamations, just in terms of what you have just said. Isn’t it a fact that this is a breach of promise
to these communities, with the government saying one thing before the election and doing the
complete opposite after the election?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:22): Clearly the member did not listen to anything I said in response to the first question. I refer
her to the answer I have already given to the substantive question.
GOTAFE
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:22): My question is for the Minister for Training and Skills, and
of course the minister did a fantastic job through the 58th Parliament in terms of guiding the restoration
of TAFE in particular throughout the state of Victoria. Minister, can you please update the house, now
in the 59th Parliament, on how the Andrews Labor government is supporting regional students in and
around Shepparton in my electorate of Northern Victoria Region to access TAFE and to get the skills
that they need for good, sustainable jobs in their local communities?
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:23): I thank the member for his question and his ongoing commitment to the delivery
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of skills and training particularly in regional Victoria and in Northern Victoria Region, his electorate.
I did have the opportunity last Thursday to attend the GOTAFE Shepparton campus to meet with a
number of students that are undertaking a variety of free TAFE courses. It is clear that the students are
very enthusiastic and excited about their opportunity to undertake free TAFE.
One of the many classes that I walked into was the certificate IV in cyber security, and I met this
amazing, dedicated, experienced teacher, Michelle McNab, who has been delivering cybersecurity in
IT in particular for some time. What I got from the students in that particular course was that they
never thought that they would actually get to have a cybersecurity course delivered in Shepparton.
They thought that they would have to go to metro Melbourne or a larger regional city for that to occur,
so it is a wow, wow, wow experience. I can say to you that industry leaders and civic leaders that were
there also agreed that this was a game changer for Shepparton in that we are also producing people
that are going to be trained and skilled in areas beyond the traditional learn and earn, so I think it is a
wonderful move that we have made in that direction.
I also had the opportunity to make two further announcements while I was there. One was for
$3.7 million, and that comes out of the Regional and Specialist Training Fund. That will enable a
further six courses that have been identified by locals as being needed to fill the skills gaps there in the
local area, so everyone was pretty excited about that commitment. There was also a further
$1.9 million that comes out of the Workforce Training Innovation Fund, which is for the airconditioning and refrigeration industry. That is to upskill a number of people in the local area so that
they can achieve the new mandatory requirements in the area. So again it is about making sure that
regional TAFEs are very relevant to the local industries, picking up what they need and making sure
that we deliver it to them. Of course this is all about making sure that local people can use their local
TAFEs to get jobs locally, and this is incredibly important. Regional Victorians in particular get that,
but metro Victorians get that as well. It is something that those opposite just do not get at all.
I have got to tell you that the buzz that I have seen and which I have experienced on the campuses is
real. It does not matter what campus you go to; everything is an absolute buzz. Talking to staff,
students, local councillors, mayors, business owners and industry leaders, everyone is absolutely
saying this is transforming lives. If you are not convinced, I simply say to you: go and talk to them;
just talk to them. Listen to what people are saying, and they will absolutely confirm what I am putting
to the house. I do think it is time for those that are not on board to get on board and to actually go and
congratulate those students who have decided to enrol in free TAFE and to congratulate all those that
have been part and parcel of rebuilding TAFE in this state. We have got a way to go, but we are
certainly on track. I would implore you to get out there and talk and listen and congratulate.
TOWARDS ZERO
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:27): My question is for the Minister for Roads
and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC. Minister, lives lost on Victorian roads are now at 73 deaths
compared to 49 for the same time in 2018. Double the number of motorcyclists have died; there has
been a 60 per cent increase in pedestrian deaths, a 56 per cent increase in deaths on our rural roads and
a 100 per cent increase in our 21 to 25-year-olds who have lost their lives on Victorian roads this year.
Sadly a number of these senseless deaths have occurred in my own electorate of Northern Metropolitan
Region, causing much heartache to families and friends. Minister, why is your Towards Zero
campaign failing?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:27): I thank Mr Ondarchie for his question. Actually 74 people
have lost their lives on Victorian roads, and of course many others have been seriously injured, some
with injuries that have lifelong consequences for them and for the loved ones that care for them. When
we talk about the number of lives lost in Victoria, we are talking about families that are shattered and
communities that never recover. If we talk about statistics—73 or 74 or, as it was on this day last year,
50 people—what that represents is a family that sits down at a dining table for dinner every night and
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there is an empty chair. What that represents is people having an empty bed in their house or going to
bed next to an empty space that should be filled by someone that they love very much.
Mr Ondarchie’s question was about the Towards Zero campaign. It is not a campaign; it is a statewide
road safety strategy that has many elements, so I will just provide some context and information about
that. My predecessor in this portfolio, Luke Donnellan, announced prior to our government coming to
office that we would set a numerical target to reduce the number of lives lost on Victorian roads for
the first time ever and that that would be 200. Towards Zero is the longer term goal, but 200 was the
objective that the government announced, and that then informed the development of the Towards
Zero strategy and the $1.4 billion of funding that came with it.
Working backwards from the question, to reduce the number of lives lost on our roads to a number
less than 200, what is required? My predecessor and other colleagues—I was not involved in these
decisions—made a number of commitments, so $1.4 billion in total. Some of that is for significant
advertising campaigns, which of course have been a very important part of our road safety strategy in
Victoria for many decades. It is 50 years this year since the Herald Sun decided to ‘Declare War on
1034’, and we have come a very long way, particularly when you think about the increased population
and the increased number of people on our roads.
Last year we had the lowest number of lives lost in Victoria’s history since record keeping
commenced, and all motorists and all road safety partners are to be congratulated on that. There are a
number of factors that have contributed to the increase this year, and Mr Ondarchie and members will
not be particularly surprised to hear that they are things like drinking, drug taking, speed, distraction—
the things that we know contribute—
Mr Ondarchie: More so than last year.
Ms PULFORD: Yes, more so than last year. Mr Ondarchie was quoting an inaccurate statistic, but
74 people have lost their lives on Victorian roads this year. The long-term trend for Victoria has
continued to go down. It is, I guess, worth pointing out where we stand on this day in March. The
number of lives lost on roads in March is less than the number of lives lost on roads in March last year.
What matters here is that we take every possible opportunity to reduce this.
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:32): Minister, I note your commentary on the
former minister, Minister Donnellan, and other colleagues that did things. Since becoming Minister
for Roads and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC on 30 November 2018, can you advise the house,
so I can tell my constituents in Northern Metropolitan Region, what specifically have you done to
reduce the number of lives so tragically lost on our Victorian roads?
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:32): Sure. I might need an extension of time, though. I take
every opportunity to talk to the community about the road toll. Now, I cannot personally make people
wear their motorcycle helmets and I cannot make them abide by the laws that already exist to keep
people safe on the state’s roads, but I have certainly provided additional resources to respond to the
unacceptable numbers of deaths in motorcycling accidents. I have been meeting with cycling road
safety groups and pedestrian road safety groups. We have a massive infrastructure rollout that is
currently underway. We announced $320 million of funding for the current round of Towards Zero
infrastructure funding, which includes 16 major high-speed roads, which is where the representation
and the change last year downwards and this year upwards is most significant— (Time expired)
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BUSH NURSING CENTRES
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:33): My question is again to the Minister for Health.
Minister, Victorians who live in rural and remote areas have been well-served by community-run bush
nursing centres for many years. For close to two years Leading Age Services Australia has been
advocating for and requesting urgent funding. Why does your government continue to refuse to fund
bush nursing centres that provide vital health services to Victorians who live in rural and remote areas?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:34): I thank the member for her question again. It is very clear that she has got a bit of background
reading that she needs to do in relation to these issues. What I can say to the member just with respect
to the previous matter that she was referring to me is I would encourage her to go and have a chat to
her colleague Mr McCurdy, because Mr McCurdy is on the record as supporting the amalgamation of
Nathalia, Cobram and Numurkah—
The PRESIDENT: Minister, can we go to the answer.
Ms MIKAKOS: in a media release issued in January of this year.
But I want to come to the matter that the member has asked me about. What I can say to the member
is that we are very supportive of our bush nursing centres continuing to provide high-quality health
care to Victoria’s isolated rural communities. In 2018 bush nursing centres received funding of
approximately $1 million to support their enterprise agreement with their staff over four years from
2016–17, and this funding will then become recurrent. Our government also in the 2017–18 budget
increased annual funding by $300 000 for the 15 bush nursing centres, so overall funding for bush
nursing centres has increased by $1.23 million or 27 per cent since we came into government. Bush
nursing centres have also been provided with $1.2 million for equipment, vehicles and building
upgrades through the Regional Health Infrastructure Fund over the past four years. I have asked my
department to continue to examine the viability of these important health services as we go forward.
Whilst we are providing support and we are engaging with our health services, this stands in stark
contrast to the member’s colleagues in Canberra, who look set to rip out, if they have the opportunity,
more than $2.1 billion from our health services. They have put on the table a dud hospital funding
agreement to rip $2.1 billion out of our hospital health services. In fact they are not implementing what
was agreed to many years ago, that Canberra would increase its funding to a 50-50 contribution with
Victoria, and they continue to offer only 45 per cent. I welcome Bill Shorten of federal Labor being
prepared to address this issue and to give us a far better deal, because we know that only Labor will
fund our health services.
We have them crying crocodile tears over there. We have got members crying crocodile tears for local
health services across Victoria, and what we are seeing is no engagement whatsoever with their
colleagues in Canberra to get on the phone to address the dud funding deal that they have got on the
table, nor the $305 million that they have ripped retrospectively out of our health services. Services
that have been delivered by Victoria’s health services are being retrospectively cut. All we see from
the Liberals is cut, cut, cut.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:37): Minister, last year community-run bush nursing
centres provided on average around 70 000 patient contacts, which included attending to head injuries,
burn injuries and other severe accidents requiring air ambulance lifts to major metropolitan hospitals
on many occasions. Will you guarantee the Andrews Labor government will not seek to close these
vital services and instead provide the funding that Victoria’s bush nursing centres urgently require?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:38): What we are seeing from Ms Crozier is total nonsense yet again. I absolutely reject the
premise of the question she has asked. These are privately run organisations, and we support the work
that they are doing. We have provided them with additional funding support because we know their
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importance in regional communities. We have increased funding for bush nursing centres every single
year since we came to government. We have established the single-biggest fund aimed at building or
repairing rural health infrastructure in Victoria’s history—$250 million in the last term and an election
commitment of a further $100 million in this term of government. That contrasts hugely with what we
saw when Ms Crozier was the Parliamentary Secretary for Health. She aided and abetted Mr Davis in
slashing billions of dollars out of our health services, went to war with our paramedics and with our
nurses and slashed money out of our health services. You have got no track record when it comes to
health.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:39): As far as today’s questions are concerned, I thank Minister Symes for
passing on to the Minister for Planning both of Mr Hayes’s questions. I also thank the Leader of the
Government for his offer to get answers from the Minister for Police and Emergency Services for both
of Mr Quilty’s questions. I also thank the Minister for Roads, who will get the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure to respond to Mr Meddick’s question in a written form, as per the standing orders. I
make special mention of Mr Gepp, even though I will not ask the minister for a written response.
Congratulations! You might be the last government MLC to ask a question in question time. You have
created history.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
The PRESIDENT (12:40): Just before we go to constituency questions, I have received a written
request from Ms Wooldridge seeking the reinstatement of questions on notice directed to the Minister
for Public Transport. I have reviewed the responses. I order that question on notice 1(2) be reinstated
and that questions on notice 2 and 3 be reinstated in full.
Constituency questions
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (12:41): My constituency question is for the Minister for Local
Government and relates to funding for the planned Mernda health and wellbeing hub. Whittlesea City
Council is one of 10 interface councils supported by the Growing Suburbs Fund, for which the minister
is responsible. A priority infrastructure project for the council is the construction of a health and
wellbeing hub in Mernda, to provide residents with access to essential health and human services. The
hub will create more than 300 jobs for local skilled workers living within Whittlesea, who are currently
forced to travel for work, and will have a significant impact on the economic development of the
region. Minister, utilising the Growing Suburbs Fund designated for growing interface councils like
Whittlesea, will you provide $755 000 towards a business case as the first stage in the construction of
the Mernda health and wellbeing hub?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (12:42): My constituency question is for the Honourable James
Merlino, the Minister for Education in the other place, and it is about the early childhood education
capital investments made in my electorate of Northern Victoria Region in the last term of the Andrews
Labor government. Between 2014 and 2018 the government invested a record $123.6 million to build,
expand and improve kinders right across the state. I commend the government and the previous
minister responsible, Jenny Mikakos, for the outstanding work and strong commitment to the early
years, and I note of course that she has continued on with the baby bundle. This investment has
provided a great opportunity for the many kinders in my electorate to upgrade and refurbish their
facilities. The information I seek is for the minister to provide an update on how these important early
childhood capital projects are progressing and what these investments will mean for the children,
families and staff in my electorate of Northern Victoria Region.
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EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:43): My constituency question is to the AttorneyGeneral. I am asking it on behalf of constituent Mr Wollmer, who lives in Greensborough. What he is
seeking, and the question I ask, is: will the minister review the law relating to trees overhanging and/or
threatening a neighbour’s property? Mr Wollmer wrote to the Attorney-General back in December
last year seeking this review because he is very concerned that there is a huge tree growing over his
property. A branch has already fallen off, which clipped the corner of his house, and he feels very
much that there is a threat from other branches. It is the side of the property where the bedroom is. He
has had information from the dispute resolution centre, which has basically referred him to his
insurance company, but unfortunately as a pensioner—and there are many others in this situation who
cannot afford that sort of support—he asks for a review of the current system.
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:44): My constituency question is to the Minister for Health
and Minister for Ambulance Services. A couple of weeks back we listened to a Dorothy Dixer where
she talked at length about excellent ambulance response times. As reported in the Border Mail, the
latest data from Ambulance Victoria shows that Indigo shire, which is the area surrounding Wodonga,
has the worst response times for urgent ambulance call-outs in Victoria. Despite what some people
think, Indigo shire is not the outback. It is a significant wine-growing region with 16 000 people. It is
not a huge area. The excuse that ambulances have a long way to travel is not acceptable. The latest
figures show there is only a 27 per cent chance of a crew reaching a code 1 case within 15 minutes.
This is completely unacceptable. It is an absolute to disgrace to the state of Victoria. Regional lives
matter. My question is: what will you do to ensure a First World ambulance service in Indigo shire?
EASTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:45): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Health. Whilst I am aware that the government has obviously got a very heavy schedule of election
commitments that it seeks to meet in its own right, given the matters that it put to the electorate at the
last election, I ask the minister if she would be prepared to look at a commitment that was made by
the opposition going into that election, which was the installation of robotic surgery equipment in
several public hospitals, one of them being one of my hospitals, the Austin Hospital, which has a very
strong commitment to cancer patient care. This system, the da Vinci system, is very effective in terms
of dealing with quite a range of cancers but is especially used in prostate cancer surgery. I believe that
it is important that we supplement what are fairly limited facilities in the public hospital system at this
stage.
WESTERN VICTORIA REGION
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (12:46): My constituency question today is for the Minister
for Roads, and it involves the recent federal announcement of $80 million in funding for state roads in
Western Victoria Region. This federal funding is most welcome, and we appreciate the advocacy of
the member for Wannon, Dan Tehan, for funding of long-overdue state road upgrades across the
region. Roads in the Great South Coast region carry the vitally needed produce of our $1.8 billion
agricultural sector, and many of the roads are in accident-prone areas. The action I seek from the
minister is to guarantee that the state government will equally match this federal $80 million, because
these critical strategic works, if they are to be undertaken, need federal funding and state funding.
SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:47): My constituency
question today is for the Minister for Planning. I am concerned that the minister is, along with his
penchant across many planning areas in the metropolitan area, seizing planning control of important
local developments. Bills Street is a major public housing site that is to be redeveloped by government.
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Nearby on the south end of Auburn Road in Hawthorn is also the University of Melbourne site, and
the minister has created a special planning committee which has enabled him to pull away power from
the City of Boroondara for planning on the Bills Street site. What I would ask him is: will you, or are
you prepared to, provide an arrangement where the City of Boroondara remains the responsible
authority for planning at both the University of Melbourne site and the Bills Street public housing
redevelopment?
EASTERN VICTORIA REGION
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:48): My constituency question is for the Minister for Police and
Emergency Services. While walking through a Gippsland public reserve recently my constituent was
almost mowed down by a large group of reckless dirt bike riders. The reserve is clearly marked with
warning signs indicating that dirt bike riding is not permitted. The group then proceeded to the nearby
football oval, where they wreaked havoc, damaging the grass surface. Central Gippsland only has one
qualified dirt bike police officer to patrol large tracts of open spaces, and this officer is regularly
redeployed to Melbourne. Our local police do an amazing job with limited resources; however, bush
user groups are concerned that their safety is being compromised due to a lack of police resources.
This is another example of Daniel Andrews’s government stripping resources from Gippsland to
redirect to Melbourne. Minister, what are you doing to ensure that Gippsland police have the resources
they need to patrol these tracks and bush areas and keep Gippslanders safe?
Motions
WEST GATE TUNNEL
Debate resumed.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:49): Continuing on with the debate and in trying to
understand what is being required here in looking at concessions and revoking the current contract, I
have problems on many levels. I was looking at a media release yesterday from the opposition, one
from Peter Walsh, who is apparently the Leader of The Nationals. He apparently is saying that the cost
of doing business and moving fresh produce and freight across the state of Victoria will also skyrocket
because of this. I think he forgets where he represents, which is northern Victoria. That produce has
to actually come through the west to get onto the docks to fly. What I also do not understand is that—
Ms Bath interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Well, isn’t that amazing. The Nationals are here today—the Nat is here today.
Hello. It is nice to hear from you. I am glad that you are actually here in the debate, rather than having
walked out of the room—excellent.
Obviously it is clear with this project that there are no tolls in the western suburbs. Hello! How is that
actually costing you to get your produce onto the docks? Isn’t that a cost saving to country Victoria,
to western Victoria, to northern Victoria—to country Victorians? It makes a whole lot of sense to me
that all of that produce will come through our city—my area—to get onto the docks.
Having looked at his media release, he is talking about potholes, and the reason there are potholes is
that he represents that area and obviously has not done anything for a very, very long time—quite
simply. You do not have massive potholes in my area, because I have represented my area for 22 years
and I have done it very well. So there you go.
Mr Davis interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Oh, the Leader of the Opposition has something to chime in around this project
as well. This is a terrible deal for Victorian motorists but a goldmine for Transurban. But he wants to
give Transurban a whopping compensation cheque by changing things in a contract. You absolutely
do not mind blowing out budgets on a $4 billion project. You are obviously quite happy to do that to
Victorians for years to come with what you are proposing today. You believe this is a goldmine for
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Transurban. Yes, you would love to give them a cheque for doing no work—wonderful. Let us give
them some more compensation because of your incompetence and because you wish to change things
on the run—unbelievable.
Mr Finn interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Come on, chime in, absolutely, Mr Finn. Come on. Why don’t you get all of your
mates, get them all here, because just hearing from one or two of you is not enough for me. I want you
all here—absolutely all of you here. Bring them all.
The PRESIDENT: Order! Dr Cumming, believe it or not, interjections are unparliamentary.
Inviting them might not be the best thing for the running of the chamber. So could you get back to
motion, please.
Dr CUMMING: Absolutely. Because the opposition has been in power many times over the last
20 years, and what I can actually understand from this apparent independent advice is that these
contracts are tied in with CityLink. Please tell me that you have actually read the Melbourne CityLink
Act 1995? Please tell me that in 1995—
Mr Davis: The parts that are redacted we haven’t read.
Dr CUMMING: You can understand—
Mr Davis: The government ought to provide those redacted parts.
Dr CUMMING: Absolutely, and that is what you are saying that you are able to do. From the
Melbourne CityLink Act 1995, an act that you are able to revoke, an act that is 20-plus years old, you
are actually saying—you know that they are all intertwined. If you make one change in this contract,
if you make one amendment or one tweak, all of those contracts—they are all intertwined. If you are
going to say to me that you have not read any of the previous contracts that you saw when you were
in power, which this contract is intertwined with—please. Please do not do this to my community.
You are not providing all of the information and all of the ramifications of your actions and how they
are going to hurt Victorians from now on. As to why you wish to continue to bring this into the
chamber, I am boggled. I am absolutely, completely boggled. It does not surprise me that the Liberal
Party and The Nationals would be happy if no project occurs in the western suburbs of Melbourne and
happy to actually give Transurban another cheque, compensating them for doing nothing, just because
they wish to rip something up. There are holes in the ground. It is being built. It has completely been
voted on by the community on more than the one occasion. The community knows that this is being
built, and they voted for it. They voted for it in such a way that it shows in how many Liberals are here
now. I can assure you, Mr Finn—
Mr Finn interjected.
Dr CUMMING: Oh, Mr Finn, how did you luckily get in? Respectfully, how did you luckily get
in, because I can assure you that in four years time if your party continues to support you, your party
will be non-existent in the western suburbs of Melbourne. You will be completely non-existent. You
are currently, obviously, not relevant. You do not listen to your community. You are so lucky, and you
know you are lucky to be here, Mr Finn. I have seen the election results.
The PRESIDENT: Dr Cumming, I think you have probably picked up on something that some of
us who have been here a long time know. Mr Finn needs no encouragement to interject on proceedings.
I would also ask you to stick to the question and not personally bring in other members of the chamber.
Dr CUMMING: President, that is wise advice not to listen to Mr Finn—very wise advice. Yes, I
will take that advice on. But I must say, President—and you also know this—that any time somebody
interjects on me, they are interjecting on my community. So from the interjections that I have heard
thus far—and I will not mention the member’s name, because you are right, they should not be listened
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to and they should be completely ignored—they should realise that they are interjecting on the people
who voted for me. They are interjecting on the people of the western suburbs. They are the people that
the member represents, the people that the member is obviously forgetting to represent by interjecting
on me. Quite simply every time the member interjects while I am speaking, they are actually stopping
the voice of the west. Hallelujah! God bless you, Mr Finn.
The PRESIDENT: On that note, I think it is a good time for us to break for lunch.
Sitting suspended 12.59 p.m. to 2.02 p.m.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (14:04): I am pleased to make a contribution to this motion as
we debate again.
Members interjecting.
Ms GARRETT: Again. Here we are debating the motion again. I think a lot of speakers have
raised some excellent points about the significance of this particular project, and as we consider this
motion, again, it is very important that those key features of the project are reinforced. I would like to
pick up where my colleague Ms Stitt left off. She was speaking very passionately and with great
experience about how difficult it is to get around for people living in the west. She was speaking about
how difficult it is: checking the radio in the morning, deciding that you are not actually going to go
across the bridge—or what road you are going to go down—and even in some cases turning around
and having to go home because it is that bad.
There is no easy solution to these difficult problems. What we have needed in Victoria is a government
that is not focused on motions that they redo, picking holes, but actually has the courage and conviction
to create the transformative projects that will change the lives of people living in the west. In fact it
will change the lives of people living right across Victoria in terms of moving goods and moving
people. I know that my colleagues on the crossbench, some of them, are concerned about population
growth, but we are some of the fastest growing regions in Australia. People find the west an incredibly
beautiful place to go, raise their families and have their babies. We have the new Joan Kirner hospital.
What an incredible—
A member interjected.
Ms GARRETT: We have got the baby baskets to give them. It is just that they cannot get home
when they leave the hospital because of the traffic.
Mr Dalidakis: They may leave with a baby but may arrive with a 21-year-old.
Ms GARRETT: That is right. That is actually quite a good joke from my colleague there. We want
to stop them leaving the hospital with a baby and arriving home with a 21-year-old. We would like
them to arrive home with the baby and give that baby a cuddle in the lounge room. And while this has
been a long—
Ms Shing interjected.
Ms GARRETT: That is right; the baby drives itself home. Well said, Ms Shing. The baby drives
itself home, gets its licence—
Ms Shing: With its own kids!
Ms GARRETT: and goes on to have its own kids. We are making jokes. It has been a long debate,
but at the heart of the joke is a sad, sad truth, really. The sad truth is that people just cannot get around
the west. So the Andrews Labor government took a very clear project to the electorate. It was a very
clear project that the electorate endorsed overwhelmingly. And why did the electorate endorse it
overwhelmingly, not just people in the west but people right across Victoria? Let us go through some
of those stats, shall we: less vehicles on the West Gate Bridge every day—up to 28 000 less vehicles;
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more time with your family, less time in the car; up to 7500 trucks per day off the West Gate Bridge.
Who has not been stuck on the West Gate Bridge because a truck has broken down or there has been
an accident?
Mr Dalidakis: Or driving between two of them.
Ms GARRETT: Or between two of them. It is crippling for people, and of course it is most
crippling if you are trying to get home from work, but it is also really difficult for families who might
have had a day at the beach or for those who are working in a different location or are setting up
somewhere else. To be stuck on that bridge can take hours. And for people’s lives and their amenity
in the inner west, there will be trucks off inner-western streets per day—up to 9000. With our great
rejuvenation of our inner suburbs, which is occurring in every corner of Victoria, the inner west has
enjoyed a huge rejuvenation. And redevelopments of old industrial sites that no longer serve their
purpose have turned them into amazing developments. Of course that brings activity—commercial
activity and social activity—but it also brings cars. Then you have a very high density residential area
that still has trucks going through it like it did when it was more industrially zoned. To get that—I
mean, that is music to people’s ears in the inner west, and it is also music to Victorians’ ears, because
people love going to the inner west. They are going there for brunches, they going to the wine bars
and to the movies, and now they will be able to do it more easily. It is a really important part of
Melbourne life.
I think that my colleagues would be delighted for me to repeat this stat: 50 per cent more capacity on
the West Gate Freeway from the M80 interchange—50 per cent more capacity. Then, when you look
at the travel time savings, there are travel time savings of up to 20 minutes between the city and
Melbourne’s west. Again, time with your family, not time in the car.
Mr Dalidakis interjected.
Ms GARRETT: Well, that is right. Working in your businesses, looking after your families and
contributing to the community. It goes on—up to 13 minutes of travel time savings on trips between
the west and the port of Melbourne. A CBD bypass—that is a violin, it is an orchestra of music to
people’s ears there.
Mr Gepp interjected.
Ms GARRETT: Well, I think that is exactly why this motion was knocked off, yes, and I thought
Dr Cumming spoke very passionately about what it means for her community when she was standing
up for the west. We are going to see a 10 per cent reduction in cars on Spencer Street and a 5 per cent
reduction in cars on King Street. Again, people living or working in the city or coming to the city are
going to see the benefits of this transformative project.
Of course this is not happening in isolation. We are going through the biggest infrastructure boom this
state has ever seen, not only with the transformative projects that help people get around the city but
also of course with the tens of thousands of jobs that have been and will be created and with all those
people living and working in our beautiful city. So as part of this package, we have upgraded the
Monash Freeway, which will also impact on this terrific project. That will provide faster, safer and
more reliable journeys. It is worth the house pausing to look at these stats, because we have heard a
lot of figures coming from those opposite, but the figures that Victorians actually care about, the
figures that change their lives, are figures like this, Mr Dalidakis: more reliable trips for 200 000 daily
motorists and room for an extra 2000 vehicles per hour during the peak on the Monash—
Mr Dalidakis: How many?
Ms GARRETT: Two thousand vehicles. Again, who amongst us has not been stuck on that
freeway? This is reducing travel times on average by 10 minutes a day, and I know my colleague the
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minister spoke about this, but this will lead to a 20 per cent reduction in crashes that cause serious
injury.
Mr Dalidakis: You can’t put a price on that.
Ms GARRETT: You certainly cannot. Then think what is combined with this life-changing
project, particularly for people in the west of Melbourne—it is not just about the road, and it never is
just about one thing with the Andrews Labor government. There will be a 24/7 truck ban in the inner
west. Walking and cycling connections—there is going to be 14 kilometres, including nine new and
upgraded cycling and walking bridges, if you do not want to be in the car. And we want people out of
their cars and on bikes. We want them walking and we want them on public transport. I have gone
nearly 10 minutes and I have not even mentioned the Melbourne Metro rail project, yet another
massive project. We want people on trains, we want them on pushbikes, we want them walking. It is
hard to do that—
Mr Dalidakis: Pushbikes? How old are you?
Ms GARRETT: I am very old—pushbikes. It is hard to do that if you are not providing the
infrastructure for people to safely cycle, and that is why the 14 kilometres of upgraded cycling and
walking tracks and bridges is amazing. It means people can get on their bike and safely get to wherever
they need to be.
Mr Dalidakis: And get fitter sooner.
Ms GARRETT: And get fitter sooner. Of course while they are on their bike having their coffee
on these new tracks while their wife is in the car on the new road going to her busy job in the city—
Mr Finn: How can you hold your coffee when you’re riding a bike?
Ms GARRETT: Well, you have not seen bikes these days. There are little things there, let me tell
you. There are plenty of them going around Brunswick.
Mr Dalidakis: It’s unruly to interject.
Ms GARRETT: It is unruly. So while you are having your coffee on your bike with your thing
there, you can stop and be in new open space—9 hectares of new open space. How much does that
mean in MCGs, you ask, Mr Gepp? Four MCGs.
Mr Gepp: That would almost hold every Richmond AFL member in the state.
Ms GARRETT: And there it is. We are not just talking about Richmond, Mr Gepp and Mr Finn.
We are also greening the west by planting more than 17 000 trees, so people are having their lattes,
buying their Carlton memberships and walking through open space parks—
Members interjecting.
Ms GARRETT: True believers.
Mr Dalidakis: No wonder you have got so much time to walk. You’ve got September free!
Ms GARRETT: Just you wait until tomorrow night. Now you have thrown me. We have got
17 000 trees. So we are not only providing the roads, the cycle tracks and the open spaces but also the
beautiful trees that mean so much to people, particularly when they are doing inner-urban living. To
reduce the noise of this new road there is of course the noise wall. I look forward to maybe a suggestion
for a great competition as to how those noise walls will look.
All of this is not just about lifestyle and livability for our western suburbs citizens, a group which is
growing day by day; it is also about jobs and the Victorian economy. As I mentioned before, these
projects are driving tens of thousands of jobs. They are good jobs, and coupled with those good jobs
is a commitment again by this Labor government of 10 per cent to apprentices, local procurement and
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Indigenous employment—and that is just the beginning. It is not only returned veterans. It is not only
that we are providing great, secure, well-paid jobs for Victorians; we are also ensuring that alongside
that we are giving opportunities to young Victorians to get a proper trade—a real trade. When their
apprenticeship finishes they are going to be able to then have access to meaningful employment that
means they can look after their families and get ahead in the world. Again, where people have had
social disadvantage or are from particularly vulnerable groups, we are giving them the opportunity in
these structured environments to change their lives like we are changing the way people in the west
get around.
We have a boost to gross state product of $11 billion.
Mr Melhem: How much?
Ms GARRETT: ‘How much?’, says Mr Melhem. Eleven billion dollars. How many jobs are
created? Up to 6000, including 500 apprenticeships, cadets and trainees and up to 150 jobs for former
auto workers. Again, while we are celebrating the great vision of the Andrews Labor government, this
is a government that does not leave people behind. We remember the terrible devastation when the
auto industry was abandoned by the federal Liberal Party. Who can forget Joe Hockey and Tony
Abbott? It is hard to pick the performances that were their worst, but that one remains among them:
laughing the car industry out of town and laughing in the faces of the tens of thousands of Victorians
who rely on the auto industry.
Mr O’Donohue: On a point of order, Deputy President, I appreciate this has been a wideranging
debate, and I appreciate that the member has been speaking about transport predominantly, but
fundamentally this motion is quite narrow in scope. I submit to you that the member is way beyond
the scope of the current motion.
Ms Shing: Further to the point of order, Deputy President, it may have escaped Mr O’Donohue’s
attention; however, I would like to just confirm that cars do in fact travel on roads and that is therefore
entirely within the scope of this particular discussion.
Mr Finn: On the point of order, Deputy President, I think Ms Shing is really pulling a very long
bow here to talk about cars when in fact the speaker was referring to the car industry and the federal
government, not the cars that were travelling in the tunnel.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Ms Garrett, I think if you just return to your contribution for the last
27 seconds, that might be the best use of your time.
Ms GARRETT: It has been wideranging because there are so many benefits to this project that
you cannot fit them into 15 minutes. I could ask for an extension of time myself and I would still be
here come nightfall, but I believe I have said enough. I commend the project to this house and to the
people of the west.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I take this opportunity to remind the previous speaker that when the
subject of the Richmond Football Club is mentioned, it does take priority over all business of the
house. I would like to take this opportunity, as the player sponsor of number 19, Tom Lynch, to wish
him all the best for his debut for the Richmond Football Club tomorrow night.
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:20): We did debate something similar to this a
couple of weeks ago, and if it had been up to me, I probably would not have brought forward a motion
like this again. But it is a different motion, and despite the fact that we were not the ones who brought
it forward, nevertheless we are being asked to again make a decision on it. Last time we spoke about
this, a couple of weeks ago, one of the points of evidence before us was a newspaper article by Terry
McCrann, and it mentioned some figures, which were thrown around in the chamber and—
A member interjected.
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Mr LIMBRICK: I will not take up the interjection. When people make decisions on these things,
they have to either look to their principles or look at the evidence available. For us this is not a matter
of principle; we are happy with toll roads. Everyone here likes the tunnel project. We are happy with
people paying for roads. What it came down to is: is this a good deal or not? That is what the motion
is about.
Since last week there has been new evidence brought to our attention in the Parliamentary Budget
Office (PBO) report, which I was handed yesterday. To be frank, I have not had time to analyse it. We
sat pretty late last night. The headline numbers on that were sort of similar to what we saw in the
newspaper article a few weeks ago. So we have two data points converging on the same sort of number.
I spoke to a couple of members of the government yesterday, and they said that they were going to
provide counter points to that. I have not received those counter points, but I know that some other
members on the crossbench have received some of those counter points. I can only conclude that the
thought was, ‘We’ve got an accountant and a business intelligence expert. Maybe sending them some
hastily constructed analysis isn’t such a good idea’.
Members interjecting.
Mr LIMBRICK: I do not know why we did not get it—I have no idea—so I have no counter
points. I have been carefully listening to all of the debating points here from the government, and noone has really refuted the PBO report. I have not heard, ‘Why is the PBO report wrong?’.
Members interjecting.
Mr LIMBRICK: Yes, we did. We did not get it. I have no idea why we did not get it. The only
evidence I have at my disposal is the PBO report and the discussion that we had last time, so we have
not changed our decision, and we will be supporting the motion.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (14:23): I am pleased to make some brief
remarks in summing up this motion. I thank the members who have contributed to this motion through
the course of this morning. I would just like to start by picking up a point Mr Limbrick made about
the PBO’s figures, which were released yesterday. As the house knows, the Parliamentary Budget
Office is established as an independent office of the Parliament. It acts independently of government.
It acts independently of all members of Parliament in undertaking its assessments and reaching its
conclusions.
What was very telling, though, with the release of that document yesterday, was the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure in the other place, the Honourable Jacinta Allan, saying, ‘There’s nothing new
in this document’—by implication endorsing the numbers the PBO had released. While the
government may now have given out some so-called counter points to some members of the
crossbench, yesterday Minister Allan was very clearly saying there is nothing new in this document,
as if she knew it, the government knew it and it was a matter of record.
Mr Jennings: No, I do not think you should take that inference.
Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: Mr Jennings says I should not take that inference from it. Minister Allan
yesterday made no attempt to dispute the figures in the PBO report. She said, ‘There’s nothing new
here’. That was absolutely the approach she took, which I think is a pretty strong indication that the
PBO cannot be far off as to where the government’s own internal numbers are.
Mr Dalidakis: On a point of order, Deputy President, I am just looking at the notice of motion, and
nowhere in the notice of motion does it make any reference to any type of report from the budget
office, nor does it refer to any other type of third-party report. So if Mr Rich-Phillips wants to introduce
new material, then maybe next sitting week he can go for a third time by changing this reference.
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: It is the member’s motion, and he is summing up the debate. The
report was mentioned during the debate, so he is within his right to raise it.
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Mr RICH-PHILLIPS: The proposition before the house this afternoon is a simple one.
Irrespective of what happens in the house this afternoon, the West Gate Tunnel is being built and the
West Gate Tunnel will be finished and apparently will open in 2022, and we will have that second
crossing of the Maribyrnong and Yarra rivers.
What the house is looking at this afternoon is how that project is funded. The government has provided
by way of the agreement two funding mechanisms. Its preferred mechanism is the deal with
Transurban, which sees $37 billion of tolls imposed on Victorian motorists; and if the house does not
agree to that, which is what I am asking the house to do this afternoon in supporting this motion, the
default is that the government, the state, puts the other capital contribution in in place of Transurban’s
contribution.
So we have a simple proposition. While the motion is drafted in a technical way, the consequence of
it is simple: we choose one of the two funding mechanisms which are currently in the West Gate
Tunnel project agreement. Do we go with the current mechanism, which sees $37 billion of tolls
imposed on CityLink users, who may not even be West Gate Tunnel users; or do we go with the
alternative mechanism, which is allowed for in the agreement, which is where the state makes the
capital contribution? I believe, and the coalition believes, that it is not in Victorians’ interests that
$37 billion worth of tolls be levied to pay for a road which can be funded with a $4 billion capital
contribution. This road will be built either way. This is about what is in the best interests of
Victorians—not what is in the best interests of Transurban, not what is in the best interests of the
Victorian government, but what is in the best interests of all Victorians.
It is our position very strongly that making this partial revocation to stop that toll increase, to stop that
toll extension and therefore to have this road funded through a capital contribution from government
is a far better way. It is far more in the interest of all Victorians than the alternative mechanism, and I
would urge members to support this motion this afternoon.
House divided on motion:

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

Grimley, Mr
Hayes, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
McArthur, Mrs

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

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

Motion negatived.

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms (Teller)
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms
Vaghela, Ms
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Committees
ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (14:34): I move:
That this house:
(1) acknowledges the risk that flammable cladding on the exterior of buildings poses to the Victorian
community, particularly in the light of 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 and Victoria is the same
or similar to the material involved in recent international incidents;
(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 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 urgently, including where the burden of cost should lie;
(f)

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

(g) the adequacy of the Victorian Building Authority’s audit and cladding taskforce;
(h) building regulations that apply to cladding, including the National Construction Code;
(i)

any other matters the committee considers relevant;

and further requires the committee to examine the evidence in light of relevant national and international
learnings.

This is an important motion, and I want to pay tribute in the first instance to Dr Ratnam for bringing a
similar motion just a few weeks ago. This has some modifications to it, and I will talk to those in a
moment, but it is a motion that has been carefully thought through. This is a significant issue buildingwise and with our housing sector. It is a significant issue of public safety too. We know that there are
very significant risks, and it is clear that the government has been slow to respond to these. I know the
government has made further announcements this week about a greater role for the Victorian Building
Authority. Of course the VBA itself is not immune from criticism with respect to these issues around
cladding. The VBA have the primary role, in many respects, of putting in place regulations—many of
the regulations; not all of them, of course, but some of them—and indeed building practitioners and
the related regulations have played a significant role in potentially what is a very significant risk to the
community.
We have seen the terrible incidents internationally, and I do not think I need to go through those again.
I think the community knows those incidents, and I think the previous debate certainly covered many
of those in particular. But our local incidents, Lacrosse and Neo200, are ones that the community saw
very clearly, and it knows that there is a significant risk.
The government has established a cladding task force, and I do not, in itself, cast aspersions on that
task force. There are some eminent Victorians—former Premier Ted Baillieu, former Deputy Premier

COMMITTEES
Wednesday, 20 March 2019

Legislative Council

889

John Thwaites and others—involved with that task force. But it is ultimately the responsibility of
government to make sure that this is right, and it is ultimately the responsibility of this Parliament to
make sure that in place is a system that guarantees the safety of the community and that there is a
sensible way forward to deal with the legacy issues and to ensure that regulation into the future meets
the standards that the community expects. I do very much note the work of the task force. I was briefed
on that in my former role as shadow Minister for Planning, and I pay tribute in the sense that I have
handed over that role to Tim Smith in this current Parliament. He is certainly prosecuting the
community’s safety as his first priority in this respect, and I think that is as it should be.
I am personally not persuaded that we are in a position of good safety. I am not persuaded that safety
is at the level that you would expect, and a key role of this inquiry would be to examine those points
closely, to speak to the key bureaucrats and to understand the complexity of what is a mixed national
and state interaction in terms of the materials that come into the country, the testing regimes that are
applied to those and the standards that are put in place nationally and state-wise for the use of those.
The certification that occurs and the building surveyors have a role there—and certainly they are at
the forefront of this in many respects—along with the monitoring processes that are in place, to make
sure that what is a suitable building material is actually what is put on the building and there are no
modifications to the schedules or to the certified plans that might put a building at risk in the future.
Now, it is not of course just private buildings that are involved here; it is public buildings too. The
state, I think, has to do more in this regard with its own buildings—schools and especially hospitals—
to make sure that they are safe and that the outcome is satisfactory.
It is also the case that the government’s arrangements that were put in place through the recent
legislation involving councils and the deferral of rates and other steps that were put in place may offer
some additional comfort to owners of properties and apartments, but I am also not convinced—and I
said this at the time the bill went through—that this in itself would provide the solution. Of course
with many new apartments, home owners have bought them in good faith, believing that the regulatory
systems were satisfactory, only to discover now, retrospectively, that in fact there is a problem with
the quality or a problem with the certification or a problem with the choice of materials that are being
used for that building. Hence the risks that are now posed. Those home owners—the body corporates
and the home owners that are associated with them—are carrying the financial burden of that, when
in fact it is generally not their error or their failure that resulted in this problem. There will have to be
a reckoning in this respect.
In the bill that went through the Parliament last year I note the good quantity of information that was
provided by Mr Dalidakis, who was the minister at the table at the time, and the long and lengthy
interchange that occurred between me and him as we sought to understand the scheme that was
proposed, the scale of the problem and the costs involved in the problem. I put on record my thanks
for that additional information at the time.
This is something that is not just a Victorian issue, and people will make that point, I have no doubt.
There is a national perspective and obviously an international perspective. There are learnings that can
be drawn upon. One of the differences between this motion and Dr Ratnam’s is that I have made the
point quite clear that the international and national learnings are actually something that we should be
drawing explicitly upon to ensure that what we are doing is the very best practice and the very best
way forward for the state.
I should also make the point that there have been real challenges in getting information in this area. I
think that the task force process is still, if I can be honest, a little chaotic, and I do not actually have
confidence that the task force has been given the full authority that in fact it ought to have been. Again,
I cast no aspersions on those who are seeking to deliver the very best outcomes that they can in the
circumstances. I think what is required is for the Parliament—and this is an opportunity to do it—to
put in place a mechanism that will dig down and work out the very best way forward, a way that will
put at its forefront public safety and a fair set of financial arrangements that do not leave home owners
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holding the baby, as it were, of significant costs. The insurance aspects of this are also very significant,
and I think that those need to be better understood too to provide a clearer and more satisfactory way
forward.
I understand that some in the government have suggested that this inquiry would carry a risk that it
would expose publicly the actual addresses of properties that are at risk. It is not my view that the
inquiry would do that. It would be comprised of people from this chamber, who would be very
mindful, in my view, of this. I actually have some trust in my colleagues in that respect, but if it were
helpful to the chamber, we could insert a significant addition or a small addition which would make
that clear. We would be mindful of any information which is in the public domain that may
compromise safety. I think you could give the committee an explicit instruction. I am not sure that that
is necessary, because I actually have a high level of trust in my colleagues in this chamber. A series of
members sitting on that committee or perhaps a subcommittee would be looking at those matters
closely.
The building regulations that surround cladding are still not, in my view, satisfactory, and we need a
way forward that will guarantee into the future that we have outcomes we can actually be confident
of. This is a thoughtful and modest way forward. I do not believe that the Parliament should take the
risk of not looking at this matter closely. I think the community expects us to take some responsibility
here and actually make sure that what is in place is satisfactory and what is in place is going to
guarantee that public safety is to the fore. In that sense, I think to not support a close examination of
the points around cladding is problematic.
One reason I have been very keen to move on this is that I think we have a responsibility, and I for one
would not want to be in the position of not having taken every reasonable step when later there is a
tragedy or a terrible outcome and we were not prepared to go the extra mile and actually look at the
regulatory arrangements and start the process of getting this all in place. I know that building ministers
and planning ministers nationally have some responsibilities here, and I know that they are looking at
a number of these points, but that in no way absolves this Parliament and this chamber of responsibility
for an issue of this type. We have seen the impact on people. It has been terrible. The Neo200 tower
fire that we saw recently, with the displacement of people from that property for quite a lengthy period,
is not something that we want to see repeated across the country. That risk remains live in many areas
around this state. It is not just in the metropolitan area; I am aware of a number of properties that are
in country areas as well. This is a significant issue. This motion is a modest and thoughtful response
and a very responsible way forward on behalf of the Victorian community. I implore the chamber to
think carefully. This is an important response. It is an important matter of public safety that we cannot
take seriously enough.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (14:48): I rise today to speak to the motion that Mr Davis has moved
in relation to flammable cladding as it appears on the notice paper. At the outset what I want to do is
acknowledge a couple of the things that Mr Davis said in his contribution and perhaps to respond to
those before moving onto the general principles that underpin the government’s position on this
particular proposal and the reference to a committee which seeks to achieve the objectives that are set
out in the motion.
Mr Davis has sought to make a case to say that the work of this committee will enable the Parliament
to understand the complexity of the issues associated with flammable cladding. What I want to put on
the record at the outset is the fact that we have here within the Parliament the capacity and the
opportunity to look at certain issues in a way that may deep-dive into those issues and that may position
the Parliament to come up with conclusions around policy, around regulation, around procedure and
around the business of the chamber and of the Parliament. However, what we really need to look at,
as the first principle in this particular issue of the flammable cladding identification, management,
removal and rectification is the fact that there are scores of experts looking at the complexity of these
issues. Mr Davis is relying upon them as the rationale for a process which would take up to four
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months in a way that would include a parliamentary component to examine this issue whilst we have
that work going on already. It is work that is taking place with a significant degree of urgency, with
an absolute commitment to public safety, and in a way which has developed key community, industry,
regulatory, peak body and cross-jurisdictional resources for use in identifying the safety risks and the
issues associated with flammable cladding, not just in domestic buildings but also in public sector
buildings as well as commercial buildings. The backdrop to all of this is one of extreme seriousness
and indeed tragedy, and nobody who speaks to this motion is seeking to downplay or to underestimate
the risks that are involved in this issue. But we do need to make sure that when we talk about it as
parliamentarians that we understand first and foremost that the complexities of these issues need to be
supported at their foundation by facts around what this issue is actually about.
Flammable cladding is something which was the subject of an extensive review and inquiry by former
Premier Ted Baillieu, and former minister John Thwaites, who have extensively looked at issues
around the prevalence and the occurrence of this cladding, the extent to which it poses a risk, the way
in which there might be a mechanism to investigate and advise on rectification of non-compliant or
non-conforming external cladding and also the way in which changes can be recommended to the
regulatory system. So this has already taken place, and this work has been informed by the experts,
stakeholders and industry representatives, which in making his contribution to the motion Mr Davis
referred to as being germane to a parliamentary understanding of the issue. Well, that work has already
been done and that inquiry has already been completed, and that review has provided
recommendations, all of which are in the process of being accepted and implemented.
There was a report handed down in November 2017 which contained 27 recommendations on this
particular issue. Off the back of that and off the back of the primacy of the safety of life on this issue—
and understanding this sleeping giant of a challenge that exists all around Australia, and indeed, as we
saw with the Grenfell fire, all the way around the world—we need to have an understanding of this
which goes beyond any posturing or time or resources spent on enabling us as parliamentarians to get
to the same level of expertise which is held by those people who are in fact assisting within the task
force and not just as a consequence of that review. We have government agencies as part of the task
force. We have got fire safety experts working as part of this task force. We have worked alongside
councils, the MFB and the CFA, and considered the way in which we work with the structures that
exist at a council level for the purposes of municipal building surveying activities, so we have a clear
understanding of what the problem is. What we need to do now is to focus on the most efficient, safe
and consistent application of these recommendations. If we step back and look at the extent to which
a parliamentary inquiry couched in the terms of this motion will achieve that end to a better extent
than that which has already been undertaken, then I think we overstate the contribution that we as
parliamentarians can make to an issue that Mr Davis described as ‘incredibly complex’.
We want to ensure that stakeholders—the insurance industry, local councils, the Victorian Building
Authority (VBA)—and governments, not just in Victoria but in various states and territories, the
commonwealth and around the world, are not sitting on their hands on this issue. We saw what
happened when that occurred: fires in buildings that contained external flammable cladding resulted
in tragic and indeed preventable loss of life. In undertaking the audit to determine the existence of this
cladding issue and the scope of it around the state, a comprehensive risk assessment has been
established, and there has been a tool established by which it can be determined, building by building,
structure by structure, the extent to which we may have an issue with combustible materials. We may
have an issue with combustible materials in a way that presents that public safety risk and in fact goes
above that three-storey border which has been determined for the purposes of allowing that cladding
to be used. We have seen expert panels reassessing around 20 buildings from previous audits and four
of those buildings are now considered to be high risk. This brings us back to the issue of what to do
when a building is determined to have high risk attached to it. What we see now is that there are various
mitigation measures that can be undertaken, that are being undertaken and that as much as anything
include fire safety and prevention mechanisms and measures, monitoring, rectification works and
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again that consistency of approach and sign-off, not just on existing buildings but again in best practice
for new construction that make sure that over time we improve and reduce the number of buildings in
which there may be a risk that is identified as high risk.
In August last year the Parliament gave the VBA the power to destructively test panels, and those new
powers commenced in September last year. So now when a building is audited, the focus is in fact on
assessing the cladding—drilling into it and testing the material—because we know that the external
cladding and the way in which it is packed and what it contains can actually vary around the extent to
which straw or aluminium or polyethylene cores may be a fire risk themselves. What we have seen is
that that audit process needs to continue and it needs to continue to become faster and involve those
physical inspections, and that is actually what is occurring.
In relation to public buildings the government has committed to rectifying all government assets, and
so far there has been $10 million allocated to schools. The history of this issue, if we cast our minds
back to further than recent tragedy, back further than Neo200, Lacrosse and Grenfell, we see that
25 years ago this problem first started to arise, and it was a lack of regulation and a lack of consistency
in the way in which building safety was determined. Often it came down to issues around planning
and issues around the way in which problems could be raised, addressed and fixed with respect to
public safety. Now cladding rectification agreements have also been set up to assist owners in
obtaining lender finance to actually pay for the work necessary. This is a significant improvement on
what occurs in other jurisdictions. In the same way that the tool that has been developed in Victoria is
being relied upon and sought out by other jurisdictions, we are actually leaning very heavily into this
hard work. It is difficult work and it is work that often seems like trying to track down needles in
haystacks over and over and over again. We continue to work towards maintaining that level of public
safety, and indeed public confidence, in medium and high-rise buildings now and into the future.
As I referenced earlier, the task force and the building authority have completed that statewide building
audit and the VBA is continuing to increase its program of audits and inspections. Emergency orders
have also been issued to improve safety at some of those higher risk buildings. There are restrictions
that apply on the use of certain cladding materials, and indeed the task force, as I referenced earlier,
has provided counterparts in other jurisdictions with that risk assessment tool because we are driving
this stuff proactively already. Despite what is contained in Mr Davis’s contribution, the wording of
the motion itself does not add anything substantive to what is already being undertaken—the work
that the government has already committed to and resourced and will continue to commit to and
continue to resource now and into the future.
In the other states what we see by way of comparison is an onus upon the owner to self-assess and
report without any government assistance at all. This is a process which is undertaken in a vacuum
when you compare that with the Victorian jurisdiction. Again, it is pleasing for the sake of the public
safety argument to see that this tool is now being rolled out more readily and that hopefully the highwater mark that the Victorian government has set in addressing and understanding this issue, not just
reactively and not just as a consequence of Lacrosse or Neo, are the things that will contribute in
aggregate to making sure that medium and high-rise buildings, public buildings and any buildings over
that height boundary are in fact safe to the best extent possible now and into the future.
There has also been a significant amount of work going on, to go to Mr Davis’s point about the
financial consequences upon owners of the particular schemes as they relate to cladding rectification
agreements, to work on a national approach with the insurance industry for the purposes of
understanding consequences with professional indemnity insurance. And as cladding also affects
professional premiums, consultation with the Building Regulators Forum is actually a really important
part of that ongoing discussion. Within that regulatory space we have what can be done to require or
compel owners, builders, surveyors and councils to do the right thing and to take public safety into
their minds first and foremost in relation to buildings over which they have control, but also we need
to look at the soft regulation which is involved in setting up standards for professional application by
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peak bodies. So these are the sorts of things that will also continue to drive that change across various
jurisdictions into the future, and it is a combination of that hard and soft regulation that is needed and
that is the focus of this ongoing work as government continues to resource this important issue.
The insurance industry has been very, very clear with government on this issue. It requires and is
continuing to push for a national coordinated approach to the issue to result in real change that
addresses the fundamental concerns at the heart of the question of flammable cladding and its
prevalence in contemporary structures around the country. The industry also needs to work together
to ensure the public is safe from combustible cladding and that building practitioners also continue to
be adequately insured. We have heard and we will continue to hear the horror stories associated with
inconsistent outcomes or with assessments that have been conducted which have failed to meet the
relevant tests as far as the presence of flammable cladding is concerned in a way that then means that
an owner or a purchaser is not able to make an informed decision when they go to occupy or to acquire
a building or a part of a building.
This then leads back to the question of those physical assessments and also to the importance of annual
inspections. The VBA has increased the number of annual inspections from 2 to 10 per cent following
a direction from government to do so. In fact this has been underpinned by $25 million, which was
provided through the 2018–19 budget to carry out this work. So what we see on the ground is more
buildings being checked for dangerous and for combustible materials and a cracking down on builders
who flout the law or who failed to provide all relevant information. If you go online to the task force
website, there are also a number of valuable resources that exist for people to know and to understand
more about this issue, to correct any misinformation or misunderstanding about the risks that may
present and to understand how to reduce the risks of fire, including issues around the way in which
gas bottles should be stored, the way in which cigarette butts should be disposed of and the way in
which balconies should be kept clear. These are things which help everybody in the context of
minimising the risk of fire wherever they might live in an apartment setting and in fact assist more
people in that domestic environment to have ownership over their own safety as well, and that is an
important part of driving increased public confidence in how it is that this issue might be minimised
within our communities.
Importantly, what we also see is that at the front end of construction for the wider industry if a building
under construction is not compliant, then an occupancy permit will not be issued. So we see the gradual
phasing in of these higher standards which apply now with the knowledge that we have about
flammable cladding and about the risks that it presents to make sure that we can crack down on
construction, that we can address the issue of rectification in a timely way and that we can replace
combustible facades panel by panel, with each panel to be inspected, assessed and given the all clear
in that scenario. A building surveyor will be carrying out thorough inspections on every panel at the
Lacrosse building in Latrobe Street, for example, to remove and to replace that combustible facade,
and that will be completed in July. If we think for a moment about the terms that Mr Davis has
proposed in his motion, the Lacrosse building’s issues will have been substantively addressed for the
purposes of removal of that risk and replacement with suitable external cladding before any such
committee would have a chance to report on the issues that are set out in the motion.
Having been in this Parliament in the last term and having seen the way in which parliamentary
inquiries are conducted, it is my view that we need to understand our relative position in all of this.
Parliamentarians have a limited capacity, in my view, to make a substantive and positive difference to
an understanding of this complex issue when this work is already being undertaken by experts in the
field. We can have opinions on it. We can have opinions on the way in which the issue should be
addressed. I note that paragraph (3)(e) of Mr Davis’s motion refers to:
alternative policies for ensuring the dangerous flammable cladding on Victorian buildings is replaced
urgently, including where the burden of cost should lie …
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But if it is the job of the committee to come up with this work, ‘alternative policies’ are in fact founded
by people who were not part of the review, who are not part of the task force, who are not part of the
work on the ground to understand and appreciate the extent to which risk applies in any given situation,
who presumably do not have building surveyor qualifications and who presumably do not have
architect qualifications—unlike former Premier Ted Baillieu, who was part of this particular review.
We can but have an indirect understanding of this issue and the extent to which it affects Victorians
who live in or work in or around or near buildings that are faced with this particular challenge.
There is a lot of transparency in relation to the work that is already being undertaken. What we see
now in relation to the Neo200 fire, which occurred on 4 February, is that at the moment over 90 per
cent of residents are in fact back in their homes. We will continue to work to achieve that total return,
and the City of Melbourne is continuing to work as the municipal building surveyor with the
authorities to ensure that the building is safe before all residents return to that particular site. The VBA
will continue to work with municipal building surveyors, owners and owners corporations to identify
non-compliant cladding, but rectification is not going to happen overnight.
There are lots of complexities to work through, but again it strikes me as slightly out of touch for us
as parliamentarians to say that we know better than the experts do in this regard. We should absolutely
inform ourselves to the extent we see fit. We should absolutely take the opportunity of being elected
representatives to understand the minutiae at a very granular level—at a chemical level if we should
so desire—to understand the way in which this issue arises. We can go into the physics; we can go
into the molecular changes that occur when external combustible cladding ignites. We can understand,
through modelling, the way in which apartment complexes and buildings have caught fire, but to what
end when again the fundamental objectives are already clear? The fundamental objectives are to
identify where this cladding is and what it actually means for people in those areas, to advise on
rectification of non-complying and non-conforming external cladding and to recommend changes to
the regulatory system.
When we go through Mr Davis’s contribution and look at what he has said about concerns that have
been raised on the publication of addresses where flammable external cladding may be present,
Mr Davis seems to have forgotten that in the last Parliament committees reported on things,
committees undertook inquiries and committees had confidential information which many members
of this Parliament and indeed many members of the community read about firsthand in the newspapers
after that information was leaked. What we saw was an inability for elected representatives to maintain
confidentiality.
It is one of the great tragedies of the human condition that I cannot have nearly the same level of
confidence that Mr Davis appears to have discovered now. He was sitting in the same Parliament that
I was when this information from other committees was made available to the media, word for word.
We are now expecting, with the level of confidence that Mr Davis has expressed, that these issues
which have a high degree of commercial sensitivity and which have absolute financial, industrial and
wellbeing consequences for people, will remain silent, will remain off the record—that they will be
held in confidence. I find that to be more than just a little unsatisfactory, because we saw in the last
Parliament that committees were unable to actually keep confidential the information, the submissions
or the materials that had been entrusted to them, and we saw that committee deliberations were leaked
and published in newspapers. I have no confidence whatsoever, despite the platitudes from others
around this chamber who may seek to take the highest road on the virtue of this inquiry, that this would
not happen again. What we have here in the substance of this issue is a task force that has been
operating since 2017—two years. It has had a report, it has had updates, it has provided
recommendations, it has administered an assessment tool and it is continuing to work with
stakeholders across the board. All of a sudden Mr Davis comes here with a motion that presupposes
that in four months time alternative policies might yet come up with an even better solution. Mr Davis
comes here and wants to not only reinvent the wheel but potentially hold in abeyance all of the work
that is continuing now to address this public safety challenge. He comes here and wants to refer off to
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a committee—a committee that I do not think for any moment will be able to retain confidentiality in
the same way Mr Davis thinks it will—to look into the issue and to determine, with apparently the
same level of qualification and depth of knowledge as experts, what the answers to this issue should be.
You could be forgiven for being a little cynical about this. I am more than a little cynical about this. I
am cynical about this because it seems to me that many of the people who take very ardent positions
about an inquiry of this nature going forward have not actually read the review, have not actually read
the materials on the sites, have not actually understood the minutiae and the detail of building
surveyors and the work being undertaken by the VBA to address this issue and have not been part of
that granular detail, and they are now saying, ‘Well, actually, hold on a second. When we get the
opportunity through a committee referral then we will do all of that’. Well, good luck trying to cram
that level of forensic understanding achieved through more than two years of work by the VBA and
the task force and the work with government, stakeholders, local authorities, insurance bodies,
building surveyors and assessors and people who work in construction. Good luck in getting that level
of detail within four months to propose alternative policies.
The level of detail that is contemplated by this particular motion is pretty breathtaking as well. When
we look at the scope of the motion it is actually increasingly clear that the inclusive nature of the
drafting suggests that anything is able to be considered by the committee. When we go to the third
paragraph of the motion, it says:
(3) requires that the Environment and Planning Committee inquire into, consider and report within four
months after the Committee first meets on the adequacy …

Note the highly subjective nature of that term there. And who are we? Oh, wait, we may be partisan
in determining what is adequate; maybe we will not. But I suspect that those who crafted this motion
or had anything to do with it are going to have very subjective views on the nature of the ‘adequacy’
of the:
… government’s response to the identification of buildings throughout Victoria that are at risk due to
flammable cladding …

Then it goes on to say ‘including, but not limited to’. When you say ‘including, but not limited to’,
what you are inviting, in the way in which this has been drafted, is the broadest possible application
of the committee’s resources, scrutiny, reporting, recommendations and indeed—oh, wait—publicity
that might come of this to be rolled out systematically to keep this issue going. For anyone who has
been involved in the public work to drive attention to this issue for their own partisan gains or for the
purposes of perhaps advancing personal interests, here is a newsflash for you: the work has been going
on for two years. Here is another newsflash for you: the resources that are already being allocated to
this issue are not simply being flung around with gay abandon because it seems like a populist, reactive
thing to do; they are being allocated to identify risk, to remove risk, to mitigate risk and to inform
owners, occupiers, bodies corporate, stakeholders, peak bodies and the representatives of all of those
groups of what this issue actually means.
I would say that what we do have is the opportunity to continue with this work now. What we do have
is the opportunity for more information to be provided and for more discussion to be had about how
we prevent the sorts of tragedies we have seen at Grenfell, and at Lacrosse and Neo200 with the fires
there, albeit to a much lesser extent than that which occurred in the UK. We have the opportunity to
make sure that we can use Victoria as the high watermark from which to improve and increase the
level of vigilance and work that needs to occur in other states and territories.
We see again that this will be a long-term proposition. This cannot happen overnight, as much as those
who speak for the opposition on planning matters, whether in this Parliament or in the previous
Parliament, may like to think it can or as much as those who use this as a public soapbox may like to
think it can. The work is already happening. The work is happening assiduously. The work is
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happening with the greatest degree of diligence and care that the VBA can give it and that this
government can provide. Nobody is walking away from the risk in this particular issue.
What I would hate to see happen in the debate on this motion would be for someone to stand up and
say, ‘Well, because you do not support a reference of this nature to this committee you do not care
about this issue’, because that would be a really, really easy bow to draw. It would be a really cheap
line to run. It will not surprise me if this line is run. It will not surprise me if in the event of this
discussion that we are having today we hear other speakers say, whether in this chamber or elsewhere,
that because of the work that is already going on and because of the view that the government takes—
that this particular inquiry can understand, perhaps, the issues as they apply and can understand the
measures that are being taken but is in no position to be an expert about alternative policies—we do
not care. It may be later today or it may be tomorrow that someone might say something in the chamber
like, ‘You don’t care about this because government doesn’t agree to actually open up this issue all
over again and conduct hearings and take thousands of submissions and have parliamentary resources
allocated to this issue’. Again, here is another newsflash: we have seen budgetary allocations of
resources for precisely this reason in the most recent Victorian budget. We have form. We have form
in the action that we have taken, the positions that we have put on the record, the statements made over
and over again by Minister for Planning Richard Wynne—not just in the other place, not just in the
media, not just by the side of the Premier, who has also underscored the importance of getting on with
this work in a way that addresses the fundamental concerns and priorities of public safety, risk,
information and education. How much more do we need to do to understand alternative policies than
through a process which is, as I indicated, so broad it could mean everything or indeed nothing at all?
But it is only a four-month enquiry. It is only four months, so let us just put to one side the two years
of work that has already been done. Let us just put to one side the recommendations that have been
very carefully constructed. Let us just park that for a moment and let us talk about the purposes that
sit more realistically at the heart of a motion like this. We see that committee work, as I said, cannot
be trusted to be confidential. We see that information, such as the locations of flammable external
cladding in buildings around the state, is not guaranteed to be held in anywhere near the sort of secrecy
or the confidence that it requires so as not to diminish the value of those buildings or, much more
importantly, to put at risk the safety of any people who may be in or near those buildings. We see not
only that the committee structure will hamper the work of government but also that there are real safety
risks associated with it.
Having resources diverted to a further retelling of this particular issue, as Mr Davis referred to, to
bureaucrats, experts, stakeholders and the community at large being able to participate in this issue, in
fact diverts from the work that is continuing at pace, on the ground, every single day, through local
government, with the VBA, with the minister, with the departments, with the insurance industry, with
building surveyors and experts, to continue to make things better and safer over time.
One of the things that occurs to me as being germane to this particular motion moved by Mr Davis is
the reference to information and the desire for those movers and supporters of the motion to understand
more about the ‘complexity of the issues’. Importantly, and I have referred to this a number of times
but I keep needing to come back to it, since the work of this committee began in June 2017—so nearly
two years ago—it has consistently made itself available to brief all members of the house and
interested parties, and that offer remains open. The task force has offered to provide information not
just to Mr Davis or to Dr Ratnam, not just to members of the crossbench, not just to members of the
opposition or members of the government but to any interested party who wants to know what is going
on. They can find out more. Every available expert and professional in fire safety and building
construction with knowledge to impart has either sat on the task force or the stakeholder reference
group or been in detailed, extensive consultation with the VBA. Simply put, no stone has been left
unturned in relation to this issue. And it is more than a little hubristic, I would suggest, that alternative
policies might be concocted by people with no real or substantive expertise on this issue, in a
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committee environment, which is by no means guaranteed to be secure, in order to address issues
which have been the subject of this intense scrutiny for nearly two years.
In addition to the task force report, there has also been the UK building safety inquiry by Dame Judith
Hackitt. Then there is the Shergold-Weir report. It outlines several independent assessments in New
South Wales and in Queensland. The findings are all very similar. So we have the diagnosis. We are
in the process of rolling it out across the board. We are in the process of addressing community
concerns—whether they are at Lacrosse or at any other building, whether they are held by owners, by
renters and occupiers, by bodies corporate or by others—of addressing this issue.
To cloud the waters and to arrest this progress because somebody wants a soapbox to talk about how
the government does not care about this issue is to fundamentally miss the point of everything that has
formed part of the Baillieu-Thwaites review, the recommendations that have been accepted and are
being implemented, the work of the task force, the ongoing engagement, the online resources and
tools, the community consultation, the professional development and the ongoing discussion about the
primacy of public safety.
A committee will bring nothing further—nothing of positive construct—to the table. And what we see
with this particular motion—when we look at it carefully and when we see the cascading components
particularly of paragraphs 2 and 3, which potentially enable the committee to look at anything and
everything within a policy and regulatory framework within this jurisdiction and others, as Mr Davis
made clear in his contribution, within the cladding rectification agreements process, within the impacts
of home owners and the identification of external flammable cladding, in the response of local councils
and the impact of the government’s response on home owners facing financial hardship—is that we
have these loaded terms.
What work can the committee do when it comes back with a report that says, ‘We find’—I don’t
know; it might be leaked in advance so we might yet get a copy that we can read about in the Herald
Sun, including the locations of all of these residences where it supposedly might occur—‘that there
has been an impact on home owners. We find that there has been an impact on apartment prices. We
find that there is a need for alternative policies’. Great. Do you know what? You will not be experts.
I sat on numerous inquiries in the last Parliament. I sat on inquiries as they related to bushfire
preparedness and to the way in which plastic bags occur within the commercial and light industrial
environment. I sat on an inquiry in relation to large-scale commercial transactions, including the long
lease of the port of Melbourne transaction. That was $9.729 billion worth of a transaction. I sat on that
committee and I studied assiduously to understand the components that underpinned that $9.72 billion
transaction, as it turned out to be, and at the end of that process, despite all of my efforts and all of my
endeavours and all of my absolute commitment to getting to understand the granular detail of the
issues around large-scale transactions of this nature and their regulatory and legislative impact, I was
still not an expert. I was a member of a process within the Parliament to understand some of what was
going on and to make the best assessment that could possibly be made about the way in which that
particular subject matter could be better understood and any issues could be addressed and perhaps
honed more broadly within the Parliament.
When I was on the inquiry into the examination of an unconventional gas exploration or extraction
industry in Victoria, I studied—again, assiduously—for a couple of years to understand the way in
which hydrogeological surveys worked, to understand the way in which extraction methods operate,
to understand at a chemical level the physics involved in this. And I made, at the end of it all, after
reviewing all of the submissions—there were 1996 submissions, I think, but I do not want to mislead
the Parliament; it was certainly in the realm of that number—what I thought was the best possible
determination upon weighing up all of the materials. But I am no expert. We can but synthesise the
information which is provided to us, but what we have seen with this particular issue of external
flammable cladding is that experts have been doing this for two years already. They are making
themselves available, as they have done since they issued their report, to any member of the Parliament
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who wants to find out more. Anyone is able to seek information and a briefing from the task force
about this work.
This is, plainly, something which is being done to politicise the parliamentary committee process—
and I see Dr Ratnam shaking her head—and it is unfortunate, because in the last Parliament I saw
politicised inquiry after politicised inquiry, and the results had limited efficacy for Victorians. The
results in too many cases involved a report, votes, recommendations, something being published and
a lot of tweets—there were a lot of tweets about it—and then, more often than not, it went into the
vortex of someone’s opinion, and it was not someone’s opinion in the context of expert evidence. It
was not someone’s opinion in the context of someone who has an advanced qualification or decades
of experience in this area or someone who has worked in civic design, engineering or building safety—
someone who has been part of the work of the task force or the review.
What I speculate might happen in the event that this inquiry were to go ahead is that we—we being
the committee as constituted and whoever its members might be—would hear from precisely the same
people who have been part of the task force’s work, those people who have in fact offered their
expertise and who have in fact been part of the ongoing offer to brief people from this house and other
parties more generally. We would hear the same information and the same evidence again. We might
hear an aggregate of what has been achieved. We might hear information, which lies at the heart of
what I have talked about today, of the rectification works currently being undertaken, of the steps
being taken to address public safety, of the importance that everyone is placing on managing and
understanding risk to prevent and avoid, to the best possible extent, any loss of life or any incident that
sits even vaguely close to what we saw with Neo200, with Lacrosse and, tragically, with Grenfell.
This work is already going on, and a committee can read, in abundance, documents that have been
provided as part of a submission that will not in fact vary in any material way from the work which is
already being undertaken and which is already available for people to understand. We are working in
the outward-facing space as a government to equip people who work and live their lives in an
environment where this presents a concern, and we are doing everything that can reasonably be
required to equip them with information about how to identify risk, how to manage and minimise risks
within their own environments and how to know who to go to and how to seek information, whether
from the owners corporation, from a local council, from a builder, from their insurer or from the
section 32 statement in the event that they are interested in purchasing a property.
This is the work that is going on now that is expressly intended to arrest the collision of circumstances
that we saw with Neo200, with Lacrosse and with Grenfell. To have something so cynical as an inquiry
couched in these terms—‘alternative policies’—is to my mind a politicisation that we can ill afford,
because the resources that have gone into addressing these issues are not misplaced. Resources that
are going into identifying risk and managing safety are in fact heading toward a place where they can
have the best impact. And to suggest that government is either wilfully or negligently ignoring the
primacy of public safety is a cheap, valueless tack to take.
We need to make sure that we not only have the best framework in place to identify risk, to provide
the public with educational opportunities, to provide consumers of services with a consistent outcome
and to provide an insurance framework across the nation which addresses these concerns on these
issues, but we also need to make sure as our population grows and as the risk of emergency in builtup areas evolves to include other public safety risks that we have the resources in place to manage
those quickly and effectively. And we need to, within a larger framework of systemic improvement,
address those shortfalls and those shortcomings that have existed for decades now, until they have
been brought into sharp focus by the incidents and the tragedies that I have referred to throughout my
contribution.
We have so much work to do, whether it is the installation of sprinklers, the physical assessment of
panels of cladding, making sure that building surveyors do not assess any building as being compliant
when in fact it is not, or providing opportunities for litigation where people have relied upon what they
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understood to be an expert view about compliance when in fact a structure or a building is determined
not to be compliant at a later date. There is so much work to do to provide redress, to preserve safety,
to equip our communities with a greater level of confidence about fire and public safety risk and to
make sure that we never face the sort of tragedy from which the UK continues to reel after Grenfell.
We are under no illusions about the importance of this issue as it relates to the fire licking, like a wick,
up the sides of a building because it was someone’s misguided belief that straw or polystyrene or
aluminium, as a layer to provide insulation or noise buffering, was in fact a suitable material to use.
We need to continue this work. The task force needs to continue this work. The Victorian Building
Authority is continuing its work. When we look to the dollars that have been allocated in the budget
to address the issue of inspections and compliance as well as the commitment to remove this cladding
from government buildings—in the order of $10 million—and when we look to putting our money
where our mouth is, we see that some progress is being made. We see in fact all of the policies of the
experts—the actual experts; not the armchair experts who might, like I did in the last Parliament, read
1900 submissions and form a view about something, but the people with that granular, learned,
practical understanding of the issue—and hear what they have to say, and this work continues off the
back of what those experts are telling us. For Mr Davis to ignore that fact in the way in which this
particular motion has been drafted, when read against the substance of his contribution here this
afternoon, shows the motion up for what it is. That shows the motion up for being a cheap opportunity
to cleave open the detail and to spin it into the ether.
Let us cast our minds to the issue of what that might mean for the commercial valuing of property and
what that might mean for people’s financial security and to the perverse outcome that might in fact
occur here in the event that the committee leaks—and again, I can only speak from my own experience
of having read committee recommendations word for word in the papers before those committee
reports were tabled. What we see here is something that does not add anything of substance which is
not already part of the work publicly, within our private sector and with our stakeholders—not just
within Victoria, not just in New South Wales and Queensland, and not just in the UK but in broader
jurisdictions—to help with an understanding of what we need to do to tackle this challenge head-on.
When we look at that issue in the context of this committee report and we cast our minds hypothetically
to what might be achieved through any tabling of a report in the Parliament, we see, for example,
depending on who might be part of that committee and where the numbers might stack up and who
might owe something to someone on an issue that potentially has absolutely nothing to do with
external flammable cladding, that certain recommendations are made. Let us say, for example, that the
opposition votes to say that there has been an impact on apartment prices and insurance premiums.
We could never have foreshadowed that that might be something that would occur in a motion drafted
to accommodate opinions and then to reverse engineer them, to back them into the submissions that
have been made because somebody else has said that. Take this issue more seriously than that.
For anyone who is seriously interested in getting into the weeds on this issue, go online and look at
the task force’s materials. Read the reports. Call the task force; there is a number there. You can email
them. They would be delighted to meet with you and to explain the work that has been undertaken in
the nearly two years since they were constituted. Look at the work that has been done to improve the
responses to issues since they first arose with Lacrosse and then with Neo200 and with other fires in
increasingly built-up areas, the high-density areas of our inner metropolitan suburbs and boundaries. I
do not have any confidence that a motion of this nature will lead to any benefit that can be conferred
on the Victorian public in terms of this, as Mr Davis has rightly pointed out, complex issue. In the
event that this inquiry were to take place, we would see a variety of different opinions and we would
see a variety of evidence presented to the inquiry. It would ultimately be a process which came down
to what individual members, I think almost certainly on party lines, might think about a particular part
of the issue.
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Go to the source material. Go to the experts. Parliamentarians, and I think we all might suffer from
this from time to time, fall into the trap of thinking that we are in a position to be an expert about just
about anything. I put on the record here today that the inquiries that I was a part of—despite my best
efforts, despite every level of analysis and integrity and rigour that I could bring to the study that I did,
because I take my job, as I am sure everyone else does, extremely seriously, and despite every level
of commitment that I could bring to those inquiries—did not make me an expert. I heard from a lot of
experts and ultimately I needed to take my cue from them. Of course it involves a weighing up of the
merits of competing ideas. But this is not a contest of ideas, because a consensus-based approach has
been taken around this issue, which is fundamentally about making sure that people do not die. This
is fundamentally about making sure that since June 2017 everybody has been involved who can make
that expert contribution.
I would implore those who are tempted to go down this particular process of the parliamentary inquiry
to consider what they might bring, given their skill and experience, to an inquiry, and the extent to
which that might improve public safety or the public good based on their position, experience and
knowledge. Some people are exceptionally good at scientific analysis, which greatly benefited, for
example, the analysis of the unconventional gas inquiry considerations. Some people are expert
statisticians. Some people in an actuarial environment have an almost psychic ability to predict what
is needed and how things will occur. In an insurance framework they are invaluable. We have to pick
the areas where we are most able with our skills or with the skills that we can acquire to make that
difference. Let us not think for a moment that we, despite all of our best efforts, are able to come to
this issue two years down the track, after there have been multiple recommendations, updates, reports,
resources, community consultations and conversations, which continue across the board, with
something that no expert has thought of. It may happen. There may be the equivalent of an external
combustible cladding Steve Jobs in this Parliament who is all of a sudden an accidental genius at
finding an idea that nobody has thought of, but I very seriously doubt it. I think all we can do as
parliamentarians is our best, and in this regard I think the best we can do is to direct our attention to
understanding what the experts have already done—the culmination of their study and expertise, lived
experience and work on this particular review—and to bring that to bear to assist with the work in our
communities to address this issue. We as parliamentarians should do everything we possibly can to
facilitate that without falling foul of the cheap political throwaway tweeting opportunity that might
otherwise seem so tempting but yield so very little for those people out there who should quite rightly
not think about politicians at all.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:49): I am going to support the inquiry. I just feel,
especially having listened to what we have already heard in the debate so far, that there is a lot of
confusion and fear about the results of what has been happening with the cladding and the fires at
Lacrosse, Neo200 and Grenfell. The government wants rectification of the affected buildings as soon
as possible, which has put people into a state of fear about facing financial costs and bodies corporate
facing costs. People are talking of their individual units and costs on their individual assets that may
be $50 000 to $100 000 each.
There is a lot of mystery surrounding all this and how it is going to affect people. There are a lot of
people who really do not want to know the situation for fear of what might be ordered of them. The
only way they might get any sort of financial rectification for their losses in this case is going to VCAT,
where there has recently been a favourable decision against the building practitioners involved,
holding them accountable, but the costs of going to VCAT are very considerable and may well be as
expensive as carrying out the rectifications themselves anyway. There is a lot of incomplete knowledge
around what needs to be done, and I just feel the government needs to take the lead on it. The
government says it has had experts working on this for two years, but over that time we have had fires
and we still do not know in which major direction we are going to proceed. So I am happy to support
the inquiry.
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I want to talk about some of the issues that this brings up for me, and I am going to quote a man called
Phil Dwyer, who is speaking for the Builders Collective of Australia and who has spoken to me
extensively. I am going to read some of his report as I talk here:
It is time for legislators and regulators to put in place a compliance regime that is actually meaningful. Apart
from an array of well-publicised events that have highlighted the fact that ‘the system’ is broken and failing
the people, one only has to visit the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal building in William Street,
Melbourne, on any given day and look over the schedule for the day’s hearings.

The tribunal is virtually under siege from disputes between developers and builders on the one hand
and Mr and Mrs Average on the other. Phil Dwyer goes on:
Cases like these account for 72 per cent of the hearing and conciliation times at latest estimate.

It goes without saying that such a continual tsunami of disputes would not be happening if a strict and
uncompromising construction compliance regime were in place.
Key issues which have been identified are: the decline in strict compliance to standards in the building
sector, which began with the deregulation or privatisation of the various inspection regimes around
Australia, commencing in the mid-1990s; the privatisation of building certifiers and surveyors;
builders warranty insurance cover virtually collapsing in 2001 with the demise of HIH Insurance, only
to be replaced by the Housing Industry Association’s own scheme; and the developer-friendly 10-point
plan, which still poses as a builder’s warranty insurance scheme.
The past 15 or so years have seen a major shift toward higher density living. Apartment towers are
now home to a large and increasing percentage of the Australian population. I can remember in the
days of the rush to deregulation it was, ‘Let them build what they need to build. Cut the red tape. Let
developers build the buildings they know people will buy’. It became a very market-driven planning
and development scheme, and I think that we are starting to see some of the chickens come home to
roost, as they say.
There was a time prior to the deregulation and privatisation of building inspections when the shire or
council building inspector was respected as being totally beyond compromise and would determine
whether the work on a construction was in accordance with the approved plan and design and had
been carried out in strict conformance with the applicable standards and existing local laws. Unlike a
private building surveyor, the council building inspector did not owe any allegiance to the developer,
nor to the builder, nor to the intending owner of the construction in progress. The cold, hard fact is that
conflicts of interest, poor oversight from regulating bodies and seeming indifference from
governments ensure that even the currently inadequate standards and expectations are not being met.
How could it possibly occur otherwise that we have citizens of this country living in homes that are a
very real threat to human safety?
The perfect illustration of this malaise is the recent fire on the external facade of the Neo200 apartment
building in Spencer Street, Melbourne. People residing in that building were apparently unaware that
the building was clad in the same material that burned threateningly at the Lacrosse apartment block
in Docklands in November 2014 and that had been the main catalyst in the tragic fire that took so
many lives at the Grenfell Tower in London in 2017. Dame Judith Hackitt, the engineer who spent a
year analysing the building regulations of the United Kingdom following the Grenfell Tower fire, said:
They have exactly the same problems with the system—

in the UK and Australia—
no enforcement, unclear standards and a race to the bottom.

The Grenfell Tower tragedy nearly happened at Lacrosse and at Neo200, and it is still a tragedy waiting
to happen at numerous high-rise apartment towers throughout Australia—all because those with the
authority to do so failed to question the use of a dangerous, non-compliant building product either as
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it arrived in the country or as it was installed in the buildings in question. They failed to do what the
public at large felt assured they were doing. The end results are there for all to see: loss of life and/or
the severe risk of loss of life along with heartbreak and financial ruin for those faced with paying for
the return of their investments and homes to a safe condition, as they should have been on the day they
took possession.
Of course not everybody wants to partake in high-density living even though there seems to be a push
for people to go that way these days. There is still the decades-old Australian dream of a home on a
block of land somewhere out in the suburbs or even in a coastal or rural location. Whilst this is
dependent on the aspirations of individuals and families, it brings with it a decidedly environmental
aspect. Homes—in many cases these days built to modern residential code standards so that the eaves
are almost touching neighbouring eaves out on the urban fringe and mostly built on recently
subdivided pastoral land and adjacent to bushland—come with a risk. We allow homes in these
circumstances to be built using such materials as polystyrene as a host for decorative render or as a
means of insulation. This in itself is risky enough, but in numerous cases the polystyrene is not fully
enclosed in order to ensure that flames or embers cannot make contact. Anyone who has watched
polystyrene take up fire must surely recognise the sleeper hazard this presents. We should bear in mind
that a vast percentage of dwellings in this situation are occupied by first time home buyers—young
families. Along the way we are learning more about the phenomenon of climate change. Scientists are
telling us that the planet will get warmer, thus ensuring more freak weather events and drier fuel
loadings, to the point now that insurance experts are starting to warn that residential property in
Australia may well become uninsurable.
So what are we doing about it? It seems all we can do is ensure that we build according to the risks we
face. Energy efficient, energy conserving dwellings; more designed and compliant fire and water
resistant dwellings; a compliance inspection and approval regime that strictly enforces developers,
designers, building practitioners and intending owners to fully conform; and a more thorough ongoing
oversight by an expert and completely independent statutory body taking account of the ever-changing
demographics and ever-threatened environment at the hands of the population boosters that seem to
control government policy.
A properly constituted Legislative Council inquiry must be a first step, but more is required, and I
certainly hope that more follows on from whatever we can do here in this place. Hopefully momentum
will build for a federal royal commission with nationwide coverage, which surely would not be a place
to dodge the fact that the system is badly broken and in need of a complete revamp. The sooner we
get on with it and bite the bullet, grasp the nettle or whatever, the better, because really we have only
been tinkering around the edges so far, even though we have had experts working on it for two years.
It is time to take action, and maybe if we constitute this inquiry it will be a call to action.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:59): I welcome once again this opportunity to talk to
this motion. As Mr Davis highlighted, I brought a very similar motion to the chamber last sitting week,
and I am glad to see the support for continuing debate on this urgent matter of public safety. While the
world’s attention became focused on this issue when the Grenfell building so tragically caught on fire,
we had our own tragedies before that in Melbourne, with the Lacrosse fire in 2014, the Anstey Square
fire in 2017 and the Neo200 fire just recently.
Today we have heard more about the scale of the problem and the urgency and the need to respond.
In a report today Melbourne’s inner north has been found to be the epicentre of the state’s cladding
catastrophe. Of the 681 highest risk buildings identified so far, nearly a quarter of them are in my
electorate of Northern Metropolitan Region. We know that this is the tip of the iceberg as the audits
continue and we identify more buildings that are at very high risk in need of immediate rectification.
I have a duty to the people I represent to stand here and support this motion. It is my duty and
responsibility as a member of this Parliament to do everything that I can to help solve an issue that is
causing distress to so many of my residents. To dismiss this issue as a stunt, as a politicisation or as
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being unnecessary only demonstrates that those who make those claims do not understand the issue
or have not listened to those who are directly affected. Well, I have. I have listened to them, and today
I want to give their voices a place in this Parliament because it is crucial that facts are placed on the
public record and that we hear directly from them about the crisis that they are facing.
Firstly, I will give some context. I provided a range of context in my previous contribution which I
will not repeat fully, but I will provide a summary. In response to the fires and the growing threat and
the urgency the Victorian government established the Victorian Cladding Taskforce, which we
welcomed. The task force identified in the interim report nearly 1400 buildings that may contain
flammable cladding, and they are working on coming up with some interim recommendations which
are welcome as well, and there is some good work underway.
The government’s response in the meantime, recognising that while the task force undertakes its more
comprehensive work that it has a duty to respond given the urgency of the crisis—the government has
recognised that; they have not waited for the task force to complete their full work before starting to
take some action because they recognise the urgency, which is an admission that we have to do
something now—has been to set up a loan scheme where residents can take out loans to pay for the
cladding and then pay it back through their council rates should their building need immediate
rectification. But the scheme the government has set up is voluntary, so residents can only access the
loan schemes if their local council opts into it. 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 through the government’s scheme to date. More recently I have
heard from people directly affected who have been to the information sessions, who have spoken to
their councils, who need their buildings rectified because they are living with imminent fire risk, that
the loan scheme remains a concept—a concept only. There is actually no scheme yet behind the idea,
behind the announcement. That is why not one loan has been taken. So while the government can say,
‘We are doing a lot of things. Look at our loan scheme’, it actually has to mean something. The
residents are saying to us, ‘Why isn’t more happening? Is the government paying lip-service? It is
making announcement after announcement, yet we cannot participate in the scheme. There is no form
to fill if you want to take out one of these loans’.
So let us think about the adequacy of that response. Many residents are left in limbo as a result, unable
to secure funding to remove the cladding and unable to move forward or sell their houses until the
cladding is removed. We are hearing that builders are deliberately going into liquidation 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 for paying for re-cladding. It was the developers—
Mr Gepp: Name them.
Dr RATNAM: I am very happy to. It was the developers, builders and building 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 and not just pay lip-service and make an announcement of what it proposes to
happen. Thousands of people are living in apartments across Melbourne currently at high risk of
potentially life-threatening fires, and we know that is because successive governments have prioritised
the profits of property developers over the safety of citizens. We know that the deregulation of this
system is at fault for much of what we are seeing.
I would like to share with you some of the stories from the people who are contacting us in desperation.
These are actual stories. One person writes:
I am in one of the thousands of apartment buildings that is under a directive from state government to remove
materials that have now been deemed to be highly flammable. I assume you’re across this to some extent, but
broadly this directive, which is retrospective to buildings built from 2007, is in response to the two Melbourne
apartment building fires …
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My owners corp is working through this and our various options at the moment, however, the information
regarding: the role of state gov and local gov, timelines/deadlines, financial supports, support removing the
cladding … is still very vague. There is reference to a ‘cladding rectification program’ whereby owners corps
gain low-interest loans that can be paid back through rates in participating councils, however it seems the
incentive for a council to join this scheme is low.
It is also becoming apparent to us that this is an incredibly widespread problem and, for as long as owners are
responsible for coming up with costs of anywhere between $5k–$100k+ per apartment to remove the cladding
it of course has the potential to reinforce inequality.

Another resident writes:
•

Our building probably has ACP combustible cladding;

•

Although some of it is just ‘non-combustible’ cladding, which is, we are told, just optimistically branded
and is actually combustible;

•

Only about 10% of our building has suspect cladding, and it is non-structural, meaning it isn’t as badly
impacted as others;

•

Potentially a fire management plan … could contain the risk and make our building safe and compliant;

•

On the other hand, legislation is internally inconsistent and potentially any exterior material that isn’t
concrete or brick is non-compliant;

•

At the time of construction, the use of ACP cladding on our building may or may not have been
compliant with building and other codes;

•

The use of the cladding is potentially the fault of the builder, the developer, the building surveyor, the
council, or … neither of these;

•

Regardless of whose fault it is, for some farcical reason we as apartment owners have to pay for cladding
removal rectification;

•

It could cost $10,000 to $60,000 per apartment to fix (we have no realistic estimate for our own building
as yet);

•

Our council is assessing our documentation along with a … backlog of other buildings—with backlogs
also for Victorian Building Authority and mediation processes;

•

Not one building of several thousand impacted buildings in Victoria has actually proceeded to the point
of resolution—

not one building has proceeded to the point of resolution, despite our having known about this problem
for years now—
•

Balcony fires involving cladding have continued …

and we know of those recent examples. This resident goes on to describe the direct impacts:
The prevailing assumption in Victorian policy is that property owners should be the ones to foot the bill for
rectification of an urgent problem clearly created by government and the building industry. This does at least
have the advantage of being so outlandish that most people don’t believe it. But it runs contrary to … some
basic expectations of what laws around accountability and insurance are supposed to do. It also clearly hasn’t
worked, and won’t work. And the situation impacts my partner and I directly in several ways:
•

Even accepting the situation of apartment owners being responsible for cladding rectification, we still
actually have no idea of how much it will cost, or if, when, or how we will be able to achieve it;

•

It is pretty clear that not everyone in our building would be in a position to pay such costs. This means
an agreement for rectification would be logistically and ethically fraught, including via the loan scheme
introduced by the Victorian government (but remaining only hypothetical to us);

•

We have little confidence about when, or if, the rectification process will be completed. We are in limbo,
although with a general sense that the cladding issue is urgent and will be very costly to us;

•

Meanwhile our builder have gone into administration specifically to avoid accountability for the costs
of cladding rectification. This has immediate implications for other building defects claims under
building warranty insurance that our Owners Corporation was pursuing (mainly for water ingress).
Which means now we as owners have to tackle and pay those costs as well—also the direct result of
government decisions to protect builders from accountability for defects in construction;
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Some of the political response has been to encourage consumer awareness for property buyers—an
emphasis on buyer information that is appropriate, but does nothing for the tens of thousands of people
who already own apartments with combustible cladding;

•

Recently changed jobs which now involves a long commute—If it weren’t for the cladding, we would
be selling our apartment and buying something closer to work;

•

Many people when hearing of our situation have suggested we should rent out our apartment. This is
sensible financial advice. However, I don’t especially want to be a landlord, or to leave the apartment—
which we are told is unsafe—to someone else to live in. I also don’t especially want to take on more
debt, or to be a renter again. I want the issue fixed: for us, our building, and other impacted buildings …

Another resident writes:
Imagine that you saved to get 10% so you could buy into the housing market. A family home for you, your
wife and … kids. In the inner Melbourne market under $600k only gets you an apartment, so that’s what we
bought.
We did our due diligence and then some. We scoured the section 32s. We passed on apartments with levies
for repairs, looked out for leaks and rotten wood, checked that the OC was engaged in the building.
And bought a home for our family.
So when we got told the cladding was flammable, we checked again. We looked at town planning documents:
The architect specified cement sheet in the drawings. Plans were approved by local council. The building
surveyor signed off.
How could this happen?
Every person we speak to says “of course the builder will pay”, “its the surveyor’s fault”, “wont the
government step in”
The government has stepped in. And they’ve said “Fix it, pay for it yourself and if you don’t we’ll make you”
How?
We put in 10% for our deposit. We don’t have equity, we don’t have savings. We cant borrow the money.
We fear we will need $60,000. It may be more.
The CRA’s—

cladding rectification agreements—
are broken, and even if they were real, quoted figures would take our rates from $150 monthly to 1,000 per
month. Every month.
For 10 years.
If we don’t replace all of the cladding, the insurance companies will either dramatically increase the premium
or refuse to insure the building.
We got in less than 2 years ago after saving to get 10%. Are we going to lose it all? Lose our home? Owe
money once we’re forced to sell?
We did our due diligence. No one else did. Why is this our fault?

And another resident writes:
Essentially, owners in this complex are scared, confused and angry. None of us understand why we have to
pay for something that we bought in good faith, and as you can imagine for some people the thought of having
to fork out tens of thousands of dollars is horrifying.
Something is seriously wrong when a company can use the cladding because it is cheap … but somehow
legal at the time, the building is certified, individual building surveyors like the one I hired before I bought
my apartment say all is good, then the Govt realises it’s bad so makes it illegal, then the Council demands we
replace the cladding, then the builder can avoid any legal action by bankrupting its company and staying rich
through all of its other businesses, then insurance companies increase their premiums because of the cladding,
and the huge cost of both the ongoing insurance and the cladding replacement falls on everyday citizens who
bought a certified apartment in a certified complex. How is that fair??

This is the last resident story I want to read:
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… we invested in an apartment that has this cladding issue. As for most mum and dad investors we are trying
to build for our retirement or leave something for our children.
When we purchased this apartment and with all the permits approved by authorised bodies, it is a safe and
sound thing that we walked into.
If … left to body coop to collect the monies from owners, it would be a major task as some might not be able
to pay in time hence cause further delay.
If we go to bank for a loan and state the purpose, would the bank revalue the apartment to a lesser value hence
affect our … loan.
I think the government should also look at that a developer liquidated their business when this cladding issue
came about … I think the directors should be … liable for … years after the company is packed up. This
makes us all very furious that the company can just change the name and still developing throughout
Melbourne!

That is just a small sample of what we are hearing week after week from residents affected in my
municipality, one of the most heavily affected municipalities in this state. I have a duty to stand here
and speak up for them. I have heard the government say, ‘We have got plenty of work underway; an
inquiry is not necessary’. If you were so confident in the work you are doing, you would be open to this
inquiry. You would be open to this inquiry looking at all of the evidence and saying, ‘Yes, you’re doing
a good job; it’s in hand’. But the resistance from the government to this inquiry makes me worry that
they have got something to hide. I do not know what it is, but why resist scrutiny and accountability,
which is the duty and responsibility of this chamber—this chamber in particular—in this Parliament?
We are already starting to see the value of talking about this inquiry in this motion that was introduced
to this chamber in the last sitting week. With the threat of an inquiry, we have seen in recent days the
minister take action to shift the responsibility for urgent works from councils to the Victorian Building
Authority for a number of buildings. It certainly demonstrates that there is more to be done. While we
hear a lot of work is underway, we know that there are issues. We are hearing from residents that the
resolution system they have been offered is not adequate. What we are seeking to do with this inquiry
is to put a necessary spotlight on the gaps that we can help resolve. Yes, we might not be cladding
experts, but committees are based on the idea that we call in expert witnesses. No-one professes to be
the expert on every topic, and certainly not me, but the parliamentary committee system is based on
the idea of witnesses, of information, of synthesis and of analysis, whereby members do the very best
they can to offer progressive solutions to the issue at hand.
Perhaps the inquiry will find that the government’s response is adequate. The government therefore
has nothing to fear from that sort of inquiry if it is so confident in its response. But perhaps the inquiry
will hear from people who are struggling with the system that they have been told will respond to the
issue at hand. Perhaps it will find that they are not getting the information in time, that the authorities
are overwhelmed and that the government is overwhelmed with the complexity of this challenge. This
is not about partisanship; this is not about politics. This is about public safety. I welcome the many
members of this chamber who are putting politics aside to put public safety first. Opposition to this
inquiry is the only politicisation of this issue that I have seen in this chamber so far. Yes, we know that
the action we need cannot happen overnight, but we have now had years of warnings and are starting
to see severe cracks in the system appear.
As I mentioned, we are hearing from residents week after week with more horrific and distressing
stories—people who have had to sell their first homes, for which they worked so hard to own, fearing
that they will never be able to own a home again. Their insurance premiums are going up, their
properties are being devalued and every day they do not know whether or not a fire is going to go up
on their balcony, and they work with people in their owners corporations and residents nearby to try
and create a safe situation. I have heard that directly from so many people. The government is asking
us to trust it. I will take my lead from the people actually directly affected by this crisis who are talking
to us and who are telling me loud and clear that we need to do more. I urge everyone in this chamber
to support this inquiry. It is an urgent matter of public safety.
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Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (16:17): I rise to speak on Mr Davis’s motion. The first question
that popped into my head when I read this motion was twofold: does this process that is being
advocated in this motion improve the situation as it exists today; and secondly, will it improve the
safety of Victorians who have cladding on their premises if we adopt this resolution? You do your
research and you go and have a look to see exactly what is being done today. I will come to some of
the content and history of this matter soon, but when you do that and when you actually apply those
questions and that test to this situation, there can only be one answer, and the answer is no.
I am a bit confused. I will assume that most people come to this debate from a place of wanting
rectification of the cladding issue and that everybody is doing this from a noble perspective, but I am
confused when I listen to some of the contributions that are being made. Mr Hayes said that the sooner
we get on with it the better, and yet he now advocates for the brakes to be slammed on a process that
has been underway for quite some time and for us to go back and redo all of the work that has been
done over the past couple of years by a task force that is headed by a former Liberal Premier and a
former Labor Deputy Premier, a task force that is staffed with government agencies and all the experts
that we could muster to give us advice about what we should do. Yet here we have a proposition that
says, ‘Well, stop that. Let’s have an inquiry into a committee that hasn’t yet been constituted and let’s
have it report back hopefully in four months time’. I guarantee you, what you would get at that inquiry
is all of the information that was gathered by the task force constituted back in 2017 regurgitated. That
is what you would get.
On the contribution from Dr Ratnam, I am fascinated that the Greens always seem to encounter the
perfect storm on all of these things; the thousands of people that are affected by all of these things
miraculously ring the Greens. They get up here and we hear these pious sermons about what people
are doing out there, and it is always the lowest common denominator. Well, I challenge Dr Ratnam: if
she has evidence of builders who are deliberately going to the wall to avoid their obligations, do not
say it in here. Say it out there, on the front steps—I am sure the cameras will be happy to oblige. Go
and name them, because they ought to be held to account. If there are people who are avoiding their
obligations to the citizens of Victoria and deliberately using business practices to avoid those
obligations and responsibilities, then name them; call them out. But do not stand in here and refuse to
do that while just tossing the issue about and not be prepared to be held to account.
Let us have a look at what we have done. We know that following the Lacrosse apartment fires in
2014, some five years ago, the Victorian Building Authority conducted a desktop audit of buildings
clad with combustible materials. That was a very slow process. It was a very long process. The audit
was by and large a desktop-based compliance audit, which primarily relied on a review of documents
rather than anything else. Initial findings from that audit were that over half of the buildings did not
have sufficient evidence of compliance with the National Construction Code. What we also know is
that this problem goes back over a quarter of a century. This is not a new problem. This is a problem
that had its origins some 25 years ago.
Then of course following the audit we had the very unfortunate and tragic Grenfell fires in 2017, and
we established that task force that I was talking about. It was headed up by former Premier Ted Baillieu
and former Deputy Premier John Thwaites. That task force was given some resources and the
necessary oomph from government agencies and fire safety experts. It found that the issue was caused
by a culture of non-compliance in the building industry, a poor product supply chain and a lack of
adequate regulation. We can recall that in October 2017 it handed down a report with
27 recommendations. The government accepted all 27 of those recommendations and immediately
got on with the task of implementing those recommendations.
But the contributions that we have heard today would suggest otherwise—that we have just sat on our
hands, that we have done nothing for two years. That is not the case. What we have had are things
such as the loans scheme. People are unhappy with the loans scheme. When you talk to people
privately about what the alternative is, what you hear but what they will not say out loud is, ‘Oh, we
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somehow want to work out how the government can pay for all of this’. My mind goes back to the
debate that we just had on the West Gate Tunnel project and the outrage from the opposition that there
would be tolls on that—that people would have to pay, that that is just completely unacceptable and
that it should be a cost borne by somebody else. Here there is an agenda, and it is a flip-flop in terms
of the opposition’s position.
Let us be under no illusion about what this is really about. This motion is not about improving the
current situation. This is not about improving the safety of Victorians. If this motion were doing that,
it would be supported. But of course it is not. What is being proposed is a delay of four months so that
we can go back and redo the work that has been done under the auspices of a task force chaired by
former Premier Ted Baillieu and former Deputy Premier John Thwaites. It is a task force that made
its recommendations with the assistance of government agencies and independent experts. Did this
chamber suddenly swell on 25 November last year with a group of experts that could supersede that
task force? When I look through all of the biographical information of members in this chamber, I am
not sure that that is the case. If that is not the case and the people here are not the experts but we have
got experts giving the advice and recommendations to government, then it would be remiss of us to
do that. Nothing is surer—and the Tigers will win by 12 goals tomorrow night—but if the government
had been the ones to walk into this chamber and say, ‘We’re going to set aside the 27 recommendations
from this task force; instead, we’re going to have the great 40 minds from this chamber, or some
portion of them, sit down and repeat that work and see if they can come up with something else’, I
guarantee you there would have been a hue and cry from the other side. If you have got all of the
evidence and advice from those experts and government agencies, you should be acting upon it, and
that is what we are doing.
The Minister for Planning has been responsive to this task force. He has acted swiftly. We understand
that it is a very, very complex set of issues, as I think everybody has agreed to when making their
contributions. But to slam the brakes on this and somehow over the next 16 weeks—and let us not
forget that after tomorrow night this place does not reconvene until 30 April for the budget—
Mr Finn: I think it is in May.
Mr GEPP: Well, you might want to check your calendar, Mr Finn. I am happy for you to turn up
in May if you so wish. Somehow in the next 16 weeks an inquiry will come up with a better response—
I would suggest to members who previously made their contributions that that simply is not going to
happen. I have only been here a couple of years, but I have been involved in some three or four
different committees and a number of different inquiries, and I am not certain that what we would get
from such an inquiry would be any different from where we are today, nor would it give us a complete
set of answers that would satisfy everybody who has been affected by this cladding issue. So I would
just temper any suggestion from anybody who has made a contribution that that would actually occur.
I also say that it is recognised—and I will finish on this note—that this government is leading the way
on the cladding issue both in this nation and also, arguably, internationally. We have taken the work
from those in the UK. We have set up our own task force. We have had experts working on this for a
couple of years. We have had the minister responding, in time, to all of those recommendations. We
have processes in place. We have work that is ongoing, and we are recognised as being this nation’s
leader in response to this. We are calling for national action. That is still in the process of being
developed because we have not quite got the federal counterparts of the sponsors of this motion, those
opposite, over the line yet. They are still a bit hesitant, but nonetheless we are leading the way. I would
urge the chamber to apply the test of: will this improve the current set of circumstances and will this
improve the safety of Victorians if adopted? The answer can only be no.
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Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:30): I am pleased to rise and
conclude this debate. This is an important debate. It is a very moderate, thoughtful and sensible
reference. It is a reference that is aimed squarely at a problem where there is not sufficient action. I am
not saying that the government has done nothing, but I am saying that the government has not moved
fast enough. I am saying that there are genuine issues with how the government has managed this. It
is also the case that one of the key parts of the bureaucracy, the Victorian Building Authority (VBA),
is compromised by its own history. It has been the regulator, and now it is coming in to make additional
changes, with the government giving it a greater role even in the last few days. The VBA in fact has
not covered itself in glory through this significant set of steps.
I have separately in this chamber pointed to the compromised position of John Thwaites, who was
both involved with the approvals of materials coming into the country previously and then stepped
aside after the matter was raised in this chamber of the compromise that he was placed in with that as
the joint head of the task force. Clearly he cannot easily be in the position of marking his own
homework because he will give himself a pass every time, as you would expect.
Equally, we are in a position where there is genuine risk. The government’s loan scheme is actually
not being taken up. I am not aware of a single case of the government’s loan scheme being taken up
as yet. Despite the assurances from government members that all is fine and all is hunky-dory, the
truth is we know it is not. We know that in fact it is not fine and it is not hunky-dory. We know that
there are serious problems. We have had two fires in this state. There have been serious issues
overseas.
In fact the scrutiny of a parliamentary committee will make a difference. It will put a rocket up the
process and make it move faster. It will not slow it down; it will speed it up and deliver an outcome
quicker for the community. That is what it is designed to do. It is designed to scrutinise and to make
sure that the government moves more quickly in this area. We cannot wait. There is public risk
involved here. We had the minister in this area for some weeks being reluctant to move on any of this,
and indeed he said it was all fine. If you go back and look at the news clippings that relate to this, you
will see that the current Minister for Planning was very slow to move on these matters.
However, I do concede that there is significant movement in the state. That does not mean that it cannot
be improved and it does not mean that a parliamentary committee of this type in Victoria cannot have
sensible oversight. I say to those who say there is no way that this inquiry can be conducted in a way
that is safe and guarantees the security of information that I think that is just untrue. My colleague
Ms Crozier, as I said to some earlier on, conducted an inquiry on some of the most sensitive matters
known to our community, and the fact is that our inquiries have procedures and mechanisms to ensure
that information is handled in the right way. I am confident that those in this chamber who were on
that committee will be able to manage that properly.
I would encourage the chamber to support this. This is a matter of public safety. I do not want to be
one who looks back and says we could have acted but we did not. I do not want that on my head, and
I do not want it on the community’s head. I think we need to act and to treat this with the seriousness
and the concern that is required.
House divided on motion:

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

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
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Noes, 21
Cumming, Dr
Dalidakis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Gepp, Mr
Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr

Leane, Mr
Meddick, Mr
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
Patten, Ms
Pulford, Ms
Shing, Ms

Somyurek, Mr
Stitt, Ms
Symes, Ms
Taylor, Ms (Teller)
Terpstra, Ms
Tierney, Ms (Teller)
Vaghela, Ms

Motion negatived.
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
Reference
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:42): I move:
That this house:
(1) requires the Economy and Infrastructure Committee to inquire into, consider and report, at least once
every six months, on public sector infrastructure and public works projects, including current and past
infrastructure projects and proposals and in particular:
(a) projects relating to the removal of railway level crossings;
(b) the Melbourne Metro rail project;
(c) the West Gate Tunnel project;
(d) the north-east link project;
(e) the Murray Basin rail project;
(f)

the Suburban Rail Loop project;

(g) any other public sector infrastructure or public works projects the committee determines
appropriate;
(2) requires the committee to consult, where appropriate, with Infrastructure Victoria and examine and
report on the adherence, or otherwise, of projects to their respective business cases, and the strengths
and weaknesses of project business cases and for the purposes of this inquiry:
(a) ‘public sector infrastructure’ and ‘public works projects’ means works:
(i)

exceeding $10 million in present value, which are carried out by, or on behalf of, or under
contract to the Crown, any government department or any public authority;

(ii) for or towards the carrying out of which money is provided by the state; and
(b) the committee shall, insofar as it is consistent with the standing orders and powers of the Legislative
Council and its committees, have the same powers as conferred upon the Public Works Committee
by the Public Works Committee Act 1958 as it was in force on 1 August 1982.

This motion requires the Economy and Infrastructure Committee to inquire into, consider and report
every six months on public sector infrastructure and public works. It lists a number of key points but
leaves it open for other public works. It requires the committee to consult with Infrastructure Victoria
to look at major public works. In one sense it is a very straightforward set of points that is involved in
this inquiry. We do not have in the Victorian polity at this point an overarching committee that
examines public works in this way. Many other states do. New South Wales in recent times has created
an oversight committee of this type. Some of the other states also have a similar public works-style
committee, and with the enormous amount of public works and large construction projects that are
being undertaken in the public sector there is a need for oversight of this type.
Victoria once upon a time did have a public works committee. Back in the 1980s it was abolished.
There was one for many decades before that. In the 1960s and 1970s the large dams and train projects
were overseen by a public works committee which had an esteemed history. In a sense we need to
recreate that type of committee, one that has expertise, knowledge and capacity to look at these major
projects, to provide guidance and oversight and also to work with Infrastructure Victoria and to provide
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that scrutiny. The Public Works Committee through that period in no way hampered the development
of large projects, and in other states such committees have not hampered the development of public
projects. In fact they have facilitated the development of major public projects. Having a committee of
this type with the capacity to oversee and support public works is, I think, a very important way forward.
I make the point that many of these public projects now are enormously expensive and it is important
to get value for money. Business cases need to be tidy, business cases need to be of the highest quality
and we need to make sure that spending is kept in check and that good value for money is achieved.
If I was to pick one project at the moment and look at level crossing removals, it is a project that is a
good project in concept and is widely supported in the community, but in fact it is more than 60 per
cent over budget currently. If you look at even good projects, if they are massively over budget and
behind time, the value for the community is diminished and the outcomes for the community and
indeed the results that the community would expect are diminished.
So I say that this is a very reasonable reference to the Economy and Infrastructure Committee. It is a
reference that would enhance the delivery of public works in Victoria, enhance the delivery of these
major projects and enhance the oversight of them in line with the model that has been adopted in other
states. The state that we would most likely compare ourselves with would be New South Wales, which
has only in recent times created a public works committee to oversee the many large and public works
that are underway in that state. This is a very sensible and rational reference. It is a reference that fits
with the chamber’s role of review and scrutiny and fits with the chamber’s role in holding the
government to account and also holding the purse of the state to account in that respect.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (16:46): I rise to speak on the motion moved by Mr Davis.
I congratulate Mr Davis. He has been very busy in the last few weeks sitting in his office and writing
references to committees even though committees have not been established yet. Hopefully these
committees will be established tomorrow. When agreement is reached between the parties, the Leader
of the Government will hopefully be able to announce the successful nominees or candidates for the
various house committees.
As I said earlier, I want to give Mr Davis the credit he is due. He has not changed much. He did the
same thing in the last Parliament—he was very active making reference after reference to committees.
The problem with that activity, as is clear today, is that if we want committees to actually do some
quality work, we cannot just bombard them with reference after reference after reference. I had the
pleasure of enduring that with Mr Davis on the Environment and Planning Committee in the last
Parliament, where we had many, many references and his ‘reporting every six months’ on the rate
capping, for example. This reference also talks about reporting every six months, so the lucky 10—
which is a good number; we talked about it yesterday—on the planning committee, which is a quarter
of the Parliament, will be dealing with yet another reference. I am sure next sitting week we will have
another reference or two in addition to the committee’s ability to self-reference twice a year.
Mr Davis: Wrong committee.
Mr MELHEM: I beg your pardon. You are right. It is the wrong committee. It is the Economy
and Infrastructure Committee. The poor staff will be very busy trying to catch their breath and get
things going.
Having looked at what the motion refers to the Economy and Infrastructure Committee, it is to inquire
into pretty much every major infrastructure project this government took to the election, implemented
or is in the process of implementing. Mr Davis, the only motive I can say is behind this one—I do get
it, that public accountability is very important, and there is no argument on that—is basically to try to
bog things down. At least this is not moving a revocation motion to stop government projects. It
includes level crossing removals, the Melbourne Metro, the West Gate Tunnel—we had a partial
revocation motion earlier today on that, or an attempt to have one—the north-east link project, the
Murray Basin project, the Suburban Rail Loop project and ‘any other public sector infrastructure or
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public works project the committee determines appropriate’. Basically it will be a full-time standing
committee to review every single thing the government is actually doing or planning to do.
That takes me back to when that lot had the good fortune of getting into government between 2010
and 2014. What they did for four years was review things. They are pretty good at that. They are pretty
good at reviewing things, but they are not really that good at getting things done or doing things. This
motion is to refer to a committee to review, inquire and hopefully criticise projects to stop things
happening.
The West Gate Tunnel is one of the main features. I do not know how much we have talked about this
project. In fact you get sick and tired of talking about it after a while. We have spent a fair bit of time
over the last 12 months, in the previous Parliament and in this Parliament, on Wednesdays, opposition
business day, talking about the West Gate Tunnel project. And yet here is another motion sending the
wrong signal that we just have to review everything and inquire for the sake of having an inquiry.
There is no specific reason or specific scope that the opposition is asking the committee to look at.
They are basically saying, ‘All these great projects that the government is implementing, we just want
you to go and look at them. And, by the way, if you find any project over $10 million, look at that
too’. I am trying to find the purpose of this. There has to be some sort of purpose in that motion apart
from basically wasting resources and trying to—well, ‘critique’ is not the right word, because there is
nothing wrong if you want to go and critique something—slow things down and waste resources. If
you had a specific issue, a positive contribution, a constructive contribution or constructive feedback
on any of these projects, I could understand it.
The Melbourne Metro project is one of the projects covered by this motion. Well, that is actually going
really well. It is ahead of schedule. On railway crossings, 29 railway crossing removal projects have
now been completed, and there are close to 50 in the process of getting done in the next four to eight
years. I am sure Mr Davis will want to investigate how many of those railway crossings will have sky
rail versus underground rail, but he will not investigate the merit of whether these projects should go
ahead or not.
Whilst Mr Davis and his lot want to keep reviewing stuff and referring things to committees, we are
getting on with the job. We are getting on with the business of doing things, of building things. They
talked about the Murray Basin rail project, for example, which is one of the projects that is covered by
this motion. They talked about it, but we are actually doing it. We are actually implementing that
project. The Suburban Rail Loop project is another project mentioned in this motion. That is in the
development stage. Thank God there is a federal election coming up so we can finally convince Prime
Minister Morrison that Victoria is still part of the commonwealth. The Liberal Party has finally
rediscovered Victoria because there is an election on. They have ignored it for the last six years. We
were given the smallest proportion ever of infrastructure investment in this country. Most of the money
has been spent in New South Wales, Queensland and other states. We are finally getting something
because they have realised there is total annihilation coming; there is a total wipe-out of the Liberal
Party in Victoria coming at the next federal election. So Morrison decided, ‘Maybe it’s a great photo
opportunity with the most successful Premier in the land, Daniel Andrews, who’s actually getting
things done. He just got re-elected with a massive swing’—because of our record and because of what
we have been able to deliver for Victoria—‘It’s a great photo opportunity. I might get some votes out
of it, and something might rub off on me and might improve my standing in the community’. That is
not going to work, but that is great. At least we were able to secure funding, between our contribution
and the commonwealth’s contribution to make sure that the metro rail, or at least the airport link, which
is part of the metro rail project, will now be secured. We can start planning and design and hopefully
commence construction, from memory, I think by 2022. So that is another great project that is going
to be implemented by this government.
The north-east link is another great project. Again, I am not sure what the committee is going to
discover that is not already out there in the public domain because this project is now in the planning
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and design stage. Some geotechnical work is taking place and so forth. The commitment is already
there to actually commence and complete that long-awaited ring-road, which should have been done
years ago, but at least now it is getting done. Again, the Liberal Party, the coalition, will do what they
are best at doing, and that is review things and basically put a stop to them or slow progress—
Mr Ondarchie: You love the east–west link.
Mr MELHEM: See, that’s the thing, mate; you need to get over the east–west link. There is stuff
other than the east–west link. There are more things than the east–west link.
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Mate, Mernda? You haven’t learned a thing in your life. You have not learned a
thing. We have had two elections. The people of Victoria said—
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr MELHEM: You have not learned anything, and now your federal colleagues have decided,
‘Oh, we’ve got $3 billion. We’re going to go and save our seat. We’re going to save Michael Sukkar
and his friends, so we’re going to go and rebuild the east–west link’. Well, we have got a better project
for you, brother. We have got the West Gate Tunnel project, and we have got the north-east link. That
is a better proposition.
Mr Ondarchie: You supported it.
Mr MELHEM: Look, I did, because I wanted you to do something, because you weren’t doing a
thing when you were in government. You weren’t doing a thing, okay? You weren’t doing anything.
And guess what—
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: No, it is actually still called the east–west link. I am glad you just said ‘east link’,
because the west was missing. From memory, the western section of the east–west link was in the
never-never. It think it was 2030-something. It was in the never-never. But guess what, I am pleased
it is the western section of the east–west link that is going to be built first, and thank God for that. I am
very pleased about that. It means my constituents are going to get the benefits of the east–west link—
Mr Ondarchie interjected.
Mr MELHEM: The eastern section, well, that is going to happen; it is going to happen by
connecting the M80 with the Eastern Freeway. I was actually pleased to see only earlier this week that
the new signalling system is actually operational at Punt Road. I think Victorians and people travelling
through this section of the city will be able to enjoy a better run in the morning. I know some teething
problems are taking place at the moment, but it is looking good. We are actually doing things. The
only thing you dreamt up in the last term of your government, with a few months to go, when you
changed leaders, was that thought bubble, ‘What will we do? We haven’t been doing anything. We’ve
been reviewing everything’, and somebody came up with the idea, ‘We’ll do an east–west link’. Well,
Victorians rejected it. Come up with different ideas; come up with different things.
Mr Davis interjected.
Mr MELHEM: Were you? Well, you haven’t done anything more then, have you?
Mr Davis: I did.
Mr MELHEM: Did you? Okay, well, there you go. At least we are getting things done. The only
things you could do was review. You did not even have the money back then.
Business interrupted pursuant to standing orders.
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Statements on reports and papers
BUDGET SECTOR
2018–19 Mid-Year Financial Report
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:00): I would like to make a contribution on the Treasurer’s halfyearly budget report. It is called ‘Getting things done’, apparently—the 2018–19 Mid-Year Financial
Report. I would like to make some comments in relation to infrastructure development. Some of my
comments relate to looking at what type of investment this government is actually spending their
money on—or our money, in effect. There is a range. They talk about the M80 ring-road, the level
crossing removals in Melbourne, the Mernda rail link and Melbourne Park—a whole range of things
that are specifically in and around Melbourne.
What is glaringly and obviously left out, not there in any way, shape or form, is work in Gippsland,
and this is quite distressing for my constituents in Gippsland, particularly those in the eastern part of
Gippsland. There is a project that is almost at completion. It has taken almost a decade to do it—a
number of years to do it—and it is the duplication of the Princes Highway. This is a very important
road. It is an arterial road that leads naturally both ways from Melbourne all the way through Gippsland
and into New South Wales, but very importantly it brings our produce from Gippsland and East
Gippsland to the city and a variety of markets.
The project that we are waiting on is the last couple of pieces of that duplication. The federal
government stumped up for the last part of this duplication project—$132 million for the final pieces
of this puzzle. What the state Labor government needs to pay is $33 million—$33 million compared
to $132 million. The government often talks about the gap in federal funding. Well, in this case what
is missing is the gap in state funding. It is vitally important for our people in Gippsland and also our
visitors, our tourist economy and our freight transport. There are a couple of sections. They are called
the Flynn and Kilmany sections, and they have been reduced to a one-lane operation. But you would
know if you have travelled in that region for any period of time that there has been a lot of construction
going on and people have often had to slow down to 60 kilometres an hour, 40 kilometres in some
cases and regularly to 80 kilometres. We want to get this finished so that we can have our fantastic
products taken to market from Gippsland.
In East Gippsland and the Lindenow basin we have fantastic salad vegetables from Bulmer Farms and
Bonaccord Ingram—broccoli, beans, sweet corn and carrots. They will probably be sitting on your
table if you were to go and eat at any good restaurant in Melbourne. These are fantastic Gippsland
fruits and vegetables. We also have the Wellington shire. Because of the improved efficiencies in the
Wellington shire we have the Goulburn-Murray irrigation district growing fantastic vegetables. But
what we are missing out on is this last missing piece, and it is not on. The government needs to come
to the party on this.
What we also see in this section is that there are certainly reduced standards and differential standards
with the road surfaces, and this can provide problems in relation to safety. Unfortunately it certainly
has been in the past and is still a high crash area. People can become frustrated with that section of the
road, often getting stuck behind slower vehicles and the like.
This is an easy win. We see in this report that all the infrastructure is heading to Melbourne. The
government needs to take hold of this, it needs to make a commitment to Gippsland and it needs to
fund that $33 million. It is not just for vegetables, fruit et cetera. The visitor economy in Gippsland is
crucial for our economic survival and enhancement. Additional lanes will free up traffic so that we
can have caravans tripping along and still have vehicles passing. We need that duplication. There is
also an issue of consistency there. In other states in which we travel we have fantastic roads and yet
we are seeing crumbling roads on this section. The government needs to take hold. This infrastructure
investment is glaringly absent in terms of Gippsland.
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Adjournment
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:05): I move:
That the house do now adjourn.

LARA WASTE RECYCLING SITE
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:06): The matter I raise today seeks an action from the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The waste recycling centre located in
Broderick Road in Lara has been of enormous concern to residents, the City of Greater Geelong and
the nearby Viva Energy Australia refinery. The site was mismanaged by the original licensee and is
the subject of current court action. It has huge amounts of toxic waste, including asbestos, heavy metals
and flammable liquids that are cancerous both in liquid form and as fumes. The second licensee, Tasco,
has now gone into liquidation. Despite the city and all emergency services working closely to control
a potential disaster for the residents and communities of Lara, Corio, Geelong, Lovely Banks and
surrounds, there is now the very real prospect of this occurring. Both the SES and the CFA have been
involved in the establishment of containment measures that include the installation of fire lines with
retardants. However, these are the last lines of defence in the event of a major emergency.
A major emergency is exactly what these services are fearful of, and so are these communities. Should
a large fire break out, the risk of explosion or the spread of fire to other facilities such as the Viva
refinery are rated as high and likely, to say nothing of the massive clouds of toxic chemicals that will
spread over these communities. The potential for such a fire to burn for days is not only real but highly
likely. The risk to health and safety is so enormous the already overburdened hospital system in
Geelong may not cope, putting life at further risk. The people of Geelong’s north have always felt that
they have been neglected, that because theirs were the suburbs of Geelong’s industrial heartland others
felt they had the right to foist all types of environmental ills upon them. They are pleading for help on
this matter. The action I seek for the minister to step in and assist Environment Protection Authority
Victoria take total control of the site, completely remove all waste and remediate the land, just as they
have done at several similar sites to the north of Melbourne.
WHITTLESEA AND MITCHELL INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:08): My adjournment matter is for the Treasurer and relates
to funding priorities in the City of Whittlesea and the Shire of Mitchell that need to be included in the
upcoming 2019–20 state budget. The action that I seek from the Treasurer is that he provide a
commitment in the upcoming budget to fund priority infrastructure and investment projects in
Whittlesea and Mitchell. The Whittlesea and Mitchell local government areas in my electorate of
Northern Victoria Region are two of the fastest-growing municipalities in Victoria, and parts of both
lie within the northern growth corridor. Research shows that the population within Whittlesea will
almost double by 2040 to nearly 383 000 residents. Even more substantial population growth is
expected in Mitchell shire over the next 25 to 30 years, with the population rising from the current
50 000 to approximately 250 000 residents.
The upcoming 2019–20 budget is an opportunity for the Andrews Labor government to acknowledge
the infrastructure needs of both councils and fund infrastructure priorities in Whittlesea and Mitchell
in the budget delivered on 30 April. An investment of $755 000 to the Whittlesea City Council to
develop a business case for the construction of the planned Mernda health and wellbeing hub is needed.
With many of the roads in Whittlesea not being able to service the current traffic flows, funding of
between $70 million and $90 million is required to extend the road duplications of Bridge Inn Road
from Plenty Road to Wellington Road in Mernda and of Epping Road from Craigieburn Road East to
Bridge Inn Road in Wollert.
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To address the needs of Whittlesea residents with a disability, an investment of $20 million is required
to construct a P–12 special school to form part of the Wollert East P–12 school. To provide safer
access and vehicle connectivity to the Wallan township, funding of $80 million is required to design
and construct a diamond interchange at the intersection of Watson Street and the Hume Freeway.
Funding of between $390 000 and $520 000 to upgrade the 13 standalone water supply points located
throughout the Mitchell shire is critical for infrastructure in a municipality prone to drought and large
fires. Recurrent funding of around $300 000 per annum for ongoing mental health services needs to
be provided to the Wallan youth services hub. The action that I seek from the Treasurer is that he
provide a commitment in the upcoming 2019–20 state budget to fund priority infrastructure and
investment projects in Whittlesea and Mitchell.
PAST ADOPTION PRACTICES
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (17:11): My adjournment matter is for the AttorneyGeneral, and the action I seek relates to the barriers to claims made by mothers whose children were
forcibly adopted. As many in this chamber would know, on 25 October 2012 the Victorian Parliament
issued a formal apology to those harmed by past adoption practices in Victoria and acknowledged that
many thousands of Victorian babies were taken from their mothers without informed consent. I would
just like to quote a little bit from that apology:
We express our sincere sorrow and regret for the health and welfare policies that condoned the practice of
forced separations.
These were misguided, unwarranted, and they caused immeasurable pain.

Between the 1950s and 1970s as many as 250 000 babies were taken from their mothers as a result of
state government forced adoption practices. However, given the passage of time between the conduct
and the apology, claims for damages are barred by the Limitations of Actions Act 1958. The
Limitation of Actions Amendment (Child Abuse) Act 2015 removed the limitation period that applies
to causes of action relating to death or personal injury relating to the child abuse, and that limitation
was removed to enable historical child abuse cases to be heard and compensated for. The action that I
seek is that the minister apply the same reasoning and consider establishing a mechanism to
compensate mothers whose children were forcibly adopted.
LIVESTOCK THEFT AND BIOSECURITY
Mrs McARTHUR (Western Victoria) (17:13): My adjournment matter tonight is for the AttorneyGeneral and concerns the evident inadequacy of the current laws and their implementation by the
courts surrounding farm biosecurity, the repercussions for breaching them and the failure to deter or
punish offenders. Aggressive animal activism is dangerously on the rise, putting at risk the security
and wellbeing of farmers and livestock across this state. This was recently demonstrated by activities
such as the creation of the intrusive Aussie Farms interactive map identifying farms in my electorate
and the theft of goats from the goat cafe at Yarragon. Unfortunately it has become apparent that the
existing laws and magistrates who are charged with enforcing law and order in this state are failing to
rectify this abuse of farmers rights.
One of the malicious perpetrators of the Gippy Goat Cafe theft was found guilty of removing an
identifying ear tag from a goat she stole and also of not having a property identification code for her
home that housed numerous farm animals to which she had fitted nappies. The magistrate’s response
to the theft was to apply $1 fines for offences which carry penalties of $9671 due to the inherent
biosecurity risk. The thief was also ordered to pay $250 compensation to the farmer, despite the stock
having an estimated value of $2000. Two other participants in the theft were found guilty but escaped
conviction, receiving only six-month good behaviour bonds.
Clearly these laws and their application offer no effective deterrent or punishment and are inadequate
to ensure the proper protection of property and wellbeing of our farmers and their animals. Such court
actions give a green light to criminals seeking to threaten and trespass on the livelihood, biosecurity,
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animal welfare and private property of farmers. The action I seek from the minister is to stand up for
the farmers in my electorate and across Victoria to ensure that penalties for farm theft and biosecurity
risk fit the serious crimes currently being perpetrated.
COMMERCIAL PASSENGER VEHICLE LICENCES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:15): My adjournment matter tonight is for the Minister
for Public Transport, Melissa Horne. I ask the minister: will she make it compulsory for commercial
passenger vehicle (CPV) licence holders to present a current roadworthy certificate and a certificate
of commercial passenger vehicle insurance when registering for or renewing their commercial
passenger vehicle licence? Recently the taxi industry regulator, Commercial Passenger Vehicles
Victoria, sent a reminder of the requirement to have an annual inspection to make sure vehicles are
safe and in a roadworthy condition. Under the current regulations vehicle operators are required to
carry a current annual certificate of roadworthiness or carry current evidence that the vehicle has
passed a CPVV-approved inspection process.
This simply does not happen. The regulator carries out regular vehicle inspections to check. In January
2019 they conducted 657 inspections. In February it was just 430. There are almost 64 000 commercial
vehicles operating here in Victoria, so working on my calculations they need to lift their game. They
will need to inspect over 6000 vehicles a week. This is simply not going to happen. As long as the
regulator does not require a roadworthy to be lodged with a CPV application or renewal, vehicles will
go undetected and on occasion be in unroadworthy shape. Unsafe cars will slip through the system,
and inspectors will be required to enforce the requirements on the streets. Vehicles in Victoria’s public
transport system must meet the highest standards at all times.
I want to add the issue of insurance to this problem also. Traditional taxis and hire car operators have
held commercial vehicle insurance, which ensures the vehicle, driver, passengers and other road users
are covered when something goes wrong. Many of our new CPV licence holders still run on their
private insurance. These claims are rejected if there is an accident when they have been using the
vehicle commercially. Some actually operate just on third-party insurance and some with none at all.
Unless the driver is the owner or listed driver of the vehicle specified to the insurance company, the
insurers will not pay.
I ask the minister to fix this impossible mess and make it compulsory for a current roadworthy
certificate and certificate of commercial passenger insurance to be a requirement when applicants
renew their commercial passenger vehicle licence or obtain their commercial passenger vehicle
licence. The public’s safety should never be negotiable.
ELIZABETH DRIVE, SUNBURY
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:18): I wish to draw a matter to the attention of the minister
for transport—sorry, Minister for Roads. I say that with a little bit of trepidation because there is some
confusion as to the ministerial responsibilities of a number of ministers, but I believe that this would
be covered by the Minister for Roads. It concerns the extension of the dual carriageway of Elizabeth
Drive from Vineyard Road in Sunbury to Racecourse Road. This is to some people a very great thing,
but to other people it has caused a great deal of angst. I have received an email from Mr Hill, who lives
in Sunbury. He says:
Sadly, not many benefits, but several disadvantages, for existing Elizabeth Drive residents of around 40 years.
I am now wondering what you—

the government—
may have in mind to make life a little more enjoyable for older Elizabeth Drive residents, who now can’t open
windows due to the traffic noise and are often finding difficulty in entering or leaving their driveways.
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I also fail to understand why the new section is not dual carriageway, as when the new shops, along with new
Child Care and Schools, will only create a busier and noisier environment. Maybe, you could at least arrange
service roads for the older parts of Elizabeth Drive and allow us safe access to our homes.
At peak times, it is not unusual for traffic to be banked back from Gap Rd to Mitchell’s Lane—

which I can assure you is some considerable space—
And also heavy queues are waiting at the Riddell Rd roundabout.

This is something that obviously has not been taken into consideration by VicRoads or perhaps even
by Hume council in putting this particular plan together. I believe that we must take into consideration
the welfare of all residents of Sunbury, not just the new ones who are joining at either end of Elizabeth
Drive but also those residents of the Sunbury section of Elizabeth Drive who have been there for many,
many years. I used to live just around the corner from Elizabeth Drive some years ago, so I can fully
understand the problems that they would face.
I am asking the minister to speak to her department and provide some real solutions to these problems
faced by Sunbury residents. It would be of enormous benefit to a good many people, and I ask her to
turn her attention to this important matter.
DRIVER FATIGUE
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:21): My matter is for the Minister for Road Safety and the
TAC. VicRoads publicly acknowledges what country people have long known all too well: that fatigue
is one of the main reasons for death on our country roads. Our common sense tells us it is true, and the
science backs it up. According to a study conducted by the Adelaide Centre for Sleep Research a
person who has been awake for 17 hours faces the same risk of crashing as someone who has a blood
alcohol content of .05, and someone who has been awake for 24 hours faces the same risk as someone
with a blood alcohol content of .10. That might go some way to explaining some of the decisions that
come out of this place. Yet it is very hard to find good publicly available statistics about crashes in
Victoria caused by fatigue. The lack of good publicly available statistics is striking. The best statistic
provided on the Transport Accident Commission (TAC) website comes from a 1998 publication and
tells us that about 30 per cent of severe single-vehicle crashes in rural areas involve the driver being
fatigued. The best publicly available statistic is 21 years old.
A Victoria Police five-year plan called Road to Zero that was released in 2013 recommended
developing standards for collecting intelligence to better inform the development of effective road
policing responses. The report also recommended improving intelligence-sharing capabilities between
agencies to enhance engagement and develop holistic solutions.
The final report of the Victorian Parliament’s own Road Safety Committee in 2014 made it perfectly
clear it was difficult for them to make recommendations because of a lack of good data and a lack of
data sharing. As the report stated, and I quote:
… a limited understanding of the causal factors contributing to serious injury crashes, has prevented
conclusive determinations about the real efficacy of different countermeasures and interventions.

Rephrasing that, our own Road Safety Committee told us they did not know how to prevent road
deaths because they did not know what causes road deaths. They asked the government to rectify the
situation. So I want to know what effort has been made to gather and share intelligence about fatiguerelated crashes in Victoria. The action I seek is for the minister to get VicRoads and the TAC to tell us
how they have improved data collection and to release the latest statistics on fatigue.
FLU VACCINATIONS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (17:24): My adjournment matter this evening is to the
Minister for Health, so I am very pleased that she is at the table this evening, because she might be
able to dispatch with my request or at least speak to the request in any event. It relates to flu
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vaccinations. Of course we have seen some terrible flu outbreaks this summer. In fact I note that in
Victoria alone there have been 2800 confirmed cases of influenza this year, which is more than double
the 1300 reported at the same time last year. Sadly, amongst those statistics is the very terrible statistic
of a young child who died from the outbreak. The deputy chief health officer said that it was likely
there have been other deaths this year as well.
It is a serious issue. I note that Ms Wooldridge is also in the chamber, and I want to congratulate her
on her work when she was shadow Minister for Health in advocating for children under five to receive
free flu vaccinations. It was an issue that was very close to her heart, I know. She argued the point for
some time and developed policy in relation to having ongoing funding for and protection of those
young children. She was really able to point out the shortfalls of the Andrews government: they
botched the ordering of vaccinations and they underestimated the amounts—they ordered vaccines for
less than 30 per cent of kids. When that was pushed back on in terms of blaming others and the federal
government, in actual fact it was true that the Victorian government had not even put in any
applications for kids under five to be on the national immunisation program. There are many concerns
in relation to the previous government’s administration of this very critical and important area. It is a
big issue for those vulnerable Victorians—the elderly, the pregnant, those who have got chronic
disease, those who have got cancer and of course young children.
The action I seek, Minister, is that you provide the ongoing funding for the flu vaccination programs
for children under five and not continue the haphazard approach that you previously had. I note that
you are nodding your head—that you have got them coming out in April. We have had them—
Ms Mikakos: It’s bizarre.
Ms CROZIER: It’s not bizarre. It is actually really serious. A child died.
Ms Mikakos interjected.
Ms CROZIER: The free flu vaccinations are coming in April. I am asking that you provide for
ongoing funding, that you not take the haphazard approach that you have taken in the past and that
you ensure the protection of these children is taken into consideration.
LIQUOR CONTROL REFORM
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (17:27): My adjournment matter this evening is for
the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation. The action that I seek is for the
government to thoroughly and genuinely consult with Boroondara and Whitehorse councils, the
councils affected by the government’s planned removal of the dry areas in the eastern suburbs, and
that this consultation happens prior to the introduction of the legislation in the Parliament.
The government made an election promise to abolish the dry areas that cover parts of Boroondara and
Whitehorse. I have sought advice from both councils, and both mayors have replied to me, which I
have greatly appreciated, confirming that there has been no consultation or communication from the
state government to either of those councils in relation to the proposed changes either before the
announcement was made or subsequently. Given that it directly affects the residents of these areas and
these councils, that is very concerning to hear. Obviously there is an opportunity and a need to rectify
that situation.
In a question on notice to the minister I sought an answer about when this legislation was likely to be
introduced. The minister’s response was, and I quote, ‘As soon as practically possible’. Obviously
there is significant work occurring, and that is underway currently. It is important that this consultation
happens as soon as possible.
The issue is that there are genuine concerns in relation to these changes. Residents in Boroondara and
Whitehorse have greatly appreciated that they have actually had decision-making powers in relation
to the granting of liquor licences and the development of new pubs and clubs in their area. Under the
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government’s election commitment, those powers will now transfer to VCAT and the Victorian
Commission for Gambling and Liquor Regulation. That is obviously a big shift. The residents have
valued the ability to keep these residential areas as residential areas, and we all know that there can be
some very significant alcohol-related harm impacts not only on the individuals themselves that are
consuming excessive alcohol but also of course on the local community.
So that is why I am seeking the action that the minister consult—not after the fact, not when the
legislation is introduced into Parliament, not when it is finished and concluded—and that this
consultation with the local councils is thorough and genuine as the legislation is being considered and
developed so that the voice of the councils and the voice of the residents can be reflected in the
legislation that the government shapes.
REGIONAL COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP PROGRAMS
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (17:30): My adjournment matter this evening is for the consideration
of the Minister for Regional Development, and it relates to Victorian regional community leadership
programs. In this place we often talk about leadership—the importance of leadership and the
importance of developing leadership. It is now time for this government to commit to the next stage
of rural and regional leadership programs.
I relay a specific request from Jenny Grigg, the chairperson of the Victorian Regional Community
Leadership Programs Secretariat, and Katrina Baddeley, the CEO, in relation to ongoing funding. At
this stage the VRCLP cannot get a commitment from the government, either from Regional
Development Victoria or the minister, in relation to the next round of four-year funding, and the
current funding finishes in 2020. From a local perspective and a Gippsland perspective we have the
Gippsland Community Leadership Program (GCLP). It is the longest running regional leadership
program in Australia. It has shown huge commitment from the investors, the people who conduct it
and invest their time, and people in Gippsland who are wanting to get on and become leaders of the
future. It has 576 alumni and they include Mr Ken Lay, somebody who is widely respected right across
the political and Victorian landscape; my colleague and friend Bridget McKenzie, who has risen to
leadership in her role; multiple local government councillors; and indeed two current female mayors
in Gippsland. GCLP provides this platform to create diversity within our communities, to empower,
to encourage, to instil, to provide a broad range of information and a broad range of experiences to
further the knowledge around Gippsland but also to empower and to create leaders of the future.
So the government funding for this across the board is quite critical, and what they are asking is that
the minister provide $11 million in the upcoming budget over the next four years. There are
10 regional programs, so in effect they are asking for $250 000 per year for each of those leadership
programs. I was speaking with Mr Answerth the other day, saying that in the future there may be a
time when they can run on their own, but I would ask the minister to commit to funding and to do so
by writing to the VRCLP to endorse that commitment.
CAMPBELLFIELD AND EPPING CHEMICAL WASTE DUMP SITES
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:33): My adjournment matter is for the Minister
for Workplace Safety in the other place. It concerns the toxic dump sites in my electorate of Northern
Metropolitan Region in both Campbellfield and Epping. I draw the minister’s attention to the toxic
industrial barrels that were found stockpiled in a warehouse in Epping on 1 January this year. On
8 January WorkSafe Victoria took over the management of the toxic dump site and stated that the
clean-up would be conducted and completed in late January. MSS Security, which have been
contracted, have entirely closed down Devon Court in Epping. We are now in late March and nearby
businesses have been severely affected by the limitations imposed by the Environment Protection
Authority Victoria and WorkSafe, including limiting the amount of on-street parking and restricting
the use of any flammable material by adjoining businesses. They have banned smoking outside
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premises for local businesses, and a local reception centre which was formerly able to light fireworks
in the car park to send off a wedding couple have been told they cannot even do that in the local area.
This has severely restricted local businesses. Minister, the department has claimed to be in ongoing
communications with the local community, businesses and other stakeholders, but the businesses that
I have spoken to have been left in the dark by the department, claiming they have only been told it is
a long process to clean up the waste. It seems the department is too busy playing the blame game and
not focusing on the local traders, who are on the brink of closing down because of the process and the
effect it is having on their business. There is no car parking, employees cannot smoke outside, there is
no outdoor welding—there are a whole lot of restrictions on those businesses, and they were told on
1 January that it would be cleaned up by the end of January.
We are now approaching late March. This issue needs to be addressed now. I call on the minister to
provide me with the reasons this has not yet been cleaned up, give residents and businesses a time line
for when this is expected to be cleaned up and perhaps offer some compensation to those businesses
that have been severely affected by the minister’s mismanagement.
FEDERAL OPPOSITION TAX POLICY
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (17:35): My matter for the
adjournment tonight is for the attention of the Minister for Disability, Ageing and Carers, and it
concerns the impact of a proposed policy on older, or senior, Victorians.
Senior Victorians are uniquely vulnerable because their income is often not available to them, because
they have little mechanism to recover income if they lose it and because they have little mechanism to
recover capital if they lose it. I am particularly concerned about the federal opposition’s proposal to
strip Victorian seniors, retired seniors, of franking credits. This will have a very severe impact—
Ms Mikakos: On a point of order, Acting President, I fail to see how federal policy on franking
dividends has anything to do with the portfolio responsibility of the Victorian Minister for Disability,
Ageing and Carers.
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: On the point of order, Acting President, the action I will seek is to ask the minister to
examine what impact it will have on senior Victorians. That is what I want the minister to do
proactively, in case such a policy was ever introduced. I know there is a federal inquiry looking at this,
but there will be unique implications in Victoria.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Mr Davis, I will get you to complete your adjournment
matter, and then we will consider it in its totality. It may well be that we are not in a position to make
a ruling tonight. I may have to refer it to the President for his consideration, but can I suggest that you
complete it in this instance and we will take it further at that point.
Mr DAVIS: The point I am making through this adjournment matter is that we have very
vulnerable senior Victorians. We have a mooted policy to strip retirees of franking credits which they
have worked through their whole working lives for and built their retirement on. The Minister for
Disability, Ageing and Carers goes to a lot of effort in his portfolio to provide additional support and
packages to make sure that seniors are in a position to enjoy their retirement and continue contributing
to the community. I know there is a federal inquiry headed by Tim Wilson, a Victorian federal MP,
that is looking at the countryside. In fact today in Torquay and Mount Martha public hearings are being
held with Victorian seniors present, including those who are afraid that franking credits will be stripped
from them and that that will have a very significant impact.
I am not in a position to judge what a federal inquiry can do, but what I would say is that there are
Victorians who are concerned about this. The minister for ageing is in a position to assess and ask
experts, for example, or a consultancy or others, including the department, to assess the impact on
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seniors programs, to assess the impact on the viability of seniors packages, to assess the impact on the
quality of life and the financial position of Victorian seniors in country Victoria, in places like Torquay
and Mount Martha and in the city.
We need to be very clear here that this could have a major impact on Victorian seniors, and the
Victorian minister who is responsible for seniors is in a position to undertake a thoughtful and
professional assessment of that impact. That is the action I am seeking from the minister. I cannot
predict what will happen in the federal election. Of course I cannot. But if I was a minister, I would
assess all of the options and would make sure that I was in a position to respond no matter what the
outcome of the federal election might be.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Mr Davis, the grey area for me is the hypothetical
nature of the policy that you refer to. It is subject to a federal election and whether or not a minister
can take action on something that has not yet occurred. On that basis what I am proposing to do is
refer the matter to the President overnight for the President’s consideration, and the President can make
a ruling.
Members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): I understand he is here. The President can make a ruling
perhaps and inform the house tomorrow morning.
KEW COTTAGES
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (17:41): My adjournment matter is to the Minister for
Planning. On Tuesday, 26 February, I attended and addressed the Kew Cottages Coalition public
meeting. At that very well attended meeting a number of motions were passed unanimously as follows:
one, that the Victorian government and Development Victoria must immediately cease all further
development at the Kew Cottages development site; two, that the Victorian government must
immediately reinstate Boroondara council as the planning authority for the Kew Cottages site; and
three, that the Victorian government must ensure that Heritage Victoria is provided with adequate
funding both to proactively inspect and monitor compliance with heritage permits and to properly
enforce and defend its decisions in the public interest. I support the resolutions carried by the meeting.
For too long the cultural heritage of Kew Cottages has been sacrificed on the altar of rapid population
growth, and it is time it stopped. Will the minister investigate and respond to the Kew Cottages
Coalition resolutions?
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Can I clarify that the action is that you are asking the
minister to investigate, not whether the minister will investigate. Is that correct?
Mr HAYES: Yes, I am asking him to investigate what the Kew Cottages Coalition have asked for
and then respond.
RESPONSES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:43): This evening I have received adjournment matters from Mr Meddick addressed to the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, from Ms Lovell addressed to the Treasurer,
from Ms Patten addressed to the Attorney-General, from Mrs McArthur addressed to the AttorneyGeneral, from Mr Barton addressed to the Minister for Public Transport, from Mr Finn addressed to
the Minister for Roads, from Mr Quilty addressed to the Minister for Roads, from Ms Wooldridge
addressed to the Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation, from Ms Bath
addressed to the Minister for Regional Development, from Mr Ondarchie addressed to the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change—
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, Acting President, my matter was not addressed to the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change; it was to the Minister for Workplace Safety.
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Ms MIKAKOS: My apologies. Mr Ondarchie’s matter was addressed to the Minister for
Workplace Safety. Mr Hayes addressed a matter to the Minister for Planning. Those matters will be
referred to the relevant ministers for response.
I also note my earlier point of order in relation to Mr Davis’s matter addressed to the Minister for
Disability, Ageing and Carers. I acknowledge that this matter will be considered by the President
overnight but make the point again that it does not appear to be within the portfolio responsibility of
the Victorian minister to comment on or provide any commentary on federal taxation policy. The
matter that Ms Crozier raised for me in my portfolio responsibility I am happy to dispatch. What I can
say about this issue is that we had the very sad passing of a child earlier this year. The chief health
officer has already made some public comments about this matter. I would not usually do this without
this information already being in the public domain, given it does touch on a family’s or a particular
individual’s personal circumstances and health information, but I am advised that a child died in early
March after the finding of an influenza A infection upon testing. This is a tragic death. It is a rare
occurrence for a child to die from the flu, and I do want to express my personal and deep sympathies
to the family involved.
This matter, as you can expect, has been referred to the coroner; however, the interim view of treating
health professionals is that the cause of death was complications from the influenza A infection. I
guess it is a timely reminder, as we go into the flu season, that everyone at risk should get an influenza
vaccination. I want to remind the community of course. We will certainly be doing some public
messaging around these issues to say that there are free vaccinations available to children under five
under the Victorian immunisation program. Of course I would encourage all members of the
community to consider receiving the flu vaccine to protect themselves and also other members of the
community.
In terms of the issues that the member has raised, I want to make the point to the member that in fact
my predecessor, the previous Minister for Health, Jill Hennessy, issued a media release on
23 September 2018 in which she made it very clear. I quote from that media release:
The Andrews Labor Government will once again ensure kids under five can get a free flu shot next winter as
new data shows flu cases have dropped dramatically.

The then minister, my predecessor, announced back in September last year that the free vaccine will
again be made available to Victorian children under five. We want to encourage them to access that.
The point that the member fails to acknowledge or understand is that the federal government should
be doing this. Minister Hennessy made that point in previous years, and I will reiterate it: we have a
national immunisation program that covers a range of at-risk individuals; however, it does not cover
universally all children under five. We have called for the federal government to take up this program,
and they have continually failed to do so. This is why we have stepped in and provided this funding.
We announced the funding last year, and we have provided it. We continue to ask them to step up and
offer free vaccination for children under five through the national immunisation program.
In terms of the assertions that the member made about what occurred last year, I absolutely reject those
assertions. What happened in the past, in 2017, was that we had a significant flu epidemic right across
the country—a very significant flu epidemic. Sadly we lost a lot of lives, elderly people in particular.
This is why last year we had unprecedented demand right across Australia for the flu vaccine, resulting
from the community’s concern about making sure that they were vaccinated. That is a positive thing:
the community were alive to the risks and wanted to make sure that they got vaccinated. So there were
issues across the country in relation to these shortages, and this is why my department worked with
immunisation providers to ensure the influenza vaccine was prioritised for those most at risk, including
children under five and vulnerable Victorians eligible for the free influenza vaccine under the national
immunisation program.
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What I can advise the member is that as of 8 March 2019 over 1.78 million doses of influenza vaccine
had been distributed across Victoria since early April 2018, which is 450 000 more doses than in any
year previously. I can assure the member and I can assure the community that there has been a great
deal of work done for many months now ahead of the flu season to make sure that our services are
ready for the upcoming flu season and that we can get the message out about the benefits of the
community being vaccinated. The member can come in here and make these assertions, but it is
absolute nonsense. We are seeing the federal coalition government yet again shirking its responsibility
when it comes to health issues and when it comes to health risks. Rather than them stepping in and
fixing this through the national immunisation program, as they should do, we are stepping up and we
are ensuring that children can get access to free immunisation for this flu season. So children are
getting this.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: Ms Crozier should not rely on the work of her electorate staff member, a failed
MP in this house, to do research for her. Mr Morris needs to go and have a look at Ms Hennessy’s
media release from 23 September 2018, where we made it very clear, months ago, that Victorian
children would have access to this treatment. So do not go around and scare the community,
Ms Crozier, because what we have seen from you to date is just misinformation and inaccuracies week
after week in this house. You are not talking to your colleagues. You did not talk to Ms Wooldridge
about the DanceWize program.
Members interjecting.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): Order! This is the last item of business for the day. Can
I suggest that the minister may well be debating somewhat, not without provocation. I ask the minister
to conclude her response, and perhaps we will listen in silence.
Ms MIKAKOS: Thank you very much, Acting President. Look, this is a very important issue, and
I think it is important that there is an informed debate in the community about these issues. We are
providing this free vaccination for children under five in Victoria. We do think it is an important public
health issue that needs to be taken up at a federal level. I will continue to advocate for that regardless
of who wins the federal election. We do think that it is an important issue. But we are stepping up and
making sure that Victorian kids can get access to this vaccine. We will be working very hard in the
coming weeks, ahead of the flu season, to make sure that the Victorian community are encouraged to
get their flu shots. I would certainly encourage all members here to do so, because we talk to a lot of
people in the community and it is important that infectious diseases are not being spread across the
community.
I have received three written responses to adjournment debate matters, and those will be provided to
members.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Gepp): The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 5.54 p.m.
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Written adjournment responses
Responses have been incorporated in the form supplied by the departments on behalf of the
appropriate ministers.
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VICTORIAN MANAGED INSURANCE AUTHORITY
In reply to Mr RICH-PHILLIPS (South Eastern Metropolitan) (20 February 2019)
Mr SCOTT (Preston—Assistant Treasurer, Minister for Veterans):
I am advised that both my department and the VMIA have acted consistently with the guidelines in respect
of this proceeding.

COUNTRY FIRE AUTHORITY RYE BRIGADE
In reply to Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (20 February 2019)
Ms NEVILLE (Bellarine—Minister for Water, Minister for Police and Emergency Services):
The Victorian Government greatly values the work of the Rye Country Fire Authority (CFA) Brigade, and
its selfless contribution to the safety and wellbeing of the community.
The CFA is currently reviewing the service delivery requirements within the Rye CFA Brigade response area,
to determine the most effective way to service the Rye and St Andrews Beach communities now, and in the
future.

HUMAN ORGAN TRAFFICKING
In reply to Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (21 February 2019)
Ms HENNESSY (Altona—Attorney-General, Minister for Workplace Safety):
I thank the member for his question. However, the question falls outside my portfolio responsibilities and
should be redirected to the Minister for Health, the Hon Jenny Mikakos MP, who is the Minister responsible
for administering the Human Tissue Act 1982.
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