PARLIAMENT OF VICTORIA

PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES
(HANSARD)

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
FIFTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT
FIRST SESSION

WEDNESDAY, 1 MAY 2019

Internet: www.parliament.vic.gov.au/downloadhansard
By authority of the Victorian Government Printer

The Governor
The Honourable LINDA DESSAU, AC

The Lieutenant-Governor
The Honourable KEN LAY, AO, APM

The ministry
Premier. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. DM Andrews, MP

Deputy Premier and Minister for Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. JA Merlino, MP

Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development and Minister for
Industrial Relations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. TH Pallas, MP

Minister for Transport Infrastructure . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. JM Allan, MP

Minister for Crime Prevention, Minister for Corrections, Minister for
Youth Justice and Minister for Victim Support . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. BA Carroll, MP

Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, and Minister for
Solar Homes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. L D’Ambrosio, MP

Minister for Child Protection and Minister for Disability, Ageing and
Carers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. LA Donnellan, MP

Minister for Mental Health, Minister for Equality and Minister for
Creative Industries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. MP Foley, MP

Attorney-General and Minister for Workplace Safety . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. J Hennessy, MP

Minister for Public Transport and Minister for Ports and Freight . . . . . . .

The Hon. MM Horne, MP

Special Minister of State, Minister for Priority Precincts and Minister for
Aboriginal Affairs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. GW Jennings, MLC

Minister for Consumer Affairs, Gaming and Liquor Regulation, and
Minister for Suburban Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. M Kairouz, MP

Minister for Health and Minister for Ambulance Services . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. J Mikakos, MLC

Minister for Water and Minister for Police and Emergency Services. . . .

The Hon. LM Neville, MP

Minister for Jobs, Innovation and Trade, Minister for Tourism, Sport and
Major Events, and Minister for Racing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. MP Pakula, MP

Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and Minister
for Fishing and Boating . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. JL Pulford, MLC

Assistant Treasurer and Minister for Veterans . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. RD Scott, MP

Minister for Local Government and Minister for Small Business

The Hon. A Somyurek, MLC

Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture and
Minister for Resources

The Hon. J Symes, MLC

Minister for Training and Skills, and Minister for Higher Education . . . .

The Hon. GA Tierney, MLC

Minister for Prevention of Family Violence, Minister for Women and
Minister for Youth

The Hon. G Williams, MP

Minister for Planning, Minister for Housing and Minister for
Multicultural Affairs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

The Hon. RW Wynne, MP

Cabinet Secretary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Ms M Thomas, MP

Legislative Council committees
Economy and Infrastructure Standing Committee
Mr Barton, Mr Elasmar, Mr Finn, Mr Gepp, Mrs McArthur, Mr Quilty and Ms Terpstra.
Participating members: Ms Bath, Dr Cumming, Mr Davis, Mr Limbrick, Mr Meddick, Mr Ondarchie,
Mr Rich-Phillips and Ms Wooldridge.
Environment and Planning Standing Committee
Mr Atkinson, Ms Bath, Mr Bourman, Mr Hayes, Mr Limbrick, Mr Meddick, Mr Melhem, Dr Ratnam, Ms Taylor
and Ms Terpstra.
Participating members: Ms Crozier, Dr Cumming, Mr Davis, Mrs McArthur and Mr Quilty.
Legal and Social Issues Standing Committee
Ms Garrett, Dr Kieu, Ms Lovell, Ms Maxwell, Mr Ondarchie, Ms Patten, Dr Ratnam and Ms Vaghela.
Participating members: Mr Barton, Ms Bath, Ms Crozier, Dr Cumming, Mr Erdogan, Mr Grimley, Mr Limbrick,
Mr O’Donohue and Mr Quilty.
Privileges Committee
Mr Atkinson, Mr Bourman, Ms Crozier, Mr Elasmar, Mr Grimley, Mr Jennings, Mr Rich-Phillips, Ms Shing and
Ms Tierney.
Procedure Committee
The President, the Deputy President, Ms Crozier, Mr Davis, Mr Grimley, Dr Kieu, Ms Patten, Ms Pulford and
Ms Symes.

Joint committees
Dispute Resolution Committee
Council: Mr Bourman, Mr Davis, Mr Jennings, Ms Symes and Ms Wooldridge.
Assembly: Ms Allan, Ms Hennessy, Mr Merlino, Mr Pakula, Mr R Smith, Mr Walsh and Mr Wells.
Electoral Matters Committee
Council: Mr Atkinson, Mrs McArthur, Mr Meddick, Mr Melhem, Ms Lovell and Mr Quilty.
Assembly: Ms Blandthorn, Ms Hall, Dr Read and Ms Spence.
House Committee
Council: The President (ex officio), Mr Bourman, Mr Davis, Ms Lovell, Ms Pulford and Ms Stitt.
Assembly: The Speaker (ex officio), Mr T Bull, Ms Crugnale, Ms Edwards, Mr Fregon, Ms Sandell and Ms Staley.
Integrity and Oversight Committee
Council: Mr Grimley and Ms Shing.
Assembly: Mr Halse, Mr McGhie, Mr Rowswell, Mr Taylor and Mr Wells.
Public Accounts and Estimates Committee
Council: Ms Stitt.
Assembly: Ms Blandthorn, Mr Hibbins, Mr Maas, Mr D O’Brien, Ms Richards, Mr Richardson, Mr Riordan and
Ms Vallence.
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations Committee
Council: Mr Gepp, Mrs McArthur, Ms Patten and Ms Taylor.
Assembly: Mr Burgess, Ms Connolly and Ms Kilkenny.

Heads of parliamentary departments
Assembly: Clerk of the Legislative Assembly: Ms B Noonan
Council: Clerk of the Parliaments and Clerk of the Legislative Council: Mr A Young
Parliamentary Services: Secretary: Mr P Lochert

MEMBERS OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
FIFTY-NINTH PARLIAMENT—FIRST SESSION

President
The Hon. SL LEANE
Deputy President
The Hon. WA LOVELL
Acting Presidents
Mr Bourman, Mr Elasmar, Mr Gepp, Mr Melhem, Ms Patten
Leader of the Government
The Hon. GW JENNINGS
Deputy Leader of the Government
The Hon. J SYMES
Leader of the Opposition
The Hon. DM DAVIS
Deputy Leader of the Opposition
Ms G CROZIER

Member
Atkinson, Mr Bruce Norman
Barton, Mr Rodney Brian
Bath, Ms Melina Gaye
Bourman, Mr Jeffrey
Crozier, Ms Georgina Mary
Cumming, Dr Catherine Rebecca
Dalidakis, Mr Philip1
Davis, Mr David McLean
Elasmar, Mr Nazih
Erdogan, Mr Enver2
Finn, Mr Bernard Thomas C
Garrett, Ms Jane Furneaux
Gepp, Mr Mark
Grimley, Mr Stuart James
Hayes, Mr Clifford
Jennings, Mr Gavin Wayne
Kieu, Dr Tien Dung
Leane, Mr Shaun Leo
Limbrick, Mr David
Lovell, Ms Wendy Ann
McArthur, Mrs Beverley

1
2

Region
Eastern Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan
Eastern Victoria
Eastern Victoria
Southern Metropolitan
Western Metropolitan
Southern Metropolitan
Southern Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan
Southern Metropolitan
Western Metropolitan
Eastern Victoria
Northern Victoria
Western Victoria
Southern Metropolitan
South Eastern Metropolitan
South Eastern Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan
South Eastern Metropolitan
Northern Victoria
Western Victoria

Party
LP
TMP
Nats
SFFP
LP
Ind
ALP
LP
ALP
ALP
LP
ALP
ALP
DHJP
SA
ALP
ALP
ALP
LDP
LP
LP

Member
Maxwell, Ms Tania Maree
Meddick, Mr Andy
Melhem, Mr Cesar
Mikakos, Ms Jenny
O’Donohue, Mr Edward John
Ondarchie, Mr Craig Philip
Patten, Ms Fiona Heather
Pulford, Ms Jaala Lee
Quilty, Mr Timothy
Ratnam, Dr Samantha Shantini
Rich-Phillips, Mr Gordon Kenneth
Shing, Ms Harriet
Somyurek, Mr Adem
Stitt, Ms Ingrid
Symes, Ms Jaclyn
Taylor, Ms Nina
Terpstra, Ms Sonja
Tierney, Ms Gayle Anne
Vaghela, Ms Kaushaliya Virjibhai
Wooldridge, Ms Mary Louise Newling

Region
Northern Victoria
Western Victoria
Western Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan
Eastern Victoria
Northern Metropolitan
Northern Metropolitan
Western Victoria
Northern Victoria
Northern Metropolitan
South Eastern Metropolitan
Eastern Victoria
South Eastern Metropolitan
Western Metropolitan
Northern Victoria
Southern Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan
Western Victoria
Western Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan

Resigned 17 June 2019
Appointed 15 August 2019

Party abbreviations
AJP—Animal Justice Party; ALP—Labor Party; DHJP—Derryn Hinch’s Justice Party;
FPRP—Fiona Patten’s Reason Party; Greens—Australian Greens; Ind—Independent;
LDP—Liberal Democratic Party; LP—Liberal Party; Nats—The Nationals; SA—Sustainable Australia;
SFFP—Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party; TMP—Transport Matters Party

Party
DHJP
AJP
ALP
ALP
LP
LP
FPRP
ALP
LDP
Greens
LP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
ALP
LP

CONTENTS
ANNOUNCEMENTS
Acknowledgement of country ....................................................................................................................................1141
Sessional orders ...........................................................................................................................................................1141
PAPERS
University of Divinity .................................................................................................................................................1141
Report 2018 .............................................................................................................................................................1141
Papers............................................................................................................................................................................1142
MEMBERS STATEMENTS
Anzac Day ....................................................................................................................................................................1143
Knox sporting facilities ...............................................................................................................................................1143
Economy.......................................................................................................................................................................1143
Anzac Day ....................................................................................................................................................................1144
Sow stalls......................................................................................................................................................................1144
Safe Futures Foundation .............................................................................................................................................1144
Les Twentyman Foundation .......................................................................................................................................1145
Anzac Day ....................................................................................................................................................................1145
Natalina Angok ............................................................................................................................................................1145
New South Wales state election .................................................................................................................................1145
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Orders of the day .........................................................................................................................................................1146
COMMITTEES
Economy and Infrastructure Committee ...................................................................................................................1146
Reference.................................................................................................................................................................1146
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
GJK Facility Services..................................................................................................................................................1165
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE AND MINISTERS STATEMENTS
Government advertising..............................................................................................................................................1170
E-cigarettes ...................................................................................................................................................................1171
Ministers statements: Living Libraries Infrastructure Program ..............................................................................1173
Hospital waiting lists ...................................................................................................................................................1173
Western Metropolitan Region transport ....................................................................................................................1175
Ministers statements: ambulance services ................................................................................................................1176
Steelvision ....................................................................................................................................................................1177
Sentencing reform .......................................................................................................................................................1177
Local government rates ...............................................................................................................................................1177
Ministers statements: La Trobe University chancellor ............................................................................................1178
Timber industry ...........................................................................................................................................................1179
Ministers statements: native fish stocks ....................................................................................................................1180
Sentencing reform .......................................................................................................................................................1180
Written responses ........................................................................................................................................................1181
QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
Answers ........................................................................................................................................................................1181
CONSTITUENCY QUESTIONS
Northern Metropolitan Region ...................................................................................................................................1182
Northern Metropolitan Region ...................................................................................................................................1182
Northern Victoria Region ...........................................................................................................................................1182
Western Metropolitan Region ....................................................................................................................................1182
Western Metropolitan Region ....................................................................................................................................1183
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
GJK Facility Services..................................................................................................................................................1183
MOTIONS
Planning policy ............................................................................................................................................................1183
Emergency services workers presumptive rights legislation ..................................................................................1197
PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
GJK Facility Services..................................................................................................................................................1208
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE
Notices of motion ........................................................................................................................................................1214
STATEMENTS ON REPORTS, PAPERS AND PETITIONS
Ombudsman .................................................................................................................................................................1215
Fines Victoria Complaints .....................................................................................................................................1215
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE

Victorian Auditor-General’s Office...........................................................................................................................1216
Financial audit.........................................................................................................................................................1216
Notices of motion and orders of the day ...................................................................................................................1216
ADDRESS TO PARLIAMENT
Governor’s speech .......................................................................................................................................................1217
Address-in-reply .....................................................................................................................................................1217
ADJOURNMENT
Duck hunting season ...................................................................................................................................................1225
Victoria State Emergency Service Mansfield unit ...................................................................................................1226
Industrial fires ..............................................................................................................................................................1226
Mill Park and South Morang traffic management....................................................................................................1227
Grampians rock climbing ...........................................................................................................................................1228
Brimbank police numbers...........................................................................................................................................1228
Murray-Darling Basin .................................................................................................................................................1228
Toorak Road, Kooyong, level crossing .....................................................................................................................1229
Rowville rail line .........................................................................................................................................................1230
Portland hospital patient..............................................................................................................................................1230
Solar Homes package..................................................................................................................................................1230
Police corruption and misconduct..............................................................................................................................1231
Responses .....................................................................................................................................................................1232
WRITTEN ADJOURNMENT RESPONSES
Shepparton mother and baby health services............................................................................................................1233
Swan Hill District Health ............................................................................................................................................1233

ANNOUNCEMENTS
Wednesday, 1 May 2019

Legislative Council

1141

Wednesday, 1 May 2019
The PRESIDENT (Hon. SL Leane) took the chair at 9.34 a.m. and read the prayer.
Announcements
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
The PRESIDENT (09:35): 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 respects to the elders of the Aboriginal
nations in Victoria past and present and welcome any elders and members of the Aboriginal
communities who may visit or participate in events or proceedings of Parliament this week.
SESSIONAL ORDERS
The PRESIDENT (09:35): Members, later this morning we will move into a different format for
general business. As a reminder of the change in the sessional orders, I would like to bring members’
attention to sessional order 8, which imposes the new time limits to general business. These changes
include individual time limits on speakers and an overall time limit for each general business item.
The mover of the general business item, the government lead speaker and other lead speakers may
speak for 30 minutes. Remaining speakers may speak for 15 minutes. Each general business item may
be debated for a total of 90 minutes and may be adjourned at any time prior to the expiration of that
time. At the conclusion of the 90 minutes of debate the Chair will interrupt debate and put the question
or questions before the house immediately.
The total time does not reset if there is an interruption for any reason. For instance, if the debate is
adjourned until later that day or a future day, the 90-minute maximum debate time will still apply. This
means that if the debate is adjourned after 60 minutes, when the item is brought back for debate the
remaining time for further debate will be 30 minutes. The overall time limit does not apply to the
second-reading debate of a private members bill, which is outlined in sessional order 9.
During general business there will be two digital timer displays operating. There will be a total time
for debate of 90 minutes. Whoever is in the chair at the time when it gets to 90 minutes will interrupt
the debate and put the question, so I think everyone understands that. If it does get adjourned at the
88-minute mark and the mover of the motion wants to bring it back in a future week, they will have
2 minutes the next week. I think that makes sense to everyone, and once again, if we all stay calm and
look out for each other I am sure we will all be fine and get through it.
Papers
UNIVERSITY OF DIVINITY
Report 2018
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (09:38): I move, by leave:
That there be laid before this house a copy of the University of Divinity report 2018.

Motion agreed to.
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PAPERS
Tabled by Clerk:
Bendigo Kangan Institute—Report, 2018.
Box Hill Institute—Report, 2018.
Centre for Adult Education—Report, 2018.
Chisholm Institute—Report, 2018.
Deakin University—Report, 2018.
Falls Creek Alpine Resort Management Board—Report, 2018.
Federation Training—Report, 2018.
Federation University Australia—Report, 2018.
Gordon Institute of TAFE—Report, 2018.
Goulburn Ovens Institute of TAFE—Report, 2018.
Holmesglen Institute—Report, 2018.
La Trobe University—Report, 2018.
Melbourne Polytechnic—Report, 2018.
Monash University—Report, 2018.
Mount Buller and Mount Stirling Alpine Resort Management Board—Report, 2018.
Mount Hotham Alpine Resort Management Board—Report, 2018.
Municipal Association of Victoria—Report, 2017–18.
Planning and Environment Act 1987—Notices of Approval of the following amendments to planning
schemes—
Boroondara Planning Scheme—Amendment C289.
Casey Planning Scheme—Amendment C261.
Greater Geelong Planning Scheme—Amendment C386.
Hobsons Bay Planning Scheme—Amendment C125.
Kingston Planning Scheme—Amendment C159.
Melton Planning Scheme—Amendments C199 and C200.
Mitchell Planning Scheme—Amendment C127.
Moonee Valley Planning Scheme—Amendment C204.
Surf Coast Planning Scheme—Amendment C118.
Yarra Planning Scheme—Amendment C225.
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology—Report, 2018.
South West Institute of TAFE—Report, 2018.
Southern Alpine Resort Management Board—Report, 2018.
Sunraysia Institute of TAFE—Report, 2018.
Swinburne University of Technology—Report, 2018.
The University of Melbourne—Report, 2018.
Victoria University—Report, 2018.
William Angliss Institute of TAFE—Report, 2018.
Wodonga Institute of TAFE—Report, 2018.
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Members statements
ANZAC DAY
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (09:39): As part of the Anzac Day commemorations I
attended multiple services across the Southern Metropolitan Region, including at St Kilda RSL;
Caulfield RSL; Port Melbourne; the Victorian Association of Jewish Ex and Servicemen and Women
Australia; the Anzac Day eve football match between Melbourne and Richmond; and the Glen Eira
Council Anzac service. I would have loved to have attended more local services, but alas, time
constraints and simultaneous scheduling inhibited that outcome. It was moving to follow the personal
stories pertaining to the incredible sacrifices of those who sought to defend democracy. It gave me
time to reflect personally on my late great-grandfather Thomas Butcher, aka ‘Pa’, who, along with his
brother, Frank Butcher, trained in Egypt. Both moved on to France for the Battle of the Somme. Pa
was in the artillery, engaging in trench warfare.
A continuing theme throughout the Anzac services I attended was the shared suffering of those waiting
for their loved ones at home, with no internet or mobiles, a highly filtered media and at best sporadic
letters. Pa wrote to my late great-grandmother Winifred Ila Lette during the three and a half years he
was away. That was a long time to wait in anyone’s terms. Pa did return home, thankfully, though his
brother did not, along with 60 000 others who perished. A testament to the loyalty of wartime
comrades, Pa had lent £10 to an English soldier. Thirty years later, that same soldier knocked on Pa’s
door and repaid the £10 sum. Pa predeceased Nana by many, many years owing to wartime gas
exposure. Lest we forget.
KNOX SPORTING FACILITIES
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:41): I am pleased to rise today to congratulate Knox
City Council on its innovative solution to expanding change room facilities to accommodate the
increase in female participation in sports. It is great news that girls are flocking to our AFL, basketball,
cricket and other sporting clubs, but the lack of change rooms means numbers often drop off as girls
get sick of changing in their cars. The issue for councils now is that in order to add to or to enhance
the existing facilities, the entire building must be refurbished to meet the latest building standards,
which in many instances blows out the costs dramatically.
In Knox they have come up with a unique solution, which I think should be applauded. Prefabricated
modular change facilities are manufactured offsite then installed and finished onsite. Because they are
stand-alone buildings, the huge costs of refurbishing the entire building can be delayed. Knox Gardens
recently benefited from this modular solution, with many others in the area planned for construction.
I applaud the council for thinking outside the box and encourage our young girls and women to
continue in their sporting pursuits.
ECONOMY
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (09:42): I note that yet again Victoria is the strongest
performing economy in the country. In the latest CommSec State of the States report, Victoria boasts
Australia’s strongest jobs market, economic growth, wages growth, retail trade and construction work.
But the most revealing statistic is that construction work across Victoria is an incredible 33.1 per cent
above the decade average and by far the strongest in the country. This is because the Andrews Labor
government have more than doubled infrastructure investment to an average of $10.6 billion over the
four years to 2021–22, compared with the long-term average. We have done this by delivering
1300 school upgrades, and we plan to open 100 new schools over the next eight years; removing
29 level crossings in our first term of government and committing to remove 75 by 2025; getting on
with transport projects such as the Metro Tunnel and the Suburban Rail Loop, including the Melbourne
Airport Link; and kicking off desperately needed road projects like the West Gate Tunnel and the
north-east link.
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But sadly, this decade average measure also includes four years of the Victorian Liberal government,
where there was basically no new infrastructure investment. In 2014 the Andrews Labor government
inherited a stagnant economy, with unemployment at 6.7 per cent compared to 4.6 per cent now. I am
proud to be part of what the Andrews Labor government has achieved for this state’s economy, and I
have no doubt we will continue to see strong economic figures into the future.
ANZAC DAY
Mr ATKINSON (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:44): Like most members of this chamber, if not all, I
attended a number of events associated with the commemoration of Anzac Day. I just wanted to put
on record my appreciation and congratulations to the students and staff at Eltham College for a
commemoration that they held, and indeed it is one that they do every year. Vicki Ward from another
place was also in attendance. It is a remarkable event, with a terrific contribution from the students.
In the same vein, many students from the Whitehorse council area attended another ongoing ceremony
which was convened by the Box Hill RSL. I congratulate those schools for always taking an interest
in this particular event, which is a very significant one on the Anzac Day calendar.
There was also an event conducted by Vietnamese people at the Dandenong RSL, which was attended
by a number of members, including my colleague on the other side of the chamber. That one was run
by young people, second-generation people, from the Vietnamese community. That leadership group
is an outstanding initiative of that community. It also was a very touching and moving event.
Finally, a Turkish sub-branch of the RSL also convened an event last week. A number of members
attended that event. It was again an ongoing and significant tribute to our Anzacs.
SOW STALLS
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (09:46): Over the sitting break my team visited a constituent
just out of Colac to hear about unauthorised duck shooting taking place on her private property. While
they were there, they were lucky enough to meet her rescue pigs, including Sheldon, who was
originally bred to be killed for human consumption. It was shocking to hear their stories and about the
sad lives they had been rescued from. While these individual pigs were lucky to live, most others are
not as lucky, and many of them spend much of their existence in squalid conditions in sow stalls.
Sow stalls are metal cages which female pigs are confined to after being mated and they remain in the
stalls for between six and 16 weeks. The stalls are barely large enough for a fully grown female pig to
take a single step forward or backward, and they are unable to move sideways at all. As they cannot
move, they are forced to lie down in the same space where they urinate and defecate. Photos and
footage taken from sow stall sheds in Australia by undercover animal activists ‘trespassing on farms’
show harrowing images of pigs screaming and biting the bars of their stalls, frothing at the mouth and
suffering from injuries such as swollen limbs, lameness and open wounds. I believe all pigs should be
able to live lives of freedom like Sheldon, and I will be pursuing a legislated ban on these cruel
contraptions.
SAFE FUTURES FOUNDATION
Ms TERPSTRA (Eastern Metropolitan) (09:47): I rise today to speak about an organisation that
does some important work in the eastern suburbs. Safe Futures Foundation is a not-for-profit specialist
family violence organisation based, as I said, in Melbourne’s eastern suburbs, whose members assist
women and children living with the trauma of family violence. Utilising a highly specialised risk
assessment and safety planning process, highly trained professionals analyse risk and, by working with
the individuals concerned, offer the ability for them to make informed decisions about their future.
This in turn empowers women and their children to create a future free from family violence. Safe
Futures Foundation offers a range of programs to protect adults, children and young people from
control, abuse and violence. I might make mention of just one of those programs today.
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The Safe in the Community program provides support to women and children in the eastern suburbs.
This program allows women to be supported while staying closely connected with their family and
remaining in their own community or even their own homes or moving to a more sustainable property
within the community where they live. Referrals may come from the women themselves or from
police, community services, hospitals or other organisations.
There are two very important features. One I have just mentioned but the program also offers the
ability for a child advocate within this program. That also gives the ability for children’s voices to be
heard in the process. Organisations such as Safe Futures Foundation via the Safe in the Community
program and the suite of other programs on offer provide much support to survivors of family violence
and offer hope and a way of leaving the harsh impacts of family violence.
LES TWENTYMAN FOUNDATION
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (09:49): Last week I had the pleasure of attending the
opening of the new headquarters of the Les Twentyman Foundation. The previous building was
unfortunately devastated by fire around Christmas of 2016. The foundation itself was launched in 1984
by Les Twentyman and Ron Coleman, and it provides crucial programs, services and resources to
assist Victoria’s at-risk youth. I have known Les for over 20 years through his work with young people
doing it tough in my local community. Les is rightly considered an expert on a range of committee
issues, including youth homelessness, drug abuse, prison reform and social welfare. It was fantastic to
see the new headquarters and hear about the differences that the foundation is making to the lives of
some of the people, including youth, in my local community. The foundation is thankful to Alan
Johnstone and the Johnstone family for supporting them to secure a permanent home in Footscray. I
would also like to thank and recognise the following hardworking individuals: Wayne, Lisa, Jim,
Trevor and Cherie for always supporting Les and the youth of the west.
ANZAC DAY
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (09:50): I would like to congratulate everyone who has been
involved in organising Anzac services throughout the state—from the huge and ever-growing crowds
at the Shrine of Remembrance in Melbourne for the dawn service through to the very intimate and
touching services that have taken place at cenotaphs throughout Victoria. It was a wonderful privilege
to attend the service and parade at Morwell along with the member in the lower house and also to hear
a beautiful speech by Melina Bath that celebrated not just the local contribution of people from our
region to the efforts of going to war, not just making enormous sacrifices, but also acknowledged the
wounds that are often carried for a significant period of time after that. I offer my thanks and well
wishes and much love and respect to everybody involved.
NATALINA ANGOK
Ms SHING: I am getting really, really sick of getting to my feet to yet again read out the name of
another woman lost to violence from another man. Natalina Angok is a name that I have not heard
enough in this chamber, that I have not heard enough in the media. She is another woman—the
22nd woman—to die in Australia from violence at the hands of a man. We need to do more to call this
out. We need to do more to accept responsibility. We need to do more to face up to this enormous
challenge and to actually not be complacent. We need to take a good long look at ourselves as to why
it is that names like Natalina Angok, a woman from Sudan, are not as commonly said or the subject
of vigils as Eurydice Dixon and others.
NEW SOUTH WALES STATE ELECTION
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (09:52): I just want to stand today and congratulate my
colleagues in New South Wales—the two newest members of the lower house up there and the return
of another one. Roy Butler took the seat of Barwon, held by the Nationals for God knows how long—
nearly 50 years, I think. Helen Dalton took the seat of Murray down in the south of New South Wales.
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Phil Donato in Orange took that seat in a by-election a couple of years back, and I think he had a
0.0-something per cent of a margin. He had a 30-something per cent swing towards him, so it goes to
show that they are doing pretty well up there. Lastly, I will just congratulate Mark Banasiak for getting
elected to the upper house in New South Wales.
Business of the house
ORDERS OF THE DAY
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (09:53): 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.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call Ms Bath, I understand that the bells are not working in Sessions
Cafe at the moment. Our fantastic maintenance team are working on that. Until we hear that they have
been fixed, I propose that we will add an extra minute if there is a division before it is fixed. One of
the attendants will make their way up to Sessions if there is a division and the bells are not working—
maybe hold up a red card or something. If you see the attendant, please pay attention to them.
Committees
ECONOMY AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE
Reference
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (09:54): My Liberal and National colleagues and I are very seriously
concerned about the escalating nature of vigilante-style trespass, theft and crime occurring in our rural
and regional communities.
The PRESIDENT: I apologise, Ms Bath. Could you move your motion first and then speak to it.
Ms BATH: Yes, that is fine. I move:
That this house requires the Economy and Infrastructure Committee to inquire into, consider and report by
Thursday, 28 November 2019, on the effectiveness of Victoria’s current legislation in terms of deterrent,
penalty and remedy for illegal on-farm animal activist activity, and in particular the committee should:
(1) consider:
(a) the illegal activity of animal activists on Victorian farms;
(b) illegal farm activists’ compliance with Victoria’s stringent animal welfare laws;
(c) the appropriateness of Victoria’s trespass, biosecurity, surveillance, privacy and nuisance laws;
(2) analyse the approach of other jurisdictions in Australia and internationally;
(3) consult with relevant stakeholders; and
(4) provide recommendations on how Victoria’s laws could be improved to protect farmers’ privacy,
businesses and the integrity of Victoria’s biosecurity regime.

As I said, we are very concerned about the escalation of animal activism in our rural communities.
Today, motion 61 is a tangible method of dealing with the diabolical rise of on-farm activism plaguing
our hardworking farming families and agricultural businesses. Animal activists are flagrantly
disregarding our current laws, which are antiquated in the face of this new forceful form of trespass.
Lenient penalties and sentences are frustrating hardworking police, who take a long time to compile
documentation, they are greatly distressing victims—and I will relate some of those instances this
morning—and they make reoffending the modus operandi of this group of people.
Aided by the Aussie Farms dossier, animal activists and individuals are continuing to disrupt the
operations of law-abiding farming businesses. Incorporating the Aussie Farms repository, the
organisation publishes details of thousands of Australian farms, including photographic and video
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footage. Indeed some of the most harmless farms are on that site. It is incredible to know that a local
beekeeper is on that site. The aim of the repository purports to be around increased transparency
surrounding modern farming practices. However, it is clear that this transparency is agenda driven. It
is a case of never letting the truth get in the way of ideology. Photos put up by the public are removed
if they do not serve the purpose of this group. So today, through the mechanism of the Victorian
Parliament, let us initiate an inquiry where true transparency can be reviewed.
Thirty and 40 years ago, when I grew up on a dairy farm in Gippsland, people came on farm. Those
people were friends and family, they were the milk tanker driver, they were the vet and they were
hitchhikers on the way to Wilsons Promontory. However, sadly, shockingly and distressingly we are
seeing a new type of unwelcome on-farm visitation. Farmers and their staff are experiencing threats
like never before. Very often, as was the case in my family, a farm invasion equates to a home invasion.
Vigilante-style groups are having an incredible impact on the mental and financial stress and strain of
our farmers. We know that farmers are patrolling fences at night, patrolling their livestock, camping
out in their sheds and suffering a heightened state of distress. This harassment and intimidation is
unacceptable. Farming families of recent times have continued to endure great hardship, with
spiralling costs of production, electricity costs continuing to spiral upwards, disproportionate farm
rates and in recent times drought, and we now see another overlay of concern in this form of trespass
and activism.
I have had many conversations with leaders, including the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF), and
with a broad range of people in the industry. One gentleman said, ‘This form of activism could just be
the straw that breaks the camel’s back’. Indeed this is what the activists want, but we need to push
back, and an inquiry is a sincere way of doing that. I have listened to farmers, particularly at field days,
who say that now they are not sure who is coming down their driveways. They are not sure what is
going to happen. Targeted farms and businesses are experiencing an increased number of incidents of
trespass and unlawful activity, including threats and intimidation, theft and property damage, and
biosecurity and animal welfare risks. The fear among farming communities if action is not taken to
strengthen legislation and deter activists is that someone may actually get hurt.
In terms of biosecurity, we know that severe pest and disease outbreaks are a considerable threat to
our agricultural industry. They can decimate herds and decimate livestock and create a huge financial
impact on our economy. The potential of activists to spread disease and pests is real and has been
borne out, and I will show you an example of that a little bit later on.
Mr Leonard Vallance of the VFF has expressed that one of the most critical issues with people entering
the primary production workplace without permission is the threat of biosecurity. He has told me that
people just do not understand that they are exposing themselves and the animals to various diseases.
Bacterial infections like Q fever can spread from animals to animals. Cross-contamination of viruses
between humans and animals, especially pigs, can decimate livestock.
In February of this year the VFF issued guidelines to protect farmers and their staff, suggesting
procedures to follow. This documentation shows the stark reality of what farmers are now facing, with
their lead group, the VFF, asking, ‘What do you need to do to be safe from intruders on your private
property on your farm?’. It documents information such as how to capture farm vehicles and a whole
range of information that they can provide to police. This is a sad indictment of where we are heading
in terms of the concern that farmers have. One of the VFF documents also relates to putting up signs
around biosecurity risks at the front of farms, saying, ‘If you trespass, it will considerably compromise
our biosecurity’. Again, the VFF is considerably concerned and it supports this motion before the
house today.
Harassment occurs on a variety of farming operations, and I have spoken with a number of farming
groups and individuals who have experienced this form of harassment. Poultry and chicken meat,
dairy, beef, duck and domestic rabbit and livestock transporters are concerned, as are abattoirs that
have been broken into and that have suffered considerable harm. Case study after case study exists.
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One farm that typifies why this house must support an inquiry into Victoria’s current laws and
strengthen them is the Gippy Goat Cafe and dairy. I have visited the Gippy Goat Cafe and dairy and
spoken with John and Penny Gommans, the owners, and their staff numerous times since January. I
thank them for the time that they have been able to provide to me and for showing the clarity of their
situation. There are many situations, but this typifies what is going on in our world. In December 2018
the Gippy Goat farm in Yarragon was stormed by 70 activists in the early hours of the morning. The
vet was there and there were staff there ready to start the early milking. Police arrived on the scene
and asked the activists to leave, but they refused to do so. The Gommans have security footage of the
farm showing that animals were being pushed into the back of vehicles. Animals were stolen, and one
goat, subsequently named Angel, was found, returned and then taken again by activists on 31 January.
She was removed from her pen where she was under biosecurity watch arising from the previous theft.
To date we do not know where Angel is.
With six individuals, each charged separately with theft, one accused was fined, and it has been well
reported that it was just a $1 fine for removing an ear identification tag. There was a further $1 fine
for housing livestock without a PIC number, which is a property identification code. Both of these
offences have maximum penalties of $9671 under the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994.
Incidentally, agriculture operates under a number of acts designed and created in this Parliament: the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986, the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994 and the Livestock
Management Act 2010, to name a few. Under those measures authorised inspectors investigate
complaints and regularly make unannounced on-farm orders to assist with welfare compliance and
issue appropriate action for non-compliance. This is necessary and this is just, and all farmers need to
be most mindful of animal welfare.
For those that I spoke to regularly, and indeed friends of mine, the key point about their whole
operation is making sure that animal welfare is at the top of their priority for a raft of reasons: one,
because it is right and proper; two, because they enjoy their animals and looking after them; and three,
because maximum production can occur when your animals are fit and healthy.
Despite the Gippy Goat suffering an estimated loss of $2500 on the stock alone, let alone the
improvements to security, the accused was fined just $254 for their role. Another two offenders were
placed on six-month good behaviour bonds, escaping conviction. It is safe to say that the community
outrage has been significant.
I would like to read you some of John Gommans’s words, because in fact he feels very much the
victim in this scenario, and the victims in this place need to be heard. John’s words—and I thank him
for sharing them with me—were:
The events of 22nd December at the Gippy Goat certainly made us feel violated and it made the staff feel
violated.
When it went to court we had a level of confidence because the evidence was extremely clear—it was a blatant
theft and trespass, and a refusal to leave when asked to do so, when the police asked them to do so, and clear
breaches of the livestock act in terms of traceability of animal movements and also breaches of the safe
transport of animals.
We were hopeful that justice would be served.
As well we were hopeful that there would be an order for compensation that was representative of the value
of the animals stolen.

It is clear that there were no issues around animal cruelty on this farm. There were none. There was
no evidence of cruelty. John spoke again:
The three plaintiffs pleaded guilty and were given an opportunity to speak, and after they had spoken the
magistrate said—
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and these are John’s words—
‘No-one likes animal cruelty. Keep doing what you are doing, but don’t get caught by the police’.

John said:
The magistrate then said, ‘I should have said don’t get in trouble with the police’.

This is his best recollection of what the magistrate said. John continued:
The activists were given an opportunity to speak, but Penny, myself and our farm manager were all there and
none of us got the opportunity to speak.
We were not asked to speak, and it was very clear that there was no mechanism for us to have the
opportunity … to speak.
We were left feeling violated, outraged and cheated.
…
As a consequence of this we have had numerous visits from the authorities and we have come up clean every
time, as we would expect.
We are realistic that this is not the most serious crime out there, but we deserved justice. So this result has fed
the problem. The followers of this group, the extremists, have learnt that they can get away scot-free.
…
We took the view that 70 people came there and six have gone to court and the penalties have been nil, so
that the other 64 have learnt that they can act with impunity.

My commentary around this is that Parliament makes the laws, the legal framework, under which the
judiciary system operates. So that judge was totally within their entitlement of presenting that penalty.
They were working within the law. But many others and John and I agree that the legal framework is
failing him and other farmers. It is time to review this in a comprehensive way.
Concluding the story on the Gippy Goat farm, after months of harassment John and Penny decided, in
April, to close their doors on the cafe, and they considered that the safety of their staff, their family
and the people who attended the coffee house and their customers deserved that safety. John finally
said:
We have personally been subjected to an appalling stream of threats of extreme violence against ourselves,
our family, our staff and even their families.

It gives me no joy to relate this to the house, but I think for transparency it is important to. He also
raised the issue around the Victorian state government:
I am disappointed that the Andrews Labor government has not stood up for farmers, and this is not me trying
to be political, because I think they have done some things well, but I am disappointed that they haven’t stood
up for farmers in this regard—very disappointed.

The government today has suggested that it is making some amendments to my motion, standing in
the Liberal and National parties’ name. It is interesting that the minister took the time, I think it was
on Monday night, to send a message to Peter Walsh, who is shadow Minister for Agriculture. In the
message she stated:
While legislation is an important tool in the prevention of illegal animal activism, there are other
complimentary measures such as education and awareness raising which protect and support our farmers.

If the minister or I went to the Koonwarra saleyards, or any saleyards in Victoria, and said, ‘We’re
keen to show you around the education and awareness-raising measures which will protect and support
you’, I can only imagine what the response from our beautiful farming community would be.
The minister is here, and she intends to rework the terms of reference and tinker with the words of the
motion. That is her right and it is the government’s right, but at the end of the day it is important that
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this house recognises and the Andrews Labor government recognises that the key issue is to address
the trespass and law and order issues that are occurring on our farms and wider agricultural businesses.
I can also only imagine what the thousands of people who have signed John and Penny’s petition—
which I am sponsoring, it is about 5000, including e-petitions and handwritten ones at present, and
counting—would say. Through this petition, Victorians are sending a clear message to Daniel
Andrews stating that it is time for action to create proper penalties and deter offenders.
Recently we saw how the government’s repeal of our Liberal-National move-on laws back in 2015
cost Melburnians time, frustration and money. Melbourne’s CBD was brought to a standstill as activists
blocked the city streets and created havoc, which was their design. However, in this motion that I am
looking at today we want to really focus on what is happening within the legislation and on farms.
I want to raise just two more points that bring home the issue of how people are experiencing these
shocking targeted raids. In September 2018 a chicken farm on the Mornington Peninsula was targeted,
and it happened illegally over two nights. One hundred activists stormed onto the property in the wee
hours of the morning. In the back of a hire truck there were dozens of people illegally transported onto
the farm. The issue is that this has distressed this farmer and his wife exceedingly. They have got three
sheds. Each shed is around 140 metres. Seventy activists went into one of the sheds, and what
happened to the chickens in that shed was that they moved down to one end. Basically, suffocation
occurred. The animals certainly did not have enough oxygen. They crowded on top of each other.
Over the course of a number of hours the health of those animals was compromised and around 300
of them died as a result. If you purport to save animals but end up killing them, this is not a great
outcome at all.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms BATH: This totally defeats the purpose and goes against the theme of why they are doing this.
Also, there was damage and loss. The other issue that was raised is that graffiti went all over the walls
of the sheds. One activist told the lady farmer that they had been arrested 70 times and never been
charged. He swore expletives at her in defiance. This is unacceptable. The emotional toll on that family
is considerable.
Also relating to pig farming, an anonymous central Victorian pig farmer has been targeted, but he has
expressed fear about coming out and communicating this out of fear he will be retargeted. This is the
shadow under which our farmers are operating. This family-run business was invaded. Fences were
cut and doors were broken in an attempt to free the pigs. Following this was a biosecurity breach,
which resulted in an illness called mycoplasma. Ever since that break-in there have been additional
costs to implement a vaccine program that formerly did not have to happen. Police have never been
able to solve this crime, and no-one has claimed responsibility.
It would appear that in other jurisdictions different states are coming to the conclusion that this is a
concern for them. In New South Wales in 2017 they introduced, via the Bradshaw report, legislation
that includes a new form of trespass: aggravated trespass. This is one of the other jurisdictions that we
need to look at.
It is time for transparency. It is time for a fulsome, multiparty inquiry. It is time for all stakeholders to
be able to have their say. And it is time for recommendations back to this house and this government
so that there can be a clear direction around improving biosecurity, improving trespass laws and
stopping this new threat to our farming operations. It is time to back our farmers and support this inquiry.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (10:16): I rise to make a contribution to notice of motion 61 in Ms Bath’s
name. I would start at the outset by saying that I have been very, very firm on this issue. It is most
concerning, and I want all illegal activities that are impacting our agricultural industry to stop. We as
a government cannot and certainly do not condone any illegal activity, no matter what the cause. Illegal
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activities in the name of animal activism are unacceptable and put hardworking farming families,
biosecurity and, frankly, the animals that they purport to want to protect at risk.
In response to recent protest events, industry representatives, farmers and the community have raised
a range of concerns in relation to this matter. Some of the key issues that have been brought to my
attention are: business disruption—farm and animal-based businesses such as meat processing
facilities are dealing with what they perceive as sustained and increased actions by activists; personal
safety—the safety of workers and owners of animal agricultural businesses may be compromised due
to the possibility of conflict and confrontation that may arise from uninvited entry; and home safety,
security and privacy. Many farms are family owned, and that means that they are the primary place of
residence. The perceived threat of animal activists has heightened community concerns about people
entering homes. In this regard I do welcome the federal government’s announcement prior to the
caretaker conventions that Aussie Farms be brought under the remit of the Privacy Act 1988. What
this means is that an organisation can face significant fines if it misuses private info.
I concur with Ms Bath’s comments around biosecurity. Biosecurity is absolutely integral to the future
of agriculture in this state; not only businesses but our entire economy hinge on our biosecurity
remaining strong and being protected. The risks in relation to biosecurity associated with animal
activist activities certainly cannot be understated, and I actually think they are probably a little bit
misunderstood. Intensive industries such as some piggeries implement strict biosecurity requirements
to protect from endemic diseases. They have practices like shower-in and shower-out, and
requirements that there must be an interval of 72 hours between visits to different pig farms. Farm
incursions by animal activists may breach these strict protocols and put the welfare of animals at risk.
I know activists have been known to dress in biohazard outfits, but there is no evidence apart from this
costume that they are actually adhering to other important safety measures.
Where diseases are introduced onto farms, farmers may need to depopulate their stock, causing
significant financial and animal welfare impacts. The effect of serious biosecurity breaches can be
widespread and could potentially compromise our wonderful reputation as an exporter and producer
of clean, green, quality primary produce, particularly from our state. Obviously Victoria is the leading
exporter in the country when it comes to food and fibre.
Obviously animal welfare concerns are brought up in this debate. Unmanaged farm visits, the theft of
animals, unconventional transport and care by inexperienced stock persons can cause significant
animal welfare issues and just a sense of general fear. I live in semirural Victoria and my neighbours
have got about 25 goats. Their elderly father is with them. He is 90 and he has been a farmer his whole
life. He is genuinely scared that when somebody pulls up in the driveway they are going to come and
harass him or take his goats. It is quite distressing to hear that kind of messaging coming from a very
elderly man and long-term farmer.
They are generally the themes that have been brought to my attention through my visits and directly
through my office. People that are disrupting and intimidating farmers and businesses are causing
immense stress to the farming community, and it is resonating in country communities. I have said on
the record it is my view that of course you have the right to protest. I assure people that take animal
welfare issues seriously that I do not have a problem with it one bit, but when you break the law to get
your message across I think it is undermining the stated objective that you are trying to achieve, and I
would in the strongest terms discourage this behaviour.
I will always back farmers and their right to simply get on with the job without fear or intimidation.
As I have said, there is a clear line between protest, freedom of speech and harassment. Illegal
behaviour and activity by rogue activists who do the wrong thing, be it either trespass or steal, is
completely unacceptable. There are many ways to deal with these concerns. You can report animal
welfare concerns directly to Agriculture Victoria for appropriate action, and there is a role for the
RSPCA also.
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I know that there is a perception that these activities are prevalent and common, but I did want to give
some context to that. Over the past 12 months there have been no reports of violence or damage to
property from animal activists. My advice is that there have been 11 instances of trespass and
11 instances of protest. Ms Bath flagged that I do have amendments. I circulated those informally to
all parties earlier this week, and I would like to formally put those to the house now.
The PRESIDENT: Could those amendments be distributed, please. Future debate can include
debate on Minister Symes’s amendment as well as the motion.
Ms SYMES: I move:
Omit all the words after ‘That this house’ and insert the following in their place:
‘requires the Economy and Infrastructure Committee to inquire into, consider and report by Thursday,
19 September 2019, on the effectiveness of legislation and other measures to prevent and deter activities
by unauthorised persons on agricultural and associated industries, and in particular the committee
should:
(1) consider:
(a) the type and prevalence of unauthorised activity on Victorian farms and related industries,
and the application of existing legislation;
(b) the workplace health and safety and biosecurity risks, and potential impacts of animal activist
activity on Victorian farms, to Victoria’s economy and international reputation;
(c) animal activists’ compliance with the Livestock Disease Control Act 1994, Livestock
Management Act 2010 and the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986;
(d) the civil or criminal liability of individuals and organisations who promote or organise
participation in unauthorised animal activism activities;
(2) analyse the incidences and responses of other jurisdictions in Australia and internationally; and
(3) provide recommendations on how the Victorian government and industry could improve
protections for farmers’ privacy, businesses and the integrity of our biosecurity system and animal
welfare outcomes, whether through law reform or other measures.’.

Since the National Party proposed the inquiry I have had conversations with several people, including
the leader of that party, and I expressed that whilst we as a government welcome an inquiry into these
matters it was my concern that the terms of reference that were proposed were too restrictive because
they related to just on-farm activities and squarely focused on the law and order response. So whilst I
acknowledge that laws and penalties are part of the response, it would be a lost opportunity to restrict
this inquiry to legislative reform when there are a range of measures that can be considered to prevent,
deter and respond to illegal animal activism activities.
In speaking to the motion I would note that paragraph 1(c) seeks to list the relevant laws the inquiry
should look at. I am a little bit confused as to why they have added Victorian privacy laws, as
applicable privacy laws are within the domain of the federal government and our state privacy laws
are restricted to public sector entities and local councils. Likewise I was a bit confused about state
surveillance laws. It is not specific what laws we are talking about. I have not come across them as
someone who has dealt with the justice system through the Parliament for a long time, but perhaps
Ms Bath can explain the rationale for that in her summing up.
On the topic of law and order, I think it is important to put on the record a non-exhaustive list of the
applicable laws for trespass-type incidents on farms. These include: wilful trespass of a private place,
which can carry a jail term of six months; wilful trespass involving the refusal to leave a private place,
also six months; damage to property under $5000, six months; property damage, which can attract
sentences of 10 years; burglary, five years; aggravated burglary, 25 years; entry likely to breach the
peace, six months; obstruction of a footpath or road, which attracts fines; besetting and harassing, three
months; and unlawful assembly, which can attract five years. It is an offence under the Livestock
Management Act 2010 to endanger people or animals or risk disease, and this attracts significant fines,
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mostly in relation to traceability and transport of animals. Animal cruelty offences also apply under
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986.
So whilst I am very happy to have a public conversation about the applicable laws on this topic, it
must be acknowledged that there are extensive legislation and significant penalties that are currently
available to the police and the courts. In that regard I recently met with Victoria Police deputy
commissioner for regional operations, Shane Patton.
It was a great meeting and a good conversation about how police are approaching this issue. Victoria
Police have 75 agricultural liaison officers across our state who are trained to deal with agricultural
issues such as stock theft and trespass on agricultural businesses. Victoria Police are reviewing their
current approach to how they deal with animal activists to ensure they are providing the best service
they can, especially to our farming community, and they are focused on reinvigorating their efforts in
this area.
Victoria Police are also currently considering the enforcement of trespass laws on agricultural
businesses, and Agriculture Victoria and my department are reviewing livestock and biosecurity laws
to explore whether any improvements can be identified or are required.
I am absolutely of the view that the parliamentary inquiry should not be restricted to legislative reform
but is able to examine all measures that may be effective in preventing, deterring and responding to
illegal animal activism activities. I note that I have spoken to both the Victorian Farmers Federation
and the Australian Meat Industry Council (AMIC) and they are supportive of a broader inquiry such
as the one that is proposed under my amended terms of reference. Restricting the inquiry to simply
on-farm activities sends a message to the rest of the meat supply chain that their concerns are not valid
or worthy of examination. I really cannot understand why the National Party would seek to exclude
them. Our abattoirs, our butchers, our processors and our retailers are entitled to have their voices
heard in this inquiry.
I was particularly interested in the views of Patrick Hutchinson. He is the CEO of AMIC. I had the
pleasure a couple of weeks ago of opening the first Meat Business Women’s event. It was an amazing
event. There were 200 people there, mostly women—I think there were about five blokes—and they
were all workers from across the meat supply chain and advocacy and industry representatives. They
were gathering to encourage women to join this dynamic industry and to support women who are
already working within the meat industry. At this event Patrick addressed the crowd and made a point
which stuck with me, that women in particular from the meat supply chain are in a really good position
to build awareness of the importance of the industry, the importance of meat production to the
economy and to our communities, the people employed in the industry and the families that this
employment supports. I am certainly looking forward to exploring some of these awareness
opportunities and positive messages with AMIC.
There are many champions in the agricultural sector that are proposing ideas on how to respond to
animal activism. Otways farmer Kristy Stewart is promoting regenerative agriculture, and her message
for young people looking for a cause is ‘Don’t try and beat farmers; join them’. She says there is so
much potential in agriculture. If we can get that group of people, she says, referring to young animal
activists, educated about the positive landscape and environmental impacts we can have as farmers,
they will see that it has the same themes. Our farmers are the caretakers of the land, and they would
love people that care about the environment and animals to be involved in the agricultural industry.
Agriculture advocate Zoe Carter has called on industry to step up and increase education in schools.
She said we need to start educating our kids—people in primary school and high school and young
adults—about the industry and share the truth of what actually happens. I think that is where we can
start fixing the problem. It is great to hear that Zoe proposes to visit schools herself. In relation to
education I can confirm that city schools do visit farms and other agricultural facilities, and this
supports the existing Victorian curriculum. Many Victorian schools in both metro and regional areas
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also have vegie gardens aided by the state government support of kitchen garden programs, and this
has been ongoing for many years. However, there may of course be room for enhancements, and under
my terms of reference this is something that the committee may deem an area of interest that they
might want to explore.
We know people are less connected to farms. It is said that 150 years ago 50 per cent of us were
farmers, and now it is only 2 per cent. In the last six months or so and the four years prior to that, as a
country MP I have seen firsthand the immense respect and care farmers have for their animals. I have
seen the deep distress and genuine sorrow from farmers who have had to shoot their livestock after
fire. Their tears are not for the economic loss; that is very clear. Farmers are the greatest guardians of
animal welfare. I know farmers who travel with their animals to the abattoir to reduce any of the stress
during that travel. Of course, their business is about animal production for human consumption, but
that in no way means that they do not care about the animals that they raise.
I have visited many farming properties and I have seen how successful and sustainable farm practice
really operates. There are amazing families who run these farms as well as the staff and small business
owners who rely on the agriculture sector for their economic survival. Our farmers feed us. They clothe
us. Whether you are a vegan, a vegetarian or a pescetarian, you are on a keto diet or you want to have
a carnivorous diet, it is our farmers and producers that allow you to have that choice. They provide us
with some of the best quality food, fibre and produce that the world has to offer.
I will continue to work with the industry to help tell their stories, demonstrate their animal welfare
credentials and show how they provide us with safe, high-quality produce and how they are employing
people and sustaining our country communities and contributing to all that is good about Victoria. As
I have said, I welcome a parliamentary inquiry. It does not mean I will stop doing my work as minister.
Victoria Police and Agriculture Victoria are looking at these issues too. But I would encourage the
house to support my amendments to Ms Bath’s motion as I think that a more wholesome debate on
this would produce better outcomes rather than confining it to an inquiry that simply looks at this issue
through a law and order lens.
Just one issue in relation to timing, Ms Bath—my amendments to your motion picked up on your
original reporting date of 19 September. I note that you amended your motion overnight to push out
that proposed inquiry to the last sitting day of this year. My view would be that September gives ample
time to conduct an inquiry of this sort, and of course it is open to the Economy and Infrastructure
Committee to extend past the deadline if they do see fit. But for me, the earlier a report is delivered,
the earlier I can respond as minister and implement changes. I really do not think this is a complex
issue that requires until the end of the year, but as I said, the committee may want to make it a larger
inquiry. My inquiry is larger, and I am proposing a shorter time than Ms Bath’s inquiry. My
amendment to September is I think enough, and as I said, if the committee wanted to extend the time,
then that would be open to them. But I would prefer to just get on and deal with this matter as quickly
as possible.
So I do urge members in the house to support my amendment. I understand that we will vote on my
amendment before we vote on the motion, so I encourage you to support it. Thank you, Ms Bath, for
bringing this matter to the attention of the house. I know that you share my concerns and want to see
improvements in this area, and I think we can work together on that.
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (10:36): It is disappointing that I am rising to speak on this
reactionary and ill-informed motion moved by Ms Bath today, which sets a pathway to introduce
ag-gag laws by stealth. This Nationals motion is not just about simple trespass but about systematically
silencing those who expose hidden animal cruelty, but I expect nothing less from a party struggling to
maintain relevance among their original base. On the other hand, I was elected to the Parliament
because of the rapidly growing demand to bring legislative change to prevent animal cruelty. I plan
on getting this done in a way that respects and abides by the law.
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However, this growing appetite for change has come from a place of disgust, sadness and outrage
about the way we treat animals, and in many cases this cruel treatment is fully allowed by the law. I
am sure everyone in this chamber has heard about battery cages and sow stalls. They may also be
familiar with sheep being cooked alive on ships in the live export trade. They may be less familiar,
though, with day-old chicks being ground up alive in macerators because as males they cannot lay
eggs or with pigs experiencing the prolonged terror of a convulsive, lung-burning suffocation in gas
chambers—all of these things legislated as humane slaughter.
Were it not for activists working undercover, the general public would not know anything about these
things. Industries did not kindly decide to open their doors and show their processes to the public.
They became public knowledge only because activists exposed them, and rightly we were all appalled.
We were all appalled because it is our natural human inclination to be kind to animals and to
disapprove of their suffering.
It is not a new phenomenon or one unique to the cause of animal rights. Activism and undercover
work has long been the trigger that causes social change and the political and legislative work that then
cements those changes. Whistleblowers have revealed abuse of old people in aged care and illegal
activity in the banking industry. Investigators have discovered donations sought from the National
Rifle Association, revealed government corruption and unsafe work practices and exposed unethical
corporate practices. The work of activists has reformed industries. So where do we draw the line at
hindering these activities?
Animal activists do not wish to break laws, but the current way we treat animals compels them to.
Activists are working to expose legislated violence and have no intention to scare, intimidate or harass
farmers or their families. In fact they have no interest in going anywhere near their homes. Undercover
work is always done with the intention of revealing the legal and routine practices in animal agriculture
so that the public can be informed. Industries that rely on animals have up until this point been able to
operate with little or no public scrutiny. CCTV cameras have still not been installed on factory farms
and slaughterhouses in Victoria, as has been done in France, England and Scotland.
The stakeholders in this motion are the public. They want to know how animals are treated, and they
have a right to. If I were to treat my cats and dogs at home the way that farm animals are treated, it
would be illegal. This contradiction in the law is very odd and quite irrational. If a practice is painful
and cruel for one animal—so much so that it can carry significant criminal penalties—how can it
possibly be legal for another animal that will also be subjected to pain and suffering?
The community’s disapproval of cruelty to animals is, quite logically, not conditional on where it takes
place or what species that animal is, and there is no other way to discover the reality of this without
the work of activists. Support for this motion will concern and deter all whistleblowers, no matter the
context. This would have broad implications.
On privacy and trespass, the motion talks about trespass—trespass by non-violent, concerned citizens
armed with nothing more than cameras—but it does not mention trespass on private land by armed
shooters most days during duck season. The terror of innocent citizens being shot at or inadvertently
hit by shotgun pellets is something constituents regularly contact me about, but unsurprisingly the
Nationals are not concerned about that.
The motion talks about privacy. I want to make something very clear here: no houses have ever been
entered by activists, and as far as I am aware, farmers and their families do not live inside the disgusting
sheds, among the filth and disease that they force upon battery hens. Neither are their children running
around playing on the kill floors of abattoirs. To suggest that farmers have been subject to invasion of
their personal homes is blatantly untrue and seeks to deliberately mislead the public.
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Why is there a supposition of privacy for industries that are cruel? Perhaps because our opponents
know that what Paul McCartney said is true, and I quote:
If slaughterhouses had glass walls, everyone would be vegetarian.

It is also important to note that that there are no incidents of animal rights activists physically harming
farmers. However, the opposite is true. It is often female activists, of whom there are many, who suffer
the worst backlash. The sexism and misogyny that comes from the mouths of the supporters of these
industries is reprehensible. I apologise for some of the language as I read verbatim from some social
media posts:
I would have your head would be on a stick by now.
I can’t wait until someone kicks your teeth out of your mouth. It’s going to happen.
I pray someone punches you hard in the throat so that you choke to death.
I’ll pull your fingernails out with a pair of pliers next time I see you.
Trust me when I say your life isn’t safe.
You’ll cross the wrong farmer one day and when you do, I hope and wish and pray they shoot you square in
the eyes.
If I had my way with you, I’d throw your trashy body onto the train tracks.

These are just some of the threats sent to one single female activist that I know. Further, her home
address and number plate were posted onto a private men’s Facebook group with over
50 000 members. The caption or headline of this group? ‘First to rape the bitch wins’. Where is the
privacy issue here?
Terrorism has been bandied about. While Ms Bath did not say these things herself, she and others like
her have incited them. Every time they call an animal activist a terrorist—as indeed we have seen on
your social media pages, Ms Bath. How out of touch can you be? While the world is still reeling from
Christchurch, from Sri Lanka, from atrocities committed in the name of true terror, they have the
audacity to compare these acts to those of people who non-violently protest the abuse of animals. I
want to take this moment to personally apologise to all the real victims of terrorism—the people who
have lost their families, their lives or their homes in violent and sadistic ways. I am sorry that there are
people in this place who will use your grief as a buzzword in a desperate attempt to find relevance in
a voting community that no longer wants or needs them.
I have pleaded that parliamentarians refrain from divisive and hateful speech towards members of our
community, simply for having different beliefs. But regardless, they continue to find scapegoats and
threats, in order to foster fear and division—an electoral strategy that, if not discredited entirely by
their demolition in last year’s state election, seems to be getting another go around in this Parliament.
On biosecurity, there are no incidents—not one—of animal activists causing biosecurity problems in
Australia. There are, however, many incidents of disease outbreaks caused by intensive animal
agriculture—for example, bird flu, which emerged in Young in New South Wales just a few years
ago, the result of free-range hens contracting bird flu from wild ducks, which was then spread to battery
caged hens. Hundreds of thousands of animals were then killed in order to contain the disease.
Unfortunately it then spread to a second farm in Young, and the animals on that farm were also killed.
These places are often plagued by rats and mice, cockroaches, mosquitoes, flies, maggots, birds and
every other disease vector imaginable. Feral cats will feed on mice and rotting animals inside one farm
and then travel to another. Believe me, they have plenty of problems with biosecurity. None of them
are related to activists and whistleblowers. The next zoonotic disease outbreak, which may kill
millions, will almost certainly come from intensive animal agriculture—just as, in the past, so many
of the human-killing disease outbreaks have emerged from that area.
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On antimicrobial resistance, in order to fight disease in these dirty places, they rely heavily on the
extensive use of antibiotics. More antibiotics are used and misused in animal agriculture than are ever
administered to human beings. This can result and is resulting in antibiotic resistance in humans and
antibiotic-resistant bacteria—the so-called superbugs. These reduce the effectiveness of antibiotics in
treating diseases in all animals, human and non-human alike. Without serious caution, we could be
plunged back into the dark ages of medicine, when anybody could die of a simple infection. Indeed,
the World Health Organization has a global action plan on antimicrobial resistance. Australia
published its own response to the global plan in 2015, titled Australia’s First National Antimicrobial
Resistance Strategy 2015–2019. Nowhere in its 37 pages does it identify animal activists or
whistleblowers as a threat.
With both biosecurity and antimicrobial resistance, it is intensive animal agriculture that is the
problem. What this really shows is that the opposition are not interested in protecting the health of the
animals or of people. They are confecting a story about biosecurity to try and make illegal the actions
of whistleblowers who show the extreme animal cruelty that occurs on the factory farms. If the
Nationals do not want whistleblowers exposing farmers for animal cruelty, perhaps they could support
laws that prevent animal cruelty. Just like this Parliament is broadcast at all times when it is open, so
should these places where animals are abused. The suffering in here is never going to be as great as
that in factory farms, notwithstanding some of the speeches I have had to sit through in the past few
months.
As it stands now, the only way that consumers can know the conditions under which animals are raised
and slaughtered is through the footage obtained by these brave whistleblowers—for example, the
excruciating gas chambers used in all major pig slaughterhouses. ‘World leading’, ‘very humane’, ‘the
pigs just gently fall asleep’, we have been told. That was before extensive footage was obtained by
activists—footage of pigs entering gas chambers, thrashing around in ever-increasing panic and agony,
as their lungs are seared from the inside out, desperate to escape, many of whom inadvertently pull
their own legs off, fighting for their lives. This was the work of whistleblowers, exposing the fallacy
of humane slaughter.
The routine use of live animals as bait in the greyhound racing industry led to numerous prosecutions,
a ban on the sport in our nation’s capital and a damning independent review of the industry—all
resulting from the hard work of activists who risked their lives and their freedom to install hidden
cameras. We only know that male chicks in the egg industry are macerated alive because we have seen
the film, taken just outside Bendigo, captured by brave activists. They are literally dumped into a
grinder the day they are born. The baby chicks try to fly up and away from the grinder, but as
newborns, their attempts are fruitless. We only know of the slaughter, sometimes by sledgehammer,
of five-day-old male calves for the crime of not producing milk in the dairy industry through the work
of undercover activists.
Much of this is shown in the documentary Dominion, a screening of which is being organised for all
members of Parliament. We especially welcome the one National in this chamber, a member for
Eastern Victoria Region, to come along to the screening. And if this motion should pass, I will be
insisting the committee watches it too. I am sure afterwards you will agree with me that we should
protect animals from cruelty and prosecute perpetrators, rather than going after those that expose that
cruelty.
On human health and workers, I want to turn now to the plight of Victorian workers in these places
that you seem so keen to prevent the public from seeing. We depend upon the work of activists to let
us know what happens in sheds that are kept far from human purview. The footage obtained by them
shows us that the harms of the animal agriculture industries are also inflicted on humans. I raise this
aspect because farms and slaughterhouses are intrinsically related. Slaughtering and processing
animals is an inherently physically hard and dangerous industry where company profits consistently
take priority over workers’ most basic rights. In the endless goal of higher volume and greater
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efficiency, these corporations knowingly jeopardise workers’ safety every day. That is not just coming
from animal rights activists, it is coming from our trade unions too.
Reading from the Australian Meat Industry Employees Union’s submission to the Productivity
Commission, I quote:
Workers use sharp hooks and knives while standing on floors made slippery from blood, fat, faecal matter,
and other bodily fluids. Unpredictable and violent reactions from animals before slaughter pose constant
physical threats to workers. Heavy suspended carcasses of beef travelling along a fast moving automated line
can slam a worker to the floor. Down the line, processing workers stand for long periods of time working
closely together while making thousands of repetitive cuts each shift. The noise is deafening and temperatures
in the plants range from hot and humid on the killing floors to near freezing in the processing rooms.
Pathogens can infect workers, and chemicals from decomposing animal waste, disinfectants, or gases such as
ammonia used for refrigeration can prove deadly.

I have been a proud unionist all my working life and I understand how important a good workplace is
on the health of its employees. Abattoirs have a higher prevalence of self-reported poor psychological
and physical health than any other workplace. Workers compensation claims in the meat industry are
approximately three times higher than average, and the frequency and severity of injuries is reflected
in an industry premium rate of four times the average. A slew of injuries are visited upon these
workers, some of them unique to these places: chronic diseases include Q fever from goats and hydatid
disease from cows. Workers become infected with salmonella, E. coli and hepatitis E, among
hundreds of others, not to mention the regular amount of burns, crushes, grinds, electrocutions and
amputations.
The National Union of Workers website, talking about Baiada poultry, says:
Many wouldn’t believe the truth about the working conditions at Baiada’s poultry factory in Melbourne’s
west, because the stories from members are shocking …
Bullying at Baiada was rife; favouritism, bribery, verbal abuse and even reports of violent and sexual abuse
started to paint a very frightening picture. Hundreds of workers were working cash-in-hand for $10 an hour
and the health and safety on site was terrible.
In 2010 Sarel Singh, a contract cleaner at Baiada, was decapitated after he was ordered to clean a chicken line
running at full capacity. He had already finished his shift, but workers say that when he asked if he could go
home, he was told he could but not to bother coming back the next day. Workers were given no counselling
and sent back to work within a couple of hours after the line had been cleaned—

of the blood of Sarel Singh.
And this has not even touched on one of the greatest risks to our society at large: the impact on workers
who must suppress their empathy in order to kill as a matter of routine. Committing systematic acts of
violence has been widely documented as predisposing workers to alcoholism and drug addiction as
ways of combating the stress of the job. None of this would be known were it not for the work of
activists gathering undercover footage to show what happens to humans and non-humans alike.
A colleague of mine reported that in watching Dominion it was the impact such work had on our men
and boys that struck her the most. ‘They are paid to do such brutal acts every day’, she said. ‘What do
they do with that internalised trauma?’.
Any industry that involves killing and the potential for extreme suffering should surely be the subject
to some scrutiny, yet the animal agriculture industries hide behind these practices, behind fences and
within sheds, but even more behind legislation, regulations and codes that are blatantly insufficient.
They hide behind marketing buzzwords that have lost all meaning—‘humanely slaughtered’,
‘ethically raised’, ‘free-range’—intended only to capitalise on the Australian public’s love of animals.
They also hide behind legislators that increasingly seek to punish whistleblowers and rescuers while
protecting those who benefit financially from this systematic cruelty. When killing animals has largely
become the responsibility of a small group of people under great strain, we need to find solutions—
for animals and ourselves.
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I want to take a moment to reflect on how we have gotten here today debating this motion. Coming
from the one National in the chamber, none of us should be surprised. When he was Minister for
Agriculture under the coalition government, a National in the other place, Peter Walsh, fought to keep
killing dogs by blunt force trauma during their code of practice review. He fought to keep it. He
claimed it was a humane way of killing a dog—as long as it was not done in front of the other dogs.
Thank you so much! He only backflipped due to public backlash, but his position is well and truly on
the record. This same man from the National Party also changed the code of practice at the eleventh
hour, right before it was finalised, to remove vet checks for dogs. It was only when the Honourable
Jaala Pulford became Minister for Agriculture under the Andrews Labor government that they were
reinstated.
I am talking about the laws and codes that govern puppy factories here, an issue that everyone agrees
is cruel—everyone except the Nats. There is no level of animal cruelty that they will not defend.
Speaking of puppy farms, in 2017 the Andrews Labor government banned them—a decision
welcomed by me and my party, a decision that was well overdue. But they came to this decision due
to the overwhelming evidence of cruelty on puppy farms. In fact, the first-ever puppy farm to be
exposed was owned by a then sitting member of Parliament—
Ms Bath: On a point of order, Acting President, this motion relates to farming practices,
commercial farms and the like. It has absolutely nothing to do with puppy farms, and I ask that you
draw the member back to the topic, which is this particular motion.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Elasmar): Mr Meddick, can you please get back to the motion.
Mr MEDDICK: I am, thank you, Acting President. I state it because it does have relevance. The
motion does not just talk about animal agriculture; it talks about whistleblowers, and this is what we
are talking about here, and the fact that that was then owned by Ron Wells.
How do they think this cruelty was documented? It was in fact, by animal activists. How telling that
this motion is about Victorian farms—there is the relevance—yet the core and heart of these farms,
the animals, do not even get a mention in this motion. The animals remain an invisible commodity,
even to people in this chamber. I am here to make sure they do not stay invisible and unrepresented
when they are the most important stakeholder in the debate.
The Nationals were reportedly upset when recently an animal activist was given a $1 fine, mentioned
by Ms Bath in her comments. To farm animals in Victoria, you can cut off their tails, skin, teeth and
testicles without anaesthetic, throw them in an industrial mincer alive or asphyxiate them with painful
carbon dioxide gas. You will not be given any fine for this—not even $1. Yet Ms Bath’s motion
mentions supposed stringent animal welfare laws. Hell, the industry’s very own codes of practice are
only voluntary—let me stress that word, those codes are ‘voluntary’.
I learned recently that The Nationals Peter Walsh, the MP charged in his portfolio with animal welfare,
was unaware that the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1986 does not apply to animals who are
killed for consumption—found easily on page 6. I wonder if he is also unaware that when someone
commits an act against the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act it is a defence to that offence if that
animal was being killed for consumption—found on page 5 of the Livestock Management Act 2010.
Laws are designed to reflect and uphold the values of a society. They are clearly failing to do so. And
you would be forgiven for thinking the shadow Minister for Agriculture would actually know the
legislation relevant to his portfolio.
Cruelty to animals is legal and hidden, and the only way we know about it is through the work of those
willing to take the risks in exposing it. Many of these brave people have been recognised for their
commitment to exposing the truth. Lyn White from Animals Australia received an Order of Australia
Medal for her tireless work exposing the cruelty in the live export trade. Another activist who exposed
live baiting in the greyhound industry was nominated for a Pride of Australia award. Under Ms Bath’s
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motion Lyn White and others would not be recognised, but rather jailed or fined for exposing cruelty
and corruption. It needs to be said that this is the thin end of the wedge. If we allow this motion to
proceed, where will it stop?
I want to conclude my remarks by talking about the motivations of these activists and whistleblowers.
While I cannot speak for all of them, I can imagine they see the world in a similar way to me, and if
they do, they see animals as individuals who have personalities and subjective experiences of their
own lives, rather than as identical units of production. That they are exploited and abused by powerful
forces beyond their control does not discount this truth; it only magnifies the tragedy. My brothers and
sisters with different skins are calling out for our help. They yearn for freedom from oppression, from
imprisonment, exploitation, torture and death in industrial-scale factory farms.
I will be voting against this motion because it seeks to introduce ag-gag laws into Victoria by stealth.
I will be voting against this motion because it is part of a big lie that animal protection is guaranteed
by our laws, when we know that it is not. I will be voting against this motion because it invokes
biosecurity as a reason to attack activists, whereas we know this is not a real threat but a confected
one. I will be voting against this motion because it seeks to criminalise activists and whistleblowers
who are acting on their moral compass to help others from experiencing violence while protecting the
perpetrators of this violence. I will be voting against this motion because it could have a chilling effect
on the activities of whistleblowers and protesters of all kinds. And while my conservative colleagues
will want to maintain the status quo and stop all change, I believe in progress and for a better world
for all, and I know that protesting and exposing oppression across society is part of what drives and
allows that progress.
I will be voting against this motion because, while I am seeking positive ways forward for the
government to support the prosperity of farmers in my region, the National in this chamber has run
out of ideas and seeks to defend the indefensible and put animals and rural people last. They, or their
predecessor parties, have argued against better animal welfare in this place for 105 years, but now the
animals have their own representative, and it will not go unchallenged. Animal activists seek to open
our eyes to the cruelty and oppression in our current system and yearn for a better world, where there is
less violence and brutality against anyone, no matter the skin they are born in. I also yearn for that world.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (11:03): What an impassioned contribution I have to follow.
Too bad that I do not agree with any of it. But a response to Mr Meddick, and it is a general sort of
response, is that just because we do not believe in something does not mean we have the right to break
the law. I am here as part of the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party. There are obviously certain laws
about firearms that I do not believe in, but I do not just run out and break those laws because I feel
they are unjust. I do not support people that break those laws. We are members of Parliament. We are
meant to be here to encourage people to do the right thing. Mr Meddick is here to change laws, I
assume, and not to support criminals, and that is effectively what we are getting to.
Let us talk about activism. We have covered activism on farms a fair bit, but the way I see this is that
there is a major difference between activists for rights and activists for welfare. Welfare assumes there
are production animals and they will be used, slaughtered and go through an abattoir in the most
humane way possible. It is always possible we can review that.
Rights are another thing. I think this whole thing has come about because of the failure of the judiciary
and various governments over the years to deal with the protesters or activists against duck hunting.
They have gotten away with so much stuff over the years that they have now branched out. It was
actually mentioned during a briefing that this activism problem is a recent problem. Rubbish! It has
been going on for 30 or 40 years. It has just been building up to a crescendo. Fair enough that the duck
protesters—or activists, whatever you want to call them—got smarter. Some of them have got game
licences and shooters licences and are doing that, but the complete failure over the last 30 years of
both sides of Parliament to actually deal with it has given them the impression that they can get away
with whatever they want. The Gippy Goat result is another example of how that is manifesting itself.
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Whether we believe in something or not, if we have a concern about animal welfare, there are ways to
deal with it. We may not be happy with those ways, but if you are in this place, that is what you are
here to do to—to change those ways and not be fan boys for people busting into people’s farms and
doing all these sorts of things. I will just move on.
The last thing about Mr Meddick’s comments is a hatred for different beliefs. It seems to be a hatred
for, I am assuming, the person that was charged with the Gippy Goat activist invasion or whatever you
want to call it. Have a look at the big game hunting pages. Have a look at the death threats. Have a
look at the wishes from the animal activists for people to die of cancer. Let us not lose sight of the fact
that this is not just a one-sided thing. I do not condone any of that, whether it is coming from the
farming community and hunting community to activists or the other way around. But for a while I
started a collection of screenshots on the stuff that was said to duck hunters and to big game hunters,
and after a while I just got rid of them because it was actually getting depressing. When I saw people
wishing other people’s children would die of cancer because their dad shot an elephant or something
like that, that is just not on. That is not respecting someone else’s beliefs.
Again, obviously I am in support of this motion. I am in support of the government’s change too,
because it actually encompasses a whole lot of other stuff. Also, it gives less of a platform for activists
to just sit there and go on about the whole thing that they actually want.
In light of the fact that we have got very little time left and a few more speakers, I am just going to go
through a few things. I do have a private members bill coming up on this. Sadly for me I cannot present
it until October. That is when my slot is. We are just going through the final consultation.
Just lastly, I was actually at Farm World a little while ago now, a few weeks ago. If we are talking
about concerned constituents, probably most people who came up to us were talking about activists.
It is an invasion of their houses. I will rephrase that; I will correct myself there. It is not an invasion of
their houses; it is an invasion of their homes. A farmer’s home is not necessarily just their house; it is
their whole land, and I think a lot of people need to think about that. You cannot just walk onto
someone’s property and expect that just because it is not a building you have the right to wander
around and do what you like. It was amazing that when we were at Farm World there was a threat that
activists were going to attend. The police, who could have been out doing stuff like attending to
domestic violence incidents, road accidents, crime and stuff like that, were all tied up sitting down in
a control centre, waiting.
So whilst I completely agree with this, I think those activists need to have a good, long, hard look at
themselves and realise that they cannot and should not be able to get away with whatever they want
just because they do not agree with it. Despite his support of those people breaking the law, the way
Mr Meddick is doing it is the right way. Come in and try and change it, and democracy will win. If
you are right, you are right. If you are not—and I suggest they are not—then the majority has spoken.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (11:09): I do not propose to speak for long on this particular motion
today, but what I do want to do is address a number of the procedural elements of the motion and the
amendment that has been proposed by the minister in this place and moved here today. What I think
an inquiry of this nature does is strike a careful balance, in the terms as amended and moved by
Ms Symes this morning, between the issues that have been raised by and on behalf of farmers and
primary producers throughout Victoria and those issues on the other side of the spectrum that have
been raised by stakeholders with whom Mr Meddick and others have discussed and consulted broadly
not just in the course of his time here in Parliament but in the period leading up to it.
What I want to draw the house’s attention to is the reference in the primary paragraph that refers to the
effectiveness of legislation and other measures. Other measures are in fact a good opportunity for
Mr Meddick and his stakeholders, for farmers and their representatives, for Meat and Livestock
Australia and various stakeholder groups in primary production for food and fibre throughout the state
to get involved and to actually put their sides for the purpose of a reasoned discussion on the extent to
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which the current law currently provides for protections for primary producers and recognises the
significant contribution and emotional investment that is made in very, very, very good faith. There is
often great stress for farmers and primary producers who live where they work and work where they
live, and who often accompany their stock on trucks to the abattoir and often go to the kill rooms
themselves and in fact are doing a lot to try to actually have those people identified who are doing the
right thing in order to improve practices within the industry, and on the other side of the debate to
address areas where the regulatory framework does require work.
I note that we do have a broad remit within the court’s jurisdiction to assess the way in which damages,
animal welfare compromises and infringements are monetised for the purposes of penalties, and I
think we do need to look at that. I note that just today in fact Warrnambool Magistrates Court issued
a penalty of $5000 for ovine breaches by a property manager for caesarean sections on ewes. These
are things which we actually do need to look at in the context of the efficacy of the current legal
framework but also not lose sight of the work that is going on at countless farms around the state,
farms which I have visited and farmers with whom I have built friendships and relationships over the
years, often beginning from a sceptical starting point myself, to learn how they go about farming
practices which involve better stock handling practices and which in fact recognise the innate
vulnerabilities of animals who are part of our primary production framework and industries within the
state.
I do not propose to go into the specific positions that have been outlined by various parties and
representatives here in the chamber, but what I would urge people to do, in the event that the amended
inquiry motion is in fact something that goes through today, is to look at how the motion as amended
and as drafted looks at ways in which we can have a rational, careful conversation about this that
provides the necessary levels of procedural fairness to an issue which is inclined to be passionate at
the expense of an evidence-based framework.
With those few words, I commend the amended words that the minister has moved today. I also thank
everyone for being prepared to start a conversation which has been going on in towns, in pubs, at
intersections and at places like Farm World for a very, very long time now. It is time that we actually
get some sunlight on the issue, and I think that the amended motion as put today will achieve that end.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:13): There are a growing number of people in our
community concerned with the treatment of animals. Governments and all politicians will ignore these
concerns at their peril. Just to be clear, the Greens support farming and appreciate the importance of
our farming communities. However, we do want to see the adoption of enforceable codes of conduct
in animal welfare by all sectors of the livestock production industries and adequate funding of the
authorities responsible for monitoring these activities. We also support a comprehensive review of
current regulations and codes of practice governing animal husbandry and developing amendments as
needed to protect animal welfare, public health and the environment. We appreciate the concerns
raised in the debate particularly around biosecurity, but I do not believe a compelling enough case has
been made to justify why this motion for an inquiry has come before us.
The Greens have a long history of campaigning for greater animal protection and for the abolition of
the cruel and inhumane treatment of animals. My former colleague Sue Pennicuik was a relentless
advocate in this place on these matters. Ms Pennicuik moved many motions and amendments in this
place as well as introducing her own private members bills calling for reforms such as bans on duck
shooting, jumps racing and greyhound racing and a phase-out of intensive farming practices such as
bans on battery cages for chickens and sow stalls. She also fought hard for a ban on puppy farms and
on the sale of animals from pet shops, which was finally introduced in 2017.
The reality is that factory farming is a cruel and outdated practice. On farms that use battery cages,
egg-laying hens can spend their entire lives in small cages, crammed in with other hens in the one
small space just so eggs can be mass-produced. In these cages hens do not have the space to exhibit
normal hen behaviour like flapping their wings, fully stretching, foraging or accessing a perch. When
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sow stalls are used to confine individual pigs in a metal cage during pregnancy, sows can spend
between one and 16 weeks confined in a sow stall, during which they are unable to turn around, move
sideways or properly lie down.
These are practices which are already banned by an ever-increasing number of countries and other
states in Australia, yet they are still permitted in Victoria. More and more Victorians are also concerned
about the use of these intensive, cruel practices in our state, evident in, for example, the growing push
for supermarkets to ban cage eggs and sow stall pork. The pork industry also committed to voluntarily
phasing out sow stalls, yet this is voluntary and not a full ban. The continuation of the live export trade
from Australia is another example of unnecessary and horrific animal cruelty that the majority of
Australians oppose. We know the truth about the nature of intensive farming and the cruelty of the
live export trade, in part thanks to the efforts of animal rights activists.
As I said before, we believe the existing laws and penalties referred to in the motion are adequate, are
able to be used and do not require review. I also want to make clear that our position on this motion is
not to be read as support for any particular tactics employed on farms that put biosecurity or animals
at risk. But the reality is that at its heart this motion is about denigrating activists. The conservative
side of politics do not like activists. The Greens find it difficult to support a motion that is the thin edge
of the wedge to open up attacks on all activists struggling to make the world a better place.
I would remind those in this place that non-violent protest is an important part of our democracy.
Activists are often the people who shine a light on illegal or immoral activity that would otherwise be
hidden. Much of what we know about cruel practices, such as the behaviour of the abhorrent puppy
farm industry, was first brought to light by activists, and the work of our campaigners and activists is
often what sparks social change. Those who are first seen as disruptive or belligerent are actually the
people doing the work on the ground that starts a movement that leads to progressive change.
Australia is a better place because of activists. Today is May Day, which celebrates the achievement
of the 8-hour day, first won here in Victoria by labour activists. Many other important rights for
workers have been won from the actions of union activists. Every Invasion Day, First Nations people
lead thousands of others from our community into the street to protest genocide and to call for justice
and land rights. There are currently First Nations people camped out to stop significant cultural sites
from being destroyed by a road.
Greens members and supporters have a long connection to Australian activism—from our origins at
the Franklin Dam protests in the 1980s to forest activism around the country to save our beautiful
native forests and to recently being involved in the convoy up the east coast of Australia in protest of
the Adani coalmine. We have stood in solidarity with progressive activists and worked with
campaigners on the ground who are fighting to make Australia and the world a better place. We
understand that the hard work done by activists and campaigners is often what lays the foundation for
social change and progressive movements into the future. We will not be supporting this motion.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (11:18): I just have one question: what is the problem here? This
motion is calling for an inquiry. I would have thought the animal activists—if that is what they are,
the people who are supporting Mr Meddick’s position—would be over the moon about an inquiry of
this nature. I would have thought that if you have got the facts, if you have got the argument, you
would want to put them forward. I would have thought, ‘Here’s an opportunity’. If I was in their
situation, I would be supporting this motion wholeheartedly—100 per cent.
Now, we know that Ms Bath has a very different view, but that is what inquiries are about. They are
about putting one view, two views—maybe more—and they are about getting facts and making
decisions. I know that if this motion is passed, Acting President Elasmar, you and I will be intimately
involved in this particular inquiry. And I have to say I am quite looking forward to it, as deputy chair
of the Economy and Infrastructure Committee, because this is something that goes very much to my
roots as the son, the grandson and the great-grandson of farmers who go back to when they came here
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from Ireland many, many years ago and started farming down in the Western District. Members might
have some difficulty believing this, but I grew up actually milking cows, and I recall very well—
Ms Bath: You don’t forget that.
Mr FINN: As Ms Bath points out, you don’t forget that in a hurry. If Mr Meddick wants me to go
into some of the gory details of that—and it was not directed from me to the cows but the cows to
me—then perhaps I can do that, but that might be just a little too messy for the house today.
What we are talking about here, and what Ms Bath alluded to, is not a question of activists. Political
activism is great. I love political activism. I am a political activist myself who just happens to have
found himself in Parliament. But we are not talking about activists here; we are talking about criminals.
We are talking about people who break the law. That is what we are talking about. We are not talking
about activism. We are talking about people who inflict terror on their victims, and they are called
terrorists. That is the definition of ‘terrorists’. The definition is those who inflict terror on their victims.
When we talk about farms we are not just talking about businesses. We are, as has been pointed out in
this house by a couple of people, talking about people’s homes where mums and dads and kids live,
and we have the situation where they are forced to live in terror because of the illegal activities of a
few. That is why we need this inquiry—to find out what exactly is going on and to make the
appropriate recommendations. If, as I say, others have differing views, they are entitled to come to the
committee and offer those views.
I am not opposed to protest either, I have to say. As many members will know, I lead a very big march
here in Melbourne every year, and I will continue to do that probably for some time, I would imagine.
I will be back in the streets on 12 October this year if anybody would like to come along.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr FINN: No. Ms Crozier points out that they do not all agree with me, but that is the joy of
democracy and that is the joy of freedom—that we all have a say. But I do not break the law. I think
violent direct action is not on. I am not even opposed necessarily to peaceful direct action, but violent
direct action is not on. Any action which causes damage and causes violence in the way that we have
seen some of the criminals act in recent times is not to be tolerated at all.
We have heard today that farmers mistreat animals. Why would they do that? The animals are their
livelihood. Without the animals they have no livelihood; they cannot make a living. Why would
farmers mistreat them? It makes absolutely no sense at all. This argument is very, very simple: you
have got to obey the law. The minister raised the issue of a range of penalties, and that is all very well
and good but clearly the penalties are not working because we still have this problem. We need the
inquiry to look into that and to find out exactly why these penalties are not working.
I am very, very keen indeed to support Ms Bath’s motion today. I urge all members of the house—
those who have a view one way or the other—to support this motion because what this motion is doing
is not even expressing a view one way or the other; it is merely calling for an inquiry. It is merely
establishing an inquiry where everybody can have their say. That is what this Parliament is about. That
is something that I strongly support and I urge all members of the house to support the motion today.
The PRESIDENT: Before I put Minister Symes’s amendment, I call on her to clarify her position.
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (11:24): Throughout the debate there have been conversations going on
between the coalition and the government in relation to the date. They have sought my agreement to
amend my amendment to align with their date, and I am happy to do that. I move, by leave:
That the reporting date be changed from ‘Thursday, 19 September 2019’ to ‘Thursday, 28 November 2019’.

Amendment to amendment agreed to; amended amendment agreed to.
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House divided on amended motion:

Ayes, 33
Atkinson, Mr
Barton, Mr
Bath, Ms
Bourman, Mr
Crozier, Ms (Teller)
Dalidakis, Mr
Davis, Mr
Elasmar, Mr
Finn, Mr
Garrett, Ms
Grimley, Mr

Jennings, Mr
Kieu, Dr
Leane, Mr
Limbrick, Mr
Lovell, Ms
Maxwell, Ms
Melhem, Mr
Mikakos, Ms
O’Donohue, Mr
Ondarchie, Mr
Pulford, Ms

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

Noes, 5
Cumming, Dr
Hayes, Mr (Teller)

Meddick, Mr (Teller)
Patten, Ms

Ratnam, Dr

Amended motion agreed to.
Production of documents
GJK FACILITY SERVICES
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (11:34): I am pleased to move:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in
the Council by 2.00 p.m. on Wednesday, 5 June 2019:
(1) a copy of all documents in full and unredacted which are concerned with or relate to contracts between
the government of Victoria and GJK Facility Services and any associated companies, past and present,
including but not limited to all ministerial briefs, tender criteria and decisions, documents relating to
decisions to extend GJK contracts, and the criteria for extension and financial penalties applied for GJK’s
non-performance;
(2) the same or equivalent documents, information and legal proceedings provided in response to
Ms Margaret Fitzherbert’s freedom of information request for each public housing facility for which
GJK is contracted to provide cleaning or other services, including documents that address or canvass:
(a) performance, or lack thereof, and how it was determined that the contracts would be extended;
(b) why and by whom it was decided that the option to renew GJK’s contracts in 2018 be exercised
rather than a new tender, particularly in the light of the many complaints, including those from the
department to GJK;
(c) how was it decided that GJK’s performance was sufficient to extend the contracts and on what
performance criteria;
(d) departmental and ministerial approval of the decision to renew GJK’s contracts in 2018, including
briefings to the minister about GJK’s lack of performance, including three financial penalties for
non-performance at Park Towers and renewal of the contracts; and
(e) measures taken in response to the Victorian Ombudsman’s October 2007 report on the
investigation into the Office of Housing’s tender process for the cleaning and gardening
maintenance contract—CNG2007.

The second part of the motion lays out the history, in brief form, of the freedom of information request
from Margaret Fitzherbert, a former member of this chamber, that found a series of extraordinary
documents that passed between the firm and the managers of Park Towers, a public housing facility.
The important thing here is that the managers were very negative about the performance of this group
and that they sought to nonetheless renew the contract. This group has proven poor performance, going
back to the period around October 2007 and beyond. The Ombudsman ran an investigation into the
Office of Housing’s tender process for the cleaning and gardening maintenance contract—
CNG2007—and that report was tabled in this chamber.
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There was also a closeness between some then Labor members of Parliament, ministers and GJK, and
GJK was a donor at the time to the Labor Party. That, in one sense, is background, but it is important
to understand here that what is required in a public policy sense is for the community to have
confidence in the way contracts are awarded in public housing for maintenance, for cleaning, for
gardening and for related matters. These contracts are in fact funded by the tenants in those centres. It
is actually tenants’ money that is being managed, in effect, by the government and the department,
and tenants’ money is used to purchase these important services that should be delivered correctly.
Now, this documents motion is in a sense a very narrow and constricted motion. It seeks simply to
say, ‘Given what we have found in the FOI report on Park Towers, for the other locations that are
managed by this firm, which has a difficult and tawdry history, equivalent documents ought to be
provided to this chamber so that we can scrutinise their performance and the impact on those public
housing tenants in those locations’.
It is not my intention to make a long contribution here, because this is in fact a narrow motion to seek
documents and put them in the possession of the chamber so that we can make those sorts of decisions.
I make the point that this is an important motion in the sense that it is about the quality of services in
those public housing estates and facilities. I also make the point that this is very much in the public
interest; hence I am using that format of a documents motion. I believe that it is legitimate for the
chamber, in the public interest, to seek those documents from government and to enhance the scrutiny
and oversight of this chamber on those matters, which are so important to many of the people who
make those public housing facilities their home.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (11:38): I rise to support this motion that seeks these
documents relating to the GJK contracts of public housing estates. The Greens support a documents
motion seeking greater transparency and accountability of key decisions made by government, and so
on those principles we support the motion—but more so too because of the concerning state of our
public housing estates. I think previous members in this house—Ms Fitzherbert, Ms Pennicuik and
others—have raised the issue of public housing estates and whether they were being adequately
cleaned and serviced for their residents.
Often public housing residents are treated as second and third-class citizens. We have seen the woeful
denigration of our public housing estates over decades now, with the lack of investment in their upkeep
and maintenance, which has seemingly given the government this rationale for needing to privatise
our public housing estates when what they should have been doing is investing in the proper
maintenance, upkeep and infrastructure of those public housing estates so that they were not run down
to the state that they are in. It is really important that we invest adequately in our current public housing
stock but also increase our public housing stock going into the future.
The company in question here has been fined multiple times in terms of their provision of services, so
it is really important that we understand the nature of why the contracts were extended and any
background to their continued service of public housing estates. Previously in this chamber I raised
the issue of cleaning of public housing estates when a number of residents contacted me saying that
their public housing estates were not being cleaned according to the schedule that they had expected
and they were unsure what was going on. We asked questions in this house, and some service was
provided to them. But these are problems of an ongoing nature, so we support this motion to shine
more transparency, more of a spotlight, on the woeful support and treatment of public housing
residents at large and in particular the nature of the contracts that have been extended in this case.
Ms TAYLOR (Southern Metropolitan) (11:40): I am going to carefully unpack the whole
contractual process for transparency and clarity on this issue. If I start from the beginning—actually,
not right from the beginning but looking at the current contract that is in place—GJK Facility Services
was successfully awarded contracts to provide cleaning and garden maintenance services to several
high-rise and walk-up public housing estates in 2016. That was through a new tender process. The
contract consists of an initial period of two years with three options to extend for a further two years
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each time. That is customary in contracts. That is not outlandish. There is nothing different or difficult
about that per se.
These contracts were tendered—this is really important, and I want to be really clear about this—and
awarded with the oversight of an independent probity adviser, so any claims of a lack of transparency
in the tender process are actually completely unfounded. Just to reiterate, there was the oversight of an
independent probity adviser, so trying to cast slurs et cetera is quite inappropriate. GJK were successful
and were able to get this contract because of their experience, satisfactory performance—I will come
back to that issue—and value for money.
These were the core elements and requirements in order to be able to issue the contract through the
tendering process. The government also acknowledged and welcomed their active participation in the
public tenant employment program, which they have been involved in since 2003. This program sees
meaningful, secure work provided to public housing residents, and hence it is welcomed by the
government. I do not think that is something we should overlook. That is significant, providing
employment to people who actually live in public housing.
Prior to this contract GJK held cleaning contracts between 2007 and 2015, again consisting of an initial
two years with options to renew a further three times. So just to be clear, the tendering process starts
at the outset of the contract, not at each time there is an option to renew, subject to the person being
contracted being able to meet the requirements of that ongoing contract. I would note—and
particularly those opposite should take note of this issue—that two of these renewals occurred when
those opposite were in government, under the former Minister for Housing, Wendy Lovell, so it is
interesting the conjecture that they are raising at the present time. Whilst there were issues raised
during that contract—and we are not mucking about here when we are talking about that—
departmental staff worked closely with GJK to ensure performance returned to satisfactory levels.
They worked very closely with them to ensure that the requisite standards were met, and that is very,
very important. If that had not happened, that would be an issue. In 2015, at the end of that contract, a
further one year was granted based on this performance, the performance being satisfactory.
At the same time this government takes the issues that tenants raise regarding cleaning and
maintenance services extremely seriously. It is their home. They deserve to have clean and
appropriately maintained amenity where they live. That is a given. We understand that, and that is why
we are taking what they are saying—
Ms Lovell: But GJK doesn’t do that.
Ms TAYLOR: That is why an independent audit into GJK will begin next week to make sure that
Victoria’s public housing tenants are getting the quality service they deserve. Any notion that these
contracts were awarded improperly is absolutely absurd. In fact a 2007 Ombudsman’s report into the
tender process concluded that there was, and I quote:
… no evidence of any attempt to improperly influence the outcome of the tender evaluation process …

Ms Lovell interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: If you want to go against the Ombudsman’s report, that is at your discretion, but I
am quite happy to accept the Ombudsman’s report, thank you. It states:
… there is no evidence of any attempt to improperly influence the outcome of the tender evaluation process
by the former Minister for Housing or any other person.

Of course we will continue to work with our contractors to ensure they are providing the best service
possible and we will continue to award contracts through an open and transparent tender process.
I think that the other issue that I would like to raise here is if those opposite want to scrutinise the
contracts—which they themselves saw extended twice, I remind you—then we have no issue in
providing these documents. But they extended these contracts twice themselves, so it is kind of
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interesting how this is all coming about and what the intentions might be behind this present conjecture
at the moment.
Now, there are a couple of other issues that I was going to raise with regard to the actual audit as well,
and I will just come to that. I want to come back to that issue of an audit which is going to be
commencing next week. The department proposes to undertake the following actions in response to
the issues raised: conduct an audit of cleaning services provided at Park Towers estate and, if any nonconformances are found, instruct GJK to rectify them immediately.
The audit described above will also review the management of hard rubbish and customary elements
that you would take into account when you are looking at the management and maintenance of
cleaning services. I think that that is a very fair and reasonable and transparent outcome under the
circumstances, to actually say, ‘Look, okay, let’s audit this. Let’s see for ourselves’. This is in addition
to the maintenance that has been conducted to date. I know that at the initial start of the contract there
was ongoing and careful maintenance by the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) to
ensure that the services being provided were satisfactory.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, this is a very narrow motion. It is about the documents.
There is a background, and I accept that, and some comment would be appropriate on that, but it is
actually a motion to seek documents. It is not a motion to debate everything about public housing and
the details of the contracts that in fact the motion seeks. I would suggest that the member is straying.
Ms Shing: Further to the point of order, President, Mr Davis has raised a question of relevance in
relation to the subject matter which has in fact been canvassed at length in other contributions,
including Dr Ratnam’s, and I would just invite you to consider that when ruling on the matter of
relevance given that that door has been opened.
The PRESIDENT: I call on the member to continue but to be mindful of the body of the motion.
Ms TAYLOR: Yes, absolutely. So I am just coming back to how it was decided to proceed with
this contract, which started in 2016, bearing in mind that there was independent probity over that
decision. The differential performance of GJK during the initial period of the current contract, which
goes from 1 July 2016 to 13 June 2018 across all contract areas, was monitored and consistently
assessed as satisfactory or good. It was therefore considered appropriate to extend the contract for two
years to 30 June 2020 in accordance with the contract conditions. With the contracts already in place
there was no need to retender in 2018.
Mr Davis: On a point of order, President, it is actually a narrow motion. The member is now going
into the precise details of specific contracts and the dates and the microdetails of them. This is quite a
narrow motion, in actual fact.
The PRESIDENT: Mr Davis, the motion does actually go into GJK’s performance, which the
member was actually talking to. I ask Ms Taylor to continue.
Ms TAYLOR: I would contend that performance is actually at the heart of what we are discussing
here—at the end of the day, anyway—and of the motion itself. So I think it is actually incredibly
relevant to what we are discussing.
It was therefore considered appropriate to extend the contracts for two years to 30 June 2020 in
accordance with the contract conditions. With the contracts already in place, there was no need to
retender in 2018, subject to satisfactory performance. These contracts and options—
Ms Lovell: On a point of order, President, as Mr Davis has already pointed out, this is a very narrow
motion. It is a documents motion. It really is not an opportunity for a member to slavishly read from a
document provided through the minister’s office or perhaps even the department, and that is what the
member is doing. She commenced her last contribution after the last point of order mid-sentence. If
the member has something to add from her own knowledge in order to speak on this motion, that
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would be appropriate, but to slavishly read from a departmental or ministerial document is not
appropriate.
The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order. I have actually listened to Ms Taylor’s contribution
a number of times when she has made eye contact with people across the chamber and with me and
continued with her contribution. The motion actually mentions GJK’s performance, which Ms Taylor
has been centring her contribution on, so I would ask her to continue.
Ms TAYLOR: I think that in this chamber I am allowed to raise issues that are relevant to this
issue, and I am just making sure that I am 100 per cent precise when I am reading out those issues. I
take offence at the inferences of the member opposite with regard to this issue, because we do take
this particular issue very seriously. It is actually quite offensive.
Regular on-site inspections have been conducted by the maintenance services team—so I am looking
right at you and hope that will satisfy your requirements—which includes discussions with divisional
staff and meetings with GJK supervisors to discuss any cleaning-related issues.
Ms Lovell: Have you ever been to Park Towers? Tell us that. Have you ever been to Park Towers?
Ms TAYLOR: I am speaking to this issue now, thank you very much.
Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order!
Ms TAYLOR: Getting back to the issue at hand, we have given the option that if you do want to
look at those contracts you can, bearing in mind that you—those opposite—actually were responsible
for extending those contracts twice. So knock yourselves out if that is what you want to do, but I think
it is a little bit hypocritical—that is all I am saying—because you were involved with this company as
well.
Now, I think it is very important that we clarify that the only reason that the contracts were extended
was because they met the experience, satisfactory performance and value for money requirements.
However, with the auditing process next week, should anything come about that would suggest the
alternative, then that will surely be borne through the experience of the audit. So I think it is very fair
and reasonable on the part of the government to undertake that, knowing that that information will be
publicly available. I am satisfied that that is an appropriate way of managing that issue.
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Well, we have said that you have the option. If you want that option, you can have
it, bearing in mind your own complicity in this whole process because you have been involved in
contracts with GJK in the past. I am just emphasising that so you know what is involved in this process.
We will continue, as I say, in any case. The practice of working with contractors to make sure—and
this is generally speaking but also applies in this case—that they do meet the requirements they should
is because we care deeply about housing and homelessness and we care about making sure that the
tenants are looked after appropriately. I will say on that matter that, just to show how seriously we do
take the issue of housing and homelessness, we know that Labor has invested $1.1 billion into housing
and homelessness services and provided $2.1 billion in financing initiatives for the community
housing sector.
A member interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: And on that interjection I will note that those opposite cut $330 million from
housing. So we must look at this issue holistically. If you are going to throw stones, make sure you are
not in a glass house. So, on that premise, well, knock yourself out. Try hard. Try harder.
Members interjecting.
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Ms TAYLOR: I am perfectly entitled to comment on the terms of the contracts, because whether
I was present in Parliament previously or now, the actual terms of the contracts have not changed, and
I can read a contract from 10 years ago, 50 years ago or 60 years ago. I am actually capable of reading
a contract and understanding how it functions. The fact that I was not a member of Parliament then is
not relevant when discussing that component of this issue. I think that is actually a fairly interesting
criticism to make, unless you are implying that the actual dates of the contract were different to what
is suggested and that I have said an untruth. Well then, please, come forward.
Ms Lovell interjected.
Ms TAYLOR: Okay. So I am not sure what the problem is with my speaking to this issue when I
am just speaking on matters of fact, because that is generally what I like to do. Actually it is what I
always like to do. Or are you suggesting that the first round of contracts did not go from 2007 to 2015?
Is that incorrect? No? Then it was extended from 2015 to 2016. No? Then 2016 to 2018, with the
option to renew three times. Are you suggesting that that is not correct? You can tell me that it is not
correct. I am happy to be criticised on record. That is fine.
What I will do—and I will close on this issue—is reassure everyone that we do take on housing and
homelessness and caring about tenants and making sure that the amenity of their facilities is
appropriate and they are well maintained. Hence the various checks that DHHS has undertaken on this
issue—to ensure that following the offering of the tender the requisite standards were maintained.
Having said that, as I said already, there is an audit that will be conducted next week. Should anything
arise out of that audit, it will be open on public record. But we will continue nevertheless to work
closely with GJK or any other company that is contracted to undertake cleaning and other services, as
we did to make sure they lifted their standards when issues were raised in the past. I would like you to
take that on board and recognise that we do take this issue very seriously.
Business interrupted pursuant to sessional orders.
Questions without notice and ministers statements
GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:00): My question is to the
Special Minister of State. Minister, were the government’s extraordinary and partisan advertisements
that seek to influence the outcome of the federal election cleared by the advertising and communication
planning committee of cabinet and, given you are a member of that committee, will you make public
any advice or submissions presented to that committee?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:00): I thank Mr Davis for
his question. He bowls up another full toss. Notwithstanding the fact that yesterday he was dispensed
to the boundary, he then actually on Twitter tried to misrepresent what I said. Now, he did get one or
two people to retweet it and amplify his position. Good on you, Mr Davis. That is a huge breakthrough
in terms of your political achievement of this week. Could I say to you: keep being picked up by a
couple of trolls, who actually then took the opportunity to have a whack at me on Twitter. Good on
you. You have achieved something of great moment.
In relation to the issues of substance, Mr Davis, I remind the chamber, was a minister of the state of
Victoria in a previous life. I know that this is the job he wants—Leader of the Opposition is the job he
wants—but he once was a minister. I know that as a minister he never talked and that no minister ever
talks in the chamber about what happens in cabinet, what happens in cabinet processes or what actually
happens with cabinet submissions or discloses cabinet submissions. In fact he knows, or should have
known as a minister, these matters are not as a convention discussed in the Parliament. We are
accountable for the outcomes of cabinet considerations and cabinet decisions and accountable for the
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legislation and our obligations to Parliament. That is what we are responsible for. We are not
responsible for disclosing the inner workings of cabinet processes.
Now, Mr Davis, yesterday an astute listener to my answer would have divined that the government
took responsibility for the ads that have been placed to protect the interests of Victorians and making
sure that there is a fair share paid to Victorian citizens of what is their contribution to the wellbeing of
this nation and what should be returned by commonwealth investment here in health, in education and
in important infrastructure. Victoria deserves its fair share. It consistently does not get its fair share,
and the ads in question have drawn attention to that fact to the Victorian people and in fact to those
combatants in Canberra who are actually seeking to represent the interests of Victorians as Australian
citizens. Twenty-six per cent of the population of this nation lives here. A similar proportion of the
Australian economy is derived here. There is a significant reason why the Australian government
should invest in Victorians and the opportunities that should be available to Victorians as part of this
nation. That is what this campaign is about. It went through the appropriate authorising environment,
it was verified by departmental secretaries and it was approved through the relevant processes of
government.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (12:03): That means yes, he was
on the committee. Will he make it public? No, he will not. Minister, will you give a commitment to this
house today that government ministers, including you as a member of that committee, will cooperate
and provide all requested evidence to any inquiry by the Victorian public service commissioner?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:04): If in fact any request
for information comes through the Department of Premier and Cabinet, any other department—
Ms Crozier interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: Ms Crozier, through your interjections you tried to bait me in relation to other
matters. In inquiries that I fully participated in I gave truthful, open and complete answers to anybody
who asked me. Whether it be the Parliament, whether it be any agency or whether it be anyone with
statutory responsibility who asked me a question, the answers were given to them in full, and that
would be the case in relation to this matter. But there is nothing in this matter which would draw
attention to itself, apart from one thing. One thing is that Victorians deserve a fair share of
commonwealth revenues and the return of Victorian taxpayers money that should come back to
Victorians to support the quality of life for Victorian people.
E-CIGARETTES
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:05): My question is for the Minister for Health and
regards e-cigarettes, or more properly called vaporisers. About one in eight cancer deaths in Australia
can still be attributed to smoking, underlining the importance of cessation strategies to our health
system. The UK medicines regulator has approved a brand of vaporisers as an aid to help people stop
smoking, which can be prescribed on their PBS. At least 64 scientific studies now demonstrate that
smoke-free products like vaporisers are less harmful than traditional cigarettes or are an effective way
to quit for good. These studies include a publication in the prestigious peer-reviewed New England
Journal of Medicine which demonstrates that a one-year abstinence rate was 18 per cent in the
vaporiser group, compared to 9 per cent with nicotine-replacement therapies. My question is: will the
minister revisit the e-cigarette laws introduced by the Tobacco Amendment Act 2016 in light of this
emerging empirical evidence?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:06): I thank the member for her question, and I acknowledge her continued interest in this matter.
I think I have just recently sent back to her what might be close to 50—it might be 100; it certainly felt
like 100—written answers to questions on notice submitted by the member on tobacco-related matters.
Can I just say that I am pleased that in her question she did reference a report that she was in attendance
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in hosting the launch of in this building from the Foundation for a Smoke-Free World, which I point
out is actually funded by Philip Morris International at about US$80 million per year. So it is important
that members are relying on various reports and evidence and that it is not funded by the tobacco industry.
Ms Patten: On a point of order, President, I did not mention that report. It was the New England
Journal of Medicine, not—
The PRESIDENT: That is not a point of order.
Ms MIKAKOS: I was in fact making the point that I am pleased that she is not relying on tobacco
industry funded reports in this question.
The point that I make to the member is that we as a government are very proud of the tough laws that
came into effect in 2017. The advertising, sale and use of e-cigarette devices are regulated in the same
manner as tobacco products in order to minimise potential harms. I have discussed this before in terms
of the fact that I do have concerns about e-cigarettes being used as a potential gateway for young people
to start smoking. In fact this has been shown to be what is occurring in both the US and Europe. There
is evidence in both the US and Europe to suggest that there is a gateway effect for young people. This
is why we want to make sure that we do not renormalise smoking behaviours and nicotine addiction.
There is of course a range of evidence that I am sure can be presented that can put contrary views
around the merits or otherwise of e-cigarettes, and of course I obtain advice from my department about
these matters from time to time. We will continue to monitor the evidence in relation to these issues,
but we do think that we have taken an appropriate approach in relation to this issue in striking the right
balance between any perceived potential benefits and also the risks to the Victorian community as a
whole but particularly for young people who might then develop lifelong nicotine addiction problems.
We will continue to monitor this issue, but we do think that we have taken the appropriate response in
relation to these matters. I have taken up this issue at the Council of Australian Governments Health
Council and shared some concerns that I have around products being accessed by young children in
relation to e-liquids, and there is some work that is happening now in response to that by Safer Care
Victoria as well. I am happy to provide more information to the member if she is interested in relation
to that.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (12:09): Thank you, Minister. I would very much be
interested in that. I have to say as an aside that the best way to ensure that that does not happen is to
regulate the industry, not prohibit it. By way of supplementary, in New Zealand the Vape2Save
program, which helps family groups of smokers switch to vaping together, has been able to achieve
outstanding quit rates, particularly within their indigenous communities. Has the minister considered
whether a similar program might be a viable option in addressing Victoria’s high Indigenous smoking
rates?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:10): I am quite sure that in the many responses I provided to the member we also gave her
information about programs that are funded specifically for the Aboriginal community. She is correct
in that we have very high smoking rates amongst our Aboriginal community in Victoria. This is in
fact a nationwide problem, and I am very committed to working with our Aboriginal community health
organisations to address this issue. I do not believe that e-cigarettes are the solution, however. We
would no doubt agree to disagree on that one. But it is something that I am very committed to
addressing, because they have very poor health outcomes generally. Smoking of course leads to higher
rates of cancer and has other serious health consequences for Aboriginal Victorians.
Can I just say that in relation to the issue of regulation that the member mentioned we are doing some
work around e-liquids because we have a matter that is currently before coronial inquest being
examined, and I am very concerned about young children being able to access e-liquids. I am happy
to discuss it with her further.
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MINISTERS STATEMENTS: LIVING LIBRARIES INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:11): We Victorians love reading. Therefore it should not be a surprise to you,
President, or anyone in this chamber that almost half of the population in our state are members of a
library. Across Victoria there are 275 permanent library branches and 30 mobile library services. The
Andrews Labor government is supporting reading and education and provides funding to ensure that
libraries can continue to provide accessible and engaging resources to communities across the state.
One of the ways in which we do this is through the Living Libraries Infrastructure Program. Living
Libraries provides assistance to council and regional library services to refurbish and modernise library
buildings and upgrade or replace mobile libraries, all to meet the needs of a growing population. The
Andrews Labor government has already invested more than $18 million in libraries across the state,
which has brought in external investment, bringing the project’s total worth to $154 million.
It is a program that is delivered in a way that is sensitive to the financial realities faced by smaller
councils, as we seek no contribution from the smallest rural councils. That is because this government
recognises that libraries provide free public access to information and technology, literacy support,
and training and skills development that engage communities and enrich community life. A recent
example of this is the opening of the Sebastopol Library by local member Michaela Settle. The City
of Ballarat’s Sebastopol Library refurbishment cost $2.8 million, which included $600 000 from the
Living Libraries Infrastructure Program.
HOSPITAL WAITING LISTS
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:14): My question is to the Minister for Health. Colin
is 70, with Dupuytren’s contracture. He was referred by his local GP to Box Hill Hospital in 2017. He
received a letter from Eastern Health in January 2018 saying that his referral had been received and
that he had been placed on a waitlist. He heard nothing from the hospital for 12 months and, with his
condition worsening, followed up again with the hospital in January 2019. Colin is in constant pain.
He is woken at night with the pain, and everyday tasks are becoming harder. He was told his condition
was not urgent and that he might be seen by a doctor in two to five years. Minister, your government
is blowing money on political attack ads. Thousands of people like Colin are languishing on waitlists
in a debilitated state and in constant pain. Could you explain to Colin why he has to wait for two to
five years just to see a doctor, and that is before he has even been operated on?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:14): Clearly the member has not learned anything from the email I sent her this morning, because
the point I made to her is that after she raised the issue that she did yesterday I actually went and sought
advice from my department in relation to the matter of Deanne and found, firstly, that my department
advised me that they had insufficient information, because there was very scant information provided
by the member yesterday, to be able to follow the issue up. Also, there had been no correspondence
from the member in relation to this issue.
As I pointed out in my email to the member, if she actually has a genuine interest in supporting a
constituent around their health issues, I would invite her, like other members in this house have, to
write to me and provide me with those details, because it then gives my department an opportunity to
contact the hospital and look into these matters further, rather than coming in here and seeking to
politically exploit the circumstance of any particular individual. If she provides this information, I am
very happy to have my department look into Colin’s circumstances.
But the point I would make is this: it is not for politicians to question the clinical decisions that our
doctors and our nurses make when they make decisions about classifications and about the urgency
that attends any particular person’s circumstances. Ms Crozier would know full well that our public
health system is all predicated on the basis of need, and the most urgent patients get attended to most
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urgently. That is an important principle to adhere to. If she provides that further information, I am
happy to look into it further.
But what I can say to her is that just today the latest performance data has been released, and it does
in fact show that more elective surgeries than ever before have been attended to. Almost 150 000 have
been done in this financial year alone. Patients are being seen sooner; 89.6 per cent of patients were
seen within clinically recommended times—the best March quarter result on record. The median time
to treatment has reduced to 32 days, compared to 34 days for the same quarter last year. As I said
yesterday, it got to 42 days under the previous coalition government, when Ms Crozier was in fact the
Parliamentary Secretary for Health. Guess what? They would not even release the performance data.
They kept it secret. We put it up online every quarter. We are committed to transparency. When
Ms Crozier was the parliamentary secretary and Mr Davis was the health minister they hid the data.
They hid it from Victorian patients, and they hid it from the Victorian community.
We are proud of the fact that we have increased our funding, with 31 per cent more in our health
budget compared to the last coalition budget that Ms Crozier was parliamentary secretary for.
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:18): Minister, you again just completely ignored the
plight of Colin. Colin emailed you on 14 April, and he copied me into it. You know about this issue.
Your department knows about this issue. What are you doing about it? Why is your department
ignoring the fact that Colin is languishing on a waitlist and will not even be seen by a specialist for
two to five years? Reports in today’s papers say that doctors have raised concerns that elective surgery
figures are skewed because wait times are only calculated from a patient’s first appointment with a
public hospital specialist. So I again ask—and you should read your emails, as Colin sent it to you:
will you make the hidden wait times that Colin is a part of more transparent and known to the public
instead of constantly spinning, as you have just done, and blaming others, as you have just done again,
for your mismanagement of Victorian public health services?
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:19): In the six months that I have been minister I have received a total of two pieces of
correspondence from Ms Crozier—two in six months.
Ms Crozier interjected.
Ms MIKAKOS: Colin’s email will be responded to. I can assure Colin that his email will be
responded to. But if Ms Crozier has the courtesy of sending it to me, I will ensure it is done so in a
very prompt manner. What I would say to Ms Crozier is that for someone who was part of a
government that hid data, did not release it in a systemic way, to claim that there are hidden waitlists
is an absolute joke. What I would say in relation to the point she makes about the Australian Medical
Association is that not every patient is in a position to have their surgery done at the point of referral.
The waitlist is based on clinical need, determined by clinicians, as it should be and not by politicians.
We are making the investment to address our hospital performance. It would help if we got our fair
share from Canberra. (Time expired)
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (12:20): I move:
That the minister’s answer be taken into consideration on the next day of meeting.

Members interjecting.
The PRESIDENT: Order! I am on my feet, and we are starting to get a little bit out of control. I
will put the question in a minute. I just note that it is very hard to hear the Minister for Health’s answer,
and it was yesterday as well, when there is a barrage of interjections. I will put the question, but I think
in the future it would be much better if everyone could actually hear and appreciate the answer the
minister is giving at the time. I will put the question.
Motion agreed to.
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WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION TRANSPORT
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:21): My question is for the minister for transport in
the other place. What are the minister’s plans for supporting Western Metropolitan Region to develop
the region’s transport plans that aim to reduce car usage? In the City of Melton, for example, only
15 per cent of residential properties are located within walking distance of the state government’s
principal public transport network. A number of people have moved to the community to access
affordable housing. However, they often also need to travel outside the municipality to work. This
results in a high dependency on cars as a mode of transport. Therefore what are the minister’s plans
for supporting the region and reducing reliance on cars that are outside the principal public transport
network?
The PRESIDENT: It is for the Minister for Public Transport.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:22): I thank the member for her question. The question in part
goes to my responsibilities, those of Minister Allan and those of Minister Horne, so I might endeavour
to provide some context and some comments in response and then seek the opportunity to provide to
Dr Cumming a response that acquits the parts of the question that are the responsibility of my
colleagues. It is actually a good opportunity, I suppose, to outline the reason that we have three
ministers in the new Department of Transport and the work we are doing to ensure that our efforts are
better integrated than they have ever been before.
The context in which this is occurring is, of course, a very, very big infrastructure agenda, and so
Jacinta Allan is responsible for the transport infrastructure projects, those that were traditionally in
either a roads or a public transport portfolio, and the focus of my responsibilities as Minister for Roads
and Minister Horne’s responsibilities as Minister for Public Transport are more focused on the best
and most effective operation and management of the networks.
Mr Finn interjected.
Ms PULFORD: Well, I am just going to ignore Mr Finn, I think, given the new time limits. What
I can indicate specifically in response to the concerns around access to different forms of transport and
different transport issues in Melton, which was the essence of Dr Cumming’s question, is that I
recently had the opportunity to meet with the Melton City Council. We had a discussion that was not
entirely but predominantly focused on some of the pressures on the roads network in one of the fastest
growing parts of the state. I commend council for their thinking and their work and the advancing of
their own transport plan.
Lots of different municipalities come and talk to us on a regular basis about their own transport plans.
Some of those do as collective groups and some do as individual councils. They are all really, really
important inputs into the planning and development work that we do as three transport ministers. I
guess that is some important background and context of how we are proposing to proceed over the
future years and what we have been working on since we all came into these new roles and this new
approach.
The new department was formed on 1 January. On 1 July there will be a level of integration that has
not been seen in Victoria for many, many decades, when many of the functions of VicRoads and
Public Transport Victoria will come together in the department. I am confident that this is going to
lead to much better planning and integration and probably some real efficiencies in the way that both
stakeholders and organisations, like local councils and community organisations, will be able to talk
to one room full of people rather than three or four rooms full of people to advance their issues. That
has been a real feature of our work. But the pressures that the Melton community experience I think
are well known and understood by all three of us, and we will work as effectively and as closely as we
can with council to advance the issues of that community. I know I have had similar discussions with
the local member, Steve McGhie, as well, and there is a— (Time expired)
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Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (12:26): Just briefly, I thank the minister for her answer.
Roads are definitely important to the Melton community, and upgrades to those roads are important
so that they can have the bus networks that can access the train network, so I thank the minister for
that part of the answer. But I am also aware that the vast majority of the western suburbs community
do want a regional approach to public transport issues, being that they are very important. Other
ministers have raised issues about parking around train stations. Getting access to those train stations
via buses and via cycling is also important.
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:27): Definitely, and it is a really important point that
Dr Cumming makes in her supplementary question. Really that is why a more integrated approach is
important, because of course every person that is on public transport is one less person on the roads.
Anybody who feels perhaps more confident and safer riding a bike to the station or to the bus stop
using those forms of transport just makes it easier for everyone to get around. So integration is the key,
and I will certainly make sure that the response I provide provides a little more detail and context
specifically about the interaction of all of those different parts, particularly in relation to the Melton
community.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: AMBULANCE SERVICES
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(12:28): I rise to update the house on the progress that the Andrews Labor government is making
through our investment in our ambulance services. Our government is continuing to support our
ambulance services, with nearly three-quarters of a billion dollars worth of investment made during
our first term. Since I was appointed the Minister for Ambulance Services one of the greatest pleasures
of my new role has been in fact to visit numerous ambulance branches right across Victoria, both here
in Melbourne and also particularly in regional Victoria, and sit down and have a cup of tea and a chat
with our dedicated paramedics. Their dedication and commitment to their local communities is
unwavering. That is why our government has delivered on its commitment to recruit 450 new
paramedics and continues to deliver new ambulance branches across Victoria.
I have also been pleased this year to turn the sod or inspect the construction of new ambulance branches
in Bacchus Marsh, Terang and Winchelsea and more recently to officially open our state’s newest
branches in Diamond Creek and Preston. In Winchelsea the new branch will be the first in the town’s
history, and the new branches in Bacchus Marsh, Terang and Preston will replace buildings up to
50 years old, giving our hardworking paramedics modern and state-of-the-art, purpose-built facilities.
Our government is also sending a strong message to the community through our public awareness
campaign that violence and aggression towards paramedics is never okay. Hopefully that is a bit of an
advertising spend that those opposite might support.
I can inform the house that the latest Ambulance Victoria performance data released today shows our
code 1 ambulances are arriving to critical patients quicker than ever before in Ambulance Victoria’s
history. For the latest March quarter 84.2 per cent of ambulances arrived within the benchmark
15 minutes. That is 2 minutes and 50 seconds better than the previous Liberal government’s final
March quarter. Under the Liberals, when Georgie Crozier was the Parliamentary Secretary for Health,
ambulance response times blew out to be the worst on the Australian mainland, putting Victorian
patients at risk.
The Andrews Labor government will always back our paramedics, and we will continue to work with
them to keep improving ambulance response times so that Victorians can get the care and the treatment
they need when they need it.
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STEELVISION
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:30): My question is to the Minister for Regional
Development. Minister, the government provided a grant of $400 000 to Steelvision, which
subsequently went into administration, owing Latrobe Valley businesses, it is estimated, more than
$1 million. On 20 February in this place you said about the government grant to Steelvision that you
were, and I quote:
… having a look at the processes in regard to this particular company.

Then on 19 March you stated that the report was ‘imminent’. The expected completion date of
12 April has come and gone. Minister, can you please inform the house what date exactly the report is
now due from KPMG to you or your department?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:31): I thank Ms Wooldridge for her question. Your question is mixing up
two different reports. The internal report from the department has been completed, but I have not yet
received it because KPMG has been brought in to also review it. The review of Steelvision’s grant has
also raised some matters that are currently subject to some legal advice, and it may lead to referrals to
other authorities. I do understand the interest in this matter; I have been in Gippsland. I do not have a
date. As soon as I get all of the material it will be my intention to get as much of it out as possible.
Ms WOOLDRIDGE (Eastern Metropolitan) (12:31): Thank you, Minister, for that clarification.
Many of these Latrobe Valley businesses, as you well know, are well out of pocket and are awaiting
the report to try and have some conclusion and process to go forward in relation to the losses that they
have experienced. In order to provide some confidence to those companies that are out of pocket, and
given the impact this has had on the valley in relation to jobs, will the government consider providing
compensation to cover Latrobe Valley businesses’ losses as a result of Steelvision going into
administration?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:32): Thank you, Ms Wooldridge, for your ongoing concern in this matter.
It is concerning for a lot in the area. We have got Regional Development Victoria looking at transition
for workers that may be affected. The Latrobe Valley Authority are heavily involved, and that is
effectively what they are really good at—identifying transition jobs and new opportunities for people.
Not only is there an inquiry going on, but the company is also undergoing liquidation processes, so
creditors will be identified through that process as well. So it would be premature to talk about any
types of further government assistance until they get audited.
SENTENCING REFORM
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:32): My question is to Minister Jennings, representing
the Premier. It is again about the Borce Ristevski case. Minister, regardless of whether or not the
judgement is ultimately appealed, are you able to explain whether the sentencing decision on 18 April
in the Ristevski case was or was not consistent with the government’s changes in 2018 to current
sentencing laws?
The PRESIDENT: There is a bit of an issue, Ms Maxwell, about asking for a legal opinion, which
is outside the rules of question time in standing orders. What I will do is call Ms Bath to ask her
question now, and we can come back to Ms Maxwell’s later, after the clerks have had a conversation.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT RATES
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:34): My question is to the Minister for Local Government.
Minister Pulford, then the Minister for Agriculture, committed the Andrews government to conducting
a review into the rating of farmland. Minister, can you explain why you have ignored the concerns of
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farmers by failing to mention farmland and excluding rate capping from your review’s terms of
reference?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:34): I would like to thank the member for her question. What I do know is that
the Premier made a commitment before the last election that if elected our government would be
conducting a rates review, and that is exactly what we are doing. We are conducting a rates review. I
do not agree with the member asking the question that it is not a broad-ranging rates review; it is a
very broad ranging rates review. In terms of rate cap, those opposite have been talking about the rate
cap. The only reason—
A member interjected.
Mr SOMYUREK: The rate capping does not narrow the scope of the review. What it does is it
stops rates from increasing, right? So if you want to get rid of rate capping, that means you are for
ratepayers paying more rates. That means farmers paying more rates. It does not narrow the scope of
the review at all. All I know is that the Premier made the commitment that we would conduct a rate
review, and that is exactly what we are doing at the moment.
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (12:35): I acknowledge the minister’s response. Minister, you failed
to consult with the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) in the establishment of this review. Did you
at least consult with the agriculture minister before releasing the terms of reference?
Mr SOMYUREK (South Eastern Metropolitan—Minister for Local Government, Minister for
Small Business) (12:35): I would like to thank the member for her question. I would disagree that I
failed to consult the VFF; I did. We had a meeting, and then I actually—
Members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK: No, no. I and my office have been in constant contact with the VFF. In fact I
was at the VFF grains conference. I think it was in late January—it could have been early February; I
forget the exact date—and that is where I asked them, I publicly invited them—
Mr O’Donohue: Was Michaelia Cash there?
Mr SOMYUREK: She was too busy trying to get her office to raid some union mates.
Members interjecting.
Mr SOMYUREK: So publicly, at the VFF grains conference, I invited them—there were a few
hundred people there—to put in a submission for the terms of reference. At that stage they were not
formed, and I actually asked them to put in a submission. Farmers themselves will go through the VFF
to be a part of— (Time expired)
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: LA TROBE UNIVERSITY CHANCELLOR
Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (12:37): On 29 March I was privileged to take part in the installation of the new chancellor
of La Trobe University, the Honourable John Brumby, AO. John, who served as Premier of this great
state from 2007 to 2010, could not be a more suitable candidate for this new role. His innovative spirit,
ambition and drive to make a difference epitomise the qualities of La Trobe University. John’s
exceptional commitment to regional education is matched also by La Trobe University. In 1967 just
552 students were enrolled at La Trobe University. Today there are more than 36 000 students, with
around 30 per cent of them studying at regional campuses or online.
As federal member for Bendigo, John was critical to the establishment of La Trobe’s Bendigo campus
back in 1989. Now, 30 years later, he has been installed as the chancellor at the Bendigo campus,
enabling him to continue to enhance access to university education in this and other regional areas. In
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his role as chancellor John will add to what is already an extraordinary history of service to Victoria.
In 2017 he received an Order of Australia for services to the Parliament of Victoria, economic
management and medical biotechnology innovation, improved rural and regional infrastructure, and
the community. Today John is chair of the Olivia Newton-John Cancer Wellness & Research Institute.
He is also chair of the Fred Hollows Foundation and national president of the Australia China Business
Council.
I was an MP when John was Premier, and that experience taught me what an incredibly hard worker
he is. John’s ambition is inspiring. He expects the best from everyone, and I am sure he will get the
best from La Trobe University.
TIMBER INDUSTRY
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:39): My question is to the Minister for Agriculture.
Last week this government released its latest logging plan. It continues the Labor government’s
destruction of Victoria’s magnificent native forests. The reality is that VicForests cannot meet its
current wood volumes without logging critically important forests. These include old-growth forests
that are some of Victoria’s most important carbon stores, endangered forests and forests that produce
Melbourne’s water catchments. The plan will also see the habitat of the endangered greater glider
destroyed. Logging in Victoria is currently under legal challenge in the courts. Given this challenge,
what guarantee can the minister provide to consumers that in releasing yet more of Victoria’s forests
for logging, the minister is not risking the future sale of illegally logged timber and paper products
from Victorian trees?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:39): I thank Dr Ratnam for her question. Last week we had several
announcements, and they were about the short-term confidence of the industry but also, importantly,
the long term. You probably would have heard my ministers statement yesterday where we have
identified 550 hectares of Crown land to go and plant native trees, and half a million will be planted
this winter alone. That is part of $110 million to reduce our reliance on native timber. So we are
heading in the right direction. Of course I want more and more plantations that we are planting, and
that is what we are getting on with doing. It is important for jobs.
I do not have the luxury of just pulling a plug and saying, ‘We can’t go into native forests and cut
trees’, when we have industry, jobs and communities that are reliant on this. We have contracts that
VicForests are meeting. So we are trying to get the balance right. We are looking at long-term
sustainability of our native timber, but you cannot just do things like that tomorrow. The positive
message that I want to send to the Greens party, because I know how far on one side of the argument
you are on this, is that you should be looking at the $110 million plantation commitment, and there
will be more and more of that to come.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:41): I thank the minister for her response. As I
mentioned in the substantive question, the government’s logging plan includes the habitats of the
critically endangered greater glider. The greater glider was listed as vulnerable to extinction in 2017.
Nearly two years later the legally required action plan that is supposed to outline protection measures
for this species has still not been prepared by your government. The greater glider is Australia’s largest
gliding marsupial. It is one of our many iconic forest animals on the verge of extinction because of the
relentless logging of this and previous Victorian governments. Given the government’s decision to log
the greater glider habitat, will the government ensure that the legally required greater glider action plan
is now urgently prepared to save the greater glider from extinction?
Ms SYMES (Northern Victoria—Minister for Regional Development, Minister for Agriculture,
Minister for Resources) (12:42): I thank the member for her supplementary question, and I would say
at the outset that her question is more adequately directed to the relevant minister, who would be the
Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, Minister D’Ambrosio. However, I will make
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some comments on it. Of course we are interested in the protection of our endangered species. The
timber release plan identifies coupes that need to be surveyed. They are looked at. If endangered
animals are identified, they are not logged. It is as simple as that. Of course we are interested in the
protection of our endangered species, but in relation to the specifics of your question, that is not a
matter for me.
MINISTERS STATEMENTS: NATIVE FISH STOCKS
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (12:42): I would like to take this opportunity to update the house on
our government’s latest record-breaking effort in native fish stocking in Victorian waters. I am sure,
on the averages, someone in this room will be a freshwater angler who loves native fish, and Victoria
is of course the place for you and all other anglers to be. We have just finished stocking a record
5.9 million native fish, eclipsing the previous record by more than a million. Year in, year out, we are
continuing to break our stocking records, which is due to a significant ongoing investment from
recreational fishing licence fees and funding from our government—the $46 million Target One
Million plan, which is all about getting more people fishing more often.
To put the latest record into perspective, in 2018 Victoria stocked 833 000 native fish in total across
the state. Breaking down this landmark achievement, there are several species records from last
season: Murray cod, 1.85 million stocked, a new record; and golden perch, 3.17 million, again a new
record. We stocked 287 000 silver perch and 275 000 estuary perch, both also new records for these
species. If you love trout, we stocked more than a million of those, though not native, last year as well.
So this is very exciting news for anglers here, new and experienced alike.
In fact there is a whole website dedicated to this, listing all the waters, species and numbers, and the
latest figures will be live on the Victorian Fisheries Authority website tonight. Lake Eildon received a
whopping 714 000 native fish last season, again another record. Rocklands Reservoir in the west was
another winner—300 000 Murray cod fingerlings and 300 000 golden perch. These numbers bring
Rocklands stocking to more than a million in just two years, which will accelerate the development of
this native fishery. But there is lots more to come, President, as I am sure you will be delighted to
know.
SENTENCING REFORM
The PRESIDENT: I call on Ms Maxwell to rephrase her question.
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:45): Thank you, President, and thank you for giving me
the option to resubmit my question. My question is to Minister Jennings, representing the Premier. It
is again about the Borce Ristevski case. In light of the lenient sentence and public outcry, could the
minister advise if the government will consider changes to the sentencing laws updated in 2018?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:45): I thank Ms Maxwell
for her question. At some stage in the last 5 minutes or so I wish I could have actually come over and
assisted you and the clerks and your colleague in relation to deriving a question that I could fulsomely
answer, because I tried very hard to fulsomely answer Mr O’Donohue’s question yesterday and I think
I conveyed to you a range of matters yesterday in relation to the community sentiment and community
expectations around judgements that have made it through the courts, without going too deeply into
any individual cases.
Can I say that as a matter of policy and as a matter of concern of the government, the government is
concerned about any indication that comes from any decision in the courts which devalues and
demeans the value of a person’s life, of a woman’s life, and anything that is understood to be not
dealing with the gravity of the loss of a life and the loss of a life that comes through situations of family
relationships. The government has been very, very determined to make a real and lasting change to
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the way in which women and children are protected in family situations, and we do not want the
circumstances perpetuated where it is deemed by any member of the community that in fact the judicial
system, the court system, does not take those matters seriously and does not reflect the community
values that the government is supporting. That is as a general principle. In relation to specific—
Mr O’Donohue interjected.
Mr JENNINGS: They take decisions in a number of matters into account that are presented before
the courts for their consideration. The law should be structured in a way which gives appropriate
reassurance to the community of its values and the commitment to protecting life. That is actually
something that the government continues to be alive to and concerned about, and it will take
appropriate policy reflections at any time in relation to community concern and the values that may be
seen to be expressed in the courts that may be inconsistent with those community values and those
values that the government supports.
I resisted yesterday the option to individually talk about cases before the courts, because the court has
the ability to reconsider that matter, and that matter may be reconsidered by the court itself. It is unwise
for members of Parliament or members of the community to actually contaminate the judicial
processes. What I am indicating is that I have expressed a view on behalf of the government. I have
expressed a view that I can maintain— (Time expired)
Ms MAXWELL (Northern Victoria) (12:48): Thank you, Minister, for your answer. Given the
nature of the standard sentence aspects of the government’s 2018 changes to the Sentencing Act 1991,
will the government look at whether this now sets a precedent for similar cases?
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:49): The question you
wanted to ask me in the first instance you were unable to, and I could not have answered it if you asked
it in the form in which you asked me. I am not in a position to be able to indicate to you or to the
chamber whether in fact the courts would rely on this matter as a standard by which other cases would
be assessed. I think that is extremely unlikely, because in fact the judicial system should be assessing
a case before it on its merits and how it actually fits within the constraints of the sentencing
arrangements that are available to the courts. This should not be used as a precedent. No case should
be used as a precedent in relation to this matter. It should be actually assessed on its merits. I am not
in possession of any legal advice and I am not on the courts to make that determination. The
government will continue to be concerned about the public policy matters that relate to this and all
cases that affect the protections of members of our community.
WRITTEN RESPONSES
The PRESIDENT (12:50): As far as today’s questions go, I want to thank Minister Pulford for her
offer to Dr Cumming to get more information to her in writing. Because there are other ministers
involved that will be as per what the standing orders deem. I understand that Minister Mikakos has
offered to give Ms Patten more information, but that is outside this process, so I appreciate that.
Questions on notice
ANSWERS
Mr JENNINGS (South Eastern Metropolitan—Leader of the Government, Special Minister of
State, Minister for Priority Precincts, Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) (12:51): There are 15 written
responses to questions on notice: 193, 200, 202–3, 207–9, 214–17, 220–1, 223, 225.
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Constituency questions
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (12:51): My constituency question this afternoon is
for the Minister for Health. I have been contacted by constituents in Northern Metropolitan Region,
particularly from the areas of Lalor and Epping, who are from African backgrounds and have migrated
to Australia as skilled migrants. Most of them are highly qualified. They are health professionals—
doctors and surgeons. They got scholarships here, which were funded by the Australian taxpayer, they
were educated here and they are keen to get work in the health profession. The challenge for them is
that they have met all the criteria that the Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency requires,
but there are long, long delays. They have explored opportunities to work in Mildura, in Robinvale, in
Horsham, in western and northern Victoria, where there is clearly a shortage of doctors. The question
I have for the minister is: what will you do to assist these people in getting jobs as doctors in regional
Victoria?
NORTHERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (12:52): My question is to the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure in the other place. Minister, where other train lines in Melbourne have services every
4 or 10 minutes, the Upfield line currently operates every 20 minutes—just three services per hour
during peak times. One of the reasons for this low frequency is that there is just a single track north of
Gowrie station, limiting the number of trains that can run on the line. Metro Trains say that the line is
projected to have the largest yearly rise in passengers of all city train lines—5.3 per cent a year over
the next decade—putting further pressure on an already overstretched line. Minister, when will the
government commit to duplicating the track north of Gowrie to give commuters on the line more
frequent and reliable services?
NORTHERN VICTORIA REGION
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (12:53): My question is probably to the Minister for Transport
Infrastructure, or maybe the Minister for Roads. Whatever the problem, VicRoads only have one
solution: lower the speed limit. The speed limit on the Hume Freeway drops from 110 kilometres an
hour to 80 kilometres an hour along a short section of road at the intersection of McKoy Street southwest of Wodonga, on Australia’s main highway. It is a dangerous intersection, and it has been made
worse by the bizarre roundabout turn just constructed that leaves trucks hanging out across both
directions of the freeway. VicRoads have dropped the ball and have applied their bandaid of lower
speed limits. After three years, it is time to rip the bandaid off. When can Wodonga residents expect
the construction of a proper overpass and intersection and a return to a speed limit of 110 kilometres
an hour along the Hume?
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Ms VAGHELA (Western Metropolitan) (12:53): My constituency question is directed to the
Honourable Lily D’Ambrosio, Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change and Minister
for Solar Homes. The Solar Homes package is about giving Victorian households greater control over
their household bills. Solar Homes will mean that 770 000 Victorian families, including renters, will
have their homes powered by rooftop solar or batteries, or have solar hot-water systems, saving them
up to an average of $895 on their energy bills each year. Victorian households are eligible for funding
of up to $2225 to support the installation of solar panels or up to $1000 for solar hot-water systems in
Victorian homes. I was pleased to hear that so far Solar Victoria has received more than
28 000 applications and that more than 10 000 Victorian households are installing solar panels.
The western metro region of Melbourne is home to many individuals and families from CALD
backgrounds, and for many of them English is their second language. Can the minister outline the
work that the Andrews Labor government are doing in my electorate of Western Metropolitan Region
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to ensure that families and individuals in my electorate understand the benefits of Solar Homes? In
particular, can the minister provide an update on what measures are being taken to ensure people from
non-English-speaking backgrounds— (Time expired)
WESTERN METROPOLITAN REGION
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:55): My constituency question is to the Minister for
Transport Infrastructure. As the minister may be aware, the roundabout at the intersection of Gap Road
and Horne Street in Sunbury is being removed and replaced with traffic lights. Certainly everyone in
Sunbury is very aware of this operation, as it is now in its second year, and we are hopeful that the
intersection will be free of roadworks maybe by Christmas next year, perhaps the year after. There has
clearly been a major blowout in the cost of this particular project. Minister, what impact will this cost
blowout have on the planned removal of the nearby Station Street level crossing?
Production of documents
GJK FACILITY SERVICES
Debate resumed.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (12:56): I move:
That debate be adjourned until later this day.

Motion agreed to and debate adjourned until later this day.
Mr Ondarchie: On a point of order, President, we moved very quickly from constituency questions
to that matter. I have a point of order relating to a constituency question that I asked on 7 March this
year, some 56 days ago, and I draw your attention to standing order 8.08, which requires a response
within 14 days. It was asked of the Minister for Police and Emergency Services concerning hooning
in Craigieburn, and I am yet to get a response.
The PRESIDENT: I will take that point of order and pass it on to the minister.
Sitting suspended 12.57 p.m. until 2.04 p.m.
Motions
PLANNING POLICY
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (14:04): I move:
That this house calls on the government to give greater weight to the local planning policy framework by:
(1) amending section 84B of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 so that the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) is required to give effect to local planning policies, rather than just
take planning schemes into account;
(2) amending section 60 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 so that VCAT ‘must’ rather than ‘may’
consider ‘any strategic plan, policy statement, code or guideline which has been adopted by a minister,
other government department, public authority or municipal council’; and
(3) requiring the Minister for Planning to implement mandatory height controls rather than discretionary
height controls when mandatory controls are sought, at the height requested by municipal councils in
planning scheme amendments, either on an interim or a permanent basis.

In the beginning cities had no planning or building laws at all. People built what they liked where they
liked. The unsurprising consequence of this was that cities were blighted by slums, by poor sanitation,
by poor water quality and by poor air quality. They were distinctly unhealthy places. Things were so
bad that in 1917 Victoria conducted a royal commission on ‘the housing conditions of the people in
the metropolis and in the populous centres of the state’. A hundred years later we have high-rise
buildings covered with cladding, making them a firetrap, and people living in cramped apartments
without kitchens, with minimal open space and certainly with no car spaces. We have high-rise and
multi-unit development without vegetation, and our tree cover is in decline, threatening our native
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animals. With our suburbs turning into hot, congested, unaffordable, soulless battery cages and with
homeless people wandering the streets, maybe it is time we had another royal commission into
Melbourne’s housing conditions and planning. But I will return to that subject at another time.
Back in 1917 the commissioners had submissions from the police force, ministers of religion, social
workers, planners and landowners. The commissioners reported that there was overcrowding, poor
housing conditions, a lack of affordable housing, poor infrastructure and poor services. It sounds a bit
familiar. One of the more influential submissions was made on behalf of the Garden Cities and Town
Planning Association of Great Britain. They proposed a town planning act for Victoria. Their
submissions discussed the above problems of overcrowding, poor housing, lack of sunlight and
community health. As an antidote, the garden city movement proposed new suburbs where blocks
were subdivided for housing with a front and a back yard. Houses were kept to a certain height to
avoid overshadowing and blocking sunlight to neighbouring houses—a matter of great concern to
today’s residents also.
The impact of the garden city movement can be seen in those suburbs built beyond the first line of
inner suburbs like Carlton, South Melbourne, Fitzroy and Brunswick. Suburbs like Elsternwick,
Malvern, Hawthorn, Pascoe Vale, Fawkner, Glenroy and similar suburbs were subdivided into
quarter-acre blocks. Town planners moved away from the small crowded housing of the inner-city
slums and adopted the garden city principle in designing the new subdivisions. It served Melbourne
well. Melbourne’s title of the world’s most livable city owed a lot more to their efforts than it did to
those of recent governments, who appear to have been doing everything they can to trash that legacy
and make a farce of the title ‘most livable’.
I am sure there are people in this Parliament who disagree with me when I put forward the virtues of
a detached house with a front and a back yard. They prefer high-rise. They like urban consolidation.
They are, of course, absolutely entitled to that view, and there is room for a balance between the two.
But what I am saying is that we listened to planners who responded to the needs of the community
back then, and where there is disagreement, the way you resolve it in a democracy is by giving people
a voice, a say. Let the people decide. Then for planning matters, let the local residents decide. It is their
neighbourhood, it is their community and it is their environment. They are the ones who have to live
there and take care of it.
One of the most galling things about the push towards urban consolidation and the push towards rapid
multi-unit and high-rise development—the move away from even flats, let alone houses with front
yards and backyards—has been the way that local communities have been systematically robbed of
any say in the decision-making on issues that affect them and their living environment very directly.
In my view it is one of the drivers of the political alienation and unhappiness in the electorate that
commentators constantly remark on these days. It is one of the drivers of the move away from the big
parties, which ignore the concerns of local residents, which parties like Sustainable Australia are
benefiting from.
Sustainable Australia believes in the principle of subsidiarity—that decision-making should be as
close to the people as possible and practical. In the case of planning decisions, this means having them
made principally by local people through councils responsible to their local residents. Now, I accept
at once that councils are not perfect, not by any means—in some cases far from it. I have been a
councillor and a mayor myself and have worked with many councils. I am not starry-eyed or naive
about them, but they are ultimately democratically accountable. Voters can get rid of councillors who
are not reflecting their views or values. The same cannot be said for the Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal, known to all of us as VCAT, which the state government has given the
authority to override councils. It does so constantly.
Let me give the house a few examples from the daily litany of a body that runs rampant over public
opinion. In McKinnon, at 242–250 McKinnon Road, the Glen Eira council proposed a height limit of
four storeys after consulting the community. VCAT allowed the property developers to have six
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storeys. In Dudley Street, West Melbourne, the City of Melbourne rejected a 25-storey mixed-use
development, arguing that the building exceeded local height limits and was insufficiently set back
from Dudley Street. VCAT granted the application. At 9 Royal Avenue, Glen Huntly, Glen Eira City
Council allowed a developer to have a four-storey building. The developers were not happy with that
and went to VCAT seeking five storeys. VCAT gave them the five storeys, saying that it would only
be two storeys taller than the prevailing local context of robust two-storey buildings with hipped roofs
and that a four-storey building would be an inefficient use of the site. Really?
At 322 New Street, Brighton, Bayside council refused a five-storey building, relying on a two-storey
discretionary control which aimed at preserving the prevailing streetscape, rhythm, building scale and
height. VCAT said that as such the policy does not lead to the conclusion that anything more than two
storeys is unacceptable. It also said that the policy ignored making use of rare strategic sites to achieve
broad housing and compact city objectives. In Moray Street, South Melbourne, Port Phillip council
rejected an application for a 10-storey building on the grounds that it was inconsistent with the
requirements of the design and development overlay. Although they acknowledged there were some
mandatory requirements of the schedule, VCAT decided that it would be better to treat the relevant
requirements as discretionary and granted the permit. Seriously!
In Whitehorse Road, Blackburn, Whitehorse council rejected an application for four towers of 14, 10,
10 and eight storeys, saying that the height and scale of the application was excessive given its location
within the Blackburn neighbourhood centre—not even a major activity centre—with a preferred
maximum height of 21 metres. That is six or seven storeys. However, VCAT knows what the real plan
is: Plan Melbourne. That is the plan. They referred to it, saying it indicates that Melbourne’s population
over the next 30 years will require significant housing growth and that this growth is to be directed to
established areas near services, jobs and public transport. Needless to say, VCAT overruled the council
and allowed the four towers.
In each of these cases local policy has been overlooked or overruled. There are a dozen more where
these came from, but I hope I have made my point. VCAT is a planning scheme approval system, and
here I quote from the conclusion of a study by the Australian Cities Research Network, Spinning the
Wheel: Examining Decision Making Process and Outcomes in Development Assessment, by Brendan
McRae and Joe Hurley from RMIT in 2013:
In Victoria, the current system of planning permit appeal is no longer acting as an avenue to resolve a small
portion of intractable disputes. Rather, in cases determined at Council meetings, it would seem that VCAT is
providing a default ‘second round’ hearing, with significantly different outcomes to local Councils. This raises
questions about the role of planning officers, elected officials, and VCAT in the assessment of development
applications. VCAT is clearly not acting merely to correct ‘mistakes’ made at the local level. Further, given
propensity at which planning officer recommendations are overturned, VCAT is going beyond providing
oversight on the political influence of councillors. With developers seeking the least cost and risk in
development assessment, they are now increasingly factoring in an appeal to VCAT. This undermines the
role of local government planning officers and elected Councils in mediating the development assessment
process, which in turn limits the potential for locally situated development outcomes. As a result, VCAT is
becoming the default planning assessment forum for significant development in existing urban areas.

I hope the house can see from this litany that we have a fundamental problem with planning in Victoria.
What we have is a top-down planning scheme. We have a minister with all the powers of a medieval
king, and the so-called responsible authorities—the councils—are now neither authorities nor are they
responsible.
Residents blame the councils. Often they do not know that councils in reality have no power to reject
excessive developments. If councils try to refuse them, the developer goes to VCAT and has them
approved there. This is now the expected path for any larger scale development. As a result council
planners and even councillors in planning meetings will say, ‘We had better go along with this,
because if we don’t, the applicant will simply appeal to VCAT and will win there’. They should not
be put in the position of second-guessing VCAT like this. When they do, they are not being responsible
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in the true sense of the word, and they are no longer the authority either. VCAT is the real authority.
Furthermore, the decisions that VCAT makes are used as precedents by developers for the further
erosion of council and community plans for various neighbourhoods.
Our planning minister is the King of Planning. He decides what is allowed to become planning law.
He—at his discretion, on the advice of his powerful department—disallows many planning scheme
amendments which have been sought by councils after considerable time, effort and money and
community consultation. He disallows them, which makes it harder for councils to make policy. We
get greater density, more height, less setback, less vegetation and less habitat for wildlife, and our
much-valued heritage is destroyed.
The minister often changes council requests for mandatory controls to discretionary controls. This is
allegedly to provide greater flexibility. In reality this flexibility gives power to VCAT at the expense
of local residents. VCAT allows buildings with greater height or lesser setback than has been planned
by the council in their policy and sought from the minister by way of planning scheme amendment.
This is the most important reason to give councils mandatory controls as requested.
Of course the underlying thing driving this wholesale trampling of democracy, this crowding of people
into suburbs against the wishes of the very people who live there, is Melbourne’s rapid population
growth. Some of our opponents say that it is racist to oppose the current elevated migration levels
which give effect to this plan for rapid population growth. Are those who make this claim aware that
in 1996, barely 20 years ago, when the Howard government was elected, the Victorian government
Department of Infrastructure did an extensive report setting out population projections for Victoria for
the next 25 years? They estimated that Victoria’s population would grow on average by just 30 000 to
40 000 per year in Victoria. Was it considered racist back in 1996 to have a lower migration intake
than the current 200 000-plus?
We are now growing Melbourne by 129 000 people per year. Infrastructure required for a city with a
population the size of Ballarat or Darwin must be built in Melbourne to accommodate such growth
every year. We will never catch up on the infrastructure gap if we continue at this rate. The department
predicted Melbourne’s population would be 3.8 million in 2021—that is back in 1996. In fact
Melbourne passed 4 million in 2010, 10 years ahead of schedule. Melbourne 2030 predicted
Melbourne to reach 5 million by 2030. We exceeded that figure in 2017, 13 years ahead of schedule.
Some people think that planning arguments are just about appearances, merely about what a street
looks like. In reality planning is about so much more than that. The 1917 housing royal commission
was mainly about making our suburbs healthier places to live, and allowing recreation and vegetation
which occurs in backyards did precisely that. If anything the physical and mental health importance
of proper planning is even greater today than it was 100 years ago. In 2013 the State of Australian
Cities report found that people living in cities were more susceptible, firstly, to the effect of heatwaves.
It identified heat islands caused by the prevalence in cities of heat-absorbing materials, such as darkcoloured pavements and concrete coverage, buildings creating urban canyons which trap hot air, and
a lack of shade and green space in dense urban environments. Lately, councils have done more work
on this, mapping the heat temperatures in their areas. It has been shown that areas where trees and
gardens are disappearing and being replaced with concrete as glowing red now with heat.
Of the nation’s capitals, the report estimated that Melbourne had the highest annual number of heatrelated deaths—about 200 a year. Just for the record, the 2013 road toll was 242, and we put
tremendous effort into tackling that road toll. What about heat-related deaths? The report estimated
that the number of heat-related deaths in Melbourne is expected to more than double by 2030.
Obesity is now the leading cause of premature death and illness, overtaking smoking. Research,
however, shows that being near nature can be a remedy to obesity. According to Gilbert Liu, MD, a
study of over 3800 inner-city children revealed that living in areas with green space has a long-term
positive impact on children’s weight and thus health. In fact the greener the neighbourhood, the lower
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the body mass index. We have to get our children living and playing outdoors again. In the Medical
Journal of Australia in 2010, Dr Deborah Pelser said that increasing urbanisation was linked to higher
rates of obesity, asthma, depression and schizophrenia. Heart disease, diabetes, asthma and migraine
are less prevalent amongst those with more green open space available.
But we are moving in the wrong direction, allowing enforced urban consolidation to eat up public and
private open space and with it vegetation and habitat. Back in 2010 the Victorian Environmental
Assessment Council reported that open space per capita would halve by 2026 in growth municipalities
like Cardinia, Hume and Whittlesea. Open space is also in decline in areas which have the least. The
cities of Glen Eira, Stonnington and Boroondara in my electorate have three of the four lowest openspace hectares per thousand people in Victoria. All are seeing a decline in their open space per capita.
Councils are the bodies which usually try to preserve open space and vegetation in their planning
schemes, the very issues that VCAT is not required to consider, let alone implement.
We are often told that high-rise buildings are the way to give us housing affordability. If that is their
purpose, they have failed miserably. Young people have never been further away from owning their
own home. But Professor Bill Randolph, from the University of New South Wales and director of
their City Futures Research Centre, nailed what is really going on. In an article in The Conversation
in 2017, Professor Randolph noted that although apartments now account for 28 per cent of housing
in Sydney and 15 per cent in Melbourne, the growth in apartments has been largely about benefiting
developers and investors, not those seeking to buy their own home. He also pointed out that in
Melbourne space and design standards, including site cramming and windowless bedrooms, have
come under scrutiny. He noted that tall apartment blocks stand cheek by jowl in overdeveloped city
precincts. Planning issues, including design standards, are more likely to be tackled in local planning
schemes and should be given proper emphasis. Mr Randolph described the lack of consumer
protection in this market as astounding. He said:
The average toaster comes with more consumer protection—at least you can get your money back if the
product fails.

Of course the ongoing flammable cladding debacle and emerging structural faults show how right he
is about this. I will have more to say in future about that one and the role of the now extinct municipal
building inspector.
Mr Randolph said that far from being bastions of gentrification, large multi-unit buildings in less
prestigious locations will drift slowly but surely into the lower reaches of the private rental market. He
predicted concentrations of lower income households in the suburbs on a scale previously seen only
in inner city high-rise public housing estates. He called them ‘vertical slums in the making’.
‘Well, it’s not that bad here’, some will say. Really? In 2014 it was reported that in the CBD
windowless bedrooms exist in almost a quarter of new residential developments. A Melbourne City
Council study estimated that more than half of the city’s tallest apartment buildings over 15 storeys
were of poor quality. Common failings included kitchens in hallways, poor storage, lack of ventilation
and excessive energy use. How many of these, I ask, were approved by VCAT against local council
policies?
So what needs to change? In our view, it is not complicated—two words: local democracy. Give the
local residents the power in relation to planning. The Planning and Environment Act 1987 is supposed
to establish a framework for planning the use, development and protection of land in Victoria in the
present and long-term interests of all Victorians. The act enables our councils to develop planning
policies and strategies and to implement planning controls, zones and overlays. These policies are
created through rigorous local community engagement and independent analysis to develop a
framework which will protect the interests of our cities.
But section 60(1) of the act, which sets out the matters that must be considered by the responsible
authority, including VCAT, does not include the strategic planning policies developed by councils.
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Instead these important policies are relegated to the category of policies that may be considered by
VCAT. We should amend section 60 so that VCAT must be required to take properly gazetted and
adopted policies, including local council policies, into account. These policies are not just whims;
these policies also, as I said, must be adopted. They must have passed the minister’s perusal at some
stage, so they are approved council policies.
We need also to strengthen section 84B of the Planning and Environment Act so that VCAT is required
to give effect to such local planning policies expressed in the local planning policy framework—part
of the state’s planning scheme but also part of the local provisions of the planning scheme—rather
than just take planning schemes into account. And the Minister for Planning should be required to
accept council proposals for mandatory height limits, rather than arbitrarily raise the limits or make
them discretionary and therefore worthless, as he does at present.
The Inner South Metropolitan Mayors Forum in my electorate has supported the strengthening of
height controls in the planning scheme. It is calling for mandatory maximum height controls—this is
a conservative body of inner south councils—as a legitimate planning tool. It also recommends that
where discretionary controls are implemented there should be clearer guidance for the exercise of
discretion, rather than the present situation where applicants come in with applications that are double
the height of a discretionary limit. It notes that these discretionary limits are often seen as a starting
point rather than a control.
Boroondara and Glen Eira councils are also advocating that the act be strengthened to give greater
weight to the council’s local planning policy framework in both decision-making and development
approval. Their mayors respectively, Jane Addis and Jamie Hyams, have supported this motion.
Changes favouring local planning have been done elsewhere. In Ottawa last year, the Ontario
Municipal Board, which had been heavily criticised by the community for being too developerfriendly, was replaced. The Ontario Municipal Board, like VCAT, would hear arguments from both
sides and decide what it thought was the best planning outcome, more often than not overruling the
decisions of local councils. The replacement body, the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal, will now
answer a simple yes or no legal test: has the council been following its own policy and rules? If it has
not, the matter goes back to council for reconsideration. The tribunal will not be able to substitute its
own decision the way VCAT does here and the way the Ontario Municipal Board used to. Decisions
will be written in plain language and made public.
This is the model we would really like to use to reform VCAT, but for now we are aiming here for a
much more modest outcome, by trying to tilt the present imbalance in VCAT decisions towards local
democracy. I call on this house to support giving people a say in something that has real impact on
their lives: the character of the street, the suburb and the municipality in which they live. The
progressive erosion of people’s rights in planning matters has been soul-destroying for those who get
caught up in these unequal David and Goliath struggles. It is one of the things driving voter alienation,
driving cynicism about politics and political leaders and driving voters away from the major parties.
You might think you have got away with it, but it has not gone unnoticed. I urge you to support this
motion, and I indicate that I am ready to sit down at any time with any interested member of this house
to discuss planning reform—not more planning deregulation, not more power for property developers,
but real planning reform, which is an idea whose time has well and truly come.
Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (14:30): I rise to speak today in relation to the motion which
Mr Hayes has moved, motion 66 on the notice paper. I want to go through not just the substance of
the motion itself but the way in which the motion has been drafted and a number of concerns that I
and indeed members on this side of the chamber have about the impact of the changes as proposed
and any not just unintended consequences but operational consequences which would arise in the
event that such changes in the form proposed by the motion were to be adopted.
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At the outset, when we look at the preamble to motion 66 on the notice paper, it does refer to a call on
the government ‘to give a greater weight to the local planning policy framework’. In this regard we do
come across our first significant ambiguity. The nature of ‘greater weight’ is in and of itself difficult
to interpret unless we look at the entire scope of the planning scheme itself, unless we look at the
interface between planning policies, the legislation and the various bodies that are part of the planning
decision-making process, including local councils, statutory bodies, the state government and to some
extent the way in which courts and quasi-judicial tribunals like VCAT apply and interpret the law and
decisions using administrative and other legal principles.
One of the challenges that we have here is, firstly, in the preamble of the motion itself. Moving to the
first point of the motion as drafted, there is a proposal to amend section 84B of the Planning and
Environment Act 1987 so that the Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal—VCAT—is required
to give effect to local planning policies rather than just take local planning schemes into account. One
of the other challenges that we have here, and that is also reflected in other parts of the motion itself,
is the mandatory rather than discretionary application of policy to decision-making processes, which
in and of themselves will vary depending on the individual circumstances, and which we have seen in
various ways apply across the height control and other decision-making processes that have been
undertaken by local councils, by government and by VCAT in previous decisions.
So rather than in fact providing the sort of certainty that local communities are wanting—which seems
to underpin the drafting of the motion as put by Mr Hayes—we see that this will have, perhaps
paradoxically, the consequence of creating less certainty for local communities on the basis that there
will be more complexity and more uncertainty and indeed greater costs associated with people and
bodies who apply for permits in certain circumstances.
One of the issues we have here in relation to the first point of the motion is the impact of local policies
from councils and the extent to which it is an appropriate use of power for those policies to be as
influential as planning controls—that is, to sit on a level footing with planning controls. What we know
from the way in which the regulatory framework operates is that a local planning policy will not be
the same thing as a planning control within the planning scheme. They have very distinct and different
definitions and applications. Policies in and of themselves are subject to a range of circumstances in
their application, and this is not specific to the planning scheme itself or to the planning framework. It
is a general matter of law and the regulation that policies have a variable operation in certain
circumstances where controls are in fact much more prescriptive.
So a planning control, such as a zone, for example, is a lead provision, and those local planning policies
that are schedules, for example, are actually subordinate to that. They sit underneath that and must
give way to lead provisions. In the same way that we were talking yesterday in this chamber about the
interface and operation between state and commonwealth law, analogously we might see that the
commonwealth jurisdiction within the constitution sits like an umbrella over the top of policy that
might operate in the state environment, to the extent of an inconsistency. This is the same thing,
analogously, to that which governs lead provisions versus policy. One sits subordinate to another and
is read subject to the lead provision in and of itself.
When we have subordinate provisions which in fact have to give way to lead provisions, it is actually
then really appropriate to apply a schedule in a subordinate manner to that empowering zone provision.
We see that by way of mechanical and operational necessity, as well as to provide that level of clarity
within the planning scheme itself, it is necessary to have a schedule, for example, that sits adjacent to
that subordinate clause or indeed a provision such as a policy.
That has always been the intent of the planning scheme itself, and there are different degrees and
different elements of the planning system that operate with different levels of power and influence in
those planning tools. They operate for very clear reasons, which are underpinned by the need to have
regard to various matters as they may apply in various individual circumstances and also to enable
decision-makers along the way in a variety of different jurisdictions, whether legally or
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administratively or operationally, to have regard to different matters as they might apply. This is a very
different proposition to the nature of mandatory requirements that in fact give rise to further levels of
uncertainty in the event that they invite challenges to compliance through legal process or proceedings.
Councils and responsible authorities need to be able to separate those non-negotiable matters and those
mandatory matters that sit, for example, in the lead provision, from those negotiable matters—again,
those issues that sit within policy or which are the subject of subordinate provisions. In fact the way
in which that occurs within the assessment of planning applications themselves underpins the very
nature of discretionary controls and policies as compared with the mandatory framework. One of the
situations we have around the mandatory framework that then gives rise to all sorts of rights that may
or may not be exercised or exercisable, rights and entitlements that may or may not be enforced or
enforceable, is that courts, tribunals and bodies such as local councils must—must—in fact comply
with the substance of those provisions in order to meet their codified obligations or their other
obligations which may arise under that particular instrument or other instruments.
One of the challenges that we have here is that the complexity of these issues, the distinguishing
features between mandatory controls and discretionary elements of decision-making, creates a further
level of difficulty when we look at the way in which we interpret this particular motion moved by
Mr Hayes today. In regard to the requirements set out as proposed in paragraph 1 we see that there is
an endeavour to require VCAT to give effect to local planning policies rather than taking planning
schemes into account. The very purpose of taking planning schemes into account is in fact linked back
directly to meeting those obligations under the way in which we give effect to those local planning
policies. This is in fact something which strikes me as an extraordinarily complex, confounding
element of the motion, which I am not sure gives effect to perhaps what may have been intended here.
In giving councils the opportunity to provide a level of flexibility and some discretion in their decisionmaking, we are assisting councils, and agencies indirectly, with complicated and evolving matters that
need to be considered in their own circumstances—that cannot simply be resolved by a simple line or
a desktop assessment or a measurement or a metric which may be undertaken through, for example, a
pure desktop review.
It is about having decision-making which is more dexterous and more representative of what is
occurring on the ground. This is something which I think the planning scheme nobly aspires to achieve
in the context of decisions which are fit for the purpose of a range of different circumstances. So these
sorts of land use and planning issues again need that slightly nuanced and different decision each time.
It is in fact something which might otherwise give rise to grounds for appeal or legal proceeding,
where certain matters in individual circumstances have not been taken appropriately into account or
have not been given sufficient weight or, for example, using administrative legal principles, where
irrelevant matters have been taken into account. So this is a theme which runs through the motion itself
in the context of potentially vast unintended consequences in the event that the motion were to be
agreed to and were to succeed.
Urban development, as we know and as Mr Hayes has outlined in his submission today to the
Parliament but also in numerous other contributions he has made to the house, is not stagnant. It is in
fact an ever-evolving thing, and in order to reflect that evolution over time, in order to take into
consideration the changing nature of our communities, many of which link back to the population
concerns that Mr Hayes has raised here in many different contexts, it allows for local policies that
provide councils with freedom and longevity on the one hand in respect of individual decisions but
also on the other the best possible level of consistency around the way in which policies, schemes,
subordinate and principal clauses and provisions operate. So it means that we are not continuously
requiring local councils to rewrite their planning considerations in the event of obsolescence every few
months. It means that we are in fact providing a measure of delegated authority to councils around the
way in which they apply decision-making processes to the matters they need to consider. It also means
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that we are in a position to assist local councils with a better understanding of the way in which their
communities are evolving within a planning context as change continues.
If we look, for example, at the City of Moreland, it has adopted a local policy that bans minimum car
parking amounts in Brunswick, Coburg and Glenroy. On the one hand we have a really significant
benefit here that some may claim is actually delivering substantive gains from a sustainability
perspective, but on the other when we look at the location of these areas they are in key shopping
districts and retail strips. When we look at the practical application of these particular decisions and
we think about the way in which that might impact upon car parking amounts for a parent who is
collecting groceries on the way back from collecting the kids from school, or someone who is dropping
off delivery goods to those retail and trade precincts and cannot park along local roads because there
is not any space left, we then have a specific and very localised challenge. That is why in fact the
imposition of a mandatory scheme fails to take account of those practical considerations that apply on
an everyday basis.
If we had a situation whereby every local policy became as important as protecting, for example, the
view along Swanston Street to the Shrine of Remembrance or protecting houses in a really vulnerable
bushfire-prone or at-risk area, then again we would not be doing our job around accounting for the
various priorities that exist and operate for communities every day, as varied by their local environs
and conditions.
The key points that I just want to really touch on are the importance of making sure that we do not
have inequity in influence between mandatory and discretionary planning controls. In addition to that
the way in which VCAT is required to step into the shoes of the decision-maker pursuant to
section 84B also would then be compromised in the context of the matters which VCAT can take into
consideration. Now, requiring VCAT to take into consideration as a matter of compulsion every single
strategic plan, document or component of a decision-making process would in fact perversely—and I
think paradoxically, as I have outlined already—perhaps diminish our capacity to have a really good,
clear, consistent application of the planning scheme by VCAT in those situations.
We need to make sure that we have levels of accountability and control, that we provide the best level
of dexterity for local councils and communities to continue to evolve, and that this is something which
can be implemented, can operate and can be understood in the most consistent way possible, given the
variety of different circumstances and planning challenges that are faced by decision-makers every day.
Again, through the government’s Smart Planning program, policy sections of the planning schemes
are in fact being reformed. There has been an introduction of a new planning policy framework, a
municipal planning strategy, and that will strengthen the way in which local communities can better
align their policies as well as reducing inconsistencies with state planning bodies. We are also working
extensively and as part of ongoing discussions with local councils to transition their planning schemes
across to these new formats. We stand by the record that we have established and that we will continue
to work on to develop, to implement and to maintain greater levels of certainty for local communities,
particularly on height controls. The state planning guidance has been updated to provide clearer
direction to councils and outline the work that councils need to do to prepare to support those
mandatory building heights.
We have got those reforms to residential zones that were approved by the minister back on 27 March
2017, and again that level of discretion for councils to request mandatory height controls and in fact
to justify it if their application is appropriate is something that has been subject to pretty clear guidance
from the government and is consistent with a system that is fair for residents and for businesses as well
as for traders, students, first-time buyers and owners, investors and councils.
In balancing all of the competing priorities that come up in a planning scheme, a scheme and a system
which is already quite complex and which is already the subject of a vast body of administrative and
legal consideration and which every year continues to evolve, it is our view that the motion as proposed
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would not in fact deliver the consistency that, in my speculative understanding, underpinned the
rationale for drafting the motion in the first place.
The government will not be supporting this motion. It will, as I said, create a planning system which
is unfair, inconsistent, costly and uncertain. Also, it will decrease the level of transparency which we
are working towards. I note Mr Hayes’s motivations in moving this particular motion. I note the
themes which underpin it around greater levels of transparency and certainty. Again, it would be the
government’s view that to introduce changes in the form proposed by the provisions of the motion
would be something which would fail to achieve these ends and in fact would compound the
challenges which Mr Hayes has already outlined in his contribution today. So the government will be
opposing this motion.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (14:49): I am pleased to rise and
support Mr Hayes’s motion today. The Liberals and The Nationals both understand the motivation
behind Mr Hayes’s motion and understand the need to, as he says, give greater weight to local planning
policy. He lays out three ways in which this can be done. The first is the amendment of section 84B
of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 to give effect to local planning policies rather than just
take planning schemes into account.
I think greater weight for local planning policies is a very important step. It reminds me of our election
policy in 2006. I was shadow Minister for Planning at the time, and we said that councils should live
and die by their own local policies and indeed that they should be held to account for them. There is
one point that I always make with that because of what some councils seek to do when it becomes
inconvenient and difficult to avoid their own local policies. There does need to be an appeals
mechanism to make sure that councils actually stick to the rule of their own local law. I do think that
is an important point to make.
Mr Hayes talks about amending section 60 so that it must, rather than may, consider any strategic plan.
Again, local council planning policy has been downgraded, and that would assist with lifting it, and
VCAT must give appropriate weight under that proposal.
He then talks about requiring the Minister for Planning to implement mandatory height controls rather
than discretionary height controls. The discretionary height system has become a mess over recent
periods. In government Matthew Guy actually put mandatory heights on a series of different areas.
Mentone is one I would quote, and also in Boroondara and in Knox. All of those have been stripped
away by the current minister, Minister Wynne. I will just pick one example, and I am very conscious
of time to make sure that more people have the opportunity to make a contribution. But let me just
pick Mentone, where there was a mandatory height limit of four storeys put in by Matthew Guy. That
has now been stripped out and there is a discretionary height limit. The truth of the matter is the sky is
nearly the limit, and the main thing that will slow down height there is in fact controls with flight paths.
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: Don’t laugh. Flight paths may well be quite important in a number of areas. Look at
somewhere like Moonee Valley, where Minister Wynne has ticked off on 36 storeys against the will
of the local council and against the will of the local community. It is extraordinary and completely
against what the local council was wanting.
But my point here is that I understand precisely where Mr Hayes is heading with this and why. We
have a very strong population growth. That is not an excuse for open season and damaging the
structure of our suburbs, the quality of our suburbs and the livability of our suburbs. It needs
appropriate protections to make sure that that is very much to the fore.
In the last period of opposition we had a population committee that looked at many of these things,
headed initially by my colleague Tim Smith. It made some significant recommendations, not least
about the need for decentralisation. We do need to make sure that a number of our regional cities are
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supported with better transport, and hence the initiatives that we had in the election period for
European-style fast rail to our regional cities as a way of enabling people to live constructive and good
quality lives in regional areas with access to jobs. That is a very important part of it. But the state
government’s approach, initially through Melbourne 2030 but later through the modified Plan
Melbourne, is for densification. Make no mistake, that is Minister Wynne and Tim Pallas’s primary
aim. They want to densify our suburbs. There is only one small problem with that: the community
does not want it. There is a democratic deficit. People do not want forced, uncontrolled densification
of our suburbs. That is why more upfront local council control is actually required, where councils lay
out what is allowed in a particular area and then live by that, and stick by that, rather than having a
state government pull away powers in many cases and in other cases having really significant loss of
control, with the planning minister choosing to undertake changes that are not in accord with local
planning policy, local planning wishes, council wishes and importantly the local community’s
democratic wishes. I put on record our strong direction there. Tim Smith, the new shadow minister in
this area, is someone who has my wholehearted support in his focus on these points.
Of course there is always a balance to be struck between local and central influences. It is the case that
sensible and constructive planning ministers can actually work with local communities. In the period
of government between 2010 and 2014 Matthew Guy introduced a very important initiative to protect
our suburbs through our neighbourhood residential zones, the general residential zones and a
recognition of areas of some greater growth. VC110, brought in by Minister Wynne in May 2017, is
the one that unwound the neighbourhoods zones. That will mean and is meaning open season in
general residential zones for three-storey development, and it has meant a loss of the two dwelling
protection and the 8-metre height protection that was part of the neighbourhood residential zones in
many municipalities.
In the last election period we made announcements about a number of municipalities where we would
introduce neighbourhood residential zones to protect those local communities. We were also very
prepared to put in place protections for key bayside and mountain zones in the Dandenongs, in the
Macedon Ranges, in the bayside suburbs and into the Mornington Peninsula, Bellarine Peninsula and
Surf Coast to make sure that there were proper protections in place. These have not been a focus of
this government, and I think that is very concerning. People should be concerned about the huge
pressure from population that is at this point completely unmanaged by the Andrews Labor
government. Population growth—more than 140 000 a year statewide and more than 120 000 a year
in metropolitan Melbourne—is having a very significant effect. You can feel the congestion, you can
feel the change in the tone of our suburbs and you can feel the diminishment in amenity and the
diminishment in the livability and quality of life of our suburbs. We need to get in and protect that.
That was the purpose of our planning policies in our last period of opposition, and certainly this time
we will be focusing on what we can do to work with community groups and councils to put in place
proper protections.
The linkage with transport projects is an important one, but that has to be got right. You need to make
sure that transport-orientated development, where it occurs, is in sympathy with the local community
and is worked through with the local council. You cannot just plonk high-rise and high-density
development in locations where there is not proper support. This chamber had the fight about the
Ormond development, where we removed planning approval from that development because we were
not happy with the high-rise proposal, the 13-storey proposal, and we were not happy with the
undemocratic way in which the current government had gone about its processes. In the case of that—
Ms Stitt interjected.
Mr DAVIS: Don’t laugh, Ms Stitt, don’t laugh, because people got out of there. They looked out
their back window in that case and they saw the current government constructing a concrete pad over
the top of the Ormond railway station. Nobody knew, not even the council had been advised, that they
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were building a dirty, big concrete pad that would carry a 20-storey tower on top. Now, the people in
the community went nuts, and rightly so. They had not been consulted, it was completely inappropriate—
Members interjecting.
Mr DAVIS: Yes, I am conscious of that, but I am being provoked here, Dr Ratnam. The point I
want to make there is that we do need proper policies that protect the community. We need proper
policies that reflect the need for democratic input and proper policies that put in place processes that
ensure that councils and communities actually have a much greater say. Mr Hayes’s motion seeks to
do that, and I support the direction that he is heading in there, and so does the opposition.
Dr CUMMING (Western Metropolitan) (14:59): Where do I start? I will start with this. On
Mr Hayes’s motion, I promise the government that the sky will not fall if this actually gets up. I
promise the government that for the first time for a very long time—if this motion gets up—the
community will actually be heard on planning matters and for local councils, all of the hard work that
they put into their planning schemes will actually be listened to by VCAT. This will also give
developers certainty. You must understand that with every planning application that comes before a
council, the developers are looking at their local council’s planning schemes that have been gazetted,
that have been okayed by the state government. But then what occurs somehow in this transmission is
that VCAT then ignores the local council’s wishes and desires.
Also, what Mr Hayes is actually suggesting by way of a motion, which is a very simple request, is that
VCAT must, rather than may, consider any strategic plan, policy statement, code or guideline which
has been adopted by a minister or other government department, public authority or municipal council.
Respectfully, with the work that is involved in making these policy statements, codes and guidelines,
there is nothing mandatory set in any of those documents. They are a matter of codes and guidelines
and statements and policies and wishes and wants. The community has been consulted and they have
been gazetted. It is just saying that VCAT must take those into consideration rather than ignoring them.
It gives them some weight.
Respectfully, as the government was saying earlier, why can’t this house be called upon to give greater
weight to this, seeing that judges and VCAT members give weight to these codes and guidelines and
strategic plans and local planning policies to their local planning schemes.
So many times I have attended council and have been part of a planning process. There is nothing
more disheartening for the community, or the developer for that matter, to find out that after they go
through that very long process, that is not the final say. The final say is a matter of going to VCAT,
and either party can appeal. Twenty-one days later they are allowed to make an application to VCAT,
months and months go past and then VCAT has the final decision.
When you tell the local community that their council does not have the final say on planning they are
normally shocked. They normally feel that if they are going through this process with their local
council, the council must have some kind of say, or a final say, but they do not. It is VCAT who has
the final say. It is the minister who can actually intervene at any stage. It is not the local council. The
local council officers will make a recommendation. If there is no objection, then there may be a
planning permit given, but if either party wishes, they can go to VCAT, and then VCAT is allowed to
actually ignore that local council’s planning scheme.
There are no blanket controls; there will never be. All that is being requested by this motion is that for
the first time in a long time—actually, for the first time in planning history—local councils and local
communities will actually get a say, and they will not be ignored. For far too many years local councils’
and local communities’ wishes and desires have been ignored.
Let us understand that, respectfully, there cannot be blanket controls across the whole of Victoria in
the way of planning schemes, being that individual local communities are very different. You cannot
compare Werribee to the middle of Footscray. You cannot. You cannot expect that the kind of houses
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that you would put into Werribee would have a chance of being put into Footscray anymore. You
cannot have these blanket plans and controls. Individual communities have unique circumstances and
wish to be treated uniquely, and those local neighbourhoods wish to be treated uniquely again. So
there are certain neighbourhoods within a lot of municipalities that wish to have certain materials used,
as in red bricks, let us say. They want their community to have painted white weatherboards. You
cannot allow for those little itty-bitty neighbourhood wants without actually reflecting the council
schemes as have been agreed upon by the local community.
So if you do not give weight and you do not actually request that VCAT gives effect to local planning
policies—and they must take the planning schemes into account—you will not have developers who
feel that they have some certainty or communities who feel that they have actually been listened to. I
am going to leave it at that.
Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (15:06): I welcome the opportunity to debate Victoria’s
planning system in this place and thank Mr Hayes for bringing this motion to the house. Victoria’s
planning system is broken. It is producing poor development outcomes that are unaffordable and
unsustainable despite the community desperately wanting better quality housing stock. I saw this
firsthand as a councillor and chair of the urban planning committee in a city in Victoria that continues
to receive some of the highest numbers of planning applications annually.
At the outset I want to mention that it has been my experience that whenever you talk about wanting
to improve our urban development system, there are those who dismiss it as being in some way antidevelopment or in some way naive to the critical issues of housing affordability that we face. Let me
refute that in no uncertain terms at the outset. Wanting Victoria to have a better planning system is
about making sure that we have enough homes for people and making sure that those homes are
habitable, affordable and sustainable.
What we have instead is a system that has been deregulated so much and weakened to the point that
there is hardly any certainty at all. What this results in is rampant speculation that leads to unaffordable
and poor-quality housing. For example, a plot of land that could hold a five-storey building with, say,
30 apartments is routinely sold across this state by speculative developers as sites that can hold
10 storeys or 60 apartments, because the rules are uncertain and big property developers know how to
game the system. The land is sold at an inflated price, predicated on this speculation, and the next
landowner then needs to make sure that they make enough money off a development to cover those
costs. Even though the council in that area may say, ‘We prefer a five-storey building because of all
the strategic work that we have done over years to justify the different heights in different areas’, the
developer puts in an application for an eight-storey building and passes on the inflated land costs to
the new home owners. Meanwhile, deliberative developers, for example, who cap their profits to make
housing more affordable for people are completely shut out of the market because they just cannot
afford these inflated land prices.
Who wins in this system? Those speculating on the system win while homebuyers and the community
lose. No-one is saying, ‘Lock down our suburbs from providing more housing stock’. What this motion
and motions like this say is that we have to find a better way to get more affordable and sustainable
development outcomes across the board, because the stock we are getting is dog-box apartments with
no light, ventilation or space to live in, and poor-quality interiors that deteriorate fast. They are reliant
on fossil fuel intensive energy, pushing up utility prices and cost of living, all because successive
planning ministers in this state, including this one, refuse to take the development industry on.
Right now across our councils in this state countless hundreds of hours are going into doing the
strategic planning work for their cities in consultation with communities. They consult and develop
preferred visions for their communities that include things like where the height should be, where it is
best supported and how the community envisions their neighbourhoods to look like. It looks at things
like density, commercial activity, open space and recreational space, just to name a few. All of these
take into account state planning frameworks, rules and directions. They are then presented to the
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minister, who sends it off to a panel. Invariably, in my experience, the panel will amend the council’s
recommendations but will also hear from residents and experts in their deliberations. The
recommendation then goes back to the council, who adopts the final form of that piece of work. Then
it goes to the minister for sign-off, and in my experience this is where things fall down. For example,
in the council I was at we had height controls, green star ratings of quite high quality and affordable
housing requirements all stripped out by the minister at this late stage of the process. The community
are left with something that resembles a developer’s picnic while what the community wanted is lost.
The Brunswick structure plan, for example, is a case in point of a decade-long consultation with
successive state planning ministers and the community and that had got to a preferred vision for the
city, only at the eleventh hour for all the really great bits about that structure plan to be stripped out by
the planning minister. We need to level the playing field, and this motion heads in that direction.
Yes, of course, we heed that state oversight and coordination is needed when you are seeking
consistent outcomes, and we need to resolve statewide issues. But the system is so skewed in the
direction of rampant ministerial power which invariably favours big developers that the community
has been left far behind. No wonder there is so much frustration in our community.
The Greens want Victoria’s urban planning system to place affordability, sustainability, democracy
and certainty back at the centre of every planning decision. We want to make sure that we provide
certainty by ensuring consistent controls. We want to protect our green wedges and the urban growth
boundary, and to ensure residential zones are delivering the type of housing our community needs and
wants. We want things like inclusionary zoning so that we can have more affordable housing across
this state, and we want to restore the rights of our community in local decision-making. One of those
reforms, for example, is reforming the VCAT appeals process to stop developers gaming the system
so that VCAT becomes an administrative appeals body only rather than a merits review that is skewing
the outcomes.
On that point, while we are supportive of the intent and broad direction of the motion, we do think
more work needs be done on the actual mechanisms that will help achieve it should it gain the support
to pass. For example, it might be better to consider the proposals contained in this motion in the context
of a whole-scale review of the Planning and Environment Act 1987, something I will be working in
this term of Parliament towards and on which I welcome the support of others too. We need to
investigate the very worst of what is happening in our current system through a royal commission,
something that the Greens have called for, and we have introduced a motion in this house to that effect.
I commend this motion. There is a lot more work that needs to be done, but this motion heads in the
right direction.
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (15:12): I will be brief. The Liberal Democrats will support this
motion. Good democracies are accessible and accountable to their citizens. To that end, decisions that
affect locals should be made locally. Far too often the many abuse their power over the few. To that
end, the role of governments in a liberal democracy is to protect the rights of the individual from the
tyranny of others. We have concerns about council overreach interfering in property rights, but we
have the same concerns about state government overreach. We do not oppose developers or apartment
buildings. We believe landowners should only face restrictions when their buildings risk harm to
others. Although both local councils and VCAT routinely ignore this principle, we recognise that local
governments are more directly accountable to the ratepayers. As a result, the lesser evil is to leave the
decisions with the local government.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (15:13): I would like to briefly speak in support of
Mr Hayes’s motion. I think this is exactly what people would expect. No-one would think that when
VCAT was considering an issue that they would not be required to give effect to local planning
policies. I do not think that when VCAT is considering a matter that they would expect that they may
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have to consider a strategic plan, policy, statement or code; they would expect that they must consider
those. I think this is really what our community expects.
I certainly have had experience where councils ignore their own guidelines and ignore state planning
policies. I reflect on my years in the 1990s when I spent a lot of time at VCAT as an expert witness
for adult businesses, because every adult business that tried to open in Victoria was automatically
refused by their council. The matter automatically went to VCAT, who automatically overturned that
decision. I have seen when VCAT does work well, when it actually does take full account of both state
and local codes.
I support Mr Hayes. I think this is what the community would expect from VCAT and what the
community would expect from our government. I wonder: if the Minister for Planning does not take
note of this motion, we may see this in another motion, we may see this as an amendment bill to these
various acts or we may see, as Dr Ratnam mentioned, a more root-and-branch inquiry and review of
the current planning policies and legislation in Victoria. I support the motion.
Mr HAYES (Southern Metropolitan) (15:15): I am very interested in the arguments that have been
put. I am glad to see that there is quite a bit of support from both the opposition and the crossbenchers.
I just want to say that I am not trying to make these provisions mandatory; I am just saying they must
be taken into account along with the planning scheme and any other state policy too. I just think it is,
as Ms Patten has just said, what people would expect. That is what people want from their local
council. They think that is what they get from their local council. They are absolutely astounded when
these things come up that the council’s own policies are being ignored and that they are getting these
substandard buildings and apartments springing up all around town. It is in the paper and it is in the
news all the time. I thank you all for your attention today, and I look forward to the vote.
Motion agreed to.
EMERGENCY SERVICES WORKERS PRESUMPTIVE RIGHTS LEGISLATION
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (15:17): I move:
That in relation to part 4 of the Victoria State Emergency Service Act 2005, this house:
(1) acknowledges:
(a) that the process that emergency service workers have to undertake in order to claim workers
compensation is often daunting, stressful and challenging, particularly if the claim is related to
mental health;
(b) the existence of current basic presumptive legislation laws in Victoria, but notes a lack of support
for those suffering from post-traumatic stress;
(c) the cumulative impacts of exposure to violence and conflict, which emergency services workers
are often subjected to;
(d) that legislating a presumptive compensation scheme for emergency service workers will reduce the
stigma associated with post-traumatic stress injuries and assist people in accessing support services
more efficiently and without further trauma;
(2) calls on the government to establish a presumptive compensation scheme which places the onus of proof
from the workers to the employer, by allowing emergency service workers and volunteers engaged in
firefighting or life-saving duties to access workers compensation that will:
(a) allow workers compensation claims that are post-traumatic stress related to be treated like any other
work-related injury; and
(b) ensure that the presumptive legislation will not remove the ability for an employer to dispute the
claim if there is sufficient reason to believe that the injury is not work related and to avoid
retrospective claims being made.

Post-traumatic stress injury (PTSI) is all too common an occurrence nowadays. I refer to it as an injury
as opposed to a disorder, as ‘disorder’ can bring about stigma and further exacerbate a person’s mental
health issues. When you break a leg, people are quite forward in inquiring about your health, progress
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and rehabilitation. A broken bone is a physical injury. It can be clearly seen, and there is no stigma
associated with it whatsoever. Sometimes a broken bone can even be seen as a badge of honour. How
many times have you heard about a champion racing car driver or motorcycle rider speak of the broken
bones they have had over their career? They talk about it like it is some sort of rite of passage. A
broken mind in our society does not, however, have the same connotations associated with it. A broken
mind cannot be seen from the outside. A broken mind displays many different symptoms. A broken
mind is not as easily mended as a broken bone. It is not as simple as putting a plaster cast on. A broken
mind is an injury; it is not a disorder.
Those of us within the chamber who have experienced a traumatic event, be it a car accident, the death
of a friend or family member or, even worse, seeing someone die in front of them, will know how it
has affected them. You will know how it has affected your behaviour, your thoughts and your feelings,
and you may even know how you have changed your emotions and behaviour and how that has
affected those closest to you. Imagine, then, having such a traumatic event repeated over and over and
over and over again. Imagine the toll that places on your mental health, your mind and your now
broken mind. Welcome to the life of an emergency services worker.
In my maiden speech I made reference to the jobs I was part of as a serving police officer—talking to
people in the midst of committing suicide, comforting those who were dying in front of my eyes,
supporting family members following the sudden and unexpected death of a loved one and, dreadfully,
trawling through thousands of child abuse images on a paedophile’s computer—and of course there is
the dreaded death notification door knock.
Being an emergency services worker takes a special type of person. In means that at times you have
to take the horrific situation in front of you and somehow put it aside until the job is done. Some people
move on from these scenes of devastation quite readily, while with others it takes some time. Every
emergency services worker, no matter how well they appear to be coping with traumatic events, will
at some stage in their life recall and reflect on what they have seen, what they have experienced. For
some that is where the trauma ends, but for others that is where the mind breaks.
Imagine, then, if you will, having served your community as best you possibly could, helping those
most in need, being part of a person’s life, albeit fleetingly, at their lowest ebb and sacrificing your
own wellbeing for the benefit of a safer and more secure community—and doing it for the greater
good. Imagine, from those events, having a broken mind—a post-traumatic stress injury—and being
unable to leave your home, let alone function effectively as a worker, but still having bills to pay, a
mortgage to maintain and a family to feed, going from being a dedicated emergency services worker
to feeling anxious, depressed, angry, fragile, tired, feeling like you cannot cope anymore and being at
your own lowest ebb. Who is there to pick up the pieces where you once stood? Probably by this stage
you have inadvertently pushed your friends and family aside, sought medical treatment and probably
sought some sort of compensation to assist with rebuilding your broken mind and your life—
something to pay the bills, the mortgage and the medical expenses, something to get you back to the
person that you once were before you dedicated your life to helping others.
I commend the commitment shown by emergency services workers and volunteers to ensuring the
safety of their communities, and I am sure that I speak on behalf of all Victorians in expressing
immense appreciation for their work. It is important that they are supported in their time of need, just
as they supported us, and continue to, day in and day out. The work that our emergency services do
for us cannot be taken for granted. It is important that the Victorian government is there for our
emergency workers when they need it most. The lasting effects on emergency services workers’
mental health and stability is something that cannot continue to be overlooked in the legislative process
of workers compensation.
An article released in September last year by Medicine Today stated that in Australia instances of
PTSD are more than twice as prevalent in emergency services workers than in the general population.
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Furthermore, one in 10 currently active emergency services workers will have symptoms suggestive
of post-traumatic stress injuries. Rates may even be higher among retired workers.
A report released by Beyondblue in 2018 brought to light some alarming findings with regard to the
prevalence of mental health issues and suicide in Australian emergency services workers. During the
study 39 per cent of employees and 33 per cent of volunteers reported having been diagnosed with a
mental illness by a mental health professional. This is an alarming rate compared to 20 per cent of all
adults in Australia. The report also found that one in five employees get very poor quality sleep and
that rates of suicidal thoughts in emergency services workers are significantly higher than the national
average.
To put it simply, our emergency services workers are suffering from mental health issues significantly
more than the general population due to the extreme levels of stress and trauma they are exposed to
when undertaking essential work in keeping us safe. Compensation for their physical injuries sustained
through work currently provides great support to our emergency services workers and volunteers;
however, existing compensation schemes in Victoria fail to address the significance of the issue of
mental health and post-traumatic stress injuries, and this further stigmatises these illnesses in the
workplace, putting unnecessary strain on those who are keeping our community safe.
I commend the Tasmanian government on their recent action to pass legislation to make it easier for
public sector workers to access compensation for PTSI. The crux of this legislation is that diagnosed
claims of PTSI will be automatically accepted by the government as work-related, which will ease the
compensation process for those suffering. This action will greatly help to reduce the stigma around
PTSI in the workforce. This is a great leap forward for Tasmania, and I sincerely hope that the
Victorian government follows the example set and will act to ensure that similar support is given to
Victorian emergency services workers.
The existing legislation within Victoria pertaining to injury compensation for emergency services
workers needs to reflect the traumatic nature and urgency of difficulties that victims of PTSI are going
through. Onus of proof in cases of workers compensation needs to be shifted from the victim of the
injuries and the incidents to the WorkCover authority. Our emergency services workers should not
feel like they are fighting another battle when seeking compensation for injuries sustained in service.
This motion concerns itself with all emergency services workers, whether paid or volunteer, who apply
for workers compensation for post-traumatic injuries that they have succumbed to as a result of their
work experiences. Essentially, and unless proven otherwise by the WorkCover authority, for every
case of a diagnosed PTSI their work is assumed to be the cause. This reverse onus thereby offers some
relief of the pressure already burdened upon the sufferer. It is hard enough dealing with PTSI yourself
and with your friends and family, let alone having to wade through the pressures being placed on you
by the WorkCover authority to prove your work has resulted in your PTSI injury. Those with PTSI
should not have to have their symptoms further exacerbated by the extenuating and magnifying
processes of seeking workers compensation.
I commend this motion to the house and trust that we, as leaders within our community and as decisionmakers, will show respect to our emergency services workers and do whatever we can to assist and
give back to those who have given up so much for us.
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (15:27): I also rise to speak on this motion. It is definitely
a worthwhile motion. I want to congratulate Mr Grimley on moving the motion. Whilst the
government is supportive of the motion and the intent of the motion, I just want to foreshadow that I
will be moving an amendment to that motion. Perhaps if I ask the Clerk to circulate the amendment
now, then I will come back later to speak on that amendment; otherwise I will wait.
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Mr Bourman): Thank you, Mr Melhem. Could we get that
amendment circulated.
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Mr MELHEM: The motion talks about addressing a very important issue, which is the stress
suffered by emergency service personnel. Mental health is obviously a big issue in the workforce,
whether it is volunteers or full-timers. It has been brewing for a number of years, in fact maybe
decades. I think it is important that we as a society, or a government, address that. We cannot keep
that issue brewing. Before I go into a bit of history to that, if I may, I will formally move my
amendment that has been circulated. I will read my amendment and then talk about it.
The reason we are moving an amendment to the motion is that we think the motion was somehow a
bit narrow. Our amendment will enhance the motion moved by Mr Grimley. We are not trying to
destroy the motion. In fact we think the amendment will actually enhance it because we all agree on
the principle of what has been moved here. I move:
That all the words after ‘That in relation to’ be omitted with a view of inserting the following in their place:
‘the mental health of police and emergency service workers, this house:
(1) acknowledges:
(a) that the process that emergency workers have to undertake in order to claim workers
compensation is often daunting, stressful and challenging, particularly if the claim is related
to mental health;
(b) that there are cumulative impacts of exposure to violence and conflict, which emergency
workers are often subjected to;
(c) that the risk of a workers compensation claim for both physical and mental injuries among
emergency workers is more than three times higher than other occupations;
(d) that legislating a scheme for police and emergency workers and volunteers suffering from
mental injuries that enables them to access assistance upon application will reduce the stigma
associated with post-traumatic stress injuries and deliver better health outcomes;
(2) calls on the government to establish a provisional acceptance scheme for all emergency workers,
which will enable workers to have their treatment paid for from the moment they submit a
WorkCover claim for a mental injury, that will:
(a) apply to Victoria Police, Ambulance Victoria, Metropolitan Fire Brigade, State Emergency
Service, Country Fire Authority, ESTA, child protection employees, youth justice employees,
Corrections Victoria employees, forest firefighters and public sector nurses;
(b) provide support to cover all reasonable medical and like expenses while claims are being
assessed; and
(c) allow the process for workers compensation claims that are post-traumatic stress related to be
treated like any other work-related injury.’.

As I said, the reason for this amendment is to make it a bit broader and just give the full intent to what
the resolution states.
In my previous job I had the opportunity to be part of a review of the workers compensation scheme,
which was done by Senior Counsel Hanks, called the Hanks review. Stress claims were probably one
of the biggest issues facing the workers compensation scheme. I think from memory we are talking
about 2008–09, and the changes to the Workers Compensation Act 1958 took effect in 2010. The
biggest issue that was raised in the white-collar environment was an issue about abuse of claims in
relation to stress issues. Particularly the view of the industry was that claimants may be attributing
stress to disciplinary action, for example, by employers trying to manage their business when
managers were actually looking at taking disciplinary action against an employee in relation to their
work performance, and by trying to manage work performance that led to people putting a whole host
of claims in as stress claims.
As a result of that, the act was amended to be more prescriptive and describe a bit more about how a
stress claim can be put in or accepted, separating that from managing performance issues.
Unfortunately, maybe that change to the Workers Compensation Act might have led to what is
currently being experienced by emergency services workers, both volunteers and professionals. Their
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stress in most cases might not be related to the relationship between themselves and their employer or
superior officers but actually to the job itself. A paramedic, for example, on a daily basis will be
attending to traumas. A police officer is faced with a violent situation—unfortunately this sort of
incident is becoming more and more common in this day and age—or a firefighter, whether a CFA
member or a career firefighter with the MFB, is attending fires. That is what I am talking about.
My own experience in that review and what we are talking about here I see as two different scenarios.
Perhaps the definition that was put into that part of the review back then somehow might have
impacted on these personnel for the reasons I have outlined. I think it is important that we try to address
that, and I think the amended resolution will address that. For example, before the claim is formally
accepted, the minute that claim is lodged in relation to a post-traumatic stress claim, that claim in
relation to related expenses and medical expenses is automatically paid. Then you have got a period
where the claim is properly assessed and a decision is made as to whether the claim is accepted or not,
but at least the individual does not have to wait 28 days and in some cases more than that to basically
know whether or not he or she has got a claim, incurring a lot of time and expenses and so forth during
that process. That resolution now will assume that the claim is automatically accepted unless otherwise
advised, which takes the pressure off the individual to have to go through a lot of hurdles, which I
think is a very positive thing.
Mental health has been a really big issue in our society generally, but I think it is more prevalent in the
emergency services area, particularly with police and firefighters. You are trained up to be a hard
person; you are trained to face hard situations day in, day out; you are trying to be tough, to stand up
to things—to fight. If you are a police officer you are trained to fight criminals, to be put in difficult
situations on a daily basis; and firefighters, for example, are fighting fires and are dealing with difficult
situations. And this also applies in other areas. In the ambulance service you are trained to be able to
deal with trauma and you are expected to absorb what you see every day—bad injuries and horrific
crashes, for example. Part of the training is that you are supposed to be invincible; you are supposed
to be really tough and to be able to absorb all that.
But the times have changed now, and I think it is great that we are changing. We are talking about
these things more often and recognising that no, you do not have to just keep that to yourself. You do
not have to be as tough as what we are training you to be. You are still a human being; you have still
got feelings. Therefore it is okay if you have got mental illness or mental issues or you have got stress
as a result of your job. Police officers might be confronted with people pulling knives on them, pulling
guns on them and having to actually pull the trigger. That is a daunting task. It might be having your
car rammed. As a firefighter you go in and try to save lives, putting your life at risk to go into a house,
for example, in order to be able to rescue people. It is the same thing for the paramedics. Therefore we
need to say it is okay to talk about it.
I want to commend the Chief Commissioner of Police for the work he has done in that space. For
example, in 2015 the police commissioner announced a review into the mental health and wellbeing
of Victoria Police employees. It was a huge step by the police commissioner to do that, and he himself
talked about mental health. Some 39 recommendations came out of that review, and the chief
commissioner with the support of the government committed to actioning all the recommendations.
Out of the 39, 35 recommendations have been acquitted already—have been implemented—including
the employment of 12 new support staff in the police psychology unit and six new case managers to
improve employees’ access to care and support. The remaining four relating to psychological fitness
for duty and secondary employment will be acquitted by 3 June 2019.
I think that is a very important thing. As I said earlier, in the past people did not talk about it. They just
went to the shed, or maybe had a few drinks. But, God forbid, from time to time and in a lot of cases
the unthinkable happened and people either harmed themselves or harmed other people in the process.
And that is the thing; it is not just recognising that there is a problem and that it is work-related. They
need to be medically treated, have all the expenses paid and maybe down the track even start to look

MOTIONS
1202

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 1 May 2019

at common-law damages if there is negligence by the employer. It is about treating the individual and
saying, ‘Now we recognise the problem. You’re going to get support, and it’s okay to say, “I’ve got a
problem”’.
I have been listening to talkback radio in the last few weeks and heard people say, for example, that if
you want to apply to become a police officer these days and you put on your application that at a point
of time in your life you sought medical attention in relation to some stress issues or mental issues in
your life—and it could be something straightforward, involving perhaps consultation with your doctor
and then you were fine—that could then be a barrier for you to become a police officer. Now I think
Victoria Police are looking at changing that. That should not be a barrier for you to be a member of
the force. The leadership of Chief Commissioner Ashton should be commended, but this is a real issue.
Therefore we need to say to people who want to be members of Victoria Police, the serving members
of Victoria Police and the former members of Victoria Police that if they are suffering from mental
illness and they have got some mental issues and stress issues, it is okay to actually come out and say,
‘I’ve got an issue’, and then we will provide them with the assistance that they need. Part of the
assistance—I talked about some of the issues arising from the 39 recommendations—Mr Grimley has
mentioned in his motion such as medical expenses, other expenses, salary and so forth is that they can
be treated the same as any other WorkCover claim. I think it is important that we do that so that that
assistance is available as well. We might be able to save these individuals’ lives. It could be that in
some of these cases, if the illness is left untreated, it could lead to family violence, and that is another
thing as well. If our emergency services personnel are not getting the support, they are going to take
out their frustration somehow. They will take it out on themselves, they will take it out on other people
and in some of these cases maybe on their loved ones.
So I think we will never do enough to support the very people who, when we find ourselves in trouble
and in a difficult situation, come to rescue us. When our life is threatened by violence, who is going to
come to our defence? The police force. If our houses are on fire or we are facing bushfires, who is
going to come to our aid? Our firefighters. If we feel sick or have an accident, our ambulance
paramedics are going to come to our aid. They are the people who are out there looking after us. I
think it is important that in return we say, ‘We’re going to look after you, you are not alone, and that
is part of what we can do to actually look after you’.
The government has, as I said, already committed to and invested in putting in place a lot of measures
to assist our emergency services. There are many examples of what has been put in place, like the pilot
program about to be implemented in order to better support emergency workers through the
WorkCover system. The government will introduce a 12-month pilot of provisional payments for
police and emergency workers and volunteers suffering from mental injuries to cover reasonable
medical and like expenses. That was part of our election commitment to protect the mental health and
wellbeing of police and emergency services workers and to safeguard the legal rights of injured
Victorians.
Through the establishment of an emergency workers and volunteers mental health support fund,
medical and like expenses will be paid as soon as an emergency worker lodges a workers
compensation claim and while the claim is being processed, as I mentioned earlier. An extended period
of up to 13 weeks will be provided to allow for cases which require further specialist diagnosis and
treatment.
The pilot was actually developed in close consultation with emergency services agencies as well as
employee and volunteer unions and representatives. Hopefully the program will be up and running in
the next few months. Out of that we might turn it into a permanent program so that mental health and
worker-related stress can be treated like any other illness or injury which a person may contract or
suffer. Any worker who is injured at work today is meant to be covered by workers compensation.
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To go back to what I talked about earlier, currently there is a clear distinction between this sort of
claim and someone putting in a stress claim because of work performance et cetera. At least we will
be able to fence that off in relation to emergency services workers. We have got a whole list. As I said,
I want to make a distinction. Here we are not talking about work performance or a dispute and putting
in a stress claim because of a person’s relationship with their superiors—although it could be. That is
not to say that we are going to exclude that. In an emergency environment people can be under extreme
stress as well. It is not just a police officer facing a bunch of criminals, a firefighter in a fire situation
or a paramedic seeing all those traumas every day. There could be some direct pressure between the
individual emergency services worker, to use that term, and their superior as well. There could be a
lot of pressure, and the relationship might break down as a result of that. We are not necessarily saying
that we should exclude that. It should be part of it because it is part of it.
Emergency services personnel, if they are suffering from a mental illness or any stress situation, need
to report it, and management of these agencies need to deal with it in a fair and proper manner and
provide all the necessary support our emergency services personnel deserve. They do not deserve
second-rate treatment; they deserve first-rate treatment. Some people will say, ‘Should we treat them
better or more than anyone else?’. Personally I do not see why not, because as I said earlier, they are
the people we depend on when we need them, when we need help. I have given a few examples of
when you find yourself in a situation where you need help. They are the people who come to our
rescue in whatever difficult situation we find ourselves in. So the least we can do is try to provide that
assistance and give them that special treatment.
Part of the work the Victorian government is doing with measures to support the mental health of
emergency workers is a major investment to create a specialist network of clinicians to triage and refer
emergency workers to expert health professionals sooner. I think it is very important to get the right
treatment at the right time and have the resources put in place to make sure people know who to call
and what services can be accessed. Accessing the right specialist care is critical for emergency services
workers, whose mental health conditions are often the result of unique occupational trauma events.
Currently there is a lack of specialist care available—and that is another problem I think we need to
address—particularly in regional and remote locations. There is also no easy way of finding the right
specialists with expertise in this kind of mental injury.
The independent specialist network of clinicians will provide a trusted and responsive service that
encourages early help-seeking behaviour. It will be independent of emergency service employers and
will provide emergency workers with a searchable database of expert clinicians accessible via website
and phone. The use of the network will be voluntary and not a formal referral service. I think that is
important in that whilst a lot of the injuries or illnesses resulting directly from doing the job are not
necessarily about the relationship between an employer and an employee it is still important that we
give the comfort for these employees, these emergency services workers, to be able to seek
confidential counselling and assistance. Their bosses do not necessarily need to know about it. We
need to make sure that their privacy is protected.
The specialist network will also enable treating clinicians to access expertise through secondary
consultations, facilitated through the centre of excellence, ensuring that the very best expertise in
Victoria can be made available to emergency workers. Also there will be additional funding provided
for emergency workers to access specialist services, to ensure that these services can be provided
without any delay. Additional support will also go towards an early intervention and prevention fund
to help Victoria Police create and expand on-the-ground mental health support to all staff.
As members know, we have instituted a royal commission into mental health. Hopefully that will shift
the whole debate about mental health and people will start accepting that it is okay. Mental health is
part of everyday life. A lot of our population have suffered a mental health issue at some point in their
life. I think most people have. Some people say, ‘I have never suffered in my life. I have had no mental
or stress issues in my life’. If you do, I do not think you are being truthful to yourself. I think we all
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have. It is important that now we sort of normalise that and we say, ‘It’s okay; it’s quite normal. It’s
part of human life’. Especially when we are talking about this day and age in the 21st century, it is part
of modern life. It has become more and more prevalent. People will suffer some mental health issues,
and it is not a stigma, it is not a bad thing, where they become an outcast. It is no longer the case. I am
glad that the community attitude has changed and now we can talk about that more and more.
I will finish off by referring to the support this is getting. I will just quote the Police Association
Victoria secretary, Wayne Gatt. An article in the Bendigo Advertiser of 9 October 2017 states:
Association secretary Wayne Gatt said it was important members got help the second they put their hands up
and said it was needed.
‘What we’re hoping to achieve is a system of provisional approval’, he said.
The proposal would see members provided with support and treatment for a limited period of time before
being called on to establish whether or not the injury was related to policing.
Under the existing system, members are required to prove their injury is work-related during the initial stages
of the process.

The article finishes:
‘It doesn’t encourage help-seeking behaviour,’ Mr Gatt said.

I agree with him. I think it is important that we take away that pressure and that when you put in a
claim your claim is, by default, accepted and your medical expenses and other expenses are paid while
the claim is being processed.
We then look at the definition of the ongoing claim, whether it is for wages under common law
et cetera or whether it is being dealt with under the workers compensation system. We will take that
pressure off emergency services workers, because I think we need to look after them. With those
comments I endorse my amendment and I commend the amended motion to the house.
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (15:54): I thank Mr Grimley for bringing this motion before
the house and for this very important debate about first responders, those at the front line, and the
assistance they are given when they suffer a psychological injury. It is an area where I think significant
strides have been made in recent years, but there is still a long way to go. I note Mr Grimley referred
to the legislative changes that the Liberal government in Tasmania has made. I congratulate Premier
Will Hodgman and his government for the changes they have made.
Last year I spent a day with the Chief Commissioner of Police on the Head to Head Fundraising Walk
that the Chief Commissioner of Police, Victoria Police and the Police Association Victoria organised
to raise funds for those police suffering psychological injury and who need help, but also to raise
awareness and, as Mr Melhem so correctly stated, to reduce the stigma for those who suffer a
psychological injury. It was just so fascinating to talk with police, the chief and other retired police
members who have firsthand experience of these issues and then to spend later, on the Head to Head
walk, a day with Wayne Gatt, the secretary of the Police Association Victoria, and some of his
colleagues, again to get their perspectives on these issues.
As Mr Grimley said, a psychological injury when you are a first responder can be triggered by a single
event. Members who were in the previous Parliament would recall some of the questions I raised on
behalf of Corrections Victoria officers who were involved in the Melbourne Remand Centre prison
riot on 30 June 2015, the worst prison riot in Victoria’s history, and the psychological injuries that
were sustained by many prison officers on that horrific night.
On other occasions retired police have told me that the cumulative impact of their service—of that
stress, of those confrontations, of that work, of turning up to unknown locations and being in
situations—can lead to a psychological injury, as Mr Grimley so correctly identifies in his motion.
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This is a really important issue. What we know from the research, what we know from the police
association and others, is that early treatment can make an enormous difference. Under the current
system often a claim is lodged with WorkCover, the insurer will take issue with an aspect of it or seek
verification of various aspects of it—doctors reports are sought—time goes on and all of a sudden the
person making the claim feels like they are not being believed, that what they are saying is being
questioned, and this can actually aggravate the injury itself. Yet in the vast majority of cases I
understand those claims are ultimately accepted. We need to be better at treating first responders who
identify a psychological injury early, because it is proven by subject matter experts—and I do not
profess to be an expert in these matters—that early diagnosis and early treatment help address the
injury better than waiting longer and aggravating the circumstances of the injury. It is just like any
other injury, because ultimately as a community I think we are getting to this place where
psychological injuries should be treated in the same way that other injuries are treated and we should
provide the treatment we need.
Let me just digress briefly. That is why at the November election the Liberal-Nationals coalition
proposed as one of its policies—partly in response to the platform that the police association had
outlined in this space in response to feedback from those retired from the police association, from
discussions with the chief commissioner and a range of other first responder individuals and
organisations, including Corrections Victoria officers—a new fund for first responders who suffer
PTSD and other psychological injuries to enable their WorkCover claim to be accepted and processed
and the first responders support fund to be implemented and managed by WorkCover. That was to
include, as I said, not just police, fireys and ambos but also Corrections Victoria prison officers,
particularly, as I say, from those interactions that I had as the shadow Minister for Corrections with
the prison officers who had been involved in the prison riot. For many of them the delay in receiving
help was a significant aggravating factor on their injury. I am quite convinced from the time I spent
with many of them that, if there had been better help and assistance available at an earlier time, then
those injuries could have been aided in a better way and a quicker way.
I also wish to mention—and I know that this is an area of interest for Mr Grimley as well—the policy
we had at the election for companion therapy assistance dogs for former police officers. This could
have application to all veterans and retired first responders. Prisoners in prison, managed by
Corrections Victoria, could train companion therapy assistance dogs, which could then be provided to
assist retired police who have psychological injury. Ron Fenton and his dog Yogi are a remarkable
example of just what a difference a companion therapy assistance dog can make. As I told the house
previously, last year I went to New South Wales and met with the New South Wales correctional
authorities and learned about the program they operate there.
The impact it has on recidivism for prisoners and the impact it has on the retired police officer or
veteran who receives the companion therapy assistance dog is a classic win-win. It reduces crime,
because recidivism rates go down, and it gives, as in the example of Ron Fenton, a new lease on life
and a new opportunity at life. As Ron has said publicly on many occasions, he could not sleep, he
hardly went out and he was taking loads of medications which ultimately were not working. Now with
his amazing dog, Yogi, he sleeps well at night, he is not taking medications, he is living a much more
normal life and he is a much happier person. It is just such a fantastic outcome.
I commend Mr Grimley for moving this motion. I note the amendment moved by Mr Melhem. I note
his characterisation of the amendment. I perhaps might have a different characterisation, but in the
interests of putting this important issue first I will not quibble over that—and ultimately it is
Mr Grimley’s motion in any event. This is an important issue. As I said, significant steps have been
taken already, but there is more work to be done. This debate, I hope, will assist that. We now have
other jurisdictions in Australia that have acted, which can provide case studies and examples of where
we can go, what we can do and what lessons can be learned, so hopefully we can develop best practice
in this very important area.
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Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (16:04): I rise to speak on this motion that raises a very
important issue. Our emergency services workers—the people who respond to accidents and natural
disasters, who see horrific things and who put their lives on the line to save ours—play an invaluable
role in our community. But we know that the difficult work they do takes a toll on their physical and
mental health and wellbeing. It is the latter we are debating today in this motion: the mental health
burden borne by our emergency services workers.
A recent Beyondblue national survey of over 21 000 first responders found that one in three police
and emergency services workers have high or very high levels of psychological distress, compared to
one in eight Australians. One in four former employees reported experiences of post-traumatic stress
disorder, and three in four employees found the current workers compensation process to be
detrimental to their recovery.
It is important that those who are injured at work are able to access the help and support they need,
regardless of whether the injury is physical or mental, so the Greens will be supporting this motion.
We championed presumptive legislation for firefighters who are diagnosed with cancer—legislation
that has unfortunately still not passed the Parliament—and we support this similar compensation
scheme for other work-related conditions. We agree that mental health conditions should be treated in
the same way as physical health conditions and that creating a compensation scheme for PTSD may
help to reduce the stigma attached to seeking treatment for mental ill health. We note that such a
scheme will need to be carefully considered and implemented so that it operates effectively and
appropriately, and we look forward to working with the Parliament to help to develop the scheme.
Mr BOURMAN (Eastern Victoria) (16:06): I rise to speak to this amended motion. I thank the
government for giving me actually no time to consider it—but having read it, it does not look too bad.
Members of the police and emergency services come from diverse backgrounds, and the reality of that
is that people have different reactions to what goes on. It is about ‘How long is a piece of string?’.
I fully support the presumptive nature of this motion, but I do not think we need to put too many boxes
around it, because for some people it will only take one what we would consider to be small incident
to hurt them, whereas for other people it may go on for many, many years. We need to be awfully
careful when we deal with this matter legislatively that at a later time it does not exclude people due
to their length of service or any of those other sorts of things. The reason I say that is that going through
the police academy many moons ago, they used to invite us to watch an autopsy. The obvious reason
for that was that out in the field you are going to see things that not everyone gets to see and they
wanted you to see it in a controlled environment. I am obviously not going to go through the detail,
but they no longer do this. I am not sure if that is a good thing or a bad thing.
Skipping through all the things I did during my time as a police officer, when I finished I went to work
for Intergraph, now the Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority, for nine or so months.
During the training they played a call and showed a video that has stuck with me. It was of a woman
being murdered by her partner. This caused a lot of people to quit—that is, the violence and
confrontation during training that they were not even being called on to deal with was too much. A lot
of people were probably damaged by the training we used to get. I think there are a lot of physical
risks taken by an emergency services organisation employee and the various people downstream, but
there are a lot more mental risks that people never really appreciate.
I was in my late 20s when I joined the police. I did not really appreciate what I was going to see. I
thought I was fairly worldly and cynical, and I got quite an education. The academy itself was not a
lot of fun. I look back and in retrospect I know why: because once you get out of that place the training
wheels are off. You walk down the road, and as a very junior police officer with no experience you
may well come across a murder scene or a fatal car accident and you have to deal with it. I remember
a lot of people while I was dealing with those things saying, ‘It’s all right. You guys get training in
how to deal with these sorts of things’. The answer to that is no, you do not. Other than watching an
autopsy and hearing calls and things like that, there is no way to train anyone to deal with those things.
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There is no way you can show all the bad things; you actually just have to deal with them. This is
where I get back to the question of ‘How long is a piece of string?’. Some people dealt with it very
well and some people did not. I know quite a few people, some who have left the force and some who
are in the force, who became quite damaged during the times they were there. It is about the
experiences, not the length of service.
I think one of the problems we have is trying to get people to seek help. There are a lot of people
seeking help and not particularly getting much help, but there are a lot of people indulging in selfmedication, whether it is alcohol or recreational drugs. A lot of people suffer relationship breakdowns
in those jobs. I also look back at some of the generally bizarre behaviour that I saw. It did not mean
much to me at the time, but I look back now and these are the people that were crying out for help.
They would obviously be professional when they needed to be, but with the benefit of age and 20 years
of thinking, it was quite eye-opening.
With the experiences you have, it is not fair to say that the employer’s responsibility ends when you
finish your job. I am on a couple of Facebook groups that are very, very private. Some of the people
do not experience PTSD symptoms until their retirement. Some of them have been retired for 20, 30
and some 40 years, and then all of a sudden out of somewhere comes a breakdown. In the end, after a
bit of help, they figure out that it was something they did, saw, experienced or thought about—
whatever the case may be.
Again I go back to ‘Don’t box us in’. We need to be very sure, no matter what we do with the upcoming
legislation, that we are catering for all of those people—much the same as the presumptive legislation
for cancer—who have put their efforts in for their communities. Just finally, the government needs to
take this motion and turn it into legislation. There is a lot of good stuff going on. There have been a
lot of things mentioned by the various speakers, but what people are after is help, not handouts, and
sometimes help is not easy to ask for and even harder to get. With that, I will wrap up.
Mr GRIMLEY (Western Victoria) (16:12): I would like to thank all the speakers today for
speaking on this motion. In particular it is pleasing to see the bipartisan support from the crossbench,
the government, non-government members, the coalition and the Greens—all the parties coming
together to support what I believe is such an important motion. I also echo Mr Bourman’s sentiments
in that at some stage this does need to become legislation. You are right. A motion is one thing, but to
make it set in stone in legislation is another, so that is something that we will be pursuing very strongly.
Mr O’Donohue spoke about the importance of mental health recovery. He mentioned the assistance
dogs program. That is also something that we are pursuing strongly, along with Mr O’Donohue and
the coalition. I hope that these are some of the programs that the government can look at introducing.
They are very cost-minimal programs, but the outcomes for people with post-traumatic stress injury
or PTSD are just incredible from what the results have shown, so we hope that these programs and the
legislation will become part of this movement as well.
It is all about raising awareness for mental health, in particular in this case for emergency services
workers, but it is also about just having the discussion about mental health issues and how they can
sometimes come on quite quickly and out of nowhere. For instance, after my maiden speech I sat down
that night and I thought, ‘Gee, some of those events that I actually went through have actually affected
me’. Some people react in different ways. That for me was the end of it, but for others that could be
the start of that journey where their mind starts to break down. So it is important that we look after all
the retired emergency services workers and also those that are currently serving.
Just on a side note, I am wearing these nice pink and blue socks today. They are from Read the Play,
which is a mental health program running out of Geelong at the moment. It is all about ‘Sock it to
Mental Illness’, so I thought it appropriate that I put on this pair of socks today. Thanks to Sirsock for
all of those as well. They do a great job. Like I said, it is important that we raise these issues and get it
done, but more importantly that we actually legislate it and do some good programs.
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In relation to the amendment, I do welcome the amendment and I thank the government for proposing
it and coming on board to a certain extent, although from our perspective we were hoping for a step
forward. We probably got half a step forward, but it is in the right direction nevertheless. I
acknowledge that, and I do thank the government for their discussions. We have also had discussions
with other key stakeholders, including the Police Association Victoria. Mr Gatt has also been
appreciative of our efforts, and he is very keen to get this over the line as well.
The amendment makes references to allowing claimants to access medical and like expenses quite
quickly upon application or submission for workers compensation, which we recognise. It does expedite
the process and enable workers to access those support services a lot quicker, and we do appreciate
and welcome that. We note that the amendment still does not allow efficient access to funds other than
the medical. Perhaps that is something that we can look at when the legislation comes around. It also
leaves out the burden of proof that the claimant still has to go through; it does not reverse the onus of
proof, which is what we initially hoped for. But like I said, it is a step in the right direction.
I look forward to working with the Andrews government in pursuing the changes on top of this motion
today, and hopefully one day it will become legislation. We continue to show our support for the
emergency services workers, who—as you said, Acting President Melhem—are often the ones that
go into these horrific situations when people need them most. When most people are running out of a
burning building, they are the ones who are running into it, so we need to look after those who look
after us.
Amendment agreed to; amended motion agreed to.
Production of documents
GJK FACILITY SERVICES
Debate resumed on motion of Mr DAVIS:
That this house, in accordance with standing order 11.01, requires the Leader of the Government to table in
the Council by 2.00 p.m. on Wednesday, 5 June 2019:
(1) a copy of all documents in full and unredacted which are concerned with or relate to contracts between
the government of Victoria and GJK Facility Services and any associated companies, past and present,
including but not limited to all ministerial briefs, tender criteria and decisions, documents relating to
decisions to extend GJK contracts, and the criteria for extension and financial penalties applied for GJK’s
non-performance;
(2) the same or equivalent documents, information and legal proceedings provided in response to
Ms Margaret Fitzherbert’s freedom of information request for each public housing facility for which
GJK is contracted to provide cleaning or other services including documents that address or canvass:
(a) performance, or lack thereof, and how it was determined that the contracts would be extended;
(b) why and by whom it was decided that the option to renew GJK’s contracts in 2018 be exercised
rather than a new tender, particularly in the light of the many complaints including those from the
department to GJK;
(c) how was it decided that GJK’s performance was sufficient to extend the contracts and on what
performance criteria;
(d) departmental and ministerial approval of the decision to renew GJK’s contracts in 2018, including
briefings to the minister about GJK’s lack of performance, including three financial penalties for
non-performance at Park Towers and renewal of the contracts; and
(e) measures taken in response to the Victorian Ombudsman’s October 2007 report on the
investigation into the Office of Housing’s tender process for the cleaning and gardening
maintenance contract—CNG2007.

Ms SHING (Eastern Victoria) (16:17): Just picking up the call in relation to motion 67 on the
notice paper as proposed by Mr Davis, at this stage of the day we have heard a number of contributions
which have canvassed the history and the nature of the contracts between the government of Victoria
and GJK Facility Services, which go directly to the allocation and awarding of the contracts, the
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extension of the contracts, the concerns raised about non-performance and unsatisfactory performance
and the way in which decisions were taken to renew contracts, which are canvassed in the content of
the motion itself. In this regard I think it is actually really important to set out a number of positions
that the government takes in relation to some of the inferences in the motion itself, which refer to the
request for:
(1) a copy of all documents in full and unredacted which are concerned with or relate to contracts between
the government of Victoria and GJK Facility Services and any associated companies, past and present …

It then goes on to expansively list in an inclusive fashion:
… including but not limited to all ministerial briefs, tender criteria and decisions, documents relating to
decisions to extend GJK contracts, and the criteria for extension and financial penalties applied for GJK’s
non-performance …

It then goes on in paragraph (2) to seek the same or equivalent documents, as sought by Ms Margaret
Fitzherbert’s freedom of information request for public housing facilities.
One of the things that we need to be very, very clear about is the nature of the documents sought by
Mr Davis. Paragraph (1) of the motion talks about documents in full and unredacted. This, as Mr Davis
well knows, in fact seeks to remove the application of commercial-in-confidence material which is a
proper basis upon which to redact information where it might have a material bearing on or otherwise
affect the enterprise or viability of that particular company, or indeed any company. It has been a basis
upon which the opposition, when in government, has refused to provide access to documentation, and
it is indeed a well-established principle in relation to commercial-in-confidence material that it is not
generally required to be provided, including in the public interest, where to do so might place the
viability or business of an entity at risk.
One of the additional parts of the nature of seeking documents in full and in an unredacted fashion,
which Mr Davis has also ignored—whether through neglect or wilful blindness—relates to the
application of cabinet in confidence and other privileges which attach to documents which are,
arguably, encompassed very clearly within the scope and contemplation of paragraph (1) of this
motion as it has been drafted. We see that we are looking at:
… ministerial briefs, tender criteria and decisions, documents relating to decisions to extend … contracts, and
the criteria for extension and financial penalties applied for GJK’s non-performance.

What we also have in the way in which this motion has been drafted is not just a requirement for a
copy of those documents, but those documents ‘in full and unredacted which are concerned with or
relate to contracts between’ the state of Victoria and this particular employer.
When they say ‘concerned with or relate to’, again that presents a significant challenge as to scope,
because this is a very, very broad net indeed. It proposes that anything which has touched upon the
subject matter or the primary purpose or indeed any activity that has been undertaken by the
government in relation to even the subject matter of cleaning, or anything to do with the company,
might in fact be able to be discovered through this production of documents motion.
Yet again—and we have seen this in a number of motions that have been drafted by the opposition,
not just with this government but with previous governments—they are seeking to cast a broad net. It
is open to conclude that the nature of the request for these documents is not founded in the public
interest. It is not founded in getting access to information which is directly relevant to matters that
have been considered by the Ombudsman, which is directly relevant to matters which have been
considered by VCAT, which is directly relevant to the way in which materials have been provided in
a redacted fashion by VCAT but which is not relevant to the documents which the government will in
fact be very happy to provide, in a redacted fashion, in a way which does in fact enable the opposition
and indeed others to have a better understanding of the operation of the contracts and a better
understanding of the way in which contracts have been renewed without re-tender processes and the
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way in which the government has worked via its department with the company in question. That is
not just to understand and to ascertain issues around unsatisfactory performance but to remedy any
issues around non-compliance and to make sure that the performance has been in a position to
consistently be addressed and improved to a satisfactory standard where it has been found wanting.
What we want to make sure is that in the debate of this particular documents motion it is not simply
accepted as a matter of fact, in the way it is drafted at paragraph (2), that there had not been any level
of scrutiny and there had not been any reasonable basis upon which to conclude that allocation of the
contracts to this particular company was not in the public interest, because that is simply not true.
When we see a motion on the notice paper which contains statements or inferences which invite the
reader and the listener—indeed any one of the thousands of people who follow this parliamentary
process so keenly on a day-to-day basis here in the Council—to accept that there has been no level of
scrutiny whatsoever, this is incorrect.
For avoidance of any doubt about this, in light of the fact that the door has been thrown open with the
nuance and the drafting of the motion itself, we just need to be very, very clear about the holding of
contracts by this particular company with the director of housing for the period 2007 to 2015. An
Ombudsman’s report has found that there has been an appropriate level of diligence attached to the
process for selection: eight-year contracts, consisting of an initial two-year term plus three two-year
extensions; and extensions which occurred in 2009, 2011 and 2013 with an additional one-year
extension in 2015. A new contract went to tender in 2016, and that was awarded, as Ms Taylor has
indicated in her contribution today, to GJK, which was as a consequence of oversight, or in the course
of oversight, by an independent probity adviser.
This is an important thing to recognise, because if we compare and contrast that very fact with the way
in which the motion has been drafted—again if we accept the opposition’s version of events—there
has not been any regard whatsoever to the way in which this contract has been allocated, and that is
just not true.
The contract also consists of an initial two-year term plus three options for those two-year extensions.
The initial two years ended on 30 June last year, and there was no requirement to re-tender, due to
those rollover provisions which we have talked about at length. There was also no need to publish the
details of the term extension, as this is included in the original contract. Now this is not an extraordinary
circumstance. This is not a catastrophic event which might otherwise signal a complete or total or even
partial abandonment of due process or the tender requirements that otherwise exist or the general
requirements and oversight obligations that exist around the way in which the government spends
taxpayer money.
There had been issues—it is very true to say and important to recognise—associated with the services
being provided by GJK, identified in the contract which operated between 2007 and 2015. But what
we also need to recognise, and what is not recognised and is in fact missing from the way in which the
motion has been drafted, is the existence of an ongoing close working relationship between GJK and
the department to address those issues, to monitor performance and compliance very, very closely and
to make sure that the standard of service was not only addressed but returned to a satisfactory level.
This is indeed entirely appropriate in the context of the work that the department undertakes, not just
in relation to this matter but more generally to make sure that people who rely upon the provision of
services to an acceptable and consistent standard are in a position to have confidence about the way in
which this is being delivered through companies who have been awarded government contracts.
So we are taking these issues very, very seriously. The department’s work in this regard, its actions in
this regard, constitute clear evidence of that. There is always more work to do across the board in
government to ensure that trust and confidence exist around the delivery of services as part of works
that have been contracted, but in order to allay the concerns that have been raised in the course of
scrutiny—not just within the department, not just in the public domain but also in the course of
discussions and consultations between the department and residents of the Park Towers location and
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other locations—an independent audit is going to be beginning next week. This independent audit is
an important step in making sure that we can continue to understand what the needs of residents are,
continue to monitor and ensure compliance with the terms of the contract and continue to ensure that
taxpayer funds are being appropriately utilised to deliver value for money in the way in which
properties are serviced and maintained.
It is a difficult argument for the coalition and indeed the opposition to run in the course of the motion
that it has proposed when on the one hand VCAT has awarded access to documents in a redacted form
but on the other the opposition now seeks to have access to everything, even after a legal process has
established that limited access is an appropriate balance to strike in the course of discussing and
understanding the impact of contracts and the way in which they are delivered to benefit the public.
For avoidance of any doubt, the government is very, very happy to provide information to the detail
of scrutiny sought in relation to contracts around GJK. However, the logical and accepted and ordinary
redaction of matters which are either the subject of commercial-in-confidence or the subject of
privilege—including as it might relate to legal professional privilege, including as it might relate to
executive privilege and including as it might relate to the privilege of cabinet-in-confidence—will in
fact be applied in this instance as it has been applied in other instances and as it has been applied in
other instances when the opposition was in government, when now former member Mrs Peulich
referred at length to the operation of cabinet-in-confidence as a bar to accessing certain materials when
they were sought by the then Labor opposition.
So these are important principles. They are important to understand. It is important to understand the
framework by which the freedom of information laws operate to provide access and to operate as a
facilitative legislative framework to enable people to access information and documents, subject to
those things which might otherwise have a sound basis to operate to redact part or all of those
document searches. We know, for example, that under freedom of information provisions it is standard
with personal information that anything that reveals details of individuals is redacted—a big black
line. This may relate to a number of pages being blackened out entirely. It may relate to one or two
details in an entire document. This will happen as a matter of course under the freedom of information
laws. It will also operate in the context of commercial-in-confidence and cabinet confidentiality, legal
professional privilege, executive privilege and other mechanisms which apply to strike that careful
balance between the objects of the act, the operation of law and the principles of the public interest.
So the government does not support the motion that has been put by Mr Davis. However, that is subject
to the very clear caveat that information of course will be provided, that the audit will be conducted
from the beginning of next week and that again it will be absolutely a priority to ensure through the
audit and ongoing discussions between the department and GJK services that in fact not only can
confidence be maintained but trust can be rebuilt and restored after elements of execution which have
been found wanting. We look forward to that continuous improvement moving on into the future.
With that, I have concluded that the government will not be supporting this particular motion.
Ms GARRETT (Eastern Victoria) (16:33): I am delighted to rise and make a contribution on this
motion, and I am particularly pleased to follow on from my colleague Ms Shing, who gave an excellent
outline of the issues at hand here—a very detailed and very legal and thorough policy analysis. I would
concur with her and would like to follow on from those issues that she raised about this particular matter.
It is really important when we are considering freedom of information and access to documents that
that balance is struck, as Ms Shing pointed out, and we do have an act which governs this. I would
point out that it has been successive Labor governments, including the Andrews Labor government,
that have led the charge to allow access to information, to have proper oversight and to have a sense
of obligation as a government should to its citizens to ensure that they are getting as much information
as possible. I know we are reaching back now, but it was of course previous Liberal governments who
sought to smash our institutions and our pillars, like the Auditor-General—to smash those bodies that
are designed to have oversight of government and executive actions—and of course we have a proud
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history of FOI legislation and access with successive Labor governments. There has been a process
through VCAT around access to these documents. VCAT provided access to documents after careful
consideration and striking that balance, which gives information but allows some parts of those
documents, as is often the case, to be redacted—to not be in the public domain—for various reasons
such as commercial-in-confidence or cabinet-in-confidence. Again, there are really important public
policy factors behind those matters, and really this is about a political fishing expedition. It is not
actually, in our view, about getting to the heart of any issue relating to the wellbeing of our public
housing tenants.
I think it is incredibly important when we are considering this matter that in the forefront of our hearts
and our minds has to be the wellbeing of the public housing tenants, not cheap political pointscoring.
On that, looking at the track record of not just the way in which this particular company has over many
years provided services but in fact who in this chamber has had at the forefront of their hearts and their
minds the interests of public housing tenants. Importantly, I will highlight a couple of really stark
statistics. We have invested $1.1 billion into housing and homelessness services and provided
$2.1 billion in financing initiatives for the community housing sector. And while we are on the topic
of people trying to score political points, it is fair and appropriate to retaliate on those matters, and this
is not by way of cheap political point. The fact is when the Liberals were last in power they slashed
$300 million out of our public housing sector—$300 million. It is Labor who has consistently and
passionately invested in public housing and looking after our most vulnerable citizens. We know
through research and we know through our agencies, both government and non-government, who
work with homeless people and people on the cusp of being in a very vulnerable position that housing
is critically central to them making a go of their lives.
For the Minister for Housing, Richard Wynne, it has been a lifelong passion. Of course he represents
a seat in which there are huge amounts of public housing. I formerly represented a seat which had not
as much but some public housing. That whole area has been a lifelong passion for us, about looking
after people, which is why this is disappointing that we are trying to do political pointscoring on getting
access to materials when VCAT has already determined these matters.
Again, if we look at the history of this particular company, it has been providing cleaning services for
many, many years to state public housing tenants. In fact it was first awarded contracts back in 2007.
Throughout that life span there have been issues raised, but as will be clear from the documents to
which access has already been allowed, there are plenty of mechanisms within the contracts that have
been negotiated with a lot of public oversight and probity oversight. There are a lot of matters within
those contracts about what happens when something goes wrong or something is not quite up to
scratch.
Again, having hard rubbish and waste around is not a good look and does not deliver good outcomes
for people who are already in difficult situations. Particularly in the housing towers there are a lot of
people living very closely together, and it is really important that their space is clean and treated
respectfully at every stage, whether it be that when they are walking through the gardens there is a
good playground to play in, that it is a safe, well-lit environment, that the stairwells are clear, that the
lifts work and that there is not rubbish on the ground.
To go back to the contract, this is a company that has had extensive, long-term experience dealing
with cleaning in the public housing sector. When the contracts were negotiated again for several highrise and walk-up public housing estates in 2016, that was after an extensive process. They were put
out to tender. There was a comprehensive process that was gone through. That was done with the
oversight of an independent probity adviser. Because this is at the expense of public money and, most
importantly, it is at the expense of public money to look after our most vulnerable citizens, we have to
ensure that that is done to the highest possible standard.
With the oversight of the independent probity adviser, GJK were the successful recipients of that
tender. A lot of that had to do with the fact that they had a huge amount of experience. They had had
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satisfactory performance, and where the performance had fallen short at certain times in the last decade
there had been a proper process of remedying that. And of course they did provide value for money
for the taxpayer, which gives us more money to spend, again, on our most vulnerable people.
One of the highlights for this company, which I think is worth noting, is their active participation in
the public tenant employment program since 2013. That is about seeing meaningful, secure work
provided to public housing residents. That is something to be absolutely celebrated, because as I
referred to before, it is not just about getting a roof over your head—somewhere that is safe, where the
doors lock and you can create your own space for yourself and your family if you have one—but also
about trying to get access and a foothold into a job. That is why programs such as these, where people
are able to be given experience, where they are able to be given a walk through the door and a chance
to grow and develop and get the skills they need, are critically important in tackling what can often be
intergenerational, problematic disadvantage. That is a program worth highlighting.
Prior to this contract being held, GJK held cleaning contracts between 2007 and 2015. These contracts
were initially for two years with an option to renew a further three times. Again, two of those renewals
occurred when those opposite were in government—in fact when Ms Lovell was Minister for
Housing. These are very detailed, complex contracts which provide very clear mechanisms for dealing
with underperformance, and where any issues were raised during that time, the department worked
closely to make sure that performance was brought up to a satisfactory standard. These are often
complex cleaning jobs and there are a lot of people involved—a lot of vulnerable people. That is
why (a) you need the oversight and (b) you need to make sure that the service is up to standard.
This has been a long, long-term provider under successive governments of both sides in the state of
Victoria. Again I refer to the fact that this has been a government that has at its heart built on a
commitment where it has put its money where its mouth is—to look after our most vulnerable, to
provide housing for public tenants and to look after them when they are there. Where there are any
issues raised, this government takes those issues extremely seriously, as it should.
That is why, as these housing tenants deserve, an independent audit into GJK will begin next week.
That oversight will make sure that our public housing tenants are getting the quality service that they
deserve so they can live in security and in cleanliness. That is exactly how it should be. What the
department will be doing is conducting an audit, and where there are any non-conformances found,
the company will be instructed as they are able to be under the terms of the contract, which we are
happy, quite rightly, for members of this house and the public to get access to so people can see it
themselves. It is going to review the management of hard rubbish and communal rubbish chutes.
Again, as I mentioned before, it is really important to their sense of security that people are able to go
about their business in a clean environment and that they do not feel overwhelmed by rubbish around
them, making them feel like the place is out of control or there is a sense of lawlessness. That is why
cleanliness is so important. That will be commencing very, very shortly, and it is of course exactly
what the government should be doing.
To return to the motion, which for all intents and purposes is a political fishing exercise, it is not about
the public tenants themselves. This has gone through a comprehensive legal process. The government
is more than willing to provide information to both this house and to the public. People are able to
scrutinise the contracts. But there is a sense that somehow any documents can be requested—
unredacted, concerning, related to, associated with, regarding any associated companies past and
present, everything including ministerial briefs, tender criteria, decisions—and this full gamut of
requests is an unending black hole. There is no end to the documents that could fall within this.
It is not actually about any issues associated with this particular company or these matters. In fact if
that was at the forefront of those opposite’s minds, then they would be welcoming the announcement
that there will be an audit into the issues that the tenants have raised. They would be supportive of that
audit, and they would be spending their time down there with the public housing tenants and talking
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to them. Instead we are in here arguing these sorts of points, which is all very nice and hifalutin in our
red chairs.
But is any of this about making the quality of life for our public housing tenants better? Is any of this
about our public housing tenants? Does all of this oxygen being expelled, or carbon monoxide, make
a single difference to people who are living in public housing? No. I will tell you what makes a
difference to people who are living in public housing. Funding makes a difference to people living in
public housing. New homes make a difference to people living in public housing. Employment
programs make a difference to people living in public housing, and proper education, investment in
schools, making sure that where you are born and what circumstances you are born into do not define
what happens to you in your life. This is the heart and soul, to go back to that concept, of this Andrews
Labor government. It has been about investment in housing, investment in education, investment in
jobs and investment in health.
We would like to get on with that. I would suggest that those opposite, rather than going on these
esoteric fishing missions, actually go out and talk to people who are doing it tough and have a look at
their own policy framework and policy agenda, because there is not one thing in this motion that is
going to make a jot of difference for the people who rely on us in this chamber to actually get on, roll
up our sleeves and deliver for them.
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:48): I thank those who have
made a contribution to this debate. I want to make the point that this is a narrow documents motion.
The reason we are seeking these documents is because we have one tranche of documents that were
provided through FOI that provide a damning indictment of the performance of this provider. They
show that the provider was negligent, in the department’s own words. They show that filth was part
of what was seen on the sites.
To pick up Ms Garrett’s point, this is about those in public housing. It is about forcing the government
to actually do the right thing here through scrutiny and examination by this chamber. The reason the
government has moved to do this review this week is because last week the documents were released.
Ms Fitzherbert put them on the front page of the Age, and this documents motion was put into
operation. The government knows there must be a proper review. The government knows that they
have been caught out not doing the right thing by the community and by those in public housing. So
they have been forced to it by political pressure from the opposition in the first instance here. That is
what has occurred. That is why we want to see the documents for the other properties that are managed
by this firm, with its tawdry history, protected by Labor.
Motion agreed to.
Business of the house
NOTICES OF MOTION
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (16:49): I move:
That the consideration of remaining general business be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
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Statements on reports, papers and petitions
OMBUDSMAN
Fines Victoria Complaints
Mr O’DONOHUE (Eastern Victoria) (16:50): I am pleased to speak on the Fines Victoria
Complaints report by the Victorian Ombudsman of April this year. The rollout of the Fines Victoria
IT system can be described as nothing but an absolute debacle. The system is 18 months behind
schedule. The completion date has already changed on numerous occasions. The Ombudsman herself
on Neil Mitchell’s program earlier this week cast doubt on the new deadline of June this year as to
whether that would be met. The cost has blown out by 34.8 per cent. This is another IT fiasco in the
mould of Labor.
Mr Finn: Another Labor stuff-up.
Mr O’DONOHUE: Another Labor stuff-up, Mr Finn. Straight out of the Myki handbook,
Mr Finn. Whilst delays and cost overruns are bad, because taxpayers money is scarce and should be
managed efficiently, perhaps what is more troubling is the way that so many Victorians have been
treated. The Fines Victoria system and the people managing it—first under Martin Pakula and now
Jill Hennessy as the Attorney-General—have left people traumatised, have left people angry, have
wasted hours, days and weeks of people’s time in trying to have mistakes from Fines Victoria rectified.
People’s reputations, they feel, are under threat because they have been fined for breaking road laws
when in fact it may not have been them.
They have notified Fines Victoria that it is someone else but that has not been recorded, and so the
drama goes on. It goes, I think, to a broader cultural problem. The government should be implementing
and overseeing a customer service-focused attitude, not the sort of attitude that we have seen from
Fines Victoria and these horrific examples and the human cost that the Ombudsman goes into some
detail about in her report. There are a number of case studies. Isabella’s story is on page 24. There is
an extract there from Isabella:
They told me, “yes, you can have the extension.” The [phone] recording says they said “yes” … They did
agree that they did say that on the tape, but then it was like “too bad”.

Well, that is really not good enough, that sort of attitude.
Following the Fines Victoria debacle, the new Victorian Registry of Births, Deaths and Marriages IT
system being rolled out by the Department of Justice and Community Safety has had enormous
problems as well. I have been inundated by marriage celebrants, funeral directors and a range of others
who interact with the births, deaths and marriages system and who say it is very non-user-friendly and
that the training and implementation has been bad.
Then today we see reported by Heidi Murphy that the department of justice confirms sheriffs have
cancelled all operations for an unknown amount of time. We are told their duress systems do not work
so safety is at risk. I mean, what is going on at the department of justice? You have got to ask: what is
going on at the department of justice? Minister Hennessy has taken over the Fines Victoria system that
was Martin Pakula’s creation, and he should wear the blame for that. But honestly, Minister Hennessy,
what is going on when the sheriffs cannot work because their duress systems do not work and their
safety could be at risk, and the births, deaths and marriages IT system is causing all sorts of problems?
This really is simply unacceptable. It is ordinary, everyday Victorians going about their lives who are
paying the consequences, and Daniel Andrews and Jill Hennessy need to step up to the plate and fix
these problems, because this has a material impact on the lives of Victorians. These sorts of systems
should work efficiently and they should work well.
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Business of the house
VICTORIAN AUDITOR-GENERAL’S OFFICE
Financial audit
The PRESIDENT: I have got a message from the Assembly:
The Legislative Assembly has agreed to the following resolution—
Under section 17 of the Audit Act 1994, Mr Geoff Parker of Nexia Melbourne be appointed for a period of
one year:
(a) to conduct the financial audit of the Victorian Auditor‑General’s Office for the financial year ending
30 June 2019;
(b) in accordance with the Agreement for the provision of services for the financial audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office (Year ending 30 June 2019), in Appendix 1 of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee’s Report on the appointment of a person to conduct the financial audit of the
Victorian Auditor‑General’s Office (PP 24, 2018–19); and
(c) at a fixed fee level of remuneration of $38,000 (plus GST) for audit services for the year ending 30 June
2019.
which is presented for the agreement of the Legislative Council.

Ms TIERNEY (Western Victoria—Minister for Training and Skills, Minister for Higher
Education) (16:57): I move, by leave:
That the message be taken into consideration forthwith.

Motion agreed to.
Ms TIERNEY: I move, by leave:
That the Council concurs with the Assembly and resolves that, under section 17 of the Audit Act 1994,
Mr Geoff Parker of Nexia Melbourne be appointed for a period of one year:
(1) to conduct the financial audit of the Victorian Auditor‑General’s Office for the financial year ending
30 June 2019;
(2) in accordance with the agreement for the provision of services for the financial audit of the Victorian
Auditor-General’s Office (year ending 30 June 2019), in appendix 1 of the Public Accounts and
Estimates Committee’s report on the appointment of a person to conduct the financial audit of the
Victorian Auditor‑General’s Office (pp 24, 2018–19);
(3) at a fixed fee level of remuneration of $38 000 (plus GST) for audit services for the year ending 30 June
2019; and
(4) a message be sent to the Assembly informing them that the Council have concurred with the Assembly’s
resolution.

Motion agreed to.
NOTICES OF MOTION AND ORDERS OF THE DAY
Ms STITT (Western Metropolitan) (16:58): I move:
That the consideration of government business, notices of motion, 10 to 31, and orders of the day, government
business, 1 to 5, be postponed until later this day.

Motion agreed to.
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Address to Parliament
GOVERNOR’S SPEECH
Address-in-reply
Debate resumed on motion of Ms TAYLOR:
That the Council agree to the following address to the Governor in reply to the Governor’s opening speech:
May it please the Governor:
We, the Legislative Council of Victoria assembled in Parliament, express our loyalty to Australia and the
people of Victoria, and thank you for the speech which you have made to the Parliament.
We declare that we will faithfully carry out the important duties entrusted to us by the people of Victoria, to
advance the best interests of all sections of the community.

Mr DALIDAKIS (Southern Metropolitan) (16:59): I appreciate the opportunity. I was not sure
that I was going to get this opportunity to speak in response to the Governor, but it is my great pleasure
to do so. Can I say from the outset that what I am going to choose to focus on indeed is not in the
59th Parliament, because I am sure that having heard the Governor’s speech we are full of excitement
about what the 59th Parliament holds for all of us and indeed for the government to pursue as priorities.
What I would actually like to do is to take this opportunity to thank, predominantly, the men and
women in the Victorian public service. There will be others that I would like to thank as well, but
predominantly I thank the men and women of the Victorian public service, who I believe have served
and continue to serve Victoria with distinction. I am biased as a member of this place, having served
in a number of different jurisdictions, but I do regard the Victorian public service as the elite of the
public services right across this country. There will be people in other jurisdictions that will challenge
that, because I have not had the distinction of serving with those men and women that serve their
jurisdictions as well—and that is a fair enough claim—but I do wish to note that everything that we
were able to achieve in the 58th Parliament, and everything that I was able to achieve as a minister
with a range of portfolios, was a direct result of the dedication of the men and women that worked
with me. I very deliberately chose those words ‘worked with me’. No-one worked for me. I could not
have achieved anything that I did if it had not been for that desire to work collaboratively, openly and
in an attempt to improve the lives of the men and women, the boys and girls, those yet to choose
Victoria as a home and those yet to be born into Victoria but nonetheless have a future that is bright
as a result of the work that we undertook.
Many people would be aware that the portfolios that I had the pride of serving in in the 58th Parliament
included the small business portfolio, the portfolio of innovation and the digital economy and of course
the portfolio of trade and investment. And so I think it is best to begin with my vote of thanks to the
former secretary of the Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources, or
what was then known as DEDJTR, Richard Bolt. I have known Richard for many, many years. Indeed
I first worked with Richard in the public service back in 2005. He contributed an amazing amount
over those years that I was with him but also well before that time. He served this state with distinction.
He created and implemented many policies not just across my portfolio but across the broader
government. He served in energy policy, education policy, public transport policy and business and
economic policy.
I cannot stress enough that the relationship between a minister and the secretary is one that must be
strong to function properly. It must be one of trust and one of frank and fearless advice. And for those
people that will serve in years to come as a minister of the Crown—a minister of a republic, let us
hope—to have an opportunity to serve this state with distinction is to be able to have public servants
that do give them frank and fearless advice and that do question and challenge what a minister is
wanting to achieve and how they are wanting to achieve it in order to achieve those outcomes.
Ms Lovell: I concur with you on the professionalism of Mr Bolt.
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Mr DALIDAKIS: For the record, I take up Ms Lovell’s interjection in support of those comments
on Richard Bolt. I do thank her for those.
Ms Lovell: He was an amazing secretary in education.
Mr DALIDAKIS: He was a wonderful secretary across a range of portfolios, Ms Lovell, and I
thank you.
I also had the distinction of serving with my lead deputy secretary, Justin Hanney, who has since gone
on to take over the role of chief executive of the City of Melbourne. Let me say I have never worked
with a finer public servant than Justin Hanney. Justin Hanney did indeed live up to that narrative that
I just described as being frank and fearless in his contributions and private conversations with me—
the advice that he sought to impart—but also beyond that realm he became a friend of mine as well.
And of course there is no greater example of building a strong relationship between two people than
to have that relationship transcend the professional and become personal. I only wish him well in his
role as CEO of the City of Melbourne, because all of us that are in this place—whether we are
representing the metropolitan area, outer suburban areas or indeed rural and regional areas of
Victoria—appreciate that when Melbourne prospers, when Melbourne is at its strongest, that helps the
regions and the country areas to also be at their pinnacle. It is a big role, but it is one that I know that
Mr Hanney will be able to fulfil with great aplomb.
There are other secretaries that I have worked with in a range of departments from time to time. I thank
them for their contributions and friendship as well.
I had a number of deputy secretaries that also worked alongside me in those portfolio matter areas—
Tim Ada, Gonul Serbest, Lill Healy and Matt Carrick. Matt Carrick has gone on to be the CEO of
State Trustees, Lill Healy has gone on to a different area in the 59th Parliament and Tim Ada has gone
into the Department of Premier and Cabinet. And of course I am very proud that Gonul Serbest was
appointed as the deputy secretary for trade whilst I was the trade minister, because diversity, yes, is an
issue about gender predominantly—if you get the issue of gender diversity right, then of course you
can try and assist in so many other diversity pieces—but to be able to have Gonul Serbest, a woman
of ethnic background, of Turkish background indeed, achieve the role of deputy secretary means that
she is able to provide an example to other women of non-English-speaking backgrounds, showing that
they too can achieve great things in the Victorian public service. Having role models—having
examples that people can see and identify with—is super important for what we are trying to achieve.
Can I say that Lill Healy was an amazing deputy secretary to work with. Never once did I ever question
her judgement. Never once did I ever take her for anything other than the professional that she was,
and I valued very deeply the professional relationship that we built.
But of course the deputy secretaries do not do the work alone. Just as in this Parliament we get to stand
up and take the glory of the microphone, this Parliament would not function without the attendants,
without Hansard, without of course the clerks assisting us each and every step of the way and without
maintenance making sure that the bells are working and the lights are turned on. It takes everybody in
this place for this place to work and function at its best.
Teams within the department that worked with me include and are not limited to Matt Dummett, Kathy
Coultas, Kelly Hutcheson, Darryl Rogan, John Bailey, Rebecca Skinner, Rebecca Bailey, Stuart
Bland, Daniel Bisignano, Ylva Carosone—who spent time as a deputy secretary with me; a very fine
public servant who has an amazing future ahead of her—and of course Barb Cullen, who worked with
me assiduously within the small business portfolio to see some of the wonderful outcomes that we
were able to achieve as a government. That was not so that I could stand up here today to echo those
achievements but to actually have important outcomes that impact upon the men and women of
Victoria. Whether they are businesspeople and it improves their livelihood or whether they are mums
and dads and it helps them get through the day, whatever it is that we do, as long as we are leaving
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this state in a better place than that in which we found it, there can be no greater decider of success.
This is an opportunity for me to very clearly place on the record my thanks. Obviously in this
Parliament, the 59th Parliament, I have a different pathway in Parliament, not as a minister of the
Crown, so I wish to take this opportunity to thank those who assisted me in that time when I was a
minister in the 58th Parliament.
I thank the commissioners within my trade offices: Michael Kapel in the Americas; Tim Dillon in
Greater China; Brett Stevens in South-East Asia; Michelle Wade in South Asia; and Ken Ryan, AM,
the commissioner for Europe and Israel. Ken is, of course, not just the commissioner for Europe but
also our agent-general in London. Depending on what happens with Brexit, we might have to move
him, but we will wait and see. Thanks also to Adam Cuneen across Japan, North Asia and Korea;
Gerard Seeber in the Middle East; and John, who served with distinction for him.
There are a range of achievements that I would like to thank the public service for helping us to be
able to successfully navigate. Within small business we implemented the Victorian Fair Payment
Code. This was the first of its type in Australia. This was a payment code that saw small businesses
paid within 30 days of the receipt of a good or service from a large business, so that they were no
longer the cash flow of large businesses, they were no longer the line of credit to be abused by large
businesses. This has seen Victoria operate this policy in our jurisdiction and the Business Council of
Australia operate the policy in the rest of the country with great success. We have seen companies that
previously had taken advantage of small businesses and had their own payment terms extended to 90
and 120 days brought back to within that 30-day period. There can be no greater thing we can do for
small businesses than make sure that they get paid fairly for the provision of a good or service when
it is done.
We also began the cross-border trial. That cross-border trial was created as a result of a conversation
that I had with the federal member up there, Cathy McGowan, who has announced her retirement and
is not standing again at the federal election. In a discussion that she and I had she talked about the
issues in Albany and Wodonga. She said that taxis would go from one side of the border to the other
and drop people off and not be able to pick up people to take them back into the state and city that they
came from. We set that up with Craig Laundy, the federal small business minister, and the Deputy
Premier in New South Wales, John Barilaro. We worked together to make people’s lives better. Since
then of course we have got our own cross-border commissioner, and he is working with that trial to
get successes on the board. That is again positively impacting people’s lives, making a meaningful
difference in the way that they are able to live and also function through their businesses.
We also had the Small Business Festival Victoria. We got to 500 events across Victoria, and 50 per
cent were in metropolitan Melbourne but 50 per cent of those events were in rural and regional
Victoria. It was the first time we had ever crossed the 500-event threshold and the first time we had
ever managed to have a 50-50 split with rural and regional Victoria. That was giving people the
opportunity to get the advice that they need, the support that they want and the networking that they
would like in their towns and cities where they live and operate.
In trade, we had new offices in Boston, Santiago, Singapore and Tel Aviv. We rebadged the Victorian
government trade and investment network, something that had not been looked at for over 15 years.
We implemented strategies in South-East Asia, Latin America and India.
In innovation, let me mention some names: Slack, Square, Zendesk, Etsy, Eventbrite and GoPro.
These are international superstars within the tech community that have chosen Melbourne as their
Asia-Pacific headquarters. Also Culture Amp, 99designs and LiveTiles are companies that have come
back to Melbourne. They are what I call the boomerangs—companies that have sought to return to
Melbourne and bring their international success back here.

ADDRESS TO PARLIAMENT
1220

Legislative Council

Wednesday, 1 May 2019

Let us also celebrate our tech unicorns here: Carsales, Seek, REA, Envato, Airwallex and Aconex.
These are fantastic celebrations of success. Of course for us to continue that success we need to not
just eschew but absolutely kill the tall poppy syndrome.
I could go on for a lot longer, but my time unfortunately is about to draw to a close. I wish those
ministers who have taken on these portfolios the very best. To Minister Pakula, Minister Somyurek
and the Treasurer, Tim Pallas, I wish you nothing but success, because that will mean Victoria is
succeeding. Lastly, I want to wish the best to secretary Simon Phemister, who leads the new
department. May you, Simon, and all the other public servants continue to do great things for
Victoria—and I thank you.
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (17:14): I would like to begin this address-in-reply by
acknowledging the Wurundjeri people of the Kulin nation, who are the traditional owners and
custodians of the land on which this Parliament meets, and to whom during the 59th Parliament I hope
we can pay the ultimate respect of a fair and fulsome treaty process.
Congratulations to you, President. I have enjoyed working with you so far, and I am sure it is only
going to get better. I am looking forward to it.
I would also like to congratulate all the members of the house on their election or their re-election. The
outcome of the 2018 state election was complex, to say the least, but I hope the new composition of
the house represents a new opportunity for cross-party collaboration, where policy rather than politics
will be the principal driver. I have to say so far, so good.
I am incredibly honoured to be elected to represent the Northern Metropolitan Region. I love the north,
and in speaking directly to my constituents now, I am so very grateful for your support. Thank you. It
is a privilege in exchange for which I pledge to work tirelessly in the hope of effecting genuine change
for the better—change that I hope can improve lives and save lives. I am proud that I can fly the flag
of Reason, a party founded on evidence-based policy, equality and pragmatism.
In turning to my address, I thank the Governor for the speech in outlining the legislative agenda of this
government in its second term—a government that I do acknowledge was re-elected for having a
positive plan, for tackling infrastructure in a big way and for driving our economy in the process, but
also a government that was rewarded for a progressive social reform, achieved I might add with a bit
of a push.
Four years ago when the Governor set out the agenda for the 58th Parliament I do not recall mention
of voluntary assisted dying, safe access zones, a supervised injecting centre or ridesharing reform—
meaningful change that I believe featured prominently in the government’s re-election and reform in
which I am proud that Reason played a leading role. It is reform like this that I will continue to pursue
in the 59th Parliament of Victoria.
The medically supervised injecting room in North Richmond categorically is saving lives and reducing
pressure on first responders. It is also busily referring some of the most disadvantaged people in
Victoria to the health and treatment services they need. I was very pleased to hear earlier this year the
Leader of the Opposition commit to a fair assessment of the evidence resulting from this trial. My
promise to the residents of North Richmond in the meantime is that to the best of my ability I am
focused on alleviating any issues that might arise around the facility. The centrepiece, I hope, is a
hydromorphone trial for users of the centre—an intervention that overseas has broken the nexus
between heroin addiction and crime, has refocused chaotic lifestyles away from trying to score and
onto things like finding work and reconnecting with family and, at the same time, has reduced the
demand for heroin, meaning less local drug trafficking.
As the Governor’s speech marked the start of the new Parliament by outlining the government’s
agenda for the new term, I too would like to take a few moments to address mine. On day one of this
Parliament I first read a bill to legalise, tax and regulate adult-use cannabis in Victoria. Our costed
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policy would conservatively deliver $204.6 million to the Victorian budget over four years and in
doing so would smash the $1.5 billion illicit market. It is reform that has community support and will
take pressure off our police and courts. Recent research has shown that the legal availability of
cannabis can reduce prescription opioid overdose deaths by as much as 30 per cent. It also results in a
reduction in the use of and subsequent harms associated with alcohol, tobacco and other substances.
I have also introduced legislation for a spent convictions scheme in Victoria. We are the only state in
this country that does not have such a scheme, but I am confident that with the broad cross-party
support already articulated by many members of this chamber it is reform we can achieve in the near
future. This is just one plank of the evidence-based criminal justice platform that I hope to achieve,
the focus being reform that will address the causes of offending and reoffending, not just warehouse
criminals. I am looking forward to working with the newly created portfolio of crime prevention in
this regard.
Sex work was decriminalised in New South Wales, the ACT and New Zealand decades ago, where
sex-related businesses are treated like any other business rather than being subjected to specialist
regulation. This is the modern, best practice approach to sex industry reform. Decriminalisation is
recognised as the best model to keep workers and the community safe. This has been asserted by
Amnesty International amongst many other organisations. I am convinced that we can achieve this
reform in Victoria.
I will continue to promote small business and innovation as the drivers of our future economy. We
must be responsive to the start-up sector and emerging industries and nurture the bright new ideas
capable of catapulting our economy. I was certainly listening to Mr Dalidakis mention some of the
already fantastic innovative businesses that exist in Victoria, many of which, I might add, are in
Northern Metropolitan Region—from whole new industries that we could not have imagined 10 years
ago to good ideas like electric scooters that elsewhere are already replacing short vehicle fares and
reducing congestion and pollution in the process.
Electoral reform in Victoria is a must. Politicians should not be seen to buy their way into Parliament.
This is why I have given notice of two motions to enhance community engagement in the electoral
process, including a citizens jury review of the 2018 state election. I will prosecute the case for
religious accountability; drug law reform that treats addiction as a health issue not a criminal one; harm
minimisation strategies, including pill testing; strong anti-discrimination laws; an ageing strategy; and
action on mental health prior to the finalisation of the royal commission, including action on social
isolation. My mantra is that prevention is better than a cure and a fence at the top of the cliff is cheaper
and more effective than an ambulance at the bottom.
Most importantly, we must not let up on the climate emergency that we are facing. This summer
Adelaide experienced its hottest day ever and Queensland experienced unprecedented flooding that
affected an area twice the size of Victoria and killed half a million cattle. Victorian infrastructure and
industry must be audited with these types of extremes in mind and mitigation plans implemented.
More than that, we as the state of Victoria must be leaders in addressing the existential threat of climate
change. The forecasts are compelling, and the scenarios are devastating. We cannot forget for a second
that the most important question of our time is how to restore a safe climate now, which must include
a fast transition to zero emissions.
There are only 40 of us elected to the Legislative Council, and we should keep reminding ourselves of
the great responsibility with which we have been entrusted by Victorians in permitting us to act on
their behalf. Their welfare is the joint goal shared by us all, and I hope that we can work together to
achieve a lot of good in this place and leave the incredible state of Victoria in a better place than we
found it.
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Dr RATNAM (Northern Metropolitan) (17:23): I am pleased to rise on the address-in-reply to the
Governor’s speech. I acknowledge our First Nations people, the Wurundjeri, whose land we meet
upon today. I look forward to working with others to make the 59th Parliament the most culturally
inclusive it can possibly be, with a deep commitment and sense of renewal to a treaty process with our
First Nations in this state and across the country. I would like to begin by congratulating the
government on their re-election and all members here on their election to this house. While obviously
I would prefer to have my Greens colleagues sitting here on these benches, I am looking forward to
working with the other members of the crossbench to hold this government to account over the next
four years.
As we all know, the Governor’s speech is an opportunity for the government to outline its legislative
priorities for the next four years. We would expect that this speech would address the big challenges
our state is facing and how the government intends to address those issues. Surprisingly though,
something rather significant was conspicuously absent from this year’s Governor’s speech. There was
no mention of the biggest challenge our community currently faces: the social, economic and
ecological disaster that is bearing down upon us caused by human-induced climate change. There was
but one mention of renewables and the environment, in relation to the government’s Solar Homes
package, which we support. The government had nothing to say about water, nothing about forests,
nothing about drought or heatwaves or fire or floods or pollution or waste—nothing at all about the
climate emergency currently staring us in the face.
Victoria, Australia and the planet are standing on the verge of a complete ecological disaster that will
mean life on earth will change forever. As my colleague the member for Prahran said in the other
place, a government without a plan for Victoria’s environment is a government without a plan for
Victoria’s future. The reality is you cannot claim to be taking climate change seriously unless you
have a plan to stop burning coal and gas—and this is a government without a plan.
Scientists tell us we have just 12 years to avoid disastrous climate change, and to do that coal and gas
must stay in the ground. The Greens listen to the science. We have a plan that will transition Victoria
to 100 per cent renewable energy by 2030, a plan that will build publicly owned renewable energy
plants and phase out dirty coal-fired power stations, while building up alternative industries so
communities are not left in the lurch.
Our planet is dying, and we are the ones that are killing it. We can see the effects of our actions every
single day. We only have to look at the past summer to clearly see what is happening. It was the hottest
summer in Australia since records began. More than a million fish died in the Murray-Darling. Insect
numbers are declining all over the planet. Ancient Tasmanian wilderness has gone up in smoke in
unprecedented fires. More of our native animals get closer to extinction every single day. People are
dying of heat stroke. Communities are ravaged by bushfires and floods.
As parliamentarians part of our job is to leave this state better for those who come after us. Without
tackling climate change we are betraying future generations. Young people know this. They know that
their futures are under threat, which is why they are mobilising and taking a stand to save the earth and
their futures. In the words of the extraordinary young climate activist Greta Thunberg:
I want you to act as you would in a crisis. I want you to act as if our house is on fire. Because it is.

So as parliamentarians and as leaders let us act, because we can act now. There are real, practical
options out there to help address this crisis. We can stop burning fossil fuels and power our state with
100 per cent renewable energy. We can transition out of coal in a way that supports jobs and
communities. We can move away from our dependence on cars and create a transport system that
works for people, without increasing air pollution. We can protect our beautiful native forests and
preserve them for generations to come, helping create clean air and water for Victoria. We can ban
single-use plastics, introduce a container deposit scheme and create a proper recycling industry to deal
with our waste problem and create jobs. We can plan for a city based on sustainable design, with trees
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and green roofs and energy-efficient homes. These are feasible policy options that other countries and
jurisdictions are already putting in place with great success. This is the future my Greens colleagues
and I will be working towards.
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:28): Thank you, President, and first of all allow me to
congratulate you formally on your election as President. You have already shown I think a capacity to
be an exceptionally good President, and I anticipate that will continue, so I congratulate you on that.
I would also like to express my loyalty to Her Majesty. She is an extraordinary individual and an
amazing leader. I cannot help but think how fortunate we are to have as our monarch such an amazing
human being and for us to have lived at a time when Her Majesty has been on the throne. I have to say
that she has been on the throne for the entirety of my life, and I am sure most members will have had
a similar experience. When the day comes, and hopefully it is a long way away, when she is no longer
there, it will be a very, very strange feeling indeed. But I would like to express my loyalty to Her
Majesty and my support for the continuation of Australia’s constitutional monarchy. The great thing
about the constitutional monarchy is that it is the system that counts; it is not the personalities. We are
very fortunate indeed to have had, as I said, such a marvellous queen, but when we have a king then
the system will not change. We will still have that safety net.
Let us face it, the monarch, whether it be the monarch in person or the monarch’s representative, is in
fact the umpire in this game that we call government here in Australia. Despite the fact that we might
not like umpires from time to time—and I may have expressed my views on that rather loudly at the
MCG just last week—we have to have them. Remove the Governor, remove the Governor-General,
remove the queen or the king, and our system breaks down. We have already seen in the United States
what happens when you do not have that independent umpire. They have the shutdown of government
on a pretty regular basis actually, and I anticipate there will be another one pretty soon. So I think we
should be pretty happy with our constitutional monarchy, and we should be very, very pleased that
Her Majesty and those who represent her do an outstanding job in their roles.
I would also like to thank the people of Melbourne’s west, who have re-elected me to represent them
for another term. I get around the west and I talk to a lot of people. It does not matter who they vote
for, it does not matter what their background is, whether it be a religious background or an ethnic
background or whatever it may be, I am happy to go out and talk to everybody. I am not in my office
much because that is not where people are. I prefer to get out and to talk to people to find out what
their issues are and to find out what their problems are. Indeed in the west there are quite a few issues
that need to be addressed. Melbourne’s west has been my home for almost my entire adult life, so it is
an area that I have a real commitment to—not just a political commitment but a deep personal
commitment as well.
When I see the traffic problems, for example, that are a nightmare for hundreds of thousands of
motorists in the west every day, it angers me. The east–west link, if it had not been scrapped at a cost
of $1.3 billion by the current Premier, would probably now be half complete and we would have a
solution to the woeful traffic problems that we suffer in Melbourne’s west. That is just one of a number
of issues that I will be raising in this 59th Parliament. I am very hopeful, not necessarily confident,
that the government might actually listen to me on this occasion.
It concerns me that the hardworking people of Melbourne’s west are about to be slugged with massive
taxes. The fact that the Premier and the Treasurer have postponed the budget until after the federal
election tells me that something stinks in Spring Street, something stinks in Treasury. It concerns me
that there is something coming that is going to make us all very, very unhappy.
Already today the Premier has refused to rule out death duties. This is the most odious of taxes—a tax
on dead people. You pay tax all your life. You work hard, you pay your tax and you build up your
property, your home and your worldly chattels. You go to your creator at the end of your life and the
government says, ‘I’ll have some of that, thank you very much’. That, let me tell you, is theft. That is
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straight-out theft. For the Premier to be even contemplating that is something that concerns me very,
very much indeed. If the Premier and the Treasurer were to introduce death duties in this state, the
exodus to the New South Wales and South Australian border would be something that would have to
be seen to be believed. Thousands and thousands, if not millions of people, would be out of Victoria
before Daniel Andrews got hold of their money.
But there is no doubt that there are tax increases. There are tax slugs on the way. You cannot spend as
much as this government spends without taxing. Government has to get the money from somewhere,
and the only place that government can get the money from is people—workers and taxpayers. It is
the only place that they can get the money from. When you see the government get up and say, ‘We’ve
spent $22 billion on this’ or ‘We’ve spent $15 billion on this’ or ‘We’ve spent $45 billion on this’, do
you know who has really spent that money? Do you know where that money really comes from? That
money is coming from the pockets of hardworking Victorians, people who go out there and work
every day, whether they be in business or whether they be employees. Whatever they may be, they
work hard, they pay their tax, and it is taken by a government and spent on their behalf.
Interestingly we have a government that tells us quite frequently how much they have spent, but they
never actually tell us what they got for it. This is a government that does not understand value for
money; it only understands the big, big figure at the end of how much they have spent. I want to know
what I am getting for it. I could go into a supermarket or a shopping centre and spend up big too, but
I want to know what I am getting for it. This government does not understand that, and I think that is
a real concern.
What is also a real concern is what may happen in this country in just two and half weeks if Bill
Shorten is elected Prime Minister of this country. You have got to face facts; there is a very real chance
of that. We are in a lot of trouble. This nation is in a lot of trouble. If you thought that Kevin Rudd
wrought disaster on this nation when he was elected PM, wait until you see what Bill Shorten will do
if he is PM. His climate change policies alone will sink the economy without trace. There is no way
that business will stick around to cop the sorts of policies that this Labor opposition is proposing in
government federally, and it is going to hit Victoria hard. It will hit Victoria hard, and it will hit the
western suburbs hard. That is what concerns me.
The interesting thing about the Labor Party is that when they stuff up economically, which they
inevitably do—and we all know the cycle—the Liberals come in and fix the economy. The Liberals
build up the money. Labor comes in, they spend it all, they send the state broke and they put us in all
manner of strife, and then the Liberals have to come back in and fix it, and then a few years later on it
goes. We know the cycle. But what concerns me is that the mess that Labor will produce if Bill Shorten
becomes Prime Minister will hit those who are probably Labor voters more than anybody else.
There is a degree of silliness in the whole thing when you look at it in that way, because it will hit
ordinary workers. Labor will hit ordinary workers, as they always do. It will hit people in factories. It
will hit people who are perhaps at the lower end of the wage scale, because we are going to see huge
numbers of businesses get up and leave Australia. We are going to see other businesses that cannot
afford to leave Australia go broke. They will go to the wall and just close up. If Bill Shorten becomes
Prime Minister of this nation, we are going to see massive unemployment. We are going to see massive
recession, if not depression. That is just as a result of one policy, and he cannot even tell us how much
it is going to cost. He cannot tell us how much his climate change policy is actually going to cost. I
know how much it is going to cost. It is going to cost the Australian economy everything. It will take
us generations to recover from the policy that is being proposed by federal Labor at this minute—and
it is going to hit Victoria very hard.
The insanity of all this is that this policy will not achieve a damn thing, apart from the human misery,
the economic hardship and the social upheaval that will occur. Apart from that, this policy will not
solve a single thing. If every emission in Australia—every car, every factory, every bus—and
everything just closed down tomorrow and stayed closed, it would make no difference at all to the
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climate. It would make no difference at all to world emissions. Australia contributes around 1 per cent,
maybe a little bit more, to the world’s emissions. If we stopped them all tomorrow, it would make no
difference at all. Here we have a political party, the Australian Labor Party, that is proposing that they
go into government, completely destroy the economy, flatten business left, right and centre and put
people out of work in their tens or hundreds of thousands, all for nothing. It makes no sense at all.
Members interjecting.
Mr FINN: A few members are scoffing over there, but the fact of the matter is that if I come back
here in a couple of years and say, ‘I told you so’, they will not be able to say too much at all, because
what I am saying will have been quite prophetic if you look back on it. What is being proposed at the
moment I regard as very scary. It is a real threat to the future welfare of the nation, and it is something
that does give me enormous concern.
I am delighted to be the shadow assistant minister for small business, because small business is an area
that I am passionate about and I am very happy to be working with Michael O’Brien, the opposition
leader and shadow small business minister in this particular area. I will be visiting every part of the
state over the next couple of years to speak to small business people right across Victoria. I am very
much looking forward to that indeed.
I am hoping that we achieve a lot in this Parliament, but when you look at what this government puts
forward, maybe it is best that we do not achieve anything at all.
Motion agreed to.
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services)
(17:43): I move:
That the address be presented to the Governor by the President and such members of the Council as may wish
to accompany him.

Motion agreed to.
Adjournment
The PRESIDENT: And now, because I can, I propose the question:
That the house do now adjourn.

DUCK HUNTING SEASON
Mr MEDDICK (Western Victoria) (17:44): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for
Agriculture. Last week I raised concerns via the minister’s office that volunteers are being left to do
the work of a government agency in documenting breaches of hunting regulations and the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals Act 2008 during Victoria’s annual duck shooting season.
A log of evidence detailing a number of offences, such as allowing a gun dog to maul an injured duck
and failure to kill injured ducks immediately, was sent to the minister, the Premier and the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. The log of evidence details dates, global positioning
system locations, details of offences and identification of hunters such as vehicle registrations so that
the Game Management Authority can investigate and charge shooters. It is something that would not
be done if not for volunteer duck rescuers, despite a government agency with paid staff being
responsible. Legal experts say it is simply not possible to monitor and enforce rules during the duck
shooting season when there are so many wetlands.
The season is nearing an end, and despite late start times and a shortened season, shooters have proven
again they simply cannot abide by the law—the law being the only justification the government uses
to continue calling seasons. The action I seek is for the minister to act on the wishes of the majority of
Victorians, metropolitan and regional, and make this season the last.
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VICTORIA STATE EMERGENCY SERVICE MANSFIELD UNIT
Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (17:45): My adjournment matter is for the Minister for Police
and Emergency Services and relates to the emergency service needs of the Mansfield community,
particularly regarding the Mansfield SES unit. The action that I seek of the minister is for the minister
to commit funding to purchase a section of the old Mansfield saleyards site that would in the short
term allow for the construction of a new facility for the Mansfield SES and also provide enough space
for a future emergency services hub that would include the relocation of the ambulance station and the
Mansfield CFA station to the site.
The current Mansfield SES facility that is already located on the old Mansfield saleyards site is in a
state of disrepair and needs to be rebuilt. However, the Mansfield shire is wanting to sell the old
saleyards site, and there is deep community concern that the Mansfield SES will soon be without a
home. A site suggested by the council for a new SES facility has been rejected by the local squad as
this location would not be suitable for assisting them to meet their response times.
Built in the 1970s, the Mansfield ambulance station fails to meet current standards. It is not fit for
purpose and also needs to be rebuilt. The Mansfield emergency precinct committee has been formed
to protect the future of the Mansfield SES unit and advocate for an integrated emergency services
precinct on the saleyards site. As well as new facilities for the Mansfield SES and ambulance members,
the site has the capacity to house a new CFA station in the future. The saleyard site is large enough to
create this precinct, with enough room for a new SES facility to include a purpose-built incident control
centre. Currently, when needed, incident control is run out of an area in the local council offices that
is cramped and is not ideal.
With the Mansfield ambulance station also in need of a replacement building, a new facility alongside
a new SES building on this parcel of land makes perfect sense. The SES, ambulance and CFA currently
hold all agency training on the existing site, and this would be enhanced if the land were home to all
three agencies. The future relocation of the CFA will provide Mansfield’s volunteer firefighters with
a new fit-for-purpose station, and deliver for the Mansfield community a true emergency services
precinct.
I would like to acknowledge the continued advocacy of my colleague in the other place, the member
for Eildon, Cindy McLeish, who has for a long time called for a new SES and ambulance facility to
be built in Mansfield. I thank the Mansfield emergency precinct committee for their commitment to
support the Mansfield SES in their endeavours to raise $20 000 towards planning, and I urge the
minister to support the emergency services that are so vital to the Mansfield community.
The action that I seek from the minister is for the minister to commit funding to purchase a section of
the old Mansfield saleyards site that would in the short term allow for the construction of a new facility
for the Mansfield SES and also provide enough space for a future emergency services hub that would
include the relocation of the ambulance station and the Mansfield CFA station to the site.
INDUSTRIAL FIRES
Mr MELHEM (Western Metropolitan) (17:49): My adjournment matter is directed to the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change, the Honourable Lily D’Ambrosio, MLA, in the other
place. I note the recent fires that have occurred across Melbourne’s suburbs at industrial sites in
Footscray West in August last year and Campbellfield in April this year. It is concerning to see that in
both the case of Campbellfield and that of Footscray West the owners of these premises look to have
illegally stockpiled dangerous chemicals against existing regulations and licenses. The West Footscray
fire in my electorate particularly had severe ramifications for nearby Stony Creek and surrounding
parklands, with water from firefighting efforts discharged into the creek.
The north-west and western suburbs have seen an increase in industrial-residential mixed suburbs
areas that have evolved due to the urbanisation of previous manufacturing hubs in inner city areas.
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Given this dramatic change in suburban living, this government has a responsibility to take adequate
steps to ensure that people can feel safe living in these areas and are not at risk of potential exposure
to dangerous chemicals.
I welcome the changes that were made to the Environment Protection Act, passed in August 2018,
that are due to take effect next year. Some of them will take effect now. I also welcome the significant
increase in EPA inspections conducted since the West Footscray fire—2225 inspections in the last
financial year alone. The strong response to illegal waste crimes and the increase in inspections is
exactly what needs to happen to make our suburbs safe.
The action I seek from the minister is that the government continue to support and strengthen the
regulations and regulators that oversee the management of chemical and industrial waste in residential
and industrial areas, and apply the full force of the law against the people who actually continue to
breach the current laws. They think they can get away with it. I hope that the minister will basically
go there and instruct the agencies—like the Environment Protection Authority Victoria and others—
to come down like a ton of bricks on these people and make sure that that does not continue to occur
in our suburbs, because our residents are entitled to feel safe in their homes.
MILL PARK AND SOUTH MORANG TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT
Mr ONDARCHIE (Northern Metropolitan) (17:51): My adjournment matter tonight is for the
Minister for Roads and Minister for Road Safety and the TAC, and the action I seek concerns a
VicRoads investigation into the safety and traffic flow of vehicles on Plenty Road and Childs Road in
Mill Park and McDonalds Road in South Morang. In recent years population growth in the area has
increased the volume of cars travelling throughout the area and in particular on Plenty Road, with
drivers seeking alternate thoroughfares to avoid a choked Plenty Road intersection. Every morning
Plenty Road traffic is banked up with the construction that should have been undertaken in January
when the schools were on holidays.
Constituents have told me they are concerned about the government’s decision to add three new traffic
lights on Plenty Road, Mill Park. That will be four sets of traffic lights over a 1.3-kilometre distance.
That is the highest concentration of any arterial road exiting north from the Western Ring Road. They
have also asked me if the advantage of installing the extra lane each way on Plenty Road will then be
disadvantaged by the addition of these extra lights and the design of the new bus stops. Local residents
have reported to me that commuters trying to avoid the traffic works are clogging up roads like
Centenary Drive, Betula Avenue and Morang Drive, which are not really designed to take the traffic
currently passing through. During peak hour and school pick-up times the situation is getting
intolerable. The story is similar for the intersections and bottlenecks along Childs Road and the
constant waiting for the duplication of the west end of Childs Road.
While our government keeps commuters in gridlock, the New South Wales government is upgrading
500 intersections with smart traffic light technology that responds to changing traffic conditions in real
time, reducing queue length and delays at traffic lights for motorists. This is not dissimilar to the
cooperative intelligent transport system technology the government is currently trialling in Toorak,
but that technology has intersection lights give priority to trams over motorists.
I ask the minister by way of action to direct VicRoads to investigate the traffic flow at the intersections
of Childs Road–Morang Drive, Childs Road–Betula Avenue and McDonalds Road–Plenty Road to
make sure the sequencing can be improved. I also ask the minister to require that VicRoads investigate
the use of smart traffic lights, or similar technologies, to improve the flow of traffic—just as the
Berejiklian government is doing—on Plenty Road, Mill Park, to accommodate our increasing
population, the subsequent increased volume of traffic and the increase in the number of traffic lights
added to the Mill Park stretch of Plenty Road. The situation is intolerable.
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GRAMPIANS ROCK CLIMBING
Mr LIMBRICK (South Eastern Metropolitan) (17:54): My request for action is for the Minister
for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place. Each year thousands of people enjoy
the healthy pastime of rock climbing in Victoria while contributing millions of dollars to businesses
in regional towns. People have been quietly enjoying this pastime in its modern form with no major
issues for more than 70 years. By necessity, rock climbers understand the risks. They plan their climbs
carefully and have a mature outlook. Apart from the physical and mental challenge, a major reason
rock climbers do the sport is that they are inspired by nature. They care deeply for the environment—
far more than many people who call themselves environmentalists but rarely spend time in the
environment.
The closure of several of our best climbing areas in the Grampians has caused considerable grief. The
official reason for the closures is to protect Aboriginal rock art. Representatives of climbers say it is
insulting to suggest that they would have anything but the utmost respect for any Aboriginal sites they
find. They say an accusation that climbing bolts were placed into rock art in the Grampians is false
and that a photograph used to illustrate the problem was of a bolt placed there 30 years ago by the
managers of the park as part of a cage to protect the art. They say there is not one example of damage
to rock art in the Grampians by climbers. They say changes have been made unilaterally and Parks
Victoria have ignored their own statement of obligations from the Parks Victoria Act 2018 that they
must undertake timely and inclusive engagement with key stakeholders. My request for action from
the minister is that she provide us with any evidence of damage to Aboriginal rock art by climbers.
BRIMBANK POLICE NUMBERS
Mr FINN (Western Metropolitan) (17:55): I wish to raise a matter this evening for the attention of
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. It is an issue that I have in various forms raised over
a number of years now, and sadly the crime spree in Melbourne’s west is continuing. I draw to the
minister’s attention a particular attack on a 50-year-old Cairnlea man who was taken to hospital with
multiple stab wounds after an aggravated burglary and assault on Anzac Day. This man was in his
home when police believe that four males wearing balaclavas forced their way into his home. His wife
was home. His three children were home as well. He obviously resisted the miscreants, and they
stabbed him multiple times, putting him in hospital in what I understand to be a serious condition. I
send my very best wishes to him for a speedy recovery and also to his family, because they too must
be feeling a lot of pressure and a lot of stress. To go through something like that at any time would
have an impact, but to have somebody in the family so severely injured in this attack would really
impact not just his wife but most certainly his children as well for, I would imagine, quite some time.
What I am asking the minister to do is to provide the appropriate numbers of police to protect people
in the Brimbank area. There is a fair crime problem there, it has to be said. I know the police at the
Sunshine police station are overworked beyond words. Anybody who goes into the Sunshine police
station can barely get through the door just for people walking in off the street and wanting to deal
with the police over the counter. There is a real problem in Brimbank and one that does need urgent
attention. The fact that we do not have enough police, and this issue continues, leads to these sorts of
dreadful attacks that I talk about, such as on the gentleman in Cairnlea on Anzac Day. I am asking the
minister to, as a matter of urgency, provide the appropriate number of police to Brimbank to ensure
that we do not see attacks of this sort.
MURRAY-DARLING BASIN
Mr QUILTY (Northern Victoria) (17:58): My adjournment item is for the Minister for Water in
the other place. Given that Labor are firm favourites to win the federal election, I ask the minister to
outline a plan of action to persuade his federal counterparts to scrap the disastrous policy of sending a
further 450 billion litres of water down the Murray-Darling Basin to South Australia. The Murray
River is the only river in Australia where the estuary is kept fresh by using artificial barrages. No-one
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can say why. Despite the fact that it is natural for the lower lakes of South Australia to be brackish and
for them to dry out from time to time, billions of litres of fresh water are being forced down the river
into them. Eight hundred to 900 billion litres of fresh water that has flowed past much of my region of
northern Victoria then evaporates in the lower lakes of South Australia every year.
With eastern Australia now in the grip of a devastating drought, the people in northern Victoria are
suffering. Farmers cannot feed their livestock or grow their crops. Townspeople who rely on the
prosperity of farmers—retail workers, mechanics, teachers and business owners—are suffering too.
But at least they can sleep soundly knowing that the people in South Australia can visit their lakeside
homes and take a dip in the fresh water!
Now, while northern Victoria is in the grip of terrible drought, federal Labor has promised to send
another 450 billion litres of water down the river. For people who are struggling on bone-dry properties
in my region, a picnic by the Murray River will be like watching their livelihoods flowing down the
drain. We have heard a great deal about water theft, and there have even been calls for a royal
commission, but the people behind these unscientific government policies are no better for northern
Victorians than the water thieves. Northern Victorians do not want handouts; they just want to be able
to make the food and fibre that sustains every one of us. They want to be the breadbasket of Australia,
not the basket case.
TOORAK ROAD, KOOYONG, LEVEL CROSSING
Mr DAVIS (Southern Metropolitan—Leader of the Opposition) (18:01): My matter for the
adjournment debate tonight is for the attention of the Minister for Transport Infrastructure, and it
concerns the Toorak Road level crossing. This level crossing is one that the government has foisted
upon the community, and I have separately raised a number of matters concerning this crossing with
respect to the public meeting that was held and the call for the rail to go under the road.
Stonnington council has been very clear that they want a rail-under-road solution; Boroondara council
has a similar view. But leaving all of that aside, and leaving the arrogance of the government aside,
the current plan will see an area of land along Auburn Road just up from the current car park, almost
up to the University of Melbourne area, in that direction—a large area of land that is currently used
for a farmers market—sacrificed.
What I seek from the minister is that, as she is working through the options for staging—the options
for ensuring that the level crossing removal that we all support proceeds smoothly and preferably with
a rail-under-road solution—the farmers market is not sacrificed, because currently, under the
government’s draft plans, that farmers market will effectively be closed for some years to come. A
market is held there regularly. It is a very successful one. People come from quite a distance away and
produce is sold. It is extremely popular. We surveyed people at that market in recent weeks, and it is
clear that the view of the community is that they want that farmers market to remain. They are small
stall holders. It is their livelihood—
Mr Ondarchie: Hardworking.
Mr DAVIS: Hardworking stall holders. The government appears to be deaf to this. The City of
Boroondara has made this point. Their submission in relation to the level crossing removal project has
made this point crystal clear—that the farmers market needs to be protected. I support that. It cannot
be beyond the capacity of government to find a better solution and find another way to proceed,
preferably with a rail-under-road solution, with the level crossing removal at Toorak Road. Hopefully
the government would even be prepared to take the more than $250 million that the federal
government has put on the table for the Glenferrie Road crossing removal at the same time. That would
make a lot of sense. But my point tonight is a more narrow one: can the minister ensure that as she is
proceeding with this she puts in place steps to protect the farmers market and use alternate sites that
have less impact on small businesses and the local community?
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ROWVILLE RAIL LINE
Mr BARTON (Eastern Metropolitan) (18:04): The matter I raise tonight is for the Minister for
Public Transport, Minister Horne. I ask the minister for an update on the progress of planning and
design works on the Rowville public transport extension. In April last year the Labor government
announced $3 million for design and planning works for a train or rail extension between Caulfield
and Rowville. At the time they said these works would be complete in a year—tick-tock. The 2018–
19 federal budget also promised $475 million over a five-year period towards construction of a heavy
rail line to service Monash.
In talks with Knox council this week we reviewed their public transport vision. The council’s
preference is to run heavy rail from Huntingdale through to Rowville. They expressed concerns that
stopping at Monash would disadvantage those travelling from the east and that any future business
case for a further extension would never stack up if only part of the project was completed now.
Commuters in the eastern suburbs are car captives as the public transport offerings to move around
these areas are minimal, and this contributes significantly to increasing congestion on our freeways
and roads. Businesses along the proposed extension in Knox and Monash generate almost $27 billion
to our state and national economies. These business communities are expanding rapidly, offering jobs,
apprenticeships and education opportunities to local residents and those travelling from new suburbs
further out. However, getting to work by public transport is almost impossible and car congestion in
the area is a nightmare and will only get worse. So I ask the minister to release the findings of the
planning and design works through to Rowville or provide an explanation of why this project has been
delayed.
PORTLAND HOSPITAL PATIENT
Ms CROZIER (Southern Metropolitan) (18:05): My adjournment matter this evening is for the
Minister for Health. I know she was in the chamber just before the adjournment debate started. I hope
she is still in Parliament House, or that her advisers are listening, if not the minister, because this is an
urgent matter, and I will be emailing her straight after this as well.
The minister’s office was notified by phone and by email about a patient, Mr Bill Storer, who has been
in an emergency care bed in Portland for the past five days. His sister called the minister’s office as
she is a registered nurse and like me understands what may occur to Mr Storer if he does not receive
the specialist intervention in Melbourne or Geelong that he has been advised to have by his Portland
doctors. Mr Storer is in an emergency care bed in Portland, as I mentioned. He has a blockage in his
coeliac trunk. His sister, in the email to the minister’s office, has said, and I quote:
… obviously if this blocks completely he would likely lose his bowel, or worse. I believe this is very time
sensitive, given that he has been getting steadily worse over the last five days.

Mr Storer has been told that there are no beds available in either Melbourne or Geelong for him to be
able to access that intervention from specialists that he requires. The action I seek from the minister
is—and it is an urgent action—that she ensures that a bed is made available tonight so that Mr Storer
can receive that urgent intervention that he requires.
The PRESIDENT: Before I call the next adjournment matter, Mr Quilty, on your adjournment
matter I have a bit of a concern about lobbying federal government ‘if there is a change of
government’. Could your action be ‘lobby the incumbent government no matter who that may be’ just
so we can tidy that up? For Hansard, I am getting the thumbs up from Mr Quilty.
SOLAR HOMES PACKAGE
Ms BATH (Eastern Victoria) (18:07): My adjournment matter this evening is for the attention of
the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change in the other place, and the action I seek is
for the minister to review and overhaul the operation of the government’s Solar Homes rebate scheme.
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When this scheme was introduced and announced back in August last year it was to operate over a 10year period and cost $1.3 billion. Last year a local energy management consultant questioned Solar
Victoria about its press release, which stated that it planned to provide solar photovoltaic (PV) rebates
for 24 000 households. He was advised by the call centre employee that Solar Homes had a cap, which
was not absolute and was unlikely to be enforced, so as long as the residents had solar installed before
the end of the financial year and also as long as they met the eligibility criteria they would satisfy
eligibility for a rebate. However, the Solar Victoria rebate abruptly ceased on Friday, 12 April, with
Solar Homes claiming that their funding had run out.
Many solar panel customers and electricians in Gippsland have been caught out as there was no
forewarning of this closure. When the first scheme was announced in August 2018 it was not
mandatory to get an approval number prior to installation of a solar panel. The Victorian Solar website
previously also advised that you did not have to wait until you got your eligibility confirmation to
install solar, which is contrary to the advice now being offered to applicants, as they must have an
eligibility number before installing a solar PV system and they cannot apply for a rebate even after the
applications reopen in July this year. This has disadvantaged households who have relied on this
advice and gone ahead with their solar installations.
Consistent with advice from Solar Victoria, many solar installers informed householders that
eligibility numbers were not required for installation and that the number would simply be for a faster
facilitation of the process. I have been inundated with complaints about this slow response from Solar
Victoria as to households seeking to obtain information about the progress of their rebate claim, so I
request that the minister undertake a thorough and urgent review of the Solar Homes rebate scheme to
restore public confidence in this shambolic system.
POLICE CORRUPTION AND MISCONDUCT
Ms PATTEN (Northern Metropolitan) (18:10): My adjournment matter is for the Special Minister
of State. As the minister is aware, the Independent Broad-based Anti-corruption Commission
Committee last year inquired into, considered and reported on the external oversight and investigation
of police corruption and misconduct in Victoria. The extensive bipartisan report made 69 sweeping
recommendations to improve the transparency, impartiality, effectiveness and efficiency of the
system, determining that serious police misconduct should not be left to the police to investigate and
that probes should instead be conducted by Victoria’s corruption watchdog, the Independent Broadbased Anti-corruption Commission.
In fact recommendation 2 says:
… IBAC should formally establish a dedicated Police Corruption and Misconduct Division to increase public
confidence in Victoria’s system for the handling of complaints about police corruption and other misconduct,
improve its capacity to conduct effective investigations, enhance its independence, develop its expertise and
improve its overall performance. This division should consolidate IBAC’s legislated functions that relate to
complaints and disclosures about police corruption and other misconduct in Victoria.

This was a very sensible recommendation and, as I say, it was a multipartisan committee. In fact the
report is very extensive and runs to 700 pages. Unfortunately it was not tabled until September so the
government did not respond to the inquiry in the 58th Parliament. This is something that I am
interested in—what happens to all of the recommendations from all of the very good inquiries that are
done in this place? One day I will have time to go and form a list of the recommendations that have
been made, the ones that the government of the day has agreed to and which ones have actually been
enacted or just ignored. The action I seek from the minister tonight is a commitment to implement the
report’s recommendation in this term of government to ensure that serious complaints about police are
independently investigated.
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RESPONSES
Ms PULFORD (Western Victoria—Minister for Roads, Minister for Road Safety and the TAC,
Minister for Fishing and Boating) (18:13): I thank all members for their contributions to the
adjournment debate this evening. I have matters from Mr Meddick for the Minister for Agriculture;
Ms Lovell for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; Mr Melhem for the Minister for
Energy, Environment and Climate Change; Mr Limbrick for the Minister for Energy, Environment
and Climate Change; Mr Finn for the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; Mr Quilty for the
Minister for Water; Mr Davis for the Minister for Transport Infrastructure; Mr Barton for the Minister
for Public Transport; Ms Crozier for the Minister for Health; Ms Bath for the Minister for Energy,
Environment and Climate Change; and Ms Patten for the Special Minister of State. Mr Ondarchie
raised for my attention some issues around traffic in and around Plenty Road. I will take some advice
on the specifics of the intersections that Mr Ondarchie raised and provide a response to him at the
earliest opportunity. I will provide those other matters to the relevant ministers for their attention and
response.
I have written responses to two adjournment matters: Ms Lovell on 5 March and Mr Gepp on
21 March.
The PRESIDENT: The house now stands adjourned.
House adjourned 6.14 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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SHEPPARTON MOTHER AND BABY HEALTH SERVICES
In reply to Ms LOVELL (Northern Victoria) (5 March 2019)
Mr FOLEY (Albert Park—Minister for Mental Health, Minister for Equality, Minister for Creative
Industries):
The Andrews Labor Government understands that early intervention and support are critical for parents at
risk of perinatal depression. Women who have experienced family violence, trauma or loss are particularly
vulnerable to experiencing mental health issues in the perinatal period.
We know that early identification and intervention are crucial to preventing and treating perinatal depression
and other mental health issues experienced by new parents.
That is why the Commonwealth Government’s decision to end their funding of the National Perinatal
Depression Initiative (NPDI) was so devastating, particularly for regional communities. NPDI enabled the
provision of:
•

Routine and universal screening for depression for women during the perinatal period;

•

Follow-up treatment, support and care for women who are at risk of or experiencing perinatal depression,
including psychological treatment, counselling services, acute inpatient care and community-based care
and support, and

•

Training and development for health professionals to help them screen expectant and new mothers, make
appropriate referrals and provide treatment, care and support.

The Victorian Parliamentary Inquiry into Perinatal Services heard submissions from across regional Victoria,
including from health services and individuals, who noted the importance of this program and the Perinatal
Perinatal Emotional Health Program (PEHP) funded by the Victorian Government, which supports new and
expecting parents to access specialist clinical mental health services.
One of the recommendations out of that Inquiry was that the Victorian Government continue and expand the
PEHP and that’s exactly what we have done. We are making up for the Commonwealth’s withdrawal of
funding and providing ongoing certainty to Goulburn Valley Health and other regional health services so that
they can continue to develop and provide best practice mental health support to new parents.
In addition to providing recurrent funding for programs like PEHP, the Andrews Labor Government has
funded two existing Parent and Infant Units in regional Victoria to expand their operations from five days a
week to seven days a week. This will enable more families to get the assistance they need, when they need it.

SWAN HILL DISTRICT HEALTH
In reply to Mr GEPP (Northern Victoria) (21 March 2019)
Ms MIKAKOS (Northern Metropolitan—Minister for Health, Minister for Ambulance Services):
I would like to thank my colleague, Mr Gepp for raising this matter and was pleased to have had the
opportunity to join him to visit Swan Hill District Health on 29 March 2019.
As the member has pointed out, the Andrews Labor Government has already provided more than $3 million
through the Rural Health Infrastructure Fund for the purchase of essential equipment and infrastructure
improvements. During my visit I was pleased to be able to inspect new sub-acute and palliative care beds that
will be available to patients in the coming months. My department is currently working with the health service
and the Victorian Health and Human Services Building Authority on a master plan for the site which is
expected to be completed within the next six months.
The Andrews Labor Government is committed to ensure that all Victorians have access to the highest quality
healthcare.

